Notes

This file is primarily an impact supplement to be used for science good advantages/DAs. However, it also functions as an independent K of postmodern Affs that challenge empirical conceptions of reality. Most of this is focused on impacts/answers to science turns/indicts of alternatives. 

1NC Transhumanism
Their criticism of science and technology results in mass skepticism and supplants support of new tech

Hughes 6 doctorate in sociology from the University of Chicago, sociologist and bioethicist teaching health policy at Trinity College (James, “Democratic Transhumanism 2.0, modified 1/6/06, http://www.changesurfer.com/Acad/DemocraticTranshumanism.htm)
The Estrangement of Technology and the Left So why did these two strains of thought become estranged in the late 20th century? Why are so many contemporary social democrats, feminists, and Greens suspicious and hostile to biotechnologies, computers and science in general? The answer probably starts with the left-romantic traditions that grew up in reaction to modern technology. William Morris’ pastoralist visions of a deindustrialized socialism, Luddite machine-wrecking by the proto-worker’s movement, and absorption into pseudo-science, spiritualism and back-to-land communalism by bohemian radicals were all reactions to capitalism. The romantics and Luddites associated technology with capitalism, and thought that they could create a healthier, more egalitarian society only by fighting the new technologies. In fact, in the Communist Manifesto Marx and Engels specifically warns against clerical, aristocratic and petit-bourgeois socialists who advance pastoralism and pre-industrial production as the cure to social ills. But it wasn’t until World War Two that the generally tight association of the Left with science, technology and reason began to be superceded by the romantic tradition. Left interest in re-engineering the nature of Man was silenced by Nazi eugenics. The gas chambers revealed that modern technology could be used by a modern state for horrific uses, and the atomic bomb posed a permanent technological threat to humanity’s existence. The ecological movement suggested that industrial activity was threatening all life on the planet, while the anti-nuclear power movement inspired calls for renunciation of specific types of technology altogether. The counter-culture attacked positivism, and lauded pre-industrial ways of life. While the progressives and New Dealers had built the welfare state to be a tool of reason and social justice, the New Left joined cultural conservatives and free-market libertarians in attacking it as a stultifying tool of oppression, contributing to the general decline in faith in democratic governments. Intellectual trends such as deconstruction began to cast doubt on the “master narratives” of political and scientific progress, while cultural relativism eroded progressives’ faith that industrialized secular liberal democracies were in fact superior to pre-industrial and Third World societies. As the Left gave up on the idea of a sexy, high-tech vision of a radically democratic future, libertarians became associated with technological progress. Techno-enthusiasm on the Left was supplanted by pervasive Luddite suspicion about the products of the corporate consumerist machine. Celebrating technology was something GE and IBM did in TV ads to cover up their complicity in napalming babies. Activists fight the machine. 
Ivory tower skepticism spills over to the public and crushes progress
Raman 9 Masters in Math from University of Calcutta, quantum mechanics doctorate from University of Paris (Varadarajara, 1/23/09, “Global Spiral”, http://www.metanexus.net/Magazine/ArticleDetail/tabid/68/id/10678/Default.aspx)
 Next there are philosophical reasons for the anti-science movements, formulated by thinkers who bring their full logical prowess to show that a framework based on logic alone is untenable. They explore the flaws in the foundations of scientific thinking, and question science's claim to hold monopoly for a correct interpretation of the natural world. These are interesting perspectives in the academic arena, but when they spill over to the general public and uproot the public's respect for science, they can cause serious damage to the framework of reason and rationality in which science operates in its interpretation of the world. When reason and rationality are devalued or are equated with unreason in our pursuit to explain the world, superstition and mindless magic can take over with serious adverse impacts on society. Societies which are persuaded that rationality can be dispensed with can do immense harm to their peoples. In this sense philosophical anti-science is perhaps the most dangerous of all. 
Solves disease, aging, rape, and violence
Bostrom 9  PhD from the London School of Economics (Nick, 2/5/2009, “IN DEFENSE OF POSTHUMAN DIGNITY”, http://www.psy.vanderbilt.edu/courses/hon182/Posthuman_dignity_Bostrom.pdf)
The prospect of posthumanity is feared for at least two reasons. One is that the state of being posthuman might in itself be degrading, so that by becoming posthuman we might be harming ourselves. Another is that posthumans might pose a threat to ‘ordinary’ humans. (I shall set aside a third possible reason, that the development of posthumans might offend some supernatural being.) The most prominent bioethicist to focus on the first fear is Leon Kass: Most of the given bestowals of nature have their given speciesspecified natures: they are each and all of a given sort . Cockroaches and humans are equally bestowed but differently natured. To turn a man into a cockroach – as we don’t need Kafka to show us – would be dehumanizing. To try to turn a man into more than a man might be so as well. We need more than generalized appreciation for nature’s gifts. We need a particular regard and respect for the special gift that is our own given nature 3  Transhumanists counter that nature’s gifts are sometimes poisoned and should not always be accepted. Cancer, malaria, dementia, aging, starvation, unnecessary suffering, and cognitive shortcomings are all among the presents that we would wisely refuse. Our own species-specified natures are a rich source of much of the thoroughly unrespectable and unacceptable – susceptibility for disease, murder, rape, genocide, cheating, torture, racism. The horrors of nature in general, and of our own nature in particular, are so well documented 4 that it is astonishing that somebody as distinguished as Leon Kass should still in this day and age be tempted to rely on the natural as a guide as to what is desirable or normatively right. We should be grateful that our ancestors were not swept away by the Kassian sentiment, or we would still be picking lice off each other’s backs. Rather than deferring to the natural order, transhumanists maintain that we can legitimately reform ourselves and our natures in accordance with humane values and personal aspirations. 
The alternative is to embrace democratic transhumanism- it’s the best way to solve all problems 

Bostrom 3 PhD from the London School of Economics  (Nick, 2003, “Transhumanism FAQ”, http://www.paulbroman.com/myspace/Transhumanism_FAQ.txt) 
Shouldn’t we concentrate on current problems such as improving the situation of the poor, rather than putting our efforts into planning for the “far” future? We should do both. Focusing solely on current problems would leave us unprepared for the new challenges that we will encounter. Many of the technologies and trends that transhumanists discuss are already reality. Biotechnology and information technology have transformed large sectors of our economies. The relevance of transhumanist ethics is manifest in such contemporary issues as stem cell research, genetically modified crops, human genetic therapy, embryo screening, end of life decisions, enhancement medicine, information markets, and research funding priorities. The importance of transhumanist ideas is likely to increase as the opportunities for human enhancement proliferate. Transhuman technologies will tend to work well together and create synergies with other parts of human society. For example, one important factor in healthy life expectancy is access to good medical care. Improvements in medical care will extend healthy, active lifespan – “healthspan” – and research into healthspan extension is likely to benefit ordinary care. Work on amplifying intelligence has obvious applications in education, decision-making, and communication. Better communications would facilitate trade and understanding between people. As more and more people get access to the Internet and are able to receive satellite radio and television broadcasts, dictators and totalitarian regimes may find it harder to silence voices of dissent and to control the information flow in their populations. And with the Internet and email, people discover they can easily form friendships and business partnerships in foreign countries. A world order characterized by peace, international cooperation, and respect for human rights would much improve the odds that the potentially dangerous applications of some future technologies can be controlled and would also free up resources currently spent on military armaments, some of which could then hopefully be diverted to improving the condition of the poor. Nanotechnological manufacturing promises to be both economically profitable and environmentally sound. Transhumanists do not have a patent solution to achieve these outcomes, any more than anybody else has, but technology has a huge role to play. An argument can be made that the most efficient way of contributing to making the world better is by participating in the transhumanist project. This is so because the stakes are enormous – humanity’s entire future may depend on how we manage the coming technological transitions – and because relatively few resources are at the present time being devoted to transhumanist efforts. Even one extra person can still make a significant difference here. 
2AC Transhumanism Science Mod
Critique of science stifles transition to democratic transhumanism
RAMAN 2009 (Varadaraja, Bachelor's and Master's degrees in Physics and Mathematics from the University of Calcutta before doing his doctoral work on the foundations of quantum mechanics at the University of Paris  Global Spiral, Feb 6, http://www.metanexus.net/Magazine/ArticleDetail/tabid/68/id/10697/Default.aspx)
Science is in a similar situation now. Postmodernist critiques are to science what Berkeley's Analyst was to eighteenth century calculus, only on a much grander scale.  Some of the criticisms against science may be valid up to a point at the philosophical level. Many scientists also feel that their status in society has been adversely affected by postmodernism. Thus T. Theocharis and M. Psimopoulos wrote in Nature (329, 0ctober 1987): "Having lost their monopoly in the production of knowledge, scientists have also lost their privileged status in society. Thus the rewards to the creators of science's now ephemeral and disposable theories are currently being reduced to accord with their downgraded and devalued work, and with science's diminished ambitions." It is not clear who else is producing new knowledge. In anything, serious and significant scientific work at the Salk Institute or in any of the countless laboratories and research centers in the world has not been affected in any way by the publication of Latour's book. Productive work in physics has been going one even after Feyerabend's diatribe against method. Calls for returning to Vedic science and astrology notwithstanding, modern scientific research institutions devoted to high energy physics, radio astronomy, neuroscience, information technology and virtually every branch of modern investigation are flourishing in India. Even while decrying Western hegemony, American imperialism, and Western culture, Iranian physicists are taking fission cross sections, calcium channels, and quantum mechanics quite seriously. Most working scientists ignore philosophical vituperations against science, against its lack of universality, its inadequacy in claims of objectivity, etc. They regard these as the work of modern scholastics who write books and present papers at conferences, utilizing every contrivance generated by the science which postmodernism does not tire of castigating in all conceivable ways. To borrow a phrase from show business, they say, "the science must go on!" So each and every day, thousands of practicing scientists work in laboratories and research centers all over the world, exploring further the secrets of matter and energy and the universe at large, searching for new planets in distant star systems, measuring temperature variations all over the world, searching for the causes intractable diseases, looking deeper into how neurons fire and why, experimenting at extremely low temperatures, figuring out how gravity can be unified with the three other fundamental fields, constructing thinking machines, and doing a thousand other exciting and impacting things in the face of which all scholarly postmodern declamations against science seem like mere noises.

Critiquing technology kills billions of people—the environmental crisis is real, but we need more technology, not less—transhumanism breaks all the limits to a new ecologically healthy world

Bostrom 3 PhD from the London School of Economics  (Nick, 2003, “Transhumanism FAQ”, http://www.paulbroman.com/myspace/Transhumanism_FAQ.txt) \
Population increase is an issue we would ultimately have to come to grips with even if healthy life-extension were not to happen. Leaving people to die is an unacceptable solution. A large population should not be viewed simply as a problem. Another way of looking at the same fact is that it means that many persons now enjoy lives that would not have been lived if the population had been smaller. One could ask those who complain about overpopulation exactly which people’s lives they would have preferred should not have been led. Would it really have been better if billions of the world’s people had never existed and if there had been no other people in their place? Of course, this is not to deny that too-rapid population growth can cause crowding, poverty, and the depletion of natural resources. In this sense there can be real problems that need to be tackled. How many people the Earth can sustain at a comfortable standard of living is a function of technological development (as well as of how resources are distributed). New technologies, from simple improvements in irrigation and management, to better mining techniques and more efficient power generation machinery, to genetically engineered crops, can continue to improve world resource and food output, while at the same time reducing environmental impact and animal suffering. Environmentalists are right to insist that the status quo is unsustainable. As a matter of physical necessity, things cannot stay as they are today indefinitely, or even for very long. If we continue to use up resources at the current pace, without finding more resources or learning how to use novel kinds of resources, then we will run into serious shortages sometime around the middle of this century. The deep greens have an answer to this: they suggest we turn back the clock and return to an idyllic pre-industrial age to live in sustainable harmony with nature. The problem with this view is that the pre-industrial age was anything but idyllic. It was a life of poverty, misery, disease, heavy manual toil from dawn to dusk, superstitious fears, and cultural parochialism. Nor was it environmentally sound – as witness the deforestation of England and the Mediterranean region, desertification of large parts of the middle east, soil depletion by the Anasazi in the Glen Canyon area, destruction of farm land in ancient Mesopotamia through the accumulation of mineral salts from irrigation, deforestation and consequent soil erosion by the ancient Mexican Mayas, overhunting of big game almost everywhere, and the extinction of the dodo and other big featherless birds in the South Pacific. Furthermore, it is hard to see how more than a few hundred million people could be maintained at a reasonable standard of living with pre-industrial production methods, so some ninety percent of the world population would somehow have to vanish in order to facilitate this nostalgic return. Transhumanists propose a much more realistic alternative: not to retreat to an imagined past, but to press ahead as intelligently as we can. The environmental problems that technology creates are problems of intermediary, inefficient technology, of placing insufficient political priority on environmental protection as well as of a lack of ecological knowledge. Technologically less advanced industries in the former Soviet-bloc pollute much more than do their advanced Western counterparts. High-tech industry is typically relatively benign. Once we develop molecular nanotechnology, we will not only have clean and efficient manufacturing of almost any commodity, but we will also be able to clean up much of the mess created by today’s crude fabrication methods. This would set a standard for a clean environment that today’s traditional environmentalists could scarcely dream of.
Aff Perm Solvency

The permutation solves – combining public perceptions and scientific method results in the best risk analysis 
Cross 92 Frank B. Cross, The Risk of Reliance on Perceived Risk 3.59 (1992). http://law.unh.edu/risk/vol3/winter/cross.htm RB
Perhaps the most persuasive defense of objective reality and the scientific method can be found in the seemingly alien field of literature. Few tales of oppression are more compelling than 1984, and George Orwell's authoritarian Big Brother recognized the need to destroy the concept that reality is something objective and testable. To dominate and oppress, Big Brother propagated the perception that neither words nor reality had real external meaning, declaiming that "reality exists in the human mind, and nowhere else."31 Totalitarians find such minds far more malleable than the authentic scientific method. The above criticism of reliance on risk perception does not imply that democratic governments should ignore public values and perceptions of risk entirely. Such a contention would be hopelessly naive in a democracy. Unquestioning deference to the conclusions of scientists is also potentially counterproductive. History shows that perceptions or opinions of government scientists, if not science itself, can be controlled or manipulated by authoritarians much like the perceptions of the public. Action should not be exclusively driven by government scientists. The dangers of risk perception do caution that the pursuit of truth through the scientific method should be the object of governance. The people need not be foreclosed from risk determination, but reality (as ascertained through the scientific method) must remain as a check on the powers of government to act on public perceptions. Government systems should be constructed so as not to defer automatically or even presumptively to public perceptions of risk, unchecked by scientific data. While the public must remain the ultimate authority in a democracy, capable of dismissing governments, public perceptions need not directly direct all specific policy actions, as if the U.S. were governed as ancient Athens. Reliance upon the scientific method protects against the illiberalism of perceived risk. As an external value, scientific truth cannot itself be manipulated by oppressors. Kant assured readers that "reason is sufficiently held in check by its own power, the limits imposed on it by its own nature are sufficient."32 Indeed, the scientific method is a far better check on the manipulations of scientists themselves than is public perception. Lysenkoism might convince the Soviet public of its erroneous precepts but could not withstand the scrutiny of outside scientific investigation. The search for objective truth through the scientific method offers a far sounder value foundation than does government reliance on public perceptions of risk.
Rationality can be combined with other modes of thought to produce effective politics

Harris 4 Sam, Co-Founder and CEO of Project Reason, a nonprofit foundation devoted to spreading scientific knowledge and secular values in society. He received a degree in philosophy from Stanford University and a Ph.D. in neuroscience from The End of Faith, p. 43 RB
We cannot live by reason alone. This is why no quantity of reason, applied as antiseptic, can compete with the balm of faith, once the terrors of this world begin to intrude upon our lives.20 Your child has died, or your wife has acquired a horrible illness that no doctor can cure, or your own body has suddenly begun striding toward the grave—and reason, no matter how broad its compass, will begin to smell distinctly of formaldehyde. This has led many of us to conclude, wrongly, that human beings have needs that only faith in certain fantastical ideas can fulfill. It is nowhere written, however, that human beings must be irrational, or live in a perpetual state of siege, to enjoy an abiding sense of the sacred. On the contrary, I hope to show that spirituality can be—indeed, must be—deeply rational, even as it elucidates the limits of reason. Seeing this, we can begin to divest ourselves of many of the reasons we currently have to kill one another. Science will not remain mute on spiritual and ethical questions for long. Even now, we can see the first stirrings among psychologists and neuroscientists of what may one day become a genuinely rational approach to these matters—one that will bring even the most rarefied mystical experience within the purview of open, scientific inquiry. It is time we realized that we need not be unreasonable to suffuse our lives with love, compassion, ecstasy, and awe; nor must we renounce all forms of spirituality or mysticism to be on good terms with reason.

Science is a comparatively better system of authority than any alternative- their effort to prioritize their alternative, relativistic worldview reinforces bad instances of domination
Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p 63-64, KHaze

The basic claim of Strange Weather is that science’s authority, status, prestige, and position at the top of the knowledge hierarchy, and the political-cultural-rhetorical hierarchy as well, are both arbitrary and anti-democratic. ‘How can metaphysical life theories and explanations taken seriously by millions be ignored or excluded by a small group of powerful people called “scientists”? This claim is not actually argued, as we have seen; it is merely asserted and reiterated throughout via rhetoric: science and rationality, realism and truth are associated with the police, border-patrols, authority, and other such categories. But Ross ignores the obvious crucial facts that (1) some authority is better justified than others as are some forms of expertise, some exercises of control or power, and so on, and (2) there is a reason for the authority and prestige of science, a reason that goes beyond mere habits of deference. To put it bluntly, the reason is that the right answer has more authority than the wrong one. Ross neglects to address this rather important aspect of the question. Science and other forms of empirical enquiry such a history and forensic investigation do have legitimate authority because the truth-claims they make are based on evidence and are subject to change if new evidence is discovered. Other systems of ideas that make truth-claims that are not based on evidence, that rely instead on revelation, sacred books, dreams, visions, myths, subjective inner experience, and the like, lack legitimate authority because over many centuries it has gradually become understood that those are not reliable sources. They can be useful starting-points for theory formation, as has often been pointed out. Theories can begin anywhere, even in dreams. But when it comes to justification, more reliable evidence is required. This is quite a large difference between science and pseudoscience, genuine enquiry and fake enquiry, but it is one that Ross does not take into account. The implication seems to be that for the sake of a ‘more democratic culture’ it is worth deciding that the wrong answer ought to have as much authority as the right one. And yet of course it is unlikely that Ross really believes that. Surely, if he did, he would not have written this book- he would not be able to claim that a more democratic culture is preferable to a less democratic one, or anything else that he claims in his work. However playful or quasi-ironic Strange Weather may be, it does lapse into seriousness at times, it does make claims that Ross clearly wants us to accept- because he think they are right as opposed to wrong. The intention of Strange Weather is to correct mistaken views of science and pseudoscience, to replace them with other, truer views. Ross cannot very well argue that his views are wrong and therefore we should believe them. He is in fact claiming authority for his own views, he is attempting to seek the higher part of a truth-hierarchy. The self-refuting problem we always see in epistemic relativism is here in its most obvious form.

Adopting an inbetween approach results in pseudoscience and causes AIDS

Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Pseudoscience”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.59-61) MH

 Besides Ethiopia and Gambia, however, the big story as far as AIDS denialism is concerned has been South Africa. As a complex nation with a tense history of racial relations, to say the least, perhaps it was inevitable for South Africa to become fertile ground for a rejection of Western medicine in favor of local traditions and solutions. Still, it is simply astounding to discover the depths of irrationality reached by some South African leaders— and the absurd cost in human lives that their inane policies are directly causing (once again, it would seem appropriate to invoke a United Nations condemnation for crimes against humanity, but I’m not holding my breath). Michael Specter of the New Yorker published an investigative report 5 so frightening that I can hardly do it justice here. It begins with a truck driver’s “vision” (a dream), in which he was instructed by his grandfather to put together a concoction to cure AIDS. The truck driver, Zeblon Gwala, then set up shop in the city of Durban, posted a “Dr. Gwala” sign on the door (despite not actually having a medical degree), and his “HIV and AIDS Clinic” opened for business, attracting hundreds of people every day and equally certainly condemning them to death by their fateful choice of magic over science. How is this possible in an advanced and economically thriving country like South Africa? Because of the positions taken by former President Thabo Mbeki and by his then (until September 2008) health minister, Manto Tshabalala-Msimang, among others. Their attitude has been that antiretroviral drugs, which have been medically tested and shown to be effective against HIV, are poisons deliberately marketed by Western pharmaceutical companies. Moreover, according to the pair— and contrary to almost the entire medical-research profession— there is no evidence that HIV causes AIDS, which instead is just another lie spread by Big Pharma (with the help of the CIA, naturally) to sell their products. Mbeki and Tshabalala-Msimang insist that salvation can be found in local knowledge such as the remedy that came in a dream to “Dr.” Gwala. This while 5.5 million people— out of a total population of 48 million— are infected by HIV in South Africa, a huge humanitarian disaster unfolding in slow motion under our (and Mbeki’s) eyes. Of course, Mbeki’s and Tshabalala-Msimang’s absurd notions do have some support from a minority of academics (in a similar vein, we will see later on in the book that one can always find critics of global warming or evolution with legitimate academic credentials, if one looks hard enough). Science is a human activity, and human beings can legitimately hold different opinions about empirical evidence. Of course, sometimes the dissenting opinion is motivated by a thirst for fame, financial gain, or sheer obtuseness. In the case of AIDS denialism, the biggest academic dissenter is Peter Duesberg, a molecular biologist at the University of California, Berkeley, and the discoverer of the fact that some retroviruses (the same kind of virus that causes AIDS) can trigger the onset of certain types of cancer. Duesberg expressed his skepticism on the HIV-AIDS causal link back in 1987. This was only three years after the first published claim in favor of a connection, and Duesberg’s paper at the time was a legitimate dissenting opinion published in a respected academic journal, Perspectives in Cancer Research. The problem is that Duesberg is stuck on his 1987 position, disregarding the overwhelming evidence put forth by literally thousands of studies published since. It is hard to know why Duesberg holds to his initial skepticism, whether out of simple stubbornness or because of the modicum of fame that such position has brought him or for the sheer pleasure of playing heretic. What is important is that his position is giving ammunition to inept leaders like Mbeki and indirectly killing millions of people. Clearly, the story here is enormously complicated by intricate psychological and sociological factors. Again, it is hardly surprising that people emerging from an apartheid regime may be inclined to suspicion of white knights in shining armor coming to their rescue, and may wish instead to emphasize their own traditions and practices. Big Pharma is also far from spotless, and the practices of international pharmaceutical companies have been under fire for years even in the West. The search for profit at all costs often translates into literally inventing new medical “conditions” out of thin air or aggressively marketing “new” drugs that are actually trivial variations of existing ones. Increasing reports of undue pressure exercised by the pharmaceutical industry on scientific researchers, which in several  cases has culminated into halting by means of legal threat the publication of data showing that a new drug was in fact harmful to an unacceptable degree, have tarnished the image of the entire sector.

Extinction
Ehrlich and Ehrlich 90, Professors of Population studies at Stanford University, (Paul and Anne, 1990, “THE POPULATION EXPLOSION”, p. 147-8)

Whether or not AIDS can be contained will depend primarily on how rapidly the spread of HIV can be slowed through public education and other measures, on when and if the medical community can find satisfactory preventatives or treatments, and to a large extent on luck. The virus has already shown itself to be highly mutable, and laboratory strains resistant to the one drug, AZT, that seems to slow its lethal course have already been reported."  A virus that infects many millions of novel hosts, in this case people, might evolve new transmission characteristics.  To do so, however, would almost certainly involve changes in its lethality. If, for instance, the virus became more common in the blood (permitting insects to transmit it readily), the very process would almost certainly make it more lethal.  Unlike the current version of AIDS, which can take ten years or more to kill its victims, the new strain might cause death in days or weeks. Infected individuals then would have less time to spread the virus to others, and there would be strong selection in favor of less lethal strains (as happened in the case of myxopatomis).  What this would mean epidemiologically is not clear, but it could temporarily increase the transmission rate and reduce life expectancy of infected persons until the system once again equilibrated.  If the ability of the AIDS virus to grow in the cells of the skin or the membranes of the mouth, the lungs, or the intestines were increased, the virus might be spread by casual contact or through eating contaminated food. But it is likely, as Temin points out, that acquiring those abilities would so change the virus that it no longer efficiently infected the kinds of cells it now does and so would no longer cause AIDS. In effect it would produce an entirely different disease.  We hope Temin is correct but another Nobel laureate, Joshua Lederberg, is worried that a relatively minor mutation could lead to the virus infecting a type of white blood cell commonly present in the lungs.  If so, it might be transmissible through coughs.

***X KEY***

Timeframe Key
Every day we don’t embraces transhumanism kills 150,000 people. We must take an immediate step to shift to this worldview towards all individuals, not simply elites
BOSTROM 2005 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Transhumanist Values,” Last Mod Sept 17, http://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/values.html)
Wide access. It is not enough that the posthuman realm be explored by someone. The full realization of the core transhumanist value requires that, ideally, everybody should have the opportunity to become posthuman. It would be sub-optimal if the opportunity to become posthuman were restricted to a tiny elite. There are many reasons for supporting wide access: to reduce inequality; because it would be a fairer arrangement; to express solidarity and respect for fellow humans; to help gain support for the transhumanist project; to increase the chances that you will get the opportunity to become posthuman; to increase the chances that those you care about can become posthuman; because it might increase the range of the posthuman realm that gets explored; and to alleviate human suffering on as wide a scale as possible. The wide access requirement underlies the moral urgency of the transhumanist vision. Wide access does not argue for holding back. On the contrary, other things being equal, it is an argument for moving forward as quickly as possible. 150,000 human beings on our planet die every day, without having had any access to the anticipated enhancement technologies that will make it possible to become posthuman. The sooner this technology develops, the fewer people will have died without access. Consider a hypothetical case in which there is a choice between (a) allowing the current human population to continue to exist, and (b) having it instantaneously and painlessly killed and replaced by six billion new human beings who are very similar but non-identical to the people that exist today. Such a replacement ought to be strongly resisted on moral grounds, for it would entail the involuntary death of six billion people. The fact that they would be replaced by six billion newly created similar people does not make the substitution acceptable. Human beings are not disposable. For analogous reasons, it is important that the opportunity be become posthuman is made available to as many humans as possible, rather than having the existing population merely supplemented (or worse, replaced) by a new set of posthuman people. The transhumanist ideal will be maximally realized only if the benefits of technologies are widely shared and if they are made available as soon as possible, preferably within our lifetime.
Debate Key

Debate is a key to promote the pragmatic attitude of transhumanism

BOSTROM 2005 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Transhumanist Values,” Last Mod Sept 17, http://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/values.html)
Another transhumanist priority is to put ourselves in a better position to make wise choices about where we are going. We will need all the wisdom we can get when negotiating the posthuman transition. Transhumanists place a high value on improvements in our individual and collective powers of understanding and in our ability to implement responsible decisions. Collectively, we might get smarter and more informed through such means as scientific research, public debate and open discussion of the future, information markets[8], collaborative information filtering[9]. On an individual level, we can benefit from education, critical thinking, open-mindedness, study techniques, information technology, and perhaps memory- or attention-enhancing drugs and other cognitive enhancement technologies. Our ability to implement responsible decisions can be improved by expanding the rule of law and democracy on the international plane. Additionally, artificial intelligence, especially if and when it reaches human-equivalence or greater, could give an enormous boost to the quest for knowledge and wisdom. Given the limitations of our current wisdom, a certain epistemic tentativeness is appropriate, along with a readiness to continually reassess our assumptions as more information becomes available. We cannot take for granted that our old habits and beliefs will prove adequate in navigating our new circumstances. Global security can be improved by promoting international peace and cooperation, and by strongly counteracting the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Improvements in surveillance technology may make it easier to detect illicit weapons programs. Other security measures might also be appropriate to counteract various existential risks. More studies on such risks would help us get a better understanding of the long-term threats to human flourishing and of what can be done to reduce them. Since technological development is necessary to realize the transhumanist vision, entrepreneurship, science, and the engineering spirit are to be promoted. More generally, transhumanists favor a pragmatic attitude and a constructive, problem-solving approach to challenges, preferring methods that experience tells us give good results. They think it better to take the initiative to “do something about it” rather than sit around complaining. This is one sense in which transhumanism is optimistic. (It is not optimistic in the sense of advocating an inflated belief in the probability of success or in the Panglossian sense of inventing excuses for the shortcomings of the status quo.)

Experts Key

Reject postmodern scholarship- lacks credibility
Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Chapter 11: The Science Wars II: Do We Trust Science Too Little?”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.286-) MH

 White and Taket begin their paper by calling for a different approach to expertise, one that “does not privilege authority, rationality or scientific discourse.” Indeed, they conclude their piece several pages later with, “We are overwhelmed with the stench of rationality, reason and privilege.” Fighting words, for sure. Now most people would agree that “authority” per se is not a good guide to anything. After all, as anyone who has taken Philosophy 101 should know, an argument from authority is a classic logical fallacy. In fact, this is precisely the heart of the problem of expertise: how do we tell reliable authorities (experts) from phonies? How do we figure out who is the real McCoy? But rejecting rationality and science seems, well, irrational, on the face of it. It is one thing to caution against relying too much on science, especially for solutions to problems that may not, by their nature, be particularly amenable to scientific treatment. But an outright rejection of anything to do with science and rationality, to the point of invoking their (presumably metaphorical) “stench” is one telling sign that we are not dealing with a serious intellectual point. And yet, there is more, much more.   Again, White and Taket: “As postmodernists, our view of the world is text-centred. Everything can be seen as text. . . . All phenomena and events can be regarded as text. Hence, a meeting, a war, a holiday, buying a car, speech, and so on, can all be assigned the order of text. Furthermore, these texts are also inter-connected, in that each system of signs can be transferred into others. . . . An endless connection between texts with no prospect of ever arriving at an agreed point; thus, meaning is endlessly deferred. Everything is related to everything else.” 14 I have news for White and Taket: everything is not related to everything else. That extreme position is the stuff of comic novels, such as Douglas Adams’s Dirk Gently’s Holistic Detective Agency series, but not of serious scholarship. 15 If “everything” is text, then the word “text” loses meaning. A war and a holiday may have something in common (they are both human activities, for instance), but that something in common is simply too general to get much mileage out of it. Following the postmodernist route we may indeed never arrive at meaning, but not because meaning is not there, only because we are lost in endless linguistic games that are entirely beside the point. White and Taket claim to be performing nothing short of an “autopsy of the modern expert,” and one may wonder what qualifies them to do so. Not to worry, we find their position about their own work on the second page of the paper: “It might appear that this paper is tending to write authoritatively about our aims. We would like to say that this is a postmodern text and that no such reading should be sought; as authors we do not wish to be authorities in its interpretation.” I warned you I wasn’t making this stuff up! What does it mean for the authors of a text (an article really does qualify as text, and those who wrote it really are authors) to tell their readers that the authors themselves do not have any authority in the interpretation of what they wrote? Did they write random gibberish with no intention to communicate a specific message? It appears not, since White and Taket are very specific about what they want to say and why. But they better take some responsibility for it, or one begins to question what the point of the whole exercise actually is. 

There is no standard for postmodern publishing- postmodernists have no grounds for their criticisms 
Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Chapter 11: The Science Wars II: Do We Trust Science Too Little?”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.254-5) MH

The now classic way to introduce the public to the excesses of postmodernist critiques of science is through a recounting of the so-called Sokal affair. Alan D. Sokal is a physicist who, in the mid-1990s, got tired of all the nonsense he kept hearing about science from some vocal academics in various humanities departments. He decided to strike back with a bit of humor, probably without realizing that his name would rapidly become an icon (for good or ill) in the science wars. Sokal wrote a piece entitled “Toward a Transformative Hermeneutics of Quantum Gravity” 1 and submitted it to the prestigious postmodern journal Social Text. “Hermeneutics” means the study of texts, and in modern philosophical parlance it refers to an approach in which not only texts, but also artifacts (like works of art) and theories (including scientific theories) are to be understood as products of a given cultural and historical set of circumstances. Quantum gravity is a field in theoretical physics that aims at unifying quantum mechanics, a theory concerning three of the four fundamental forces of nature (the strong and weak nuclear forces, plus electromagnetism), and general relativity, which describes the fourth force, gravity. But what could one mean by applying hermeneutics to quantum gravity? As it turns out, nothing at all; Sokal had written— on purpose— nothing more than thirty-five pages of nonsense and non sequiturs. The editors of Social Text were lured into accepting the article, however, simply because it was written by that rarest of academic breeds: a hardcore scientist who dares to criticize his own discipline from a philosophical perspective. The editors gleefully swallowed the bait, only to be crushed when Sokal exposed the hoax in the magazine Lingua Franca. Thus the Sokal affair was immediately catapulted into the limelight, providing an endless source of amusement for scientists and of rage for postmodernists. Sokal himself however, has a sober assessment of his own stunt, pointing out that “some of my overenthusiastic supporters have claimed too much” 2 and adding that “it doesn’t prove that the whole field of cultural studies . . . is nonsense.” Indeed, just in the same way that the Piltdown hoax doesn’t prove that evolutionary biology is nonsense, pace the creationists. According to Sokal, all his little experiment did was prove that “the editors of one rather marginal journal were derelict in their intellectual duty, by publishing an article . . . they could not understand . . . solely because it came from a ‘conveniently credentialed ally’ [as Social Text coeditor Bruce Robbins later candidly admitted], flattered the editors’ ideological preconceptions and attacked their ‘enemies.’ ” Here Sokal may have been a bit too magnanimous, however. To begin with, Social Text is far from being just a “marginal” journal in the postmodernism field. Most importantly, though, Sokal’s paper was largely developed by cobbling together actual quotes from published postmodernist authors. It is this detail that is damning for the whole field, because it exposes the fact that many (though by no means all) “science critics” actually know little or nothing about science, yet get away with making outrageous statements because of the preconceived ideological commitment of their readers. Of course, it is easy to play the “out of context” game by willfully misquoting authors and making them sound as if they were asserting sheer nonsense or taking positions they set out to criticize. But in the case of some prominent postmodernist writers, it is hard to imagine in what possible context some of their utterances would make any sense at all. A few selected gems from the vast collection available will make my point, just as they helped Sokal.

***SCIENCE GOOD***

2ac Falsifiability Good

The critique refuses to accept the same falsifiable review our evidence goes through – disproves their methodology, destroys academic debate, and causes extinction.
Coyne, 06 – Author and Writer for the Times (Jerry A., “A plea for empiricism”, FOLLIES OF THE WISE, Dissenting essays, 405pp. Emeryville, CA: Shoemaker and Hoard, 1 59376 101 5)

Supernatural forces and events, essential aspects of most religions, play no role in science, not because we exclude them deliberately, but because they have never been a useful way to understand nature. Scientific “truths” are empirically supported observations agreed on by different observers. Religious “truths,” on the other hand, are personal, unverifiable and contested by those of different faiths. Science is nonsectarian: those who disagree on scientific issues do not blow each other up. Science encourages doubt; most religions quash it. But religion is not completely separable from science. Virtually all religions make improbable claims that are in principle empirically testable, and thus within the domain of science: Mary, in Catholic teaching, was bodily taken to heaven, while Muhammad rode up on a white horse; and Jesus (born of a virgin) came back from the dead. None of these claims has been corroborated, and while science would never accept them as true without evidence, religion does. A mind that accepts both science and religion is thus a mind in conflict. Yet scientists, especially beleaguered American evolutionists, need the support of the many faithful who respect science. It is not politically or tactically useful to point out the fundamental and unbreachable gaps between science and theology. Indeed, scientists and philosophers have written many books (equivalents of Leibnizian theodicy) desperately trying to show how these areas can happily cohabit. In his essay, “Darwin goes to Sunday School”, Crews reviews several of these works, pointing out with brio the intellectual contortions and dishonesties involved in harmonizing religion and science. Assessing work by the evolutionist Stephen Jay Gould, the philosopher Michael Ruse, the theologian John Haught and others, Crews concludes, “When coldly examined . . . these productions invariably prove to have adulterated scientific doctrine or to have emptied religious dogma of its commonly accepted meaning”.  Rather than suggesting any solution (indeed, there is none save adopting a form of “religion” that makes no untenable empirical claims), Crews points out the dangers to the survival of our planet arising from a rejection of Darwinism. Such rejection promotes apathy towards overpopulation, pollution, deforestation and other environmental crimes: “So long as we regard ourselves as creatures apart who need only repent of our personal sins to retain heaven’s blessing, we won’t take the full measure of our species-wise responsibility for these calamities”. Crews includes three final essays on deconstruction and other misguided movements in literary theory. These also show “follies of the wise” in that they involve interpretations of texts that are unanchored by evidence. Fortunately, the harm inflicted by Lacan and his epigones is limited to the good judgement of professors of literature. Follies of the Wise is one of the most refreshing and edifying collections of essays in recent years. Much like Christopher Hitchens in the UK, Crews serves a vital function as National Sceptic. He ends on a ringing note: “The human race has produced only one successfully validated epistemology, characterizing all scrupulous inquiry into the real world, from quarks to poems. It is, simply, empiricism, or the submitting of propositions to the arbitration of evidence that is acknowledged to be such by all of the contending parties. Ideas that claim immunity from such review, whether because of mystical faith or privileged “clinical insight” or the say-so of eminent authorities, are not to be countenanced until they can pass the same skeptical ordeal to which all other contenders are subjected.” As science in America becomes ever more harried and debased by politics and religion, we desperately need to heed Crews’s plea for empiricism.

Falsifiability Good
The ONLY objective approach to knowledge accumulation is to engage in empirical falsification through the scientific method and historical decision-making. 
Fischer, 98 – Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University (Frank, “BEYOND EMPIRICISM: POLICY INQUIRY IN POSTPOSITIVIST PERSPECTIVE”, Published in Policy Studies Journal, Vol. 26. No.1 (Spring, 1998): 129-146)
Neopositivism (or logical empiricism) has supplied the epistemological ideals of the contemporary social and policy sciences (Hawkesworth 1988; A theory of knowledge put forth to explain the concepts and methods of the physical and natural sciences, neopositivism has given shape as well to a social science in pursuit quantitatively replicable causal generalizations (Fay 1975). Most easily recognized as the stuff of the research methodology textbook, neopositivist principles emphasize empirical research designs, the use of sampling techniques and data gathering procedures, the measurement of outcomes, and the development of causal models with predictive power (Miller 1993; Bobrow and Dryzek 1987). In the field of policy analysis, such an orientation is manifested in quasi-experimental research designs, multiple regression analysis, survey research, input-output studies, cost-benefit analysis, operations research, mathematical simulation models, and systems analysis (Putt and Springer, 1989; Sylvia, et al. 1991). The only reliable approach to knowledge accumulation, according to this epistemology, is empirical falsification through objective hypothesis-testing of rigorously formulated causal generalizations (Popper, 1959: Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 1992:231; Hofferbert 1990). The goal is to generate a body of empirical generalizations capable of explaining behavior across social and historical contexts, whether communities, societies, or cultures, independently of specific times, places, or circumstances. Not only are such propositions essential to social and political explanation, they are seen to make possible effective solutions to societal problems. Such propositions are said to supply the cornerstones of theoretical progress. Underlying this effort is a fundamental positivist principle mandating a rigorous separation of facts and values, the principle of the "fact-value dichotomy" (Bernstein 1976; Proctor 1991). According to this principle, empirical research is to proceed independently of normative context or implications. Because only empirically based causal knowledge can qualify social science as a genuine "scientific" endeavor, social scientists are instructed to assume a "value-neutral" orientation and to limit their research investigations to empirical or "factual" phenomena. Even though adherence to this "fact-value dichotomy" varies in the conduct of actual research, especially at the methodological level, the separation still reigns in the social sciences. To be judged as methodologically valid, research must at least officially pay its respects to the principle (Fischer 1980). In the policy sciences the attempt to separate facts and values has facilitated a technocratic form of policy analysis that emphasizes the efficiency and effectiveness of means to achieve politically established goals. Much of policy analysis, in this respect, has sought to translate inherently normative political and social issues into technically defined ends to be pursued through administrative means. In an effort to sidestep goal-value conflicts typically associated with policy issues, economic and social problems are interpreted as issues in need of improved management and program design; their solutions are to be found in the technical applications of the policy sciences (Amy 1987). Often associated with this orientation has been a belief in the superiority of scientific decision-making. Reflecting a subtle antipathy toward democratic processes, terms such as "pressures" and "expedient adjustments" are used to denigrate pluralistic policymaking. If politics doesn't fit into the methodological scheme, then politics is the problem. Some have even argued that the political system itself must be changed to better accommodate policy analysis (Heineman et al. 1990). In the face of limited empirical successes, neopositivists have had to give some ground. Although they continue to stress rigorous empirical research as the long-run solution to their failures, they have retreated from their more ambitious efforts. Today their goal is to aim for propositions that are at least theoretically proveable at some future point in time. An argument propped up by the promise of computer advances, it serves to keep the original epistemology in tack. But the modification misses the point, as postpositivists are quick to point out. The problem is more fundamentally rooted in the empirical social scientists's misunderstanding of the nature of the social. As we shall see, it is a misunderstanding lodged in the very concept of a generalizable, value-free objectivity that neopositivists seek to reaffirm and more intensively apply.

Only claims that survive the test of falsifiability can be the basis of sound policy decision – they are the only basis of emancipatory action
Benson and Stangroom 06

Ophelia and Jeremy, authors of many philosophy books, Why truth matters, 63-64

Science and other forms of empirical enquiry such as history and forensic investigation do have legitimate authority because the truth-claims they make are based on evidence (and are subject to change if new evidence is discovered). Other systems of ideas that make truth-claims that are not based on evidence, that rely instead on revelation, sacred books, dreams, visions, myths, subjective inner experience, and the like, lack legitimate authority because over many centuries it has gradually become understood that those are not reliable sources. They can be useful starting-points for theory-formation, as has often been pointed out. Theories can begin anywhere, even in dreams. But when it comes to justification, more reliable evidence is required. This is quite a large difference between science and pseudoscience, genuine enquiry and fake enquiry, but it is one that Ross does not take into account. The implication seems to be that for the sake of a 'more democratic culture' it is worth deciding that the wrong answer ought to have as much authority as the right one. And yet of course it is unlikely that Ross really believes that. Surely if he did, he would not have written this book - he would not be able to claim that a more democratic culture is preferable to a less democratic one, or anything else that he claims in his work. However playful or quasi-ironic Strange Weather may be, it does lapse into   seriousness at times, it does make claims that Ross clearly wants us to accept - because he thinks they are right as opposed to wrong. The intention of Strange Weather is to correct mistaken views of science and pseudoscience, to replace them with other, truer views. Ross cannot very well argue that his views are wrong and therefore we should believe them. He is in fact claiming authority for his own views, he is attempting to seek the higher part of a truth-hierarchy. The self-refuting problem we always see in epistemic relativism is here in its most obvious form. And Ross ought to realize that if such claims could succeed they would eliminate all possibility for making the kinds of claims that the Left needs to make just as much as anyone else does. Truth-claims, evidence, reason, logic, warrant, are not some fiefdom or gated community or exclusive club. On the contrary. They are the property of everyone, and the only way to refute lies and mistakes. The Left has no more reason to want to live by lies and mistakes than anyone else has.

Only empiricism allows for the advancement of knowledge – rationalist based theory dissolves into an infinitely regressive battle over technique

Richardson 99

Jeff, Center for Health Program Evaluation, Director Health Economic Unit, Monash University, “Rationalism, Theoretical Orthodoxy and their legacy in Cost Utility Analysis” Working Paper 93, August ISBN 1325 0663 p. i)
The theme of this paper is that there is a malaise in a significant part of theoretical economics which has adversely affected its character and growth and which has spilled over into applied economics in a particular way; viz by reducing the scope of hypotheses that have been the subject of empirical enquiry and by promoting policies on the basis of their conformity with an established orthodoxy, in preference to policies supported by evidence. The approach to this topic is both historical and epistemological. It is argued that the history of science has been characterised by a struggle between the conflicting paradigms of Rationalism and Empiricism with intellectual progress being broadly determined by the extent to which the latter and not the former has been ascendant. It is argued that the reason for this arises from the epistemological structure of the competing paradigms. While Empiricism leads to a method which encourages the growth of knowledge, Rationalism encourages an ultimately sterile focus upon analytical techniques per se. It is suggested that economic orthodoxy and, more specifically, health economic theory has adopted the form and increasingly the substance of Rationalist paradigm and that the inhibiting influence of this can explain the neglect of a series of issues which arise in Cost Utility Analysis and, more broadly, in economic evaluation; issues which, for a non-economist, would have prima facie candidacy for investigation and for possible inclusion in economic theory. Ten examples are given. It is concluded that the opportunity cost of our adoption of methodological Rationalism in terms of intellectual progress elsewhere and policy prescriptions may have been very high.
Empiricism is the most useful form of knowledge for policymakers—useful in making theories to shape policy

Walt, ‘5 – Prof, Kennedy School of Government @ Harvard (Stephen M., Annu. Rev. Polit. Sci. 2005. 8:23–48, pg. 25-26,  “The Relationship Between Theory and Policy in International Relations,” http://www.iheid.ch/webdav/site/political_science/shared/political_science/3452/walt.pdf) MH

Policy decisions can be influenced by several types of knowledge. First, policy makers invariably rely on purely factual knowledge (e.g., how large are the opponent’s forces? What is the current balance of payments?). Second, decision makers sometimes employ “rules of thumb”: simple decision rules acquired through experience rather than via systematic study (Mearsheimer 1989).3 A third type of knowledge consists of typologies, which classify phenomena based on sets of specific traits. Policy makers can also rely on empirical laws. An empirical law is an observed correspondence between two or more phenomena that systematic inquiry has shown to be reliable. Such laws (e.g., “democracies do not fight each other” or “human beings are more risk averse with respect to losses than to gains”) can be useful guides even if we do not know why they occur, or if our explanations for them are incorrect. Finally, policy makers can also use theories. A theory is a causal explanation— it identifies recurring relations between two or more phenomena and explains why that relationship obtains. By providing us with a picture of the central forces that determine real-world behavior, theories invariably simplify reality in order to render it comprehensible. 

Empiricism is the only way to prevent false science from existing

Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Conclusion: So, What Is Science after All?”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.303-4) MH  

The presence of coherent conceptual constructs in the form of theories and hypotheses is also a necessary component of science. Science is not just a collection of facts about the world, nor do scientific theories emerge from the accumulation of facts, as Francis Bacon thought. Theories are creative productions of the human mind and reflect our best attempts at making sense of the world as it is. But theories are not enough, otherwise science would be no different from philosophy. It is the crucial role of em­ pirical information that completes the trinity that underlies all scientific research. Empirical evidence, as we have seen in this book, does not nec­ essarily mean experiment, but more broadly refers to any combination of experimentation and systematic observation that produces not just facts, but data. Empirical testability, then, is one major characteristic distinguishing science from nonscience. Although something might sound “scientific,” such as in the case of string theory in physics or the borderline examples of evolutionary psychology and the search for extraterrestrial intelligence, a field does not belong to science unless there are reasonable ways to test its theories against data. Plenty of human activities, of course, are not sci­ entific in this sense. Personal taste in, say, art may be subject to empirical surveys (we can ask people what they like and dislike), and taste clearly is an aspect of nature, since human culture is as natural as anything else. But unless our research on taste is informed by an overall conceptual structure (a theory) that can be used to generate specific testable hypotheses, it is not science. 
Science Inevitable
Everyone uses science – superstitions are the results of long forgotten social experiments

Alcock, 2001, John, Emeritus' Professor in the School of Life Sciences at Arizona State University, “The Triumph of Sociobiology” p. 84-85
So, for example, Andean farmers have long engaged in ceremonial practices that determine when they will plant potatoes, their dietary staple. The farmers adjust the planting time in relation to the apparent brightness of the stars in the Pleiades, which the men observe around the time of the southern winter solstice, well before potato-planting time. Although one might think that the whole business was simply an exercise in superstition and mumbo-jumbo, in reality apparent star brightness does vary relative to the presence or absence of high cirrus clouds in the night sky. These clouds occur more often during El Nino years, which are associated with periods of drought during the potato-growing season several months later [242], By planting earlier during drought years, the farmers reduce the effects of the un​favorable climatic changes linked with El Nino, and produce more potatoes than they would otherwise in their drought-prone habitat. Here we have a fine example of the ability of humans to detect causal relationships of the most subtle nature and to use their scientifically derived information to make functional decisions about matters of great economic importance. Nor are Andean farmers at all unusual in this regard, as Robin Dunbar has shown by reviewing examples of science in action from a variety of very different cultures, including Australian aborigines and African Maasai, Fulani, Bambara, Po​kot, and Turkana [111]. The Maasai, for example, have learned about the thermo​regulatory consequences of the coat color of their cattle. Cows with dark hides are less heat tolerant, require more water, and consequently have a reduced foraging range. These factors cause them to be less productive at lower (hotter) altitudes, something the Maasai know full well, which is why families that herd cattle at lower elevations bias their herds toward light-colored cattle. As Dunbar points out, it is irrelevant what theories, if any, the Maasai refer to when speaking of their cattle-herding operations. What counts is the method they must have employed and the method has to have been scientific. Herders must have noticed differences in the productivity of cattle with different colored hides. They must have decided that coat color caused these differences, and must have then predicted that the produc​tivity of their herds would be improved to the extent that they could replace dark-colored with light-colored cattle, if they happened to be herding in low, dry, hot habitats. When they performed their informal tests, they liked the results, estab​lishing the current preference for light-colored cattle in low elevation regions while Maasai whose herds roam higher elevations in cooler habitats have learned to go with dark-colored cattle, which as it turns out lose weight more slowly than their paler companions in these regions. The logic of the scientific method surely pervaded the lives of our hunter-gatherer ancestors, if the behavior of modern hunter-gatherers is any guide to the past. The extraordinarily observant nature of these people is well known, as is their ability to make accurate deductions based on scant evidence. Here is Elizabeth Marshall Thomas writing about a small band of Bushmen in the Kalahari Desert of southern Africa: "As they drank, Lazy Kwi found some Bushman footprints on the little shore which were many days old, just dents in the hard sand, but after glanc​ing at them once or twice he said they were the footprints of strangers, a man barefoot, a woman in sandals, and a barefoot child, on their way to a place called Naru Ni, somewhere in the west" (p. 181 in [3061). When Thomas checked on whether the Bushmen she knew had it right when it came to reading tracks accurately, she found that they did. Successful tracking de​rives from the principles of science. The observer attempts to determine what caused the spoor to have its distinctive properties, then produces a hypothesis, whose predictions about where someone or something will be found can be tested by success or failure in finding the person or prey in question, enabling the tracker to assess the accuracy of the hypothesis and refine his ability to read tracks correctly. The adaptive value of accurate tracking for hunters need not be spelled out. Science and Politics Dunbar argues that the logic of the scientific method characterizes all human so​cieties, for the very good reason that persons using the approach learn some valu​able things about the world that exists around them [1111. Real information can be more than mildly useful in dealing with the real world. The evidence on this point is not encouraging to relativist philosophy, which generates the unsupported pre​diction that people in isolated cultures will invent their own distinctive social con​structs without any underlying commonalities. You can be sure that postmodernist alternatives to animal tracking would not be charitably received by the Bushmen.
Science Brink Now

Skepticism of evolutionary psychology spills over into general rejection of science

Bloom and Weisberg, 2007

Paul, psychologist at Yale University, Deena Skolnick, doctoral candidate in psychology at Yale University, modified version of P. Bloom & D. S. Weisberg, "Childhood origins of adult resistance to science", published in Science, May 18, 2007

When faced with this kind of asserted information, one can occasionally evaluate its truth directly. But in some domains, including much of science, direct evaluation is difficult or impossible. Few of us are qualified to assess claims about the merits of string theory, the role in mercury in the etiology of autism, or the existence of repressed memories. So rather than evaluating the asserted claim itself, we instead evaluate the claim's source. If the source is deemed trustworthy, people will believe the claim, often without really understanding it. As our colleague Frank Keil has discussed, this sort of division of cognitive labor is essential in any complex society, where any single individuals will lack the resources to evaluate all the claims that he or she hears. This is the case for most scientific beliefs. Consider, for example, that most adults who claim to believe that natural selection can explain the evolution of species are confused about what natural selection actually is—when pressed, they often describe it as a Lamarckian process in which animals somehow give birth to offspring that are better adapted to their environments. Their belief in natural selection, then, is not rooted in an appreciation of the evidence and arguments. Rather, this scientifically credulous sub-population are deferring to the people who say that this is how evolution works. They trust the scientists. This deference to authority isn't limited to science; the same process holds for certain religious, moral, and political beliefs as well. In an illustrative recent study, subjects were asked their opinion about a social welfare policy, which was described as being endorsed either by Democrats or by Republicans. Although the subjects sincerely believed that their responses were based on the objective merits of the policy, the major determinant of what they thought of the policy was in fact whether or not their favored political party was said to endorse it. More generally, many of the specific moral intuitions held by members of a society appear to be the consequence, not of personal moral contemplation, but of deference to the views of the community. Adults thus rely on the trustworthiness of the source when deciding which asserted claims to believe. Do children do the same? Recent studies suggest that they do; children, like adults, have at least some capacity to assess the trustworthiness of their information sources. Four- and five-year-olds, for instance, know that adults know things that other children do not (like the meaning of the word "hypochondriac"), and when given conflicting information about a word's meaning from a child and from an adult, they prefer to learn from the adult. They know that adults have different areas of expertise, that doctors know about fixing broken arms and mechanics know about fixing flat tires. They prefer to learn from a knowledgeable speaker than from an ignorant one, and they prefer a confident source to a tentative one. Finally, when five year-olds hear about a competition whose outcome was unclear, they are more likely to believe a character who claimed that he had lost the race (a statement that goes against his self-interest) than a character who claimed that he had won the race (a statement that goes with his self-interest). In a limited sense, then, they are capable of cynicism. Implications In sum, the developmental data suggest that resistance to science will arise in children when scientific claims clash with early emerging, intuitive expectations. This resistance will persist through adulthood if the scientific claims are contested within a society, and will be especially strong if there is a non-scientific alternative that is rooted in common sense and championed by people who are taken as reliable and trustworthy. This is the current situation in the United States with regard to the central tenets of neuroscience and of evolutionary biology. These clash with intuitive beliefs about the immaterial nature of the soul and the purposeful design of humans and other animals — and, in the United States, these intuitive beliefs are particularly likely to be endorsed and transmitted by trusted religious and political authorities. Hence these are among the domains where Americans' resistance to science is the strongest. We should stress that this failure to defer to scientists in these domains does not necessarily reflect stupidity, ignorance, or malice. In fact, some skepticism toward scientific authority is clearly rational. Scientists have personal biases due to ego or ambition—no reasonable person should ever believe all the claims made in a grant proposal. There are also political and moral biases, particularly in social science research dealing with contentious issues such as the long-term effects of being raised by gay parents or the explanation for gender differences in SAT scores. It would be naïve to ignore all this, and someone who accepted all "scientific" information would be a patsy. The problem is exaggerated when scientists or scientific organizations try to use their authority to make proclamations about controversial social issues. People who disagree with what scientists have to say about these issues might reasonably infer that it is not safe to defer to them more generally. But this rejection of science would be mistaken in the end. The community of scientists has a legitimate claim to trustworthiness that other social institutions, such as religions and political movements, lack. The structure of scientific inquiry involves procedures, such as experiments and open debate, that are strikingly successful at revealing truths about the world. All other things being equal, a rational person is wise to defer to a geologist about the age of the earth rather than to a priest or to a politician. Given the role of trust in social learning, it is particularly worrying that national surveys reflect a general decline in the extent to which people trust scientists. To end on a practical note, then, one way to combat resistance to science is to persuade children and adults that the institute of science is, for the most part, worthy of trust. 

People’s intuitive psychology contradicts science – always a risk people will abandon it

Bloom and Weisberg, 2007

Paul, psychologist at Yale University, Deena Skolnick, doctoral candidate in psychology at Yale University, modified version of P. Bloom & D. S. Weisberg, "Childhood origins of adult resistance to science", published in Science, May 18, 2007

The main source of resistance to scientific ideas concerns what children know prior to their exposure to science. The last several decades of developmental psychology has made it abundantly clear that humans do not start off as "blank slates." Rather, even one year-olds possess a rich understanding of both the physical world (a "naïve physics") and the social world (a "naïve psychology"). Babies know that objects are solid, that they persist over time even when they are out of sight, that they fall to the ground if unsupported, and that they do not move unless acted upon. They also understand that people move autonomously in response to social and physical events, that they act and react in accord with their goals, and that they respond with appropriate emotions to different situations. These intuitions give children a head start when it comes to understanding and learning about objects and people. But these intuitions also sometimes clash with scientific discoveries about the nature of the world, making certain scientific facts difficult to learn. As Susan Carey once put it, the problem with teaching science to children is "not what the student lacks, but what the student has, namely alternative conceptual frameworks for understanding the phenomena covered by the theories we are trying to teach." Children's belief that unsupported objects fall downwards, for instance, makes it difficult for them to see the world as a sphere — if it were a sphere, the people and things on the other side should fall off. It is not until about eight or nine years of age that children demonstrate a coherent understanding of a spherical Earth, and younger children often distort the scientific understanding in systematic ways. Some deny that people can live all over the Earth's surface, and, when asked to draw the Earth or model it with clay, some children depict it as a sphere with a flattened top or as a hollow sphere that people live inside. In some cases, there is such resistance to science education that it never entirely sticks, and foundational biases persist into adulthood. A classic study by Michael McCloskey and his colleagues tested college undergraduates' intuitions about basic physical motions, such as the path that a ball will take when released from a curved tube. Many of the undergraduates retained a common-sense Aristotelian theory of object motion; they predicted that the ball would continue to move in a curved motion, choosing B over A below.

Science = Self Corrective

Science will inevitably reach absolute truth- it’s self correcting

Sankey, 8 Howard, PhD in philosophy of science from University of Melbourne and visiting professor, Studies In History and Philosophy of Science Part A Volume 39, Issue 2, June 2008, Pages 259-264 It is, however, reasonable to assume that the methods of science will continue to be improved. Science is a self-corrective enterprise. The self-corrective character of science applies not only at the level of observation and theory, but at the level of the method and practice of science. Given this, it is fair to assume that the methods of science are likely to continue to become increasingly reliable. This, in turn, may be taken to suggest that the continued application of the methods of science will ensure that science continues to move closer to the truth about the world. Does this mean it is inevitable that science will reach the truth? The answer I propose to this question is a qualified affirmative. Science is a fallible human enterprise. It is not inevitable that science will continue to be pursued by humans. Nor is it inevitable that the methods of science will continue to be improved. But, assuming that science continues to be pursued, and that the methods of science become increasingly reliable, then science will continue to acquire knowledge of the world. In so doing, it will increase the quantity of truths known about the world. But will science lead to the whole, absolute truth about the world? It is unclear what this might involve. It is unclear what all the truth about anything might be, much less all the truth about everything (cf. Hacking, 1983, pp. 93–95). For this reason, I prefer not to say that it is inevitable that science will lead to the whole truth about the world. Instead, I prefer to say that, if science continues to be pursued, and its methods continue to be improved, then it is inevitable that science will continue to increase the quantity of truth known about the world. Thus, as indicated in the discussion of aim realism in Section 4, it is not inevitable that science will converge on one true theory about the world. But, if science continues to employ increasingly reliable methods, it is inevitable that it will continue to increase the truth known about the world.
Faulty claims of the past were a result of pseudoscience- the new science solves
Krauss 2  professor of physics, Foundation Professor of the School of Earth and Space Exploration, and director of the Origins Project at the Arizona State University, PhD in physics from MIT (Lawrence M., 4/30/2002, “ Odds Are Stacked When Science Tries to Debate Pseudoscience”, http://www.nytimes.com/2002/04/30/science/essay-odds-are-stacked-when-science-tries-to-debate-pseudoscience.html) MH

Part of the problem is uniquely American. We in the United States are constantly regaled by stories about the limitless possibilities open to those with know-how and a spirit of enterprise. Combine that with a public that perceives the limits of science as targets that are constantly being overcome, and the suggestion that anything is absolutely impossible seems like an affront. Indeed, modern technology has made the seemingly impossible almost ordinary. How often have I heard the cry from an audience, ''Yeah, but 300 years ago people would have said it would be impossible to fly!'' Although true, the problem with that assertion is that 300 years ago people did not know enough about the laws of physics to make the assertion, so the claim would have been improper. Had they made a simpler claim like, ''Three hundred years from now, if you drop this cannonball off the Tower of Pisa, it will fall down,'' they would have been right.  Although it is probably true that there is far more that we do not know about nature than that we do know, we do know something! We know that balls, when dropped, fall down. We do know that the earth is round and not flat. We do know how electromagnetism works, and we do know that the earth is billions of years old, not thousands. We may not know how spacecraft of the future will be propelled, whether matter-antimatter drives will be built or even if time travel is possible. But we do know, absolutely, how much on-board fuel will be needed to speed up a substantial spacecraft to near the speed of light -- an enormous amount, probably enough to power all of human civilization at the present time for perhaps a decade. That means that aliens who want to come here from a distant star will probably have to have some better reason than merely performing secret kinky experiments on the patients of a Harvard psychiatrist. 
Science = Truth
Only science can create an absolute truth 

Gleiser 11 Marcello, Appleton Professor of Natural Philosophy and Professor of Physics and Astronomy at Dartmouth “Speaking in Defense of Science” http://www.npr.org/blogs/13.7/2011/02/09/133591874/speaking-in-defense-of-science
Although it may seem like old news, science and the teaching of science remains under attack in many parts of the country. This "anti-scientifism" is costing the United States dearly. A country that distrusts science is condemned to move straight back to medieval obscurantism. While many countries are working hard to educate their young about the values of science and of scientific research, in the U.S. countless people are teaching them to mistrust science and scientists, taking every opportunity to politicize and theologize the scientific discourse in ways completely incompatible with the goals and modus operandi of the scientific enterprise. Now, many will say that they are not anti-science per se, just against the science that clashes with their religious beliefs. So, antibiotics are fine, but the theory of evolution is not. If only they'd take the time to learn about how antibiotics work and about how over-prescribing can result in germ mutations that render some antibiotics ineffective. It's is a real-time illustration of the theory of evolution at work. Or take the statement made by Bill O'Reilly, that my co-blogger Adam Frank posted here yesterday, concerning the tides and the existence of the moon. Can a man living in the 21st century, and with enormous media clout, actually state that God put the moon around the Earth to promote the tides? Apparently, yes. And worse, O'Reilly called the people that pointed out to him that there are well-understood natural mechanisms that explain the origin of the moon and the solar system, and why there is life here and not on Mars or Venus, as "desperate." He continued: "It takes more faith to not believe, and to think that this was all luck ... than it does to believe in a deity." No, it takes an enormous amount of intellectual blindness to actually deny the well-established advances of science in the name of a faith based on an antiquated God of the Gaps theology. Unfortunately, many believe that what O'Reilly says with a straight face is true. What are scientists and educators to do? First, we must speak out. We cannot let such absurdities go unchallenged. Here is an example on teaching evolution. Fortunately, there are many others. (Go to the National Center for Science Education for more.) The old position that engaging is beneath our dignity will not help us advance the cause for a scientifically literate population. Second, we should be honest about what science can and cannot do. We should celebrate and publicize all the wonderful achievements of science, but also be frank about the challenges we still face. Scientists should not use science as a weapon against belief by making it into a belief system. That, too, is a road to nowhere. The danger of taking science too far, as in stating to the world that science has all the answers and can understand it all, is to lose its credibility when findings are doubted, or when "established" theories are supplanted by new ones. Much better is to explain how science goes about creating knowledge through a process of trial and error and constant verification by independent experimental groups. Our scientific knowledge of nature grows through a self-correcting accretion process. New theories emerge through the cracks in old ones. There is drama and beauty in this endeavor, as we struggle to make sense of the world around us. To deny what we've learned is to deny one of the greatest accomplishments of humanity. Our children deserve better than that. To not know is fine. To not want to know is disastrous.
Science is moving to be increasingly objective now- the only problem is a lack of public trust 
Slayton, 2007, Rebecca, SAGE, Social Studies of Science, “Discursive Choices: Boycotting Star Wars between Science and Politics,” JSTOR, KHaze

The case examined here - a nationwide boycott of 'Star Wars' research funds - is particularly interesting because it transgressed discursive bound aries between science and politics. Science has traditionally been trusted as a resource for legitimizing decisions with profound social consequences, because it represents politically neutral knowledge. Thus, constructivist studies of expertise note that boundary-work, with its rhetorical distinc tions between 'science' and 'polities', is crucial to the legitimation of sci ence advice.22 Harry Collins and Robert Evans recently suggested that a 'third wave' of science studies would move beyond this focus on legitima tion to identify 'academic' criteria for distinguishing between experts and laypersons, or 'reasons for using the advice of scientists and technologists, rather than as individuals or as members of certain institutions' (Collins & Evans, 2002: 236-37, emphasis added). In separate critiques, Brian Wynne, Sheila Jasanoff, and Arie Rip each countered that expert knowl edge is inseparable from the institutions which lend it legitimacy.23 My account builds upon those critiques by examining how discursive choices help maintain and reconfigure forms of expertise deemed legitimate by a society. Constructivist studies often take interest in science policy organizations because they play a central role in legitimizing expertise, specifically by insti tutionalizing practices that claim to clearly separate science from politics. Sheila Jasanoff (1992, 2003) has emphasized that such practices reflect the values of their political culture. For example, in the adversarial politics of the USA, policymakers often find scientific experts to back conflicting positions, leading to a loss of public confidence in science's ability to 'speak truth to power'.24 Furthermore, in a nation with a strong suspicion of technocracy, this loss of faith can lead to endless suspicion and cross-examination of tech nical experts.25 Organizations in the USA respond to such demands for transparency by extensively elaborating institutional practices that aim to eliminate political 'bias' and ensure objectivity.26 While these studies have examined how organizations maintain expert ise within established organizations, Kelly Moore (1993, 1996a, 1996b) and Gary Downey (1988) have each examined the institutionalization of new forms of expertise. In his analysis of the formation of the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS), Downey (1988) suggests that Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) professors 'reproduced' their cultural iden tities as objective scientists, at the same time that they 'reconstituted' those identities as political actors. Similarly, Moore (1993) argues that new organizations representing 'science in the public interest' emerged as sci entists attempted to reconcile their professional and political identities dur ing a cycle of political protest. Both argue that organizations such as the UCS helped institutionalize new ways for scientists to intervene in poli tics, without threatening cherished notions of 'democracy' or 'objective science'. 

Truth = Liberating

Truth provides us reassurance and peace in the mind- obeying facts given to us by authority is the most liberating action
Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p. 3-4, KHaze

This role of Authority- to tell people what to believe and think, or at least what to appear to believe and think- can be seen in two ways, or from two directions. It was coercive and authoritarian, but it was also in a sense liberating: it liberated people from responsibility and the hard work of thinking. It was external, imposed, top-down, but that very imposed top-down externality made it a source of inner security and comfort. It’s a familiar thought, even to defiant rebellious types (or perhaps especially to them) that I can be very restful just to give up and take orders- the despairing emptied-out rest of Winston at the end of Nineteen Eighty-Four, but all the rest the sane. The social world has always lavishly provided this comfort, and still does for many. Holy books, tradition, fiats, laws, priests, judges, monarchs, inquisitions, prisons, chains, axes, fires, manacles, expulsions. The advantage of all these is the clarity, the lack of ambiguity (unless one notices the places where holy books contradict themselves, but people seem not to).

Scientific Predictions True 

Even if we can’t completely transcend the social, we can still make predictions about the world.  
Alcoff 2001, Linda Martín, Professor of Philosophy, Political Science, and Women's Studies at Syracuse University, New Literary History 32.4 (2001) 835-848, Objectivity and Its Politics 
Mohanty's more general claim--a claim that is targeted not only at Foucault but at the general tendency of postmodern skepticism that is widely influential among theorists in literature departments--is that at least this current version of epistemic and axiological skepticism assumes just the sort of positivist view of truth and objectivity that it purports to critique. It holds truth and objectivity to such a high bar--a positivist one, in fact, which requires complete transcendence of social situation and historical context--that they are impossible to obtain, and it is this that makes the relativist conclusion the necessary outcome. The failure of positivism itself does not lead to epistemological and axiological nihilism unless positivism is taken to be the only form in which knowledge or values can be discerned. Mohanty rightly points out that the positivist requirements have been repudiated by many philosophers who still maintain the possibility of truth and objectivity, redefined as reachable but referring nonetheless to a reality that is not entirely subject to human construction. I will discuss such redefinitions in the next section on objectivity.  This general critique is absolutely right, as many have pointed out, insofar as it argues that relativism is not the only conclusion possible once one accepts the critique of positivism. 3 It is true that a certain kind of skepticism does follow if one rejects the concept of truth associated with positivism, best captured, oddly, by the phrase used by the idealist Kant: to know things as they are in themselves, the Ding an sich. But one need not be skeptical about the possibility of knowing quite a lot about things as they appear and behave in our world, or in our concernful relation with them, as Heidegger put it. 

AT: Right Wing Takeover

Debating science is key to check back the right
Nature 10 international weekly science journal (Nature, 9/9/2010, “Science Scorned”, http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v467/n7312/full/467133a.html) MH

There is a growing anti-science streak on the American right that could have tangible societal and political impacts on many fronts — including regulation of environmental and other issues and stem-cell research. Take the surprise ousting last week of Lisa Murkowski, the incumbent Republican senator for Alaska, by political unknown Joe Miller in the Republican primary for the 2 November midterm congressional elections. Miller, who is backed by the conservative 'Tea Party movement', called his opponent's acknowledgement of the reality of global warming “exhibit 'A' for why she needs to go”. “The country's future crucially depends on education, science and technology.” The right-wing populism that is flourishing in the current climate of economic insecurity echoes many traditional conservative themes, such as opposition to taxes, regulation and immigration. But the Tea Party and its cheerleaders, who include Limbaugh, Fox News television host Glenn Beck and Sarah Palin (who famously decried fruitfly research as a waste of public money), are also tapping an age-old US political impulse — a suspicion of elites and expertise. Denialism over global warming has become a scientific cause célèbre within the movement. Limbaugh, for instance, who has told his listeners that “science has become a home for displaced socialists and communists”, has called climate-change science “the biggest scam in the history of the world”. The Tea Party's leanings encompass religious opposition to Darwinian evolution and to stem-cell and embryo research — which Beck has equated with eugenics. The movement is also averse to science-based regulation, which it sees as an excuse for intrusive government. Under the administration of George W. Bush, science in policy had already taken knocks from both neglect and ideology. Yet President Barack Obama's promise to “restore science to its rightful place” seems to have linked science to liberal politics, making it even more of a target of the right.  US citizens face economic problems that are all too real, and the country's future crucially depends on education, science and technology as it faces increasing competition from China and other emerging science powers. Last month's recall of hundreds of millions of US eggs because of the risk of salmonella poisoning, and the Deepwater Horizon oil spill, are timely reminders of why the US government needs to serve the people better by developing and enforcing improved science-based regulations. Yet the public often buys into anti-science, anti-regulation agendas that are orchestrated by business interests and their sponsored think tanks and front groups. In the current poisoned political atmosphere, the defenders of science have few easy remedies. Reassuringly, polls continue to show that the overwhelming majority of the US public sees science as a force for good, and the anti-science rumblings may be ephemeral. As educators, scientists should redouble their efforts to promote rationalism, scholarship and critical thought among the young, and engage with both the media and politicians to help illuminate the pressing science-based issues of our time. 

The right wing rejects science- climate debate proves

Winship 6/12  senior writing fellow at Demos, former senior writer at "Bill Moyers Journal" on PBS and current president of the Writers Guild of America (Michael, 6/12/2011, “The Perils of Ignoring Ignorance”, http://www.salon.com/news/politics/war_room/2011/06/10/winship_climate_change) MH

A local NPR reporter was talking with Joseph Nicholson, CEO of Red Jacket Orchards in Geneva, New York, up in the neck of the upstate woods where I was born and raised. There’s been a lot more rain than usual, he said. Produce hasn’t been exposed to sufficient "heat units" -- in other words, the sun. "We're going to be at least two weeks behind in harvest or ripening," he said, and if the skies don’t brighten up soon, yields could be down 30 to 35 percent. That’s a lot of lost apples -- and cherries, peaches and plums (although the rhubarb is doing just fine, thanks for asking). As upstate kids we were told -- apocryphally -- that the only part of the world more overcast than us was Poland, so the idea that all these years later it’s cloudier than ever is startling. Is this part of manmade climate change? Republican presidential candidate Rick Santorum sure doesn’t think so. The other day he told Rush Limbaugh "the idea that man… is somehow responsible for climate change is, I think, just patently absurd." He went on to call it a left-wing conspiracy, "just an excuse for more government control of your life… I’ve never been for any scheme or even accepted the junk science behind the whole narrative." Better you should listen to Ram Khatri Yadav, a rice farmer in northeastern India, who recently complained to The New York Times, "It will not rain in the rainy season, but it will rain in the nonrainy season. The cold season is also shrinking." He’s experiencing climate change as a life or death reality. In a June 4 article headlined "A Warming Planet Struggles to Feed Itself," the Times reported, “The great agricultural system that feeds the human race is in trouble… Many of the failed harvests of the past decade were a consequence of weather disasters, like floods in the United States, drought in Australia and blistering heat waves in Europe and Russia. Scientists believe some, though not all, of those events were caused or worsened by human-induced global warming.” For years, scientists believed that the carbon dioxide produced by greenhouse emissions were at least in part beneficial for crops, acting as a fertilizer that helped counterbalance the deleterious effects of climate change. But according to the Times, new research indicates "extra carbon dioxide does act as plant fertilizer, but that the benefits are less than previously believed -- and probably less than needed to avert food shortages." The World Bank estimates that there may be as many 940 million hungry people this year. The international relief agency Oxfam projects already high food prices more than doubling by 2030 with perhaps half of that spike due to climate change. With those increases could come hoarding, gouging, panic buying and food riots like those that led to the overthrow of the Haitian government in 2008. Nor is it just our food supply that has climate change breathing hot and heavy down our collective necks. City and state planners also are examining its impact on urban centers and preparing for the worst. A May 22 Times article notes, "Climate scientists have told city planners that based on current trends, Chicago will feel more like Baton Rouge than a Northern metropolis before the end of this century... New York City, which is doing its own adaptation planning, is worried about flooding from the rising ocean." In Chicago’s case, scientists project that if global carbon emissions continue at their current pace, the Second City would have summers "like the Deep South, with as many as 72 days over 90 degrees before the end of the century. For most of the 20th century, the city averaged fewer than 15… "The city could see heat-related deaths reaching 1,200 a year. The increasing occurrences of freezes and thaws (the root of potholes) would cause billions of dollars’ worth of deterioration to building facades, bridges and roads. Termites, never previously able to withstand Chicago’s winters, would start gorging on wooden frames." Conservatives like Santorum may scoff but the insurance industry is telling cities and states they had better adapt to reality or face ever higher premiums: "The reinsurance giant Swiss Re, for example, has said that if the shore communities of four Gulf Coast states choose not to implement adaptation strategies, they could see annual climate-change related damages jump 65 percent a year to $23 billion by 2030." Of course, it’s the science that right-wingers dismiss as "junk" that could help save us, not that they want to hear that. Researchers are developing strains of rice and wheat more resistant to heat, drought, flood and rising levels of carbon dioxide. That takes cash, another notion to which conservatives are especially adverse. Over the last five years, the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation has spent $1.7 billion to feed the world but private philanthropy isn’t enough. A year ago, the State Department and the US Agency for International Development began Feed the Future, a global hunger and food security initiative to boost agriculture in 20 desperately poor countries. President Obama has pledged $3.5 billion; so far, Congress has come up with a little more than half of it. We live on a planet where, New York Times reporter Justin Gillis wrote, "Little new land is available for farming, where water supplies are tightening, where the temperature is rising, where the weather has become erratic and where the food system is already showing serious signs of instability." But last month, the House appropriations subcommittee on agriculture, headed by Georgia Republican Jack "I Came from God, Not from a Monkey" Kingston, cut Feed the Future’s budget by thirty percent. How do you like them apples? 
AT: Risk Analysis Bad

Science is critical to accurately assess risk 
Tuathail 00 Gearoid O., Associate Professor of Political Geography – Virginia Tech University, Geopolitics @ Millennium, Paranoid Fantasies and Technological Fundamentalism Amidst the Contradictions of Contemporary Modernity, http://www.nvc.vt.edu/toalg/Website/Publish/Papers/GeographicaSlovenica2001.pdf
History indicates that the everyday practice of geopolitics is often motivated and given meaning by paranoid fantasies of various sorts. In the twentieth century the paranoid fantasies that informed geopolitics were state-centric and nationalist territorial visions of world domination and control. There is no shortage of paranoid visions of the future at the opening of the twenty first century.  Rather than dismiss all paranoid fantasies as irrational, it is may be worthwhile in the coming century to distinguish between counter-modern ones (usually based on religious and/or nationalist romantic visions) that attempt to impose certitude upon modernity, classic modern fantasies about limitless progress and growth that recycle already bankrupt myths to serve particularistic interests, and reflexively modern visions that sometimes throw the contradictions of the contemporary geopolitical condition into stark relief. The paranoid visions of environmentalists and peace activists today are part of the struggle to imagine and transform the future of modernity. Though these visions sometimes appear fantastic they are far from being crazy. Unlike the paranoid power fantasies and conspiracies that gave  meaning to international politics for much of the twentieth century, visions of increasing  planetary temperatures and rising ocean levels, unfolding global pandemics and irreversible technoscientific manipulations, proliferating weapons of destruction and  deepening vulnerability to potentially catastrophic accidents, can be empirically documented and supported in great scientific detail. As Athansiou remarks about those studying the rising levels toxicity in the environment, ‘the paranoids, it happens, do not have a bad record at all.31

AT: Socially Constructed

Social constructivism confuses fact with opinion and fails to change our standpoint of education- it only legitimizes elites monopolizing information to serve their own needs, causing extinction
Sokal, 2008, Alan, Department of Physics New York University and Department of Mathematics University College London, “What is science and why should we care?” http://www.physics.nyu.edu/sokal/sense_about_science_PUBL.pdf, KHaze

Statements as clear-cut as these are, however, rare in the academic postmodernist literature. More often one finds assertions that are ambiguous but can nevertheless be interpreted (and quite often are interpreted) as implying what the foregoing quotations make explicit: that science as I have defined it is an illusion, and that the purported objective knowledge provided by science is largely or entirely a social construction. For example, Katherine Hayles, professor of English at UCLA and former president of the Society for Literature and Science, writes the following as part of her feminist analysis of uid mechanics: Despite their names, conservation laws are not inevitable facts of nature but constructions that foreground some experiences and marginalize others. . . . Almost without exception, conservation laws were formulated, developed, and experimentally tested by men. If conservation laws represent particular emphases and not inevitable facts, then people living in di erent kinds of bodies and identifying with different gender constructions might well have arrived at di erent models for [fluid] flow. (What an interesting idea: perhaps: people living in different kinds of bodies" will learn to see beyond those masculinist laws of conservation of energy and momentum.) And Andrew Pickering, a prominent sociologist of science, asserts the following in his otherwise-excellent history of modern elementary-particle physics: [G]iven their extensive training in sophisticated mathematical techniques, the preponderance of mathematics in particle physicists' accounts of reality is no more hard to explain than the fondness of ethnic groups for their native language. On the view advocated in this chapter, there is no obligation upon anyone framing a view of the world to take account of what twentieth-century science has to say. But let me not spend time beating a dead horse, as the arguments against postmodernist relativism are by now fairly well known - rather than plugging own writings, let me suggest the superb book by Canadian philosopher of science James Robert Brown, Who Rules in Science?: An Opinionated Guide to the Wars. Suffice it to say that postmodernist writings systematically confuse truth with claims of truth, fact with assertions of fact, and knowledge with pretensions to knowledge - and then sometimes go so far as to deny that these distinctions have any meaning. Now, it's worth noting that the postmodernist writings I have just quoted all come from the 1980s and early 1990s. In fact, over the past decade, academic postmodernists and social constructivists seem to have backed off the most extreme views that they previously espoused. Perhaps I and like-minded critics of postmodernism can take some small credit for this, by initiating a public debate that shed a harsh light of criticism on these views and forced some strategic retreats. But most of the credit, I think, has to be awarded to George W. Bush and his friends, who have shown just where science-bashing can lead in the real world. Nowadays, even sociologist of science Bruno Latour, who spent several decades stressing the so-called “social construction of scientific facts", laments the ammunition he fears he and his colleagues have given to the Republican right-wing, helping them to deny or obscure the scientific consensus on global warming, biological evolution and a host of other issues. 14 He writes: While we spent years trying to detect the real prejudices hidden behind the appearance of objective statements, do we now have to reveal the real objective and incontrovertible facts hidden behind the illusion of prejudices? And yet entire Ph.D. programs are still running to make sure that good American kids are learning the hard way that facts are made up, that there is no such thing as natural, unmediated, unbiased access to truth, that we are always prisoners of language, that we always speak from a particular standpoint, and so on, while dangerous extremists are using the very same argument of social construction to destroy hard-won evidence that could save our lives. That, of course, is exactly the point I was trying to make back in 1996 about socialconstruction talk taken to subjectivist extremes. I hate to say I told you so, but I did. As did, several years before me, Noam Chomsky, who recalled that in a not-so-distant past, Left intellectuals took an active part in the lively working class culture. Some sought to compensate for the class character of the cultural institutions through programs of workers' education, or by writing best-selling books on mathematics, science, and other topics for the general public. Remarkably, their left counterparts today often seek to deprive working people of these tools of emancipation, informing us that the “project of the Enlightenment" is dead, that we must abandon the “illusions" of science and rationality - a message that will gladden the hearts of the powerful, delighted to monopolize these instruments for their own use.
Science is a comparatively better system of authority than any alternative- their effort to prioritize their alternative, relativistic worldview reinforces bad instances of domination
Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p 63-64, KHaze

The basic claim of Strange Weather is that science’s authority, status, prestige, and position at the top of the knowledge hierarchy, and the political-cultural-rhetorical hierarchy as well, are both arbitrary and anti-democratic. ‘How can metaphysical life theories and explanations taken seriously by millions be ignored or excluded by a small group of powerful people called “scientists”? This claim is not actually argued, as we have seen; it is merely asserted and reiterated throughout via rhetoric: science and rationality, realism and truth are associated with the police, border-patrols, authority, and other such categories. But Ross ignores the obvious crucial facts that (1) some authority is better justified than others as are some forms of expertise, some exercises of control or power, and so on, and (2) there is a reason for the authority and prestige of science, a reason that goes beyond mere habits of deference. To put it bluntly, the reason is that the right answer has more authority than the wrong one. Ross neglects to address this rather important aspect of the question. Science and other forms of empirical enquiry such a history and forensic investigation do have legitimate authority because the truth-claims they make are based on evidence and are subject to change if new evidence is discovered. Other systems of ideas that make truth-claims that are not based on evidence, that rely instead on revelation, sacred books, dreams, visions, myths, subjective inner experience, and the like, lack legitimate authority because over many centuries it has gradually become understood that those are not reliable sources. They can be useful starting-points for theory formation, as has often been pointed out. Theories can begin anywhere, even in dreams. But when it comes to justification, more reliable evidence is required. This is quite a large difference between science and pseudoscience, genuine enquiry and fake enquiry, but it is one that Ross does not take into account. The implication seems to be that for the sake of a ‘more democratic culture’ it is worth deciding that the wrong answer ought to have as much authority as the right one. And yet of course it is unlikely that Ross really believes that. Surely, if he did, he would not have written this book- he would not be able to claim that a more democratic culture is preferable to a less democratic one, or anything else that he claims in his work. However playful or quasi-ironic Strange Weather may be, it does lapse into seriousness at times, it does make claims that Ross clearly wants us to accept- because he think they are right as opposed to wrong. The intention of Strange Weather is to correct mistaken views of science and pseudoscience, to replace them with other, truer views. Ross cannot very well argue that his views are wrong and therefore we should believe them. He is in fact claiming authority for his own views, he is attempting to seek the higher part of a truth-hierarchy. The self-refuting problem we always see in epistemic relativism is here in its most obvious form.
Only science is rooted in empirical evidence based off of reality – other modes of knowledge are subject to personal bias which destroys objectivity 

Benson 8 Ophelia editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Ways of knowing” http://www.butterfliesandwheels.org/2008/ways-of-knowing/ RB
That comes much too close to saying explicitly that religion has a way of knowing, but that’s the very thing religion doesn’t have. It has lots of ways of claiming to know, of pretending to know, of performing an imitation of knowing; but it has no way of actually legitimately knowing. (Tom says exactly that in the paragraph following the quoted passages. I just felt like saying it too.) By implying non-empiricism might have some epistemic merit as a route to objectivity in certain realms, the NAS and other science-promoting organizations miss the biggest selling point for science, or more broadly, intersubjective empiricism: it has no rival when it comes to modeling reality in any domain that’s claimed to exist. The reason is simple but needs to be made explicit: religious and other non-empirical ways of knowing don’t sufficiently respect the distinction between appearance and reality, between subjectivity and objectivity. They are not sufficiently on guard against the possibility that one’s model of the world is biased by perceptual limitations, wishful thinking, uncorroborated intuition, conventional wisdom, cultural tradition, and other influences that may not be responsive to the way the world actually is. Just so – along with the rest of what Tom says about it; it’s hard to excerpt because it’s all so admirably clear and compelling. At any rate – all this is obvious enough and yet it’s kept tactfully veiled in much public discourse simply in order to appease people who are not sufficiently on guard against the possibility that one’s model of the world is biased by wishful thinking among other things. It’s all very unfortunate. The very people who most need to learn to guard against cognitive bias are the ones who are being appeased lest they get ‘offended’ at discovering that. It’s an endless circle of epistemic disability. Faith-based religions and other non-empirically based worldviews routinely make factual assertions about the existence of god, paranormal abilities, astrological influences, the power of prayer, etc. So they are inevitably in the business of representing reality, of describing what they purport to be objective truths, some of which concern the supernatural. But having signed on to the cognitive project of supplying an accurate model of the world, they routinely violate basic epistemic standards of reliable cognition. There’s consequently no reason to grant them any domain of cognitive competence. Although this might sound arrogant, it’s a judgment reached from the standpoint of epistemic humility. The real arrogance is the routine violation of epistemic standards of reliable cognition. There’s something so vain, so self-centered, about doing that – as if it’s appropriate to think that our hopes and wishes get to decide what reality is. It’s just decent humility to realize that reality is what it is and that we are not so important or powerful that we can create it or change it with the power of thought.

Constructivist viewpoints are just as arbitrary and self-serving as science- it fails to bring us closer to reality.
Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p 76-77, KHaze

Here we come back to the skeptical impasse we saw in Chapter 2. The radically skeptical position may be true; the evil demon may be tricking us; there is no way to disprove the possibility. But then that possibility applies across the board. It’s no good saying ‘You’re a brain in a vat and I’m not,’ because it could just as well be the other way around. By the same token it’s no good saying ‘You’re delusional about evidence and the truth-claims you think your evidence warrants, but I’m right about my evidence and the truth-claims I think it warrants.’ Why would that be the case? Why is your view privileged? Philip Kitcher puts it in this way: If the invitation is to throw away all our beliefs, start from scratch, and justify the claim that the objects about which we form perceptual beliefs are as we represent them, then we could not offer our contemporary blend of physics, physiology, and psychology to advance the kind of picture of perception I have sketched. But neither can champions of Science Studies offer any rival picture, even one that uses screens, veils, or cave walls. Descartes launched philosophy on a quest for fundamental justification, and despite the many insight uncovered by him and his brilliant successors, we now know that the problem he posed is insoluble… If the constructivist reminds us that we haven’t shown on the basis of a set of principles that precede the deliverance of empirical science that our scientific opinions are reliable, the right response is to confess that we haven’t. There is no such set of principles that will do that job, but by the same token, no set of principles will establish a constructivist picture.

Science is the best means to create an objective description of reality and break down institutional hierarchies- its critics surrender “truth” to state control and replace logic with incoherent psycho-babble in order to gain support
Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p.46-48, KHaze

This penchant for the defiant gesture, for proudly or ‘playfully’ denying reality, is a characteristic move of constructionist, post-modernist, standpoint and other radical theories. The translation of epistemic questions into political ones, and hence of errors and legless theories into political stances, is the rhetorical ploy that makes it work- ‘work,’ that is, in the sense of persuading others. This ‘working’ might seem counterproductive for the Left, given science’s historical role as, in Daniel Dennett’s phrase, the universal acid, the great solvent of tradition (since tradition so often boils down to traditions of who gets to oppress which groups). But there is a kind of logic to it, however flawed. This translation is, in the view of its practitioners, the logical outcome of projects to rethink everything. ‘Everything’ really does mean everything, the thinking goes, so positivists and conventional epistemologists who call a halt, who  try to build walls and patrol borders around science, are selling out and giving up, surrendering to the most pervasive and oppressive power of all. Their skepticism of skepticism is not a cognitive or warranted or logical view but a regressive political failure: cowardice or venality or lack of imagination. Again, the matter is posed in moral and political terms rather than epistemic ones; translated, in short. Critics of standpoint epistemology are called conservative and reactionary, conventional and traditional, thus shifting the terms of the discussion from one of evidence, methodology, logic and accuracy, to one of basic morality. It is assumed (and sometimes explicitly said) that there is a moral imperative to press the interrogation of received wisdom all the way into science itself. It is possible to tease out a kind of explanation for this view- an explanation of why it might make sense in moral and political terms even though it makes no sense in epistemic terms. Two concerns have always loomed large for the New or postmodern Left: liberation and egalitarianism. The rethinking projects have always had a goal increasing liberation and doing away with hierarchies. Science cuts both ways in each endeavor. It is immensely liberating but it is also confining: one is not free to choose the results one desires, or to change or conceal evidence. And it is both egalitarian and hierarchal: it is the career open to talents, so it is the very opposite of hierarchies based on birth, class, race, or gender, but it is also the very essence of meritocracy, in that talent and hard work are required in order to do well, and there is such a thing as doing well. So because science does cut both ways, it is understandable that the Left is divided over these issues. Some of the Left adheres to Enlightenment ideas of rationality and empiricism, and some of it opts for what one might call paradigm-shift egalitarianism and liberation that goes past boundaries and stopping-points which used to be taken for granted. This brand of egalitarianism extends its reach into areas of life where it had not occurred to people to think it was relevant, Until Now. The Until Now note is another that is struck often in postmodernist writing, a self-congratulatory ‘only we have been bold and perceptive enough to see this’ note. This aspect itself does a good deal to explain the roots and motivation of epistemic relativism. In that sense, the counter-intuitiveness, the perversity, the nonsensicality of many of the claims is in fact the point. The idea is that people simply failed to think of Startling Claim X before out of timidity or conformity, or awe of science and authority, or lack of imagination, or simply not being as shrewd and clever as the current generation; therefore the fact that the claim appears outlandish can be taken as merely more of the same timidity and failure of imagination. To the extent that this idea is in effect, it operates as an incentive to make outrageous claims, as opposed to a more usual scholarly incentive to temper such claims. Under the influence of this idea, the more outrageous the claim, the better.
Science can correct social constructions- skepticism grounded in research is key

Krebs 10 Principal of Jesus College, Oxford (John, 2/8/2011, “We might err, but science is self-correcting”, http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/comment/columnists/guest_contributors/article7018438.ece) MH
This philosophy of science was formally instituted 350 years ago in London by the small band of men, including Christopher Wren and Robert Boyle, who founded the Royal Society, the world’s oldest national academy of science. Their motto, Nullius in verba (“Take nobody’s word for it”) embodies the Royal Society’s founding principle of basing conclusions on observation and experiment rather than the voice of authority. Scientists don’t have all the answers, but they do have a way of finding out, and the fact that our lights come on, our computers compute and our mobile phones phone are among the myriad daily reminders that the scientific way works. You might retort that science and scientists often don’t live up to this ideal. And you would be right. Scientists, like everyone else, have human frailties and are susceptible to fashion and orthodoxy. Nevertheless, over time, science is self-correcting because someone will have the courage to challenge the prevailing view and win the argument, provided he or she has sufficient evidence. There is, of course, no excuse for scientists who over-egg or massage their results, or who underplay the uncertainties in their conclusions. The prevailing view in many areas of science will include significant uncertainties (as with climate change), so challenge is central to the progress of understanding. The claim that Himalayan glaciers would melt in the next 30 years is an example of this self-correction. It was debunked from within the scientific community and not by outside commentators, it does not undermine the core conclusions about man-made global warming, and the mistake that the Chairman of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change made was to dismiss this challenge without studying the evidence. Scepticism is fine but science is not a free-for-all. Whether or not you accept the sceptics’ view should depend on careful weighing of the evidence. Dr Wakefield had no good evidence to support his claim of a link between the MMR vaccine and autism. Equally, the Department of Health’s claim that the “MMR vaccine is perfectly safe” is wrong. No vaccine is perfectly safe, but not vaccinating your children exposes them to a far bigger risk than the tiny risk associated with the vaccine. Given what I have said, it is not surprising that the interaction between science and government can be edgy. Ministers look to their expert advisers for clear-cut answers, a unanimous view, and preferably one that is politically convenient. Scientific advisers are prone to disappoint on all fronts. “I am sorry minister, but science is not clear-cut, what is more, different experts take a different view, and our best advice is to do X” (where X is not a vote winner). When I was asked to advise, in 1996, on whether or not to kill badgers as a way of controlling bovine tuberculosis, I said that without a proper experiment it is not possible to tell whether or not the policy would work. To its credit, the Ministry of Agriculture set up what was perhaps the largest ecological experiment ever carried out in this country. The result showed that killing is not a cost-effective policy, and disappointed farmers. Last year David Nutt, Chairman of the Advisory Committee on the Misuse of Drugs, was sacked by the Home Secretary for being too outspoken about the Government’s rejection of his committee’s advice on the classification of cannabis and Ecstasy. If ministers are going to reject expert advice, they should explain why. What they should definitely not do, as both the Prime Minister and the Home Secretary did in this case, is to announce, before they have received the expert advice, that they have made up their mind. Equally, independent experts should not be gagged by ministers, even if their views are inconvenient. Science, warts and all, is still the best way of finding out, and is absolutely vital in informing government policy. That is why the Government must strongly reaffirm its commitment to freedom of expression for independent scientific advisers. At the same time, if scientists have a right to be heard, they have a responsibility to be scrupulously honest and not to claim more than is justified by the evidence. 

Reality isn’t socially constructed- the mind finds the most objective reality
Bohghossian 1 PhD in philosophy from Princeton, Silver Professor of Philosophy at NYU (Paul, “WHAT IS SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION?”, as.nyu.edu/docs/IO/1153/socialconstruction.pdf) MH

Money, citizenship and newspapers are transparent social constructions because they obviously could not have existed without societies. Just as obviously, it would seem, anything that could have – or that did – exist independently of societies could not have been socially constructed: dinosaurs, for example, or giraffes, or the elementary particles that are supposed to be the building blocks of all matter and that physicists call “quarks.” How could they have been socially constructed if they existed before societies did? Yet when we turn to some of the most prominent texts in the social construction literature, we find an avalanche of claims to the effect that it is precisely such seemingly mind- and society-independent items that are socially constructed. Take Andrew Pickering’s book, Constructing Quarks (1984) . As his title suggests, Pickering’s view seems to be that quarks were socially constructed by scientists in the 1970s when the so-called “Standard Model” was first developed. And the language of the text itself does not disappoint: …the reality of quarks was the upshot of particle physicists’ practice…. But how can this be? If quarks exist – and we are assuming for present purposes that they do – they would have had to have existed before there were any societies. So how could they have been constructed by societies? Perhaps Pickering does not mean what he says; perhaps he intends only to be making a claim about our belief in quarks rather than about the quarks themselves, a thesis we shall also want to examine in due course. Whether or not Pickering intended the worldly claim, however, claims like that seem to be all around us. Here, just for another example, are Bruno Latour and Steve Woolgar on the subject of the facts studied by natural science (Laboratory Life: The Social Construction of Scientific Facts, 1979, pp.180-182): We do not wish to say that facts do not exist nor that there is no such thing as reality….Our point is that “out there ness” is a consequence of scientific work rather than its cause. But it is not easy to make sense of the thought that facts about elementary particles or dinosaurs are a consequence of scientific theorizing. How could scientific theorizing have caused it to be true that there were dinosaurs or that there are quarks? Of course, 4 science made it true that we came to believe that dinosaurs and quarks exist. Since we believe it, we act as though dinosaurs and quarks exist. If we allow ourselves some slightly florid language, we could say that in our world dinosaurs and quarks exist, in much the way as we could say that in the world of Shakespeare’s Hamlet, Ophelia drowns. So, still speaking in this vein, we could say that science made it true that in our world there are dinosaurs and quarks. But all we could coherently mean by this is that science made it true that we came to believe that dinosaurs and quarks exist. And that no one disputes. Despite all the evidence in their favor, these beliefs may still be false and the only thing that will make them true is whether, out there, there really were dinosaurs and there really are quarks. Surely, science cannot construct those things; at best, it can discover them. 

AT: Unethical

Scientific empiricism is the only way to create a coherent system of ethics

Torbjörn Tännsjö 8 Professor and Chair, Practical Philosophy, Stockholm University, Sweden “Truth in Ethics, Truth in Science - Different?” http://www.asianhhm.com/medical_sciences/truth_ethics_science.htm
Typical ethical theories state which actions are right and which actions are wrong and also why they are right and wrong respectively. Two examples of such theories are explained in this article, utilitarianism and the sanctity of life doctrine. According to utilitarianism, an action is right if and only if it maximises the sum-total of well-being in the universe; if it is not right, then it is wrong. And the fact that an action maximises the sum-total of well-being in the universe, if it does, is what makes it right. The sanctity-of-life doctrine (as I here conceive of it) concurs in the idea that one should maximise the sum-total of well-being in the universe, but claims that the end doesn’t justify the means. It is wrong actively and intentionally to kill an innocent human being, even if killing this innocent human being means that the sum-total of well-being in the universe is maximised. The fact that an act is an act of intentional and active killing of an innocent human being (murder), if it is, makes it wrong, irrespective of its consequences. How should we go about if we want to test these and other ethical theories? Some philosophers, of a rationalist bent, have thought that morality can be derived from reason itself, i.e. they have believed that, once we understand each moral theory thoroughly and clearly, we can simply grasp which one is true. Few stick to this belief now-a-days, however, and, I think, wisely so. When we assess putative moral theories, we must proceed in a manner, which is similar to how we assess scientific theories. We have to put our moral hypotheses to test. We test our scientific theories against our observations. In a similar vein, we have to test our moral hypotheses against not observations, but our considered moral intuitions. A moral intuition is an immediate reaction to an action with which one is presented, to the effect that the action is right or wrong. It is ‘immediate’ in the sense that it is not the result of any conscious process of reasoning. I will return to the requirement that our moral intuitions should be considered. A scientific theory that is at variance with (the content of) our observations is rejected. A scientific theory must be empirically adequate. In a similar vein, an ethical theory must give the right answer to moral questions; it must conform to our considered moral intuitions. However, empirical adequacy or conformity with our considered moral intuitions respectively, is just a necessary requirement, it is not a sufficient one. The theory must also, in order to gain support from the observation (intuition), give the best explanation of (the content of) our observations and considered intuitions. This means that it must be general, simple, theoretically fruitful and so forth. Once again, I see no difference here between ethics and science. On a structural level, what goes on in the testing of both moral and scientific theories is the same. And yet, if we look closer to the ethical case, an important difference surfaces: in science we normally rely on real experiments. In ethics we must rest satisfied with thought experiments.

*SCIENCE GOOD IMPACTS*

2ac Religious Right Takeover Mod

Science allows us to check the religious right 

Harris 4 Sam, Co-Founder and CEO of Project Reason, a nonprofit foundation devoted to spreading scientific knowledge and secular values in society. He received a degree in philosophy from Stanford University and a Ph.D. in neuroscience from The End of Faith, p. 19-20 RB
Religious moderation springs from the fact that even the least educated person among us simply knows more about certain matters than anyone did two thousand years ago—and much of this knowledge is incompatible with scripture. Having heard something about the medical discoveries of the last hundred years, most of us no longer equate disease processes with sin or demonic possession. Having learned about the known distances between objects in our universe, most of us (about half of us, actually) find the idea that the whole works was created six thousand years ago (with light from distant stars already in transit toward the earth) impossible to take seriously. Such concessions to modernity do not in the least suggest that faith is compatible with reason, or that our religious traditions are in principle open to new learning: it is just that the utility of ignoring (or "reinterpreting") certain articles of faith is now overwhelming. Anyone being flown to a distant city for heart-bypass surgery has conceded, tacitly at least, that we have learned a few things about physics, geography, engineering, and medicine since the time of Moses. So it is not that these texts have maintained their integrity over time (they haven't); it is just that they have been effectively edited by our neglect of certain of their passages. Most of what remains— the "good parts"—has been spared the same winnowing because we do not yet have a truly modern understanding of our ethical intuitions and our capacity for spiritual experience. If we better understood the workings of the human brain, we would undoubtedly discover lawful connections between our states of consciousness, our modes of conduct, and the various ways we use our attention. What makes one person happier than another? Why is love more conducive to happiness than hate? Why do we generally prefer beauty to ugliness and order to chaos? Why does it feel so good to smile and laugh, and why do these shared experiences generally bring people closer together? Is the ego an illusion, and, if so, what implications does this have for human life? Is there life after death? These are ultimately questions for a mature science of the mind. If we ever develop such a science, most of our religious texts will be no more useful to mystics than they now are to astronomers.
Ignoring evidence allows religion to create major war- this results in extinction 
Harris 4 Sam, Co-Founder and CEO of Project Reason, a nonprofit foundation devoted to spreading scientific knowledge and secular values in society. He received a degree in philosophy from Stanford University and a Ph.D. in neuroscience from The End of Faith, p. 25-26 RB
Our world is fast succumbing to the activities of men and women who would stake the future of our species on beliefs that should not survive an elementary school education. That so many of us are still dying on account of ancient myths is as bewildering as it is horrible, and our own attachment to these myths, whether moderate or extreme, has kept us silent in the face of developments that could ultimately destroy us. Indeed, religion is as much a living spring of violence today as it was at any time in the past. The recent conflicts in Palestine (Jews v. Muslims), the Balkans (Orthodox Serbians v. Catholic Croatians; Orthodox Serbians v. Bosnian and Albanian Muslims), Northern Ireland (Protestants v. Catholics), Kashmir (Muslims v. Hindus), Sudan (Muslims v. Christians and animists), Nigeria (Muslims v. Christians), Ethiopia and Eritrea (Muslims v. Christians), Sri Lanka (Sinhalese Buddhists v. Tamil Hindus), Indonesia (Muslims v. Timorese Christians), and the Caucasus (Orthodox Russians v. Chechen Muslims; Muslim Azerbaijanis v. Catholic and Orthodox Armenians) are merely a few cases in point. In these places religion has been the explicit cause of literally millions of deaths in the last ten years. These events should strike us like psychological experiments run amok, for that is what they are. Give people divergent, irreconcilable, and untestable notions about what happens after death, and then oblige them to live together with limited resources. The result is just what we see: an unending cycle of murder and cease-fire. If history reveals any categorical truth, it is that an insufficient taste for evidence regularly brings out the worst in us. Add weapons of mass destruction to this diabolical clockwork, and you have found a recipe for the fall of civilization.What can be said of the nuclear brinkmanship between India and Pakistan if their divergent religious beliefs are to be "respected"? There is nothing for religious pluralists to criticize but each country's poor diplomacy—while, in truth, the entire conflict is born of an irrational embrace of myth. Over one million people died in the orgy of religious killing that attended the partitioning of India and Pakistan. The two countries have since fought three official wars, suffered a continuous bloodletting at their shared border, and are now poised to exterminate one another with nuclear weapons simply because they disagree about "facts" that are every bit as fanciful as the names of Santa's reindeer. And their discourse is such that they are capable of mustering a suicidal level of enthusiasm for these subjects without evidence. Their conflict is only nominally about land, because their incompatible claims upon the territory of Kashmir are a direct consequence of their religious differences. Indeed, the only reason India and Pakistan are different countries is that the beliefs of Islam cannot be reconciled with those of Hinduism. From the point of view of Islam, it would be scarcely possible to conceive a way of scandalizing Allah that is not perpetrated, each morning, by some observant Hindu. The "land" these people are actually fighting over is not to be found in this world. When will we realize that the concessions we have made to faith in our political discourse have prevented us from even speaking about, much less uprooting, the most prolific source of violence in our history?
1ar Religious Right Link

The religious right corrupts policy making 

Harris 4 Sam, Co-Founder and CEO of Project Reason, a nonprofit foundation devoted to spreading scientific knowledge and secular values in society. He received a degree in philosophy from Stanford University and a Ph.D. in neuroscience from The End of Faith, p. 153-154 RB
COMPARED with the theocratic terrors of medieval Europe, or those that persist in much of the Muslim world, the influence of religion in the West now seems rather benign. We should not be misled by such comparisons, however. The degree to which religious ideas still determine government policies—especially those of the United States—presents a grave danger to everyone. It has been widely reported, for instance, that Ronald Reagan perceived the paroxysms in the Middle East through the lens of biblical prophecy. He went so far as to include men like Jerry Falwell and Hal Lindsey in his national security briefings.1 It should go without saying that theirs are not the sober minds one wants consulted about the deployment of nuclear weaponry. For many years U.S. policy in the Middle East has been shaped, at least in part, by the interests that fundamentalist Christians have in the future of a Jewish state. Christian "support for Israel" is, in fact, an example of religious cynicism so transcendental as to go almost unnoticed in our political discourse. Fundamentalist Christians support Israel because they believe that the final consolidation of Jewish power in the Holy Land—specifically, the rebuilding of Solomon's temple—will usher in both the Second Coming of Christ and the final destruction of the Jews.2 Such smiling anticipations of genocide seem to have presided over the Jewish state from its first moments: the first international support for the Jewish return to Palestine, Britain's Balfour Declaration of 1917, was inspired, at least in part, by a conscious conformity to biblical prophecy.3 These intrusions of eschatology into modern politics suggest that the dangers of religious faith can scarcely be overstated. Millions of Christians and Muslims now organize their lives around prophetic traditions that will only find fulfillment once rivers of blood begin flowing from Jerusalem. It is not at all difficult to imagine how prophecies of internecine war, once taken seriously could become self-fulfilling.
Religious doctrines threat the foundation of science by undermining the need for evidence and perverting what constitutes “facts”- reject blind faith is key to empirical science 
Sokal, 2008, Alan, Department of Physics New York University and Department of Mathematics University College London, “What is science and why should we care?” http://www.physics.nyu.edu/sokal/sense_about_science_PUBL.pdf, KHaze

 When analyzing religion, a few distinctions are perhaps in order. For starters, religious doctrines typically have two components: a factual part, consisting of a set of claims about the universe and its history; and an ethical part, consisting of a set of prescriptions about how to live. In addition, all religions make, at least implicitly, epistemological claims concerning the methods by which humans can obtain reasonably reliable knowledge of factual or ethical matters. These three aspects of each religion obviously need to be evaluated separately. Furthermore, when discussing any set of ideas, it is important to distinguish between the intrinsic merit of those ideas, the objective role they play in the world, and the subjective reasons for which various people defend or attack them. (Alas, much discussion of religion fails to make these elementary distinctions: for instance, confusing the intrinsic merit of an idea with the good or bad e ects that it may have in the world.) Tonight I want to address only the most fundamental issue, namely, the intrinsic merit of the various religions' factual doctrines. And within that, I want to focus on the epistemological question - or to put it in less fancy language, the relationship between belief and evidence. After all, those who believe in their religion's factual doctrines presumably do so for what they consider to be good reasons. So it's sensible to ask: What are these alleged good reasons? Each religion makes scores of purportedly factual assertions about everything from the creation of the universe to the afterlife. But on what grounds can believers presume to know that these assertions are true? The reasons they give are various, but they ultimately boil down to one: because our holy scriptures say so. But how, then, do we know that our holy scriptures are free from error? Because the scriptures themselves say so. Theologians specialize in weaving elaborate webs of verbiage to avoid saying anything quite so bluntly, but this gem of circular reasoning really is the epistemological bottom line on which all “faith" is grounded. In the words of Pope John Paul II: \By the authority of his absolute transcendence, God who makes himself known is also the source of the credibility of what he reveals." 26 It goes without saying that this begs the question of whether the texts at issue really were authored or inspired by God, and on what grounds one knows this. “Faith" is not in fact a rejection of reason, but simply a lazy acceptance of bad reasons. “Faith" is the pseudo-justification that some people trot out when they want to make claims without the necessary evidence.

Religious doctrine will unite to block scientific development
Blackford 2009 (Russell, writer, philosopher, lawyer, and literary critic based in Melbourne, Australia, where he teaches part-time in the School of Philosophy and Bioethics, Monash University. He is Editor-in-Chief of The Journal of Evolution and Technology and a Fellow of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10681/Default.aspx)

Before I do so, however, I must point out that Peters and I both have biases. He writes as a Lutheran theologian, whereas I am an outspoken atheist. All the same, while I have certain anti-religious leanings, I am not so ignorant as to imagine that Abrahamic theology is a featureless monolith. Even within Christianity, there are many theological schools, disputes, and emphases, and it would be churlish to presume that nothing good can ever come out of any of them. It would certainly be mistaken to lump the ideas of, say, Pierre Teilhard de Chardin or Reinhold Niehbuhr or Martin Luther King with those of, say, Fred Phelps or Jerry Falwell or Joseph Ratzinger. Christian theology is (like transhumanism) a rich and complex field; it may sometimes be weakened by its internal divisions and debates, but (again like transhumanism) it is sometimes strengthened by its ferment of ideas. With all that duly noted, Peters seems disingenuous when he argues that Judeo-Christian theology welcomes change and will not oppose transhumanist aspirations. He does not support this claim with any empirical study—or even with an impressionistic overview—of the views of actual theologians. Rather, he refers to passages from the Old and New Testaments that might be said to presume the value of novelty. In Isaiah 43:19, God is represented as saying, "I am about to do a new thing." In Revelation 21:5, God says, "See, I am making all things new." 5 These verses are obviously open to interpretation, like all passages in the Abrahamic holy books, but let's concede that they exalt the idea of transformation, of making things new, at least when the transformation is for the better. But no one denies that the Abrahamic monotheisms allow a positive place for change. Of course they do. Even the most vulgar forms of Christian fundamentalism value individual transformation when the recipient of salvation is "born again", and they look forward to comprehensive eschatological transformation at the end of days, when the current order of things will be overturned and ultimately annihilated by divine intervention. Christianity has traditionally displayed a linear rather than cyclical view of time and history, with time's arrow pointing to the ultimate triumph of good over evil. But none of this entails that all, or even most, Christian leaders and theologians would countenance the technological boosting of human capacities that transhumanists advocate. Changes of those kinds might well be regarded by many leaders and theologians as hubristic, or otherwise morally impermissible, and as fair (perhaps even urgent) targets for political suppression. Later in his article, Peters points out that Christian hospitals are not opposed to advanced technology; on the contrary, they use it extensively for patient care. 6 No doubt they do, but what follows from this? It by no means follows that Christian leaders and theologians have tended, in the past, to favor new technologies that assist medicine or alter bodily functioning. The widespread historical opposition to anesthesia and the contraceptive pill are good examples to consider. The Catholic Church still views the use of contraceptive technologies, such as condoms or the Pill, as a sin against the God-given natural order: an impermissible suppression of the human genitals' proper functions. 7 Against that background, it is not necessarily a "mistake" to fear that some or many Christian leaders and theologians will have grave reservations about technologies that could enhance human capacities beyond merely healthy functioning. Whatever the range of Christian views, Peters might reply, the correct theological position is one that holds enhancement of human capacities to be at least permissible. Perhaps so, but Peters is trying to reassure transhumanists that Christian theology will not, in fact, create roadblocks for them. That, of course, does not depend upon which theological views, if any, may—all things considered—actually be correct, but on which views are well positioned to exert political influence. Viewed in this way, transhumanist fears of religious roadblocks are perfectly rational.

Religious Right War Impact

This causes oppression and nuclear war
Harris 4 Sam, Co-Founder and CEO of Project Reason, a nonprofit foundation devoted to spreading scientific knowledge and secular values in society. He received a degree in philosophy from Stanford University and a Ph.D. in neuroscience from The End of Faith, p. 14 RB
Our situation is this: most of the people in this world believe that the Creator of the universe has written a book. We have the misfortune of having many such books on hand, each making an exclusive claim as to its infallibility. People tend to organize themselves into factions according to which of these incompatible claims they accept—rather than on the basis of language, skin color, location of birth, or any other criterion of tribalism. Each of these texts urges its readers to adopt a variety of beliefs and practices, some of which are benign, many of which are not. All are in perverse agreement on one point of fundamental importance, however: "respect" for other faiths, or for the views of unbelievers, is not an attitude that God endorses. While all faiths have been touched, here and there, by the spirit of ecumenicalism, the central tenet of every religious tradition is that all others are mere repositories of error or, at best, dangerously incomplete. Intolerance is thus intrinsic to every creed. Once a person believes—really believes—that certain ideas can lead to eternal happiness, or to its antithesis, he cannot tolerate the possibility that the people he loves might be led astray by the blandishments of unbelievers. Certainty about the next life is simply incompatible with tolerance in this one. Observations of this sort pose an immediate problem for us, however, because criticizing a person's faith is currently taboo in every corner of our culture. On this subject, liberals and conservatives have reached a rare consensus: religious beliefs are simply beyond the scope of rational discourse. Criticizing a person's ideas about God and the afterlife is thought to be impolitic in a way that criticizing his ideas about physics or history is not. And so it is that when a Muslim suicide bomber obliterates himself along with a score of innocents on a Jerusalem street, the role that faith played in his actions is invariably discounted. His motives must have been political, economic, or entirely personal. Without faith, desperate people would still do terrible things. Faith itself is always, and everywhere, exonerated. But technology has a way of creating fresh moral imperatives. Our technical advances in the art of war have finally rendered our religious differences—and hence our religious beliefs—antithetical to our survival. We can no longer ignore the fact that billions of our neighbors believe in the metaphysics of martyrdom, or in the literal truth of the book of Revelation, or any of the other fantastical notions that have lurked in the minds of the faithful for millennia— because our neighbors are now armed with chemical, biological, and nuclear weapons. There is no doubt that these developments mark the terminal phase of our credulity. Words like "God" and "Allah" must go the way of "Apollo" and "Baal," or they will unmake our world.
Religious Right Liberty Impact

Religious right curtail personal liberties
Harris 4 Sam, Co-Founder and CEO of Project Reason, a nonprofit foundation devoted to spreading scientific knowledge and secular values in society. He received a degree in philosophy from Stanford University and a Ph.D. in neuroscience from The End of Faith, p. 158-159 RB
Behaviors like drug use, prostitution, sodomy, and the viewing of obscene materials have been categorized as "victimless crimes." Of course, society is the tangible victim of almost everything human beings do—from making noise to manufacturing chemical waste— but we have not made it a crime to do such things within certain limits. Setting these limits is invariably a matter of assessing risk. One could argue that it is, at the very least, conceivable that certain activities engaged in private, like the viewing of sexually violent pornography, might incline some people to commit genuine crimes against others.21 There is a tension, therefore, between private freedom and public risk. If there were a drug, or a book, or a film, or a sexual position that led 90 percent of its users to rush into the street and begin killing people at random, concerns over private pleasure would surely yield to those of public safety. We can also stipulate that no one is eager to see generations of children raised on a steady diet of methamphetamine and Marquis de Sade. Society as a whole has an interest in how its children develop, and the private behavior of parents, along with the contents of our media, clearly play a role in this. But we must ask ourselves, why would anyone want to punish people for engaging in behavior that brings no significant risk of harm to anyone? Indeed, what is startling about the notion of a victimless crime is that even when the behavior in question is genuinely victimless, its criminality is still affirmed by those who are eager to punish it. It is in such cases that the true genius lurking behind many of our laws stands revealed. The idea of a victimless crime is nothing more than a judicial reprise of the Christian notion of sin. IT is no accident that people of faith often want to curtail the private freedoms of others. This impulse has less to do with the history of religion and more to do with its logic, because the very idea of privacy is incompatible with the existence of God. If God sees and knows all things, and remains so provincial a creature as to be scandalized by certain sexual behaviors or states of the brain, then what people do in the privacy of their own homes, though it may not have the slightest implication for their behavior in public, will still be a matter of public concern for people of faith.22 
Every invasion of freedom must be rejected
Sylvester Petro,  professor of law, Wake Forest University, Spring 1974, TOLEDO LAW REVIEW, p. 480.

However, one may still insist, echoing   Ernest Hemingway – “I believe in only one thing: liberty.” And it is always well to bear in mind David Hume’s observation: “It is seldom that liberty of any kind is lost all at once.” Thus, it is unacceptable to say that the invasion of one aspect of freedom is of no import because there have been invasions of so many other aspects. That road leads to chaos, tyranny, despotism, and the end of all human aspiration. Ask Solzhenitsyn. Ask Milovan Djilas. In sum, if one believes in freedom as a supreme value, and the proper ordering principle for any society aiming to maximize spiritual and material welfare, then every invasion of freedom must be emphatically identified and resisted with undying spirit.
AT: Creationism

Their argument props up unsound theories like creationism and global warming denial
 Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Chapter 4: Blame the Media?”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.91) MH 

 One of the doctrines adopted by many news media during the past several years, and which has been much criticized by scientists, among others, is the idea that there are often two sides to a given story and that they ought to be equally represented as a matter of fairness. Even a moment of reflection will readily show the flimsiness of such a “fair and balanced” treatment: first of all, in many instances of scientific (not to mention political) debate there actually is a more nuanced landscape than a simple yes or no dichotomy. For instance, in the case of global warming even the best scientific models available produce a variety of possible outcomes, about the likelihood of which there is intense and legitimate debate. Second, however, it should also be obvious that not all alternative positions are equally deserving of public attention and that therefore they should not be presented as equivalent opinions about which “you decide.” There is no scientific controversy about evolution versus creationism, and the fact that half of the American public rejects the scientific findings in this area is an interesting, and worrisome, social phenomenon, but certainly not a measure of scientific uncertainty! If the news media are to play a truly informative role with the public they should present more than just a collection of allegedly equally valid ideas; they should also do the hard work of investigating them, to help the public filter the few golden nuggets from the ocean of nonsense that will otherwise bury any intelligent social discourse.
Warming outweighs nuclear war

Ryskin 3 (Gregory, Department of Chemical Engineering, Northwestern University, Illinois, “Methane-driven oceanic eruptions and mass extinctions” Geology 31(9): 741-744, dml)

The consequences of a methane-driven oceanic eruption for marine and terrestrial life are likely to be catastrophic. Figuratively speaking, the erupting region ‘‘boils over,’’ ejecting a large amount of methane and other gases (e.g., CO2, H2S) into the atmosphere, and flooding large areas of land. Whereas pure methane is lighter than air, methane loaded with water droplets is much heavier, and thus spreads over the land, mixing with air in the process (and losing water as rain). The air methane mixture is explosive at methane concentrations between 5% and 15%; as such mixtures form in different locations near the ground and are ignited by lightning, explosions2 and conflagrations destroy most of the terrestrial life, and also produce great amounts of smoke and of carbon dioxide. Firestorms carry smoke and dust into the upper atmosphere, where they may remain for several years (Turco et al., 1991); the resulting darkness and global cooling may provide an additional kill mechanism. Conversely, carbon dioxide and the remaining methane create the greenhouse effect, which may lead to global warming. The outcome of the competition between the cooling and the warming tendencies is difficult to predict (Turco et al., 1991; Pierrehumbert, 2002). Upon release of a significant portion of the dissolved methane, the ocean settles down, and the entire sequence of events (i.e., development of anoxia, accumulation of dissolved methane, the metastable state, eruption) begins anew. No external cause is required to bring about a methane-driven eruption—its mechanism is self-contained, and implies that eruptions are likely to occur repeatedly at the same location. Because methane is isotopically light, its fast release must result in a negative carbon isotope excursion in the geological record. Knowing the magnitude of the excursion, one can estimate the amount of methane that could have produced it. Such calculations (prompted by the methane-hydrate-dissociation model, but equally applicable here) have been performed for several global events in the geological record; the results range from 1018 to 1019 g of released methane (e.g., Katz et al., 1999; Kennedy et al., 2001; de Wit et al., 2002). These are very large amounts: the total carbon content of today’s terrestrial biomass is ;2 3 1018 g. Nevertheless, relatively small regions of the deep ocean could contain such amounts of dissolved methane; e.g., the Black Sea alone (volume ;0.4 3 1023 of the ocean total; maximum depth only 2.2 km) could hold, at saturation, ;0.5 3 1018 g. A similar region of the deep ocean could contain much more (the amount grows quadratically with depth3). Released in a geological instant (weeks, perhaps), 1018 to 1019 g of methane could destroy the terrestrial life almost entirely. Combustion and explosion of 0.75 x 1019 g of methane would liberate energy equivalent to 108 Mt of TNT, ;10,000 times greater than the world’s stockpile of nuclear weapons, implicated in the nuclear winter scenario (Turco et al., 1991).
Impact- AIDS

Abandoning science triggers a massive disease epidemic- Africa proves
Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Pseudoscience”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.59-61) MH

 Besides Ethiopia and Gambia, however, the big story as far as AIDS denialism is concerned has been South Africa. As a complex nation with a tense history of racial relations, to say the least, perhaps it was inevitable for South Africa to become fertile ground for a rejection of Western medicine in favor of local traditions and solutions. Still, it is simply astounding to discover the depths of irrationality reached by some South African leaders— and the absurd cost in human lives that their inane policies are directly causing (once again, it would seem appropriate to invoke a United Nations condemnation for crimes against humanity, but I’m not holding my breath). Michael Specter of the New Yorker published an investigative report 5 so frightening that I can hardly do it justice here. It begins with a truck driver’s “vision” (a dream), in which he was instructed by his grandfather to put together a concoction to cure AIDS. The truck driver, Zeblon Gwala, then set up shop in the city of Durban, posted a “Dr. Gwala” sign on the door (despite not actually having a medical degree), and his “HIV and AIDS Clinic” opened for business, attracting hundreds of people every day and equally certainly condemning them to death by their fateful choice of magic over science. How is this possible in an advanced and economically thriving country like South Africa? Because of the positions taken by former President Thabo Mbeki and by his then (until September 2008) health minister, Manto Tshabalala-Msimang, among others. Their attitude has been that antiretroviral drugs, which have been medically tested and shown to be effective against HIV, are poisons deliberately marketed by Western pharmaceutical companies. Moreover, according to the pair— and contrary to almost the entire medical-research profession— there is no evidence that HIV causes AIDS, which instead is just another lie spread by Big Pharma (with the help of the CIA, naturally) to sell their products. Mbeki and Tshabalala-Msimang insist that salvation can be found in local knowledge such as the remedy that came in a dream to “Dr.” Gwala. This while 5.5 million people— out of a total population of 48 million— are infected by HIV in South Africa, a huge humanitarian disaster unfolding in slow motion under our (and Mbeki’s) eyes. Of course, Mbeki’s and Tshabalala-Msimang’s absurd notions do have some support from a minority of academics (in a similar vein, we will see later on in the book that one can always find critics of global warming or evolution with legitimate academic credentials, if one looks hard enough). Science is a human activity, and human beings can legitimately hold different opinions about empirical evidence. Of course, sometimes the dissenting opinion is motivated by a thirst for fame, financial gain, or sheer obtuseness. In the case of AIDS denialism, the biggest academic dissenter is Peter Duesberg, a molecular biologist at the University of California, Berkeley, and the discoverer of the fact that some retroviruses (the same kind of virus that causes AIDS) can trigger the onset of certain types of cancer. Duesberg expressed his skepticism on the HIV-AIDS causal link back in 1987. This was only three years after the first published claim in favor of a connection, and Duesberg’s paper at the time was a legitimate dissenting opinion published in a respected academic journal, Perspectives in Cancer Research. The problem is that Duesberg is stuck on his 1987 position, disregarding the overwhelming evidence put forth by literally thousands of studies published since. It is hard to know why Duesberg holds to his initial skepticism, whether out of simple stubbornness or because of the modicum of fame that such position has brought him or for the sheer pleasure of playing heretic. What is important is that his position is giving ammunition to inept leaders like Mbeki and indirectly killing millions of people. Clearly, the story here is enormously complicated by intricate psychological and sociological factors. Again, it is hardly surprising that people emerging from an apartheid regime may be inclined to suspicion of white knights in shining armor coming to their rescue, and may wish instead to emphasize their own traditions and practices. Big Pharma is also far from spotless, and the practices of international pharmaceutical companies have been under fire for years even in the West. The search for profit at all costs often translates into literally inventing new medical “conditions” out of thin air or aggressively marketing “new” drugs that are actually trivial variations of existing ones. Increasing reports of undue pressure exercised by the pharmaceutical industry on scientific researchers, which in several  cases has culminated into halting by means of legal threat the publication of data showing that a new drug was in fact harmful to an unacceptable degree, have tarnished the image of the entire sector.

Extinction
Ehrlich and Ehrlich 90, Professors of Population studies at Stanford University, (Paul and Anne, 1990, “THE POPULATION EXPLOSION”, p. 147-8)

Whether or not AIDS can be contained will depend primarily on how rapidly the spread of HIV can be slowed through public education and other measures, on when and if the medical community can find satisfactory preventatives or treatments, and to a large extent on luck. The virus has already shown itself to be highly mutable, and laboratory strains resistant to the one drug, AZT, that seems to slow its lethal course have already been reported."  A virus that infects many millions of novel hosts, in this case people, might evolve new transmission characteristics.  To do so, however, would almost certainly involve changes in its lethality. If, for instance, the virus became more common in the blood (permitting insects to transmit it readily), the very process would almost certainly make it more lethal.  Unlike the current version of AIDS, which can take ten years or more to kill its victims, the new strain might cause death in days or weeks. Infected individuals then would have less time to spread the virus to others, and there would be strong selection in favor of less lethal strains (as happened in the case of myxopatomis).  What this would mean epidemiologically is not clear, but it could temporarily increase the transmission rate and reduce life expectancy of infected persons until the system once again equilibrated.  If the ability of the AIDS virus to grow in the cells of the skin or the membranes of the mouth, the lungs, or the intestines were increased, the virus might be spread by casual contact or through eating contaminated food. But it is likely, as Temin points out, that acquiring those abilities would so change the virus that it no longer efficiently infected the kinds of cells it now does and so would no longer cause AIDS. In effect it would produce an entirely different disease.  We hope Temin is correct but another Nobel laureate, Joshua Lederberg, is worried that a relatively minor mutation could lead to the virus infecting a type of white blood cell commonly present in the lungs.  If so, it might be transmissible through coughs.

Impact- Dogmatism

Dogmatic beliefs preclude the possibility of cooperation – only scientific reasoning allows us to solve extinction 

Harris 4 Sam, Co-Founder and CEO of Project Reason, a nonprofit foundation devoted to spreading scientific knowledge and secular values in society. He received a degree in philosophy from Stanford University and a Ph.D. in neuroscience from The End of Faith, p. 47

Two hundred years from now, when we are a thriving global civilization beginning to colonize space, something about us will have changed; it must have; otherwise, we would have killed ourselves ten times over before this day ever dawned. We are fast approaching a time when the manufacture of weapons of mass destruction will be a trivial undertaking; the requisite information and technology are now seeping into every corner of our world. As the physicist Martin Rees points out, "We are entering an era where a single person can, by one clandestine act, cause millions of deaths or render a city uninhabitable for years. . . ,"25 Given the power of our technology, we can see at a glance that aspiring martyrs will not make good neighbors in the future. We have simply lost the right to our myths, and to our mythic identities. It is time we recognized that the only thing that permits human beings to collaborate with one another in a truly open-ended way is their willingness to have their beliefs modified by new facts. Only openness to evidence and argument will secure a common world for us. Nothing guarantees that reasonable people will agree about everything, of course, but the unreasonable are certain to be divided by their dogmas. This spirit of mutual inquiry is the very antithesis of religious faith. While we may never achieve closure in our view of the world, it seems extraordinarily likely that our descendants will look upon many of our beliefs as both impossibly quaint and suicidally stupid. Our primary task in our discourse with one another should be to identify those beliefs that seem least likely to survive another thousand years of human inquiry, or most likely to prevent it, and subject them to sustained criticism. Which of our present practices will appear most ridiculous from the point of view of those future generations that might yet survive the folly of the present? It is hard to imagine that our religious preoccupations will not top the list.26 It is natural to hope that our descendants will look upon us with gratitude. But we should also hope that they look upon us with pity and disgust, just as we view the slaveholders of our all-too-recent past. Rather than congratulate ourselves for the state of our civilization, we should consider how, in the fullness of time, we will seem hopelessly backward, and work to lay a foundation for such refinements in the present. We must find our way to a time when faith, without evidence, disgraces anyone who would claim it. Given the present state of our world, there appears to be no other future worth wanting.
Impact- Genocide

Questioning truth claims trivializes genocide and excuses mass murder
Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p. 19, KHaze
Nazi Germany seemed to postmodernism’s critics to be the point at which en end to hyperrelativism was called for… There is in fact a massive carefully empirical literature on the Nazi extermination of the Jews. Clearly, to regard it as fictional, or unreal, or no nearer to historical reality than, say, the work of the ‘revisionists’ who deny that Auschwitz ever happened at all is simply wrong. Here is an issue where evidence really counts, and can be used to establish the essential facts. Auschwitz was not a discourse. It trivializes mass murder to see it as a text. The gas chambers were not a piece of rhetoric. Auschwitz was indeed inherently a tragedy and cannot be seen as either a comedy or a farce. And if this is true of Auschwitz, then it must be true at least to some degree of other past happening, events, institutions as well. 

Genocide impacts come first

Susan Rice 5, Brookings Institute, WHY DARFUR CAN’T BE LEFT TO AFRICA, August 7, 2005, http://www.brookings.org/views/articles/rice/20050807.htm
Never is the international responsibility to protect more compelling than in cases of genocide. Genocide is not a regional issue. A government that commits or condones it is not on a par with one that, say, jails dissidents, squanders economic resources or suppresses free speech, as dreadful as such policies may be. Genocide makes a claim on the entire world and it should be a call to action whatever diplomatic feathers it ruffles. 
Impact- Nazism

Questioning our reality undermines science education- Nazi race science and Copernicus prove prioritizing personal beliefs of science lead to bigoted views and racial calculation
Matthews, 2002, Michael R., Journal of Science Education and Technology, Vol. 11, No. 2, “Constructivism and Science Education: A Further Appraisal,” JSTOR, KHaze

For Piagetian personal constructivists, the para- digmatic case of knowledge is the individual con- fronting the world and making sense of their expe- riences: socialisation, enculturation, and language is pushed into the background. Alan Morf, for instance, in an article elaborating constructivist epistemol- ogy, wrote that "I consider knowledge as experience- generated potentialities for action" (Morf, 1998, p. 36), and he refers to an infant's first interactions with their environment as exemplary of this kind of knowledge. Anthony Lorsbach and Kenneth Tobin, in an article explaining the implications of constructivism for prac- tising science teachers, wrote The constructivist epistemology asserts that the only tools available to a knower are the senses. It is only through seeing, hearing, touching, smelling, and tast- ing that an individual interacts with the environment. With these messages from the senses the individual builds a picture of the world. Therefore, construc- tivism asserts that knowledge resides in individuals. (Lorsbach and Tobin, 1992, p. 5) For more social constructivists, their paradigmatic case of knowledge is individuals in a group discussing some phenomenon and coming to either common, or diverse, opinions on the matter. Thus Ann Howe and Harriet Stubbs, in a recent award-winning article advocating a constructivist account of knowledge development, ask what is the source of children's knowledge? They answer, Theory and practice in science education have em- phasized experience with phenomena as they occur in nature or in the laboratory followed by reflection and discussion as the source. Having experienced the event or made the observation, the learner works through the cognitive dissonance that results and, in the process, constructs new knowledge. (Howe and Stubbs, 1997, p. 170) In both cases there is a routine, but devastating, con- fusion of belief with knowledge: a psychological mat- ter is confused with an epistemological one, and the consequence is educational havoc. Most of what con- structivists maintain about knowledge is completely mistaken, but if "belief is substituted for knowledge in their accounts, then a lot of the claims are perfectly sensible and some of them may even be right. Whether they are right or wrong is a matter of psychological investigation, that simply has nothing to do with epis- temology or with deciding whether some claim con- stitutes knowledge. Children and adults have, since time immemorial, discussed matters with friends and have come to various beliefs about the natural and social world. This in itself has absolutely no bearing upon the truth of their beliefs, or on their claims to be knowledgeable. There was no end of discussion and agreement among Nazis about the subhuman status of the Slav peoples, likewise millions of Maoists dur- ing the Cultural Revolution came to believe that the educated class were counter-revolutionary running- dogs of capitalism, and millions of Hindus have for thousands of years believed that wives should accom- pany their deceased husbands into the next world. And of course, before Copernicus, there was no amount of agreement about the sun orbiting the earth. None of this mass agreement means anything for the truthfullness of the Nazi, Maoist, Hindu, or pre- Copernician claims.  

Impact- Tech/Freedom Good

Science is necessary for freedom and technological innovation 
Taggart 10 PhD and philosophical counselor, Andrew “With what authority does a public philosopher speak?” http://www.butterfliesandwheels.org/2010/with-what-authority-does-a-public-philosopher-speak/
Fourth, neither can he allude to some analogy between philosophy and science for ultimate support. As regards the question of modern legitimacy, science has no conceptual problem (by which I don’t mean that the science wars of the nineties were somehow unreal or that Americans’ general skepticism toward science will soon vanish) because science has demonstrable utility. Science manifests its power to change the everyday routines that govern our lives through paradigm-shifting technological innovations. What’s more, scientific discoveries have extended the realm of human freedom by means of predictability and control. In the scientific picture inaugurated during the scientific revolution and coming into full view some 400 years later, nature has become less unruly and mysterious and, in consequence, more amenable to human understanding as well as more subject to technological manipulation. Since philosophy has no such practical utility and since it exerts no such power over the physical world, it follows that philosophy cannot draw its reason for being from scientific sources.  

Impact- Tolerance

Abandoning the quest for objectivity means giving up on dialogue with others – the impact is the worst type of tolerance in which others are irrelevant to one’s own experience

Alcoff 2001 Linda Martín, Professor of Philosophy, Political Science, and Women's Studies at Syracuse University, New Literary History 32.4 (2001) 835-848, Objectivity and Its Politics 
Thus far, such a view may seem tantamount to the epistemological hubris of the view that the objective methods of science can overcome subjectivity. Bacon knew (and more than is often acknowledged) that of course we are profoundly affected by our context, but he argued that this can be overcome with the scientific method of public and repeated testability. 5 Mohanty's call for empiricism is a kind of call for testability, but he has a more profound appreciation of the effect of social situation than any thinker from the Enlightenment: it is this that determines the scope of imagination which in turn delimits the available concepts by which we pursue inquiry. Thus, his account is more hermeneutic than traditionally empiricist. Nonetheless, his account also retains the core impetus behind the dictum of methodological objectivity: to move beyond the individual or local conditions of inquiry to a larger sphere which is likely to pose challenges to the provincial view. Virtually no philosophers today hold that complete neutrality is possible. 6 But the fact that complete detachment from one's subjectivity or particular situation is not possible does not mean that no movement outward is possible. The dictum of methodological objectivity has been more realistically redefined to mean not trancendence, but just this kind of movement outward, a movement which is always engaged in by the self, in which the self is always coming along, as it were, but in which the self seeks a dialogue [End Page 841] with other views, other possibilities, other research programs and conceptual traditions. The kernel of truth in the encouragement of methodological objectivity is that, whatever it aims toward, it is correct in understanding that it is important to move away from the merely subjective, to move beyond individual prejudgment, to consider other points of view and frames of reference. And this is exactly the focus of Mohanty's defense of objectivity in the realm of value: to insist on the move from the individual to the collective, and from the local to larger, more differentiated domains, before any value claim can be considered justified. The force of Mohanty's empiricism is simply to say that one does this in action, so to speak, not just from one's armchair; one does it through inquiry, experimentation, active exploration, and dialogue. Under the guise of epistemological skepticism, with an a priori critique that indifferently rejects all claims to epistemic and political improvement, what is the motivation to move from beyond oneself and one's own doxastic and evaluative inclinations? The motivation to seek out other interpretations or values is reduced to the merely (narrowly construed) aesthetic or political, out of tolerance or the search for new experience, without the overriding sense that one has something to learn about the world from moving beyond one's own frame of reference. The implications of that sort of view for multiculturalism are profound. 
Tolerance is key to prevent fratricidal violence that both makes violence inevitable and prevents political change- IL turning their argument
Richard Wolin, history at City University of New York, 2004 (The Seduction of Unreason, p. 312-313)

The postmodernists, on the other hand, are inconsistent and confused. They bask in the freedoms of political liberalism---to whose institutions they are indebted for their brilliant academic careers---while biting the hand that feeds them. As philosophers of “difference,” they present themselves as advocates of the politically marginalized. Yet the antiliberal rhetorical thrust of their arguments risks undermining the very norms of tolerance that, historically, have provided such groups with the greatest measure of political and legal protection. Were the claims of “difference” to become the “norm,” as postmodernists recommend, our inherited notions of selfhood and community would likely all but collapse. What kind of world would it be in which all forms of identity, both individual and collective, were anathematized to such an extent? In this and other respects the radical claims of difference risk becoming a recipe for epistemological, ethical, and political incoherence. As Michael Walzer observes succinctly, when all is said and done, “isn’t the postmodern project…likely to produce increasingly shallow individuals and a radically diminished cultural life?” Identities shorn of substantive ethical and cultural attachments would conceivably set a new standard of immateriality. It is unlikely that fragmented selves and Bataille-inspired ecstatic communities could mobilize the requisite social cohesion to resist political evil. Here, too, the hazards and dangers of supplanting the autonomous, moral self with an “aesthetic” self are readily apparent. In the standard postmodernist demonlogy, the Enlightenment bears direct historical responsibility for the Gulag and Auschwitz. In the eyes of these convinced misologists, modern totalitarianism is merely the upshot of the universalizing impetus of Enlightenment reason. As Foucault proclaimed, “Raison, c’est la torture.” According to the politics of “difference,” reason is little more than the ideological window dressing for Eurocentrism and its attendant horrors. By making what is different the same or identical, reason, so the argument goes, is implicitly totalitarian. Conservatives hold postmodernists responsible for the latter-day “decline of the West,” accusing them of promoting relativism by undermining the traditional concepts of reason and truth. But they seriously overestimate postmodernism’s impact and influence, which has—happily---largely been confined to the isolated and bloodless corridors of academe. Postmodernism’s debilities lie elsewhere. In an era in which the values of tolerance have been forcefully challenged by the twin demons of integral nationalism and religious fundamentalism, postmodernism’s neo-Nietzschean embrace of political agon remains at odds with democracy’s normative core: the ever-delicate balancing act between private and public autonomy, basic democratic liberties and popular sovereignty. Postmodernists claim they seek to remedy the manifest failings of really existing democracy. Yet, given their metatheoretical aversion to considerations of equity and fairness,accepting such de facto assurances at face value seems unwise. Paradoxically, their celebration of heterogeneity and radical difference risks abetting the neotribalist ethos that threatens to turn the post-communist world order into a congeries of warring fratricidal ethnicities. Differences should be respected. But there are also occasions when they need to be bridged.The only reasonable solution to this problem is to ensure that differences are bounded and subsumed by universalisticprinciples of equal liberty. Ironically, then, the liberal doctrine of “justice as fairness” (Rawls) provides the optimal ethical framework by virtue of which cultural differences might be allowed to prosper and flourish. If consensus equals coercion and norms are inherently oppressive, it would seem that dreams of political solidarity and common humanity are from the outset nothing more than lost cause.  

Impact- Racism

Debating science is key to contest its political applications – the alternative is having no answer to racist scientists

Kitcher, 1998 (Philip, professor of philosophy at the University of California at San Diego and former editor of the journal Philosophy of Science, “A Plea for Science Studies”, A House Built on Sand: Exposing Postmodernist Myths about Science, edited by Noretta Koertge, p. 46)
Suppose that you are worried about the impact of scientific discoveries on human well-being. An immediate corollary is that no general picture that endorses a global skepticism about scientific achievement can be satisfactory.49 For if we are led into blanket constructivism, rejection of notions of reason, evidence, and truth, then there is a terrible irony. The last thing that political liberals want to say about the excesses of pop sociobiology or The Bell Curve is that these ventures are just like the social constructions of Darwin and Einstein50 or that because talk of reason is passé, there's no less reason to believe claims about the genetic determination of criminal behavior than to endorse the double-helical model of DNA. We need the categories of reason, truth, and progress if we are to sort out valuable science from insidious imitations. It has been obvious for about half a century that research yielding epistemic benefits may have damaging consequences for either individuals or even the entire species. Philosophical stories about science have been narrowly focused on the epistemic. Faced with lines of research that have the capacity to alter the environment in radical ways, to transform our self-understanding, and to interact with a variety of social institutions and social prejudices to affect human lives, there is a much larger problem of understanding just how the sciences bear on human flourishing. There seems to be a strand in contemporary Science Studies that responds to this problem by trotting out every argument (however bad) that can be interpreted as debunking the sciences—as if its proponents were frightened of a monster and had resolved to cure their terror by insisting on its unreality.51 Any such strategy is not only inaccurate but also politically jejune. Only by careful analysis of science and its relations to a wide range of human concerns—indeed, only by analysis that comes to terms with the themes in the two clusters—can we hope to start a public dialogue that can be expected to produce a "science for human use."52
You must reject every instance of racism

Joseph Barndt, Minister 1991  (Dismantling Racism) 

To study racism is to study walls. We have looked at barriers and fences, restraints and limitations, ghettos and prisons. The prison of racism confines us all, people of color and white people alike. It shackles the victimizer as well as the victim. The walls forcibly keep people of color and white people separate from each other; in our separate prisons we are all prevented from achieving the human potential that God intends for us. The limitations imposed on people of color by poverty, subservience, and powerlessness are cruel, inhuman, and unjust; the effects of uncontrolled power, privilege, and greed, which are the marks of our white prison, will inevitably destroy us as well. But we have also seen that the walls of racism can be dismantled. We are not condemned to an inexorable fate, but are offered the vision and the possibility of freedom. Brick by brick, stone by stone, the prison of individual, institutional, and cultural racism can be destroyed. You and I are urgently called to join the efforts of those who know it is time to tear down once and for all, the walls of racism.

Impact- War

Criticisms of science are used to justify atrocity- even a former prominent critic agrees

Latour 4 Elected fellow of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in Cambridge (Bruno, 2004, “Why Has Critique Run out of Steam?”, Critical Inquiry, V.30, no. 2) MH

In which case the danger would no longer be coming from an excessive confidence in ideological arguments posturing as matters of fact–as we have learned to combat so efficiently in the past–but from an excessive distrust of good matters of fact disguised as bad ideological biases! While we spent years trying to detect the real prejudices hidden behind the appearance of objective statements, do we have now to reveal the real objective and incontrovertible facts hidden behind the illusion of prejudices? And yet entire Ph.D programs are still running to make sure that good American kids are learning the hard way that facts are made up, that there is no such thing as natural, unmediated, unbiased access to truth, that we are always the prisoner of language, that we always speak from one standpoint, and so on, while dangerous extremists are using the very same argument of social construction to destroy hard-won evidence that could save our lives. Was I wrong to participate in the invention of this field known as science studies? Is it enough to say that we did not really mean what we meant? Why does it burn my tongue to say that global warming is a fact whether you like it or not? Why can't I simply say that the argument is closed for good? Should I reassure myself by simply saying that bad guys can use any weapon at hand, naturalized facts when it suits them and social construction when it suits them? Should we apologize for having been wrong all along? Should we rather bring the sword of criticism to criticism itself and do a bit of soul-searching here: What were we really after when we were so intent on showing the social construction of scientific facts? Nothing guarantees, after all, that we should be right all the time. There is no sure ground even for criticism.4 Is this not what criticism intended to say: that there is no sure ground anyway? But what does it mean, when this lack of sure ground is taken out from us by the worst possible fellows as an argument against things we cherished? Artificially maintained controversies are not the only worrying sign. What has critique become when a French general, no, a marshal of critique, namely, Jean Baudrillard, claims in a published book that the World Trade Towers destroyed themselves under their own weight, so to speak, undermined by the utter nihilism inherent in capitalism itself–as if the terrorist planes were pulled to suicide by the powerful attraction of this black hole of nothingness?5 What has become of critique when a book can be a best-seller that claims that no plane ever crashed into the Pentagon? I am ashamed to say that the author was French too.6 Remember the good old days when revisionism arrived very late, after the facts had been thoroughly established, decades after bodies of evidence had accumulated? Now we have the benefit of what can be called instant revisionism? The smoke of the event has not yet finished settling before dozens of conspiracy theories are already revising the official account, adding even more ruins to the ruins, adding even more smoke to the smoke. What has become of critique when my neighbor in the little Bourbonnais village where I have my house looks down on me as someone hopelessly naive because I believe that the United States had been struck by terrorist attacks? Remember the good old days when university professors could look down on unsophisticated folks because those hillbillies naively believed in church, motherhood, and apple pies? Well, things have changed a lot, in my village at least. I am the one now who naively believes in some facts because I am educated, while it is the other guys now who are too unsophisticated to be gullible anymore: "Where have you been? Don't you know for sure that the Mossad and the CIA did it?" What has become of critique when someone as eminent as Stanley Fish, the "enemy of promise" as Lindsay Waters calls him, believes he defends science studies, my field, by comparing the law of physics to the rules of baseball?7 What has become of critique when there is a whole industry denying that the Apollo program landed on the Moon? What has become of critique when DARPA uses for its Total Information Awareness project the Baconian slogan Scientia est potentia? Have I not read that somewhere in Michel Foucault? Has Knowledge-slash-Power been co-opted of late by the National Security Agency? Has Discipline and Punish become the bedside reading of Mr. Ridge? Let me be mean for a second: what's the real difference between conspiracists and a popularized, that is a teachable, version of social critique inspired for instance by a too-quick reading of, let's say, a sociologist as eminent as Pierre Bourdieu–to be polite I will stick with the French field commanders? In both cases, you have to learn to become suspicious of everything people say because "of course we all know" that they live in the thralls of a complete illusio on their real motives. Then, after disbelief has struck and an explanation is requested for what is "really" going on, in both cases again, it is the same appeal to powerful agents hidden in the dark acting always consistently, continuously, relentlessly. Of course, we, in the academy, like to use more elevated causes–society, discourse, knowledge-slash-power, fields of forces, empires, capitalism–while conspiracists like to portray a miserable bunch of greedy people with dark intents, but I find something troublingly similar in the structure of the explanation, in the first movement of disbelief and, then, in the wheeling of causal explanations coming out of the deep Dark below. What if explanations resorting automatically to power, society, discourse, had outlived their usefulness, and deteriorated to the point of now feeding also the most gullible sort of critiques?8 Maybe I am taking conspiracy theories too seriously, but I am worried to detect, in those mad mixtures of knee-jerk disbelief, punctilious demands for proofs, and free use of powerful explanation from the social neverland, many of the weapons of social critique. Of course conspiracy theories are an absurd deformation of our own arguments, but, like weapons smuggled through a fuzzy border to the wrong party, these are our weapons nonetheless. In spite of all the deformations, it is easy to recognize, still burnt in the steel, our trade mark: MADE IN CRITICALLAND. 
Impact- Warming

Criticisms of science legitimize right wing takeovers- this prevents pragmatic action to protect the Earth 
Berube, 2011, Michael, Paterno Family Professor in Literature and Director of the Institute for the Arts and Humanities at Pennsylvania State University, where he teaches cultural studies and American literature, “The Science Wars Redux,” http://www.democracyjournal.org/pdf/19/BERUBE.pdf, KHaze

But what of Sokal’s chief post-hoax claim that the academic left’s critiques of science were potentially damaging to the left? That one, alas, has held up very well, for it turns out that the critique of scientific “objectivity” and the insistence on the inevitable “partiality” of knowledge can serve the purposes of climatechange deniers and young-Earth creationists quite nicely. That’s not because there was something fundamentally rotten at the core of philosophical antifoundationalism (whose leading American exponent, Richard Rorty, remained a progressive Democrat all his life), but it might very well have had something to do with the cloistered nature of the academic left. It was as if we had tacitly assumed, all along, that we were speaking only to one another, so that whenever we championed Jean-François Lyotard’s defense of the “hetereogeneity of language games” and spat on Jürgen Habermas’s ideal of a conversation oriented toward “consensus,” we assumed a strong consensus among us that anyone on the side of heterogeneity was on the side of the angels. But now the climate-change deniers and the young-Earth creationists are coming after the natural scientists, just as I predicted—and they’re using some of the very arguments developed by an academic left that thought it was speaking only to people of like mind. Some standard left arguments, combined with the leftpopulist distrust of “experts” and “professionals” and assorted high-and-mighty muckety-mucks who think they’re the boss of us, were fashioned by the right into a powerful device for delegitimating scientific research. For example, when Andrew Ross asked in Strange Weather, “How can metaphysical life theories and explanations taken seriously by millions be ignored or excluded by a small group of powerful people called ‘scientists’?,” everyone was supposed to understand that he was referring to alternative medicine, and that his critique of “scientists” was meant to bring power to the people. The countercultural account of “metaphysical life theories” that gives people a sense of dignity in the face of scientific authority sounds good—until one substitutes “astrology” or “homeopathy” or “creationism” (all of which are certainly taken seriously by millions) in its place. The right’s attacks on climate science, mobilizing a public distrust of scientific expertise, eventually led science-studies theorist Bruno Latour to write in Critical Inquiry: [E]ntire Ph.D. programs are still running to make sure that good American kids are learning the hard way that facts are made up, that there is no such thing as natural, unmediated, unbiased access to truth...while dangerous extremists are using the very same argument of social construction to destroy hard-won evidence that could save our lives. Was I wrong to participate in the invention of this field known as science studies? Is it enough to say that we did not really mean what we meant? Why does it burn my tongue to say that global warming is a fact whether you like it or not? Why can’t I simply say that the argument is closed for good? Why, indeed? Why not say, definitively, that anthropogenic climate change is real, that vaccines do not cause autism, that the Earth revolves around the Sun, and that Adam and Eve did not ride dinosaurs to church? At the close of his “Afterword” to “Transgressing the Boundaries,” Sokal wrote: No wonder most Americans can’t distinguish between science and pseudoscience: their science teachers have never given them any rational grounds for doing so. (Ask an average undergraduate: Is matter composed of atoms? Yes. Why do you think so? The reader can fill in the response.) Is it then any surprise that 36 percent of Americans believe in telepathy, and that 47 percent believe in the creation account of Genesis? It can’t be denied that some science-studies scholars have deliberately tried to blur the distinction between science and pseudoscience. As I noted in Rhetorical Occasions and on my personal blog, British philosopher of science Steve Fuller traveled to Dover, Pennsylvania, in 2005 to testify on behalf of the local school board’s fundamentalist conviction that Intelligent Design is a legitimate science. “The main problem intelligent design theory suffers from at the moment,” Fuller argued, “is a paucity of developers.” Somehow, Fuller managed to miss the point—that there is no way to develop a research program in ID. What is one to do, examine fossils for evidence of God’s fingerprints? So these days, when I talk to my scientist friends, I offer them a deal. I say: I’ll admit that you were right about the potential for science studies to go horribly wrong and give fuel to deeply ignorant and/or reactionary people. And in return, you’ll admit that I was right about the culture wars, and right that the natural sciences would not be held harmless from the right-wing noise machine. And if you’ll go further, and acknowledge that some circumspect, well-informed critiques of actually existing science have merit (such as the criticism that the postwar medicalization of pregnancy and childbirth had some ill effects), I’ll go further too, and acknowledge that many humanists’ critiques of science and reason are neither circumspect nor well-informed. Then perhaps we can get down to the business of how to develop safe, sustainable energy and other social practices that will keep the planet habitable. Fifteen years ago, it seemed to me that the Sokal Hoax was making that kind of deal impossible, deepening the “two cultures” divide and further estranging humanists from scientists. Now, I think it may have helped set the terms for an eventual rapprochement, leading both humanists and scientists to realize that the shared enemies of their enterprises are the religious fundamentalists who reject all knowledge that challenges their faith and the free-market fundamentalists whose policies will surely scorch the earth. On my side, perhaps humanists are beginning to realize that there is a project even more vital than that of the relentless critique of everything existing, a project to which they can contribute as much as any scientist—the project of making the world a more humane and livable place. Is it still possible? I don’t know, and I’m not sanguine. Some scientific questions now seem to be a matter of tribal identity: A vast majority of elected Republicans have expressed doubts about the science behind anthropogenic climate change, and as someone once remarked, it is very difficult to get a man to understand something when his tribal identity depends on his not understanding it. But there are few tasks so urgent. About that, even Heisenberg himself would be certain. 

*DEBATING SCIENCE GOOD*

Debate Impact – Activism

Prioritizing science as the objective knowledge standard creates a consensus point for political groups to base their knowledge around- this is key to political activism
Evans and Plows, 2007, Robert and Alexander, Social  Studies  of Science, Sage publications “Listening without Prejudice? Re-Discovering the Value of the Disinterested Citizen,” JSTOR, KHaze

Using experience as the criterion for participation means the traditional participants in 'expert' debates are complemented by new participants, some with scientific backgrounds and some without. In the debates about genetics emerging in the UK, it is clear that several of the more high-profile 'counter expert' groups are led by people with considerable expertise in various aspects of the science. For example, Greenpeace, Gene Watch and Human Genetics Alert all emphasize their technical expertise in scientific disciplines. In addition, our own research has also shown that individuals within social movements also possess substantial technical expertise. Some activists hold higher and even research degrees but many others have acquired significant expertise 'on-the-job', knowing only too well that understanding the science is necessary to legitimate their own contributions: '[One difficulty] was definitely the language, and the feeling that we weren't experts: we had no right to speak on the issue, that they would always beat our argument; all those issues came into it.'16 In approaching genetics, activist groups recognized that they needed to increase their knowledge if they were to engage effectively and set about educating themselves accordingly (cf., Epstein, 1995, 1996). They did this in ways that have much in common with the scientific communities they want to engage with and ultimately challenge: We got together and ... different people in the group wrote essays and did bits of research. So one lass, who's a doctor, did the basics on what genet ics is, to get people au fait with the language. Someone else did one on transgenics, the use of animals in transplants ... but the best thing, [the one] that we were most satisfied with, we met with a group of disabled activists who had already taken action against [the Centre for Life in Newcastle].17 Later on, these essays were brought together in a booklet, which in turn informed a 2-day event attended by the activists and other groups, at which issues around genetics were debated and the collective knowledge of the activist network consolidated.18 Significantly, this attempt to gain substan tive expertise drew upon formal, written knowledge and the informal, tacit knowledge gained through social interactions with experts, including both the technical expertise of campaign groups like Human Genetics Alert and the embodied expertise of the disability rights activists. An indication of the range of groups and organizations that are active in debates around genet ics in the UK, and which we have encountered during our research, is given in Table 2, which shows how groups with different interests and back grounds have converged around genomics and, in particular, issues such as genetic screening and databases. 

Debate Impact – Economy 

Science education good- it’s desperately low now and key to the economy.  Teaching future policymakers is uniquely important- there aren’t enough of them in policymaking

Otto 10 recipient of the IEEE-USA Distinguished Public Service Award, Mensa member, National Merit Scholar (Shawn, 3/19/10, “Omitting a science standard for teaching the nation's students is a big mistake”, http://www.minnpost.com/community_voices/2010/03/19/16770/omitting_a_science_standard_for_teaching_the_nations_students_is_a_big_mistake) MH

On March 10, a panel of educators convened by the nation¹s governors and state school superintendents proposed a uniform set of academic standards for all children in U.S. public schools. The goal of the standards, they said, is to "provide a clear and consistent framework to prepare our children for college and the workforce." Just one problem: There's no science. The standards lay out language arts and math standards, but science — arguably the single most important factor in determining readiness for college and the workforce in the 21st century — and the single most in need of a uniform national standard — is conspicuously absent. One need look no farther than the sponsoring organization to suppose why. The National Governors Association is, by nature, a political animal, and with the controversies stirred up by the religious right over teaching evolution or creationism in science class, it's no wonder they sidestepped the issue, delaying it until an unspecified date. But a proposed national set of school standards that does not include science seems cowardly, and it hurts American credibility and competitiveness in a global economy that is increasingly driven not by language arts, but by science. In fact, over the last half century, more than half of the economic growth of the United States has been driven by science and technology. Nearly two-thirds of U.S. economic activity today is science- and tech-related. Most of the nation's major policy challenges revolve around science. And nearly all of modern health science, which has nearly doubled our life spans over the last two centuries, is based on evolution. Yet we have somehow become paralyzed over teaching science. The National Academies, the Business Roundtable and others have repeatedly pointed out the flight of scientists and engineers to other countries. A recent ranking of the science literacy of school children placed U.S. students 21st, well behind Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic, and only one point ahead of the Slovak Republic. Foreign students are no longer staying to power American intellectual and economic growth to the degree they once were. Now they found universities back home. How can we claim to be preparing our children for college and the workforce if we do not include a standard for science? This Emperor-has-beautiful-clothes approach may be because there are so few people in politics who understand science and engineering enough to value it. Most of them are lawyers, who assiduously avoided science classes in school. Less than 6 percent of members of Congress have any background in it, and that's being generous by including members who were, say, optometrists. Only about 1 percent have a background in the hard sciences. Of governors, if you include veterinarians and people with animal and agronomy science degrees (think ranching and farming), you might get to 10 percent, but in the classic sciences, only Louisiana's Bobby Jindal and Tennessee's Phil Bredesen tout science backgrounds (biology and physics, respectively). This raises the question of what the founding fathers, many of whom were scientists, would make of our current situation. Franklin and Jefferson, especially, would, I suspect, be concerned. "If the people are well informed," Jefferson wrote, "they can be trusted with their own government." One must ask: In an age when the nation's major challenges revolve around science, are our elected leaders well-enough informed to be able to tackle them? By the education standards the governors are proposing, the answer would appear to be "No." 

Science education key to the economy- studies prove

Ghosh 10 economics writer for international business times (Palash, 11/24/2010, “Weak science education threatens U.S. competitiveness and economy”, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/65536/20100924/science-education-research-future.htm) MH

Declining standards in scientific education threatens U.S. competitiveness and the economy, according to a report from the National Academies, a group of leading business and science figures. Released Thursday at a congressional briefing attended by senators and congressmen, the report entitled, "Rising Above the Gathering Storm" updates a 2005 science education report that led to measures to double federal research funding. However, the 2010 document indicates that there has been little improvement in U.S. elementary and secondary technical education since then. (Photo: Reuters / Adam Hunger )<br>Students at the Lilla G. Frederick Pilot Middle School work on their laptops during a class in Dorchester, Massachusetts Enlarge (Photo: Reuters / Adam Hunger ) Students at the Lilla G. Frederick Pilot Middle School work on their laptops during a class in Dorchester, Massachusetts Related Articles Google investors fear long battle against Feds Google investors fear long battle against feds Can Google stand up to Federal Trade panel probe or go Microsoft way? Related Topics China Storm Get US Emails&Alerts The latest US business and financial news as well as issues and events Sample The situation, the report states, has "continued to deteriorate in the last five years, and the nation needs a sustained investment in education and basic research to keep from slipping further." "Our nation's outlook has worsened," said former Lockheed Martin chief Norman Augustine, who was part of a panel that compiled the report. Among the findings from the survey: • U.S. mathematics and science education between kindergarten and 12th grade ranks now 48th worldwide. • Almost half (49 percent) of U.S. adults don't know how long it takes the Earth to circle the sun. • China has replaced the U.S. as the world's top high-technology exporter. Get More IBTimes Must Read Protesters take part in a demonstration supporting same-sex marriages outside Sheraton Hotel where U.S. President Obama was attending a function in New York.New York Senate Legalizes Gay Marriage How about the hardware Apple iPhone 5 release date, secret models and more surprises Sponsorship Link As U.S. school achievement scores have stagnated, employers seek qualified workers elsewhere, thereby further hurting America's economic growth. Experts warn of a bleak future for American scientific endeavors. "We have to have a well-educated workforce to create opportunities for young people," said Charles Vest, head of the National Academy of Engineering, a report sponsor. "Otherwise, we don't have a chance." "The current economic crisis makes the link between education and employment very clear," said Steven Newton of the National Center for Science Education. “The outlook for America to compete for quality jobs has further deteriorated … [and] the nation's ability to provide financially and personally rewarding jobs for its own citizens can be expected to decline at an accelerating pace,” the report warned. The government needs to spend more on education and research, the report noted, adding that the $20 billion for research in last year's stimulus package is just a two-year "Band-Aid" that will expire next year. "Failure to support a strong competitiveness program will have dire consequences for the nation," the report adds. 
Debate Impact – Elitism

Our participation in debates over the conclusion of experts checks back elitism and ensures science is used for purposes that only benefit society as a whole
Evans and Plows, 2007, Robert and Alexander, Social  Studies  of Science, Sage publications “Listening without Prejudice? Re-Discovering the Value of the Disinterested Citizen,” JSTOR, KHaze

Accepting activists as experts by virtue of their experience increases the range of voices and views expressed within expert debate, but it also raises a new problem. How is this new, enlarged and more diverse set of experts to be made accountable and subject to scrutiny by the wider society? As STS has shown, the existing structures of research funding and development already involve the envisioning and creation of particular social futures and the maintenance of specific forms of power, reward and stratification (for example, Hughes, 1983; Law, 1986; Bijker et al., 1987; MacKenzie, 1993; Wajcman, 2004). If activists are experts, like scientists, then this argument should also apply to them, with the differences found in the kinds of socio-technical futures that are being proposed. These differences are particularly apparent in the case of genetic research, where groups with broadly similar epistemological claims to expertise differ significantly in their value commitments and concerns. To begin with mainstream science, the perception of genomics is of a research agenda that promises progress and improved quality of life through the pre vention or cure of disease and disability. Thus, for example, developments in genetic science are routinely announced as being orientated towards the cure of diseases, including cancer, Alzheimer's and diabetes. The appeal of such arguments to the wider society can be seen in the public support for charities such as Cancer Research UK, Breakthrough Breast Cancer and Diabetes UK. Perhaps because of this dependence on donors to fund its activities, medical research charities have to take their public perception seriously; organizations such as the Association for Medical Research Charities have evolved in order to reinforce the case made by the scientific establishment. As their spokesperson explained: We don't think it's appropriate any longer for the anti groups to use very emotive arguments, and us to try and explain in scientific terms what are the potential medical benefits. I mean, that again is a sort of cross dialogue. What we're saying is, you know, this is to save patients' lives, or prevent human suffering, and to do that we will discuss patients, who have actually got case notes and people have got their photographs and stuff. It's something, I think, the scientific community has been reluctant to do, because, you know, it's emotions, and that's not what the scientific com munity are about. As patient groups, we do [it for them].23 In contrast, the critical activist communities see the same scientific and technological innovations as threats to social and economic justice, and thus as developments that need to be resisted if existing inequalities are not to be reproduced or made worse. From this perspective, genetic testing and screening are typically seen as a new form of eugenics. Perhaps unsurprisingly, many of those currently concerned with patenting and other medical research involving genomics were also involved in the earlier protests against the development of genetically modified crops. As such, they tend see the roll-out of genetic science to medical applications as continuing existing trends of control, commodification and domination. Within the UK, one group explained how their concerns about the setting up of a ded icated genetic research centre, the Centre for Life at the University of Newcastle upon Tyne, was motivated by their unease over genetically mod ified (GM) crops: We had a pre-existing group which formed on crops and genetics and when we heard about the Centre for Life coming to Newcastle we thought we had to do something ... At the time we weren't very sure what it was ... [or] which ethical issues were going to be in the forefront, so we spent quite a lot of time just casting about for ideas really for what to do. We felt it was our responsibility to do something.24 In this way, existing concerns and capacity were used as the foundation for developing a new, but related, set of activities. Significantly, the activists are clear - perhaps more so than the scientific establishment - that they are working not only to challenge specific applications, but also to change the institutional structures that define the problems to which these technologies appear to be the solution. Thus: I mean, what is the problem? ... you basically have an approach to medicine and health care which has been developed entirely focused on expanding the profits of an industry. ... But it doesn't in any way address the needs of the poor and, in fact, it moves development of medicines and so forth away from addressing the real problems that the world has; whether it's, you know, the sort of awful diseases like malaria or African Aids [or] cholera.25 As such, campaigners want to draw attention not just to the technical issues of risk and reductionism within genomic science - whether genetic tests really predict individual futures, and so on - but also to the ways in which existing institutions favour the status quo and marginalize other perspectives: ... you have Foresight committees, who are deciding the research priori ties for new technologies, which weigh up all the UK government's money for research that's going on, and that's made up of a group of academics and industrialists. Already you have got an industrial loading there ... and they're making decisions on how we fund the technologies that actually frame our future.26 Taking more experts seriously has two consequences. On one hand, it has the potential to improve the scrutiny of technical knowledge by subjecting it to a more wide-ranging peer review. On the other, it also has the potential to articulate within the public sphere an equally detailed debate about the social, political and institutional priorities that are inevitably bound up with the production of technical knowledge (cf, Latour, 2004). Viewed this way, the nature of expert debate and the limits of the technical phase become much clearer. While expert debate can usefully try to develop robust knowl edge about, for example, the relative importance of genetic and environ mental factors in the development of specific diseases, there is more to deciding whether or not this is the right question to be asking in the first place. Understanding the limits of expert debate questions the priority given to 'facts' because technical issues are always debated within a broader social context. The important decisions are thus not just the technical ones, but also the socio-technical ones that frame the debate. There is no a priori reason to assume that existing experts and elites are the best bodies for making such decisions. Indeed, as Sheila Jasanoff (2003: 397-98) has written: 'Public engagement is needed in order to test and contest the framing of the issues that experts are asked to resolve. Without such critical supervision, experts have often found themselves offering irrelevant advice on wrong or misguided questions.' Questions of resource allocation, social justice and future possibilities are not matters for experts alone. Instead, they are more legitimately located within the political institutions of the wider society (even if, in practice, this appears to be a responsibility they are reluctant to accept). As such, the appropriate participants in such decisions are no longer the experts but the non-expert citizens in the society who will be affected by them.27 

Debate Impact- Political Manipulation

Science doesn’t exclude non-expert political groups- their dedication towards following the established rules for research enhances public confidence in Science 
Evans and Plows, 2007, Robert and Alexander, Social  Studies  of Science, Sage publications “Listening without Prejudice? Re-Discovering the Value of the Disinterested Citizen,” JSTOR, KHaze

Although many activists may not possess formal certificates to validate their claims to expertise, they have, as a result of their prolonged engagement with a particular debate or controversy, developed substantial interactional expertise in these areas. That they do develop such expertise is evidenced by the sustained and detailed technical critiques made by activist groups in which they use peer-reviewed scientific literature to, for example, question the link between genetic information and the subsequent development of many common diseases implied by the proponents of genetic testing.19 Finally, it is important to remember that the activist and scientific communities do not exist in separate universes. Activists, in particular, monitor scientific innovations in a range of ways. In some cases, specialist organizations do the hard work of tracking research and policy. In other cases, continued personal contact with the scientific community provides a valuable resource through which 'insider' knowledge filters back to the wider network. Expert-activists thus act as 'boundary shifters' (Pinch & Trocco, 2002), moving between different social networks and, sometimes, crossing these boundaries in unexpected places: I've got lots of informal ties with kind of- well, activists, scientists doing stuff at the [Research Institute], people in my old lab doing medical genetics. I'm 838 Social Studies of S also a life model as well and a lot of biologists and medics like to draw, and especially when they get older, because, they've always wanted to draw and paint. So, you know, they've headed labs and stuff all their lives and [then] they retire and keep a hand in at the lab and draw. And so I get kind of ... chatting to these people, you know, you mention some place and he goes 'Oh yes, I used to be director of that!'20 This constant networking, dissemination and research is a key part of what activists do, and viewed this way the activist community is much like the scientific community - networks are very close, ties are invariably personal, the production and circulation of texts is endemic and there are regular meetings where membership is displayed and confirmed.21 There are also strategic attempts to organize and influence politicians and research hinders, with the European Science Social Forum that formed during the European Social Forum meeting at London in October 2004 being a notable example.22 Recognizing these similarities provides a rationale for a more inclusive approach to expert debates in which questions relating to risk or safety could be addressed in terms that meet both the standards of mainstream science and the concerns of those citizens and stakeholders most directly affected. Clearly this process will take considerable time, so recognizing a question as an expert/technical one does not solve the immediate problem of what the regulatory response should be. Nonetheless, including additional expert representation within the long-term decision-making should go some way to ensuring public confidence in any recommendations that do emerge as these statements should no longer be seen as the product of a single interest group. 

Debate Impact – Science Education

Maintaining the credibility and trustworthiness of science is the only means to attract future adults to the scientific community 

Bloom and Weisberg, 2007, Paul,  psychologist at Yale University and the author of Descartes' Baby, and Deena,  doctoral candidate in psychology at Yale University, “ WHY DO SOME PEOPLE RESIST SCIENCE?” http://www.edge.org/3rd_culture/bloom07/bloom07_index.html, KHaze 

When faced with this kind of asserted information, one can occasionally evaluate its truth directly. But in some domains, including much of science, direct evaluation is difficult or impossible. Few of us are qualified to assess claims about the merits of string theory, the role in mercury in the etiology of autism, or the existence of repressed memories. So rather than evaluating the asserted claim itself, we instead evaluate the claim's source. If the source is deemed trustworthy, people will believe the claim, often without really understanding it. As our colleague Frank Keil has discussed, this sort of division of cognitive labor is essential in any complex society, where any single individuals will lack the resources to evaluate all the claims that he or she hears. This is the case for most scientific beliefs. Consider, for example, that most adults who claim to believe that natural selection can explain the evolution of species are confused about what natural selection actually is—when pressed, they often describe it as a Lamarckian process in which animals somehow give birth to offspring that are better adapted to their environments. Their belief in natural selection, then, is not rooted in an appreciation of the evidence and arguments. Rather, this scientifically credulous sub-population are deferring to the people who say that this is how evolution works. They trust the scientists. This deference to authority isn't limited to science; the same process holds for certain religious, moral, and political beliefs as well. In an illustrative recent study, subjects were asked their opinion about a social welfare policy, which was described as being endorsed either by Democrats or by Republicans. Although the subjects sincerely believed that their responses were based on the objective merits of the policy, the major determinant of what they thought of the policy was in fact whether or not their favored political party was said to endorse it. More generally, many of the specific moral intuitions held by members of a society appear to be the consequence, not of personal moral contemplation, but of deference to the views of the community. Adults thus rely on the trustworthiness of the source when deciding which asserted claims to believe. Do children do the same? Recent studies suggest that they do; children, like adults, have at least some capacity to assess the trustworthiness of their information sources. Four- and five-year-olds, for instance, know that adults know things that other children do not (like the meaning of the word "hypochondriac"), and when given conflicting information about a word's meaning from a child and from an adult, they prefer to learn from the adult. They know that adults have different areas of expertise, that doctors know about fixing broken arms and mechanics know about fixing flat tires. They prefer to learn from a knowledgeable speaker than from an ignorant one, and they prefer a confident source to a tentative one. Finally, when five year-olds hear about a competition whose outcome was unclear, they are more likely to believe a character who claimed that he had lost the race (a statement that goes against his self-interest) than a character who claimed that he had won the race (a statement that goes with his self-interest). In a limited sense, then, they are capable of cynicism. 
Americans are becoming increasingly skeptical of the credibility of science- undermining the claims of non-scientific alternatives causes a larger deference to scientific inquiry
Bloom and Weisberg, 2007, Paul,  psychologist at Yale University and the author of Descartes' Baby, and Deena,  doctoral candidate in psychology at Yale University, “ WHY DO SOME PEOPLE RESIST SCIENCE?” http://www.edge.org/3rd_culture/bloom07/bloom07_index.html, KHaze 

In sum, the developmental data suggest that resistance to science will arise in children when scientific claims clash with early emerging, intuitive expectations. This resistance will persist through adulthood if the scientific claims are contested within a society, and will be especially strong if there is a non-scientific alternative that is rooted in common sense and championed by people who are taken as reliable and trustworthy. This is the current situation in the United States with regard to the central tenets of neuroscience and of evolutionary biology. These clash with intuitive beliefs about the immaterial nature of the soul and the purposeful design of humans and other animals — and, in the United States, these intuitive beliefs are particularly likely to be endorsed and transmitted by trusted religious and political authorities. Hence these are among the domains where Americans' resistance to science is the strongest. We should stress that this failure to defer to scientists in these domains does not necessarily reflect stupidity, ignorance, or malice. In fact, some skepticism toward scientific authority is clearly rational. Scientists have personal biases due to ego or ambition—no reasonable person should ever believe all the claims made in a grant proposal. There are also political and moral biases, particularly in social science research dealing with contentious issues such as the long-term effects of being raised by gay parents or the explanation for gender differences in SAT scores. It would be naïve to ignore all this, and someone who accepted all "scientific" information would be a patsy. The problem is exaggerated when scientists or scientific organizations try to use their authority to make proclamations about controversial social issues. People who disagree with what scientists have to say about these issues might reasonably infer that it is not safe to defer to them more generally. But this rejection of science would be mistaken in the end. The community of scientists has a legitimate claim to trustworthiness that other social institutions, such as religions and political movements, lack. The structure of scientific inquiry involves procedures, such as experiments and open debate, that are strikingly successful at revealing truths about the world. All other things being equal, a rational person is wise to defer to a geologist about the age of the earth rather than to a priest or to a politician. Given the role of trust in social learning, it is particularly worrying that national surveys reflect a general decline in the extent to which people trust scientists. To end on a practical note, then, one way to combat resistance to science is to persuade children and adults that the institute of science is, for the most part, worthy of trust. 
Policymaking- Link/Impact

Accepting the truth given to us by established systems is key to social cohesion- this promotes union and allows us to focus on more important matters
Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p. 4-5, KHaze
Nevertheless, it may be that the basic idea- that the truth is what the higher authorities say it is, rather than what it is independent of any human – had its effect on habits of thought over all those tears. The notion that certain special humans can decide what truth is entails believing that human decision has some sort of transformative effect on reality, bestowing truth or withholding it; such a belief may foster other kinds of epistemic confusion. Thus, for instance it is still a very popular thought that, whatever the truth may be, the important thing is that everyone should be on the same page; that social cohesion and peace are much more important for everyone’s wellbeing an smooth functioning than are truth and free enquiry. On this view, truth is a political matter rather than an epistemic one. It is what it is good for the community to believe, not (necessarily) what corresponds to some state of affairs in the world or some mind-independent object. This system or method is still popular not only because it promotes unity but also perhaps because it frees up a lot of energy. Letting the higher authorities, whether autocrat or majority opinion, do our denying for us saves us large amounts of time and effort, allowing us to get on with other things- earning a living, having fun, improving the world, smelling the flowers. The thought “Reverend X says that’s wrong’ or ‘Our Leader says that’s an Enemy-idea’ can be a highly effective bypass or shunting device to deflect our muscle and brain power to work or reproduction.

Impact- Policymaking

Debates and facts based on evidence are the best means to ground policy- political groups will manipulate information in the absence of empirical checks to control populations and start aggressive wars
Sokal, 2008, Alan, Department of Physics New York University and Department of Mathematics University College London, “What is science and why should we care?” http://www.physics.nyu.edu/sokal/sense_about_science_PUBL.pdf, KHaze

Rather, my concern that public debate be grounded in the best available evidence is, above all else, ethical. To illustrate the connection I have in mind between epistemology and ethics, let me start with a fanciful example: Suppose that the leader of a militarily powerful country believes, sincerely but erroneously, on the basis of flawed “intelligence", that a smaller country possesses threatening weapons of mass destruction; and suppose further that he launches a preemptive war on that basis, killing tens of thousands of innocent civilians as “collateral damage". Aren't he and his supporters ethically culpable for their epistemic sloppiness? I stress that this example is fanciful. All the available evidence suggests that the Bush and Blair administrations first decided to overthrow Saddam Hussein, and then sought a publicly presentable pretext, using dubious or even forged “intelligence" to “justify" that pretext and to mislead Congress, Parliament and the public into supporting that war. 34 Which brings me to the last, and in my opinion most dangerous, set of adversaries of the evidence-based worldview in the contemporary world: namely, propagandists, public-relations, hacks and spin doctors, along with the politicians and corporations who employ them - in short, all those whose goal is not to analyze honestly the evidence for and against a particular policy, but is simply to manipulate the public into reaching a predetermined conclusion by whatever technique will work, however dishonest or fraudulent.
*AT: SCIENCE BIAS*

AT: Expertism

Debate among non-scientists allows us to check back expert domination and control the horrors of technology 
Evans and Plows, 2007, Robert and Alexander, Social  Studies  of Science, Sage publications “Listening without Prejudice? Re-Discovering the Value of the Disinterested Citizen,” JSTOR, KHaze
The positive consequences of recognizing that lay citizens are non experts can be seen in the operation of the citizen juries described above. First, because the political phase is concerned with the framing of the debate within the technical phase and developing the appropriate societal response to that debate, the role of citizens is to articulate how scientific and technical innovations are evaluated from a vantage point outside the established institutions and organizations. It is for this reason that the convention that jurors should be non-specialists with regard to the topic being deliberated is usually adopted (see, for example, Renn, 1999; Wakeford et al., 2005). In practice, sampling is done through a combination of ran dom sampling supplemented by more strategic attempts to include specific populations. While the citizens who are recruited to the jury will inevitably have some knowledge of science-in-general (Kerr et al., 1998a,b), their views would tend to be balanced within the group and, in any case, counter-argu ments would be provided by the witnesses. Second, because the jurors are recruited as non-specialists, and the aim is to produce an informed response, then citizen participation cannot be a mass exercise. This is partly because the standard models for mass participation, such as a referendum, will not promote the necessary debate for learning (Evans, 2004) while others models, such as the GM Nation? Debate, are undermined by the self-selection of participants (Horlick Jones et al., 2004). But it is also because of the practical difficulties of acquiring the necessary expertise. Citizen juries demand regular commitments over a period of several months and it is difficult to see how this could be scaled up to include all citizens and, more problematically, all the controversies for which a citizen jury or similar forum might be relevant.37 In such a context, the sampling of the citizen jury method is essential as it allows a representative sample of lay participants hear 'evidence' from a range of experts and analysts, themselves selected to represent a range of different views and stances, and then to render a judgement or judgements that stands as a legitimate representation of the concerns of lay citizens.38 While it is possible to discuss the change in citizen knowledge in terms of the kind of substantive expertise participants acquire, that is not the main purpose of the deliberation. Although one consequence of participation for those citizens who do participate is that they will become more informed about a specific issue, the aim of the jury is to contribute to the political judgements that should not be left to the expert communities act ing alone. In other words, the purpose of citizen juries is not to enable the jurors to develop interactional expertise and become experts in their own right. Instead, it is to enable lay citizens to develop some appreciation of the technical, ethical and other issues involved in order to apply their eta-expertise and do discrimination. Viewed in this way the purpose of citizen participation is far from marginal. The aim is nothing less than to (re) introduce democratically mandated preferences into the framing and conduct of the research activities that take place within the expert/technical phase. As the activist communities realize: What we need to get to is not a new politics of genetics, or human genet ics, or whatever. It's the politics of new technologies ... I think we need to get past the naive idea, which is very intentionally propagated, that technologies don't have politics. As soon as you get to a recognition that they're created in the same way as a policy ... then we can move to a state where we can debate that and bring that under citizen control.39 
Even if science is partially constructed it is not motivated by elitism 
No author, 10 The author cites Stephen Schneider, a professor of biological studies in Stanford “The construction of global warming” http://www.englisharticles.info/2010/05/24/the-construction-of-global-warming/

Climate warming, whatever one concludes about its effect on the earth, is insufficiently understood as a concept that has been constructed by scientists, politicians and others, argues David Demerrit, a lecturer in geography at King’s College London, in an exchange with Stephen H. Schneider, a professor of biological sciences at Stanford University. Many observers consider the phenomenon’s construction — as “a global-scale environmental problem caused by the universal physical properties of greenhouse gases” — to be reductionist, Mr. Demerrit writes. Yet “this reductionist formulation serves a variety of political purposes,” including obscuring the role of rich nations in producing the vast majority of the greenhouse gases. Mr. Demerrit says his objective is to unmask the ways that scientific judgments “have both reinforced and been reinforced by certain political considerations about managing” global warming. Scientific uncertainty, he suggests, is emphasized in a way that reinforces dependence on experts. He is skeptical of efforts to increase public technical knowledge of the phenomenon, and instead urges efforts “to increase public understanding of and therefore trust in the social process through which the facts are scientifically determined.” In response, Mr. Schneider agrees that “the conclusion that science is at least partially socially constructed, even if still news to some scientists, is clearly established.” He bluntly states, however, that if scholars in the social studies of science are to be heard by more scientists, they will have to “be careful to back up all social theoretical assertions with large numbers of broadly representative empirical examples.” Mr. Schneider also questions Mr. Demerrit’s claim that scientists are motivated by politics to conceive of climate warming as a global problem rather than one created primarily by rich nations: “Most scientists are woefully unaware of the social context of the implications of their work and are too naive to be politically conspiratorial.” He says: “What needs to be done is to go beyond platitudes about values embedded in science and to show explicitly, via many detailed and representative empirical examples, precisely how those social factors affected the outcome, and how it might have been otherwise if the process were differently constructed.”

AT: Media Bias

Scientists are immune from media spin- they will work to create consensus and prevent misrepresentations of science
Slayton, 2007, Rebecca, SAGE, Social Studies of Science, “Discursive Choices: Boycotting Star Wars between Science and Politics,” JSTOR, KHaze

As sociologists began to analyze scientific and public knowledge in more egalitarian terms, they began to formulate an interactive and contextual model of communication. Whereas the transmission model assumes one-way information flows from scientists to the public, the interactive model emphasizes that mass communication itself influences scientific research.14 For example, in his account of the cold fusion controversy, Bruce Lewenstein shows that science communication should be seen as a 'web' of interconnected communicative contexts which influence each other non-linearly. In the web model, although the mass media are not a site where scientists reach an authoritative consensus, it may increase inter actions among scientists and motivate them to bring speedier closure to a controversy. Thus the mass media occupy a central rather than a peripheral role in the construction of scientific knowledge (Lewenstein, 1995a).15 Studies in the pedagogical tradition thus tend to identify communicative practices with constraints that structure action, whereas the interactive tradition depicts communicative practices as a set of flexible resources that actors use within local contexts. However, studies in both traditions suggest that communication gives scientists the upper hand in public politics, regardless of whether it is depicted as a constraint or resource. In the pedagogical tradition, this power imbalance occurs because differences between the communicative norms of science and journalism tend to leave journalists at the mercy of the scientific community. As Dunwoody notes, 'while journalists need information from scientists, scientists rarely need what journalists have to offer' (1986: 14). As a result, journalists may fail to expose potentially controversial technology to public scrutiny (Goodell, 1986; Nelkin, 1995). In addition, the interactive tradition has shown that scientists are institutionally well-positioned to mobilize communication as a flexible resource in the political arena. Stephen Hilgartner has elaborated this perspective by analyzing expert advice given by organizations such as the National Academy of Sciences with the metaphor of 'stage management'. Such experts can frame their judgments with universalistic idioms that enhance their authority, obscure uncertainties and disagreements, and foreground certainty and consensus (Hilgartner, 2000). Furthermore, scientists can use the transmission model of communication itself to enhance their authority. By blaming the media for distorting science, scientists can distance themselves from discredited claims, enhancing their apparent epistemological superiority over non-science (Green, 1985; Hilgartner, 1990). Hilgartner suggests that this flexibility is akin to the 'third face of power' or 'the ability to determine the very grounds of the interactions through which agendas are set and outcomes determined ... the linguistic premises upon which the legitimacy of accounts will be judged' (Hilgartner, 1990: n. 6, 535).16 

AT: Finance Bias

Money isn’t the only factor driving scientific research- critics ignore the popularity and complexity

Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Hard Science, Soft Science”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.9-11) MH

 Part of the differential ability of scientific disciplines to recruit young talent also deals with an imponderable that Platt did not even consider: the “coolness factor.” While being interested in science will hardly make you popular in high school or even in college, among science nerds it is well understood (if little substantiated by the facts) that doing physics, and in particular particle physics, is much cooler than doing geology, ecology, or, barely mentionable, any of the social sciences— the latter a term that some in academia still consider an oxymoron. The coolness factor probably derives from a variety of causes, not the least of which is the very fact just mentioned that there is more money in physics than in other fields of study, and even the large social impact of a few iconic figures, like Einstein (when was the last time you heard someone being praised for being “a Darwin”?). Another reason mentioned but left unexamined by Platt is the relative complexity of the subject matters of different scientific disciplines. It seems to me trivially true that particle physics does in fact deal with the simplest objects in the entire universe: atoms and their constituents. At the opposite extreme, biology takes on the most complex things known to humanity: organisms made of billions of cells, and ecosystems whose properties are affected by tens of thousands of variables. In the middle we have a range of sciences dealing with the relatively simple (chemistry) or the slightly more complex (astronomy, geology), roughly on a continuum that parallels the popular perception of the divide between hard and soft disciplines. That is, a reasonable argument can in fact be made that, so to speak, physicists have been successful because they had it easy. This is of course by no means an attempt to downplay the spectacular progress of physics or chemistry, just to put it into a more reasonable perspective: if you are studying simple phenomena, are given loads of money to do it, and are able to attract the brightest minds because they think that what you do is really cool, it would be astounding if you had not made dazzling progress! Perhaps the most convincing piece of evidence in favor of a relationship between simplicity of the subject matter and success rate is provided by molecular biology, and in particular by its recent transition from a chemistrylike discipline to a more obviously biological one. Platt wrote his piece in 1964, merely eleven years after James Watson, Francis Crick, and Rosalind Franklin discovered the double-helix structure of DNA. Other discoveries followed at a breathtaking pace, including the demonstration of how, from a chemical perspective, DNA replicates itself; the unraveling of the genetic code; the elucidation of many aspects of the intricate molecular machinery of the cell; and so on. But by the 1990s molecular biology began to move into the new phase of genomics, 5 where high throughput instruments started churning a bewildering amount of data that had to be treated by statistical methods (one of the hallmarks of “soft” science). 

AT: Authors = X Group
In order to be comprehensive, you have to include the perspectives of the un-oppressed

Ellis, 1997 John M., professor of German and dean of the graduate division at the University of California at Santa Cruz, Literature Lost, p. 152-153
The intellectually weakening effects of the exclusion of contrary opinion are bound to be felt most when new fields are created in which virtually everyone has the same political outlook—for example, Women's Studies and Black Studies. A number of recent incidents show that these new departments have become enclaves that shield their members from different points of view. A white professor who had taught black history for many years was suddenly a target of protests and sit-ins by black students demanding that "black experience" be required for the position. Absent here was the appropriately academic notion that a different perspective, one afforded by distance from that experience, might also be useful. A recent article in the Chronicle of Higher Education noted many recent incidents of a similar kind. 18 And at an AAUW conference, a self-styled male feminist was attacked and bitterly denounced as a womb envier but barely put up a fight in response.19 As an English-speaking student of German culture, I have been involved in essentially this kind of argument throughout my academic life. Credible departments of German language and literature combine the intimate knowledge of native Germans with the outside perspective of non-Germans; each contributes something that the other cannot, and both are needed. On occasion, we have heard the claim that those with native experience should be given preference in hiring, but such an attitude has generally been recognized as a parochial view that would degrade the quality of thought and scholarship. Sadly, this hitherto largely despised argument threatens to prevail completely in the context of race and gender. The notion that one might see the experience of a victim group in a broader perspective is evidently anathema to many race-gender-class scholars, who perhaps do not wish to have their focus shifted from moral outrage to intellectual understanding.

This argument makes all debate impossible – if your argument is true, everyone is biased by their perspective

Gey, 1996 (Steven G., John W. and Ashley E. Frost Professor of Law, Florida State University College of Law, University of Pennsylvania Law Review Vol. 145, December, No. 2, p. 193-297 “The Case Against Postmodern Censorship Theory” UNT JSTOR)
I mean only to take note of the fact that the postmodernists cannot escape the corrosive effect of their own arguments regarding social constructionism and distorted preferences. If everyone's view of the world is irretrievably distorted by the observer's socially constructed psyche, then no one, including the postmodern critics of present reality, can escape their own distorted perceptions in order to critique society and suggest solutions to our problems. Any suggestions for social reform should be viewed as distorted, the product of cognitive dissonance, and/or generated by "interest-induced beliefs on the part of the beneficiaries of existing practice."99 The status quo is tainted, but then again so is every alternative to the status quo. There is no way out of the logical loop of social constructionism, which suggests that even if (and perhaps especially if) the postmodernists are right, we should be deeply suspicious of proposals that give any group of political actors the unchecked authority to "take private preferences as an object of regulation and control."'

AT: Authors = Male
Evolutionary psychology is the only field of science that’s demographically inclusive

Pinker, 2002, Steven, phD from Harvard in experimental psychology, director of the Center for Cognitive Neuroscience at MIT, Johnstone Family Professor of Psychology at Harvard, The Blank Slate: The Modern Denial of Human Nature”, p. 342-343
To begin with, research on the biological basis of sex differences has been led by women.  Because it is so often said that this research is a plot to keep women down, I will have to name names.  Researchers on the biology of sex differences include the neuroscientists Raquel Gur, Melissa Hines, Doreen Kimura, Jerre Levy, Martha McClintock, Sally Shaywitz, and Sandra Witelson and the psychologists Camilla Benbow, Linda Gottfredson, Diane Halpern, Ju​dith Kleinfeld, and Diane McGuinness. Sociobiology and evolutionary psy​chology, sometimes stereotyped as a "sexist discipline," is perhaps the most bi-gendered academic field I am familiar with. Its major figures include Laura Betzig, Elizabeth Cashdan, Leda Cosmides, Helena Cronin, Mildred Dicke-man, Helen Fisher, Patricia Gowaty, Kristen Hawkes, Sarah Blaffer Hrdy, Mag​dalena Hurtado, Bobbie Low, Linda Mealey, Felicia Pratto, Marnie Rice, Catherine Salmon, Joan Silk, Meredith Small, Barbara Smuts, Nancy Wilmsen Thornhill, and Margo Wilson. It is not just gender feminism's collision with science that repels many feminists. Like other inbred ideologies, it has produced strange excrescences, like the offshoot known as difference feminism. Carol Gilligan has become a gender-feminist icon because of her claim that men and women guide their moral reasoning by different principles: men think about rights and justice; women have feelings of compassion, nurturing, and peaceful accommoda​tion." If true, it would disqualify women from becoming constitutional lawyers, Supreme Court justices, and moral philosophers, who make their liv​ing by reasoning about rights and justice. But it is not true. Many studies have tested Gilligan's hypothesis and found that men and women differ little or not at all in their moral reasoning.14 So difference feminism offers women the worst of both worlds: invidious claims without scientific support. Similarly, the gender-feminist classic called Women's Ways of Knowing claims that the sexes differ in their styles of reasoning. Men value excellence and mastery in intellectual matters and skeptically evaluate arguments in terms of logic and evidence; women are spiritual, relational, inclusive, and credulous.15 With sisters like these, who needs male chauvinists? Gender feminism's disdain for analytical rigor and classical liberal princi​ples has recently been excoriated by equity feminists, among them Jean Bethke Elshtain, Elizabeth Fox-Genovese, Wendy Kaminer, Noretta Koertge, Donna Laframboise, Mary Lefkowitz, Wendy McElroy, Camille Paglia, Daphne Patai, Virginia Postrel, Alice Rossi, Sally Satel, Christina Hoff Sommers, Nadine Strossen, Joan Kennedy Taylor, and Cathy Young.' Well before them, promi​nent women writers demurred from gender-feminist ideology, including Joan Didion, Doris Lessing, Iris Murdoch, Cynthia Ozick, and Susan Sontag.'7 And ominously for the movement, a younger generation has rejected the gender feminists' claims that love, beauty, flirtation, erotica, art, and heterosexuality are pernicious social constructs. The title of the book The New Victorians: A Young Woman's Challenge to the Old Feminist Order captures the revolt of such writers as Rene Denfeld, Karen Lehrman, Katie Roiphe, and Rebecca Walker, and of the movements called Third Wave, Riot Grrrl Movement, Pro-Sex Fem​inism, Lipstick Lesbians, Girl Power, and Feminists for Free Expression.16 The difference between gender feminism and equity feminism accounts for the oft-reported paradox that most women do not consider themselves feminists (about 70 percent in 1997, up from about 60 percent a decade be​fore), yet they agree with every major feminist position." The explanation is simple: the word "feminist" is often associated with gender feminism, but the positions in the polls are those of equity feminism. Faced with these signs of slipping support, gender feminists have tried to stipulate that only they can be considered the true advocates of women's rights. For example, in 1992 Gloria Steinem said of Paglia, "Her calling herself a feminist is sort of like a Nazi say​ing they're not anti-Semitic."' And they have invented a lexicon of epithets for what in any other area would be called disagreement: "backlash," "not getting it," "silencing women," "intellectual harassment."21 All this is an essential background to the discussions to come. To say that women and men do not have interchangeable minds, that people have desires other than power, and that motives belong to individual people and not just to entire genders is not to attack feminism or to compromise the interests of women, despite the misconception that gender feminism speaks in their name. All the arguments in the remainder of this chapter have been advanced most forcefully by women.
AT: Authors = White
Evolution can be used to support liberal ends – most of our theory was written by one of the Black Panthers as a way to delegitimize the myths of the ruling class

Pinker, 2002, Steven, phD from Harvard in experimental psychology, director of the Center for Cognitive Neuroscience at MIT, Johnstone Family Professor of Psychology at Harvard, The Blank Slate: The Modern Denial of Human Nature”, p. 301-302
Chomsky's theory of human nature, though strongly innatist, is innocent of modern evolutionary biology, with its demonstration of ubiquitous con​flicts of genetic interest. These conflicts lead to a darker view of human nature, one that has always been a headache for those with anarchist dreams. But the thinker who first elucidated these conflicts, Robert Trivers, was a left-wing radical as well, and one of the rare white Black Panthers. As we saw in Chapter 6, Trivers viewed sociobiology as a subversive discipline. A sensitivity to con​flicts of interest can illuminate the interests of repressed agents, such as women and younger generations, and it can expose the deception and self-deception that elites use to justify their dominance.511 In that way sociobiology follows in the liberal tradition of Locke by using science and reason to debunk the rationalizations of rulers. Reason was used in Locke's time to question the divine right of kings, and may be used in our time to question the pretension that current political arrangements serve everyone's interests.

AT: Culture Bias

Scientific results aren’t culturally determined – Lysenkoism proves

Alcock, 2001, John, Emeritus' Professor in the School of Life Sciences at Arizona State University, “The Triumph of Sociobiology” p. 88-89
I believe we can derive the same moral from a much better known case of unambiguously fraudulent research, this one involving the Russian "geneticist" Tro​fim Denisovich Lysenko. Lysenko believed in a bizarre form of Lamarckian theory in which the environment and even human willpower could generate adaptive changes in the heredity of wheat, the better to boost crop production [282]. Lysenko never tested his claims in a rigorous manner. Such numerical data as he did provide were derived from those of his small sample of field trials that happened to produce results congenial to his views. Negative outcomes were not reported. And yet in large measure because of the congruence of his theoretical notions with ruling Marxist dogma he rose to positions of power, including director of the Institute of Genetics, where he was able to force skilled professional geneticists in Stalinist Russia to become Lysenkoists or else be sacked, imprisoned, even shot. Again, one possible conclusion to be drawn from this sad history is that scientific findings are the arbitrary products of the culture to which scientists belong and the social pressures they experience (or succumb to). But on the other hand, the "find​ings" that Lysenko and his cronies imposed on others were soon universally re​jected. Scientists evaluate hypotheses on the basis of concrete evidence and by this standard Lysenkoism did not cut the mustard, in part because others became aware of the agricultural shortfalls that resulted from Lysenko's ideologically based pseu​doscience. As a result, Lysenkoism has unequivocally been consigned to the trash-can. No Russian Lysenkoists still promote this brand of genetics today nor do we in the United States have a free-market version of genetics while researchers in Argentina use their own Latin American variety.

Even if culture contributes to research, scientists are never culturally uniform.  They resolve conflicts using empirical testing, which results in victory for objective reality

Alcock, 2001, John, Emeritus' Professor in the School of Life Sciences at Arizona State University, “The Triumph of Sociobiology” p. 89
The key point is that on most issues of importance scientists vary in their social and political influences, and in their theoretical orientation, so that uniformity of culturally skewed opinion rarely, if ever, occurs in science. Some Russian geneticists, some of them members of the Communist Party at the time, were willing to put their lives on the line in challenging Lysenkoism on evidentiary grounds [282]. When there are differences of opinion on the validity of competing explanations, scientists eventually reach a consensus by relying primarily on repeated use of the formula "hypothesis-prediction-test" in order to sort out which conclusion is likely to be right and which others can be safely discarded. As a result of this collective self-correcting process, Lysenkoism will not resurface.

*OTHER APPROACH BAD*

AT: K = New Knowledge

Any knowledge they produced will be rejected- acting within a framework of rationality and empiricism is the only way for your ideas to be incorporated into society

Zafirovski, 2005, Milan, associate professor of sociology at University of North  Texas, “Is Sociology the Science of the Irrational? Conceptions of Rationality in Sociological Theory,” JSTOR, KHaze

 Since sociologists are "deprived" from the blessing of a conception and thus "igno rant" of rationality, sociology should, rational-choice theorists (e.g., Coleman, 1990; Goldthorpe, 1998; Kiser and Hechter, 1998) urge, import or borrow such a conception from economics as the purported science of "rational choice" (Hodgson, 1998; 190). The outcome would be general sociological (rational choice) theory admittedly resting on the "utilitarian type of theorizing [in particular] the idealization that purposive action is rational in the sense of economic theory" (Fararo, 2001: 258-261). Presumably, it is the mission of economists and their rational-choice "cousins" (Kiser and Hechter, 1998) in sociology to teach "ignorant" or "non-appreciative" sociologists and other non-econo mists about rationality and eventually to convert them into the believers of rational choice "religion" (Hey, 1993), morality (Favell, 1993), and ideological orthodoxy (Etzioni, 1991). Moreover, sociology as a science should be premised on a paradigm of rational action "borrowed from economics," despite the recognized "deficiencies" of the economic model of "rational man" (Coleman, 1986: 4-11). Arguably, sociological theory needs a "more precise notion" than that of purposive behavior, and that is the conception of rationality which is the "basis of the rational actor in economic theory," more precisely, the "narrow conception of rationality given by the principle of maximization of utility" (Coleman, 1990:13-15). Thus, the conception of "rational man" with its canonical status (Hechter, 1990: 143) in economics (e.g., homo economicus) is seen, "even with its deficiencies [as] the most promising starting point for a theoretical program" (Coleman, 1986: 5) in sociology and all social science. However, one might remark that "assumptions of rationality are essential components of virtually all the sociological theories. It is no novelty in those [theories] to propose that people behave rationally?in its broader dictionary sense. What economics has to export is not rationality, but a very particular and special form of it?the rationality of the utility maximizer" (Simon, 1982: 445). Moreover, some leading contemporary econo mists warn that economic tools, including the concept of rationality as utility maximiza tion, not only do not apply "very well outside of economics," but also they "do not have much predictive and explanatory power even in economics" (Sen, 1990: 264). In this connection, they suggest that "you cannot first ignore the enormous impact of sociologi cal factors in economics and think that you have succeeded with the economic analysis, and then try to apply this narrow economic analysis outside the field of economics" (Sen, 1990:266). 

New knowledge is useless without a scientific basis to rest on- lack of a rational explanation ensures the new knowledge is inapplicable to political action
Zafirovski, 2005, Milan, associate professor of sociology at University of North  Texas, “Is Sociology the Science of the Irrational? Conceptions of Rationality in Sociological Theory,” JSTOR, KHaze

Then, social rationality in the form of practical collective action rests upon knowl edge or science, since this provides the "true rational basis for acting upon nature" (Comte, 1936: 37). "For it is only by knowing the laws of phenomena, and so foreseeing their occurrence, that we are able in active life to make these phenomena modify one another for our advantage by the following formula: from science comes prevision; from previ sion comes action" (Comte, 1936: 37). And, like the phenomena of nature social phe nomena are viewed as being subject to the operation of "natural laws" thus allowing "rational prevision" (Comte, 1983: 222). Hence, knowledge of sociological laws is the "first scientific foundation of all rational hopes of a systematic reformation of human ity" (Comte, 1983: 235). In this connection, Comte recognizes what is called the "rational utility" or scientific meaning of interdependent social facts and laws. And vice versa: "No social fact can have any scientific meaning till it is connected with some other social fact?without which connection it remains a mere anecdote, involving no rational utility" (Comte, 1983: 243). Comte especially critiqued economists for their neglect of the connections of economic to other social phenomena, and strongly suggested establishing such inter connections. In light of such ontological relations between economic and other social phenomena, Comte specified the epistemological relations between economics (or po litical economy as was then termed) and sociology, with the first science being seen as part of the second. At the level of macro-social rationality, for Comte positive polity, as based on the principles positive philosophy or science, represents the rational solution to social order and structure. Thus, constructing "rationally" a positive political doctrine and system would provide a solution to the "problem" of social organization and reorganization (Comte, 1983: 200). In other words, positive polity would be instrumental to what some contemporary rational choice sociologists (Coleman, 1993) call "rational reconstruction of society." In particular, "positive polity" would give a "homogeneous and rational char acter" to politics (Comte, 1983: 211). More generally, the "positive spirit" of science would help reestablish social order, by the "rational development of a wise resignation to incurable political evils" (Comte, 1983: 211-213). In this regard "true liberty" is no more than a "rational submission" to the operation of "invariable natural laws" and thus a "release from all arbitrary personal dictation" (Comte, 1983: 211-215). This suggests the existence of the "principle of rational limits," as given by such invariable natural laws, to political action (Comte, 1983: 235-240). 

AT: Individual Epistemology

Individual epistemology fails- impossible to discover an empirically true, objective reality
Rawls, 1996, Anne Warfield, American Journal of Sociology, “Durkheim's Epistemology: The Neglected Argument,” JSTOR, KHaze

During the course of the 20th century, due to a growing consensus that an argument for empirical validity cannot be made, the classical form of the epistemological question, which required empirical validity, has been increasingly abandoned in favor of a social constructivist approach to knowledge, which embraces an element of indeterminacy. On this view, social consensus and socially accepted definitions of meaning are treated as the true measures defining the limits of validity. This can be seen in the growing influence of postmodern and pragmatist approaches within the social sciences and humanities. According to Durkheim, this abandonment of classical criteria of valid- ity in favor of a consensus theory of truth, which had already been popu- larized by William James at the turn of the century, only appears to be necessary because the epistemological question has been cast, by both em- piricists and apriorists, in individual and naturalistic terms, How can indi- vidual perceptions of natural reality be valid knowledge of that reality? (See Cuvillier [1955] for an extended discussion of the development and influence of pragmatism in France during this period.) Durkheim argued that the emphasis on the individual and individual perception of natural forces made the epistemological problem appear unsolvable. Durkheim sought to replace the individualist approach of traditional philosophy with an approach solidly embedded in enacted social practice. Durkheim articulated his epistemological argument primarily in three works: The Elementary Forms ([1912] 1915),2 Primitive Classification (Durkheim and Mauss [1901] 1963), and Pragmatism and Sociology ([1913-14] 1955). The essay on primitive classification worked out the parameters for the origins of the category of classification but failed to distinguish the social logic of the concept (the sociology of knowledge) from its genesis in enacted practice (the epistemology). The lectures on pragmatism worked out the classical epistemological problem in some de- tail and critically evaluated the pragmatist, or social constructivist, solu- tion to the problem. But Durkheim's own epistemology is not elaborated in that work. It is only in his study of elementary forms of religion that Durkheim's epistemology is presented in its entirety. There he criticizes the epistemological schools of empiricism, apriorism, and pragmatism, which were popular at the turn of the century, and presents his own socioempirical epistemology as the only viable alternative in the central chapters. The problem with an individualist approach to epistemology, according to Durkheim, is that, when knowledge is thought to begin with individual experience, certain problems arise: the things that persons experience change from day to day and from moment to moment. Nothing is ever exactly the same twice and the stream of experience (if persons have not already acquired general categories of thought) is constantly changing and undifferentiated (in a state of flux). Even if particular individual experi- ences are considered to be empirically valid, all attempts to generalize on the basis of them are invalid if what is added in the process was not an original property of the particular experiences. What does a general cate- gory represent that is different from the experience of particular objects and events? If general categories represent something not present in the separate particular experiences, something that is added by the mind to the collection of particulars, then general ideas have no empirical validity Attempts by empiricists to solve the problem through a detailed logical analysis of individual perception and the logical relation between objects in perception concluded that not only logical relations but all relations are properties added by the mind and not part of the perceived object in its own right. Thus, the empiricist attempt to establish a direct relation between perception and an underlying natural reality ended in skepticism. Durkheim (1915, p. 27) criticized classical empiricism for failing to explain the possibility of deriving even the simplest general ideas directly from experience: "Classical empiricism results in irrationalism; perhaps it would even be fitting to designate it by this latter name." Apriorism, ac- cording to Durkheim, was no alternative as it resulted from accepting the empiricist dilemma and then treating the impossibility of generating the categories empirically as the basis for establishing their apriori status. Durkheim argued in his lectures on pragmatism that even James's "radical empiricism" retains the problems of classical empiricism. By re- placing the dualism of thought and reality with individual action as a dynamic connection between the two in a context of utility, James had to give up the possibility of truth and logic. The utility of pragmatic action remained an individual utility, and James could not explain (without fall- ing back on either realism or idealism) how the beliefs and practices asso- ciated with individual utility can become general in an empirically valid way. While rejecting both empiricism and apriorism, Durkheim also dis- agreed with James, arguing that unless some common and valid concep- tual basis shared by all persons can be established, the problem of explaining both individual knowledge and intersubjective communication will remain unsolvable and truth and knowledge will remain indeterminate. 
AT: Standpoint epistemology
Standpoint epistemology fails specifically in the context of sciences 

RAMAN 2008 (Varadaraja, Bachelor's and Master's degrees in Physics and Mathematics from the University of Calcutta before doing his doctoral work on the foundations of quantum mechanics at the University of Paris  Global Spiral, Nov 22, http://www.metanexus.net/Magazine/ArticleDetail/tabid/68/id/10661/Default.aspx)
In this context, some scholarly spokeswomen have put forward theories that not many in the scientific establishment (which includes many women) accept. Sandra Harding, a formidable pioneer among them, wrote an influential book (Whose Science, Whose Knowledge? Thinking from Women’s Lives, 1991)in which she developed the notion of what she calls feminist standpoint epistemology. In essence, it says that because women have had gender-specific experiences such as suffering and being oppressed, they are privy to truths which are beyond the grasp of men. Therefore their perspectives will enrich science, and make it achieve an objectivity that is beyond its scope without women's participation in the scientific enterprise. She presents the thesis that there are two kinds of objectivity, weak and strong. Weak objectivity has as its goal an amoral, uninvolved, cold and unconnected knowledge. In weak objectivity, all kinds of social interests and values are eliminated in scientific activity. But, she goes on to argue, "not all social values and interests have the same bad effects upon the results of research. Some have systematically generated less partial and distorted beliefs than others." Strong objectivity, on the other hand, involves "anti-authoritarianism, anti-elitism, and anti-domination tendencies," and has "increased the objectivity of science and will continue to do so." Two things may be said about this thesis which many scientists would regard as unacceptable, if not preposterous. However, it is more fair to say that Harding's thesis, which, in her terminology, is a strong objective analysis, becomes relevant in some fields like psychology, cultural anthropology, history, and the like, where factors affecting the human condition come into play. But it is irrelevant, and has the potential for much confusion, in the physical sciences. Harding also feels that the marginalized of the world, by which she means all of humanity save white males, should join hands and enter the white male dominated citadel of science in order to make it better. For her, "The paradigm models of objective science are those studies explicitly directed by morality and politically emancipatory interests - that is, by interests in eliminating sexist, racist, classicist (sic), and culturally coercive understandings of nature and social life." From the enlightenment point of view, the first part of the call is sound: One and all, irrespective of race and gender, must join the enterprise of science which is admittedly dominated by white males today. This can only make science even more fruitful than what it has been thus far. But the claim that the marginalized status of people would somehow reveal to them deeper insights or enable them to make greater discoveries, though it sounds like the Blessed are the meek line in the Sermon of the Mount, carries little weight in actuality. Arrogant white males could argue that without the participation of women and the marginalized, they have done quite well, thank you, and that while everyone is heartily welcome, no one group is particularly more essential for the progress of science than any other. Whether or not one makes contributions to science depends on factors like one's commitment to the field, one's hard work, one's intelligence, and in some cases even one's luck, and the like, and these are fairly independent of whether or not one has been oppressed or marginalized in society or history. The fact of the matter is, notwithstanding such interesting theorizing, it is workers in the lab and in research centers - male and female, white and otherwise - who make real contributions to science. The scientific discoveries and contributions of prolific philosophers who write and lecture about what science is or ought to be, have generally been minimal, if not non-existent.
AT: Feminism

Feminist criticisms of science are insufficient to produce new knowledge- it only creates a non-falsifiable truth base controlled by political groups

Benson, 2006, Ophelia, editor of the website Butterflies and Wheels and deputy editor of The Philosophers' Magazine “Why Truth Matters,” p 53-55, KHaze
Harding cites more than one oppressed category, and it is difficult to know how one would adjudicate among them. She refers to white, Western, economically privileged or dominant group, but things are of course not so clear-cut. To spell it out: not all straight white men are rich, not all rich men are white o straight; not all rich straight people are male or white, and so on again. How does one decide who is more privileged, who is more oppressed, among this smorgasbord of possible markers of either privilege or domination? Harding shifts without notice between claiming epistemic privilege for these somewhat confusing oppressed groups with respect to the social world, and both the social and the natural worlds. It seems quite reasonable to think that experience of oppression or exclusion, poverty and difficulty, would be epistemically useful for knowledge of the social world; it seems quite another matter to think that such experience would make any productive or meaningful difference to one’s research into any understanding of the natural world; of quantum mechanics or particle physics or microbiology. Harding fails to cite actual examples of how standpoint epistemology would in fact aid research into the natural world: she makes an a priori claim that it should, it can, it ought to, but she offers no evidence that it actually does. She offers little evidence for the corresponding claim that past research into the natural world has been distorted by the privileged position of the powerful men doing the research. She repeatedly cites Stephen Jay Gould’s Mismeasure of Man and an article by Paul Forman, but one would expect more than two frequently recycled items to substantiate such large claims.  It is in a sense understandable that some feminists think of science as a male institution when so few women played a part in creating that institution, and since women were so thoroughly and firmly excluded during most of the time when the methodologies of science were being worked out. But the fact remains that there is nothing that can be done about that now. It is too late. Just as we cannot reach back in time to give Shakespeare’s sister (and mother, wife, daughters) a grammar school education, so we cannot get science to start over again now. And if we could, there seems little reason to think the epistemology of science would be different. The subjects researched might be, but evaluation of evidence would not. Not unless feminists want to suppose that a larger mass of women in science would result in scientists’ welcoming incompetence, mistakes, unwarranted claims, faked evidence, peer review replaced by mutual back-scratching; and one hopes that feminists do not want to suppose such a thin (though in Chapter 6 we see that some difference feminists risk supposing exactly that). 

Feminism has empirically failed to provide an alternative to science
Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Chapter 11: The Science Wars II: Do We Trust Science Too Little?”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.256-7) MH

 Some feminist philosophers who embrace the postmodernist approach have also done a good deal of damage in the context of the science wars. The field is ripe with acrimony and controversy, with feminist scholars such as Helen Longino (more on her contributions below) saying very interesting things about the nature of science, and others making little more sense than the above-quoted Latour. Janet Biehl, a social ecologist and a feminist herself, rightly criticizes some of her postmodern colleagues be- cause “Ecofeminism’s sweeping but highly confused cosmology introduces magic, goddesses, witchcraft, privileged quasi-biological traits, irrationalities, neolithic atavisms, and mysticism into a movement that once tried to gain the best benefits of the Enlightenment and the most valuable features of civilization for women, on a par with thinking and humane men.” 8 Then again, when feminist philosopher Sandra Harding boasts that “I doubt that in our wildest dreams we ever imagined we would have to reinvent both science and theorizing itself,” 9 one wonders where this new science is to be found and what sort of discoveries feminist scientists, as distinct from standard scientists (many of whom, of course, are both women and feminists), have made. Harding is the same author who wrote in the New York Times of “the important role that sexual metaphors played in the development of modern science. They [feminist authors Carolyn Merchant and Evelyn Fox Keller] see notions of dominating mother nature by the good husband scientist. If we put it in the most blatant feminist terms used today, we’d talk about marital rape, the husband as scientist forcing nature to his wishes.” 10 But perhaps it does not make much sense to “put it in the most blatant feminist terms.” To begin with, as both a scientist and a man, I deeply resent the very idea that my curiosity about nature has roots in my alleged fantasies about rape and domination (and are the same fantasies haunting my female science colleagues? One can only wonder). But— for the sake of argument— let us go as far as to accept the possibility that Francis Bacon or Isaac Newton’s metaphorical talk about unveiling the secrets of mother nature has some remote connection with their sexuality (for that matter, why not go Freudian all the way and suggest that they were simply longing for their mother’s womb?). Does any reinterpretation of why, at a psychological level, scientists do what they do negate their empirical findings or theories about nature? Have feminists proposed new theories of optics or gravity to replace Newton’s work? Are we building new telescopes based on innovative feminist perspectives? Asking these questions is not raising the bar too high for the very good reason that authors like Harding themselves set the bar: if they were simply claiming that there are social and historical factors, including the history of gender roles, that affect the practice of science, that would be reasonable and hardly controversial. But when one claims to be “reinventing science,” one better put her money where her mouth is. So far, no such luck, and the great pronouncements of feminist science have fallen as flat as the similarly empty utterances of supporters of intelligent design.
***TRANSHUMANISM***

Impact- Immortality
It’s impossible to outweigh our argument—the impact is immortality and the end of all human weakness and pain

Tirosh-Samuelson 2008

(Hava, Prof of History at Arizona State, “Engaging Transhumanism: The Meaning of Being Human,” A paper prepared for the “Transhumanism and the Meanings of Progress” workshop, ASU, Tempe, AZ, April 24-25, 2008, Published   2008.06.05, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10547/Default.aspx)

For transhumanists (i.e., those who advocate the transitional steps humans need to take to reach the posthuman age), the human species is no more than a “work in progress:” Currently the human species is in a comparatively early phase of human evolution because humans are still enslaved to their genetic programming that destines them to experience pain, disease, stupidity, aging, and death. Bioengineering and genetic enhancement will bring about the posthuman age in which humans will live longer, will possess new physical and cognitive abilities, and will be liberated from suffering and pain due to aging and disease; moreover, humans will even conquer the ultimate enemy—death—by attaining “cognitive immortality,” that is, the downloading of the human software (i.e., the mind) into artificially intelligent machines that will continue to exist long after the individual human has perished. The human/computer interface will be characteristic of the posthuman age in the following ways: large computer networks may emerge as superhumanly intelligent entities; computer/human interfaces may become so intimate that users may reasonably be considered superhumanly intelligent; and biological science will improve natural human intellect. This future state of affairs will be so unique that advocates call it “the singularity,” namely, “a point where our old models must be discarded and a new reality rules, a point that will loom vaster and vaster over human affairs until the notion becomes a commonplace.” Whether transhumanists focus on human enhancement by design, or radical life extension, or on computer/human interface, the posthuman age is envisioned as the transcendence of current human biological limitations. In the posthuman future, humans will not be the product of evolution but the designers and controllers of the evolutionary process itself.
*LINKS*

Link- General K/Revolution

Social revolutions have lost revolutionary capabilities- their arguments are obsolete and have become the alternative to transhumanism
FM-2030 in 70 (Born “F.M. Esfandiary,” founding figure in transhumanist movement, Optimism One, http://www.aleph.se/Trans/Intro/ideologies.txt)

Social, economic, and political systems of the past are increasingly obsolete. They are less and less relevant to new conditions rapidly brought on by the loosening of authoritarianism at all levels of all societies, the death of god, the increasing strength and fluidity of the ego, the humanization and convergence of mankind, modern contraception, common markets, international economics, intrnational politics, communication satellites, nuclear energy, electronics, lasers, space travel, biologic control of life ... Never before has our condition undergone as basic and total a restructuring as it is today, and therefore never have our social institutions and ideologies been as deeply challenged and rendered irrelevant. This applies even to the most radical ideologies. We still consider radical or revolutionary any movement seeking to overthrow the social, economic, or political status quo. We fail to see that today a far more transcendent and cosmic revolution is going on all around us challenging far more basic status quos. This is so obvious that most people still do not grasp it, preferring instead to go on with all that is familiar. Even radicalism must remain familiar. Even the radical has difficulty accepting the new radicalisms. For instance the reality of individuals from earth walking on the moon is simply too overwhelming, too staggering a phenomenon for most people to cope with. It demands a complete reversal of all the concepts, all the notions, all the props and defenses with which we have lived for millennia. This is why many people were actually resentful at the first landing on the moon, protesting, ridiculing, even falling off to sleep while watching the event. It was simply _too_ radical an event for the psyche and the intellect to cope with. This is also why many people will react resentfully - yes, resentfully - when one day soon they wil be told that they can enjoy eternal life. People can cope with the old "radicalism" that seeks to overthrow a government, a religious establishment, or an economic system. This is familiar radicalism. It can be coped with. But this new radicalism of our age that is altering our very situation in Time and Space - this is too emotionally threatening, too monumental to cope with. It is a revolution in an entirely New Order of Things, introducing a new set of cosmic premises. It demands a total psychological and social reorientation. In the light of our revolutionary situation in Time-Space all the radicalisms of the past are now conservative. So too are democracy, socialism, liberalism, New Left. They too were progressive movements in an Old Order of Things. What do quibblings between nations, races, ideologies now mean? They are irrelevant, insignificant. In the light of our cosmic and biologic revolutions _all_ violent uprisings are also now child's play. Those who still resort to violence for whatever cause are no longer revolutionary. They are romantics, their methods archaic, their contributions negligible. There was a time when the revolutionary gave his life to undo wrongs or generate changes. In those slow-moving times this supreme sacrifice was often the most effective way of making a dent in the granitelike status quo. Moreover the militant who was prepared to risk his life for a cause was often sure of a life after death. The leader said, "Give your life for our cause and you will go to heaven. The gods will reward you." What can the leader today promise? Give your life for what? To overthrow tyranny? To undo oppression and injustice? Is there a tyranny or an injustice greater than death? Death itself is the end of freedom, the end of progress. Today more than ever before, life - _life itself_ - has become too valuable, too full of promise and potential to squander for _any_ cause. "Give me liberty or give me death." Two hundred years ago this may have had some logic; today it is a sure sign of stupidity. If the leaders want to "fight the enemy to the last drop of blood", let _them_ do it. Don't drag in the blood of others. "Hell No, We Won't Go", is the rallying cry of today's revolutionary. He is too aware of the fantastic potentials of life - this life here and now - to want to die on some stinking battlefield of causes. In the year 2050 all the soldiers and guerrillas and fighters who are dying today for causes will have long been forgotten. They will be among the billions of nameless, faceless, forgotten people who have fought and died on this planet for thousands of years. The real revolutionary of today fights a different battle. He wants to be alive in the year 2050 and in the year 20,000 and the year 2,000,000. Is there anything more radical than this determination? Intellectuals who still romanticize guerrillas and violent revolutions are themselves far from the scene of violence. Militance may impress a girl friend, but it is no longer revolutionary. Who are the new revolutionaries of our times? They are the geneticists, bilogists, physicists, cryonologists, biotechnologists, nuclear scientists, cosmologists, astrophysicists, radio astronomers, cosmonauts, social scientists, youth corps volunteers, internationalists, humanists, science-fiction writers, normative thinkers, inventors ... They and others are revolutionizing the human condition in a fundamental way. Their achievements and goals go far beyond the most radical ideologies of the Old Order.
Link- Biopower

Shaping the emerging spectrum of biopolitics is key to prevent a rejection of transhumanism 

Hughes 6 (James, Ph.D., Public Policy Studies at Trinity College, “Democratic Transhumanism 2.0,” Last Mod Jan 26, http://www.changesurfer.com/Acad/DemocraticTranshumanism.htm)
The emergence of biotechnological controversies, however, is giving rise to a new axis, not entirely orthogonal to the previous dimensions but certainly distinct and independent of them. I call this new axis biopolitics, and the ends of its spectrum are transhumanists (the progressives) and, at the other end, the bio-Luddites or bio-fundamentalists. Transhumanists welcome the new biotechnologies, and the choices and challenges they offer, believing the benefits can outweigh the costs. In particular, they believe that human beings can and should take control of their own biological destiny, individually and collectively enhancing our abilities and expanding the diversity of intelligent life. Bio-fundamentalists, however, reject genetic choice technologies and “designer babies,” “unnatural” extensions of the life span, genetically modified animals and food, and other forms of hubristic violations of the natural order. While transhumanists assert that all intelligent “persons” are deserving of rights, whether they are human or not, the biofundamentalists insist that only “humanness,” the possession of human DNA and a beating heart, is a marker of citizenship and rights. The biopolitical spectrum is still emerging, starting first among intellectuals and activists. Self-described “transhumanists” and “Luddites” are the most advanced and self-conscious of an emerging wave of the public’s ideological crystallization. We are at the same place in the crystallization of biopolitics as left-right economic politics was when Marx helped found the International Workingmen’s Association in 1864, or when the Fabian Society was founded in England in 1884: intellectuals and activists struggling to make explicit the battle lines that are already emerging, before popular parties have been organized and masses rallied to their banners. The new biopolitics will not supplant the older political axes, but rather will another dimension of complexity to contemporary politics. As in Figure 2 below, we will find biopolitical alliances that crosscut all of our previous alliances, and various amalgams of biopolitics with economic and cultural conservatism.

Allowing some biopower now is key to human enhancement
Bostrom 2009 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Human Enhancement Ethics: The State of the Debate,” http://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/human-enhancement-ethics.pdf)
Over the last decade, human enhancement has grown into a major topic of debate in applied ethics. Interest has been stimulated by advances in the biomedical sciences, advances which to many suggest that it will become increasingly feasible to use medicine and technology to reshape, manipulate, and enhance many aspects of human biology even in healthy individuals. To the extent that such interventions are on the horizon (or already available) there is an obvious practical dimension to these debates. This practical dimension is underscored by an outcrop of think tanks and activist organizations devoted to the biopolitics of enhancement. Already one can detect a biopolitical fault line developing between pro‐enhancement and anti‐enhancement groupings: transhumanists on one side, who believe that a wide range of enhancements should be developed and that people should be free to use them to transform themselves in quite radical ways; and bioconservatives on the other, who believe that we should not substantially alter human biology or the human condition.1 There are also miscellaneous groups who try to position themselves in between these poles, as the golden mean. While the terms of this emerging political disagreement are still being negotiated, there might be a window of opportunity open for academic bioethicists to influence the shape and direction of this debate before it settles into a fixedly linear ideological tug‐of‐war.2
Link- Control

Power relations and technology aren’t the same- turns the impact and destroys tech innovation
Hughes 2006

(James, Ph.D., Public Policy Studies at Trinity College, “Democratic Transhumanism 2.0,” Last Mod Jan 26, http://www.changesurfer.com/Acad/DemocraticTranshumanism.htm)

. Faith in science and democracy was more closely Democratic transhumanism stems from the assertion that human beings will generally be happier when they take rational control of the natural and social forces that control their lives linked in the seventeenth, eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and technoutopian radicals dominated its shadow, the romantic Left Luddites. Since World War Two however Luddism has superceded technooptimism on the Left, while libertarians have become the leading champions of technology. Luddism has also risen to ascendence in Western bioethics, which has a professional interest in fear-mongering about new technologies. President Bush’s new Bioethics Commission and the struggle over embryo use in research makes clear the increasingly important role that bioethicists will play in the emerging biopolitics. I argue why democrats should embrace science, technology and transhumanism: (1) left Luddism inappropriately equates technologies with the power relations around those technologies; democratic technology policy requires an acknowledgement of the potential benefits of technology, not simply a futile effort to slow all technological innovation. (2) Technology can help us transcend some of the fundamental causes of inequalities of power. (3) Left Luddism is boring and depressing; it has no energy to inspire movements to create a new and better society.
Link- Criticizing Science

Critique of science stifles transition to democratic transhumanism
RAMAN 2009 (Varadaraja, Bachelor's and Master's degrees in Physics and Mathematics from the University of Calcutta before doing his doctoral work on the foundations of quantum mechanics at the University of Paris  Global Spiral, Feb 6, http://www.metanexus.net/Magazine/ArticleDetail/tabid/68/id/10697/Default.aspx)
Science is in a similar situation now. Postmodernist critiques are to science what Berkeley's Analyst was to eighteenth century calculus, only on a much grander scale.  Some of the criticisms against science may be valid up to a point at the philosophical level. Many scientists also feel that their status in society has been adversely affected by postmodernism. Thus T. Theocharis and M. Psimopoulos wrote in Nature (329, 0ctober 1987): "Having lost their monopoly in the production of knowledge, scientists have also lost their privileged status in society. Thus the rewards to the creators of science's now ephemeral and disposable theories are currently being reduced to accord with their downgraded and devalued work, and with science's diminished ambitions." It is not clear who else is producing new knowledge. In anything, serious and significant scientific work at the Salk Institute or in any of the countless laboratories and research centers in the world has not been affected in any way by the publication of Latour's book. Productive work in physics has been going one even after Feyerabend's diatribe against method. Calls for returning to Vedic science and astrology notwithstanding, modern scientific research institutions devoted to high energy physics, radio astronomy, neuroscience, information technology and virtually every branch of modern investigation are flourishing in India. Even while decrying Western hegemony, American imperialism, and Western culture, Iranian physicists are taking fission cross sections, calcium channels, and quantum mechanics quite seriously. Most working scientists ignore philosophical vituperations against science, against its lack of universality, its inadequacy in claims of objectivity, etc. They regard these as the work of modern scholastics who write books and present papers at conferences, utilizing every contrivance generated by the science which postmodernism does not tire of castigating in all conceivable ways. To borrow a phrase from show business, they say, "the science must go on!" So each and every day, thousands of practicing scientists work in laboratories and research centers all over the world, exploring further the secrets of matter and energy and the universe at large, searching for new planets in distant star systems, measuring temperature variations all over the world, searching for the causes intractable diseases, looking deeper into how neurons fire and why, experimenting at extremely low temperatures, figuring out how gravity can be unified with the three other fundamental fields, constructing thinking machines, and doing a thousand other exciting and impacting things in the face of which all scholarly postmodern declamations against science seem like mere noises.

Link- Ecofeminism

Democratic Transhumanism and ecofeminism are incompatible, but transhumanism more effectively liberates women
Hughes 2006 (James, Ph.D., Public Policy Studies at Trinity College, “Democratic Transhumanism 2.0,” Last Mod Jan 26, http://www.changesurfer.com/Acad/DemocraticTranshumanism.htm)
There are many constituencies and ideological threads that need to woven into democratic transhumanism. First among them there are the disparate movements working to deepen our understanding of human rights to include the rights to control the body, such as transsexuals, the shock troops of transhumanism. Reproductive rights activists, who insist that women have subsidized access to reproductive and contraceptive technology, are natural allies of a democratic transhumanism. Although many feminists have been influenced by ecofeminist bioLuddism and left Luddite arguments about the danger of corporate technology, there is a broader feminist constituency that sees no contradiction between women’s empowerment and using technology to expand their control over their lives. Only a democratic transhumanism, which embraces the need for safety regulation, can respond adequately to the legitimate concerns about the dangers flags about medical technology raised for feminists by spectacular disasters like hormone replacement therapy. An ideological thread that has grown in academia for the last twenty years, inspired by left feminists’ rejection of ecofeminist bioLuddism, is found in the cyborgology of Donna Haraway. In 1984 Donna Haraway wrote “A Manifesto for Cyborgs: Science, Technology, and Socialist Feminism in the 1980s,” as a critique of ecofeminism, and it landed with the reverberating bang of a hand grenade. Haraway argued it was precisely in the eroding boundary between human beings and machines, in the integration of women and machines in particular, that we can find liberation from the old patriarchal dualisms. Haraway concludes “I would rather be a cyborg than a goddess,” and proposes that the cyborg is the liberatory mythos for women. Haraway’s essay and subsequent writings have inspired the new sub-discipline of “cyborgology” or “cyberfeminism,” made up of culture critics who use the cyborg metaphor and the postmodernist questions Haraway poses to explore the woman-machine interface. As yet there has been little cross-pollination between the left-wing academic cyborgologists and the transhumanists, but the mutual recognition and ties are growing.
Link- Environment

Manipulating nature is the only way to allow transhuman interventions 

TIROSH-SAMUELSON 2008 (Hava, Prof of History at Arizona State, “Engaging Transhumanism: The Meaning of Being Human,” A paper prepared for the “Transhumanism and the Meanings of Progress” workshop, ASU, Tempe, AZ, April 24-25, 2008, Published   2008.06.05, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10547/Default.aspx)

Placing the unlimited human potential (rather than the human as a currently lived experience) at the center of its outlook, transhumanism is also critical of contemporary environmentalism and its concern for respect toward other species and its resistance to massive human intervention in nature, through bioengineering of plants, heavy logging, industrial pollution, unrestricted 

consumerism, and many other undesirable activities. Dismissing any attempt to draw ethical conclusions from natural facts, as “the Naturalistic Fallacy,” transhumanism does not take anything in nature to be sacred or especially worthy of preservation or conservation. To the extent that biology places restrictions on human freedom and the human built-in will to evolve, these obstacles should and must be removed. Only humans could transcend their biology because of the complexity of the human brain which has reached a level of complexity to a degree unknown in other animals. From a transhumanist perspective, radical environmentalism is misguided because it erases the moral differences between humans and other animals and because it invests nature with inherent moral values. The evolutionary process is not directionless but purposeful, life is not an accident but an evolutionary inevitability, and humanity is “not a twig on the bush of life, but the peak of evolutionary complexification on earth due to the incredible power of the human brain.”8 Actualizing this remarkable potential through science and technology will enhance human freedom and release humanity from the bondage of biology.

Link- Environmentalism
We should only view nature as a means to meet human needs
Tirosh-Samuelson 2008

(Hava, Prof of History at Arizona State, “Engaging Transhumanism: The Meaning of Being Human,” A paper prepared for the “Transhumanism and the Meanings of Progress” workshop, ASU, Tempe, AZ, April 24-25, 2008, Published   2008.06.05, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10547/Default.aspx)
Placing the unlimited human potential (rather than the human as a currently lived experience) at the center of its outlook, transhumanism is also critical of contemporary environmentalism and its concern for respect toward other species and its resistance to massive human intervention in nature, through bioengineering of plants, heavy logging, industrial pollution, unrestricted consumerism, and many other undesirable activities. Dismissing any attempt to draw ethical conclusions from natural facts, as “the Naturalistic Fallacy,” transhumanism does not take anything in nature to be sacred or especially worthy of preservation or conservation. To the extent that biology places restrictions on human freedom and the human built-in will to evolve, these obstacles should and must be removed. Only humans could transcend their biology because of the complexity of the human brain which has reached a level of complexity to a degree unknown in other animals. From a transhumanist perspective, radical environmentalism is misguided because it erases the moral differences between humans and other animals and because it invests nature with inherent moral values. The evolutionary process is not directionless but purposeful, life is not an accident but an evolutionary inevitability, and humanity is “not a twig on the bush of life, but the peak of evolutionary complexification on earth due to the incredible power of the human brain.”8 Actualizing this remarkable potential through science and technology will enhance human freedom and release humanity from the bondage of biology.

Nature development good- key to technology
Bostrom 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,   http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/76/)
4.2 Isn’t this tampering with nature? Absolutely, and it is nothing to be ashamed of. It is often right to tamper with nature. One could say that manipulating nature is an important part of what civilization and human intelligence is all about; we have been doing it since the invention of the wheel. Alternatively, one could say that since we are part of nature, everything we do and create is in a sense natural too. In any case, there is no moral reason why we shouldn’t intervene in nature and improve it if we can, whether by eradicating diseases, improving agricultural yields to feed a growing world population, putting communication satellites into orbit to provide homes with news and entertainment, or inserting contact lenses in our eyes so we can see better. Changing nature for the better is a noble and glorious thing for humans to do. (On the other hand, to “pave paradise to put up a parking lot” would not be glorious; the qualification “for the better” is essential.) [See also “Are transhumanist technologies environmentally sound?”] In many particular cases, of course, there are sound practical reasons for relying on “natural” processes. The point is that we cannot decide whether something is good or bad simply by asking whether it is natural or not. Some natural things are bad, such as starvation, polio, and being eaten alive by intestinal parasites. Some artificial things are bad, such as DDT-poisoning, car accidents, and nuclear war.

Link- Postmodernism
Enlightenment good- their arguments are a stifling of human potential
Bostrom 2003

(Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/80/)
The Age of Enlightenment can be said to have started with the publication of Francis Bacon’s Novum Organum, “the new tool” (1620), in which he proposes a scientific methodology based on empirical investigation rather than a priori reasoning. Bacon advocates the project of “effecting all things possible,” by which he meant the achievement of mastery over nature in order to improve the condition of human beings. The heritage from the Renaissance combines with the influences of Isaac Newton, Thomas Hobbes, John Locke, Immanuel Kant, Marquis de Condorcet, and others to form the basis for rational humanism, which emphasizes science and critical reasoning – rather than revelation and religious authority – as ways of learning about the natural world and the destiny and nature of man and of providing a grounding for morality. Transhumanism traces its roots to this rational humanism. In the 18th and 19th centuries we begin to see glimpses of the idea that even humans themselves can be developed through the appliance of science. Benjamin Franklin and Voltaire speculated about extending human life span through medical science. Especially after Darwin’s theory of evolution, atheism or agnosticism came to be seen as increasingly attractive alternatives. However, the optimism of the late 19th century often degenerated into narrow-minded positivism and the belief that progress was automatic. When this view collided with reality, some people reacted by turning to irrationalism, concluding that since reason was not sufficient, it was worthless. This resulted in the anti-technological, anti-intellectual sentiments whose sequelae we can still witness today in some postmodernist writers, in the New Age movement, and among the neo-Luddite wing of the anti-globalization agitators.
Link- State Intervention Bad
State intervention is good—it’s the only way to promote transhumanism and solve both benefits and risks

Hughes 2006(James, Ph.D., Public Policy Studies at Trinity College, “Democratic Transhumanism 2.0,” Last Mod Jan 26, http://www.changesurfer.com/Acad/DemocraticTranshumanism.htm)
Then I argue that the libertarian transhumanists need to engage with democracy since (1) state action is required to address catastrophic threats from transhumanist technologies; (2) only believable and effective state-based policies to prevent catastrophic consequences from new technologies will reassure skittish publics that they do not have to be banned; (3) social policies must explicitly address public concerns that biotechnology will exacerbate social inequality; (4) monopolistic practices and overly restrictive intellectual property law can seriously delay the development of transhuman technologies, and restrict their access; (5) only alliances with other cultural and biological minorities, and a strong liberal democratic society and state can ensure that posthumans are not persecuted; and (6) libertarian transhumanists are inconsistent in arguing for the free market on the grounds of its evolved “naturalness” when transhumanists are champions of the artificial.

Link- Taoism
Taoist justifications to “do nothing” limit technological advancement

More 96 (Max, Ph.D., Strategic Philosopher and co-founder of the Extropy Institute, “TRANSHUMANISM: Towards a Futurist Philosophy,” http://www.maxmore.com/transhum.htm)
EXPLANATION AND TECHNOLOGY: Humans (and transhumans) are marked by a persistent desire to understand and control their environment and experience. Before the development of the scientific method, deductive and inductive logic, game theory, sophisticated epistemic principles and so on, humans resorted to superficial causal explanations based on observation for common phenomena, and theistic explanation for unusual events. Deities were invoked to explain unusual or destructive phenomena, and to try to provide a comforting model of the uncertainties and uncontrollable events in life. Storms, floods, tornadoes, earthquakes, epidemics and madness could not be tolerated without some belief about their cause. In the absence of scientific explanation a religious or theistic explanation was almost inevitable. Along with pre-scientific attempts at understanding came a crude attempt at a technology. A tension is evident here: On the one hand religions have frequently declared events to be determined by a divine plan and so have held attempts at changing things to be futile (this is common in Eastern religions, as well as other religions involving predestination). On the other hand, religions have offered certain limited and carefully circumscribed means of changing and controlling events, such as through prayer, ritual, and magic. The overall result has been entropic and anti-progressive since religious technology is ineffective (with the occasional exception of psychosomatic effects). 

AT: No Link to the Tech K
Critiquing technology based on the social forces that surround it still amounts to total rejection

Hughes 2006 (James, Ph.D., Public Policy Studies at Trinity College, “Democratic Transhumanism 2.0,” Last Mod Jan 26, http://www.changesurfer.com/Acad/DemocraticTranshumanism.htm)

First, left Luddism inappropriately equates technologies with the power relations around those technologies. Technologies do not determine power relations, they merely create new terrains for organizing and struggle. Most new technologies open up new possibilities for both expanded liberty and equality, just as they open new opportunities for oppression and exploitation. Since the technologies will most likely not be stopped, democrats need to engage with them, articulate policies that maximize social benefits from the technologies, and find liberatory uses for the technologies. If biotechnology is to be rejected simply because it is a product of capitalism, adopted in class society, then every technology must be rejected. The mission of the Left is to assert democratic control and priorities over the development and implementation of technology. But establishing democratic control over technological innovation is not the same as Luddism. In fact, to the extent that advocates for the democratic control of technology do not guarantee benefits from technology, and attempt to suppress technology altogether, they will lose public support.

*AT: PERMS*

AT: Perm

Even if they don’t prevent certain tech, their critique still results in total rejection 

HUGHES 2006 (James, Ph.D., Public Policy Studies at Trinity College, “Democratic Transhumanism 2.0,” Last Mod Jan 26, http://www.changesurfer.com/Acad/DemocraticTranshumanism.htm)

First, left Luddism inappropriately equates technologies with the power relations around those technologies. Technologies do not determine power relations, they merely create new terrains for organizing and struggle. Most new technologies open up new possibilities for both expanded liberty and equality, just as they open new opportunities for oppression and exploitation. Since the technologies will most likely not be stopped, democrats need to engage with them, articulate policies that maximize social benefits from the technologies, and find liberatory uses for the technologies. If biotechnology is to be rejected simply because it is a product of capitalism, adopted in class society, then every technology must be rejected. The mission of the Left is to assert democratic control and priorities over the development and implementation of technology. But establishing democratic control over technological innovation is not the same as Luddism. In fact, to the extent that advocates for the democratic control of technology do not guarantee benefits from technology, and attempt to suppress technology altogether, they will lose public support.

AT: Perm (Religion Specific)

The perm fails- religion will create uncertainty that turns back transhumanism- total replace is key
MORE 96 (Max, Ph.D., Strategic Philosopher and co-founder of the Extropy Institute, “TRANSHUMANISM: Towards a Futurist Philosophy,” http://www.maxmore.com/transhum.htm)
DEALING WITH DEATH AND UNCERTAINTY: One of the great tasks before us, as transhumanists, is the reengineering of our consciousness to do away with the powerful desire for certainty of a dogmatic kind. Most humans feel that they cannot bear to be wrong. They fear an unknown future. They readily give up intellectual and emotion independence in favor of faith in another person, whether human or supernatural myth. Humans are also driven to the comforts of religious dogma by the terrible fact of death. Some transhumanists expect religion to automatically decline as technological progress accelerates. Unfortunately, the faster technology and society changes, the greater the uncertainty in people's lives, so the greater the appeal of religion in all its forms. (Hence the takeover by National Socialism and communism at times of great upheaval.) Scientific and technological progress alone will not abolish religious thinking. Transhumanist philosophies, especially immortalist philosophies such as Extropianism, will be vital to intellectual and emotional progress.
Transhumanism and religion are mutually exclusive—there’s no room for god in our brave new world
Tirosh-Samuelson 2008 (Hava, Prof of History at Arizona State, “Engaging Transhumanism: The Meaning of Being Human,” A paper prepared for the “Transhumanism and the Meanings of Progress” workshop, ASU, Tempe, AZ, April 24-25, 2008, Published   2008.06.05, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10547/Default.aspx)
The transhumanist scenario is decidedly optimistic as much as it is decidedly secular. In the transhumanist worldview there is no room for the God of traditional theism who created the world by will and intervenes in human affairs either through the revelation of the law or incarnation in the body of a human. A personal omniscient and omnipotent God is deemed intellectually unacceptable to transhumanists as much as it was for the Deists of the 18th century, and a creator God who intervenes in human affairs, reveals a law and instruction for behavior, or judges and rewards human deeds is deemed simply nonsensical since evolution has nothing to do with such a deity. For Young, evolution is the scientific truth, but it should be rendered as a selfish process à la the “selfish gene” myth of Richard Dawkins, because evolution also has given rise to altruistic behavior and human ability to love. As an extension of humanism, transhumanism asserts the love of life, especially human life, and the desire to improve it through science and technology rather than religious instruction and moral edification.
AT: Our K Is Like Transhumanism
Psychoanalytical theory is insufficient to create post-humanism- only our technological approach can solve
BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October, http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/56/)
Many transhumanists wish to follow life paths which would, sooner or later, require growing into posthuman persons: they yearn to reach intellectual heights as far above any current human genius as humans are above other primates; to be resistant to disease and impervious to aging; to have unlimited youth and vigor; to exercise control over their own desires, moods, and mental states; to be able to avoid feeling tired, hateful, or irritated about petty things; to have an increased capacity for pleasure, love, artistic appreciation, and serenity; to experience novel states of consciousness that current human brains cannot access. It seems likely that the simple fact of living an indefinitely long, healthy, active life would take anyone to posthumanity if they went on accumulating memories, skills, and intelligence. Posthumans could be completely synthetic artificial intelligences, or they could be enhanced uploads [see “What is uploading?”], or they could be the result of making many smaller but cumulatively profound augmentations to a biological human. The latter alternative would probably require either the redesign of the human organism using advanced nanotechnology or its radical enhancement using some combination of technologies such as genetic engineering, psychopharmacology, anti-aging therapies, neural interfaces, advanced information management tools, memory enhancing drugs, wearable computers, and cognitive techniques. Some authors write as though simply by changing our self-conception, we have become or could become posthuman. This is a confusion or corruption of the original meaning of the term. The changes required to make us posthuman are too profound to be achievable by merely altering some aspect of psychological theory or the way we think about ourselves. Radical technological modifications to our brains and bodies are needed. It is difficult for us to imagine what it would be like to be a posthuman person. Posthumans may have experiences and concerns that we cannot fathom, thoughts that cannot fit into the three-pound lumps of neural tissue that we use for thinking. Some posthumans may find it advantageous to jettison their bodies altogether and live as information patterns on vast super-fast computer networks. Their minds may be not only more powerful than ours but may also employ different cognitive architectures or include new sensory modalities that enable greater participation in their virtual reality settings. Posthuman minds might be able to share memories and experiences directly, greatly increasing the efficiency, quality, and modes in which posthumans could communicate with each other. The boundaries between posthuman minds may not be as sharply defined as those between humans.

*Alt Solvency*

Alt Solves- General

We must support transhumanism fully in order to place it as the primary system of cultural action- wavering causes transhumanism to fall by the wayside

VITA-MORE 2009 (Natasha, Ph.D. Candidate, fmr. President of the Extropy Institute and prominent transhumanist artist, “The Transhumanist Culture,” Last Mod March 9, http://www.natasha.cc/transhumanistculture.htm)
Cultural movements, from the Graeco-Romans, Romanesque culture, Humanism, the Renaissance, Romanticism, Modernism, and Postmodernisms to transhumanism, carve an eminent mark on history as their trends ripen into social norms or dissolve when newly found social passions come along.  Culture and its many movements are forever evolving forward in a perpetual state of progress, overcoming chaos and conflict, changing how we view the world and our place in history. The formations of ideas�vastly divergent in scope�are the result of the many shifts in the social environment.  Based a central tenet, these formations, like natures own faulting, erosion and eventual sedimentation, come about because the world and society do change and distinct voices need to be heard. These voices splinter off into established points of view and eventually into formal affiliations.
Established as a philosophy, transhumanism has grown from an elegantly designed seed of thought to an expanding worldview.  Within the expansion�pushing and pulling at the very core of the ideal, our transhumanist potential is realized.  Transhumanism will continue to expand outward, but the very core of its meaning cannot falter.  This ideal�to better the human condition, to work toward making the world compatible with our needs and concerns, and to consider the emerging and unprecedented possibilities, challenges, and dangers of the future, is the foundation of transhumanity. Where the word �transhumanism� came from, no one is quite sure, as it, or parts of it, have been used at different times for different meanings. The central and spirited ideas can be traced from the transition and transformation of humans in overcoming odds.  However, the very first known reference to the transhumanism was written by poet Dante Alighieri in his magnum opus Paradiso of the Divina Commedia. (1312)  It is in this masterpiece that Dante invented the world "transhumanized" to describe what happens to humans through a "beatific vision."[i] Centuries later, T.S. Elliot, recipient of the Nobel Prize for Literature (1948), wrote about the isolation of the human condition. �You and I don't know the process by which the human is Transhumanized: what do we know of the kind of suffering they must undergo on the way of illumination?�[ii] Biologist Julian Huxley wrote about evolutionary humanism, "� 'transhumanism:' � once there are enough people who can truly say that, the human species will be on the threshold of a new kind of existence, as different from ours as ours is from that of Peking man." (1957)  Futurist FM-2030 wrote about �transhumans� as an evolution from human to posthuman: as  �� a new kind of being crystallizing from the monumental breakthroughs of the late twentieth century. ... the earliest manifestations of a new evolutionary being.�  Philosopher Max More wrote the modern philosophy of transhumanism as  �philosophies of life, such as extropy, that seek the continuation and acceleration of the evolution of intelligent life beyond its currently human form and human limitations by means of science and technology, guided by life-promoting principles and values.� These individuals, each in his unique way, carved the beginning of transhumanism.  FM is a true pioneer, futurist and human rights activist�generous of mind and action.  FM was the sole force behind the concept of the transhuman as an evolutionary being - from human to posthuman.  Yet, transhumanism, as a philosophy and movement, is brought about distinctly though the vision of Dr. Max More and through the efforts of Extropy Institute. My own viewpoint of transhumanism developed in 1980s as a cultural movement � a new aesthetics for the future in designing and developing the social architecture and aesthetics of the future.  As a "design" for the future, it is paramount that society develops a keener, more futuristic sense of life, and aim toward creating a world that fluidly adapts to change.  An essential aspect of this adaptation, and to intelligent design for humanity and transhumanity, is to recognize and understand cultural change and then to take action to promote progress.  If we cannot or do not understand the vast differences amongst people throughout the world, our future cannot be inclusive.  It is the inclusively of all of humanity that will create a futuristic culture that evolves beyond arguable human restraint and hostility, territories and obsessions, labeling and segregating.  Further, if transhumanism is to mature as a cultural movement and become a period or era in history, it will depend on the world�s reception to the basic tenets of transhumanism. Because transhumanism was not a product invented by one person and a commodity to be bought and sold, and because transhumanism is the brainchild of a handful of people from diverse backgrounds, some of its meaning is left to interpretation.  The formation of organizations with which to market the philosophy has grown over the years.  From the initial birthing of transhumanism, there have been a number of principles, statements, FAQs and essays written which provide a varied interpretation of the ideas from the perspective of each organization.  The key issue is that the philosophy and its values be preserved over time.  It is up to the cooperation and collaboration of the many organizations within the transhumanist culture to work to ensure that transhumanism is built upon, rather than torn down.
Embracing transhumanism reconciles the differences of humanity and works to improve the lives of all individuals- this transcendence is key to preserve life
UST 2001 (Daniel, “What is Posthumanism?” http://uweb1.superlink.net/~neptune/Posthuman.html)
Posthumanism is an attitude on how to deal with the limitations of the human form. It is a vision of how to move beyond those limits by the radical use of technological and other means. Let's examine this attitude to get a better idea of what it's all about. To start, there is nothing special about the current form of humanity. This includes not only social systems and cultures, but also the organs of the body. This does NOT mean these various organs and systems are unnecessary, but that they leave room for change and improvement. For example, there is no reason why our average life-span should be around 70 years and not 200 or more. There is no compelling reason to accept things as they are. There is no reason to accept 20/20 vision as the final goal of all corrections of vision. Why not expand vision further, and into other parts of the spectrum, such as the infrared? This can be applied to hearing, physical strength, speed, intelligence, and many other aspects of human existence. In essence, this very human desire to improve is a pillar for posthumanism. The latter merely differs with the common inclination in that it takes it to an extreme. Another base is human diversity in its broadest possible sense. This includes the diversity of goals and means of reaching them. This form of diversity is largely responsible for our complex social and economic systems. In posthumanism this diversity is very important, hence the slogan "moving in clades." A clade is a biological family of species having a common ancestor. Birds, as a group, are a good example. Birds all share a common origin and all modern birds descended from this single beginning. All their diversity springs from evolutionary changes from this common origin. Clades, in this way, mean the unity of origin and the diversity of descent. The slogan emphasizes that while we come from common origins we will move on differing paths, toward differing goals. The slogan also implies that this diversity does not rule out cooperation between the different. Our current societies are proof that many different individuals, with differing languages, cultures, ideologies, religions, temperaments, and backgrounds, can get along and cooperate. This is the basis of trade. Another is Earth's total ecosystem. According to current biological theories, all life originated from one common ancestor. Even with the so called "struggle to survive" there is still much cooperation (in a nonconscious way) between the various life forms. The third base of posthumanism is techno-transcendence. This big word simply means using technology to overcome our limits, to transcend. This blends very well with the first two attitudes covered because any amount of change - even if tiny - will add up after awhile. For instance, the addition of oxygen -- so vital to our lives today -- to this planet's atmosphere over 1.7 billion years ago caused the extinction of many species as well as opened up opportunities for new life forms to exploit. The actual process was an extremely slow one, taking over 600 million years to complete, according to current estimates. The slow pace still led to major changes. Today, of course, people take this change for granted.

Alt Solves- Religion
Transhumanism is comparatively better than religion at promoting conceptual thinking- our alternative is the exact opposite of nihilism
MORE 96 (Max, Ph.D., Strategic Philosopher and co-founder of the Extropy Institute, “TRANSHUMANISM: Towards a Futurist Philosophy,” http://www.maxmore.com/transhum.htm)
Humanity is in the early stages of a period of explosive expansion in knowledge, freedom, intelligence, lifespan, and wisdom. Yet our species persists in old conceptual structures and processes which act as a drag on progress. One of the worst is religious thinking. In this essay I will show how religion acts as an entropic force, standing against our advancement into transhumanity and our future as posthumans. At the same time I will acknowledge the necessary and positive role that religions have played in giving meaning and structure to our lives. The alternative to religion is not a despairing nihilism, nor a sterile scientism, but transhumanism. Humanism, while a major step in the right direction, contains too many outdated values and ideas. Extropianism the principal form of transhumanism moves beyond humanism, focusing on our evolutionary future.
Alt Solves the K

Transhumanism is key to shape the development of technologies that could destroy the world- this solves the K
BOSTROM 2005 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Transhumanist Values,” Last Mod Sept 17, http://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/values.html)
Transhumanism does not entail technological optimism. While future technological capabilities carry immense potential for beneficial deployments, they also could be misused to cause enormous harm, ranging all the way to the extreme possibility of intelligent life becoming extinct. Other potential negative outcomes include widening social inequalities or a gradual erosion of the hard-to-quantify assets that we care deeply about but tend to neglect in our daily struggle for material gain, such as meaningful human relationships and ecological diversity. Such risks must be taken very seriously, as thoughtful transhumanists fully acknowledge.[3]
AT: Tech Will Fail

Even if the tech fails it will radically help humanity
BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/88/)
Success in the transhumanist endeavor is not an all-or-nothing matter. There is no “it” that everything hinges on. Instead, there are many incremental processes at play, which may work better or worse, faster or more slowly. Even if we can’t cure all diseases, we will cure many. Even if we don’t get immortality, we can have healthier lives. Even if we can’t freeze whole bodies and revive them, we can learn how to store organs for transplantation. Even if we don’t solve world hunger, we can feed a lot of people. With many potentially transforming technologies already available and others in the pipeline, it is clear that there will be a large scope for human augmentation. The more powerful transhuman technologies, such as machine-phase nanotechnology and superintelligence, can be reached through several independent paths. Should we find one path to be blocked, we can try another one. The multiplicity of routes adds to the probability that our journey will not come to a premature halt.
AT: Technofantasy

Transhumanism’s dreams are possible, not a fantasy
MORE 2009 (Max, strategic philosopher, co-founder of Extropy Institute, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10685/Default.aspx)
According to Ihde, “technofantasy hype is the current code for magic.” As an example, he picks on the poor, foolish fellow (Lewis L. Strauss) who fantasized that nuclear fission would provide a limitless supply of energy “too cheap to meter.” Technofantasy is magical thinking because magic produces outcomes that are completely free of trade-offs and unclear and unintended consequences. Magical technologies simply “make it so.” In these technofantasies, “only the paradisical [sic] results are desired.” It might have been better if Ihde had talked of “divine thinking” rather than “magical thinking” since, in a great many fables and other stories, the use of magic does bring unintended consequences (perhaps most famously in the various genie-in-a-bottle tales). Still, the point is clear. But does it apply to actual transhumanist thinkers? After all, Ihde’s well-worn example is not from a transhumanist, but from an excessively enthusiastic promoter of nuclear fission as an energy source. It is easy to throw around a term like “technofantasy,” but exactly is it? What appears to be fantasy, what appears to be a magical technology, depends on the time frame you adopt. Clearly many of today’s technologies would appear magical to people from a few centuries ago. That point was stated memorably in Arthur C. Clarke’s Third Law: “Any sufficiently advanced technology is indistinguishable from magic.”3 Take someone from, let’s say, the 15th century, and expose them to air travel, television, or Google and they would probably ask what powerful demon or mage created them. Of course there is such a thing as technofantasy: it’s imaginary technology that ignores the laws of physics as we currently understand them. Any remarkable technology, so long as it is not physically impossible, cannot reasonably be described as magical thinking. Projecting technological developments within the limits of science is projection or “exploratory engineering,” not fantasy—a distinction crucial to separating the genres of “hard science fiction” from “soft” SF and outright fantasy. Seamless and “magical” operation remains a worthy goal for real technologies, however difficult it may be to achieve (as in “transparent computing”). Hence the ring of truth from Gehm’s Corollary to Clarke's Third Law: “Any technology distinguishable from magic is insufficiently advanced.”
AT: Utopian

Transhumanism prevents utopianism- it advocates perpetual progress over mindlessly conforming to a dream standard
MORE 2009 (Max, strategic philosopher, co-founder of Extropy Institute, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10685/Default.aspx)
The Idol of Paradise and the idea of a Platonically perfect, static utopia, is so antithetical to true transhumanism that I coined the term “extropia” to label a conceptual alternative. Transhumanists seek neither utopia nor dystopia. They seek perpetual progress—a never-ending movement toward the ever-distant goal of extropia. One of the Principles of Extropy (the first systematic formulation of transhumanist philosophy that I wrote two decades ago) is Perpetual Progress. This states that transhumanists “seek continual improvement in ourselves, our cultures, and our environments. We seek to improve ourselves physically, intellectually, and psychologically. We value the perpetual pursuit of knowledge and understanding.” This principle captures the way transhumanists challenge traditional assertions that we should leave human nature fundamentally unchanged in order to conform to “God’s will” or to what is considered “natural.”
It’s physically possible 

MORE 2009 (Max, strategic philosopher, co-founder of Extropy Institute, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10685/Default.aspx)

According to Ihde, “technofantasy hype is the current code for magic.” As an example, he picks on the poor, foolish fellow (Lewis L. Strauss) who fantasized that nuclear fission would provide a limitless supply of energy “too cheap to meter.” Technofantasy is magical thinking because magic produces outcomes that are completely free of trade-offs and unclear and unintended consequences. Magical technologies simply “make it so.” In these technofantasies, “only the paradisical [sic] results are desired.” It might have been better if Ihde had talked of “divine thinking” rather than “magical thinking” since, in a great many fables and other stories, the use of magic does bring unintended consequences (perhaps most famously in the various genie-in-a-bottle tales). Still, the point is clear. But does it apply to actual transhumanist thinkers? After all, Ihde’s well-worn example is not from a transhumanist, but from an excessively enthusiastic promoter of nuclear fission as an energy source. It is easy to throw around a term like “technofantasy,” but exactly is it? What appears to be fantasy, what appears to be a magical technology, depends on the time frame you adopt. Clearly many of today’s technologies would appear magical to people from a few centuries ago. That point was stated memorably in Arthur C. Clarke’s Third Law: “Any sufficiently advanced technology is indistinguishable from magic.”3 Take someone from, let’s say, the 15th century, and expose them to air travel, television, or Google and they would probably ask what powerful demon or mage created them. Of course there is such a thing as technofantasy: it’s imaginary technology that ignores the laws of physics as we currently understand them. Any remarkable technology, so long as it is not physically impossible, cannot reasonably be described as magical thinking. Projecting technological developments within the limits of science is projection or “exploratory engineering,” not fantasy—a distinction crucial to separating the genres of “hard science fiction” from “soft” SF and outright fantasy. Seamless and “magical” operation remains a worthy goal for real technologies, however difficult it may be to achieve (as in “transparent computing”). Hence the ring of truth from Gehm’s Corollary to Clarke's Third Law: “Any technology distinguishable from magic is insufficiently advanced.”

*AT: Transhumanism Bad*

AT: Transhumanism Impact Turns

Intelligence incorporates their impacts- philosophy is too primitive to understand the unlimited possibilities

Bostrom 2005

(Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Transhumanist Values,” Last Mod Sept 17, http://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/values.html)

Intellectual capacity. We have all had moments when we wished we were a little smarter. The three-pound, cheese-like thinking machine that we lug around in our skulls can do some neat tricks, but it also has significant shortcomings. Some of these – such as forgetting to buy milk or failing to attain native fluency in languages you learn as an adult – are obvious and require no elaboration. These shortcomings are inconveniences but hardly fundamental barriers to human development. Yet there is a more profound sense in the constraints of our intellectual apparatus limit our modes of our mentation. I mentioned the Chimpanzee analogy earlier: just as is the case for the great apes, our own cognitive makeup may foreclose whole strata of understanding and mental activity. The point here is not about any logical or metaphysical impossibility: we need not suppose that posthumans would not be Turing computable or that they would have concepts that could not be expressed by any finite sentences in our language, or anything of that sort. The impossibility that I am referring to is more like the impossibility for us current humans to visualize an 200-dimensional hypersphere or to read, with perfect recollection and understanding, every book in the Library of Congress. These things are impossible for us because, simply put, we lack the brainpower. In the same way, may lack the ability to intuitively understand what being a posthuman would be like or to grok the playing field of posthuman concerns. Further, our human brains may cap our ability to discover philosophical and scientific truths. It is possible that failure of philosophical research to arrive at solid, generally accepted answers to many of the traditional big philosophical questions could be due to the fact that we are not smart enough to be successful in this kind of enquiry. Our cognitive limitations may be confining us in a Platonic cave, where the best we can do is theorize about “shadows”, that is, representations that are sufficiently oversimplified and dumbed-down to fit inside a human brain.

Superintelligence corrects any impact turns
Bostrom 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October, http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/60/)
The arrival of superintelligence will clearly deal a heavy blow to anthropocentric worldviews. Much more important than its philosophical implications, however, would be its practical effects. Creating superintelligence may be the last invention that humans will ever need to make, since superintelligences could themselves take care of further scientific and technological development. They would do so more effectively than humans. Biological humanity would no longer be the smartest life form on the block. The prospect of superintelligence raises many big issues and concerns that we should think deeply about in advance of its actual development. The paramount question is: What can be done to maximize the chances that the arrival of superintelligence will benefit rather than harm us? The range of expertise needed to address this question extends far beyond the community of AI researchers. Neuroscientists, economists, cognitive scientists, computer scientists, philosophers, ethicists, sociologists, science-fiction writers, military strategists, politicians, legislators, and many others will have to pool their insights if we are to deal wisely with what may be the most important task our species will ever have to tackle. Many transhumanists would like to become superintelligent themselves. This is obviously a long-term and uncertain goal, but it might be achievable either through uploading and subsequent enhancement or through the gradual augmentation of our biological brains, by means of future nootropics (cognitive enhancement drugs), cognitive techniques, IT tools (e.g. wearable computers, smart agents, information filtering systems, visualization software, etc.), neural-computer interfaces, or brain implants.
AT: Transhumanism Bad

Democratic transhumanism means state regulation solves their impacts 

HUGHES 2006 (James, Ph.D., Public Policy Studies at Trinity College, “Democratic Transhumanism 2.0,” Last Mod Jan 26, http://www.changesurfer.com/Acad/DemocraticTranshumanism.htm)

Second, only believable and effective state-based policies to prevent adverse consequences from new technologies will reassure skittish publics that they do not have to be banned. Because of the weakness of social democracy in the U.S., current technology policy is dominated by ignorant hysteria on one side and greed on the other, politicians feeding off of populist Luddite hysteria and corporate anti-regulatory lobbyists. Publics must be offered a choice other than that of unfettered free-market technology versus bans. If transhumanists do not acknowledge the legitimacy of regulation, and attempt to craft and support responsible legislation, they cede the field to the Luddites. These choices require strong social democratic governments, such as those of Europe, that can act independent of corporate interests and vocal extremists. We need a strong social democratic regulatory apparatus that does not block transhuman technologies for Luddite reasons, but that also will ensure that transhuman technologies are safe and effective. The case of cryonics shows how spectacular frauds or iatrogenic disasters can set back acceptance of transhuman technology altogether. Human enhancements must be proven safe before being used, but not held hostage to vague Luddite anxieties.

No risk of a turn – we have the capacity to destroy earth now – only a chance transhumanism solves extinction by eliminating a drive for violence 

WALKER 2009 (Mark, assistant professor at New Mexico State University and holds the Richard L. Hedden Chair of Advanced Philosophical Studies, “Ship of Fools: Why Transhumanism is the Best Bet to Prevent the Extinction of Civilization ,” The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10682/Default.aspx)

This line of thinking is further reinforced when we consider that there is a limit to the downside of creating posthumans, at least relatively speaking. That is, one of the traditional concerns about increasing knowledge is that it seems to always imply an associated risk for greater destructive capacity. One way this point is made is in terms of ‘killing capacity’: muskets are a more powerful technology than a bow and arrow, and tanks more powerful than muskets, and atomic bombs even more destructive than tanks. The knowledge that made possible these technical advancements brought a concomitant increase in capacity for evil. Interestingly, we have almost hit the wall in our capacity for evil: once you have civilization destroying weapons there is not much worse you can do. There is a point in which the one-upmanship for evil comes to an end—when everyone is dead. If you will forgive the somewhat graphic analogy, it hardly matters to Kennedy if his head is blown off with a rifle or a cannon. Likewise, if A has a weapon that can kill every last person there is little difference between that and B’s weapon which is twice as powerful. Posthumans probably won’t have much more capacity for evil than we have, or are likely to have shortly. So, at least in terms of how many persons can be killed, posthumans will not outstrip us in this capacity. This is not to say that there are no new worries with the creation of posthumans, but the greatest evil, the destruction of civilization, is something which we now, or will soon, have. In other words, the most significant aspect that we should focus on with contemplating the creation of posthumans is their upside. They are not likely to distinguish themselves in their capacity for evil, since we have already pretty much hit the wall on that, but for their capacity for good.

Absent transhumanism extinction is inevitable – only it improves intelligence and morality 

WALKER 2009 (Mark, assistant professor at New Mexico State University and holds the Richard L. Hedden Chair of Advanced Philosophical Studies, “Ship of Fools: Why Transhumanism is the Best Bet to Prevent the Extinction of Civilization ,” The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10682/Default.aspx)

Option: transhumanism future.  The transhumanist future is one where both world-engineering and person-engineering are permitted. Specifically, as noted, the transhumanist view is that we should create persons who are smarter and more virtuous than we are. The application to our problem is obvious: our fears about the misuse of 21st century technology reduce down to fears about stupidity or viciousness. Like the Australian research scientists, the worry is that we may be the authors of an accident, but this time one of apocalyptic proportions: the end of civilization. Likewise, our moral natures may also cause our demise. Or, to put a more positive spin on it, the best candidates amongst us to lead civilization through such perilous times are the brightest and most virtuous: posthumans.17 It is worth pointing out that there is no need to deny what Fukuyama claims: there are real dangers in creating posthumans. The problem with the transhumanist project, says Fukuyama, comes when we think seriously about what characteristics to change:    Our good characteristics are intimately connected to our bad ones: If we weren’t violent and aggressive, we wouldn’t be able to defend ourselves; if we didn’t have feelings of exclusivity, we wouldn’t be loyal to those close to us; if we never felt jealousy, we would never feel love. Even morality plays a critical function in allowing our species as a whole to survive and adapt…. Modifying any one of our key characteristics inevitably entails modifying a complex, interlinked package of traits, and we will never be able to anticipate the ultimate outcome.18  So, although Fukuyama sees the pull of transhumanism, how it might look “downright reasonable”, the fact that traits we might hope to modify are interconnected means that “we will never be able to anticipate the ultimate outcome.” What Fukuyama fails to address in any systematic way is the fact that there are even greater dangers associated with not creating posthumans. So, a prudential and moral reason for creating posthumans is not that this is without risk, rather, it is less risky than the alternative here: steady-as-she-goes. If forced to put some hard numbers to these scenarios, I would venture to suggest there is a 90% chance of civilization surviving the next two centuries if we follow the transhumanist path, while I would put the chances of civilization surviving a steady-as-she-goes policy at less than 20%. But then, I am an optimist.

Transhumanists recognize it may be used for bad ends and will work to prevent a misapplication of principles- this prevents the bad effects of transhumanism
BLACKFORD 2009 (Russell, writer, philosopher, lawyer, and literary critic based in Melbourne, Australia, where he teaches part-time in the School of Philosophy and Bioethics, Monash University. He is Editor-in-Chief of The Journal of Evolution and Technology and a Fellow of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10681/Default.aspx)
Transhumanists do assume that the future derives causally from the present, but that should not be especially controversial. One could make such an assumption while simultaneously worrying that the actual future might turn out unpleasant or even dystopian. Perhaps transhumanists are committed to the idea that it's possible to devise (as-yet-unspecified) technologies that will enable the enhancement of human capacities, but they need not hold that the emergence of such technologies is simply inevitable or that it will bring no dangers. Nor must transhumanists make any absurd claims that fly in the face of what we know about the development and use of technology. They need not deny that new technologies will sometimes be used spitefully or malevolently, or that they will typically be used for self-interested purposes. At the same time, there is no need to adopt the overly pessimistic assumption that emerging technologies will typically be used for purposes that lie outside of reasonable deontic constraints. As I've explained above, realistic systems of morality do not condemn all self-interested actions as morally impermissible or "sinful"; they require only that self-interest be pursued subject to certain conditions, or within certain boundaries. Peters offers no good reason to believe that the technologies of the future will typically be used in ways that transgress defensible boundaries. Doubtless we should be alert for possible dangers from new technologies or possible misuses of them. Doubtless the appropriate boundaries need to be discussed. In short, Peters is on strong ground when he asks us to be watchful for ways in which new technologies could be used for destructive purposes. No one ought to take issue with that. Not surprisingly, however, transhumanists are well aware of the point, and often devote much of their energy to identifying risks and considering ways to reduce them. 17 Things could go very badly. At the same time, let's not approach the future with unrealistic pessimism.
Humans are naturally inclined to not be malevolent- the majority of transhumanism will be used for good

BLACKFORD 2009 (Russell, writer, philosopher, lawyer, and literary critic based in Melbourne, Australia, where he teaches part-time in the School of Philosophy and Bioethics, Monash University. He is Editor-in-Chief of The Journal of Evolution and Technology and a Fellow of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10681/Default.aspx)
But all this fails to convince. No doubt there are young people (and perhaps some older ones) who take gleeful pleasure in the creation of computer viruses and the havoc they can cause. However, Peters neglects to observe that most computer users do not create viruses or look on their effects with glee. Most of us regard the creators of computer viruses as anti-social pests. Maybe we'll always have people like them among us, but human beings are not universally inclined to malice and spite. Of course, some human beings are malevolent in far more horrible and destructive ways than computer hackers … but again this is a small minority. If destructiveness, malevolence, spiteful glee in others' discomfort, and so on are asserted by Peters to be hallmarks of human nature—in the sense that humans are always, or typically, like that—he is just wrong. He is operating with a philosophical anthropology that is unrealistically blind to the strong human propensities for sympathy, cooperation, and compromise.
AT: “Transhumanism” = Bad Word

The word “transhumanism” is good- it allows us to tie together a diversity of uniting opinions on society
BLACKFORD 2009 (Russell, writer, philosopher, lawyer, and literary critic based in Melbourne, Australia, where he teaches part-time in the School of Philosophy and Bioethics, Monash University. He is Editor-in-Chief of The Journal of Evolution and Technology and a Fellow of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10681/Default.aspx)
In its essence, transhumanism involves a rather simple idea: within certain limits that require investigation, it is desirable to use emerging technologies to enhance human physical and cognitive capacities, and to make other beneficial alterations to human traits. Stated so broadly, transhumanism's essential idea is, I believe, defensible. Note, however, that it allows enormous scope for discussion and debate among people who accept it as a general proposition. Questions abound. What, exactly, are the limits that I've described as requiring investigation? How quickly or slowly will the transition take place and where might it end? Should we be attempting to accelerate it, slow it down, or direct its course in some way? All of these issues and many others can be—and are being—discussed with sophistication, and often with passion, within the contemporary transhumanist movement. Many positions are taken, and the ferment of opinions and arguments is surely a sign of the movement's intellectual health. 2 On the other hand, such ferment and internal debate can create confusion. Some participants in the transhumanist movement may want little more than the greenlighting and fast-tracking of certain controversial technologies—therapeutic cloning technology, for example. At the other extreme, some imagine grand schemes for re-engineering the cosmos, perhaps turning entire stars, planets, or galaxies into a complex, intricately-functioning substrate that experiences blissful consciousness. Here, speculative thought runs wild, though that is not always a bad thing. There are, of course, many intermediate (or simply different) transhumanist positions.

Some individuals may feel considerable ambivalence about the label, seeing the force of conflicting considerations. That is, indeed, my own situation. Still, the essential idea of transhumanism is no longer especially recherché: it is increasingly familiar and plausible.

AT: Humanism Bad
Transhumanism isn’t the same thing as humanism- we allow individuals to choose self-alteration
BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  

http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/46/)

Transhumanism can be viewed as an extension of humanism, from which it is partially derived. Humanists believe that humans matter, that individuals matter. We might not be perfect, but we can make things better by promoting rational thinking, freedom, tolerance, democracy, and concern for our fellow human beings. Transhumanists agree with this but also emphasize what we have the potential to become. Just as we use rational means to improve the human condition and the external world, we can also use such means to improve ourselves, the human organism. In doing so, we are not limited to traditional humanistic methods, such as education and cultural development. We can also use technological means that will eventually enable us to move beyond what some would think of as “human”. It is not our human shape or the details of our current human biology that define what is valuable about us, but rather our aspirations and ideals, our experiences, and the kinds of lives we lead. To a transhumanist, progress occurs when more people become more able to shape themselves, their lives, and the ways they relate to others, in accordance with their own deepest values. Transhumanists place a high value on autonomy: the ability and right of individuals to plan and choose their own lives. Some people may of course, for any number of reasons, choose to forgo the opportunity to use technology to improve themselves. Transhumanists seek to create a world in which autonomous individuals may choose to remain unenhanced or choose to be enhanced and in which these choices will be respected.

AT: Nature Good

Nature is chaotic- transcending humanity through technology creates a better humanity
de Magalhães 8  Lecturer [assistant professor] in the School of Biological Sciences at the University of Liverpool (Joao Pedro,  2008, “The Sky is the Limit”, http://jp.senescence.info/thoughts/transhumanism.html)

Humans are not a finished product; we are evolving organisms, waiting for the right conditions to blossom. We can and we must evolve beyond natural and biological limits. It is our destiny. Contra naturam, the defiance of Nature, has lead us to increase our quality of life and longevity. In fact, Nature has committed countless crimes against humanity: plagues and diseases, earthquakes and floods, pests, poisonous plants, and aging; Nature created us to suffer and die. In fact, if it wasn't for Dr. Fleming's penicillin, I would be naturally dead because I had pneumonia when I was a child. It went against Nature and I'm happy for it. We have been and will continue to fight and adapt Nature using our technology and intelligence. (By "fighting Nature," I don't mean destroying the rainforest. I actually support conservation efforts and I think we can learn much from other species. What I mean is that the human condition should supplant, like it does to some degree, what Nature intended for us humans.) When we win the battle against Nature we will not be humans anymore, we will be better than humans. At present, our top priority must be to fight aging, but if we can achieve such lofty goal, we will have a world of opportunities to upgrade ourselves using genetics, cybernetics, and nanotechnology. 
AT: Prohibit Genetic Engineering

Banning genetic experimentation only leads to more dangerous actions
WALKER 2009 (Mark, assistant professor at New Mexico State University and holds the Richard L. Hedden Chair of Advanced Philosophical Studies, “Ship of Fools: Why Transhumanism is the Best Bet to Prevent the Extinction of Civilization ,” The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10682/Default.aspx)
There are at least two problems with the steady-as-she goes policy. First, there is the worry about how effective a ban on person-engineering is likely to be. The likelihood of an effective ban will depend on what policies are adopted, and little thought has gone into this. A notable exception here is Fukuyama who has made some suggestive recommendations as to how national and international agencies might be built to contain the development of person-engineering.16 If implemented, Fukuyama’s recommendations may well reduce the number of attempts to person-engineer, but Fukuyama has little to say about the seemingly inevitable underground activities of person-engineering. The problem then is that Fukuyama’s version of the steady-as-she-goes strategy may reduce the gross number of person-engineering experiments, but the outcomes of the underground experiments may prove less benign. Unlike what transhumanists propose, a rogue group working clandestinely in opposition to a world ban on person-engineering is less likely to be worried about ensuring their posthuman progeny are as virtuous as possible.

Banning genetic engineering causes extinction

WALKER 2009 (Mark, assistant professor at New Mexico State University and holds the Richard L. Hedden Chair of Advanced Philosophical Studies, “Ship of Fools: Why Transhumanism is the Best Bet to Prevent the Extinction of Civilization ,” The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10682/Default.aspx)
The second, and for our purposes, primary problem with the steady-as-she-goes strategy is that it says nothing about how we are to address the dual-use problem: the development of 21st century technologies for peaceful purposes necessarily bring with them the prospect that the same technology can be used for civilization ending purposes. While I don’t agree with Joy about what to do about these threats, I am in full agreement that they exist, and that we would be foolhardy to ignore them. Interestingly, this is where Fukuyama is weakest: he has almost nothing to say about the destructive capabilities of 21st century world-engineering, and how the institutions he proposes would control their deadly use. A world where we continue to develop 21st century technologies means that the knowledge and limited equipment necessary for individuals to do their own world-engineering, and so potentially their own civilization ending projects (accidently or purposively), will only increase. So, at worst Fukuyama’s proposal is foolhardy, at best it is radically incomplete.
AT: Must Regulate Others’ Choice

Allowing individuals to control their identity is the best choice- Soviet totalitarianism and eugenics prove group regulation only creates violence 

BOSTROM 2005 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Transhumanist Values,” Last Mod Sept 17, http://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/values.html)
To start with, transhumanists typically place emphasis on individual freedom and individual choice in the area of enhancement technologies. Humans differ widely in their conceptions of what their own perfection or improvement would consist in. Some want to develop in one direction, others in different directions, and some prefer to stay the way they are. It would neither be morally unacceptable for anybody to impose a single standard to which we would all have to conform. People should have the right to choose which enhancement technologies, if any, they want to use. In cases where individual choices impact substantially on other people, this general principle may need to be restricted, but the mere fact that somebody may be disgusted or morally affronted by somebody else’s using technology to modify herself would not normally a legitimate ground for coercive interference. Furthermore, the poor track record of centrally planned efforts to create better people (e.g. the eugenics movement and Soviet totalitarianism) shows that we need to be wary of collective decision-making in the field of human modification.
AT: Brave New World

The “Brave New World” analogy is an incorrect depiction of transhumanism- it restricts the principles of human individuality that transhumanism supports
BOSTROM 2009 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10687/Default.aspx)
The fictional inhabitants of Brave New World, to pick the best-known of Kass’s examples, are admittedly short on dignity (in at least one sense of the word). But the claim that this is the inevitable consequence of our obtaining technological mastery over human nature is exceedingly pessimistic—and unsupported—if understood as a futuristic prediction, and false if construed as a claim about metaphysical necessity. There are many things wrong with the fictional society that Huxley described. It is static, totalitarian, caste-bound; its culture is a wasteland. The brave new worlders themselves are a dehumanized and undignified lot. Yet posthumans they are not. Their capacities are not super-human but in many respects substantially inferior to our own. Their life expectancy and physique are quite normal, but their intellectual, emotional, moral, and spiritual faculties are stunted. The majority of the brave new worlders have various degrees of engineered mental retardation. And everyone, save the ten world controllers (along with a miscellany of primitives and social outcasts who are confined to fenced preservations or isolated islands), are barred or discouraged from developing individuality, independent thinking and initiative, and are conditioned not to desire these traits in the first place. Brave New World is not a tale of human enhancement gone amok but a tragedy of technology and social engineering being used to deliberately cripple moral and intellectual capacities—the exact antithesis of the transhumanist proposal.

*CLONING*

AT: Cloning Impossible

Cloning is easily feasible
KILLIAN AND JIRTLE 2001 (Professor R. Jirtle and Dr. K. Killian.  Prof. Jirtle and Dr. Killian perform research on mammalian genomic imprinting at the Duke University Medical Center, HUMANS MAY BE EASIER TO CLONE THAN SHEEP AND MICE BECAUSE OF A SINGLE GENETIC DIFFERENCE, http://www.reproductivecloning.net/open/jirtle.html)
Humans could be technically easier to clone than sheep, cows, pigs and mice because humans possess a genetic benefit that prevents fetal overgrowth, a major obstacle encountered in cloning animals, according to new research by Duke University Medical Center scientists. The genetic benefit seems subtle, say the researchers, but it is so important that it creates fundamental differences between humans and other animals in the way they regulate fetal growth and cancer susceptibility. The research is published in the Aug. 15, 2001 issue of Human Molecular Genetics. The genetic benefit they found was this: humans and other primates possess two activated copies of a gene called insulin-like growth factor II receptor (IGF2R). Offspring receive one functional copy from each parent, as expected. However, sheep, pigs, mice and virtually all non-primate mammals receive only one functional copy of this gene because of a rare phenomenon known as genomic imprinting, in which the gene is literally stamped with markings that turn off its function. With the second copy of the gene permanently imprinted, such animals are more prone to two major problems -- developing cancer and suffering from cloning complications like overly large offspring, immature lung development, enlarged hearts and reduced immunity to disease, say the scientists. "This is the first concrete genetic data showing that the cloning process could be less complicated in humans than in sheep," said Keith Killian, a Duke University Medical Center molecular evolutionist and first author of the study. "Only one in 300 sheep embryos takes hold, and up to half of these embryos have large offspring syndrome, which can kill the mother and the fetus. Since humans are not imprinted at IGF2R, then fetal overgrowth would not be predicted to occur if humans were cloned."

Technical obstacles to cloning can be overcome
STEPHENS 2001 (Patrick, Patrick Stephens is The Objectivist Center's manager of current affairs, “Cloning:  Toward a New Conception of Humanity,” January http://www.reproductivecloning.net/open/objectivist.html)
While the critics of cloning, and Kass in particular, focus their attention on the spiritual consequences of human cloning, they are right to criticize current efforts in one respect; the current state of cloning technology is not yet advanced enough to warrant human experimentation. Cloning experiments have yet to show success rates in excess of 6 or 7 percent. Many cloned mammals exhibit grotesque genetic disorders, often ones that are life threatening to both the clone and the mother. Clones are routinely born oversized. There is usually a significant amount of birthing trauma for both mother and infant. The lifespan of cloned animals is unusually short. In this respect, it would be grossly irresponsible for anyone to engage in human cloning at the present time. But these risks will undoubtedly be overcome. At such time as the process carries risks comparable to natural reproduction, these objections will cease to be relevant. But the debate is now; concerns about the current feasibility of the procedure should not delay debate on the more substantial spiritual criticisms that the critics raise.
AT: Cloning Unsafe
Efforts to ban cloning are a cover-up for eugenics

FYFE 2001 (Alonzo, “Against A Prohibition on Cloning,” http://www.reproductivecloning.net/Articles/fyfe.htm)
There are many who would like to think of cloning as a failure, but in doing so stack the deck by insisting on an unreasonable standard of success. Standards comparable to those use for drugs would hold that cloning is a success if can provide certain people with something of value that they can not obtain any other way -- a child that is biologically their own. Which cloning can do. Yet, we must also consider whether cloning, in some way, will fail in the sense that it harms Theresia, our potential daughter. Here, some speak as if bringing a clone into the world that has any defects in any way is a harm against her. But what if the defect were as minor as one finger being 0.1 inches shorter than its counterpart on the other hand? We would not consider this to be a harm. To see of Theresia is harmed in any way, the only reasonable question to ask is whether the defects are so severe that it is reasonable to expect that Theresia would rather not exist at all than to exist with the defect. For these truly are the only options available to her. Let us assume an extreme case, that Theresia ages quickly and has a life expectancy of only 30 years. This is 30 years more than Theresia would otherwise have had. Far from making cloning "unsafe" and a failure, cloning becomes 15 times more successful (for Theresia) than the drug discussed above (for DX sufferers). If cloning can not benefit Lesley (e.g., by giving her a child of her own), or can do so only by causing Theresia harm (e.g., by giving her a life which is sufficiently poor in quality that nonexistence would be preferred), then it should not be permitted. But preliminary evidence suggests that cloning will far surpasss these safety criteria. Which means that anybody who argues for a prohibition of cloning for reasons of safety, are really just using the term "safety" as doublespeak for "eugenics," the way that Hitler used the term "euthanasia" to defend some of his practices of extermination. In fact, the speaker is simply hijacking the term to make a policy of preventing the conception of people falling short of their ideas of perfection from entering the world.
AT: Clone Army

Clone armies are just sci-fi fantasies- it won’t happen
FYFE 2001 (Alonzo, “Against A Prohibition on Cloning,” http://www.reproductivecloning.net/Articles/fyfe.htm)
This can also be called the 10,000 Hitler objection, since it is most commonly stated as fear that someone would use the technology that gave us Theresia to create an army of Hitlers. It's a fear generated from too much bad science fiction. Cloned soldiers would still have to be carried to maturity by an army of mothers, and raised by an army of nannies and teachers. It would still take about two decades to come up with the first batch of useful soldiers or slaves. Even then, getting the clones to all believe the same thing would be impossible. Neither knowledge nor experience can be cloned, and knowledge and experience heavily influences what type of person we become. To hear some people speak, one would think that Hitler's clones would all grow up speaking German regardless of the language spoken by those around them. Just as the clone may learn a different language, he is certainly going to have different experiences, and is likely to draw different lessons from those experiences. Another reason that cloning is a very poor tool for the creation of such an army is because a clone can never be better than the person cloned. Whereas, through selective breeding, a dictator can constantly improve its stock of slaves and soldiers. Not surprisingly, selective breeding is exactly what you get when the government assumes the authority to dictate to its citizens who may and who may not have children based on criteria such as whether those children are likely enough to meet the government's standards of perfection.
AT: Cloning Devalues Life

Clones will not be harvested- the rule of law and status quo prove

FYFE 2001 (Alonzo, “Against A Prohibition on Cloning,” http://www.reproductivecloning.net/Articles/fyfe.htm)
These objections hold that cloning should be prohibited on the grounds that clones will be treated as slaves or, worse, chopped up and sold as spare parts. Both slavery and chopping up people for spare parts are possible today, without cloning. And, in fact, there have been instances of couples having a child through traditional methods in the hopes of creating a suitable donor for others who are in need of a transplant. So allowing or prohibiting cloning has nothing to do with what we need to decide about these issues. Whatever decisions we make apply to clones and traditionally conceived humans alike. And it is simply absurd to hold that legalized cloning will lead to an irresistible force demanding that we repeal the 13th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution and a return to slavery. Should our daughter Theresia come to be, I do not fear that she will end up a slave or harvested for spare parts. She will be our child, a fully human child -- as human as my wife Lesley, with all of the rights and responsibilities due her as a member of the human race. And those who claim to be seeking to protect her from slavery really have some other motive at the core of their statements. And should a society come into existence that is less concerned about abusing humans in this way, then those born through normal methods are in just as much danger as clones. No scientist in a laboratory has the power to create the property of "second class citizens." Only politicians can do that.
AT: Discriminate Against Clones

Claiming that clones will be discriminated against is a bigoted conception of cloning
FYFE 2001 (Alonzo, “Against A Prohibition on Cloning,” http://www.reproductivecloning.net/Articles/fyfe.htm)
Some people have argued that we should prohibit cloning because of the possibility that clones may be subject to discrimination and prejudice. That, in the name of protecting children from these harms, cloning should not be permitted. Let us apply this form of reasoning to other groups. What would we say to the person who came before us and said that, to protect children from the harms of prejudice and discrimination, no black person should be allowed to be conceived. Or that no more Jewish children should come into existence. That we have the right to insist on this, and to pass penalties against those who would bring blacks and Jews into this world, all in the name of protecting the children. In these cases, we instantly see the claim for what it is. These people are not putting into play some totally new weapon to be used against bigotry. They are announcing an unconditional surrender to prejudice, granting the bigots the unconditional surrender they seek by giving them a world free of the targets of their hatred.
AT: Clones Will Be Oppressed

Clones won’t become commodities- loving parents are the only ones who will resort to using cloning
BAILEY 2002 (Ronald, award-winning science columnist, Reason Magazine, Dec 27)
One moral objection often heard is that cloned children would be not ends in themselves, but would be means for their parents' self-aggrandizement (not to mention the means of aggrandizement for Raelian beliefs). And sadly this may be true for some cloned children, but it also true for many children born today in the conventional way. On the other hand, the considerable emotional and financial investment that the parents of cloned children will be making indicates that these children will be very much wanted and treasured by their families. Once the public understands more completely the limitations of cloning (for example, that one can't bring back the dead), human cloning will likely be used mostly by infertile couples who have no other choice for bearing biologically related children. For the rest of us, producing children the old-fashioned way will remain a lot more fun and a lot cheaper.
AT: Cloning Bad- Diversity

Cloning doesn’t threaten genetic diversity
MINTON  2001 (Dwayne, “The Tao of Cloning,” Last Modified Nov 15, www.futures.hawaii.edu/j10/tao.pdf)
The likelihood of dangerously depleting the genetic diversity of the human species through cloning is small. Studies in genetics have shown that significant genetic diversity can be maintained in a population where only a very few individuals are sexually reproducing. Studies of small populations on islands support these findings -- species with low levels of genetic exchange (via sexual reproduction) with other populations of their species, retain a high level of genetic diversity and similarity with these other populations. Until the human desire to sexually reproduce is gone, cloning itself will not threaten the genetic diversity of human species.
AT: We’ll Clone Hitler

Cloning doesn’t reproduce evil people

MINTON  2001 (Dwayne, “The Tao of Cloning,” Last Modified Nov 15, www.futures.hawaii.edu/j10/tao.pdf)
Though it is theoretically possible to clone someone like Adolf Hitler (assuming you could find a complete set of his DNA), humans are as much a product of their environment as they are of their genetics. Though all traits have a genetic component (expressed as heritability), genes do not have absolute control over who we are. Interactions with our environment dictate what genes will be expressed in an individual. As an example, the interaction of a fair skinned individual with sunlight will activate the genes for melanin and cause the skin to darken. Simply put, genes control what we can be, while the environment around us makes us what we are.

*POPULATION/LIVING*

AT: Accepting Death Good

Accepting death only creates despair- transhumanism allows us to be free of the concept of death
BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/78/)
Average human life span hovered between 20 and 30 years for most of our species’ history. Most people today are thus living highly unnaturally long lives. Because of the high incidence of infectious disease, accidents, starvation, and violent death among our ancestors, very few of them lived much beyond 60 or 70. There was therefore little selection pressure to evolve the cellular repair mechanisms (and pay their metabolic costs) that would be required to keep us going beyond our meager three scores and ten. As a result of these circumstances in the distant past, we now suffer the inevitable decline of old age: damage accumulates at a faster pace than it can be repaired; tissues and organs begin to malfunction; and then we keel over and die. The quest for immortality is one of the most ancient and deep-rooted of human aspirations. It has been an important theme in human literature from the very earliest preserved written story, The Epic of Gilgamesh, and in innumerable narratives and myths ever since. It underlies the teachings of world religions about spiritual immortality and the hope of an afterlife. If death is part of the natural order, so too is the human desire to overcome death. Before transhumanism, the only hope of evading death was through reincarnation or otherworldly resurrection. Those who viewed such religious doctrines as figments of our own imagination had no alternative but to accept death as an inevitable fact of our existence. Secular worldviews, including traditional humanism, would typically include some sort of explanation of why death was not such a bad thing after all. Some existentialists even went so far as to maintain that death was necessary to give life meaning! That people should make excuses for death is understandable. Until recently there was absolutely nothing anybody could do about it, and it made some degree of sense then to create comforting philosophies according to which dying of old age is a fine thing (“deathism”). If such beliefs were once relatively harmless, and perhaps even provided some therapeutic benefit, they have now outlived their purpose. Today, we can foresee the possibility of eventually abolishing aging and we have the option of taking active measures to stay alive until then, through life extension techniques and, as a last resort, cryonics. This makes the illusions of deathist philosophies dangerous, indeed fatal, since they teach helplessness and encourage passivity. Espousing a deathist viewpoint tends to go with a certain element of hypocrisy. It is to be hoped and expected that a good many of death’s apologists, if they were one day presented with the concrete choice between (A) getting sick, old, and dying, and (B) being given a new shot of life to stay healthy, vigorous and to remain in the company of friends and loved ones to participate in the unfolding of the future, would, when push came to shove, choose this latter alternative. If some people would still choose death, that’s a choice that is of course to be regretted, but nevertheless this choice must be respected. The transhumanist position on the ethics of death is crystal clear: death should be voluntary. This means that everybody should be free to extend their lives and to arrange for cryonic suspension of their deanimated bodies. It also means that voluntary euthanasia, under conditions of informed consent, is a basic human right. It may turn out to be impossible to live forever, strictly speaking, even for those who are lucky enough to survive to such a time when technology has been perfected, and even under ideal conditions. The amount of matter and energy that our civilization can lay its hands on before they recede forever beyond our reach (due to the universe’s expansion) is finite in the current most favored cosmological models. The heat death of the universe is thus a matter of some personal concern to optimistic transhumanists! It is too early to tell whether our days are necessarily numbered. Cosmology and fundamental physics are still incomplete and in theoretical flux; theoretical possibilities for infinite information processing (which might enable an upload to live an infinite life) seem to open and close every few years. We have to live with this uncertainty, along with the much greater uncertainty about whether any of us will manage to avoid dying prematurely, before technology has become mature.
AT: Immortality Bad
Death can still be a choice but rejecting immortality entirely is death worship 

BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/78/)

Average human life span hovered between 20 and 30 years for most of our species’ history. Most people today are thus living highly unnaturally long lives. Because of the high incidence of infectious disease, accidents, starvation, and violent death among our ancestors, very few of them lived much beyond 60 or 70. There was therefore little selection pressure to evolve the cellular repair mechanisms (and pay their metabolic costs) that would be required to keep us going beyond our meager three scores and ten. As a result of these circumstances in the distant past, we now suffer the inevitable decline of old age: damage accumulates at a faster pace than it can be repaired; tissues and organs begin to malfunction; and then we keel over and die. The quest for immortality is one of the most ancient and deep-rooted of human aspirations. It has been an important theme in human literature from the very earliest preserved written story, The Epic of Gilgamesh, and in innumerable narratives and myths ever since. It underlies the teachings of world religions about spiritual immortality and the hope of an afterlife. If death is part of the natural order, so too is the human desire to overcome death. Before transhumanism, the only hope of evading death was through reincarnation or otherworldly resurrection. Those who viewed such religious doctrines as figments of our own imagination had no alternative but to accept death as an inevitable fact of our existence. Secular worldviews, including traditional humanism, would typically include some sort of explanation of why death was not such a bad thing after all. Some existentialists even went so far as to maintain that death was necessary to give life meaning! That people should make excuses for death is understandable. Until recently there was absolutely nothing anybody could do about it, and it made some degree of sense then to create comforting philosophies according to which dying of old age is a fine thing (“deathism”). If such beliefs were once relatively harmless, and perhaps even provided some therapeutic benefit, they have now outlived their purpose. Today, we can foresee the possibility of eventually abolishing aging and we have the option of taking active measures to stay alive until then, through life extension techniques and, as a last resort, cryonics. This makes the illusions of deathist philosophies dangerous, indeed fatal, since they teach helplessness and encourage passivity. Espousing a deathist viewpoint tends to go with a certain element of hypocrisy. It is to be hoped and expected that a good many of death’s apologists, if they were one day presented with the concrete choice between (A) getting sick, old, and dying, and (B) being given a new shot of life to stay healthy, vigorous and to remain in the company of friends and loved ones to participate in the unfolding of the future, would, when push came to shove, choose this latter alternative. If some people would still choose death, that’s a choice that is of course to be regretted, but nevertheless this choice must be respected. The transhumanist position on the ethics of death is crystal clear: death should be voluntary. This means that everybody should be free to extend their lives and to arrange for cryonic suspension of their deanimated bodies. It also means that voluntary euthanasia, under conditions of informed consent, is a basic human right. It may turn out to be impossible to live forever, strictly speaking, even for those who are lucky enough to survive to such a time when technology has been perfected, and even under ideal conditions. The amount of matter and energy that our civilization can lay its hands on before they recede forever beyond our reach (due to the universe’s expansion) is finite in the current most favored cosmological models. The heat death of the universe is thus a matter of some personal concern to optimistic transhumanists! It is too early to tell whether our days are necessarily numbered. Cosmology and fundamental physics are still incomplete and in theoretical flux; theoretical possibilities for infinite information processing (which might enable an upload to live an infinite life) seem to open and close every few years. We have to live with this uncertainty, along with the much greater uncertainty about whether any of us will manage to avoid dying prematurely, before technology has become mature.
AT: Overpopulation

Efforts to limit aging because of overpopulation justified mandated execution and transhumanism’s technology encourages a decline in population
BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  
http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/70/)
In technologically advanced countries, couples tend to have fewer children, often below the replacement rate. As an empirical generalization, giving people increased rational control over their lives, especially through women’s education and participation in the labor market, causes couples to have fewer children. If one took seriously the idea of controlling population by limiting life span, why not be more active about it? Why not encourage suicide? Why not execute anyone reaching the age of 75? If slowing aging were unacceptable because it might lead to there being more people, what about efforts to cure cancer, reduce traffic deaths, or improve worker safety? Why use double standards? When transhumanists say they want to extend lifespans, what they mean is that they want to extend healthspans. This means that the extra person-years would be productive and would add economic value to society. We can all agree that there would be little point in living an extra ten years in a state of dementia. The world population growth rate has been declining for several decades. It peaked in 1970 at 2.1%. In 2003, it was 1.2%; and it is expected to fall below 1.0% around 2015. (United Nations 2002). The doomsday predictions of the so-called “Club of Rome” from the early 1970s have consistently turned out to be wrong. The more people there are, the more brains there will be working to invent new ideas and solutions. If people can look forward to a longer healthy, active life, they will have a personal stake in the future and will hopefully be more concerned about the long-term consequences of their actions.

*MIND/BODY*

AT: Reviles the Body

Transhumanism doesn’t despise the body, it seeks to enable the body to reach its full potential
MORE 2009 (Max, strategic philosopher, co-founder of Extropy Institute, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10685/Default.aspx)
Ihde is right that the cyborg can be an idol. In his discussion of this idol, however, he never explicitly suggests that transhumanists idolize the cyborg. That’s just as well, since transhumanists generally look down on the Cyborg concept as primitive and unhelpful. It is the critics who try to force the square peg of transhumanist views of the body into the round hole of the “cyborg.” This most often takes the form of accusing us of seeking to mechanize the human body, or of fearing, hating, or despising our fleshiness,  the fallacies of which I discussed in “Beyond the Machine: Technology and Posthuman Freedom.”7 A classic example of this straw man construction can be found in Erik Davis’ Techgnosis. Thankfully, Ihde does not repeat this error. True transhumanism doesn’t find the biological human body disgusting or frightening. It does find it to be a marvelous yet flawed piece of engineering, as expressed in Primo Posthuman.8 It could hardly be otherwise, given that it was designed by a blind watchmaker, as Richard Dawkins put it. True transhumanism does seek to enable each of us to alter and improve (by our own standards) the human body. It champions what I called morphological freedom in my 1993 paper, “Technological Self-Transformation.”
AT: Kills Spirituality
Transhumanists can embrace spirituality- empirically proven
LA TORRA 2009 (Michael LaTorra is College Assistant Professor of English at New Mexico State University, where he has taught since 2000. Previous to his teaching appointment, he worked in Information Technology in California's Silicon Valley and in other states. He is the author of the 1993 book A WARRIOR BLENDS WITH LIFE: A MODERN TAO, and is an ordained Soto Zen Buddhist priest at the Zen Center of Las Cruces / Daibutsuji Zen Temple. Prof. LaTorra is an active transhumanist. He serves on the Board of Directors of the World Transhumanist Association and on the Board of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10691/Default.aspx)
In his discussion of explorations of consciousness, yogic siddhis (powers), dissolution of the self (or as I would put it, seeing the transient nature of the self), Tantric yoga, and union with the divine, Pickering moves far from topics that most transhumanists choose to discuss, but with which I happen to be completely at home. In addition to being a Transhumanist academic, I am an ordained Soto Zen Buddhist priest [ZCLC, 2008]. I know what Pickering is talking about when he discusses Buddhism and other forms of Eastern spirituality. I am even familiar with the enneagram, which I learned in the same esoteric school as John Lilly, whom Pickering mentions.12 My experience of personal training and spiritual practice under the direction of qualified teachers—my very existence—puts the lie to Pickering's claim that transhumanists seek to "engineer…out of existence" all of the aforementioned extraordinary practices, performances, experiences, states and conditions.13, 14

AT: Genetic Diversity Turn

Posthumanist enhancements preserve diversity and make genetic manipulation unnecessary over time

BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,   http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/66/)
It is sometimes claimed that the use of germinal choice technologies would lead to an undesirable uniformity of the population. Some degree of uniformity is desirable and expected if we are able to make everyone congenitally healthy, strong, intelligent, and attractive. Few would argue that we should preserve cystic fibrosis because of its contribution to diversity. But other kinds of diversity are sure to flourish in a society with germinal choice, especially once adults are able to adapt their own bodies according to their own aesthetic tastes. Presumably most Asian parents will still choose to have children with Asian features, and if some parents choose genes that encourage athleticism, others may choose genes that correlate with musical ability. It is unlikely that germ-line genetic enhancements will ever have a large impact on the world. It will take a minimum of forty or fifty years for the requisite technologies to be developed, tested, and widely applied and for a significant number of enhanced individuals to be born and reach adulthood. Before this happens, more powerful and direct methods for individuals to enhance themselves will probably be available, based on nanomedicine, artificial intelligence, uploading, or somatic gene therapy. (Traditional eugenics, based on selecting who is allowed to reproduce, would have even less prospect of avoiding preemptive obsolescence, as it would take many generations to deliver its purported improvements.)
Genetic manipulation doesn’t damage the gene pool
JONES 1993 (Owen, Associate, Covington & Burling, Washington, D.C.; B.A., 1985, Amherst College; J.D., 1991, Yale Law School, 19 Am. J. L. and Med. 187)
But one so often encounters the argument that tinkering with the genes or naturally-occurring gene combinations in humans will ultimately damage or weaken the human genetic stock, and undercut the extraordinary (although short-term) success of the species, that a moment's refutation seems appropriate. The widely accepted theory of evolutionary biology, as explained above, teaches that evolution, through natural selection, operates at the level of the gene, rather than of the species. 155 The point is absolutely critical to all that follows. Despite popular misconceptions to the contrary, 156 this means that  [*219]  from a biological perspective no behavior or physical structure ever evolves because it is good for the species, or is evil because it is bad for the species. 157 Species-level (or "group selection") analysis is simply not biologically relevant. Species-centric thinking permeates our society and appears largely derived from a superficial understanding of cooperative behavior in nature. Evolutionary biologists now believe that behavior that could be described from a purely functional perspective as good for the species, such as the group hunting of lions, is far more consistently modelled as the byproduct of aggregated adaptations of individuals, brought about by differential reproduction of genes for those adaptations within the individuals that carry them. 158 This model explains observed behavior that is fundamentally inconsistent with the group-selectionist model, such as the deliberate killing by a new, dominant, adult male langur monkey of infants sired by the displaced leader. 159 Such an act brings females into heat more quickly, enabling the more rapid production of the usurper's own progeny and ending the diversion of resources to another's offspring. With few exceptions, analysis of which proves the rule, 160 all do not operate for the good of all. 161  [*220] The more accurate gene-selection model allows a deeper understanding of dynamic forces, and a more principled approach to social controls. The significance of this, for the current discussion, is that while it may make sense to discuss the human community interests from a social or moral perspective, it does not make sense to discuss them from a strictly biological perspective. Thus, while there may be a plethora of reasons why selection of traits, such as sex, may be undesirable, considerations of the biological future of the species is plainly not one of them. 162
AT: Ontology Precedes
Transhumanism results in ontology is which is more open minded than which currently exists 

BOSTROM 2005 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Transhumanist Values,” Last Mod Sept 17, http://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/values.html)

The range of thoughts, feelings, experiences, and activities accessible to human organisms presumably constitute only a tiny part of what is possible. There is no reason to think that the human mode of being is any more free of limitations imposed by our biological nature than are those of other animals. In much the same way as Chimpanzees lack the cognitive wherewithal to understand what it is like to be human – the ambitions we humans have, our philosophies, the complexities of human society, or the subtleties of our relationships with one another, so we humans may lack the capacity to form a realistic intuitive understanding of what it would be like to be a radically enhanced human (a “posthuman”) and of the thoughts, concerns, aspirations, and social relations that such humans may have. Our own current mode of being, therefore, spans but a minute subspace of what is possible or permitted by the physical constraints of the universe (see Figure 1). It is not farfetched to suppose that there are parts of this larger space that represent extremely valuable ways of living, relating, feeling, and thinking.

*NATURE*

AT: Relationship With Nature

Transhumanism is the only way to create sustainable technological relationships with nature that solve environmental destruction
BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  
http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/79/)
The environmental impact of a technology depends on how it is used. Safeguarding the natural environment requires political will as well as good technology. The technologies necessary for realizing the transhumanist vision can be environmentally sound. Information technology and medical procedures, for example, tend to be relatively clean. Transhumanists can in fact make a stronger claim regarding the environment: that current technologies are unsustainable. We are using up essential resources, such as oil, metal ores, and atmospheric pollution capacity, faster than they regenerate. At the present rate of consumption, we look set to exhaust these resources some time in this century. Any realistic alternatives that have been proposed involve taking technology to a more advanced level. Not only are transhumanist technologies ecologically sound, they may be the only environmentally viable option for the long term. With mature molecular manufacturing [see “What is molecular nanotechnology?”], we will have a way of producing most any commodity without waste or pollution. Nanotechnology would also eventually make it economically feasible to build space-based solar plants, to mine extraterrestrial bodies for ore and minerals and to move heavy industries off-earth. The only truly long-term solution to resource shortage is space colonization. From a transhumanist point of view, humans and our artifacts and enterprises are part of the extended biosphere. There is no fundamental dichotomy between humanity and the rest of the world. One could say that nature has, in humanity, become conscious and self-reflective. We have the power to dream of a better ways for things to be and to deliberately set out to build our dreams, but we also have the responsibility to use this power in ways that are sustainable and that protect essential values.

*SOCIETAL DIVISIONS*

AT: Speciation

Transhumanism doesn’t create specific species or allow genocide- capabilities overlap and inequalities won’t produce war
BOSTROM 2009 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10687/Default.aspx)
The assumption that inheritable genetic modifications or other human enhancement technologies would lead to two distinct and separate species should also be questioned. It seems much more likely that there would be a continuum of differently modified or enhanced individuals, which would overlap with the continuum of as-yet unenhanced humans. The scenario in which “the enhanced” form a pact and then attack “the naturals” makes for exciting science fiction but is not necessarily the most plausible outcome. Even today, the segment containing the tallest ninety percent of the population could, in principle, get together and kill or enslave the shorter decile. That this does not happen suggests that a well-organized society can hold together even if it contains many possible coalitions of people sharing some attribute such that, if they ganged up, they would be capable of exterminating the rest.
AT: Erases Cultural Differences

Transhumanism promotes cultural variety and freedom
BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  

http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/73/)
The ideal social organization may be one that includes the possibility for those who so wish to form independent societies voluntarily secluded from the rest of the world, in order to pursue traditional ways of life or to experiment with new forms of communal living. Achieving an acceptable balance between the rights of such communities for autonomy, on the one hand, and the security concerns of outside entities and the just demands for protection of vulnerable and oppressed individuals inside these communities on the other hand, is a delicate task and a familiar challenge in political philosophy. What types of society posthumans will live in depends on what types of posthumans eventually develop. One can project various possible developmental paths [see “What is a posthuman?”] which may result in very different kinds of posthuman, transhuman, and unaugmented human beings, living in very different sorts of societies. In attempting to imagine such a world, we must bear in mind that we are likely to base our expectations on the experiences, desires, and psychological characteristics of humans. Many of these expectations may not hold true of posthuman persons. When human nature changes, new ways of organizing a society may become feasible. We may hope to form a clearer understanding of what those new possibilities are as we observe the seeds of transhumanity develop.

AT: Western Thought

Transhumanism breaks the focus on Western thought and creates a unifying sense in humanity
BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  

http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/80/)
The human desire to acquire posthuman attributes is as ancient as the human species itself. Humans have always sought to expand the boundaries of their existence, be it ecologically, geographically, or mentally. There is a tendency in at least some individuals always to try to find a way around every limitation and obstacle. Ceremonial burial and preserved fragments of religious writings show that prehistoric humans were deeply disturbed by the death of their loved ones and sought to reduce the cognitive dissonance by postulating an afterlife. Yet, despite the idea of an afterlife, people still endeavored to extend life. In the Sumerian Epic of Gilgamesh (approx. 2000 B.C.), a king embarks on a quest to find an herb that can make him immortal. It’s worth noting that it was assumed both that mortality was not inescapable in principle, and that there existed (at least mythological) means of overcoming it. That people really strove to live longer and richer lives can also be seen in the development of systems of magic and alchemy; lacking scientific means of producing an elixir of life, one resorted to magical means. This strategy was adopted, for example, by the various schools of esoteric Taoism in China, which sought physical immortality and control over or harmony with the forces of nature.
AT: Eugenics

Transhumanism rejects eugenics- it embraces a system of tolerance and autonomy against the group domination that characterizes eugenics

BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  

http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/66/)
Eugenics in the narrow sense refers to the pre-WWII movement in Europe and the United States to involuntarily sterilize the “genetically unfit” and encourage breeding of the genetically advantaged. These ideas are entirely contrary to the tolerant humanistic and scientific tenets of transhumanism. In addition to condemning the coercion involved in such policies, transhumanists strongly reject the racialist and classist assumptions on which they were based, along with the notion that eugenic improvements could be accomplished in a practically meaningful timeframe through selective human breeding. Transhumanists uphold the principles of bodily autonomy and procreative liberty. Parents must be allowed to choose for themselves whether to reproduce, how to reproduce, and what technological methods they use in their reproduction. The use of genetic medicine or embryonic screening to increase the probability of a healthy, happy, and multiply talented child is a responsible and justifiable application of parental reproductive freedom. Beyond this, one can argue that parents have a moral responsibility to make use of these methods, assuming they are safe and effective. Just as it would be wrong for parents to fail in their duty to procure the best available medical care for their sick child, it would be wrong not to take reasonable precautions to ensure that a child-to-be will be as healthy as possible. This, however, is a moral judgment that is best left to individual conscience rather than imposed by law. Only in extreme and unusual cases might state infringement of procreative liberty be justified. If, for example, a would-be parent wished to undertake a genetic modification that would be clearly harmful to the child or would drastically curtail its options in life, then this prospective parent should be prevented by law from doing so. This case is analogous to the state taking custody of a child in situations of gross parental neglect or child abuse.
Bad science creates eugenics- we control the direction of the link
Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Chapter 10: The Science Wars I: Do We Trust Science Too Much?”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.244) MH

The relevant point here is that Galton-style eugenics, if implemented on a wide scale, would have been an incredibly inefficient approach to the “betterment” of the human race (whatever that might mean), and probably would not have worked at all. This is because the science behind the original eugenics was rather shaky. The model was essentially that of plant and animal breeding as it has been practiced by humanity since the dawn of civilization and the invention of agriculture. Darwin himself introduced the new concept of natural selection in direct analogy with artificial selection, and the parallel does work because of the similarities between the two processes (except, of course, that natural selection is a natural process, not guided by a conscious intelligence). The above-mentioned confluence of evolutionary theory, genetics, and statistics provided eugenicists with a sound scientific basis for their proposals— which is, of course, an entirely different issue from that of the morality of the eugenic project. Where they went wrong, scientifically, is in their assumption that complex human behavioral traits would turn out to have the same sort of relatively simple genetic basis that Mendel’s pea traits have and that one could therefore breed human beings pretty much in the same way as cattle or horses. In reality, human behavior is shaped by highly complex interactions between genetics and environment, the so-called nature-nurture problem. Moreover, the conditions eugenicists focused on (“feeble-mindedness”) were both poorly defined, and hence difficult to meaningfully quantify, and more likely the result of poverty and lack of education than of “bad genes.”

Eugenics was created by flawed science- the social factors that created it no longer exist
Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Chapter 10: The Science Wars I: Do We Trust Science Too Much?”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.244) MH

Indeed, a good case can be made that eugenics had the impact that it did, in particular in the United States, because the sociopolitical situation was favorable to it, and that it ended with World War II also due to political factors, not because of any change in the science. The eugenic movement reached its peak in the USA during the 1920s, when its ideas got the ear of politicians at the local and national level (including, for example, presidents Coolidge and Hoover), as well as the financial support of magnates like George Eastman (founder of the Kodak company) and John D. Rockefeller Jr. The popularity of eugenics was due in no small measure to the fact that Americans were embracing the naïve scientific optimism born of the new discoveries of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, coupled with a sense that applied science— chiefly in the form of engineering— was about to improve the human condition in spectacular ways, like the building of transcontinental railways and the opening of the Panama Canal. Tellingly, eugenics— which is now associated with regressive politics and racial prejudice— was actually embraced by social progressives to ameliorate the huge social problems posed by wave after wave of immigration, not to mention the economic and social disaster that was the Great Depression. For instance, the intellectual and progressive magazine the Nation invited prominent eugenicist Herbert Jennings to write an article for their “What I Believe” series, meant to showcase what highly respectable intellectuals thought about issues of the day. 

The alternative is religious exploitation which is comparatively worse for eugenics
Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Chapter 10: The Science Wars I: Do We Trust Science Too Much?”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.245-7) MH

 And speaking of religion, eugenicists didn’t fail to exploit the pulpit in the service of their cause either. In what turned out to be another spectacularly successful campaign, the American Eugenics Society launched a “sermon contest” to enlist the country’s clergy and spread the gospel of eugenics. The society received more than five hundred entries, and it is instructive to quote from some of them: 23 “The aim of eugenics and the aim of the Christian Church are one in that both seek to bring the Kingdom of God down to earth and to people it with an abler and happier and more wholesome humanity.” “The Bible is a book of eugenics . . . Christ was born of a family that represented a long process of religious and moral selection.” “The religion of Jesus is concerned more with the nature of man than with its nurture. And so is eugenics.” And so on and so forth. If this sounds like nonsense, it is not very different in tone and intellectual content (such as it is) from what so many contemporary preachers are telling the American people about the “lie” of evolution and the truth of “creation science.” Interestingly, when the eugenicists saw their influence decline, they attempted to reinvent themselves by avoiding the term “eugenics” and using instead more palatable buzzwords like “human environment,” or by pushing their (disguised) ideas directly to the public, for instance by writing about when to avoid marriage in publications like Good Housekeeping. Analogously, the creationist movement has constantly been reinventing itself throughout the twentieth century, adapting its terminology after every major legal defeat 24 and addressing the public by a variety of direct and indirect tactics. Of course, unlike eugenics, creationism just doesn’t seem to lose popular support, at least in the United States. Eugenics eventually met its demise largely, it can be argued, because of the atrocities of Nazism before and during World War II. As Edward Caudill points out in Darwinian Myths, 25 the movement faced a number of unpalatable choices from which they ultimately could not extricate themselves: on the one hand, they could not criticize Hitler too vocally, under the penalty of undermining their own arguments in favor of a science-led improvement of the human race; but of course an open endorsement of Nazi Germany during WWII would have been a public relations suicide. At the same time, they failed to draw the distinction between the Nazi program of extermination of entire inferior races and the more “moderate” eugenicist project of improvement within a particular race. That distinc-tion proved to be too subtle for a public that increasingly identified eugenics with Nazism.

Only science solves eugenics- the alternative is racist conceptions dominating politics
Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Chapter 11: The Science Wars II: Do We Trust Science Too Little?”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.269-70) MH

 For instance, we know from the study of the history of science that the rise of eugenics during the latter part of the nineteenth and the early part of the twentieth centuries was not grounded on solid evidential reasoning, but largely propelled by the racist convictions of its backers. If relativists and postmodernists were correct, there would have been no way to reasonably argue that eugenics is bad science, since one would simply substitute one ideology (racial equality) for another one (racism), with no way to objectively discriminate between the two. But Longino’s insistence that values (and therefore ideologies) enter into science as background conditions opens up the possibility for scientists and for society at large to question the validity and effects of those conditions. Accordingly, when science blunders as it did while flirting with eugenics, both scientists and science critics play a legitimate role in correcting science— the former group by focusing on the reasonableness of the evidence available and the latter group by exposing whatever questionable values or ideologies may be playing a role in the acceptance of certain scientific claims. What is important to understand about this view of science is that there is a legitimate role for science critics, but that this role deals largely with the nontechnical aspects of science, including broad questions about what science does and why— questions to which scientists themselves are notoriously oblivious.
AT: Class Divisions

Transhumanism’s benefits do not place one class above another- it seeks to allow each person to choose their place in society

BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  

http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/66/)
When discussing the morality of genetic enhancements, it is useful to be aware of the distinction between enhancements that are intrinsically beneficial to the child or society on the one hand, and, on the other, enhancements that provide a merely positional advantage to the child. For example, health, cognitive abilities, and emotional well-being are valued by most people for their own sake. It is simply nice to be healthy, happy and to be able to think well, quite independently of any other advantages that come from possessing these attributes. By contrast, traits such as attractiveness, athletic prowess, height, and assertiveness seem to confer benefits that are mostly positional, i.e. they benefit a person by making her more competitive (e.g. in sports or as a potential mate), at the expense of those with whom she will compete, who suffer a corresponding disadvantage from her enhancement. Enhancements that have only positional advantages ought to be de-emphasized, while enhancements that create net benefits ought to be encouraged.
Transhumanism results in democracy and equality that solves the impact 

BAILEY 2004 (Ronald, award-winning science correspondent, reasononline 8-25-04, http://www.reason.com/news/show/34867.html)

""The first victim of transhumanism might be equality," writes Fukuyama. "If we start transforming ourselves into something superior, what rights will these enhanced creatures claim, and what rights will they possess when compared to those left behind?" Fukuyama seems to be entertaining an X-Men-like fantasy in which enhanced posthumans seek to destroy unenhanced naturals. But where Fukuyama is a bit coy, left-leaning bioethicists George Annas, Lori Andrews, and Rosario Isasi are brutally blunt:    The new species, or "posthuman," will likely view the old "normal" humans as inferior, even savages, and fit for slavery or slaughter. The normals, on the other hand, may see the posthumans as a threat and if they can, may engage in a preemptive strike by killing the posthumans before they themselves are killed or enslaved by them. It is ultimately this predictable potential for genocide that makes species-altering experiments potential weapons of mass destruction, and makes the unaccountable genetic engineer a potential bioterrorist.  Let's take their over-the-top scenario down a notch or two. The enhancements that are likely to be available in the relatively near term to people now living will be pharmacological—pills and shots to increase strength, lighten moods, and improve memory. Consequently, such interventions could be distributed to nearly everybody who wanted them. Later in this century, when safe genetic engineering becomes possible, it will enable parents to give their children beneficial genes for improved health and intelligence that other children already get naturally. Thus, safe genetic engineering in the long run is more likely to ameliorate than to exacerbate human inequality. In any case, political equality has never rested on the facts of human biology. In prior centuries, when humans were all "naturals," tyranny, slavery, and purdah were common social and political arrangements. In fact, political liberalism is already the answer to Fukuyama's question about human and posthuman rights. In liberal societies the law is meant to apply equally to all, no matter how rich or poor, powerful or powerless, brilliant or stupid, enhanced or unenhanced. The crowning achievement of the Enlightenment is the principle of tolerance, of putting up with people who look differently, talk differently, worship differently, and live differently than we do. In the future, our descendants may not all be natural homo sapiens, but they will still be moral beings who can be held accountable for their actions. There is no reason to think that the same liberal political and moral principles that apply to diverse human beings today wouldn't apply to relations among future humans and posthumans.
AT: Superhuman Genocide 

Transhumanism creates equality and liberal democracy means no risk of genocide
BAILEY 2004 (Ronald, award-winning science correspondent, reasononline 8-25-04, http://www.reason.com/news/show/34867.html)
"The first victim of transhumanism might be equality," writes Fukuyama. "If we start transforming ourselves into something superior, what rights will these enhanced creatures claim, and what rights will they possess when compared to those left behind?" Fukuyama seems to be entertaining an X-Men-like fantasy in which enhanced posthumans seek to destroy unenhanced naturals. But where Fukuyama is a bit coy, left-leaning bioethicists George Annas, Lori Andrews, and Rosario Isasi are brutally blunt:    The new species, or "posthuman," will likely view the old "normal" humans as inferior, even savages, and fit for slavery or slaughter. The normals, on the other hand, may see the posthumans as a threat and if they can, may engage in a preemptive strike by killing the posthumans before they themselves are killed or enslaved by them. It is ultimately this predictable potential for genocide that makes species-altering experiments potential weapons of mass destruction, and makes the unaccountable genetic engineer a potential bioterrorist.  Let's take their over-the-top scenario down a notch or two. The enhancements that are likely to be available in the relatively near term to people now living will be pharmacological—pills and shots to increase strength, lighten moods, and improve memory. Consequently, such interventions could be distributed to nearly everybody who wanted them. Later in this century, when safe genetic engineering becomes possible, it will enable parents to give their children beneficial genes for improved health and intelligence that other children already get naturally. Thus, safe genetic engineering in the long run is more likely to ameliorate than to exacerbate human inequality. In any case, political equality has never rested on the facts of human biology. In prior centuries, when humans were all "naturals," tyranny, slavery, and purdah were common social and political arrangements. In fact, political liberalism is already the answer to Fukuyama's question about human and posthuman rights. In liberal societies the law is meant to apply equally to all, no matter how rich or poor, powerful or powerless, brilliant or stupid, enhanced or unenhanced. The crowning achievement of the Enlightenment is the principle of tolerance, of putting up with people who look differently, talk differently, worship differently, and live differently than we do. In the future, our descendants may not all be natural homo sapiens, but they will still be moral beings who can be held accountable for their actions. There is no reason to think that the same liberal political and moral principles that apply to diverse human beings today wouldn't apply to relations among future humans and posthumans.
Rule of law checks technological genocide
BAILEY 2004 (Ronald, award-winning science correspondent, reasononline 8-25-04, http://www.reason.com/news/show/34867.html)
But what if enhanced posthumans took the Nietzschean superman option? What if they really did see unenhanced people "as inferior, even savages, and fit for slavery or slaughter"? Let's face it, plenty of unenhanced humans have been quite capable of believing that millions of their fellow unenhanced humans were inferiors who needed to be eradicated. However, as liberal political institutions have spread and strengthened, they have increasingly restrained technologically superior groups from automatically wiping out less advanced peoples (which was usual throughout most of history). I suspect that this dynamic will continue in the future as biotechnology, nanotechnology, and computational technologies progressively increase people's capabilities and widen their choices.
Separate species won’t exist – qualities will overlap and there won’t be an increased risk of genocide 

BOSTROM 2009 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10687/Default.aspx)

The assumption that inheritable genetic modifications or other human enhancement technologies would lead to two distinct and separate species should also be questioned. It seems much more likely that there would be a continuum of differently modified or enhanced individuals, which would overlap with the continuum of as-yet unenhanced humans. The scenario in which “the enhanced” form a pact and then attack “the naturals” makes for exciting science fiction but is not necessarily the most plausible outcome. Even today, the segment containing the tallest ninety percent of the population could, in principle, get together and kill or enslave the shorter decile. That this does not happen suggests that a well-organized society can hold together even if it contains many possible coalitions of people sharing some attribute such that, if they ganged up, they would be capable of exterminating the rest.
AT: Colonialism

Non-Western “Others” need modern science to challenge oppressive local knowledge.

Nanda, 97, Meera Nanda, department of science and technology studies at Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, she is a science writer for the mainstream and progressive media in India and the United States, March 1997, Monthly Review, No. 10, Vol. 48, p. 1, l/n

For Harding, as for many other advocates of multicultural science, the impulse to empathize with non-Western "Others" requires that knowledge systems not be rank-ordered in terms of better or worse accounts of reality. They are "different" accounts that different social orders produce in order to cope with their culture- and language-bound perceptions of reality. And yet, cultural critics of science continue to deny that they have erased the line between science and nonscience. Such denials are surprising, for it has been shown many times over that any account of knowledge that makes the standards of validity (for example, logic, experiment, and evidence) internal to a culturally conditioned consensus cannot escape epistemological and judgmental relativism. But constructionists simply refuse to play ball with philosophers-one more symptom, I presume, of the skepticism toward all abstractions that has come to define the post-all academy. 

No doubt this empathy with the long-oppressed Others is liberatory for Western outsiders. But I contend that those insiders whose interest in a fuller, freer life has long been frustrated by the oppressive elements of local, "situated" knowledge-women, the "lower castes," and working people-need a richer kind of empathy that includes respect, but also critique; love, but also anger. The oppressed Others do not need patronizing affirmations of their ways of knowing, as much as they need ways to challenge these ways of knowing. They do not need to be told that modem science is no less of a cultural narrative than their local knowledges, for they need the findings of modern science, understood as transcultural truths, in order to expose and challenge local knowledges. 
Depictions of science as colonialist are racist and rest on faulty assumptions

RAMAN 2008 (Varadaraja, Bachelor's and Master's degrees in Physics and Mathematics from the University of Calcutta before doing his doctoral work on the foundations of quantum mechanics at the University of Paris  Global Spiral, Dec 16, http://www.metanexus.net/Magazine/ArticleDetail/tabid/68/id/10673/Default.aspx)
If Amerindians in the Amazon have a different view of how the world came to be, if  Pacific Islanders have a different explanation for what causes the tide, if  astrologers believe that Venus influences your love life, then all these narratives are no less valid than what some "Western" scientists say. Indeed, in this all-embracing postmodernist vision, science such as it is practiced by a handful of people in the West, is essentially a Western invention. It has no universal validity, and it is both immoral and brutal to shove it down the throats of Non-Western peoples who have every right to maintain and nurture their own ancient science, such as their ancestors had constructed it. At the other extreme of postmodernist interpretation are claims to the effect that ancient Non-Western cultures had already discovered many of the findings of modern science. Thus, in the name of nationalist science, we read things to the effect that there were planes in ancient India, that the theory of evolution is implicit in the Qu'ran, that the Dogon of Mali had studied Sirius B, etc. It was suggested in an essay by William Cobern and Cathleen C. Loving on “Defining Science within Science Education from Multicultural and Universalist Perspectives” (1998) that in the interest of multiculturalism, "one could have 'Maori science' or 'First Nations science', (or for that matter, 'Christian science' and Islamic science, etc.) – just as 'football' could be broadened to include 'American' football. We could be even more inclusive by simply taking science to be knowledge of Nature – but one needs to reconsider why anyone would want to do any of these things."  Robert Nola and Gürol Irzik  (Philosophy, Science Education, and Culture, 2005) stated that a narrow view of science "only diminishes the legitimacy of knowledge derived through generations of naturalistic observation and insight, it simultaneously devalues those cultures which traditionally rely heavily on naturalistic observation and insight." Of all the misguided and negative aspects of postmodernism, the thesis that modern science should not be imposed on (read taught to) Non-Western peoples is perhaps the most dangerous, and also, unwittingly, the most arrogant. It arises from at least three gross misunderstandings about science, culture, and civilization. First, implicit in this view is the notion that science has always been there in Western civilization. The fact is, many of the worldviews in twenty-first century cultures which have not been touched by science, were also there in Europe in the Middle Ages and before. Science is not just an outgrowth of ancient science, in many respects it is also a radical departure from ancient worldviews. Ever since it arose, Western civilization has become more dynamic, creative, conquering, and strong in many respects. This is not to deny that there have also been several negative consequences at the same time. Science is constantly changing. In the nineteenth century no one in the West even thought of the Big Bang. In the 1940s nobody accepted the notion of plate tectonics. Cultures which hold on to ancient views are, epistemically speaking, stagnant.  To argue that Non-Western cultures must hang on to their old science is equivalent to saying that they should for ever remain stagnant or that they are simply incapable of advancing from their ancestral worldviews. It is to forget that the methodology of science has appeal to all normal human brains when they are initiated into them. Keep three generations of children in the West away from schools of any kind, and you can transform the entire civilization into the worldviews of their medieval ancestors. This is what the proponents of the abandon-Western-science-advocates are trying to accomplish in the Non-Western world.

Critiqing science makes imperialism more deadly 

RAMAN 2008 (Varadaraja, Bachelor's and Master's degrees in Physics and Mathematics from the University of Calcutta before doing his doctoral work on the foundations of quantum mechanics at the University of Paris  Global Spiral, Dec 5, http://www.metanexus.net/Magazine/ArticleDetail/tabid/68/id/10664/Default.aspx) 

The view that  modern science is Western, and therefore ought to be rejected by non-Western peoples is as insightful as the notion that the concept of zero and the practice of yoga are Hindu, and therefore ought to be rejected by non-Hindus - or that the notion of acid and bases derived from Islamic alchemy should not be accepted by non-Muslims. The so-called Western science was not forced upon Japan through colonialism. That country willingly adopted it in the second half of the nineteenth century, and has since become a member of the international scientific community. Creative scientists from India, Pakistan, Egypt, China, Korea, and other non-Western countries are making solid contributions to science and technology in our own times, and are likely to do so even more in the future, unless some narrow-minded intellectuals and dumb dictators close all “Western-type” universities and teach only chanting from holy books, astrology, medieval alchemy, and shaman medicine  in their schools. Indeed, if one were to adopt the prescriptions of some of the newly emerging confused cultural patriots in the non-Western world and their genuine sympathizers in the so-called liberal West,  that will ensure returning these nations to the pre-colonial and pre-scientific days when they fell easy victims to the better informed West. Fortunately, there is little likelihood that this will happen, although books expounding such scientifically xenophobic theses will continue to be published, mostly in English and French, and will remain appealing until there are significantly more scientists in the Non-Western world: which is very likely the course of the present century.

Colonialism doesn’t force science on other cultures- it is a universal concept shared by all people

RAMAN 2008 (Varadaraja, Bachelor's and Master's degrees in Physics and Mathematics from the University of Calcutta before doing his doctoral work on the foundations of quantum mechanics at the University of Paris  Global Spiral, Dec 5, http://www.metanexus.net/Magazine/ArticleDetail/tabid/68/id/10664/Default.aspx)
The view that  modern science is Western, and therefore ought to be rejected by non-Western peoples is as insightful as the notion that the concept of zero and the practice of yoga are Hindu, and therefore ought to be rejected by non-Hindus - or that the notion of acid and bases derived from Islamic alchemy should not be accepted by non-Muslims. The so-called Western science was not forced upon Japan through colonialism. That country willingly adopted it in the second half of the nineteenth century, and has since become a member of the international scientific community. Creative scientists from India, Pakistan, Egypt, China, Korea, and other non-Western countries are making solid contributions to science and technology in our own times, and are likely to do so even more in the future, unless some narrow-minded intellectuals and dumb dictators close all “Western-type” universities and teach only chanting from holy books, astrology, medieval alchemy, and shaman medicine  in their schools. Indeed, if one were to adopt the prescriptions of some of the newly emerging confused cultural patriots in the non-Western world and their genuine sympathizers in the so-called liberal West,  that will ensure returning these nations to the pre-colonial and pre-scientific days when they fell easy victims to the better informed West. Fortunately, there is little likelihood that this will happen, although books expounding such scientifically xenophobic theses will continue to be published, mostly in English and French, and will remain appealing until there are significantly more scientists in the Non-Western world: which is very likely the course of the present century.
AT: Patriarchy
Transhumanism promotes reproductive rights- this is consistent with gender equality
WORLD TRANSHUMANIST ASSOCIATION 2008 (“Women’s & Reproductive Rights Advocates,” http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/communities/reprorights/)
Women have struggled for a century to secure their right to use medical technology to control their own bodies, from contraception and abortion to birthing contracts and home pregnancy diagnosis kits. Feminists have had good reasons to be suspicious of the patriarchal practices of obstetrics, and the assumptions behind reproductive medicine. The feminist critique has helped women to take more control over their reproductive decisions and be more assertive with the health care system. Today technologies also allow women to ensure the health and characteristics of her future children. But some feminists are balking at these new technologies of self-determination, and are fighting the inclusion of genetic and reproductive technology as a part of “reproductive rights.” As Marcy Darnovsky of the Center for Genetics and Society says “It will take focused effort to make it clear that altering the genes of one’s children is not among the reproductive rights for which so many women and women’s organizations have struggled.” Some feminists, such as women’s health activist Judy Norsigian, have joined forces with religious anti-abortion groups to oppose reproductive technology and germinal choice. These bioconservative feminists refuse to acknowledge any connection between a reproductive right to abortion, which they defend, and a right to use reproductive technologies such as germinal choice, which they want to deny. In their fear of technology these bioconservative feminists have forgotten the danger of allowing the state to dictate to parents which children they are and aren’t allowed to have, the danger of coercive eugenics and anti-choice forces. According to Luisa Cabal, deputy director of the international legal program of the New York-based Center for Reproductive Rights and an expert on reproductive rights in Latin America, “What we’re seeing is conservative groups using the law in any way they can to place obstacles to women’s choices. This is not an isolated case. It is part of an articulated legal strategy, attacking the same legal foundation that upholds other women’s rights and trying to mislead the courts into saying that the international law protects the right to life of the fetus.” According to Cabal, an international effort needs to be launched to defend access to assisted reproductive technologies on the grounds of the right to form a family, the right to privacy, the right to reproductive self-determination and the right to benefit from scientific progress. Transhumanists stand shoulder to shoulder with those who want to ensure the full protection of women’s and reproductive rights, including the right of women to use conceptive, contraceptive, reproductive and germinal choice technologies.

Transhumanism build coalitions which result in gender empowerment 

HUGHES 2006 (James, Ph.D., Public Policy Studies at Trinity College, “Democratic Transhumanism 2.0,” Last Mod Jan 26, http://www.changesurfer.com/Acad/DemocraticTranshumanism.htm)

There are many constituencies and ideological threads that need to woven into democratic transhumanism. First among them there are the disparate movements working to deepen our understanding of human rights to include the rights to control the body, such as transsexuals, the shock troops of transhumanism. Reproductive rights activists, who insist that women have subsidized access to reproductive and contraceptive technology, are natural allies of a democratic transhumanism. Although many feminists have been influenced by ecofeminist bioLuddism and left Luddite arguments about the danger of corporate technology, there is a broader feminist constituency that sees no contradiction between women’s empowerment and using technology to expand their control over their lives. Only a democratic transhumanism, which embraces the need for safety regulation, can respond adequately to the legitimate concerns about the dangers flags about medical technology raised for feminists by spectacular disasters like hormone replacement therapy. An ideological thread that has grown in academia for the last twenty years, inspired by left feminists’ rejection of ecofeminist bioLuddism, is found in the cyborgology of Donna Haraway. In 1984 Donna Haraway wrote “A Manifesto for Cyborgs: Science, Technology, and Socialist Feminism in the 1980s,” as a critique of ecofeminism, and it landed with the reverberating bang of a hand grenade. Haraway argued it was precisely in the eroding boundary between human beings and machines, in the integration of women and machines in particular, that we can find liberation from the old patriarchal dualisms. Haraway concludes “I would rather be a cyborg than a goddess,” and proposes that the cyborg is the liberatory mythos for women. Haraway’s essay and subsequent writings have inspired the new sub-discipline of “cyborgology” or “cyberfeminism,” made up of culture critics who use the cyborg metaphor and the postmodernist questions Haraway poses to explore the woman-machine interface. As yet there has been little cross-pollination between the left-wing academic cyborgologists and the transhumanists, but the mutual recognition and ties are growing.
AT: Authoritarianism/Fascism

Science is the opposite of domination – scientific knowledge liberates and improves lives.

Bronner 04 Stephen, Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment: Toward a Politics of Radical Engagement”, p. 21-23

Something will always be missing: freedom will never become fully manifest in reality. The relation between them is asymptotic. Therefore, most philosophes understood progress as a regulative ideal, or as a postulate,13 rather than as an absolute or the expression of some divine plane or the foundation for a system.’4 Even in scientific terms, progress retained a crit​ical dimension insofar as it implied the need to question established certain​ties. In this vein, it is misleading simply to equate scientific reason with the domination of man and nature.15 All the great figures of the scientific revo​lution —Bacon, Boyle, Newton—were concerned with liberating humanity from what seemed the power of seemingly intractable forces. Swamps were everywhere; roads were few; forests remained to be cleared; illness was ram​pant; food was scarce; most people would never leave their village. What it implied not to understand the existence of bacteria or the nature of electric​ity, just to use very simple examples, is today simply inconceivable. Enlightenment figures like Benjamin Franklin, “the complete philosophe,”’6 became famous for a reason: they not only freed people from some of their fears but through inventions like the stove and the lightning rod they also raised new possibilities for making people’s lives more livable. Critical theorists and postmodernists miss the point when they view Enlightenment intellectuals in general and scientists in particular as sim​ple apostles of reification. They actually constituted its most consistent en​emy. The philosophes may not have grasped the commodity form, but they empowered people by challenging superstitions and dogmas that left them mute and helpless against the whims of nature and the injunctions of tradition. Enlightenment thinkers were justified in understanding knowl​edge as inherently improving humanity. Infused with a sense of furthering the public good, liberating the individual from the clutches of the invisible and inexplicable, the Enlightenment idea of progress required what the young Marx later termed “the ruthless critique of everything existing.” This regulative notion of progress was never inimical to subjectivity. Quite the contrary: progress became meaningful only with reference to real liv​ing individuals. 
Science doesn’t mirror religious authoritarianism- it is the only method to promote unjust indoctrination 

Pigliucci 10 chair of the Department of Philosophy at CUNY-Lehman College, PhDs in botany and philosophy of science, doctorate in genetics (Massimo, 5/10/2010, “Chapter 11: The Science Wars II: Do We Trust Science Too Little?”, Nonsense on Stilts: How to Tell Science from Bunk, p.262-3) MH

 Again, some deconstruction is in order. Apparently, for Feyerabend “facts” about mythical supernatural deities spitting on mud and thereby breathing life into humans are on par with “facts” about the Earth being a planet that rotates around a star. He seems oblivious to the reality that in our society the opinions of scientists are most certainly not accepted in the same way as the pronouncements of religious figures, as clearly  demonstrated by the rise of creationism in the public arena in the United States when Feyerabend was writing this nonsense. Moreover, and most outrageously, he has the gall to compare academic debates to the Spanish Inquisition, which sounds like something straight out of a Monty Python skit and which doesn’t really deserve an actual rebuttal (one should notice that Feyerabend spent most of his career at the University of California, Berkeley, a public institution where his position and salary were not endangered by the silliness of his ideas for a long period from 1958 to 1989, at which time he left for Europe). Feyerabend was an optimist at heart, however. “The situation is not as hopeless as it was only a decade ago. . . . We have learned that there are phenomena such as telepathy and telekinesis which are obliterated by a scientific approach and which could be used to do research in an entirely novel way. . . . And then— is it not the case that the Church saved souls while science often does the very opposite?” No, Paul, it isn’t the case at all. Besides the fact that I’m not sure of what it even means to say that science damns souls (or, for that matter, that the church saves them), Feyerabend’s uncritical acceptance of pseudoscientific notions such as telepathy and telekinesis is a spectacular illustration of what is wrong with the “anarchic” approach to knowledge: it leads to a hodgepodge of good stuff and sheer nonsense, with no way to separate the chocolate from the manure, so to speak. Feyerabend goes on to call for a “formal separation between science and state” analogous to the separation of church and state affirmed by the United States Constitution. Were that to actually occur, all public funding of science would cease, and science would be left in the hands of large for-profit corporations, the very same guys who swore that there is no link between smoking and lung cancer, and who had the data to “prove” it. Indeed, Feyerabend shamelessly encouraged creationism with his “three cheers to the fundamentalists in California who succeeded in having a dogmatic formulation of the theory of evolution removed from the textbooks and an account of Genesis included” (though to his credit he did also add that “I have no doubt that they [the creationists] would be just as dogmatic and close-minded if given the chance”). The reference was to a temporary victory for young earth creationists, soon reversed by the California courts, but one has to wonder why this is the sort of intellectual and educational landscape that Feyerabend promotes in order to build his intellectual utopia.
AT: Hierarchy

Science opposes hierarchies 

Levy, 2005 Alon, graduate student at Columbia’s Department of Mathematics, UTI Annex, July 01, “Biology Is Not Ideology” http://utiannex.blogspot.com/2005/07/biology-is-not-ideology.html
In fact, science is not used to legitimize social structures at all. Lewontin may claim that science has replaced religion as the instrument that the establishment uses to keep the social order, but every political theorist you'll ask will tell you that it's true only in communist countries, and in those the government used not science but pseudoscience. In fact, the basis of the modern state's legitimacy is popular will, and the existing social structure claims that it is good not because it is divinely ordained or scientifically mandated, but agreed to by the majority of the populace. This view itself draws upon philosophy to justify itself, but is by and large independent of science. In particular, while many conservatives and libertarians use the concept of natural hierarchy to argue against equality, for a long time they didn't, and indeed many still don't. In the late 19th century, robber barons did not justify the glaring inequality in the United States and Britain by positing that the rich were genetically superior to the poor, but by accusing the poor of moral failure. That squared a lot better with the libertarianism practiced at the time than would the racial pseudoscience of more recent times. In the United States, there are myths of equality of opportunity and the supremacy of individual choice, so the ideology of moral failure is much more effective in legitimizing inequality than genetic determinism could ever hope to be. On the contrary, science has generally been on the side of the dispossessed and disenfranchised—especially social science, but to some degree natural science as well. First, the Enlightenment was after all a movement of emancipation from royalty and clericalism, even though it was more radical in words than in action. Second, the empiricist philosophy that guides modern science is evidently more amenable to liberty and equality than previous philosophical ideas, which gave too much emphasis to great classical works and disregarded the said works' contradictions with reality. And third, mainstream biology has pulled the rug out from under the legs of belief in natural inequality, with decisive evidence that there are no inherent differences between races or classes or nations in IQ; The Bell Curve is the work of cranks who never published anything in peer-reviewed journals in genetics or human population biology or human psychology. Lewontin attacks science on several fronts. I have dealt with the legitimization front, but there are three additional though less important fronts he attacks on: objectivity, practical merit, and financial interests. I will deal with the first two in this order, but not with the third, which I am not informed enough to comment on.

AT: Elitism/Expertism

Debate over science is the only way to challenge expertism and elitism

Levy, 2005 Alon, graduate student at Columbia’s Department of Mathematics, UTI Annex, July 01, “Biology Is Not Ideology” http://utiannex.blogspot.com/2005/07/biology-is-not-ideology.html
According to Lewontin, one of the ways in which science has replaced religion is its reliance on a small clique of experts who claim to be objective and are hidden from public scrutiny. Actually, it is in a way true that science pretends it is objective, in the same way I pretend my name is Alon Levy (lest anyone misinterpret this sentence, Alon Levy is indeed my real full name). If you pick up any work on the history of science, you'll see that scientists engage in vicious politics and do their best to shoot down ideas they don't like, regardless of their merits; you may also read about scientific geniuses whose work the establishment ignored for decades. But science accepts true ideas relatively rapidly, with little concern for their political implications—witness the acceptance of Darwinism, which I showed above to be less in tune with contemporary political dogma than Lamarckism, as well as the rapid acceptance of the theory of relativity and quantum mechanics. It took 35 years for people to look at Mendel's research and about 40 for continental drift theory to gain traction after it was first proposed, but besides the fact that these were exceptions to the rule, they were nonetheless accepted extremely quickly by the standards of every other enterprise—religion, national icons, and even political ideology all take much longer than 40 years to change their views. The second claim in the same attack is that like religion, science works like a secretive cult: "Once the truth about nature is revealed, one must accept the facts of life. When science speaks, let no dog bark. Finally, science speaks in mysterious words. No one except an expert can understand what scientists say and do." This argument is one of the prime examples of Lewontin's total ignorance when it comes to history. Science started out very simple to understand, and three hundred years ago an educated man knew everything there was to know about science. But as it advanced, the body of knowledge it accumulated piled up, and gradually there was a process of specialization. The scientific establishment is hierarchical, but its rigid insistence on empirical results, testability, and falsifiability makes its hierarchism very different from that of religion with its use of revealed truths. In addition, science strives for simplicity, that is making ideas as easy to understand as possible. And finally, in science everyone can learn and possibly overthrow old ideas if he's right, subject to a certain level of intelligence and the ability to afford going to university.
AT: Capitalism Bad

Transhumanism is the best chance to eliminate injustice in the capitalist system 

BOSTROM 2005 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Transhumanist Values,” Last Mod Sept 17, http://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/values.html)
Transhumanism promotes the quest to develop further so that we can explore hitherto inaccessible realms of value. Technological enhancement of human organisms is a means that we ought to pursue to this end. There are limits to how much can be achieved by low-tech means such as education, philosophical contemplation, moral self-scrutiny and other such methods proposed by classical philosophers with perfectionist leanings, including Plato, Aristotle, and Nietzsche, or by means of creating a fairer and better society, as envisioned by social reformists such as Marx or Martin Luther King. This is not to denigrate what we can do with the tools we have today. Yet ultimately, transhumanists hope to go further.

More ev 

BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  

http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/66/)

When discussing the morality of genetic enhancements, it is useful to be aware of the distinction between enhancements that are intrinsically beneficial to the child or society on the one hand, and, on the other, enhancements that provide a merely positional advantage to the child. For example, health, cognitive abilities, and emotional well-being are valued by most people for their own sake. It is simply nice to be healthy, happy and to be able to think well, quite independently of any other advantages that come from possessing these attributes. By contrast, traits such as attractiveness, athletic prowess, height, and assertiveness seem to confer benefits that are mostly positional, i.e. they benefit a person by making her more competitive (e.g. in sports or as a potential mate), at the expense of those with whom she will compete, who suffer a corresponding disadvantage from her enhancement. Enhancements that have only positional advantages ought to be de-emphasized, while enhancements that create net benefits ought to be encouraged.
AT: Holocaust
Science and consilience are key to prevent the ideological blindness that causes things like the Holocaust

Frazier 95

Kendrick Frazier, editor of the Skeptical Inquirer, 1995 Humanist Pioneer Award recipient, November 1995, The Humanist, Vol. 55, No. 6, p. 33, l/n
Science is the process by which we attempt, as best we can, with some fruitful scientific methods and wonderful instruments - but with all our human limitations - to understand the natural world and how it works. And we are a part of that natural world. We will never begin to understand everything, and every answer brings with it new questions, new wondrous mysteries. It's a marvelous quest - a noble quest - and the more people have some sense of it, the closer we will be to a more general human understanding. Finally, we need the humanities. Yes, the gap between the "two cultures" is real. But it is in all our interests to keep finding ways to help bridge it. We need science, but we also need art, music, literature, and philosophy. Science can bring new, sometimes revolutionary knowledge and deep insight. It can inform the quest for meaning. But the quest for meaning is central to the humanities. In this increasingly fragmented and diverse society, what we need is wisdom. And wisdom comes from a deep, fact-based, reality-based knowledge of our possibilities and constraints (the role of science), combined with understanding, experience, and judgment seasoned and informed by human history and culture (the role of the humanities). Despite the troubling attempts by deconstructionists and social relativists  in humanities departments to cast science in a negative or irrelevant light, we must move beyond that and realize that science and the humanities are two essential, complementary aspects of human civilization. We need both. And within both these domains of inquiry today, specialization is essential - but it has been achieved at an enormous cost: a loss of a sense of wholeness. We must seek  ways of better integrating the sciences and the humanities, of bringing them into regular contact, so that each field may be enriched by the other. It does no good for us to be at odds. In a democratic and humane society, citizens should be at home in both of these worlds. Jacob Bronowski was. My wife, Ruth, and I had the privilege to know him (she, to work with him) and to be with him when his remarkable PBS television series "The Ascent of Man" was introduced to a U.S. audience for the first time, at the Smithsonian Institution in Washington, D.C., in November 1973. In this series and his book by the same name, Bronowski brought his own deep appreciation for the arts together with his mathematician's and biologist's passion for science to enlighten and inform us an about the ascent of humankind. In his view, science and art are both essential expressions of the human spirit. "Man is unique not because he does science, and he is unique not because he does art," said Bronowski, "but because science and art equally are the expressions of his marvelous plasticity of mind." We need more Bronowskis today. And for those who may have forgotten, or who may have confused science with something else, perhaps we should recall that memorable scene in episode eleven, "Knowledge or Uncertainty," at Auschwitz. Bronowski stands in the muck of a pond that includes the ashes of his own ancestors. He picks some of it up and says: It is said that science will dehumanize people and turn them into numbers. That is false, tragically false. Look for yourself. Into this pond were flushed the ashes of some four million people. And that was not done by gas. It was done by arrogance. It was done by dogma. It was done by ignorance. When people believe that they have absolute knowledge, with no test in reality, this is how they behave. Bronowski added: Science is a very human form of knowledge. We are always at the brink of the known, we always feel forward for what is to be hoped. Every judgment in science stands on the edge of error and is personal. Science is a tribute to what we can know, although we are fallible.

*VALUE TO LIFE*

AT: You Say Life Has No Value

All life has equal moral value- transhumanism only seeks to improve the fulfillment of each life
BOSTROM 2006 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Why I Want to be a Posthuman When I Grow Up,” http://www.nickbostrom.com/posthuman.pdf)
When I speak of the value of a life here, I do not refer to the moral status of the person whose life it is. It is a separate question what the moral status would be of human and posthuman beings. We can assume for present purposes that human and posthuman persons would have the same moral status. The value of a life refers, rather, to how well a life goes for its subject. Different human lives go differently well, and in this sense their lives have different values. The life of a person who dies from a painful illness at age 15 after having lived in extreme poverty and social isolation is typically worse and has less value than that of a person who has an 80-year-long life full of joy, creativity, worthwhile achievements, friendships, and love. Whatever terminology we use to describe the difference, it is plain that the latter kind of life is more worth having. One way to express this platitude is by saying that the latter life is more valuable than the former.5 This is consistent with assigning equal moral status to the two different persons whose lives are being compared.
Posthumans would have levels of happiness so intense we can’t understand them now 

BOSTROM 2006 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Why I Want to be a Posthuman When I Grow Up,” http://www.nickbostrom.com/posthuman.pdf)

It is difficult intuitively to understand what such novel emotions and mental states might be like. This is unsurprising, since by assumption we currently lack the required neurological bases. It might help to consider a parallel case from within the normal range of human experience. The experience of romantic love is something that many of us place a high value on. Yet it is notoriously difficult for a child or a prepubescent teenager to comprehend the meaning of romantic love or why adults should make so much fuss about this experience. Perhaps we are all currently in the situation of children relative to the emotions, passions, and mental states that posthuman beings could experience. We may have no idea of what we are missing out on until we attain posthuman emotional capacities. One dimension of emotional capacity that we can imagine enhanced is subjective well-being and its various flavors: joy, comfort, sensual pleasures, fun, positive interest and excitement. Hedonists claim that pleasure is the only intrinsic good, but one need not be a hedonist to appreciate pleasure as one important component of the good. The difference between a bleak, cold, horrid painful world and one that is teeming with fun and exciting opportunities, full of delightful quirks and lovely sensations, is often simply a difference in the hedonic tone of the observer. Much depends on that one parameter.

AT: Dehumanization

Dehumanization is happening now- transhumanism allows us to prevent people from harming others and opens the possibility for individuals to improve their lives
BOSTROM 2009 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10687/Default.aspx)
Dignity in the second sense, as referring to a special excellence or moral worthiness, is something that current human beings possess to widely differing degrees. Some excel far more than others do. Some are morally admirable; others are base and vicious. There is no reason for supposing that posthuman beings could not also have dignity in this second sense. They may even be able to attain higher levels of moral and other excellence than any of us humans. The fictional brave new worlders, who were subhuman rather than posthuman, would have scored low on this kind of dignity, and partly for that reason they would be awful role models for us to emulate. But surely we can create more uplifting and appealing visions of what we may aspire to become. There may be some who would transform themselves into degraded posthumans—but then some people today do not live very worthy human lives. This is regrettable, but the fact that some people make bad choices is not generally a sufficient ground for rescinding people’s right to choose. And legitimate countermeasures are available: education, encouragement, persuasion, social and cultural reform. These, not a blanket prohibition of all posthuman ways of being, are the measures to which those bothered by the prospect of debased posthumans should resort. A liberal democracy should normally permit incursions into morphological and reproductive freedoms only in cases where somebody is abusing these freedoms to harm another person.
Transhumanism solves dehumanization- it encourages individuals to collective help their fellow person, empirics prove

BOSTROM 2009 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10687/Default.aspx)
What appears to worry Fukuyama is that introducing new kinds of enhanced person into the world might cause some individuals (perhaps infants, or the mentally handicapped, or unenhanced humans in general) to lose some of the moral status that they currently possess, and that a fundamental precondition of liberal democracy, the principle of equal dignity for all, would be destroyed. The underlying intuition seems to be that instead of the famed “expanding moral circle”, what we have is more like an oval, whose shape we can change but whose area must remain constant. Thankfully, this purported conservation law of moral recognition lacks empirical support. The set of individuals accorded full moral status by Western societies has actually increased, to include men without property or noble decent, women, and non-white peoples. It would seem feasible to extend this set further to include future posthumans, or, for that matter, some of the higher primates or human-animal chimaeras, should such be created—and to do so without causing any compensating shrinkage in another direction. (The moral status of problematic borderline cases, such as fetuses or late-stage Alzheimer patients, or the brain dead, should perhaps be decided separately from the issue of technologically modified humans or novel artificial life forms.) Our own role in this process need not be that of passive bystanders. We can work to create more inclusive social structures that accord appropriate moral recognition and legal rights to all who need them, be they male or female, black or white, flesh or silicon.

AT: Makes Us Inhuman

We need to improve human nature to solve violence
BOSTROM 2003 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  

http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/77/)
The important thing is not to be human but to be humane. Though we might wish to believe that Hitler was an inhuman monster, he was, in fact, a human monster; and Gandhi is noted not for being remarkably human but for being remarkably humane. The attributes of our species are not exempt from ethical examination in virtue of being “natural” or “human”. Some human attributes, such as empathy and a sense of fairness, are positive; others, such as tendencies toward tribalism or groupishness, have left deep scars on human history. If there is value in being human, it does not comes from being “normal” or “natural”, but from having within us the raw material for being humane: compassion, a sense of humor, curiosity, the wish to be a better person. Trying to preserve “humanness,” rather than cultivating humaneness, would idolize the bad along with the good. One might say that if “human” is what we are, then “humane” is what we, as humans, wish we were. Human nature is not a bad place to start that journey, but we can’t fulfill that potential if we reject any progress past the starting point.
AT: Enhancement Destroys Identity

Enhancement doesn’t kill identity

BOSTROM 2006 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Why I Want to be a Posthuman When I Grow Up,” http://www.nickbostrom.com/posthuman.pdf)
The case that personal identify could be preserved is perhaps less clear-cut with regard to radical cognitive or emotional enhancement. Could a person become radically smarter, more musical, or come to possess much greater emotional capacities without ceasing to exist? Here the answer might depend more sensitively on precisely which changes we are envisaging, how those changes would be implemented, and on how the enhanced capacities would be used. The case for thinking that both personal identity and narrative identity would be preserved is arguably strongest if we posit that (a) the changes are in the form of addition of new capacities or enhancement of old ones, without sacrifice of preexisting capacities; and (b) the changes are implemented gradually over an extended period of time; (c) each step of the transformation process is freely and competently chosen by the subject; and (d) the new capacities do not prevent the preexisting capacities from being periodically exercised; (e) the subject retains her old memories and many of her basic desires and dispositions; (f) the subject retains many of her old personal relationships and social connections; and (g) the transformation fits into the life narrative and self-conception of the subject. Posthuman cognitive and emotional capacities could in principle be acquired in such a way that these conditions are satisfied. Even if not all the conditions (a)-(g) were fully satisfied in some particular transformation process, the normatively relevant elements of a person’s (numerical or narrative) identity could still be sufficiently preserved to avoid raising any fundamental identity-based objection to the prudentiality of undergoing such a transformation. We should not use a stricter standard for technological self-transformation than for other kinds of human transformation, such as migration, career change, or religious conversion. Consider again a familiar case of radical human transformation: maturation. You currently possess vastly greater cognitive capacities than you did as an infant. You have also lost some capacities, e.g. the ability to learn to speak a new language without an accent. Your emotional capacities have also changed and developed considerably since your babyhood. For each concept of identity which we might think has relevant normative significance – personal (numerical) identity, narrative identity, identity of personal character, or identity of core characteristics – we should ask whether identity in that sense has been preserved in this transformation. The answer may depend on exactly how we understand these ideas of identity. For each of them, on a sufficiently generous conception of the identity criteria, identity was completely or in large part preserved through your maturation. But then we would expect that identity in that sense would also be preserved in many other transformations, including the ones that are no more profound as that of a child growing into an adult; and this would include transformations that would make you posthuman. Alternatively, we might adopt conceptions that impose more stringent criteria for the preservation of identity. On these conceptions, it might be impossible to become posthuman without wholly or in large part disrupting one form of identity or another. However, on such restrictive conceptions, identity would also be disrupted in the transformation of child into adult. Yet we do not think it is bad for a child to grow up. Disruptions of identity in those stringent senses form part of a normal life experience and they do not constitute a disaster, or a misfortune of any kind, for the individual concerned. Why then should it bad for a person to continue to develop so that she one day matures into a being with posthuman capacities? Surely it is the other way around. If this had been our usual path of development, we would have easily recognized the failure to develop into a posthuman as a misfortune, just as we now see it as a misfortune for a child to fail to develop normal adult capacities.

Enhancement doesn’t trade off with identity- even if it does, it’s good since it improves us
BOSTROM 2005 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Transhumanist Values,” Last Mod Sept 17, http://www.nickbostrom.com/ethics/values.html)
We can, however, envision many enhancements that would not make it impossible for the post-transformation someone to be the same person as the pre-transformation person. A person could obtain quite a bit of increased life expectancy, intelligence, health, memory, and emotional sensitivity, without ceasing to exist in the process. A person’s intellectual life can be transformed radically by getting an education. A person’s life expectancy can be extended substantially by being unexpectedly cured from a lethal disease. Yet these developments are not viewed as spelling the end of the original person. In particular, it seems that modifications that add to a person’s capacities can be more substantial than modifications that subtract, such as brain damage. If most of someone currently is, including her most important memories, activities, and feelings, is preserved, then adding extra capacities on top of that would not easily cause the person to cease to exist. Preservation of personal identity, especially if this notion is given a narrow construal, is not everything. We can value other things than ourselves, or we might regard it as satisfactory if some parts or aspects of ourselves survive and flourish, even if that entails giving up some parts of ourselves such that we no longer count as being the same person. Which parts of ourselves we might be willing to sacrifice may not become clear until we are more fully acquainted with the full meaning of the options. A careful, incremental exploration of the posthuman realm may be indispensable for acquiring such an understanding, although we may also be able to learn from each other’s experiences and from works of the imagination. Additionally, we may favor future people being posthuman rather than human, if the posthumans would lead lives more worthwhile than the alternative humans would. Any reasons stemming from such considerations would not depend on the assumption that we ourselves could become posthuman beings.

AT: Parental Tyranny
Parental tyranny has no impact and natural interventions are comparatively even crueler
BOSTROM 2009 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10687/Default.aspx)

The principle that parents should have broad discretion to decide on genetic enhancements for their children has been attacked on grounds that this form of reproductive freedom would constitute a kind of parental tyranny that would undermine the child’s dignity and capacity for autonomous choice; for instance, by Hans Jonas: Technological mastered nature now again includes man who (up to now) had, in technology, set himself against it as its master… But whose power is this—and over whom or over what? Obviously the power of those living today over those coming after them, who will be the defenseless other side of prior choices made by the planners of today. The other side of the power of today is the future bondage of the living to the dead.12 Jonas is relying on the assumption that our descendants, who will presumably be far more technologically advanced than we are, would nevertheless be defenseless against our machinations to expand their capacities. This is almost certainly incorrect. If, for some inscrutable reason, they decided that they would prefer to be less intelligent, less healthy, and lead shorter lives, they would not lack the means to achieve these objectives and frustrate our designs. In any case, if the alternative to parental choice in determining the basic capacities of new people is entrusting the child’s welfare to nature, that is blind chance, then the decision should be easy. Had Mother Nature been a real parent, she would have been in jail for child abuse and murder. And transhumanists can accept, of course, that just as society may in exceptional circumstances override parental autonomy, such as in cases of neglect or abuse, so too may society impose regulations to protect the child-to-be from genuinely harmful genetic interventions—but not because they represent choice rather than chance.

*ETC*

AT: Darwin = Capitalist

Darwin took metaphors from capitalism, but his science isn’t capitalism – it was accepted on the basis of evidence

Alcock, 2001, John, Emeritus' Professor in the School of Life Sciences at Arizona State University, “The Triumph of Sociobiology” p. 89-90
Once again, the goal of science is an accurate understanding of the causes of natural phenomena. Yes, the culture of a scientist provides him with all sorts of information, traditions, attitudes, and ways of thinking. Yes, Darwin (for example) was a member of the upper classes in Victorian England, a ruthlessly capitalistic society at the time. Yes, the capitalist philosophy of the upper strata sanctioned the heartless weeding out of the unsuccessful from the successful in manner analogous to the process of natural selection. Yes, Darwin surely absorbed some aspects of capitalist philosophy from his immersion in his society, and it is conceivable that a knowledge of these things casts some historical light on why the theory of evolution by natural selection came into being when it did and where it did. But isn't the bottom line whether or not natural selection theory is correct? Let us accept as possible the idea that Darwin's thinking about natural selection was influenced by capitalist thought in the sense that capitalism provided some useful analogies or metaphors that influenced Darwin when he was working out the mech​anisms of evolutionary change [1111. To the extent that historians of science are able to document this point, we can learn something of interest. But can't we also ask whether Darwin's science was right or wrong? To be accepted by his fellow sci​entists, his theory had to withstand repeated scientific challenges. If, for example, biologists had shown that hereditary variation really was not a feature of almost every species known to man, the parallels between natural selection theory and capitalist dogma would not have done Darwin any good. His theory would have been pushed aside on the basis of the evidence against it no matter how consistent the theory was with any culturally sanctioned ideology. Note also that Alfred Russel Wallace independently produced essentially the same theory at the same time as Darwin, despite the fact that he was not a member of the ruling classes in Great Britain but an impoverished naturalist scraping out a hying by collecting specimens in Borneo for shipment back to England. The ability of two persons of such different backgrounds to generate fundamentally the same explanatory theory ought to engender a certain amount of caution within the "cul‑ture subverts science" camp. Moreover, Michael Ruse had no trouble demonstrating that ever since Wallace and Darwin, evolutionary theory has been steadily improved, that is made ever more accurate, thanks to the increased scientific objectivity that comes from the skeptical scrutiny provided by competing researchers [272]. Scientists do not typically treat the ideas of their colleagues with reverence but employ the logic of scientific analysis to test and retest each other's hypotheses, often taking considerable pleasure in demonstrating flaws in another person's work, perhaps because to do so is to gain social status within the scientific community, Indeed, the beauty of the scientific method lies in part in the rule that requires scientists to specify in their research reports exactly what methods they employed so that others can replicate their procedures independently, if they wish. This rule acts as a constraint against conscious deception of others. Cases of self-deception are dealt with when others fail to secure independent confirmation of results that researchers falsely convinced themselves were correct.

AT: Annas
State institutions check violence and genocide between inter species 

Bostrom 9 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10687/Default.aspx)

The second fear is that there might be an eruption of violence between unaugmented humans and posthumans. George Annas, Lori Andrews, and Rosario Isasi have argued that we should view human cloning and all inheritable genetic modifications as “crimes against humanity” in order to reduce the probability that posthuman species will arise, on grounds that such a species would pose an existential threat to the old human species: The new species, or “posthuman,” will likely view the old “normal” humans as inferior, even savages, and fit for slavery or slaughter. The normals, on the other hand, may see the posthumans as a threat and if they can, may engage in a preemptive strike by killing the posthumans before they themselves are killed or enslaved by them. It is ultimately this predictable potential for genocide that makes species-altering experiments potential weapons of mass destruction, and makes the unaccountable genetic engineer a potential bioterrorist.8  There is no denying that bioterrorism and unaccountable genetic engineers developing increasingly potent weapons of mass destruction pose a serious threat to our civilization. But using the rhetoric of bioterrorism and weapons of mass destruction to cast aspersions on therapeutic uses of biotechnology to improve health, longevity and other human capacities is unhelpful. The issues are quite distinct. Reasonable people can be in favor of strict regulation of bioweapons while promoting beneficial medical uses of genetics and other human enhancement technologies, including inheritable and “species-altering” modifications. Human society is always at risk of some group deciding to view another group of humans as fit for slavery or slaughter. To counteract such tendencies, modern societies have created laws and institutions, and endowed them with powers of enforcement, that act to prevent groups of citizens from enslaving or slaughtering one another. The efficacy of these institutions does not depend on all citizens having equal capacities. Modern, peaceful societies can have large numbers of people with diminished physical or mental capacities along with many other people who may be exceptionally physically strong or healthy or intellectually talented in various ways. Adding people with technologically enhanced capacities to this already broad distribution of ability would not need to rip society apart or trigger genocide or enslavement.

AT: Fukuyama
Empirically, humans have strived to escape their biological limitation – disproves Fukuyama 

Bailey 4 (Ronald, award-winning science correspondent, reasononline 8-25-04, http://www.reason.com/news/show/34867.html)

In his Foreign Policy article, Fukuyama identifies transhumanism as "a strange liberation movement" that wants "nothing less than to liberate the human race from its biological constraints." Sounds ominous, no? But wait a minute, isn't human history (and prehistory) all about liberating more and more people from their biological constraints? After all, it's not as though most of us still live in our species' "natural state" as Pleistocene hunter-gatherers. Human liberation from our biological constraints began when an ancestor first sharpened a stick and used it to kill an animal for food. Further liberation from biological constraints followed with fire, the wheel, domesticating animals, agriculture, metallurgy, city building, textiles, information storage by means of writing, the internal combustion engine, electric power generation, antibiotics, vaccines, transplants, and contraception. In a sense, the goal toward which humanity has been striving for millennia has been to liberate ourselves from more and more of our ancestors' biological constraints.

Current technological advances like medicine disproves Fukuyama’s characterization of change 

Bailey 4 (Ronald, award-winning science correspondent, reasononline 8-25-04, http://www.reason.com/news/show/34867.html)

Of course, humans have been deliberately changing their bodies through athletic training and their brains through schooling. Nevertheless, Fukuyama has a point. Can one be so transformed by technology as to be no longer human? "Our good characteristics are intimately connected to our bad ones: If we weren't violent and aggressive, we wouldn't be able to defend ourselves; if we didn't have feelings of exclusivity, we wouldn't be loyal to those close to us; if we never felt jealousy, we would also never feel love," asserts Fukuyama. He seems to be arguing that to be a human being one must possess all of the emotional capacities characteristic of our species. If biotechnological manipulations removed our ability to feel emotions like anger, hate, or violence, we would in some sense not be human beings any more. Let's say that future genetic engineers discover a gene for suicidal depression, and learn how to suppress the gene, or adjust it. Would fixing it make subsequent generations non-human beings? After all, most people today do not fall into suicidal depressions, and those happy people are no less human than, say, Sylvia Plath. Depression can already be fixed for many people by means of Prozac or Paxil. Surely, taking serotonin re-uptake inhibitors does not make people other or less than human. Sufferers of depression will tell you that the drugs restore them to their true selves. It seems unreasonable to claim that in order to qualify as human beings, we all must have the capacity to succumb to berserker rage or religious ecstasy.

Adhering to Fukuyama’s concept of “humility” would pose a greater danger to humanity 

Bailey 4(Ronald, award-winning science correspondent, reasononline 8-25-04, http://www.reason.com/news/show/34867.html)

"The environmental movement has taught us humility and respect for the integrity of nonhuman nature. We need a similar humility concerning our human nature. If we do not develop it soon, we may unwittingly invite the transhumanists to deface humanity with their genetic bulldozers and psychotropic shopping malls," concludes Fukuyama. I say, bring on those genetic bulldozers and psychotropic shopping malls that help people to live healthier, smarter, and happier lives. I have my own nomination for an "idea [that], if embraced, would pose the greatest threat to the welfare of humanity": Banning technological progress in the name of "humility."
AT: Glannon (Life Extension Destroys Identity)
Identity can be preserved even if life times are extended 

Bostrom 6 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, “Why I Want to be a Posthuman When I Grow Up,” http://www.nickbostrom.com/posthuman.pdf)

Walter Glannon has argued that a lifespan of 200 years or more would be undesirable because personal identity could not be persevered over such a long life.36 Glannon’s argument presupposes that personal identity (understood here as a determinant of our prudential concerns) depends on psychological connectedness. On this view, we now have prudential interests in a future time segment of our organism only if that future time segment is psychologically connected to the organism’s present time segment through links of backward-looking memories and forward-looking projects and intentions. If a future time segment of my brain will not remember anything about what things are like for me now, and if I now have no projects or intentions that extend that far into the future, then that future time segment is not part of my person. Glannon asserts that these psychological connections that hold us together as persons could not extend over 200 years or so. There are several problems with Glannon’s argument, even if we accept his metaphysics of personal identity. There is no reason to think it impossible to have intentions and projects that range over more than 200 years. This would seem possible even with our current human capacities. For example, I can easily conceive of exciting intellectual and practical projects that may take me many hundreds of years to complete. It is also dubious to assume that a healthy future self several hundred years older than I am now might would be unable remember things from current life stage. Old people often remember their early adulthood quite well, and it is not clear that these memories always decline significantly over time. And of course, the concern about distant future stages being unable to remember their earlier stages disappears completely if we suppose that enhancements of memory capacity becomes available.37 Furthermore, if Glennon was right, it would follow that it is “undesirable” for a small child to grow up, since adults do not remember what it was like to be a small child and since small children do not have projects or intentions that extend over time spans as long as decades. This implication would be counterintuitive. It is more plausible that it can be desirable for an agent to survive and continue to develop, rather than to die, even if psychological connections eventually become attenuated. In the same way, it could be desirable for us to acquire the capacity to have a posthuman healthy lifespan, even if we could not remain the same person over time scales of several centuries.

AT: Habermas
Knowledge of genetic modification wouldn’t dehumanize us – the opposite is true 

Bostrom 9 (Nick, Oxford University, Faculty of Philosophy, The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10687/Default.aspx)

Jürgen Habermas, in a recent work, echoes Jonas’ concern and worries that even the mere knowledge of having been intentionally made by another could have ruinous consequences: "We cannot rule out that knowledge of one’s own hereditary features as programmed may prove to restrict the choice of an individual’s life, and to undermine the essentially symmetrical relations between free and equal human beings."13 A transhumanist could reply that it would be a mistake for an individual to believe that she has no choice over her own life just because some (or all) of her genes were selected by her parents. She would, in fact, have as much choice as if her genetic constitution had been selected by chance. It could even be that she would enjoy significantly more choice and autonomy in her life, if the modifications were such as to expand her basic capability set. Being healthy, smarter, having a wide range of talents, or possessing greater powers of self-control are blessings that tend to open more life paths than they block. Even if there were a possibility that some genetically modified individuals might fail to grasp these points and thus might feel oppressed by their knowledge of their origin, that would be a risk to be weighed against the risks incurred by having an unmodified genome, risks that can be extremely grave. If safe and effective alternatives were available, it would be irresponsible to risk starting someone off in life with the misfortune of congenitally diminished basic capacities or an elevated susceptibility to disease.

AT: Joy
Dangerous tech is inevitable – taking advantage of it early solves the impact 

Bostrom 3 (Nick, Faculty of Philosophy, Oxford University, “Transhumanism FAQ,” October,  

http://www.transhumanism.org/index.php/WTA/faq21/68/)

The position that we ought to relinquish research into robotics, genetic engineering, and nanotechnology has been advocated in an article by Bill Joy (2000). Joy argued that some of the future applications of these technologies are so dangerous that research in those fields should be stopped now. Partly because of Joy’s previously technophiliac credentials (he was a software designer and a cofounder of Sun Microsystems), his article, which appeared in Wired magazine, attracted a great deal of attention. Many of the responses to Joy’s article pointed out that there is no realistic prospect of a worldwide ban on these technologies; that they have enormous potential benefits that we would not want to forgo; that the poorest people may have a higher tolerance for risk in developments that could improve their condition; and that a ban may actually increase the dangers rather than reduce them, both by delaying the development of protective applications of these technologies, and by weakening the position of those who choose to comply with the ban relative to less scrupulous groups who defy it. A more promising alternative than a blanket ban is differential technological development, in which we would seek to influence the sequence in which technologies developed. On this approach, we would strive to retard the development of harmful technologies and their applications, while accelerating the development of beneficial technologies, especially those that offer protection against the harmful ones. For technologies that have decisive military applications, unless they can be verifiably banned, we may seek to ensure that they are developed at a faster pace in countries we regard as responsible than in those that we see as potential enemies. (Whether a ban is verifiable and enforceable can change over time as a result of developments in the international system or in surveillance technology.)
AT: Peters
Peters stands on common ground with transhumanism – his arguments are a reason to promote dialogue 

Blackford 9 (Russell, writer, philosopher, lawyer, and literary critic based in Melbourne, Australia, where he teaches part-time in the School of Philosophy and Bioethics, Monash University. He is Editor-in-Chief of The Journal of Evolution and Technology and a Fellow of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10681/Default.aspx)

I am puzzled as to why Peters has adopted such a disdainful attitude towards transhumanist thought, given that he shares considerable common ground with transhumanists. It would have been more realistic to identify specific transhumanist thinkers, or specific ideas promoted by certain transhumanists, with which he disagrees—rather than attempting a sweeping, but clearly fallacious, argument that is supposed to demonstrate transhumanism's fundamental naiveté. It is not as if he has a good argument against transhumanism's essential idea, and nor does he oppose the development of new technologies. He correctly stresses the need for alertness and caution, but there is no reason for transhumanists to reject this. Why, then, has he not taken a more tentative and conciliatory approach towards people with whom he shares much common ground? The same question could be asked of other contributors to the June 2008 issue of The Global Spiral. Often, they give an impression of seeking to discredit transhumanism, rather than to establish any useful dialogue with transhumanist thinkers. This might be understandable if transhumanism were a dominant social paradigm, wielding great and detrimental political influence. In those circumstances, there might be a burning need to challenge transhumanist ideas. That, however, is very far from the situation we are in. Transhumanist thinkers might be tempted to respond to the views of Peters and others with similar disdain. Perhaps I have yielded too much to that temptation. Allow me, then, to conclude by emphasizing yet again that there is common ground between transhumanists and at least some of the contributors to the June 2008 transhumanism issue of The Global Spiral. I hope that future dialogue may produce greater understanding, mutual respect, and possibly some shared insight.
AT: Pickering

Pickering did no research – you should be skeptical of the validity of their evidence 

La Torra 9 (Michael LaTorra is College Assistant Professor of English at New Mexico State University, where he has taught since 2000. Previous to his teaching appointment, he worked in Information Technology in California's Silicon Valley and in other states. He is the author of the 1993 book A WARRIOR BLENDS WITH LIFE: A MODERN TAO, and is an ordained Soto Zen Buddhist priest at the Zen Center of Las Cruces / Daibutsuji Zen Temple. Prof. LaTorra is an active transhumanist. He serves on the Board of Directors of the World Transhumanist Association and on the Board of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10691/Default.aspx)

The answer to my puzzlement proved easy to find. Pickering admits that, before being invited to speak at the “Transhumanism and the Meanings of Progress” workshop held on the campus of Arizona State University in April 2008, he "knew almost nothing about this movement.3   And although he "had intended to write a paper just for the meeting" he never got around to doing so, instead submitting a paper about his work on the history of cybernetics which he fixed up a bit since it "touches on some relevant issues." Yet, despite his unfamiliarity with the reality of transhumanism or the persons involved in it, he declared "Yes, I’m starting not to like transhumanism".4 Since Pickering fails to mention any primary sources written by transhumanists, one must assume that his research was limited to reading the single secondary source he cites.5 One wonders at such a small data set, given the large amount of primary transhumanist literature available, most of it easily found on the Internet [for example: More, 1995; Bostrom, 2002; Sandberg, 2002; Pearce, 2004; Hughes, 2004; de Grey, 2007; Vita-More, 2008; WTA, 2008; Humanity Plus, 2008; IEET, 2008].

The narrowness of his research is particularly troubling when one notes that on the self-same The Global Spiral website where Pickering's paper appears, one also finds "The Compatibility of Religious and Transhumanist Views of Metaphysics, Suffering, Virtue and Transcendence in an Enhanced Future" by Prof. James Hughes, who just a year prior to Pickering's presentation had delivered his paper in the same venue.

Pickering misinterprets transhumanism 

La Torra 9 (Michael LaTorra is College Assistant Professor of English at New Mexico State University, where he has taught since 2000. Previous to his teaching appointment, he worked in Information Technology in California's Silicon Valley and in other states. He is the author of the 1993 book A WARRIOR BLENDS WITH LIFE: A MODERN TAO, and is an ordained Soto Zen Buddhist priest at the Zen Center of Las Cruces / Daibutsuji Zen Temple. Prof. LaTorra is an active transhumanist. He serves on the Board of Directors of the World Transhumanist Association and on the Board of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10691/Default.aspx)

Contrary to the claim made in Pickering's paper, uploading is not the transfer of consciousness to a computer. By this statement, I am not asserting that it is impossible for consciousness to exist in a computer or other non-human substrate. Rather, I am saying that consciousness is not an object or energy that could be moved from one location in space to another. If consciousness is defined as a process of the brain, then uploading is the emulation of that process by a computer. Uploading an intellect from a brain to a computer is similar to the copying of data structures from one CD (Compact Disk) to another, or a data file from one computer to another, like synchronizing an iPod with an iTunes library. At the end of the copying process, there are two copies rather than one. Similarly, uploading is brain emulation, not mind or consciousness transfer. And uploading is not the aim of all transhumanists. Many transhumanists envision enhanced, non-aging, long-lived bodies that include implanted technologies.6, 7, 8 Pickering's claim that the "shuffling off the material form of the human body…exemplifies the transhuman aspiration" is simply, plainly, flatly untrue as a blanket statement. To his credit, Pickering gives the caveat early in his paper that "transhumanists might not have a single agreed upon position" with regard to uploading and cybernetic immortality. Then, without bothering to confirm his supposition—which is in fact a correct one—Pickering proceeds to "narrow [his] definition of transhumanism down to the goal of 'cybernetic immortality.'" That is narrow indeed! It flies in the face of the facts about transhumanist beliefs.9 Such narrowness may be convenient for Pickering, but it comes at the cost of violating the truth about transhumanism. Like the man who loses his keys in a dark alley and then walks some distance onto a well-illuminated sidewalk to look for them, Pickering prefers to work where the light is better for him, rather than where the real object of his search is to be found.

Pickering’s analysis of static identities are false

La Torra 9 (Michael LaTorra is College Assistant Professor of English at New Mexico State University, where he has taught since 2000. Previous to his teaching appointment, he worked in Information Technology in California's Silicon Valley and in other states. He is the author of the 1993 book A WARRIOR BLENDS WITH LIFE: A MODERN TAO, and is an ordained Soto Zen Buddhist priest at the Zen Center of Las Cruces / Daibutsuji Zen Temple. Prof. LaTorra is an active transhumanist. He serves on the Board of Directors of the World Transhumanist Association and on the Board of the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10691/Default.aspx)

Despite the thinness of Pickering's research into transhumanism, there is much value in the positions he actually holds with regard to human potential. The irony here is that Pickering endorses the real aims of transhumanism, while wrongly believing that he is opposing transhumanist goals. If only he had 'done his homework' by researching the topic more carefully before writing about it, Pickering might be praising transhumanism rather than disparaging it. Quite perceptively, Pickering writes that "different technologies, different material set-ups, indeed elicit different inner states." What is not clear from his brief discussion of "technologies of the self" (a concept he takes from Foucault) is how Pickering views the relationships or definitions of self, being, consciousness and essence. Which are senior, or prior, and which are derivative? Pickering claims that belief in "essence" is a transhumanist notion. This came as a surprise to me, as I cannot recall the term appearing very often in my many years of corresponding with other transhumanists, attending conferences, reading transhumanist writings, and writing my own.10, 11 I would agree with Pickering that a "self" emerges from material conditions. However, as Pickering realizes, material conditions are not static. In writing about the concept of emergence, Picking says "we have to expect new selves to be continually bubbling up in our dealing with the material world, even dealings that aim to hold the self constant." This is true, in my view, and perhaps to a greater extent than Pickering implies or recognizes. The self is a pattern, not an entity or an irreducible object that merely changes. The pattern that we call a self at any instant is merely the successor state of previous instances of that pattern. It maintains continuity by displaying a high degree of similarity to previous pattern states.

***RISK***

AT: Trans. Predictions Wrong

Transhumanist predictions are accurate
MORE 2009 (Max, strategic philosopher, co-founder of Extropy Institute, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10685/Default.aspx)
Both Moravec’s and Kurzweil’s forecasts of specific technological trends have turned out rather well so far. Of course it is easy to find lists of predictions from earlier forecasters that now, with hindsight, sound silly, and Ihde treats us to a few of them. Even there, and even with the assumption that accurate predicting is what matters in the whole transhuman/posthuman discussion, he fails to make a strong case for the futility or foolishness of predicting. He mentions an in-depth survey of predicted technologies from 1890 to 1940, noting that less than one-third of the 1500 predictions worked out well. He adds: “Chiding me for pointing this out in Nature and claiming these are pretty good odds, my response is that 50% odds are normal for a penny toss, and these are less than that!?” The critics who chided Ihde for this are perfectly justified. He just digs himself deeper into the hole of error by bringing up the coin toss analogy. A coin has two sides, yielding two possibilities, so that the chance of a random prediction coming true is 50%. But technologies can develop in innumerable possible ways, not only because of future discoveries about that technology, but because of interactions with other technologies and because how technologies turn out usually depends heavily on how they are used. This error is especially odd considering how frequently Ihde flogs the dead horse of trade-offs and unintended consequences.

AT: Predictions/Calculations Bad

Posthuman calculations are inevitable and good- their failure to provide an alternative risk of death from transhumanism means you prefer our argument
WALKER 2009 (Mark, assistant professor at New Mexico State University and holds the Richard L. Hedden Chair of Advanced Philosophical Studies, “Ship of Fools: Why Transhumanism is the Best Bet to Prevent the Extinction of Civilization ,” The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10682/Default.aspx)
It might be objected that it is foolhardy or worse to try to put such numbers to futures where so much is uncertain. I have some sympathy with this objection. Thinking about the future where so much is uncertain is hardly analogous to putting odds on a horse race. On the other hand, a lot more is at stake in thinking about our future and so we have no choice but to try to estimate as best we can various risks. If it were protested that it is simply impossible to make any meaningful estimate then this would prove too much. For then there would be no reason to think that the transhumanist future is any more risky than any other future. In other words, the complaint that the transhumanist future is risky has traction only if we have some comparative evaluation in mind. Surgery that has only a 1 in 10 chance of survival is not risky, comparatively speaking, if the chances of survival without the surgery are zero. Anyone who criticizes transhumanism for putting civilization at risk, as does Fukuyama, must explicitly or implicitly hold that the chances of survival in a non-transhumanist future are greater. This is what transhumanists deny.
Transhumanist predictions are accurate and improve policymaking- simply rejecting predictions makes real world decisions impossible
MORE 2009 (Max, strategic philosopher, co-founder of Extropy Institute, Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10685/Default.aspx)
More importantly for these discussions of the transhuman and posthuman, it seems to me that Ihde doesn’t understand futurology or forecasting. The purpose of thinking about the future is not to make impossibly accurate pinpoint predictions. It’s to forecast possible futures so that we can prepare as well as possible for the upsides and downsides—so we can try to anticipate and improve on some of the trade-offs and side-effects and develop resilient responses, policies, and organizations. Rather than throwing up our hands in the face of an uncertain future, transhumanists and other futurists seek to better understand our options. Ultimate skepticism concerning forecasting is not tenable, otherwise no one would ever venture to cross the road or save any money. Should we look at the uncertainty inherent in the future as an impenetrable black box? No. We need to distinguish different levels of uncertainty and then use the best available tools while developing better ones to make sense of possible outcomes. At the lowest level of uncertainty, there is only one possible outcome. In those situations, businesses use tools such as net present value. Raise the level of uncertainty a bit and you’re in a situation where there are several distinct possible futures, one of which will occur. In these situations, you can make good use of tools such as scenario planning, game theory, and decision-tree real-options valuation. At a higher level of uncertainty, we face a range of futures and must use additional tools such as system dynamics models. When uncertainty is at its highest and the range of possible outcomes is unbounded, we can only look to analogies and reference cases and try to devise resilient strategies and designs.9 

AT: Don’t Risk It
Society has already begun genetic engineering- it’s too late to turn back which means you err towards us

WALKER 2009 (Mark, assistant professor at New Mexico State University and holds the Richard L. Hedden Chair of Advanced Philosophical Studies, “Ship of Fools: Why Transhumanism is the Best Bet to Prevent the Extinction of Civilization ,” The Global Spiral, Feb 5, http://www.metanexus.net/magazine/tabid/68/id/10682/Default.aspx)
I suspect that those who think the transhumanist future is risky often have something like the following reasoning in mind: (1) If we alter human nature then we will be conducting an experiment whose outcome we cannot be sure of. (2) We should not conduct experiments of great magnitude if we do not know the outcome. (3) We do not know the outcome of the transhumanist experiment. (4) So, we ought not to alter human nature. The problem with the argument is (2). Because genetic engineering is already with us, and it has the potential to destroy civilization and create posthumans, we are already entering uncharted waters, so we must experiment. The question is not whether to experiment, but only the residual question of which social experiment will we conduct. Will we try relinquishment? This would be an unparalleled social experiment to eradicate knowledge and technology. Will it be the steady-as-she-goes experiment where for the first time governments, organizations and private citizens will have access to knowledge and technology that (accidently or intentionally) could be turned to civilization ending purposes? Or finally, will it be the transhumanist social experiment where we attempt to make beings brighter and more virtuous to deal with these powerful technologies? I have tried to make at least a prima facie case that transhumanism promises the safest passage through 21st century technologies. Since we must experiment it would be foolhardy or worse not to put more thought and energy into the problem of our uncertain future. To the extent that we do not put more thought and energy into the problem, one can only lament the sad irony that “steady-as-she-goes” seems an all too apt order for a ship of fools.

