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[bookmark: _GoBack]AT FIRST GLANCE, most historians do not take counterfactual reasoning more seriously for the simple reason that it is a “fictional” enterprise, in the strict sense of not being sufficiently constrained by the relevant facts. However, if we stop there, it becomes mysterious why counterfactuals should feature so prominently in computer simulations in both the natural and social sciences, in ascriptions of motive and responsibility in law, and in the more quantitative reaches of history (“cliometrics”)—not least economic history, for which a Nobel Prize has already been awarded.1 The mystery is dispelled by observing that historians who oppose counterfactuals are not hardheaded about facts but softheaded about causation.2 The cognitive value of counterfactuals in history comes from the exercise of suspending one assumption about the past and holding as many of the rest intact that whatever happens in the alternate history is attributable to the hypothesized difference in initial conditions. It is not sufficient to ask “What if . . . ?” without a procedure for generating a determinate path or outcome. In this respect, counterfactual reasoning is simply experimental reasoning in the abstract, an idea that is preserved in so-called thought experiments. For philosophers of the inductive method from Francis Bacon to John Stuart Mill and Ernst Mach, “experimental reasoning” was more a general turn of mind than the specific logic of the laboratory. In this original broad sense, experimental reasoning included what historians would easily recognize as the “comparative method,” whereby differences in, say, national destinies are related to distinctive features of peoples who otherwise share many properties and propensities.3 This enabled informed speculations about what would happen were a given people to encounter a specific condition—say, slavery, which animated many eighteenth- and nineteenth-century political discussions. 
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  CLAIMS ABOUT “SHOULD” ARE OVERDETERMINED. IT INDICATES A NEED FOR POLICY ACTION IN PROPOSITION. WE MEET THAT.
Trapp & Hanson ‘5 Robert Trapp is a Professor of Rhetoric at Willamette University in Salem, Oregon, U.S.A. Christine Hanson is the Press Assistant for United States Senator Bill Nelson (Democrat of Florida) and is a lecturer at George Washington University, “Debating Comparative Propositions of Policy,” Volume 5, Issue 4 June 2005 - IDEA: International Debate Education ... http://www.idebate.org/magazine/files/Magazine436a366e4843f.pdf
Merely by convention, some teachers and writers have insisted that the word “should” is a necessary and a suﬃcient indicator of a policy proposition. This convention, however, is arbitrary and does not mirror ordinary language usage. The term “should” is one of many terms that can signal a logical requirement for a plan of action.
  ERROR REPLICATION – dividing past counterfactual from the present crushes decisionmaking
Johnson & Sherman ‘90 Marcia K. Johnson is a Sterling Professor of Psychology at Yale University. Steven J. Sherman is Chancellor's Professor of Psychological and Brain Sciences at Indiana University, Bloomington. “Constructing and Reconstructing the Past and the Future in the Present,” in E.T. Higgins & R.M. Sorrentino (Eds) HANDBOOK OF MOTIVATION AND COGNITATION, p. 510

Counterfactuals are thus important in determining affective reactions to actual events and to judgments of responsibility and causality. (Perhaps one reason why we are more angered by betrayals by people we trust than by people we do not trust is that we can so easily imagine trusted people as behaving otherwise.) More than this, counter factual generation is important because it affects the ways in which we think about the past and about the future. Without considering alternatives to reality, we must accept the past as having been inevitable and must believe that the future will be no different from the past. The generation of counterfactuals gives us flexibility in thinking about possible futures and prepares us better for those futures. Along these lines, Taylor and Schneider (1989) have proposed a theory of coping that focuses on the mental simulation of past, future, and hypothetical events. Such event simulation serves problem-solving and emotion-regulating functions for stressors by increasing the perceived validity of the imagined experiences, providing a framework for organizing experience, and providing a mechanism for mustering helpful emotions. In this way, counterfactual generation and the mental simulation of events can help in coping with ongoing, anticipated, or past stressful events. It is thus clear that after-the-fact counterfactual reasoning affects feelings and judgments about the past, the present, and the future. Before-the-fact reasoning, in the form of expectancies, hopes, and wishes, likewise affects these feelings and judgments, as we have seen.
  
Limits cause lock-in – Historical analysis of solar energy policy must be able to CHALLENGE existing frameworks of policy formation and their presentist orientation – only direct contestation of existing frames avoids depoliticization
Laird 1
Solar Energy, technology policy and institutional values
Frank Laird Associate Professor and Director, MA in International Studies Education PhD, Massachusetts Institute of Technology BA, Middlebury College Profile Associate Professor of Technology and Public Policy and Director, MA Degree in International Studies, Josef Korbel School of International Studies, University of Denver; Interdisciplinary Programs in Health, Harvard School of Public Health (1985-1987); National Science Foundation research grants (1991-1992, 1998-2000, 2006-2008); Consultant, Center for Nanotechnology and Society, Arizona State University (2005-2008); Public Policy Committee, American Solar Energy Society (1999-2008), chair of committee (2002-2004); Board of Directors, American Solar Energy Society (2002-2004); Review Panel, Ethics and Values in Science Program, National Science Foundation (1993-1996); Contributing Editor, "Science, Technology & Human Values" (1993-1996); Faculty Affiliate, Center for Science and Technology Policy Research, University of Colorado (2001-present); Academic Advisory Board and Senior Faculty Associate, Center for Science, Policy and Outcomes, Arizona State University (1998-2003); American Association for the Advancement of Science, American Political Science Association, American Solar Energy Society, Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management. Research and Expertise Energy policy, especially with respect to renewable energy; environmental policy, especially with respect to climate change; science and technology policy; democracy and science policy. Programs, Centers and Institutes Center for Sustainable Development and International Peace

IMPORTANCE OF THE CASE The broad importance of energy to all aspects of life in industrial societies needs little discussion. Energy is part of every major technological activity, from agriculture and manufacturing to transportation and telecommunications. The roots of energy policy stem from the U.S. government's deep involvements in energy technologies, resources, and markets, an involvement that goes back over a century and shows no indication of disappearing.30 The government has been and continues to be involved in the research and planning for future energy resources. The Cold War powerfully influenced federal government R8cD priorities, and energy, especially nuclear energy, technologies figured prominently in those programs.31 The Cold War influence went beyond picking R&C.D priorities. As Stuart W. Leslie has argued, the military security orientation of such programs led technology and science policy in particular directions, emphasizing state-ofthe-art high performance often at the expense of technologies that could have important applications in the civilian economy.32 Such planning for the future seemed an immediate and pressing matter during most of the 1970s. It seems less so today, although there is no reason that it should. Planning for the future should not wait until a crisis strikes. Recent price increases remind us that the current low prices and ample supply of oil will not last indefinitely. A recent survey of studies of recoverable crude oil argues that world oil production is likely to peak somewhere between the years 2007 and 2014, and this conclusion does not assume any political events that will interrupt production.33 Energy could be a front-page issue again before long. Solar energy - or renewable energy, as such sources are usually called now - has the potential to be a major part of the world's energy sources as fossil fuels decline in production. As we will see, advocates have long depicted renewables as the resource that will enable the continuation of industrial civilization after the era of fossil fuels, and a recent spate of books and studies have updated and promoted that conclusion. Private analysts, solar and environmental advocates, government agencies such as the fomier Congressional Office of Technology Assessment, and some industry groups argue vigorously that renewable energy will be the cornerstone of future energy systems.34 Thus, understanding the history and dynamics of solar energy policy is important for understanding the possible changes in a technological system of great importance, now and in the future. Energy policy mostly focuses on existing sources of energy, their accompanying technological ensembles, and the conflicts of their associated regional economic and political interests. For example, the coal industry for years opposed increasing the quotas of imported residual fuel oil, typically used for home heating, into the United States, fearing that such imports would cut into their market share.35 In this type of conflict, well-established economic interests argue over policies that would affect their shares of wealth and income. The technologies and market structures involved are mature, the various interests have close, long-term relations to government agencies, and everyone acts as if they have a clear idea of which policies will advance their economic interests and which ones will not. In contrast, policy debates over solar energy are arguments over the shape of a large future technological system. Such policies necessarily confront immense uncertainties about interests and outcomes. This class of policies affects, in addition to energy, many of the most consequential technological systems of our time, including environmentally clean manufacturing, rapid changes in agriculture wrought by advances in biotechnology, and the linkages and developments in telecommunications and information technologies. Policies that governments adopt now will influence billions of dollars of investment in complex technological systems that will become constitutive parts of our society for years to come. The approach I take to this case thereby provides insights for analyzing some of these other issues. CRITIQUE OF THE POLICY-MAKING PROCESS Those who wish to challenge prevailing public policy must be able to challenge the sets of ideas that underlie the status quo. A democratic technology policy cannot content itself with giving citizens a set of cookie-cutter choices but must instead empower them to contest the underlying judgements and ideas that constitute those choices.36 Woodhouse and Collingridge stress that intelligent democratic processes must take into account the views of diverse partisans, lest unwise policies go unchallenged. Clearly, partisans who cannot challenge institutionalized ideas have very little scope for challenging policies in general. Hajer argues persuasively that substantial changes in policy require the dominance of new discourse coalitions, which entails institutionalizing new ideas.37 Langdon Winner addresses the problem that philosophical and other theoretical analyses seem to have little effect on the technologies that our societies produce, even when some actors in the system recognize that ethical and other normative issues will be greatly affected by the new technologies. Winner concludes that "the trouble is not that we lack good arguments and theories, but rather that modern politics simply does not provide appropriate roles and institutions in which the goal of defining the common good in technology policy is a legitimate project."38 This study takes Winner's critique seriously and asks why various technology policy processes, including those that provide channels through which advocates can participate, do not provide the deliberative institutions and roles that Winner calls for. In constructing technologies we do construct our future, and so our policies for the future, if they are to be democratic, require that citizens be able to challenge the institutionalized ideas that underlie the status quo.
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J U.S. energy policy makers held remarkably consistent normative and technical ideas (sometimes called values and beliefs) about energy technologies lor over three decades. Both types of ideas shaped the problem frame that officials used in thinking about energy policy. Policy elites ^who thought about the future and about new energy sources conceptualized their problems in terms of economic benefits and national secu' rity. Notions of economic benefits changed over time, from the idea that energy should be chcap to promote maximum economic growth to more refined notions that energy markets ought to be efficient to get optimal economic performance. Nonetheless, both notions point to getting energy at the lowest possible price. Discussions of national security emphasized importing oil from sources that would not be interrupted by political acts. Precisely how policy makers expressed their values and beliefs depended on the contingent circumstances iu which they found themselves, but both sets of dominant ideas made for a problem definition that greatly disadvantaged solar advocates. Because of its high market prices, solar was hardpressed to compete with fossil fuels, and because of its diffuse nature, it did not fit into the existing energy production system the way nuclear power promised to do. Although policy makers began to include an assortment of environmental protection values into their frames, that did little to alter the situation^ ' In addition, normative and technical ideas interacted in complex ways, and the boundary between them was ambiguous and contested.1 For example, consider the apparently empirical notion held by a White House aide about the infeasibility of solar energy as a major energy " source. As cited in the previous chapter, this aide took from a discussion k. with Congressman Mike McCormack what the aide called a "Solar fact" , that getting one percent of rhe country's total energy from solar would require converting ten percent of all houses to solar, and would cost S70-105 billion.2 The aide called this a "fact," the most solidly empirical of appellations. And yet. contained within this alleged fact were a number of normative and questionable empirical assumptions. It assumed empirically that the price of solar systems would not go down much. It also assumed normatively that the United States should remain a very high-consumption society, which in itself contains assumptions about the technological possibilities for energy efficiency and rhe normative desirability of ever-increasing material consumption. Changes m any of these underlying ideas would change rhis apparently simple "fact." At a more aggregate level of policy discussions, the normative and empirical ideas became just as enmeshed. As I showed in Chapter 5, Nixon administration officials regarded high levels of energy consumption as normatively desirable, as indicators of a good and progressive society.' The empirical fact of high energy consumption became a normative standard. Thus the official energy policy frame made sustaining and enlarging that consumption more than just preserving the empirical status quo; growing energy consumption was a valued social goal, nor just an empirical fact. This problem frame stacked the odds against solar energy in normative as well as empirical terms. By this normative standard. the sorts of technological changes rhar would most cnhance solar energy's prospects, particularly large improvements in energy efficiency, look normatively undesirable, whatever their technical feasibility. Conventional energy policy analysts held these intertwined empirical and normative goals deeply, as shown by their bitter attacks on Amory Lovins when he challenged that problem frame, as detailed in Chapter J l or thirty-five years solar advocates presented their technologies that used a variety of renewable energy sources as a way to exploit a vast, inexhaustible, but diffuse, resource. Most of them for most of the period did not think that creating a solar society entailed significant social or political change. Hoyt Hottel, Maria Telkes, Farrington Daniels, and rhc other early solar pioneers of the 1940s and 1950s all soughr to make solar affordable, largely with the assumption rhat it would plug into the existing energy systems, replacing fossil fuels, and enabling socicty and polity to continue functioning as before, with greater security and, perhaps, less pollution. Most of them saw no contradiction in promoting research and development in both solar and nuclcar power, or solar and synthetic fuels, and their only complaint was that nuclcar got an unfairly large portion of federal subsidies. A few of them, such as Daniels and Eugene Ayers, sometimes hinted that a substantial changc in such a major technological system would affect more than how one heated a room or lit a lamp. Bur for most of these advocates, solar energy technology offered just another way of securing tlie status quo against the end of fossil fuels. They sought a new technological system to prevent the social changes that would accompany scarcity. By the 1970s a new type of solar advocate emerged. These activists came to the technology from a part of the environmental movement that believed that the fundamental structures of society and politics - those concerned with industrial and agricultural production, housing, settlemenr patterns, and transportation - were, in some deep sense, flawed.4 These ecological advocates did not simply want any and all solar technologies. They sought technologies that would reinforce and be more compatible with a qualitatively different society and politics, one in which ecological sustainability and local community self-reliance would displace increasing ecological damage, bureaucratic centralization, and anomic. For them, making a drastic change in the energy technology system would l>c akin to making a legislative change for all of society.5 Whether the technologies they sought would have given them the society that they desired is not the point here. Rather, the point is that their social goals and ideas about technology as a social force led them to a very different framing of the energy problem and solar's role in it. Within their problem frame, solar was not only a feasible solution to the energy problem, it was the only desirable solution, rhe only energy technology ensemble that would encourage and strengthen the sorr of society thar they desired. In their frame, issues such as high initial costs and an immature industry were problems to be solved, not barriers to policy. This shared meaning of solar energy technologies bound together ecological advocates as a social group and drove their choices, leading them to champion smaller, more decentralized solar technologies and to reject schemes like the solar-powered satellites." The problem frame that came out of this meaning led them to regard problems like costs as secondary considerations, just the opposite of conventional frames. Top-level policy makers never shared thar framing of the problem or the normative values that went with it. Their public pronouncements and written internal debates show no hint that they ever even considered rhis alternative problem frame and set of values. The presidents and their top aides - in every administration - talked about energy almost exclusively in economic and national security terms, with occasional references to narrowly construed environmental values. Even in rhc Carter administration, no oiK' outside of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) gave any sign that they even thought about some of the more radical alternatives, and they never committed them to paper, suggesting thar such ideas were nor welcome in policy deliberations. These facts suggest a new inrcrprctarion of solar energy policy, particularly its rapid rise and fall in the 1970s. The conventional explanations for energy policy and solar's failure to establish itself within ir do not explain all of the events recounted here. It was not enough that solar was expensive and its future costs were uncertain. That could bosaid of all future energy technologies, including nuclcar energy. And it f. was not enough that the Reagan administration was ideologically hostile to solar energy. Solar advocates began losing their battles for support while President Carter was still 111 officc, and the ideological explanation „ begs the question of why Reagan and his people evinced such hostility to solar energy. The association of solar energy with the ecological wing of the solar movement was a phenomenon of the 1970s, not what one mighr have predicted in the 1950s or 1960s. Perhaps most importantly, the events analyzed here require us to reexamine the pluralist account of solar energy policy. Pluralism must, to explain events adequately, incorporate the importance of ideas, normative and empirical, being institutionalized into official problem framesy SOLAR ADVOCATES' LIMITED INFLUENCE ON POLICY ("Standard notions of American pluralism claim that any organized interest group can influence public policy by mobilizing rhe appropriate polit- / ical resources, such as votes, money, public opinion, and the like. From ^ this perspective one can evaluate a group's influence or effectiveness by ^ the extent to which it gets those policy outcomes that it desires. By thar measure, rhe solar movement, particularly the ecological wing of it, ^ appeared very powerful and effective for a brief period in the late 1970s. '' The question is why it both rose and then fell with such speed. The advocates pushing solar energy did not suddenly lose public support or their ability to argue their case.* Instead, the values that ecological advocates / asstxiatcd with solar energy and the solar movement were in stark contrast to the conceptualization of the energy policy problem by top-level , decision makers. The official problem frame, and the values thar drove it, did not change, despite the considerable efforts of the solar movement to argue for an alternative. Thus the history of solar energy policy presents anomalies to pluralism. Prior to rhc energy crisis, prominent scientists, engineers, and businessmen advocated for solar energy, beginning after World War II and continuing for over twenty years. Wcll-placcd wirhin the rcchnical, government, and business community, these advocates should have been influential among important policy analysts and makers. On numerous occasions they were able to make their case to legislative and executivebranch officials, including some cabinet secretaries, members of the House and Senate, and, in a few instances, ro the president via his top aides. Many of the advocates spoke with the authority of impeccable technical credentials, exemplified by Farrington Daniels, a veteran of the Manhattan Project, member of the National Academy of Sciences, and president of the American Chemical Society. By the middle 1950s such advocacy became formalized with the creation of the Association for Applied Solar Energy (later becoming the International Solar Energy Society and the American Solar Energy Society), broadening solar's constituency to include business people, bankers, and so on. So why were these groups not more successful? Part of the explanation certainly lies in unfortunate contingent circumstances, such as President Truman's firing Interior Secretary Julius Krug only weeks after Krug had decided to launch a very large solar energy research program. Part of the explanation lies in unpropitious structural circumstances, such as the steady drclinc in energy prices in rhe 1950s and 1960s. And parr of the explanation lies in traditional interest group analysis. Solar energy did not have the same level of business, scientific, military, or congressional support that nuclear power enjoyed. But these factors do not constitute an adequate explanation. To develop a better one 1 have focused on recent policy literature that argues for the importance of ideas, both empirical and normative, in shaping and changing public policy. The case study itself - the history of solar energy policy - demonstrates the importance of ideas, particularly the importance of institutionalizing new problem frames and rhc technical and normative ideas that go with them. Absent institutionalizing new ideas, substantial, sustained changes in policy remain unlikely. Prior to the energy crisis, most energy policy concerned disputes between diffcrcnr fuels and rhc different regions of rhc country thar produced and consumed them. With policy makers accepting a problem frame based in such disputes, solar energy had little to offer cxccpr as a possible alternative in the distant future. However, since analysts and policy makers expected future energy demand to be immense, it seemed that future alternatives needed to produce large quantities of bulk energy, a task for which most people considered nuclear power to be better equipped. Policy advisors did frequently note that the governmenr underfunded solar R&D, especially compared to nuclear power, bur, absent a pressing crisis, nuclear s better fir wirh existing problem frames, along with its greater political resources, kept the subsidies flowing, while solar only got research targeted to auxiliary goals, such as NASA's funding for the development of photovoltaics for use on its satellites. The beginnings of the energy crisis in 1970-1971 coincided with the rise of institutionalized environmental protection values in the form of new legislation and the Environmental Protection Agency to implement that legislation. Those ideas had some effect on energy policy, but not enough to put solar energy at ccntcr stage. Nonetheless, Presidents Nixon and l ord began pouring money into all alternative forms of energy. including solar, quickly increasing solar R&I) budgets, sometimes as a response to Congressional initiatives. That said, the definition of the energy problem, the way it was framed, as discussed at length in earlier chapters, changed little, merely acquiring a sense of urgency from the energy crisis. Solar energy policy in the Carter administration shows the difference between successfully pressuring for a policy and successfully institutionalizing a new set of beliefs and values associated with some technology. Those years marked the time when the solar movement was the closest it ever came to being a mainstream movement, claiming to provide a feasible solution to an urgent problem. At rhc very time that solar technologies were commanding increasing resources, the ecological wing ol the solar movement became increasingly influential in policy circles. The Solar Lobby and related groups began to form a very effective pressure group for solar energy, and they clearly got most of what rhev wanted out of Carter's solar Domestic Policy Review process. But ir is equally clear that high-level policy makers never took the advocates' values or framing of the problem seriously. The advocates' political and social issues were never part of official discourse or debate. Even advocates' particular conceptions of environmental concerns never penetrated discussions in the White House. Policy makers simply never accepted, at least not in writing or in policy, the notion that the environmental problems related to energy suggested a deeper critique of existing energy, social, and political systems.

  
  
COUNTERFACTUALS ARE INEVITABLE AND INCREASE NEG GROUND – policy, economics and the law requires counterfactuals and there’s historical and empirical data on our aff
Scott ’95 David K. Scott is a Professor of Communication Studies at Northeastern State University. “Debating Historical Propositions,” http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/detail?accno=ED383004

Based on the temporal frame of these hypothetical resolutions, affirmative and negatives burdens change. For the Vietnam resolution, the affirmative would be bounded by the historical policies followed by the Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon administrations. Claims could be empirical or probabilistic. Empirical claims would be verifiable in terms of historical data. Probabilistic claims would be speculative in nature. Negative claims could point to "actual" disadvantages stemming from the affirmative policy. Additional negative claims could speculate on policy alternatives. For example, the affirmative could argue the "domino theory" that all countries in southeast Asia would have fallen to the communists if not for US intervention. This claim is an example of a counterfactual conditional. This proposition takes the generic form "If it had been the case that C (or not C), it would have been the case that E (or not E)" (Fearon, 1991, p. 169). Debating historical propositions would entail extensive use of counterfactual logic. Historical analysis inherently involves a level of counterfactual reasoning. Murphy (1969) argues that "counterfactuals were an essential method of historians; these were by their nature (are) unverifiable propositions" (p. 15). The fact that they are unverifiable has led to criticism of counterfactuals as a form of logic. Thus, standards need to be applied in the assessment of counterfactual scenarios. Standards for Debating Historical Propositions? It should be noted that counterfactuals are a common model of logic. Their use transcends both specialized and general argumentative fields. Counterfactuals are commonly used in a variety of scholarly disciplines. Fearon (1991) states that "scholars in comparative politics and international relations routinely evaluate causal hypotheses by discussing or simply referring to counterfactual cases in which a hypothesized causal factor is supposed to have been absent" (p. 169). Conterfactual reasoning is common in legal argumentation. Counterfactual thinking is related to plaintiff compensation. In this context, "jurors are presented alternative event scenarios by the opposing parties" (Bothwell & Duhon, 1994, p. 705). Research indicates that there was a significant relationship between counterfactual thinking and plaintiff compensation (Miller & McFarland, 1986; Bothwell & Duhon, 1994). Counterfactuals are common to the study of economics. Murphy (1969) argues: that we cannot judge any economic policy without counterfactuals, we cannot estimate consumer surplus, we cannot calculate the effects of a tax or a subsidy, the removal of international trade barriers, indeed we cannot judge any recommendation to change the status-quo unless we consider the alternative state of affairs. (p. 18) Counterfactuals are also common in generalized fields of argumentation. Landman and Manis (1992) found "that personally relevant counterfactual thought is commonly engaged in by people outside the laboratory" (p. 476). Roese (1994) argues that "the ability to imagine alternative, or counterfactual, versions of actual events appears to be a pervasive, perhaps even essential, feature of human consciousness" (p. 805). Given the widespread use of counterfactuals, evaluation of counterfactuals can be extrapolated from existing standards. Meyer and Conrad (1957) argue that even though "counterfactuals cannot be directly tested, it is possible to consider the statement within a valid deductive system, independently of the acknowledged falsity of the conditional clause" (p. 540). Such a derivation is clearly an intuitive one and is not a matter of formal logic (Murphy, 1969).
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Recognizing contradictory ideas in the context of technological determinism improves communication and discussion to break down technoscience
Rosales 2009
Janna Metcalfe, thesis submitted in conformity with the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy Department and Centre for the Study of Religion University of Toronto, “WHEN THE “TWILIGHT OF JUSTICE” MEETS THE “DAWN OF NANOTECHNOLOGY”: A CRITIQUE OF TRANSHUMANISM AND THE TECHNOLOGICAL IMPERATIVE IN THE LIGHT OF GEORGE GRANT’S MORAL PHILOSOPHY,” https://exams.library.utoronto.ca/bitstream/1807/17824/6/Rosales_Janna_M_200906_PhD_thesis.pdf
For those who cannot give up that transcendental framework, the contradiction between the good and the triumph of the will lives itself out in the kinds of visceral “nerveracking situations of justice” (Grant, 1984/1998, pp. 440-441) from which we make sense of being, whether that entails taking a stance on reproductive ethics, euthanasia, nuclear energy, cybernetics, eugenics, germ-line genetic engineering, or molecular manufacturing. While one may be tempted to seek definitive resolutions to ethical dilemmas or to gloss over evidence of contradictions when deliberating over the issues, the efforts of both Grant and Simone Weil demonstrate that trying to pay due credit to contradictory ideas is not necessarily “evidence of a discreditable intellectual weakness” (Forbes, 2007, p. 201). Sometimes reality shows us incompatible truths that no amount of intellectual refinement or methodical reasoning can dispel; in this case the point is not to skim over or hide the inconsistencies, but rather, in the true spirit of a dialectical approach, to identify both complementarity and irreducible differences between ideas. To recognize contradictory ideas, as Weil (1956) insists, is to “experience the fact that we are not All” (p. 411). This too is an experience with otherness, one that is better apprehended through love rather than a logic that simply seeks consistency. As I stated in chapter 1, Grant considered the dialectical method to be grounded in eros, in that to know a thing is also to love it. I think nanoethics can benefit from this interpretation of the dialectical approach because currently the terms of engagement are set up more as a struggle between opponents, where there are debates to be won and lost, whether between Drexler and Smalley, Kurzweil and Joy, Hughes and Kass, transhumanists and bioconservatives. Too much emphasis on out-arguing one’s opponent and refuting contradictions closes down on channels of communication and excludes more constructive ways to frame the discussion. As a case in point, Langdon Winner (1986) observes that our debates about technology, society, and the environment often take a narrow view of what constitutes an acceptable discussion, usually drawing on concepts of efficiency and risk to define the parameters (p. x). What Grant does is bring challenging concepts to the table as a way to lift us out of an exclusively technoscientific mindset. 


Ontology is a DESTRUCTIVE HISTORICAL FICTION – any GATEWAY claims are just TRICKS based on how we SHELVE BOOKS 
Shirky 5
Clay Shirky, teacher of NYU's graduate Interactive Telecommunications Program, 03/15/05
http://www.itconversations.com/shows/detail470.html
 I hold a joint appointment at NYU, as an Associate Arts Professor at the Interactive Telecommunications Program (ITP) and as a Distinguished Writer in Residence in the Journalism Department. I am also a Fellow at the Berkman Center for Internet and Society, and was the Edward R. Murrow Visiting Lecturer at Harvard's Joan Shorenstein Center on the Press, Politics, and Public Policy in 2010. 

There are many ways to organize data: labels, lists, categories, taxonomies, ontologies. Of these, ontology -- assertions about essence and relations among a group of items -- seems to be the highest-order method of organization. Indeed, the predicted value of the Semantic Web assumes that ontological successes such as the Library of Congress's classification scheme are easily replicable.  Those successes are not easily replicable. Ontology, far from being an ideal high-order tool, is a 300-year-old hack, now nearing the end of its useful life. The problem ontology solves is not how to organize ideas but how to organize things -- the Library of Congress's classification scheme exists not because concepts require consistent hierarchical placement, but because books do.  The LC scheme, when examined closely, is riddled with inconsistencies, bias, and gaps. Top level geographic categories, for example, include "The Balkan Penninsula" and "Asia." The primary medical categories don't include oncology, defaulting to the older and now discredited notion that cancers were more related to specific organs than to common processes. And the list of such oddities goes on.  The reason the LC scheme is accumulating these errors faster than they can correct them is the physical fact of the book, which makes a card catalog scheme necessary, and constant re-shelving impossible. Likewise, it enforces cookie-cutter categorization that doesn't reflect the polyphony of its contents--there is a literature of creativity, for example, made up of books about art, science, engineering, and so on, and yet those books are not categorized (which is to say shelved) together, because the LC scheme doesn't recognize creativity as an organizing principle. For a reader interested in creativity, the LC ontology destroys value rather than creating it. 
As we have learned from the Web, when data is decoupled from physical presence, it is fluid enough to be grouped differently by different readers, and on different days. The Web's main virtue, in handling data, is to transmute organization from an a priori, content-based judgment to one that can be ad hoc, context-based, socially embedded, and constantly altered. The Web frees us from needing to argue about whether The Book of 5 Rings "is" a business book or a primer on war -- it is plainly both, and not only are we freed from making that judgment firmly or in advance, we are freed from needing to make it explicit at all. 
This talk begins by exploring the rise of ontological classification. In the period after the invention of the printing press but before the invention of the search engine, intellectual production was vested in books, objects that were numerous but opaque. When you have more than a few hundred books, categorization becomes a forced move, even if the categories are somewhat arbitrary, because without categories, you can no longer locate individual books.

Their alternative dooms us to extinction – only pragmatic political action can solve and allow the space for metaphysical investigation
Ronald E. Santoni, Phil. Prof @ Denison, 1985, Nuclear War, ed. Fox and Groarke, p. 156-7
To be sure, Fox sees the need for our undergoing “certain fundamental changes” in our “thinking, beliefs, attitudes, values” and Zimmerman calls for a “paradigm shift” in our thinking about ourselves, other, and the Earth.  But it is not clear that what either offers as suggestions for what we can, must, or should do in the face of a runaway arms race are sufficient to “wind down” the arms race before it leads to omnicide.  In spite of the importance of Fox’s analysis and reminders it is not clear that “admitting our (nuclear) fear and anxiety” to ourselves and “identifying the mechanisms that dull or mask our emotional and other responses” represent much more than examples of basic, often. stated principles of psychotherapy. Being aware of the psychological maneuvers that keep us numb to nuclear reality may well be the road to transcending them but it must only be a “first step” (as Fox acknowledges), during which we Simultaneously act to eliminate nuclear threats, break our complicity with the ams race, get rid of arsenals of genocidal weaponry, and create conditions for international goodwill, mutual trust, and creative interdependence.  Similarly, in respect to Zimmerman: in spite of the challenging Heideggerian insights he brings out regarding what motivates the arms race, many questions may be raised about his prescribed “solutions.”  Given our need for a paradigm shift in our (distorted) understanding of ourselves and the rest of being, are we merely left “to prepare for a possible shift in our self-understanding? (italics mine)?  Is this all we can do?  Is it necessarily the case that such a shift “cannot come as a result of our own will?” – and work – but only from “a destiny outside our control?”  Does this mean we leave to God the matter of bringing about a paradigm shift?  Granted our fears and the importance of not being controlled by fears, as well as our “anthropocentric leanings,” should we be as cautious as Zimmerman suggests about out disposition “to want to do something” or “to act decisively in the face of the current threat?”  In spite of the importance of our taking on the anxiety of our finitude and our present limitation, does it follow that “we should be willing for the worst (i.e. an all-out nuclear war) to occur”?  Zimmerman wrongly, I contend, equates “resistance” with “denial” when he says that “as long as we resist and deny the possibility of nuclear war, that possibility will persist and grow stronger.”  He also wrongly perceives “resistance” as presupposing a clinging to the “order of things that now prevails.”  Resistance connotes opposing, and striving to defeat a prevailing state of affairs that would allow or encourage the “worst to occur.”  I submit, against Zimmerman, that we should not, in any sense, be willing for nuclear war or omnicide to occur.  (This is not to suggest that we should be numb to the possibility of its occurrence.)  Despite Zimmerman’s elaborations and refinements his Heideggerian notion of “letting beings be” continues to be too permissive in this regard.  In my judgment, an individual’s decision not to act against and resist his or her government’s preparations for nuclear holocaust is, as I have argued elsewhere, to be an early accomplice to the most horrendous crim against life imaginable – its annihilation.  The Nuremburg tradition calls not only for a new way of thinking, a “new internationalism” in which we all become co-nurturers of the whole planet, but for resolute actions that will sever our complicity with nuclear criminality and the genocidal arms race, and work to achieve a future which we can no longer assume. We must not only “come face to face with the unthinkable in image and thought” (Fox) but must act now - with a “new consciousness” and conscience - to prevent the unthinkable, by cleansing the earth of nuclear weaponry.  Only when that is achieved wll ultimate violence be removed as the final arbiter of our planet’s fate. 

The enframing argument is terrible – it flattens and equates all energy forms, as well as genocide
Garrard 10
    Interdiscip Stud Lit Environ (2010) doi: 10.1093/isle/isq029 First published online: May 11, 2010 Staff Profile For Dr Greg Garrard Reader in English Literature. School of Humanities and Cultural Industries. PhD [University of Liverpool], BA(Hons) [UW Swansea], MA [UW Swansea]. Personal Statement:

Even if there were an epoch of technological enframing, Heidegger's interest would lie in analyzing its supposed “essence,” rather than understanding the development and differentiation of technology in terms of its ecological impact. From the perspective of the history of Being, renewable forms of energy generation are just the same as non-renewable and polluting ones, wind farms no better than coal-fired steam turbines. Indeed, the science of ecology, which alerts us to environmental problems and proposes means of mitigating them, is also “in essence” technological. The most striking example of how Heidegger demotes the plight of beings (human or not) is to be found in the original lecture “The Enframing” that was doctored to yield the famous essay “The Question Concerning Technology,” published in 1949. Heidegger's original claim was that, in terms of the epoch of enframing: “[a]griculture is now a motorized food industry: in its essence it is the same thing as the manufacture of corpses in gas chambers and extermination camps, the same thing as blockades and the reduction of an area to hunger, the same as the manufacture of hydrogen bombs” (Heidegger, “Enframing” 217). This analogy, suppressed in the published essay, is one of the very few instances in which Heidegger mentions the Holocaust. He relativizes Nazi crimes by equating them with the Allied blockade of Germany as well as the bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, but also argues that the enframing of fields of wheat is “in essence the same” as the reduction of the racial enemies of Nazism to “standing reserve,” on call for annihilation. Troubling as this analogy is, for animal rights activists there is a morally valid analogy between the mass slaughter of animals in factory systems and that of racial “subhumans.” However, the real point is not that Heidegger has apparently elevated intensive agriculture to the moral seriousness of genocide, but rather that—in terms of “essential thinking”—both are equally unimportant.5 Heidegger deployed an apparently familiar rhetoric of “saving the earth,” but what he meant by it was something so “essential,” so metaphysical; it is clear that even global warming would be “the same” as pea-farming, “the same” as damming the Rhine, “the same” as Auschwitz. To “save the earth” is to redeem Being from Western metaphysics, not to find solutions to empirical problems.6 The essence of Heidegger's argument is nonsense, and what is not is freely available elsewhere without the surplus metaphysical baggage.

Heidegger’s approach is vacuous – the problems of Being he delineates are just grammatical confusion or contradictory – Eco-criticism can ditch this entirely
Garrard 10
    Interdiscip Stud Lit Environ (2010) doi: 10.1093/isle/isq029 First published online: May 11, 2010 Staff Profile For Dr Greg Garrard Reader in English Literature. School of Humanities and Cultural Industries. PhD [University of Liverpool], BA(Hons) [UW Swansea], MA [UW Swansea]. Personal Statement:

My research addresses the relationship of nature and culture, predominantly in literature but also in philosophy, film and popular culture. I have written about Samuel Beckett and climate change, Romanticism, Irish literature, 'queer' animals, rhododendrons, DH Lawrence and even environmentalism in Nazi ideology. I have benefited immensely from the support and discussion fostered by the 'Writing and the Environment' research group at BSU, in particular my arguments with Richard Kerridge. My monograph survey of 'Ecocriticism' (Routledge 2011 2nd edn) covers wilderness narratives, wildlife documentaries, biosphere theme parks and the image of the Earth from space, besides canonical novels and poetry. It has now been translated into Portuguese, Korean, Arabic and - in a pirate edition - Mandarin. I am now completing the editing of the 'Oxford Handbook of Ecocriticism', the most substantial collection of commissioned essays in the field of environmental criticism to date. I also write an annual review of ecocritical research for 'The Year's Work in Critical and Cultural Theory'. According to Wittgenstein, “philosophy is a battle against the bewitchment of our intelligence by means of language” (47). If so, Heidegger is the arch-sorcerer and enemy of philosophy, not its self-appointed destiny. As I argue later, he offers dodgy etymological derivations posing as the recovery of language's deepest resources in place of rational argument. In addition, he proposes highly contentious readings of philosophical and poetic texts that are sometimes themselves fragmentary or apocryphal. Sometimes he gets it comically wrong: in “The Origin of the Work of Art,” Heidegger claims to discern in Van Gogh's painting of a pair of peasant shoes the “toilsome tread of the worker” in its inarticulate responsiveness to “the silent call of the earth” (Basic 159). In fact, the shoes were those of the artist himself. As for Heidegger's controversial readings of German poetry, Veronique Foti's study concludes that he continually “essentializes”3 and unifies it under the rubric of commemoration of Being: "Heidegger cannot countenance poetry as a tenuous writing against loss (as it shows itself in Holderlin and certainly in Trakl), nor as refractory to destinal constructs. Moreover, he cannot speak to the contemporary situation of poetry, to what both Adorno and Celan problematize as its very possibility and possible identity in the wake of the Shoah [Holocaust]. (111)4" Heidegger could only comprehend poets and philosophers in the light of their roles in his metaphysical drama, roles that he had assigned and effectively scripted in advance. As numerous later commentators have pointed out, Heidegger seems not to have noticed that his “history of Being” suffers from a profound contradiction between nostalgia for a lost alertness to Being and a recognition (shared with much anti-foundationalist philosophy) of the radical contingency of metaphysical discourses. Richard Rorty shows how Heidegger presents a convincing case that no historical understanding of Being, be it pre-Socratic, Platonic, Cartesian, or Heideggerian, could be preferable to any other, since there is no extra-historical standpoint—no God's eye view, so to speak—from which such a judgment could be made (Essays): he “never tells us how we can be historical through-and-through and yet ahistorical enough to step outside our world-view and say something neutral about the ‘structure’ of all actual and possible world-views” (42). Heidegger frequently evinces a degree of admiration for a lost epoch of authentic openness to Being, and concomitant virulent contempt for contemporary technological society, that his own critique of ahistorical metaphysics ought to have ruled out. As Terry Eagleton observes, “[w]ithout some strong implicit normativity there could be no critique of the alienated world of prattle and mass opinion, not to mention science, democracy, liberalism and socialism; but for Heidegger's work to have true authority it must go beyond mere doxa [opinion] to describe things as they really are, draw its title to speak from the very nature of Being itself rather than sink into controvertibly interpretations” (Ideology, 307). Which is why Heidegger's allegedly “ecological” demand that we “let beings be” is at once so rhetorically central to his philosophical ethos and so morally vacuous. The most serious charge, however, is the claim that there is no question of Being. Philosophers such as Christopher Norris who are not hypnotized by Heidegger's sententious ramblings point out that Heidegger's supposedly primordial thought of “Being” is actually a straightforward philosophical mistake “deriving from an elementary muddle about the logical grammar of such words” (242). To “be” is not to have some mysterious self-manifesting quality over and above the other qualities we ascribe to a thing. What Heidegger would have us see as the awesome, humble disclosure of what “is” must instead be seen as merely a word with variable grammatical functions. To return to my dog, the existential claim that “Bryn is” might conceivably advert to some mysterious “Being,” but “is” can also function as a mere copula connecting the subject “Bryn” and the predicate “furry.” To which we might add identity claims such as “Bryn is my dog.” As Richard Polt points out, “The copula does not seem to imply any existential claims: for instance, if I say, ‘Unicorns are white,’ I certainly do not mean to imply that unicorns are, that is, exist” (27). So Heidegger's assumption that every banal predicative “is” disguises an amazing, forgotten existential “is”—is wrong. Wittgenstein is, as ever, the best antidote to bewitchment by the language of metaphysics: “when philosophers use a word—‘knowledge’, ‘being’, ‘object’, ‘I’, ‘proposition’, ‘name’—and try to grasp the essence of the thing, one must always ask oneself: is the word ever actually used in this way in the language-game which is its original home?—What we do is to bring words back from their metaphysical to their everyday use” (48). The truly distinctive aspect of Heidegger's philosophy, the history of the forgetting of Being and the Seinsfrage, is a contradiction inspired by a mistake.

The alt doesn’t spillover
Yar, lecturer, School of Social Policy, Sociology and Social Research – University of Kent, 2K
(Majid, Arendt's Heideggerianism: Contours of a `Postmetaphysical' Political Theory?, Cultural Values, Volume 4, Issue 1)

Similarly, we must consider the consequences that this 'ontological substitution' for the essence of the political has for politics, in terms of what is practically excluded by this rethinking. If the presently available menu of political engagements and projects (be they market or social liberalism, social democracy, communitarianism, Marxism, etc.) are only so many moments of the techno-social completion of an underlying metaphysics, then the fear of 'metaphysical contamination' inhibits any return to recognisable political practices and sincere engagement with the political exigencies of the day. This is what Nancy Fraser has called the problem of 'dirty hands', the suspension of engagement with the existing content of political agendas because of their identification as being in thrall to the violence of metaphysics. Unable to engage in politics as it is, one either [a] sublimates the desire for politics by retreating to an interrogation of the political with respect to its essence (Fraser, 1984, p. 144), or [b] on this basis, seeks 'to breach the inscription of a wholly other politics'. The former suspends politics indefinitely, while the latter implies a new politics, which, on the basis of its reconceived understanding of the political, apparently excludes much of what recognizably belongs to politics today. This latter difficulty is well known from Arendt's case, whose barring of issues of social and economic justice and welfare from the political domain are well known. To offer two examples: [ 1] in her commentary on the U.S. civil rights movement in the 1950s, she argued that the politically salient factor which needed challenging was only racial legislation and the formal exclusion of African-Americans from the political sphere, not discrimination, social deprivation and disadvantage, etc.(Arendt, 1959, pp. 45-56); [ 2] Arendt's pronounceraent at a conference in 1972 (put under question by Albrecht Wellmer regarding her distinction of the 'political' and the 'social'), that housing and homelessness were not political issues, that they were external to the political as the sphere of the actualisation of freedom as disclosure; the political is about human self-disclosure in speech and deed, not about the distribution of goods, which belongs to the social realm as an extension of the oikos.[ 20] The point here is not that Arendt and others are in any sense unconcerned or indifferent about such sufferings, deprivations and inequalities. Rather, it is that such disputes and agendas are identified as belonging to the socio-technical sphere of administration, calculation, instrumentality, the logic of means and ends, subject-object manipulation by a will which turns the world to its purposes, the conceptual rendering of beings in terms of abstract and levelling categories and classes, and so on; they are thereby part and parcel of the metaphysical-technological understanding of Being, which effaces the unique and singular appearance and disclosure of beings, and thereby illegitimate candidates for consideration under the renewed, ontological-existential formulation of the political. To reconceive the political in terms of a departure from its former incarnation as metaphysical politics, means that the revised terms of a properly political discourse cannot accommodate the prosaic yet urgent questions we might typically identify under the rubric of 'policy'. Questions of social and economic justice are made homeless, exiled from the political sphere of disputation and demand in which they were formerly voiced. Indeed, it might be observed that the postmetaphysical formulation of the political is devoid of any content other than the freedom which defines it; it is freedom to appear, to disclose, but not the freedom to do something in particular, in that utilising freedom for achieving some end or other implies a collapse back into will, instrumentality, teleocracy, poeisis, etc. By defining freedom qua disclosedness as the essence of freedom and the sole end of the political, this position skirts dangerously close to advocating politique pour la politique, divesting politics of any other practical and normative ends in the process.

Cyborgs are a DA to the alt
Garrard 4
Ecocriticism, Dr Greg Garrard Reader in English Literature. School of Humanities and Cultural Industries. PhD [University of Liverpool], BA(Hons) [UW Swansea], MA [UW Swansea].

The cyborg will be a key figure in a poetics of responsibility because its irreverence and keen sense of irony are quite incompatible with traditional pastoral, wilderness and apocalyptic tropes: The cyborg would not recognize the Garden of Eden; it is not made of mud and cannot dream of returning to dust' (Haraway 1991: 151). Not having 'fallen', the cyborg does not need to be redeemed, only to survive; it remains outside the 'salvation history' that underlies some ecophilosophical and ecocritical positions. Haraway argues that cyborgs need to develop political strategies of resistance that do not depend upon the kind of dualistic model of technology versus nature found in Carolyn Merchant, Heidegger and many deep ecologists. Her position acknowledges 'that science and technology are possible means of great human satisfaction, as well as a matrix of complex dominations' (p. 181). She even goes so far as to claim it is necessary to 'advocate pollution' to the extent that such a tactic undermines the principle of moral and material purity that was outlined in the Introduction. Some of the most

Embrace tech even if it’s flawed - Nuclear war is only way back to the garden
HARAWAY 91
Donna Haraway, professor and former chair of the History of Consciousness Program at the University of California, Santa Cruz, 1991
http://www.stanford.edu/dept/HPS/Haraway/CyborgManifesto.html

An origin story in the 'Western', humanist sense depends on the myth of original unity, fullness, bliss and terror, represented by the phallic mother from whom all humans must separate, the task of individual development and of history, the twin potent myths inscribed most powerfully for us in psychoanalysis and Marxism. Hilary Klein has argued that both Marxism and psychoanalysis, in their concepts of labour and of individuation and gender formation, depend on the plot of original unity out of which difference must be produced and enlisted in a drama of escalating domination of woman/nature. The cyborg skips the step of original unity, of identification with nature in the Western sense. This is its illegitimate promise that might lead to subversion of its teleology as star wars. The cyborg is resolutely committed to partiality, irony, intimacy, and perversity. It is oppositional, utopian, and completely without innocence. No longer structured by the polarity of public and private, the cyborg defines a technological polls based partly on a revolution of social relations in the oikos, the household. Nature and culture are reworked; the one can no longer be the resource for appropriation or incorporation by the other. The rela-tionships for forming wholes from parts, including those of polarity and hierarchical domination, are at issue in the cyborg world. Unlike the hopes of Frankenstein's monster, the cyborg does not expect its father to save it through a restoration of the garden; that is, through the fabrication of a heterosexual mate, through its completion in a finished whole, a city and cosmos. The Cyborg does not dream of community on the model of the organic family, this time without the oedipal project. The cyborg would not recognize the Garden of Eden; it is not made of mud and cannot dream of returning to dust. Perhaps that is why I want to see if Cyborgs can subvert the apocalypse of returning to nuclear dust in the manic compulsion to name the Enemy. Cyborgs are not reverent; they do not re-member the cosmos. They are wary of holism, but needy for connection- they seem to have a natural feel for united front politics, but without the vanguard party. The main trouble with cyborgs, of course, is that they are the illegitimate offspring of militarism and patriarchal capitalism, not to mention state socialism. But illegitimate offspring are often exceedingly unfaithful to their origins. Their fathers, after all, are inessential.

Technological progressivism necessitates a form of “technological somnambulism” whereby the benefits of engineering paper over ontological considerations
Rosales 2009
Janna Metcalfe, thesis submitted in conformity with the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy Department and Centre for the Study of Religion University of Toronto, “WHEN THE “TWILIGHT OF JUSTICE” MEETS THE “DAWN OF NANOTECHNOLOGY”: A CRITIQUE OF TRANSHUMANISM AND THE TECHNOLOGICAL IMPERATIVE IN THE LIGHT OF GEORGE GRANT’S MORAL PHILOSOPHY,” https://exams.library.utoronto.ca/bitstream/1807/17824/6/Rosales_Janna_M_200906_PhD_thesis.pdf
How to think about technology and ethics The study of technology and ethics has only relatively recently earned a place as a distinct academic discipline. Political scientist Langdon Winner speculates this is so because the notion of progress has been so influential on Western social thought since the Industrial Age, and the fruits of progress have been so tangible, so ubiquitous, and so obvious that they do not invite significant critical assessment. Contrary to what one might expect, our thorough commitment to the technological enterprise is no guarantee of our thorough consideration of the nature of that commitment (Winner, 1986, p. 3). Despite the existence of ample compilations of histories of science and technology, and even despite the existence of voluminous contributions to the philosophy of technology, little of lasting import among those writings helps us to think through the profound effect technology has on our lives. While modern technoscience strives to realize dreams and visions about what can be done to “engineer a better tomorrow,” society remains unclear about what ought to be done, which leaves us, according to Winner, in a state of “technological somnambulism” (p. 5) where we innovate first and ask questions later. In the context of my thesis, it seems that technological society generally and transhumanism specifically are entrenched in a long history of assumptions about the meaning of technological progress which makes it difficult for these conceptual frameworks to be aware of, much less take a critical look at, not only how technology makes life “better” but how it changes our conception of what “better” is. Despite notable technological disasters such as Three Mile Island or industrialization’s cumulative effects on global warming, technological development has delivered quite well on promises of “progress” and consequently there has been little impetus to seriously reconsider global, and specifically North American, society’s reliance on technology to ameliorate human suffering and to encourage human betterment. For example, although environmental crises raise our awareness that some technologies have detrimental effects, our search for solutions commonly remains technologically-oriented; i.e., for every technological problem, we believe there is a technological solution. Given the accelerating pace and widespread effects of those undertakings deemed “technological development,” transhumanist commentators, nanotechnology researchers, and critics of technology speculate that the future promises radical changes for human experience, including how we will be born, how we will meet the demands of survival, how we will age, and how we will die. Now more than ever, we must attend to how our ideas about “progress,” “betterment,” and “the good” affect how we ask questions and make decisions about technology. So too we must be aware of how we define technology in the first place. The “instrumentalist” view of technology defines it as a collection of tools that are inherently neutral in terms of their moral standing (Martin and Schinzinger, 2005, pp.279-280; Schmidt, 2008, p. 3). In this situation, “ethics” refers to whether the tool is used well or badly depending on the context of the situation and the intention of the user; it is assumed that there is nothing intrinsically good or bad about the technology itself. This position is known as an instrumentalist view of technology because it sees machines and devices as means to an end. According to this view, determining the “proper” or ethical use of machines and devices entails a debate about what ends we want to use technology for, and what our values are that guide our use of technology. As such, it is a matter to be deliberated by guardians of values, be they policy makers, the government, the legal system, cultural and spiritual communities, and public interest groups. This instrumentalist, “conventional” definition of technology may strike many as unremarkable, taken for granted because of the everyday familiarity most people have with technology. What this definition misses, however, are the varied but pervasive ways in which technology structures human activity. Understood more broadly as a flow of matter and energy, technology becomes an all-encompassing system, no longer various instruments which aid human activity but rather a force in itself that changes how people engage in activity and what meaning they derive from it. Technology critics such as Jacques Ellul (1964) and Willem Vanderburg (2000) have remarked on the ways that a technological system—whether factories, bureaucracies, universities, or the mass media—will often operate with certain priorities such as efficiency, profitability, or productivity at its core. Given those underlying “values,” the technological system therefore cannot be considered value-neutral. Furthermore, each new technology becomes part of the system and the system in turn reshapes society’s workings. There is an interplay between how we shape technology to fit our needs and how technology’s inherent demands also shape us (Franklin 1999; Vanderburg, 2000). Some commentators, such as Martin Heidegger (1977) and George Grant (1986), provide an even more profound analysis of technology, contending that there is a qualitative difference between the technological essence of today and of the past. For them, the nature and drive of current technological developments possess fundamentally different transformative powers, in terms of scale, increasing speed of change, effects on future generations of humanity, the tendency towards irreversibility, and the resolutely forwardlooking fixation on surpassing previous achievements. From this perspective, technology becomes an ontology, a way of being that orients the way in which we derive purpose and meaning from human existence. Nothing escapes the technological gaze because everything, from food production to disease prevention to baby-making, can be subject to improvement. Technology and ethics become intimately intertwined because technology opens up possible realms of being that press us to deliberate about what we think it is to live morally and well. In light of this relatively new way to relate to technology, those thinkers such as Grant who interpret technology as ontology often argue that because technology is such a pervasive way of life, this society is unable to step outside the paradigm provided by the technological imperative in order to deliberate comprehensively about the moral and ethical dilemmas posed by the transformative power of technology.
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President key for problem framing
Laird 1
Solar Energy, technology policy and institutional values
Frank Laird Associate Professor and Director, MA in International Studies Education PhD, Massachusetts Institute of Technology BA, Middlebury College Profile Associate Professor of Technology and Public Policy and Director, MA Degree in International Studies, Josef Korbel School of International Studies, University of Denver; Interdisciplinary Programs in Health, Harvard School of Public Health (1985-1987); National Science Foundation research grants (1991-1992, 1998-2000, 2006-2008); Consultant, Center for Nanotechnology and Society, Arizona State University (2005-2008); Public Policy Committee, American Solar Energy Society (1999-2008), chair of committee (2002-2004); Board of Directors, American Solar Energy Society (2002-2004); Review Panel, Ethics and Values in Science Program, National Science Foundation (1993-1996); Contributing Editor, "Science, Technology & Human Values" (1993-1996); Faculty Affiliate, Center for Science and Technology Policy Research, University of Colorado (2001-present); Academic Advisory Board and Senior Faculty Associate, Center for Science, Policy and Outcomes, Arizona State University (1998-2003); American Association for the Advancement of Science, American Political Science Association, American Solar Energy Society, Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management. Research and Expertise Energy policy, especially with respect to renewable energy; environmental policy, especially with respect to climate change; science and technology policy; democracy and science policy. Programs, Centers and Institutes Center for Sustainable Development and International Peace

INSTITUTIONS AND PROBLEM FRAMES Problem frames, and the ideas that constitute them, operate within institutions. As Schon and Rein put it, "Frames are not free-floating but are grounded in the institutions that sponsor them."21 Other scholars agree. Judith Goldstein and Robert O. Keohane argue that ideas become powerful when they become institutionalized, and that such deeply embedded ideas can explain the phenomenon of policy inertia, of institutions sticking to a policy long after one might have expected it to change.22 To understand the ways that ideas, problems, frames, and so on influence public policy, we must investigate the ways in which ideas get institutionalized. Particular ideas come to dominate the official definition of a problem and the conceptualization of its possible solutions. These ideas also shape the institution's rules, organizational norms, and operating procedures. Substantial, enduring changes in policy require changes in the institutionalized ideas that influence policy, which can mean either changing ideas within an institution or changing which institution controls some policy. Frank Baumgartner and Bryan D. Jones emphasize the latter to change institutionalized ideas and policies: This [policy] process is the interaction of beliefs and values concerning a particular policy, which we term the policy image, with the existing set of political institutions - the venues of policy action. In a pluralist political system, subsystems can be created that are highly favorable to a given industry. But at the same time, there remain other institutional venues that can serve as avenues for appeal for the disaffected.13 In short, if some policy advocates consistently fail to get the policy they want from some government institution, they can try taking their arguments to a different institution, perhaps a different congressional committee or executive branch agency. Jurisdiction over policy areas sometimes changes, and if that new institution becomes dominant, then the policy can change rapidly. The difficulty with this solution is that the new institution may not end up having decisive influence over the policy of concern, which in fact is what happened in the case of solar energy policy. Alternatively, advocates can stick with the dominant institution and try to change the ideas that guide it. New ideas can change the meaning or understanding associated with some policy solution, in this case a technology, so that it looks like a more plausible solution to an old problem. Similarly, changes in ideas can change the way the problem is framed, so that the relevant government officials consider as a plausible solution technologies that they previously rejected or did not even take seriously. Maarten Hajer's work on discourse coalitions alerts us to an important pitfall in the analysis of institutionalized ideas used to explain policy change, or the lack of it. He describes discourses as "an ensemble of ideas, concepts, and categories through which meaning is given to phenomena. Discourses frame certain problems, that is to say, they distinguish some aspects of a situation rather than others." The relationship of Hajer's discourses to the ideas and frames discussed above is obvious. He reminds us that we cannot conclude that ideas are influencing policy just because some institution has started using a particular discourse in its statements, but that we must look at the institution's practices and decisions before we conclude that the par-ticular discourse has become institutionalized and dominant in some part of policy making. Important actors may start speaking the stories of a new discourse, what he calls discourse structuration, but we must also analyze what the institutions do to see which discourses are in fact institutionalized."4 For the case of solar energy, and other future-oriented energy policies, we need to analyze which government officials were in a position to influence this kind of change and the institutional structures in which they operated, including the means by which nongovernmental actors had access to them. We will also need to analyze the ways that institutionalized ideas shaped the official definitions of problems and how some actors tried to change those definitions. The ideas held at the top levels of policy making, especially in the executive branch, are more important than are usually given credit in the policy literature. In the solar case, what appeared to be a substantial and enduring change during the 1970s, particularly at the agency level, was in fact ephemeral because, in part, of the stability of the way the issue was defined at the presidential level, despite vigorous efforts to change that definition. Making a large change in this type of institutionalized problem frame entails dramatic changes in a massive part of the nation's technological infrastructure, with all the accompanying political, economic, and social changes. Such policy changes must have high-level support, s|nce they will conflict with many other ideas, goals, and interests held by previously persuasive stakeholders and hence encounter stiff resistance from those who prize the status quo.25 Thus the key for this study will be how new values were, or were not, institutionalized in the Executive Office of the President (EOP). I will also analyze congressional actions to some extent, but on solar energy policy these were mostly reactive to executive branch actions, even in the late 1970s. The EOP was the key barrier to substantial energy policy change. I do not mean by these comments to dismiss Congress as an important influence on policy. Assorted energy advocates used congressional committees very successfully as a means of promoting their technologies and keeping pressure on the executive branch. This pressure was felt most intensely in the appropriations process. My analysis will carefully depict the interaction of the Congress with energy advocates and the executive branch. That said, this analysis still focuses primarily on the executive branch because it retained the ability to set the dominant frame for the issue. Throughout the history of energy policy, the president and his advisors remained the crucial actors for undertaking new policy initiatives linked to new ideas about policy.
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Solar power necessitates decentralization – makes it inevitable
Scheer 2K2
(Hermann, Fmr. Asst. Prof. of Economics @ Technical Univ. of Stuttgart, Member of German Parliament, General Chairman of the World Council for Renewable Energy, President of EUROSOLAR, The Solar Economy: Renewable Energy for a Sustainable Global Future, Pg. 87-89) 
The representatives of the fossil energy industry have been written out of the script for the renewable energy story, or allotted at most a secondary role; the market for renewable energy will no longer have a niche for conventional sources at least, not with turnover at high as it is at present. Conventional energy companies are bound to old fossil fuel structures by the sheer scale of their investments; their business models, based on large-scale industrial plant, will prove their own undoing in the transition to renewable energy. A solar resource base makes it impossible to retain or ever re-create the power structure that has hitherto prevailed in the energy sector. The extent to which industrial concentration and monopolization is inevitable with fossil fuels and avoidable or impossible with solar energy is compared in Table 2.2 The short supply chains for renewable energy sources will end the pressure to globalize that comes from the fossil resource base. The dense interconnections between individual energy companies and between energy companies and other industries that result from fossil fuel supply chains will no longer be necessary. Shorter renewable energy supply chains also make it impossible to dominate entire economies. Renewable energy will liberate society from fossil fuel dependency and from the webs spun by the spiders of the fossil economy.
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I During the period that I examine here, solar energy advocates, both prominent individuals and organized groups, tried to influence energy policy. Solar energy was then an umbrella term, often referring to what we now call renewable sources of energy, including such things as wind and biomass. Solar advocates enjoyed only modest success. Solar energy failed to become a strong option for meeting U.S. energy needs during this period, nor for simple reasons of untested technology or economic cost, but for complex reasons that include a failure to institutionalize new ideas about the energy problem at the top executive levels of government. To support this position, I take a longer historical view of solar energy policy than is typical to analyze the special dynamics of creating public policy around emerging technologies, j The introduction lays our the terms and theoretical frameworks that help us to distinguish the strands of complex ideas that shape national energy policy. It provides the tools for analyzing the ways in which particular ideas come to dominate the official definition of a problem; the conceptualization of its possible solutions; and the rules, norms, and operating procedures of particular institutions. Part 1 concentr*re on U.S. energy policy between World War II and the 1970s' energy crisis. They examine the wavs that the federal government and private groups sought to develop solar energy and how various interested parties framed its potential. Part II applies the same interpretive tools to the energy crisis and its aftermath. The crisis gave energy policy much greater saliency, raising its profile among the public and policy makers alike. The crisis caused many people to express doubts about both American international hegemony and, coming along with the rise of the environmental movement, the viability of the modern industrial way of life. People involved in energy policy increasingly perceived that energy technology choices entailed political and social consequences of the first order, and that perception engendered extensive and bitter conflict. Examining the interactions of ideas, interests, and institutions surrounding solar energy policy from the postwar to the postembargo penod can help us to discover why we have the overall energy policies that we do. It also helps us to understand why changing such deeply embedded policies as those about energy is so difficult. Ultimately a better understanding of this interaction may help to show how policy can be made better, especially when policy makers are confronted with difficult long-term emergent technological issues.
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This form of SCENARIO PLANNING creates a prophetic futures market in violence that creates a globalized system of pre-emptive violence 
Bratton 4
http://jordancrandall.com/underfire/binnen-def.pdf
Benjamin H. Bratton is Associate Professor of Visual Arts at the University of California, San Diego and Director of The Center for Design and Geopolitics think-tank at Calit2, The California Institute of Telecommunications and Information Technology. He is an American sociologist, architectural and design theorist, known for a mix of philosophical and aesthetic research, organizational planning and strategy, and for his writing on the cultural implications of computing and globalization[1][2][3][4][5][6][7].

Something that Ana wrote – about the Battlefield 1942 game, and the way in which the miniaturized war works as a sort of medium for eliciting of multiple scenarios – got me thinking about the logics of instrumental gaming and scenario planning and their kinship to other, less rationalized forms of prophecy. Here are some initial thoughts. > Donald Rumsfeld’s now infamous “Things we don’t know we don’t know” are discursive (and physical) potentialities of violence that might erupt (from some virtual plan) into our “homeland” and must be first rigorously anticipated and then ceremonially prevented: a governance by hypothetical negation. > “We didn’t game for that,” the general explains. War is the futurology of war. The globalization of what Rumsfeld calls “the security environment” has produced (as explained in the Eschatology’s of Virilio) a dangerously monocultural web of war space and wartime, one in which arms markets (large and small) are enmeshed not only with resource markets, labor markets, production markets, but are enrolled as basic currencies of the futures markets (secular and sacred) that motor the production of that war space as a collaborative prophecy. > This strategy-by-scenario is related to but not exclusive to the contemporary history of war gaming. The scenario planning methodologies that Kees van der Heijden employed for Shell matured on the sun-soaked tables of the Rand Corporation in Santa Monica, and were used to help steer the Vietnam War. The Policy Analysis Market, the aborted Darpa-funded project to draw upon the swarm intelligence of selfinterested market players to anticipate terrorist incursions is a maturation/extrapolation of these efforts. As are the computational technologies of simulation, such as BattleScape, an information visualization package developed by Autometric and now marketed by Boeing that allows military commanders to both see the battlefield in a kind of videogame miniature, and thereby game virtual scenarios, but now also (according to their literature) to use the simulation as an interface to the battlefield to actually administer forces there. > But this is not just precession of the simulacra. I think there is something more “religious” at work here (in Derrida’s ontic sense of the term). The institutional power of prophecy works for several agendas of mobilization. “Terrorist violence” constitutes a sort of virtual product, one through which the supply chain management of various militia is modulated by demand chain technologies. But in an almost embarrassingly Durkheimian sense these futures markets also rationalize the prophetic meta-discourses of fighting “evil,” whether understood as the profane America, or as that Terror which would attack America in the name of its own competing prophecies: the persistent militarization of teleology.

Early 80s Reagan was really unpopular – external factors like the economy improved his image not political capital
Klein 3/19 (Ezra, Columnist for the Washington Post/Bloomberg, policy analyst for MSNBC, 3/19/2012, "The Unpersuaded: Who listens to a President?" www.newyorker.com/reporting/2012/03/19/120319fa_fact_klein?currentPage=all)
If speeches don’t make a difference, what does? Another look at the Presidencies of Franklin Roosevelt and Ronald Reagan offers an answer. Roosevelt was one of only two Presidents in the twentieth century whose parties won seats in a midterm election. That was in 1934—a year in which the economy grew by ten per cent. But in the midterms of 1938, the year after the economy plunged into a double-dip recession, the Democrats lost seventy-two seats in the House. If Roosevelt had been running for reëlection, he, too, would almost certainly have lost. During Reagan’s first two years in office, the economy fell into recession. By the time of the 1982 midterm election, unemployment had risen to 10.8 per cent and the economy had shrunk by two per cent. Already the minority party in the House, the Republicans lost twenty-six seats. Reagan’s approval rating went below forty per cent. But then the economy recovered. By November, 1984, unemployment had fallen to 7.2 per cent, and the economy, remarkably, was growing at an annual rate of seven per cent. Reagan was elected to a second term in a forty-nine-state landslide. There is no reason to believe that F.D.R.’s storytelling faltered for a single midterm election, or that Reagan lost his persuasive ability in 1982, then managed to regain it two years later. Rather, the causality appears to work the other way around: Presidents win victories because ordinary Americans feel that their lives are going well, and we call those Presidents great communicators, because their public persona is the part of them we know. After three years in Washington, David Axelrod, who served as the chief strategist for President Obama’s 2008 campaign, agrees. “Some folks in politics believe this is all just a rhetorical game, but when you’re governing it’s not,” he says. “People are viewing their lives through the lens of their own experience, not waiting for you to describe to them what they’re seeing or feeling.” Paul Begala, who helped set the message in the Clinton White House, puts it more piquantly: “The Titanic had an iceberg problem. It did not have a communications problem. Right now, the President has a jobs problem. If Obama had four-per-cent unemployment, he would be on Mt. Rushmore already and people would look at Nancy Pelosi like Lady Gaga.” The question, Begala says, is: What is the alternative to Presidential persuasion? “If you don’t try it at all, it guarantees you won’t persuade anybody,” he says. “And, to put it simply, your people in Congress and in the country will hate you if you don’t.” That’s the real dilemma for the modern White House. Aggressive, public leadership is typically ineffective and, during periods of divided government, can actually make matters worse. But passivity is even more dangerous. In that case, you’re not getting anything done and you look like you’re not even trying.

More government spending was key to the Reagan-era economy
Krugman 12
Paul, Nobel Prize in Economics, you know what his quals are, “States of Depression,” http://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/05/opinion/krugman-states-of-depression.html?_r=0
One way to dramatize just how severe our de facto austerity has been is to compare government employment and spending during the Obama-era economic expansion, which began in June 2009, with their tracks during the Reagan-era expansion, which began in November 1982. Start with government employment (which is mainly at the state and local level, with about half the jobs in education). By this stage in the Reagan recovery, government employment had risen by 3.1 percent; this time around, it’s down by 2.7 percent. Next, look at government purchases of goods and services (as distinct from transfers to individuals, like unemployment benefits). Adjusted for inflation, by this stage of the Reagan recovery, such purchases had risen by 11.6 percent; this time, they’re down by 2.6 percent. And the gap persists even when you do include transfers, some of which have stayed high precisely because unemployment is still so high. Adjusted for inflation, Reagan-era spending rose 10.2 percent in the first 10 quarters of recovery, Obama-era spending only 2.6 percent. Why did government spending rise so much under Reagan, with his small-government rhetoric, while shrinking under the president so many Republicans insist is a secret socialist? In Reagan’s case, it’s partly about the arms race, but mainly about state and local governments doing what they are supposed to do: educate a growing population of children, invest in infrastructure for a growing economy. Under President Obama, however, the dire fiscal condition of state and local governments — the result of a sustained slump, which in turn was caused largely by that private debt explosion before 2008 — has led to forced spending cuts. The fiscal straits of lower-level governments could and should have been alleviated by aid from Washington, which remains able to borrow at incredibly low interest rates. But this aid was never provided on a remotely adequate scale. This policy malpractice is doing double damage to America. On one side, it’s helping lose the future — because that’s what happens when you neglect education and public investment. At the same time, it’s hurting us right now, by helping keep growth low and unemployment high. We’re talking big numbers here. If government employment under Mr. Obama had grown at Reagan-era rates, 1.3 million more Americans would be working as schoolteachers, firefighters, police officers, etc., than are currently employed in such jobs. And once you take the effects of public spending on private employment into account, a rough estimate is that the unemployment rate would be 1.5 percentage points lower than it is, or below 7 percent — significantly better than the Reagan economy at this stage. One implication of this comparison is that conservatives who love to compare Reagan’s record with Mr. Obama’s should think twice. Aside from the fact that recoveries from financial crises are almost always slower than ordinary recoveries, in reality Reagan was much more Keynesian than Mr. Obama, faced with an obstructionist G.O.P., has ever managed to be.

  
  Reagan’s abandonment spurred Middle East wars
Scheer 12
Energy Autonomy
Hermann Scheer (April 29, 1944 – October 14, 2010) was a Social Democrat member of the German Bundestag (Parliament), President of Eurosolar (The European Association for Renewable Energy) and General Chairman of the World Council for Renewable Energy.[1] In 1999, Scheer was awarded the Right Livelihood Award for his "indefatigable work for the promotion of solar energy worldwide".[2] Scheer believed that the continuation of current patterns of energy supply and use will be environmentally damaging, with renewable energy being the only realistic alternative. Scheer had concluded that it is technically and environmentally feasible to harness enough solar radiation to achieve a total replacement of the foclear (fossil/nuclear) energy system by a global renewable energy economy. The main obstacle to such a change is seen to be political, not technical or economic.[2] In 1999 he was one of the initiators of the German feed-in tariffs that were the major source of the rise of renewable energies in Germany during the following years.

Governments already have more work to do coping with the consequences of energy-determined crises — whether it is environmental impacts or economic and political collateral damage'. Just paying for the direct costs of energy crisis management eats up more funds than the effort to get at the roots of these crises. With each passing day, crisis management as a substitute tor rooting out crises is getting more difficult and more expensive. In order to dodge all the conflicts and he spared the pains ol a system change, political and economic actors let themselves in for intolerable risks and even greater pains. The most short-sighted and in every respect) most costly type of crisis management is the effort to secure access to depleting petroleum resources by military means. This kind ol political power play is a faster route into the very debacle it is intended to avoid. Since the beginning of the 1990s, all US governments have devoted the greatest practical attention to militarizing the way they secure energy, and they have attempted to draw others into this risky strategy. It is something that has been discussed since ihe outbreak ol the global oil crisis in 1973, which (especially in the US) led to a veritable oil paranoia. But at that time the emphasis was still on mobilizing the US's own energy sources. In presenting his energy independence project in 1973, President Nixon invoked the spirit of the Manhattan Project and the space programme, an enterprise he wanted to revive. In 1979, in addition to his initiatives lor an energy conservation and solar programme. President Carter presented a plan for mass production of synthetic fuels from gasified and liquefied coal, for which he sought US$88 billion from Congress- The plan was never implemented, rather like the ill-fated 'coal refining programme' of Germany's Chancellor Helmut Schmidt at the beginning ol the 1980s, which pursued the same end. The strategic shift towards securing energy by military means took place in 1981, when Carter was succeeded by Reagan. What was decisive was not only Reagan's credentials as an oil industry man, but also the fall of the Shah in Iran in 1979 and the shift to a fundamentalist Islamic regime under Ayatollah Khomeini. From now on the problem was not just distant oil sources, but (over and above this) enemy oil'. Initially, the new strategy was tried using the method of the proxy war. Iraqi dictator Saddam Hussein received massive support in his war against Iran. Everyone knew he was a rogue', but he was our rogue'. A million people fell victim to this first great oil war. Then it was discovered that Saddam Hussein was not only an anti-Iranian bulwark, but that his occupation of Kuwait also revealed him to be striving for the role of a global oil power. Now the US intervened militarily on its own (without proxy); the Gulf War of 1991 became the second great oil war.
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Energy paths can’t be explained by pure economic self-interest
Laird 1
Solar Energy, technology policy and institutional values
Frank Laird Associate Professor and Director, MA in International Studies Education PhD, Massachusetts Institute of Technology BA, Middlebury College Profile Associate Professor of Technology and Public Policy and Director, MA Degree in International Studies, Josef Korbel School of International Studies, University of Denver; Interdisciplinary Programs in Health, Harvard School of Public Health (1985-1987); National Science Foundation research grants (1991-1992, 1998-2000, 2006-2008); Consultant, Center for Nanotechnology and Society, Arizona State University (2005-2008); Public Policy Committee, American Solar Energy Society (1999-2008), chair of committee (2002-2004); Board of Directors, American Solar Energy Society (2002-2004); Review Panel, Ethics and Values in Science Program, National Science Foundation (1993-1996); Contributing Editor, "Science, Technology & Human Values" (1993-1996); Faculty Affiliate, Center for Science and Technology Policy Research, University of Colorado (2001-present); Academic Advisory Board and Senior Faculty Associate, Center for Science, Policy and Outcomes, Arizona State University (1998-2003); American Association for the Advancement of Science, American Political Science Association, American Solar Energy Society, Association for Public Policy Analysis and Management. Research and Expertise Energy policy, especially with respect to renewable energy; environmental policy, especially with respect to climate change; science and technology policy; democracy and science policy. Programs, Centers and Institutes Center for Sustainable Development and International Peace

In light of the conferences, technical and popular publications, the creation of new institutions outside of government, and the intermittent /4 / interest of senior government officials, why was there so little official action on solar energy before the 1970s? The customary explanations of if »M 0,; Hf' short­term policies or markets do not hold up to closer scrutiny. Clearly, I due to the relatively high cost of solar energy from the 1940s through the 1960s and the declining prices of fossil fuels during the same period, the research, development, and diffusion of solar technologies would have required the support of some institution Willing and able to take a very View of the future needs for energy resources. While one often hears the glib complaint that governments never take long­term perspectives on policy issues, in fact such institutions and leadership were very much in existence in the decades after World War II. These long» term investments showed up in Republican and Democratic administra tions alike, such as Eisenhower’s initiative on the Interstate Highway System, Kennedy’s support of a greatly expanded space program, and ]ohns0n’s Great Society programs.1 Although always constrained by budgets, all of these administrations invested in future-oriented projects, ones that required a certain amount of vision and commitment to the nation’s development. Solar technologies could have been, but were not, included among them. 
Another standard reason given to explain the failure of solar energy to develop in these years focuses on the lack of any pressing short-term need for it. Although conditions Changed at the end of the johnson administration, abundance and decreasing prices in most parts of the energy market characterized the postwar period to 1968. This situation, framed by conventional thinking of the day, left solar without a problem to solve and made solar technologies too expensive in comparison to conventional technologies. The economics of solar Certainly made it very difñcult to develop a consumer market composed mainly of individuals putting solar devices on their homes, or of industrial markets in transportation or manufacturing.2 
But this explanation fails to account for two historical realities. First, at least since the 1880s, U.S. energy markets have been in part political markets. Besides the traditional set of atomized small buyers and sellers Who constitute the microeconomists’ conception of a market, the production and supply systems that deliver energy to consumers have included governments at the national and state levels, large utility monopolies, large supply companies, and a variety of financial institutions. All of these institutions and their interests influence the prices that consumers see and the energy choices from which they may pick. Second, and perhaps more importantly, energy technologies could also be developed quite independent of consumer demand. Public policy makers in fact made immense investments in energy technologies in the United States and elsewhere and developed them extensively, all Without any real short-term economic incentives. In the most striking case, nuclear technology’s advocates succeeded in politically constructing it as the technology of the future.3 
As discussed in Chapter 1, in the 1940s energy specialists had generally equated nuclear and solar energy as long-terrn alternatives to fossil fuels, regarding each as expensive but promising future energy technologies and calling for research and development in them. It Was in the Eisenhower administration that nuclear energy jumped into the foreground of energy policy, leaving solar behind. Advocates of nuclear energy managed to lay claim to the proximate future and billions of R&D dollars, While policy makers continued to relegate solar energy to the distant future, if they considered it at all. The rise of nuclear power is a complex story that involves scientists in and out of government promoting it, along with a special congressional committee, some officials of the fledgling Atomic Energy Commission (AEC), and a host of popular Writers.4 Even though some top officials remained skeptical of the need for a large government nuclear energy program, it continued growing in size. The “Atoms for Peace” speech did not turn around nuclear policy in one stroke, hut it did articulate publicly a policy frame in which nuclear power could play a significant role. In this speech civilian nuclear power became not merely the positive side to a troubling technology but rather part of an international process of spreading prosperity in a Way that would lessen the chances of another World War.5 EisenhoWer’s speech gave the idea of civilian uses of nuclear energy an enormous boost, and coverage of peaceful nuclear technology expanded into the popular media dramatically with almost entirely positive assessments.6 
The rapid development and expansion of policies for nuclear technology, with its many technical and economic uncertainties, had nothing to do with solving short-term problems of energy supply. Indeed, solar energy had the support of some of the same people who supported nuclear energy development. For instance, Representative Craig Hosmer (R-California), who had introduced the earliest bills to support solar developments in the 1957~196O period, strongly supported Project Plowshare in the 1960s, a proposal to use nuclear explosives to dig canals, harbors, and the like.7 Yet solar research never received anything approaching the resources given to nuclear. Why Was nuclear so Successful and solar not? The failure of solar energy to attract more substantial policy support must lie beyond any scientific or objective assessment of its potential. Instead, the contrasting histories of nuclear and solar energy in the 1950s and 1960s demonstrate the symbolic and valuative components of policy making, as well as their interaction With public and private institutions that led in the nuclear case to massive investment in a technology. Despite a small constituency, interested bureaucrats, and a few sympathetic representatives and senators, the advocates of solar energy never made the pluralist penetration of policy making. As the Truman through the Johnson administrations tried to solve energy problems, three particular features of the energy problem definition contributed to the inability of solar advocates to make much headway in getting government support for solar energy. These were the emphasis on economic growth and free-market mechanisms, energy’s low priority for high-level policy makers, and the belief in the need for exponentially increasing supplies of bulk energy. In addition, solar energy suffered from the fragmentation of energy policy, which, coupled with the reigning problem definition, made it difficult for solar energy advocates to find an institutional champion Within government

  
