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Their endorsement of the state locks us into a never-ending repression of excess that makes catastrophic war inevitable

Harney & Martin 7 (Stefano, Randy, Mode of Excess: Bataille, Criminality, and the War On Terror, Theory and Event 10:2)
Let us consider three elements of what might constitute Bataille's own mode of excess, writing as he is, when consumer capitalism and Soviet socialism retain their status as historical projects, and war adheres snugly to a Keynesian metaphysic. Bataille, of course is writing under the sign of what came to be called Fordism, a regulatory apparatus that mass produced consumption as a disciplinary realm parallel to but outside that of production. While the externality was mutual, it was also directional-domesticity was the sphere were cars and people started out new and became old, where time was free, leisure expressed substantive rationality, and used luxuries could be put out in the garbage. Despite, or perhaps more precisely because of the way in which the Keynesian welfare state was involved in the economy, subventions for public assistance and military contracting stood as anti-productive. In the dream realm of popular culture and consumer markets, of manufactured desires, the state needed to be absent to locate excess in a space that would be free of coercion and domination-hence the formal distinction from work and government. The state operates for Bataille in a universe of general interest that can never use up the erotic extensive energies of the accursed share. "The State (at least the modern, fully developed State) cannot give full reign to a movement of destructive consumption without which an indefinite accumulation of resources situates us in the universe in exactly the same way as cancer is inscribed in the body, as a negation." (Bataille 1993: 160) War is the consummate category of expenditure that can be stolen back by state and particularizing economic exchange, especially as it seeks an equilibrium between destruction and profit in what is intended as a virtuous cycle of demand absorbing supply that Franklin Delano Roosevelt dubbed, "Dr. Win The War." Like the partition between production and consumption, this political economy of war assumes that death and profitability belong to separate accounts, and that civic devastation will be restored by a reincorporating policy framework like the Marshall Plan. As Bataille observes: "Of course, what we spend in one category is in principle lost for the others. There are many possibilities of slippage: alcohol, war and holidays involve us in eroticism, but this means simply that the possible expenditures in one category are ultimately reduced by those we make in the others, so that only the profits found in war truly alter this principle; even so, in most cases these profits correspond to the losses of the vanquished.... We need to make a principle of the fact that sooner or later the sum of excess energy that is managed for us by a labor so great that it limits the share available for erotic purposes will be spent in a catastrophic war."(Bataille 1993: 188) Under these circumstances, the political choice becomes clear, expenditure can be wasted in war or applied to increase the standard of living.

Thus Resar and I affirm ritual blood orgies to increase solar energy production.

And we must locate the glory of the blood orgy in our everyday lives – not mediated by the state or the market of financial incentives

Ruckh (Prof. Southern Illinois University Ph.D., University of California) 4 (Eric W., "Theorizing Globalization: at the intersection of Bataille 's Solar Economy , DeLillo 's Underworld, and Hardt 's and Negri 's Empire "pg. 117 – 132)

 One consequence of this application of Bataille to the issue of globalization is that globalization is not to be summarily resisted. Globalization creates opportunities for new experiences of identity and social formation; it does so by changing the ways in which energy is wasted. Recall that for Bataille, humanity is a consequence of solar excess. Human activity puts energy, stored and restricted on the globe, back into motion. Bataille writes, "The energy freed in him blossoms and is shown without end in useless splendor" (Bataille VII, 14). One must see the new hierarchies and restrictions created by globalization as opportunities for even greater expenditure. "The excess of energy," Bataille argues, "could not be freed it it had itself first not been seized" (Bataille VI, 14). Globalization is both a change in production and expenditure. If Bataille beckons us to see the new global concentrations of wealth as opportunities for waste, then he also challenges us to make manifold new ways in which to waste. We must waste in a glorious, splendid fashion, according to Bataille. In other words, Bataille forces us to see the problem of globalization in a new way: we must resist and struggle against servile, unconscious manners of wasting energy and attempt to reactivate communal, conscious and sovereign operations of was Affte. "Essentially," Bataille claims. "Human being is charged here to expend in glory that which the earth accumulated, what the sun produced' (Bataille VII. 16). While our attention is diverted to questions of production and labor, work and necessity. Bataille's gaze shifts to "practices of glorious expenditure, for there, tragically, lay the grandeur and the sense of human being" (Bataille VII. 16). Such a "Copernican revolution" in viewing and talking about globalization will have consequences across a domain of registers: from the philosophical through the historical and political and on to the pedagogic. Bataille can help us develop some of those consequences, particularly as it concerns the political and historical consequences of globalization. In his essay, "The Psychological Structure of Fascism"(1933), Bataille employs the terms heterogeneous to refer to practices of expenditure- to the zone of experience which has no end other than itself—and homogeneous to refer to practices of production—to the zone of experience governed by exchanged, to all things that can be a means to something else. The heterogeneous is roughly synonymous with the realms of excess and expenditure and the homogeneous is roughly equivalent to the realms of production and utility. Human existence is stretched across both zones. Of the homogeneous, Bataille writes  The common denominator, the foundation of social homogeneity and the .activity arising from it is money, namely, the calculable equivalent of the different products of collective activity. Money serves to measure all work and makes man a function of measurable products. According to the judgment of homogeneous society, each man is worth what he produces; in other words he stops being an existence for itself: he is no more than a function. (Bataille I. 340: Visions of Fxt. 338, italics mine) To be a function- —this, for Bataille, is the essence of servility. Human beings, reduced to servility, are incapable of generating the meaning and sense of their own lives. The homogenous stands in opposition to the heterogeneous: "The [...] heterogeneous indicates that it concerns elements that are impossible to assimilate" Bataille 1. 344: Visions, 1401. Because the heterogeneous realm cannot be reduced or used as a means it exists for itself: this quality allows these practices to become the grounds of meaning and values. Heterogeneous existence is directive according to Bataille. So during a time of economic crisis, during a period of transition in (he productive or homogeneous sphere. the outcome of that crisis will be determined by the heterogeneous. Bataille writes: T he mode of resolving acute economic contradictions depends upon both the historical state and the general laws of the heterogeneous social region in which effervescence acquires its positive form: it depends in particular upon the relations established between the various formations of this region I The heterogeneous l when homogeneous society finds itself materially dissociated. The study of homogeneity and of the conditions of its existence thus necessarily leads to the essential study of heterogeneity. The history of economic transformation, the history of homogeneous social existence is determined then by a shadow world, by a series of relationships, struggles and operations that untold in an "underworld." The history we know (Marxist or liberal) is but an illusion, a veil of Maya. drawn over our eyes, for a secret history is determining our fate. That history is a history of waste: of everything resulting from unproductive expenditure (sacred things themselves form part of this whole) (... I included arc the waste products of the human body and certain analogous matter (trash. vermin. etc.): the parts of the human body: persons, words or acts having a suggestive erotic value: the various unconscious processes such as dreams or neuroses: the numerous elements or social forms that homogeneous society is powerless to assimilate: mobs, the warrior, aristocratic and impoverished classes, different types of violent individuals or at least those who refuse the rule (madmen, leaders, poets, etc.) (Bataille 1. 346: Visions, 142). Relations established and unfolding amongst these heterogeneous zones of human experience shape our lives, even if we tend to think that they arc of secondary importance. What we are experiencing then as globalization is the result of the preponderance of certain forms of heterogeneity. If we are to change the shape of globalization, if we are to intersect and redirect the transformation of economic and social life, then we must reactivate different modes of experience of the heterogeneous. We must delve into "the underworld." In order to understand the currents of our contemporary political situation then we must have sonic familiarity with the conflicts within the realm of the heterogeneous. We must base a "map" of the positions and (he strengths of heterogeneous practices: this map must be temporal. we must a have sense of the growth and diminution, of the struggles and alliances, amongst the heterogeneous. Few formal. disciplinary histories will give us access to the strategic situation within the heterogeneous realm. When history fails us. There are other resources available. Don DeLillo's novel. Underworld (1997). presents a history of the underworld of the United States during the second half of the Twentieth Century. I consider it to be an alternative history of the Cold War, in which DeLillo shows that the course of American history is played out between two poles of the heterogeneous: between waste and war, between refuse and the hydrogen bomb. Between these two ends of the heterogeneous, other heterogeneous forms emerge, most spectacularly in the form of the game, represented in the novel by the famous baseball that Bobby Thompson hit out the park to give the game to the Giants over the Dodgers. In a way, everyone in the novel is seeking an alternative to war and destruction on the one hand and hidden, privatized and forgotten refuse on the other: that quest for a balance. for a response to the fundamental demands of waste and excess is symbolized by the quest for Hobby Thompson's homerun ball. Everyone's lives are determined by the interplay of these heterogeneous forces: what to do with the waste of consumer culture, what to do about the bomb, and what to do about the game. DeLillo shows that much of American history turns around these poles. This literary account of recent American history gives us a first approximation of the tendencies and strengths of various heterogeneous elements in American life. DeLillo's account of history closely parallels Bataille’s. Both argue that expenditure is the primary motivation of human existence. Del.illo writes. Cities rose on garbage, inch by inch, gaining elevation through the decades as buried debris increased. Garbage always got layered over or pushed to the edges [...] But it had its own momentum. It pushed back. It pushed into every space available, dictating construction patterns and altering systems of ritual [... ] People were compelled to develop an organized response. This meant they had to come up with a resourceful  means of disposal and build a social structure to carry it out—workers, managers, haulers, scavengers.
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Inserting the word incentives into your plan ensures neoliberal domination by elites.
Adaman and Madra (Bogazici University, Department of Economics) 12
(Fikret & Yahya M., Understanding Neoliberalism as Economization: The Case of the Ecology, http://www.econ.boun.edu.tr/public_html/RePEc/pdf/201204.pdf)

In the aftermath of the 2008 financial crisis, governments and international finance   organizations began to call for and take regulatory measures in order to prevent similar   breakdowns in the future, causing some commentators to quickly pronounce neoliberalism  dead.  Consider, for instance, a most recent example: while writing this chapter, a special   report in the January 21-27, 2012, issue of The Economist—embellished with a red and black   portrait of Lenin on the cover, triumphantly holding a cigar with a dollar sign on it—lamented   the “emerging world’s new model” would be “the rise of state capitalism.” Yet, this line of   argument is based on a rather simplified and narrow reading of neoliberalism, as a purer laissezfaire regime where spontaneous markets reign free with minimal role for governments.  A   closer look at the brief history of neoliberalism challenges this reading of neoliberalism as a   project/process of marketization on both the practical and the ideational levels.  Practically speaking, governments have always played an active role in designing, instituting and facilitating   the operation of markets, not only before but also under neoliberalism.  In other words, the   historical track record of three decades of neoliberal hegemony at a global scale demonstrates   that the much invoked dichotomy between state and private capitalism fails to do justice to the   intensity and the depth of dirigiste and technocratic bureaucratic state involvement in   implementing neoliberalism (Harvey, 2005; Peck, 2010).  In fact, if we were to follow the   directions proposed back in the end of the 1970s by Michel Foucault (2008) in his prescient   genealogy of neoliberal reason, at the ideational level, neoliberal “turn” in economic thinking,   quite distinct from the earlier, late 18  th  -century classical liberalism which aimed at protecting   the markets from the arbitrary interventions of the state, represents a particular epistemic shift   in the way the governments relate to and regulate the entire ensemble of social relations   through a governmental matrix which is organized around the assumption that all social agents   (be they individuals, groups, enterprises, or states) are calculatively rational and calculably   responsive towards (pecuniary or otherwise) incentives.  In other words, if neoliberalism is not   (only) a drive towards marketization, but rather more broadly a drive towards the economization  of the ensemble of social relations (viz. the economic, the cultural, the political, and the   ecological) through governmental dispositifs, then it would be misleading to deduce the death   of neoliberalism from the increasing visibility of state involvement in the economy and society   at large without asking how that involvement is epistemically organized and whether or not it   successfully transforms social ontology in the direction of economization (Madra and Adaman,   2010). 
If one were to subscribe to this reading of neoliberalism as a drive towards economization of the   economic, political, social, and ecological spheres, one could plausibly argue in our current   conjuncture that, despite the fact that the economic recession is still going strong in North   America and Europe, leading to political crises in Southern Europe (Greece, Spain, and Italy)   and potentially to the dissolution of the Euro-zone, neoliberalism remains hegemonic.  In   response to this persistent crisis, governments are electing not to return to a Keynesian-style   demand-management policy through deficit- or, better yet, progressive taxation-based   spending policy (as advocated by the likes of Joseph Stiglitz [2010]), and continue to advocate   and actually implement austerity programs despite widespread popular unrest and opposition.    But more importantly, while only a small fraction within the neoliberal field still defend the  market panacea paradigm unequivocally, there is very little questioning of the economizing and   calculative ideologies of the neoliberal social ontological project. In this chapter, our aim is to shed some light on how the neoliberal project reproduces itself   theoretically and practically in the context of the government of the ecology.  Given the everdeepening dual crises of environmental pollution and the over-use of natural resources  (including the exhaustion of non-renewable energy and material sources), unveiling the   relationship between neoliberalism and ecological degradation—at both theoretical and policy   levels—is crucial.  Currently, the privatization of natural resources (viz. natural parks, forests)   is being promoted; financial markets are finding their way into environmental policy and   conservation (viz. payments for ecosystem services, biodiversity derivatives, species banking   and carbon trade); and incentive schemes are being designed to provide the right signal to   agents in their relationship with ecology (viz. the price-per-bag policy for household waste).    Critically engaging with these numerous policies and their ideological sources will be possible  only if one subscribes to the understanding of neoliberalism as a project of economization as   outlined above.  This constitutes the essence of this chapter.  More specifically, the chapter argues that the global spread of neoliberalism as a set of ideas,   interpretative grids, governmental interfaces, and institutional dispositifs in relation to ecology  is premised on the conceptualization of human behavior from a certain perspective, according   to which the capacity of agents in understanding and responding to economic incentives is taken   as a postulate, and every human decision is assumed reducible to a mere cost-benefit analysis.    The chapter reads the widespread and resilient hold of the neoliberal epistemic grid within   theory and policy-making by situating it, or “embedding” it, within the historical context of  intellectual continuities between neoliberal policies towards the use of ecology and the general   postwar intellectual legacy of neoliberalism within the mainstream of the discipline of   economics.  For this purpose, it traces the historical genealogy of neoliberal reasoning back to   the establishment of the Mont-Pèlerin Society in order to defend the idea of free market against   the post-Great Depression hegemony of the Keynesian welfare state capitalism (the Beveridge   Plan in the UK, New Deal in the USA, developmentalism in the Third World), by discussing   the links, affinities, and differences among not only the usually-recognized Austrian, Chicago,   and Virginia Schools, but also, and perhaps more controversially, the left-leaning and egalitarian   post-Walrasian, or better-known as “mechanism-design,” approach.  Indeed, the latter set of   approaches, because they highlight the limits and failures of markets (arising mainly due to   informational asymmetries) and advocate for the regulation of markets and the design and   institution of “incentive-compatible” mechanisms that would substitute for markets, tend to be   read as alternatives to the neoliberal creed.  Nevertheless, what appears as an alternative from the neoliberalism-qua-marketization perspective, can be considered only as a variant from the   perspective of our understanding of neoliberalism as a project/process of economization.  The   common thread that has held these diverse groups of intellectual networks together, the   chapter argues, is the ultimate belief that relying on economic incentives would indeed produce   a prosperous and harmonious society.  In sum, this chapter invites the reader to understand   neoliberalism as a governmental epistemic grid that aims to performatively bring to existence a   particular calculative and calculable organization of the entire social field, including the   ecology—as a governmental logic, while undoubtedly including marketization and privatization   among its policy options, exhaustively entailing the economization of the political, the cultural   and the natural, and performatively promoting calculative (and therefore calculable) behavior   across all fields.
Neoliberalism creates a racist biopolitics

Bourassa (University of Utah Salt Lake City) 11
(GREGORY N. , Rethinking the Curricular Imagination: Curriculum and Biopolitics in the Age of Neoliberalism, 25 JAN 2011, Curriculum Inquiry, Volume 41, Issue 1, pages 5–16, January 2011)

Youth in a Suspect Society marks a continuation of Giroux's recent interests in the resurgence of authoritarianism, market-based logics of disposability, and a biopolitics of neoliberalism. The convergence of these concepts, for Giroux, is accompanied by a fundamental shift from an imperfect social state to a ruthless market state. This shift, from “state sovereignty” to “market sovereignty” is characterized by a disinvestment in the public sphere. In this configuration, anything pertaining to the public is not only neglected but also met with great disdain. As an economic logic, neoliberalism invades the public sphere, invalidating and enclosing that which cannot be filtered through a market rationality. Here, neoliberalism meets biopolitics in that politics distances itself from social governance—withdrawing from a commitment to protect its citizens—and increasingly resorts to governing populations through the economic reign of the market. In this cruel landscape that Giroux calls the biopolitics of neoliberalism, the social state ceases to exist only to be replaced by a corporate state that is intent on warding off democratic sensibilities and enclosing the few spheres of the public that remain. Giroux's conceptual mapping of a biopolitics of neoliberalism contains yet another important element. Excluded from social and political life, those populations marginalized by class and race are reduced from the status of citizens to waste, or in Agamben's (1998) terms, from bios (social and political life) to zoē (life without quality). Rendered disposable under a biopolitics of neoliberalism, marginalized populations are vulnerable to Agamben's formulation of biopolitics as thanatopolitics. Giroux, rightfully taking Agamben's biopolitics seriously in this instance, draws here from Achille Mbembe (2003), who argues that “vast populations are subject to conditions of life conferring upon them the status of living dead” (p. 40). In short, a neoliberal biopolitics of disposability ushers in forms of social death, rendering populations expendable, without support, protection, or compassion. In Giroux's account, such a biopolitical order abandons populations under the guise that they represent the refuse of a neoliberal economic regime. This epitomizes, for Giroux, a complete violation of ethical responsibility and obligation to youth and the democratic future to come.

Our alternative is to reject the Aff’s endorsement of market mechanisms

Rejecting market competition is an act of economic imagination that can create real alternatives within the existing economy

White and Williams (senior lecturer of economic geography at Sheffield Hallam University; professor of public policy in the Management School at the University of Sheffield) 12
(Richard J. and Cohn C., Escaping Capitalist Hegemony: Rereading Western Economies in The Accumulation of Freedom, pg. 131-32)

The American anarchist Howard Ehrlich argued, "We must act as if the future is today." What we have hoped to demonstrate here is that non‑capitalist spaces are present and evident in contemporary societies. We do not need to imagine and create from scratch new economic alternatives that will successfully confront the capitalist hegemony thesis, or more properly the capitalist hegemony myth. Rather than capitalism being the all powerful, all conquering, economic juggernaut, the greater truth is that the "other" non‑capitalist spaces have grown in proportion relative in size to the capitalism realm.
This should give many of us great comfort and hope in moving forward purposefully for, as Chomsky observed: "[a]lternatives have to be constructed within the existing economy, and within the minds of working people and communities."' In this regard, the roots of the heterodox economic futures that we desire do exist in the present. Far from shutting down future economic possibilities, a more accurate reading of "the economic" (which decenters capitalism), coupled with the global crisis that capitalism finds itself in, should give us additional courage and resolve to unleash our economic imaginations, embrace the challenge of creating "fully engaged" economies. These must also take greater account of the disastrous social and environmental costs of capitalism and its inherent ethic of competition. As Kropotkin wrote:

Don't compete!‑competition is always injurious to the species, and you have plenty of resources to avoid it! Therefore combine‑practice mutual aid! That is the surest means for giving to each and all to the greatest safety, the best guarantee of existence and progress, bodily, intellectual, and moral .... That is what Nature teaches us; and that is what all those animals which have attained the highest position in the respective classes have done. That is also what man [ski‑the most primitive man‑has been doing; and that is why man has reached the position upon which we stand now."

A more detailed and considered discussion of the futures of work, however, is beyond the scope of this chapter. What we have hoped to demonstrate is that in reimagining the economic, and recognizing and valuing the non‑capitalist economic practices that are already here, we might spark renewed enthusiasm, optimism, insight, and critical discussion within and among anarchist communities. The ambition here is similar to that of Gibson‑Graham, in arguing that:

The objective is not to produce a finished and coherent template that maps the economy "as it really is" and presents... a ready made "alternative economy." Rather, our hope is to disarm and dislocate the naturalized dominance of the capitalist economy and make a space for new economic beeomings‑ones that we will need to work to produce. If we can recognize a diverse economy, we can begin to imagine and create diverse organizations and practices as powerful constituents of an enlivened noncapitalist policies of place.
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A. Topical solar affs must increase production of electricity

Solar POWER is the conversion of the sun’s rays to electricity

Sklar 07     Scott Sklar, founder and president of The Stella Group, Ltd., in Washington, DC, is the Chair of the Steering Committee of the Sustainable Energy Coalition and serves on the Boards of Directors of the Sustainable Buildings Industry Council, the Business Council for Sustainable Energy, and the Renewable Energy Policy Project. The Stella Group, Ltd., a strategic marketing and policy firm for clean distributed energy users and companies using renewable    October 23, 2007   Renewable Energy World      What's the Difference Between Solar Energy and Solar Power? http://www. renewableenergyworld.com/rea/news/article/2007/10/whats-the-difference-between-solar-energy-and-solar-power-50358
Scott, I'm confused about the use of the terms solar energy and solar power. Is solar energy both a type of energy and a type of technology? Is solar power both a type of power and a type of technology? It seems like the terms get mixed up and used interchangeably, like kWh and kW do even though these units describe two different things. What are the general differences between solar energy and solar power? Thank you. -- Lee K.

Lee, this is a question I get often, and believe it is worth addressing. Solar "power" usually means converting the sun's rays (photons) to electricity. The solar technologies could be photovoltaics, or the various concentrating thermal technologies: solar troughs, solar dish/engines, and solar power towers.

Solar "energy" is a more generic term, meaning any technology that converts the sun's energy into a form of energy—so that includes the aforementioned solar power technologies, but also solar thermal for water heating, space heating and cooling, and industrial process heat. Solar energy includes solar daylighting and even passive solar that uses building orientation, design and materials to heat and cool buildings.

B. The aff doesn’t increase solar power, it only increases solar energy production.

C. Vote neg. Limits are key to neg prep and clash. “Solar energy production” means they could produce energy from anything on earth which explodes the topic and makes it impossible to research.

Gergacz, Associate Professor, School of Business, University of Kansas, 82
(John William, Fall, “ARTICLE AND COMMENT: LEGAL ASPECTS OF SOLAR ENERGY: STATUTORY APPROACHES FOR ACCESS TO SUNLIGHT,” 10 B.C. Envtl. Aff. L. Rev. 1, lexis, accessed 5-29-12, CMM)

n1. It has been suggested that all sources of energy are in some way derived from the sun or are "solar energy." Wilhelm, Solar Energy, the Ultimate Powerhouse, 149 NAT'L GEOG., Mar. 1976, at 381. For example: wind is created as a result of sunlight warming the air. Heat from sunlight is also central to the rain cycle which is necessary for all life on earth. In addition, coal, oil, wood, and gas were derived from animal and plant residue. The animals and plants were fed directly or indirectly by sunlight. Id. The term "solar energy' in this paper will be limited to energy created through direct collection of sunlight which is then transformed into usable energy like electricity. More expansive definitions of solar energy exist. They include, in addition to direct collection and transformation of sunlight into electricity, such energy sources as wind power, hydroelectric power, and biomass. TIME, July 2, 1979, at 114; Commoner, Reflections 
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They don’t advocate a topical plan 

1. Not federal government. Federal government is the government in Washington
Dictionary of Government and Politics '98   PHCollins ed     NOTE ( ) in original

the federal government (based in Washington D.C.) is formed of a legislature  (the Congress) with two chambers (the Senate and the House of Representatives), an executive (the President) and a judiciary (the Supreme Court).

If the affirmative is not tied to a plan and its effects, then there is no limit on their potential advocacy.  The negative could never be prepared to debate all the possibilities, and good debate becomes impossible.

First is Advocacy Skills

Effective deliberation requires a forum of discussion that facilitates political agonism and the capacity to substantively engage the topic at hand--- a forum of switch side debate where the negative can predict and respond to the aff is the most intellectually effective---this is crucial to affecting productive change in all facets of life---the process in this instance is more important than the substance of their advocacy 
Amy Gutmann 96 is the president of Penn and former prof @ Princeton, AND Dennis Thompson is Alfred North Whitehead Professor of Political Philosophy at Harvard University, Democracy and Disagreement, pp 1

OF THE CHALLENGES that American democracy faces today, none is more formidable than the problem of moral disagreement. Neither the theory nor the practice of democratic politics has so far found an adequate way to cope with conflicts about fundamental values. We address the challenge of moral disagreement here by developing a conception of democracy that secures a central place for moral discussion in political life.

Along with a growing number of other political theorists, we call this conception deliberative democracy. The core idea is simple: when citizens or their representatives disagree morally, they should continue to reason together to reach mutually acceptable decisions. But the meaning and implications of the idea are complex. Although the idea has a long history, it is still in search of a theory. We do not claim that this book provides a comprehensive theory of deliberative democracy, but we do hope that it contributes toward its future development by showing the kind of delib-eration that is possible and desirable in the face of moral disagreement in democracies.

Some scholars have criticized liberal political theory for neglecting moral deliberation. Others have analyzed the philosophical foundations of deliberative democracy, and still others have begun to explore institutional reforms that would promote deliberation. Yet nearly all of them stop at the point where deliberation itself begins. None has systematically examined the substance of deliberation—the theoretical principles that should guide moral argument and their implications for actual moral disagreements about public policy. That is our subject, and it takes us into the everyday forums of democratic politics, where moral argument regularly appears but where theoretical analysis too rarely goes.

Deliberative democracy involves reasoning about politics, and nothing has been more controversial in political philosophy than the nature of reason in politics. We do not believe that these controversies have to be settled before deliberative principles can guide the practice of democracy. Since on occasion citizens and their representatives already engage in the kind of reasoning that those principles recommend, deliberative democracy simply asks that they do so more consistently and comprehensively. The best way to prove the value of this kind of reasoning is to show its role in arguments about specific principles and policies, and its contribu¬tion to actual political debates. That is also ultimately the best justification for our conception of deliberative democracy itself. But to forestall pos¬sible misunderstandings of our conception of deliberative democracy, we offer some preliminary remarks about the scope and method of this book.

The aim of the moral reasoning that our deliberative democracy pre-scribes falls between impartiality, which requires something like altruism, and prudence, which demands no more than enlightened self-interest. Its first principle is reciprocity, the subject of Chapter 2, but no less essential are the other principles developed in later chapters. When citizens reason reciprocally, they seek fair terms of social cooperation for their own sake; they try to find mutually acceptable ways of resolving moral disagreements.

The precise content of reciprocity is difficult to determine in theory, but its general countenance is familiar enough in practice. It can be seen in the difference between acting in one's self-interest (say, taking advantage of a legal loophole or a lucky break) and acting fairly (following rules in the spirit that one expects others to adopt). In many of the controversies dis-cussed later in the book, the possibility of any morally acceptable resolution depends on citizens' reasoning beyond their narrow self-interest and considering what can be justified to people who reasonably disagree with them. Even though the quality of deliberation and the conditions under which it is conducted are far from ideal in the controversies we consider, the fact that in each case some citizens and some officials make arguments consistent with reciprocity suggests that a deliberative perspective is not Utopian.

To clarify what reciprocity might demand under non-ideal conditions, we develop a distinction between deliberative and nondeliberative disa-greement. Citizens who reason reciprocally can recognize that a position is worthy of moral respect even when they think it morally wrong. They can believe that a moderate pro-life position on abortion, for example, is morally respectable even though they think it morally mistaken. (The abortion example—to which we often return in the book—is meant to be illustrative. For readers who deny that there is any room for deliberative disagreement on abortion, other political controversies can make the same point.) The presence of deliberative disagreement has important implications for how citizens treat one another and for what policies they should adopt. When a disagreement is not deliberative (for example, about a policy to legalize discrimination against blacks and women), citizens do not have any obligations of mutual respect toward their opponents. In deliberative disagreement (for example, about legalizing abortion), citizens should try to accommodate the moral convictions of their opponents to the greatest extent possible, without compromising their own moral convictions. We call this kind of accommodation an economy of moral disagreement, and believe that, though neglected in theory and practice, it is essential to a morally robust democratic life.
Although both of us have devoted some of our professional life to urging these ideas on public officials and our fellow citizens in forums of practical politics, this book is primarily the product of scholarly rather than political deliberation. Insofar as it reaches beyond the academic community, it is addressed to citizens and officials in their more reflective frame of mind. Given its academic origins, some readers may be inclined to complain that only professors could be so unrealistic as to believe that moral reasoning can help solve political problems. But such a complaint would misrepresent our aims.
To begin with, we do not think that academic discussion (whether in scholarly journals or college classrooms) is a model for moral deliberation in politics. Academic discussion need not aim at justifying a practical decision, as deliberation must. Partly for this reason, academic discussion is likely to be insensitive to the contexts of ordinary politics: the pressures of power, the problems of inequality, the demands of diversity, the exigencies of persuasion. Some critics of deliberative democracy show a similar insensitivity when they judge actual political deliberations by the standards of ideal philosophical reflection. Actual deliberation is inevitably defective, but so is philosophical reflection practiced in politics. The appropriate comparison is between the ideals of democratic deliberation and philosophical reflection, or between the application of each in the non-ideal circumstances of politics.
We do not assume that politics should be a realm where the logical syllogism rules. Nor do we expect even the more appropriate standard of mutual respect always to prevail in politics. A deliberative perspective sometimes justifies bargaining, negotiation, force, and even violence. It is partly because moral argument has so much unrealized potential in dem-ocratic politics that we believe it deserves more attention. Because its place in politics is so precarious, the need to find it a more secure home and to nourish its development is all the more pressing. Yet because it is also already part of our common experience, we have reason to hope that it can survive and even prosper if philosophers along with citizens and public officials better appreciate its value in politics.
Some readers may still wonder why deliberation should have such a prominent place in democracy. Surely, they may say, citizens should care more about the justice of public policies than the process by which they are adopted, at least so long as the process is basically fair and at least minimally democratic. One of our main aims in this book is to cast doubt on the dichotomy between policies and process that this concern assumes. Having good reason as individuals to believe that a policy is just does not mean that collectively as citizens we have sufficient justification to legislate on the basis of those reasons. The moral authority of collective judgments about policy depends in part on the moral quality of the process by which citizens collectively reach those judgments. Deliberation is the most appropriate way for citizens collectively to resolve their moral disagreements not only about policies but also about the process by which policies should be adopted. Deliberation is not only a means to an end, but also a means for deciding what means are morally required to pursue our common ends.
Taking particular action against wrong you perceive in the world is necessary to overcome ressentiment

Connolly 11

(William E., A World of Becoming, Duke University Press)

A set of pertinent skills and dispositions to the enterprise of theory can be distilled from leading philosophers of time as becoming, particularly if you allow each to be adjusted in the light of considerations advanced by the others. I refer to Priedrich Nietzsche, William James, Alfred North Whitehead, Henri Bergson, and Gilles Deleuze, though, as we have seen, others such as Ilya Prigogine, Smart Kauffman, Marcel Proust, Merleau‑Ponty, and Catherine Keller could be added to the list. I will concentrate here, however, on the first group. Taken together, at least four commendations can be distilled from them: i. To work upon the self and the culture to which you belong, amplifying the feeling of attachment to the most fundamental character of existence as such, as you yourself confess those terms in a theistic or nontheistic vein. 2. To cultivate the capacity to dwell sensitively in historically significant, forking moments. 3. To seek periodically to usher new concepts and experimental actions into the world that show promise of negotiating unexpected situations.. To recoil on those interventions periodically to improve the chance that they do not pose more dangers or losses than the maxims they seek to correct. The first task, to amplify attachment to this world, is important to all five thinkers, but it finds perhaps its most fervent expression in the work of Nietzsche and Deleuze. To them, life in a world of becoming carries the obdurate risk of fomenting cultural formations infused with drives to exis​tential revenge seeking available outlets. Both those who embrace and those who deny this image of time face this risk, however. So it is imperative to overcome resentment of the fundamental terms of existence as such, as you understand them, in order to marshal the energy and drive to address the specific dangers and injustices you perceive. Otherwise what starts as a fight in favor of something positive can all too easily be twisted into a crushing demand to punish others for faults you secretly resent about the most fundamental order of being itself (as you understand it). Bergson, James, and Whitehead concur on this point too, though it may find less dramatic expression in their work. Bergson and James embrace a limited God as they cultivate gratitude for being, while Nietzsche and Deleuze, at theft best, exude gratitude for an abundant world of becoming without divinity. Whitehead, whose thought is still relatively new to me, seems to support the idea of an impersonal divinity that absorbs "external objects" and sets limits of the possible in a world of becoming. His stance is perhaps tied to a more beneficent view of the outer reaches of possibility tinn that advanced by Nietzsche, Deleuze, and me. We seek to amplify attachment to the most fundamental character of this world, amidst the tragic possibilities that inhabit a world neither providential in the last instance nor susceptible to consummate human mastery.

***Acting in a world of becoming is life affirming – taking on the role of the seer is powerful

Connolly 11

(William E., A World of Becoming, Duke University Press)

Today, however, it is important for more people to hone some of the capacities of a seer and to exercise them periodically. When a period of turbulence arises in a zone that had been relatively quiescent, you revisit a habitual pattern of thought by slipping into a creative suspension of actionoriented perception, doing so to allow a new insight or tactic to bubble forth if it will, as if from nowhere. You may then intervene in politics on the basis of that insight, ready to recoil back on the insight in the light of its actual effects. You soon launch another round as you maintain a relation of torsion between following a train of thought, dwelling in duration, and exploring a revised course that has just emerged, until your time runs out. Even those trains of thought will be punctuated by little jumps and bumps, as they ride on rough tracks more akin to those between New York and Washington than the smooth ones on the Kyoto‑Tokyo line. Such are the joys, risks, and travails of thinking and action in a world of becoming ‑composed of multiple force‑fields, and marked by small and large moments of real creativity.

Independently, if you read a plan you have to defend it-

A. aff conditionality is worse than just not reading a plan in the first place – it means our pre-round preparation is structured around the plan

B. it means that our 1NC is moot – you should be forced to defend what you say in the 1AC


5
They deify sacrifice.  Valorization of the act makes sacrifice ITSELF the one thing that stands beyond critique.  

The endless reintroduction of meaning through the affirmation of sacrifice as an act of defiance is itself the essence of the modern world.  

Our alternative is to sacrifice the sacrifice, to demonstrate the impossibility of sacrifice

Elisabeth Arnould, lecturer at Johns Hopkins University, “The Impossible Sacrifice of Poetry: Bataille and the Nancian Critique of Sacrifice,” Diacritics 26.2, 1996
Sacrifice is unquestionably the most prominent model in Bataille's thinking of finitude. But it is also, if one accepts Nancy's allegations, the most problematic. While hoping to find in the exemplarity of sacrifice a new paradigm for the thinking of finitude, Nancy explains in "The Unsacrificeable," Bataille does nothing but resubmit this finitude to the most traditional determinations of ontotheology. Sacrifice remains, in Bataille's thought, a deficient model for finitude insofar as it continues to be conceptually dependent on traditional philosophical and Christian interpretations of sacrifice. Thus, Nancy asserts that the characteristic valorization Bataille grants to the finite and cruel moment of immolation in his rethinking of sacrifice does nothing but repeat, by simply inverting its valence, the classical interpretation of an occidental sacrifice that conceives itself as the ideal sublation of this same moment. The philosophical and Christian version of sacrifice is understood as the spiritual transformation of a sacrificial moment the finite nature of which it denounces even as it appropriates its power. The Bataillian version, on the contrary, insists upon this finite moment in order to escape the dialectical comedy that transforms sacrifice into an ideal process. Performed in the name of spiritual rebirth, the sacrifices of Plato and Christ, for instance, reappropriate death by transfiguring it as resurrection. Grotesque and replete with horrors, death in Bataille appears alone on a stage whose cruelty is neither explained nor redeemed through transfiguration. Thus, Bataille withholds nothing from the scene of sacrifice but lets it emerge in the fullness of its amorphous violence. He valorizes its sanguinary horror in order to denounce the dialectic idealization of a death nothing should domesticate. He exhibits it "as it is": opaque, silent, and without meaning.  According to Nancy, however, the valorization itself remains caught in the sacrificial logic of the idealist tradition. For, he argues, only in light of its ontotheological conceptualization can sacrifice become at once the infinite process of dialectical sublation and the blood-spattered moment this process both negates and sublates, simultaneously [End Page 87] avers and contests. The Bataillian thesis, granting efficacy and truth (reality) to sacrificial cruelty, is irremediably linked to the processes of dialecticization and spiritualization through which the philosophical and Christian West appropriates the power of sacrifice. It is the cruel counterpart of its idealization. And if this conception gives to sacrificial death an importance proportionally opposite to that which it receives from the Christian and philosophical transfiguration--since the finite truth of death plays at present the role of the infinite truth of resurrection--it still does nothing but repeat its ontotheological scheme. For it also pretends to find, on the cruel stage of sacrifice, a singular and more "real" truth of death. The stage of the torment is, for Bataille, that place where death appears with the full strength of a nonmeaning that can be exposed only through the immolation of the sacrificial victim. If this is so, then should we not suppose that this immolation pretending to give us the "inappropriable" truth of death's rapture appropriates in its turn the excess of the "excessive" meaning of this rapture? Does it not transform its excess into an "excessive truth," to be sure a negative one, though no less absolute than the philosophical and spiritual truths to which it opposes itself? At the heart of modern theories of sacrifice is thus, as Nancy puts it, a "transappropriation of sacrifice" by itself, even when, as is the case for Bataille, this theory tries to overcome sacrifice's spiritual operation through an excessive and volatile negativity. As soon as sacrifice thinks itself as revelation, be it that of a spiritual beyond or its negative counterpart, it remains a sacrifice in the name of its own transcendence, a loophole to a finitude powerless to think itself in terms other than those of a revelation: the revelation of a clear or obscure god, symbol of resurrection or of death's blind horror. If one wants to think finitude according to a model different from that of its sacrificial appropriation, one should think "apart from" sacrifice. If finitude is, as Bataille has himself wanted to think, an "access without access to a moment of disappropriation," then we must also call it "unsacrificeable" [Nancy 30].

Case
Excess is capitalistic and destructive

Lewis and Canaty (executive director of the Center for Community Enterprise; honorary research fellow at the University of Birmingham and a director of Common Futures) 12
(Michael and Patrick, The Resilience Imperative: Cooperative Transitions to a Steady-state Economy, New Society Publishers, googlebooks)

Economic assumptions that ignore the cumulative fouling of our own nests are just plain stupid. Calibrating our existence to fit within the constraints of ecological reality is nonnegotiable if the aim is the survival of our species. To make such a seismic shift, economic growth must decline. We are already overshooting the planet's capacity to absorb our excesses. This huge challenge is made exceedingly more difficult if we are to reverse the ever‑increasing disparity in income, wealth, and resource use across the globe. The implication is radical: growth needed to meet basic needs must occur in some countries, and a strategic retreat must be navigated in others.

Extinction.

Diner JD, ‘94 (Diner, David N. B.S. Recipient. Ohio State University. J.D. Recipient. College of Law. Ohio State University. LL.M. The Judge Advocate General’s School. United States Army. Judge Advocate’s General’s Corps. United States Army. “The Army and the Endangered Species Act: Who’s Endangering Whom?” Military Law Review. 143 Mil. L. Rev. 161. Winter, 1994. Lexis-Nexis.)


No species has ever dominated its fellow species as man has. In most cases, people have assumed the God-like power of life and death -- extinction or survival -- over the plants and animals of the world. For most of history, mankind pursued this domination with a singleminded determination to master the world, tame the wilderness, and exploit nature for the maximum benefit of the human race. n67 In past mass extinction episodes, as many as ninety percent of the existing species perished, and yet the world moved forward, and new species replaced the old. So why should the world be concerned now? The prime reason is the world's survival. Like all animal life, humans live off of other species. At some point, the number of species could decline to the point at which the ecosystem fails, and then humans also would become extinct. No one knows how many [*171] species the world needs to support human life, and to find out -- by allowing certain species to become extinct -- would not be sound policy. In addition to food, species offer many direct and indirect benefits to mankind. n68 2. Ecological Value. -- Ecological value is the value that species have in maintaining the environment. Pest, n69 erosion, and flood control are prime benefits certain species provide to man. Plants and animals also provide additional ecological services -- pollution control, n70 oxygen production, sewage treatment, and biodegradation. n71 3. Scientific and Utilitarian Value. -- Scientific value is the use of species for research into the physical processes of the world. n72 Without plants and animals, a large portion of basic scientific research would be impossible. Utilitarian value is the direct utility humans draw from plants and animals. n73 Only a fraction of the [*172] earth's species have been examined, and mankind may someday desperately need the species that it is exterminating today. To accept that the snail darter, harelip sucker, or Dismal Swamp southeastern shrew n74 could save mankind may be difficult for some. Many, if not most, species are useless to man in a direct utilitarian sense. Nonetheless, they may be critical in an indirect role, because their extirpations could affect a directly useful species negatively. In a closely interconnected ecosystem, the loss of a species affects other species dependent on it. n75 Moreover, as the number of species decline, the effect of each new extinction on the remaining species increases dramatically. n76 4. Biological Diversity. -- The main premise of species preservation is that diversity is better than simplicity. n77 As the current mass extinction has progressed, the world's biological diversity generally has decreased. This trend occurs within ecosystems by reducing the number of species, and within species by reducing the number of individuals. Both trends carry serious future implications. Biologically diverse ecosystems are characterized by a large number of specialist species, filling narrow ecological niches. These ecosystems inherently are more stable than less diverse systems. "The more complex the ecosystem, the more successfully it can resist a stress. . . .[l]ike a net, in which each knot is connected to others by several strands, such a fabric can resist collapse better than a simple, unbranched circle of threads -- which if cut anywhere breaks down as a whole." n79 By causing widespread extinctions, humans have artificially simplified many ecosystems. As biologic simplicity increases, so does the risk of ecosystem failure. The spreading Sahara Desert in Africa, and the dustbowl conditions of the 1930s in the United States are relatively mild examples of what might be expected if this trend continues. Theoretically, each new animal or plant extinction, with all its dimly perceived and intertwined affects, could cause total ecosystem collapse and human extinction. Each new extinction increases the risk of disaster. Like a mechanic removing, one by one, the rivets from an aircraft's wings, [hu]mankind may be edging closer to the abyss.
Finitude, not excess, is the fact of our energetic economy

Lewis and Canaty (executive director of the Center for Community Enterprise; honorary research fellow at the University of Birmingham and a director of Common Futures) 12
(Michael and Patrick, The Resilience Imperative: Cooperative Transitions to a Steady-state Economy, New Society Publishers, googlebooks)

Daly identifies Frederick Soddy, who won the Nobel prize for chemistry in 1921, as the earliest scientist to advocate the redesign of the economy on ecological principles. Soddy abhorred the unwillingness of conventional economists to consider the underlying fact of global economics: that oil and gas were going to run out some day and that, as sources of energy, they were irreplaceable on any time scale relevant to human beings as a species. Scientists' acknowledgement of these facts might have induced a more conservative and intelligent stewardship of such resources, making them an asset to human life in perpetuity. Instead, unaffected by reality; the demand and supply models of economists assumed fossil fuels were going to be around forever. Soddy showed compellingly that the use of coal, oil, and gas was the source extending both human power and economic growth exponentially. How else could the world's human population grow sixfold in 150 years? Soddy's thinking about the profligate waste of fossil fuels led him to consider the role money was playing in driving the treadmill of economic growth. Drawing on the innovative work of Gesell, he came to the same conclusion; charging compound interest on growing levels of debt had become a serious contributor to social and ecological problems, as exemplified by the crash of 1929. Ever the scientist, Soddy came to see the money problem stemming from entropy, a complete disregard for reality as expressed by the second law of thermodynamics. From Rus.kin and Gesell we have already heard the same story. Plants, animals, and humans arise from seed; they grow, some faster, others more slowly; they come in many sizes and use different sources of energy, which they expend at different rates. This is natural. We are born, we use and expend energy, and then we die. Although it is true that energy cannot be destroyed (the first law of thermodynamics), it does not stay the same once it has been used. Energy used for heat, light, and power, or energy used for eating, digesting, or defecating ‑ any life‑sustaining use ‑ is irretrievably lost to a dissipated form of energy that is not useable. This is the second law of thermodynamics. No wonder Soddy asked the profound and perplexing question: If the sun, the fundamental source of all energy, is dissipated once used, as the second law states, how is it that money can defy decay, as if it were some kind of perpetual motion machine? In his book Wealth, Virtual Wealth, and Debt, Soddy concluded it cannot, at least not without life‑damaging consequences.

We must cultivate a belief in the world wherein we point our excess toward a positive generation of value
Connolly 11

(William E., A World of Becoming, Duke University Press)

Such a characterization, as stated, is broad and not subjected to the pertinent qualifications. But such a condensation may be needed to show how these diverse pressures affect each other. Ewe collect the pertinent shifts in contemporary experience ‑from altered experiences of time to the minoritization of the world ‑we also sense how suth pressures can accumulate for many to disconnect participation in the world from an automatic sense of belonging to the world. We can see or at least feel the exaggeration in Merleau‑Ponty's sense that the layering of embodiment suffices to secure essential belonging. Today what Nietzsche called ressentiment‑ a resentment of the most fundamental terms of human existence as you yourself understand them ‑ too readily becomes insinuated into the pores of experience. The distribution of such a disposition is uneven, but it is not confined to the interior souls of individuals. It can haunt entire constituencies; it can even become embedded to varying degrees in institutions of investment, consumption, electoral campaigns, governing, media reporting, church presentations, Internet debates, and military life.  It is perhaps at this point that Gilles Deleu.ze can enlarge our grasp of this condition and suggest at least one way to forge the beginnings of a response to it. I refer to Deleu.ze's claim, one that touches the thought of Charles Taylor in advance in a way that may surprise some, that today we need to find ways to "restore belief in this world?' Deleuze contends that today, though not for the first time, the distance between involvement in the world and belief in it has grown. Recent developments in cinema simultaneously express these larger developments, amplify them arid may suggest preliminary strategies of response that supersede existential resentment. To put it another way, both Taylor and Deleuze think that part of our predicament today is existential, even though neither thinks that the predicament can simply be resolved at this level of being.  Here area few of Deleuze's formulations about what has been happening, since at least the end of the Second World War:  ‑ It is clear from the outset that cinema had a special relationship with belief. There is a Catholic quality to cinema (there are many explicitly Catholic authors... ). Cinema seems wholly within Nietzsche's formula: "How we are still pious." Or better, from the outset, Christianity and revolution, the Christian faith and revolutionary faith, were the two poles which attracted the art of the masses.  ‑ The modern fact is that we no longer believe in this world. We do not even believe in the events which happen to us... It is not we who make cinema; it is the world which looks to us like a bad film.  ‑ The link between man and the world is broken. Henceforth, this link must become an object of belief: it is the impossible which can only be restored within a faith.. . Man is in the world as if in a pure optical or sound situation. The reaction of which man has become dispossessed can be replaced only by belief.. . The cinema must film, not the world, but belief in this world, our only link.  ‑ Because the point is to discover or restore belief in the world before or beyond words... It is only, it is simply believing in the body.  ‑ Whether we are Christians or atheists, in our universal schizophrenia, we need reasons to believe in this world. 19  Deleuze thus speaks to the element of "schizophrenia" to be addressed by both atheists and theists. He surely would not, then, endorse that group of new atheists who think that simply following the logic of traditional science will dissolve the issues involved. Let me follow Deleuze further down this trail: we will consider Taylor's response more closely in the next chapter. I am, of course, not confident that Taylor, Deleuze, or I can forge a response that is sufficient to the issue. But perhaps it is pervasive and deep enough to warrant making some preliminary attempts.   How to restore belief in this world? Some writers, says Deleuze, (e.g., Artaud, Kafka, and Proust), artists (Bacon and Magritte), philosophers (Nietzsche and Kierkegaard), and film directors (Welles, Duras, and Rcantis) help us to think through this issue. They begin by first dramatizing a fugitive sense already there in life of jumps and interruptions in experience, by portraying interruptions in smooth narratives. This is very active in film, and such cinematic experience readily becomes coded into the sensitivity of experience beyond the theater. The depth‑of‑field shots that conjoin disso​nant elements of past and future, the irrational cuts through which sound and visual experience confound each other, the aberrant modes of behavior in comedies that convey fugitive experiences exceeding habitual experience, the flashbacks that mark a previous point of bifurcation at which one path was pursued and another was allowed merely to fester as incipient potentiality‑ these cinema techniques both dramatize features of everyday life already dimly available to us and place them at the forefront of attention for further reflection. The film tactics reviewed by Deleuze anticipate new media experiments presented by Hansen earlier in this chapter. They expose us to experiences of dissonance that cannot readily be submerged again, so that attempts to do so must be more virulent than under other conditions of life.  But such cinematic labors of the negative are not sufficient; they certainly do not suffice to promote positive attachment to this world. Even a "negative dialectic" does not suffice. If things are left there, the embers of ressentiment can easily become more inflamed. That is one reason Deleuze is never happy with negative critique alone: the next task is to highlight how our participation in a world of real creativity that also finds expression elsewhere in the universe depends on and draws from such fugitive interruptions. To put it too starkly (for situational nuances and adjustments are pertinent here), the more people who experience a positive connection between modes of interruption and the possibility of our modest participation as individuals, constituencies, states, and a species in creative processes extending beyond us, the more apt we are to embrace the new temporal experiences around us as valuable parts of existence as such. Certainly, absent a world catastrophe or a repressive revolution that would create worse havoc than the conditions it seeks to roll back, these consummate features of late‑modem life are not apt to dissipate soon. The fastest zones of late‑modem life, for instance, are not apt to slow down in the absence of a catastrophe that transforms everything. So the radical task is to find ways to strengthen the connection between the fundamental terms of late‑modem existence and positive attachment to life as such. This should be accomplished not by embracing exploitation and suffering, but by challenging them as we come to terms with the larger trends.
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