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Util Good
Only utilitarianism takes into account the inevitability of sacrifices and compromise – any other framework is utopian and inevitably fails.

Nye, prof. of IR at Harvard University, 1986 (Joseph, “Nuclear Ethics”, p. 24)

Whether one accepts the broad consequentialist approach or chooses some other, more eclectic way to include and reconcile the three dimensions of complex moral issues, there will often be a sense of uneasiness about the answers, not just because of the complexity of the problems “but simply that there is no satisfactory solution to these issues – at least none that appears to avoid in practice what most men would still regard as an intolerable sacrifice of value.” When value is sacrificed, there is often the problem of “dirty hands.” Not all ethical decisions are pure ones. The absolutist may avoid the problem of dirty hands, but often at the cost of having no hands at all. Moral theory cannot be “rounded off and made complete and tidy.” That is part of the modern human condition. But that does not exempt us from making difficult moral choices.

Conflicting moral claims are inevitable – this necessitates utilitarianism.

Mulholland, prof. of philosophy at the University of Newfoundland, 1986 (Leslie, Journal of Philosophy, June, p. 328)

For many, the persuasiveness of utilitarianism as a moral theory lies in its power to provide a way out of difficulties arising from the conflict of moral principles. The contention that utilitarianism permits people to override rights in case of conflict of principles or in those cases where some recognized utility requires that a right be disregarded, is then not an internal objection to utilitarianism. Nor does it even indicate a plausible alternative to the convinced utilitarian. For him, utilitarianism has its force partly in the coherence and simplicity of the principle in explaining the morality of such cases.
The type of morality the aff tries to engage in is utopian because these theories were developed before extinction became possible – now the true moral self must be committed to bringing about the best possible world and that necessitates util

[Dale Jamieson, New York University, 5/14/07. Cambridge Journals: “When Utilitarians Should Be Virtue Theorists, “http://www.journals.cambridge.org/action/displayFulltext?type=6&fid=1015132&jid=&volumeId=&issueId=02&aid=1015128&fulltextType=RA&fileId=S0953820807002452]

For present purposes I assume that our problem is a moral problem. I investigate utilitarian approaches to our problem because utilitarianism, with its unapologetic focus on what we bring about, is relatively well positioned to have something interesting to say about our problem. Moreover, since utilitarianism is committed to the idea that morality requires us to bring about the best possible world, and global environmental change confronts us with extreme, deleterious consequences, there is no escaping the fact that, for utilitarians, global environmental change presents us with a moral problem of great scope, urgency and complexity.

However, I would hope that some of those who are not card-carrying utilitarians would also have interest in this project. Consequences matter, according to any plausible moral theory. Utilitarianism takes the concern for consequences to the limit, and it is generally of interest to see where pure versions of various doctrines wind up leading us. Moreover, I believe that the great traditions in moral philosophy should be viewed as more like research programs than as finished theories that underwrite or imply particular catechisms. For this reason it is interesting to see how successfully a moral tradition can cope with problems that were not envisioned by its progenitors.

Upholding life is the ultimate moral standard.

Uyl and Rasmussen, profs. of philosophy at Bellarmine College and St. John’s University, 1981 (Douglas Den and Douglas, “Reading Nozick”, p. 244)

Rand has spoken of the ultimate end as the standard by which all other ends are evaluated. When the ends to be evaluated are chosen ones the ultimate end is the standard for moral evaluation. Life as the sort of thing a living entity is, then, is the ultimate standard of value; and since only human beings are capable of choosing their ends, it is the life as a human being-man's life qua man-that is the standard for moral evaluation.

Util is key to value of life – it maximizes happiness for the most people – making it the best framework for the policymaker and those whom are affected

[Smith 1997. Book Review: Jonathan Schell’s Fate of the Earth and The Abolition, www.tc.umn.edu/~smith097/articles/L%2011.The%20Fate%20of%20the%20Earth%20.pdf]

Utilitarianism begins by generalizing the hedonistic pleasure principle in terms of

happiness. Then what is moral or good is that which brings an agent happiness. This thesis is further generalized to say that happiness should be secured for as many agents in the community as possible. Every action, therefore, should be motivated in terms of trying to maximize as much happiness for as many agents as possible within the given community. The use of happiness in this thesis is in relation to the overall consequences of all the agents in the given community. The basic argument is that individual good is maximizing individual happiness. Morality though, involves the common good of all the agents in the community. The common good, therefore, is maximizing every ones happiness. I think the most promising variation of utilitarianism is rule utilitarianism where emphasis is placed on the consequences of every agent in the community adopting a particular action as a rule. Implicit within rule utilitarianism is a strong consistency thesis which places necessary constraints on the basic utilitarian argument.

Util Bad
Liberty is a Moral side constraint – utilitarian critics deem human’s lives as inviolable and make true individual rights impossible to attain
Robert Nozick, Professor of Philosophy at Harvard University, 74 (Anarchy, State, and Utopia, Copyright @ 1974, google books) 
2. MORAL CONSTRAINTS AND MORAL GOALS  This question assumes that a moral concern can function only as a moral goal, as an end state for some activities to achieve as their result. It may, indeed, seem to be a necessary truth that 'right', 'ought', 'should', and so on, are to be explained in terms of what is, or is intended to be, productive of the greatest good, with all goals built into the good.4 Thus it is often thought that what is wrong with utilitarianism (which is of this form) is its too narrow conception of good, Utilitarianism doesn't, it is said, properly take rights and their non-violation into account; it instead leaves them a derivative status, Many of the counter-example cases to utilitarianism fit under this objection, for example, punishing an innocent man to save a neighbourhood from a vengeful rampage. But a theory may include in a primary way the non-violation of rights, yet include it in the wrong place and the wrong manner. For suppose some condition about minimizing the total (weighted) amount of violations of rights is built into the desirable end state to be achieved. We then would have something like a 'utilitarianism of rights'; violations of rights (to be minimized) merely would replace the total happiness as the relevant end state in the utilitarian structure, (Note that we do not hold the non-violation of our rights as our sole greatest good or even rank it first lexicographically to exclude trade-offs, if there is some desirable society we would choose to inhabit even though in it some rights of ours sometimes are violated, rather than move to a desert island where we could survive alone.) This still would require us to violate someone's rights when doing so minimizes the total (weighted) amount of the violation of rights in the society, For example, violating someone's rights might deflect others from their intended action of gravely violating rights, or might remove their motive for doing so, or might divert their attention, and so on, A mob rampaging through a part of town killing and burning will violate the rights of those living there, Therefore, someone might try to justify his punishing another he knows to be innocent of a crime that enraged a mob, on the grounds that punishing this innocent person would help to avoid even greater violations of rights by others, and so would lead to a minimum weighted Score for rights violations in the society.   In contrast to incorporating rights into the end state to be achieved, one might place them as side constraints upon the actions to be done: don't violate constraints C. The rights of others determine the constraints upon your actions. (A goal-directed view with constraints added would be: among those acts available to you that don't violate constraints C, act so as to maximize goal G. Here, the rights of others would constrain your goal-directed behaviour. I do not mean to imply that the correct moral view includes mandatory goals that must be pursued, even within the constraints.) This view differs from one that tries to build the side constraints C into the goal G. The side-constraint view forbids you to violate these moral constraints in the pursuit of your goals; whereas the view whose objective is to minimize the violation of these rights allows you to violate the rights (the constraints) in order to lessen their total violation in the society.4   The claim that the proponent of the ultraminimal state is inconsistent, we now can see, assumes that he is a 'utilitarian of rights'. It assumes that his goal is, for example, to minimize the weighted amount of the violation of rights in the society, and that he should pursue this goal even through means that themselves violate people's rights. Instead, he may place the non-violation of rights as a constraint upon action, rather than (or in addition to) building it into the end state to be realized. The position held by this proponent of the ultraminimal state will be a consistent one if his conception of rights holds that your being forced to contribute to another's welfare violates your rights, whereas someone else's not providing you with things you need greatly, including things essential to the protection of your rights, does not itself violate your rights, even though it avoids making it more difficult for someone else to violate them. (That conception will be consistent provided it does not construe the monopoly element of the ultraminimal state as itself a violation of rights.) That it is a consistent position does not, of course, show that it is an acceptable one.   3. WHY SIDE CONSTRAINTS?  Isn't it irrational to accept a side constraint C, rather than a view that directs minimizing the violations of C? (The latter view treats C as a condition rather than a constraint.) If non-violation of C is so important, shouldn't that be the goal? How can a concern for the non-violation of C lead to the refusal to violate C even when this would prevent other more extensive violations of C? What is the rationale for placing the non-violation of rights as a side constraint upon action instead of including it solely as a goal of one's actions? Side constraints upon action reflect the underlying Kantian principle that individuals are ends and not merely means; they may not be sacrificed or used for the achieving of other ends without their consent. Individuals are inviolable. More should be said to illuminate this talk of ends and means. Consider a prime example of a means, a tool. There is no side constraint on how we may use a tool, other than the moral constraints on how we may use it upon others. There are procedures to be followed to preserve it for future use ('don't leave it out in the rain'), and there are more and less efficient ways of using it. But there is no limit on what we may do to it to best achieve our goals. Now imagine that there was an overridable constraint C on some tool's use. For example, the tool might have been lent to you only on the condition that C not be violated unless the gain from doing so was above a certain specified amount, or unless it was necessary to achieve a certain specified goal. Here the object is not completely your tool, for use according to your wish or whim. But it is a tool nevertheless, even with regard to the overridable constraint. If we add constraints on its use that may not be overridden, then the object may not be used as a tool in those ways. In those respects, it is not a tool at all. Can one add enough constraints so that an object cannot be used as a tool at all, in any respect?   Can behaviour toward a person be constrained so that he is not to be used for any end except as he chooses? This is an impossibly stringent condition if it requires everyone who provides us with a good to approve positively of every use to which we wish to put it. Even the requirement that he merely should not object to any use we plan would seriously curtail bilateral exchange, not to mention sequences of such exchanges. It is sufficient that the other party stands to gain enough from the exchange so that he is willing to go through with it, even though he objects to one or more of the uses to which you shall put the good. Under such conditions, the other party is not being used solely as a means, in that respect. Another party, however, who would not choose to interact with you if he knew of the uses to which you intend to put his actions or good, is being used as a means, even if he receives enough to choose (in his ignorance) to interact with you. ('All along, you were just using me' can be said by someone who chose to interact only because he was ignorant of another's goals and of the uses to which he himself would be put.) Is it morally incumbent upon someone to reveal his intended uses of an interaction if he has good reason to believe the other would refuse to interact if he knew? Is he using the other person, if he does not reveal this? And what of the cases where the other does not choose to be of use at all? In getting pleasure from seeing an attractive person go by, does one use the other solely as a means?5 Does someone so use an object of sexual fantasies? These and related questions raise very interesting issues for moral philosophy; but not, I think, for political philosophy,   Political philosophy is concerned only with certain ways that persons may not use others; primarily, physically aggressing against them, A specific side constraint upon action toward others expresses the fact that others may not be used in the specific ways the side constraint excludes, Side constraints express the inviolability of others, in the ways they specify, These modes of inviolability are expressed by the following injunction: 'Don't use people in specified ways,' An end-state view, on the other hand. would express the view that people are ends and not merely means (if it chooses to express this view at all), by a different injunction: 'Minimize the use in specified ways of persons as means.' Following this precept itself may involve using someone as a means in one of the ways specified, Had Kant held this view, he would have given the second formula of the categorical imperative as, 'So act as to minimize the use of humanity simply as a means,' rather than the one he actually used: 'Act in such a way that you always treat humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of any other, never simply as a means, but always at the same time as an end.6   Side constraints express the inviolability of other persons, But why may not one violate persons for the greater social good? Individually, we each sometimes choose to undergo some pain or sacrifice for a greater benefit or to avoid a greater harm: we go to the dentist to avoid worse suffering later; we do some unpleasant work for its results; some persons diet to improve their health or looks; some save money to support themselves when they are older. In each case, some cost is borne for the sake of the greater overall good, Why not, similarly, hold that some persons have to bear some costs that benefit other persons more, for the sake of the overall social good? But there is no social entity with a good   that undergoes some sacrifice for its own good. There are only individual people, different individual people, with their own individual lives. Using one of these people for the benefit of others, uses him and benefits the others. Nothing more. What happens is that something is done to him for the sake of others. Talk of an overall social good covers this up. (Intentionally?) To use a person in this way does not sufficiently respect and take account of the fact that he is a separate person,7 that his is the only life he has. He does not get some overbalancing good from his sacrifice, and no one is entitled to force this upon him-least of all a state or government that claims his allegiance (as other individuals do not) and that therefore scrupulously must be neutral between its citizens.  
Utilitarian calculations open space for unlimited instances of public intervention – search for maximal happiness results in morally monstrous policies where all of histories greatest atrocities can be justified

Richard Posner, Judge of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Seventh Circuit and Lecturer at University of Chicago Law School, 79 (“Utilitarianism, economics, and legal theory”, The Journal of Legal Studies, Vol.8, No. 1 (Jan., 1979))
Another difficulty with utilitarianism is the lack of a method for calculat- ing the effect of a decision or policy on the total happiness of the relevant population.41 Even if attention is confined to the human population, there is no reliable technique for measuring a change in the level of satisfaction of one individual relative to a change in the level of satisfaction of another. Some utilitarians have faith in the eventual discovery of a psychological metric that will enable happiness to be measured and compared across per- sons (and animals?),42 but in the two centuries that have elapsed since Bentham announced the felicific calculus no progress toward the discovery of such a metric has been made. Paretian welfare economics is advanced by some as the solution to the problem of measuring satisfactions. The basic Paretian argument is that a voluntary market transaction-e.g., A offers, and B accepts, $5 for B's bag of oranges, or A proposes marriage, and again B accepts A's offer-must make both parties better off, and so increase the level of welfare or happiness in the society, for if both A and B were not made better off by the transaction at least one of them would refuse to consent to it. This approach does not, however, meet the utilitarian's need for a dependable metric even if we accept (as I am inclined to do, despite arguments, which I cannot hope to address here, that advertising or other features of a market economy lead people to buy things they don't really want) that a market transaction in- creases the happiness of the parties over what it was immediately before the transaction took place. The transaction (or, more plausibly, a series of like transactions) may affect nonparties: by increasing the demand for oranges it may cause the price of oranges to rise to other consumers as well, and the higher price may make those other consumers quite miserable. Moreover, the analysis begs two critical questions: whether the goods exchanged were initially distributed so as to maximize happiness (were the people with money those who derive the most happiness from the things money can buy?) and whether a system of free markets creates more happiness than alternative systems of resource allocation do or could. The Paretian criterion could of course be defined in such a way that no transaction was deemed Pareto optimal unless it raised the level of happiness in the society. Perhaps this definition is implicit in the usual formulation of the criterion: a transaction is Pareto optimal if it makes at least one person better off and no one worse off. But rigorously applied, this test is unwork- able because the total effects of a transaction on human happiness, content- ment, or satisfaction are rarely ascertainable. I conclude that Paretian analy- sis does not solve the utilitarians' problem of measuring happiness. Difficulty in deriving specific policies or guidelines from ethical premises is not, of course, unique to utilitarianism; it is characteristic of ethical discus- sion generally. Rawls's work, as we shall see, strikingly illustrates this point. And among contemporary Kantian legal rights theorists, one has only to compare Fried and Epstein, who, starting from seemingly identical premises regarding human respect and autonomy, derive quite different policy impli- cations.43 If Dworkin is a "genuine" Kantian, and not simply a utilitarian of the egalitarian school,44 the point is made even more dramatically. How- ever, the fact that utilitarianism is no more indefinite than competing theo- ries of moral obligation may not reconcile one to utilitarianism, especially one who happens to favor limited government. Suppose, for example, that Bentham and many other utilitarians are right that lacking any real knowl- edge of the responsiveness of different individuals' happiness to income we should assume that every one is pretty much alike in that respect. Then we need only make one additional, and as it happens plausible, assumption- that of the diminishing marginal utility of money income-to obtain a utilitarian basis for a goal of seeking to equalize incomes. For, on these assumptions, it is easily shown that an equal distribution of income and wealth will produce more happiness than any other distribution,45 unless the costs of achieving and maintaining such a distribution equal or exceed the benefits in greater happiness. The qualification is of course critical, but it places the burden of proof on the opponent of income equalization in an area where proof is notoriously difficult to come by. The example of income equality illustrates a broader point. If the imprac- ticality of the felicific calculus is taken to justify the utilitarian's use of guesswork, the possibilities for plausible public intervention become vir- tually unlimited. As a trivial example, from the observation that animals are capable of suffering, it is but a few steps to advocating the prohibition of sport fishing.46 The problem of indefiniteness blends insensibly into a related objection to utilitarian thought: what one might term the perils of instrumentalism. Rights in a utilitarian system are strictly instrumental goods. The only final good is the happiness of the group as a whole. If it is maximized by allowing people to own property and marry as they choose and change jobs and so on, then rights to these things will be given to them, but if happiness could be increased by treating people more like sheep, then rights are out the window. People do not seem to be happier in totalitarian than in democratic states, but if they were, the consistent utilitarian would have to support to- talitarianism. Utilitarianism thus seems to base rights of great importance on no firmer ground than an empirical hunch that they promote "happiness." That hunch cannot be verified by any tools we have or are likely to acquire-though some people will find one bit of evidence or another (e.g., the Berlin Wall) persuasive in buttressing it. Even within the general framework of the liberal state, utilitarians who are not shy about making bold empirical guesses concerning the distribution of happiness can produce rather monstrous policy recommendations. An example is Bentham's pro- posal for eliminating begging by enslaving beggars.47 "Moral monstrousness" is in fact a major problem of utilitarianism. Two types of monstrousness may be distinguished. One stems from the utilita- rian's refusal to make moral distinctions among types of pleasure. Suppose that A spends his leisure time pulling wings off flies, while B spends his feeding pigeons, and that because A has a greater capacity for pleasure he derives more happiness from his leisure time than B does from his. Putting aside the unhappiness of the fly-which, if we could measure happiness, would probably be found trivial-the consistent utilitarian would have to judge A a better man than B, because A's activity adds more to the sum of happiness than B's. The other type of moral monstrousness associated with utilitarianism arises from the utilitarian's readiness to sacrifice the innocent individual on the altar of social need. Alan Donagan gives the following example: it might well be the case that more good and less evil would result from your painlessly and undetectedly murdering your malicious, old and unhappy grandfather than from your forbearing to do so: he would be freed from his wretched existence; his children would be rejoiced by their inheritances and would no longer suffer from his mischief; and you might anticipate the reward promised to those who do good in secret. Nobody seriously doubts that a position with such a consequence is mon- strous.48 Donagan is correct, I believe, that a consistent utilitarian would have to reckon the murderer a good man. The utilitarian could, of course, point out that a practice of murdering obnoxious grandfathers would probably reduce happiness. Knowledge of the practice would make grandfathers very un- happy, yet in the long run probably not benefit heirs because the practice would deter people from accumulating estates. But any utilitarian objections to creating an exception to the law of murder for killers of obnoxious grand- fathers have no force at the level of personal morality once it is stipulated that the murder will go undetected. Yet to call the murderer in Donagan's example a "good man" does unacceptable violence to conventional moral notions. Monstrousness is a less serious problem of utilitarianism at the level of social than of personal choice. It is one thing to pick an innocent person at random and kill him to achieve some social end and another to establish an institutional structure-criminal punishment, for example-which makes it inevitable that some innocent people will suffer. No punishment system could be devised that reduced the probability of erroneous conviction to zero. Yet even at the level of social choice, utilitarianism can lead occasion- ally to monstrous results. Suppose there were a group of people who were at once so few relative to the rest of the society, so miserable, and so hated that their extermination would increase the total happiness of the society. The consistent utilitarian would find it hard to denounce extermination in these circumstances although he would be entitled to note the anxiety costs that might be imposed on people who feared they would be exterminated next. As another example, the initial and relatively mild anti-Semitic measures taken by Hitler's government against German Jews conceivably increased the total happiness of the German (and world?) population even though some non- Jews may have feared a precedent for other identifiable minority groups to which they belonged. Conceivably, these initial anti-Semitic measures were morally desirable from a utilitarian standpoint.49 If monstrousness is a peril of utilitarianism, moral squeamishness, or fanaticism, is a peril of Kantian theorists. Bernard Williams poses the case of "Jim," the guest of an officer in a backward country who is about to have a group of political prisoners shot.50 The officer tells Jim that if Jim will shoot one of the prisoners, he will release the others. The extreme Kantian would say that Jim has no obligation to shoot a prisoner because there is a crucial difference between doing evil and failing to prevent evil. This is Williams's position. I regard the asserted distinction as precious in the example. If Jim declines the officer's invitation, all the prisoners will die; if he accepts it, all but one will be saved. There is no trade-off. No one will be better off if Jim declines the invitation; all but one will be worse off. 
don’t evaluate the neg’s exaggerated claims of nuclear annihilation and refrain from crisis mentality. AND plan is better than the neg; it solves for nuclear war in the long term by addressing the root cause, they only delay nuclear war

Martin 9, PhD in theoretical physics, associate professor in Science, Technology and Society at the University of Wollongong, 2009 (Brian, “Climate crisis? The politics of emergency framing” Published in Economic and Political Weekly, Vol. 44, No. 36, 5 September 2009, pp. 53-60. ) 
Firstly, the anti-nuclear-weapons movements expanded dramatically yet collapsed just a few years later, even though the underlying problem - the risk of major catastrophe from nuclear war - remained much the same. This suggests that movements should aim to become sustainable, building structures or approaches that can maintain popular involvement over the long term. Secondly, crisis framing was insufficient to create the huge mobilisation necessary to bring about fundamental change in the nuclear system. Indeed, campaigners using thinking like that of Jonathan Schell and Carl Sagan, who argued that nuclear war was the ultimate catastrophe, failed to impart their sense of crisis to government decision-makers. Thirdly, crisis framing appeared to put an emphasis on short-term solutions implemented by governments - an orientation to reformism (Roberts 1979). This sort of framing neglected the development of long-term activism to bring about changes in the structure of state system that underlies the nuclear threat (Barnet 1972; Kovel 1983; Martin 1984). Ever since the development of nuclear weapons, opponents have argued that they are so horrible that they should never be used. Yet numerous governments have developed and deployed them, their leaders seemingly unperturbed by arguments based on the common good. Anti-nuclear movements have come and gone and nuclear armaments have remained, even though the alleged justification for having them - the threat from the enemy - appeared to disappear with the end of the cold war. The persistence of nuclear armaments suggests that the driving forces behind them are deeper than the standard justification offered by governments: deterrence. Arguably, ongoing commitments to nuclear weapons - and to military strength more generally - are linked to the maintenance of state power, the link between state power and corporate interests (including via military-industrial complexes), military systems, and science and technology geared to military priorities. Whatever the precise explanation, the point here is that getting rid of nuclear weapons is not just a matter of convincing a few people at the top that the world would be better off without them - that has been attempted for decades without much success.Nuclear weapons are part of an institutionalised war system. That means that getting rid of them has to be a long-term process of social change, including challenges to the systems in which the nuclear mentality thrives, and developing alternatives. Moving forward on this long-term process requires vision, commitment and strategic thinking. Alarming people by the spectre of nuclear devastation and the possibility of human extinction might work for short-term goals but has had limited success in helping long-term efforts to transform the war system. There is another disadvantage of seeing nuclear war as an all-or-nothing struggle, as either preventing nuclear war or suffering the ultimate catastrophe. It means peace activists are not prepared for the aftermath of an actual nuclear war (Martin 1982c). It is possible that a nuclear exchange could be limited, for example a few bombs exploded in a hot spot such as the Middle East or South Asia, an attack by terrorists who have acquired weapons, or an accidental launch of nuclear missiles. The result could be massive loss of life - from tens of thousands of people to a few million, for example - but still far from putting human survival at risk, indeed less than some previous wars. A limited nuclear exchange is a possibility, but peace activists are completely unprepared because so much campaigning has used crisis framing with the message "we'd better stop nuclear weapons or it's all over." This would be like fire brigades putting all their energy into warning people about the consequences of fires but not preparing to deal with an actual one. Nuclear war creates much bigger fires than any brigade has had to deal with, but the principle is the same. The aftermath of an actual nuclear war holds several possibilities. One is government crack-downs on all forms of dissent, to mobilise the population against the enemy, a political repression that would make the post-9/11 "war on terror" seem mild by comparison. A parallel process would be popular revulsion against nuclear weapons, especially against governments believed to have authorised them. This would be an opportunity to make dramatic gains for peace. But without preparation by anti-nuclear campaigners, there is a greater risk that governments would respond by gearing up for an even more devastating nuclear future.
The neg’s mentality to sacrifice anything and everything to avoid nuclear war causes ontological damnation that outweighs nuclear war – the aff helps us survive nuclear war AND avoid ontological damnation, the impact is hell on earth 

Zimmerman 94, (Professor of Philosophy at Tulane), 1994 (Michael, Contesting the Earth’s Future, p. 104). 

Heidegger asserted that human self-assertion, combined with the eclipse of being, threatens the relation between being and human Dasein.53Loss of this relation would be even more dangerous than a nuclear war that might "bring about the complete annihilation of humanity and the destruction of the earth."54This controversial claim is comparable to the Christian teaching that it is better to forfeit the world than to lose one's soul by losing one's relation to God. Heidegger apparently thought along these lines: it is possible that after a nuclear war, life might once again emerge, but it is far less likely that there will ever again occur an ontological clearing through which such life could manifest itself. Further, since modernity's one-dimensional disclosure of entities virtually denies them any "being" at all, the loss of humanity's openness for being is already occurring.55Modernity's background mood is horror in the face of nihilism, which is consistent with the aim of providing material "happiness" for everyone by reducing nature to pure energy.56The unleashing of vast quantities of energy in nuclear war would be equivalent to modernity's slow-motion destruction of nature: unbounded destruction would equal limitless consumption. If humanity avoided nuclear war only to survive as contented clever animals, Heidegger believed we would exist in a state of ontological damnation: hell on earth, masquerading as material paradise. Deep ecologists might agree that a world of material human comfort purchased at the price of everything wild would not be a world worth living in, for in killing wild nature, people would be as good as dead. But most of them could not agree that the loss of humanity's relation to being would be worse than nuclear omnicide, for it is wrong to suppose that the lives of millions of extinct and unknown species are somehow lessened because they were never "disclosed" by humanity.
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