2nc overview

A) Magnitude:  Assuming power over nature unleashes the worst forms of violence
Dallmayr, 04 (PhD, Professor, Department of Government and International Studies, Notre Dame, Constellations Volume 11, No 1, 2004 The Underside of Modernity: Adorno, Heidegger, and Dussel Fred Dallmayr). 

Themes and insights of this kind are carried forward in Die Geschichte des Seyns, a series of texts dating from the onset of World War II. Politically, the texts are still more nonconformist and rebellious than preceding writings – an aspect largely attributable to their grim context. Central to the volume is again the critique of Machenschaft defined as a mode of being that “pushes everything into the mold of ‘makeability’.” As before, Machenschaft is intimately linked with the glorification of power (Macht), and the latter is anchored ultimately in “will” to power and in “unconditional subjectivity” (a chief trait of modern metaphysics). To effectuate its rule, power relies on violence (Gewalt) as its chief instrument. When violence or brutality becomes predominant, matters are starkly simplified: everything is geared toward the “unconditional annihilation (Vernichtung) of opposing forces by unconditional means.” The unleashing of brutal violence carries in its train the “devastation” (Verwüstung) of everything with the result that a “desert” (Wüste) spreads where nothing can grow any longer – especially not thoughtfulness and care for being. A particularly vivid and harrowing sign of this devastation is the hankering for warfare – a warfare that, due to the totalizing ambitions of Machenschaft, now turns into “total war” (totaler Krieg). Given the steadily widening range of modern technology and weaponry, Heidegger adds somberly, the relentless struggle for power and more power necessarily leads to “unbounded or limitless wars (grenzenlose Kriege) furthering the empowerment of power.” Unsurprisingly, such wars ultimately take the form of “world wars” in the service of a globally unleashed Machenschaft.16 

E) No Value to Life
Dillon 99, professor of politics at the University of Lancaster, 99  (Michael, Political Theory, April, ingenta select)

The value of the subject became the standard unit of currency for the political arithmetic of States and the political economies of capitalism.34 They trade in it still to devastating global effect. The technologisation of the political has become manifest and global. Economies of evaluation necessarily require calculability.35 Thus no valuation without mensuration and no mensuration without indexation. Once rendered calculable, however, units of account are necessarily submissible not only to valuation but also, of course, to devaluation. Devaluation, logically, can extend to the point of counting as nothing. Hence, no mensuration without demensuration either. There is nothing abstract about this: the declension of economies of value leads to the zero point of holocaust. However liberating and emancipating systems of value—rights—may claim to be, for example, they run the risk of counting out the invaluable. Counted out, the invaluable may then lose its purchase on life. Herewith, then, the necessity of championing the invaluable itself. 
The critique is a necessary precondition to make sense of empirics. Certainty is ignorant, since the facts don’t speak for themselves there’s no escaping the question of ontology. 
Brian WYNNE Science Studies and Research Director of the Centre for the Study of Environmental Change @ Lancaster (UK) ’11 Rationality and Ritual 2nd Edition p. 146-150

Empiricism and competing versions of reality The judicial ideology of certainty is bound up with an extreme empiricism, which assumes that reality can be exhaustively understood by reference to concrete facts. Further, the interpretation of these facts is supposed to be unproblematic, since 'they speak for themselves': the meaning of facts is apparent and- the same- to all correct and disciplined observers. A British example of extreme judicial empiricism was the inquiry into a third London airport, under Lord Justice Roskill. Faced with the problem of deciding between several possible sites, the judge and his entourage of technical advisers indulged in an elaborate cost-benefit analysis which traded everything, even the price of community living and historic churches, against everything else in an orgy of spurious objectivity and precision.36 Use of this limited conceptual system for decision-making entailed the assumption that it was not just one way (overstretched beyond credibility) of describing and giving meaning to the reality involved, but the best, or indeed even the only, truth of the issue. For judicial empiricism, therefore, facts alone can decide social and political affairs: social values are or should be subordinate to 'the facts'. This attitude is compounded by a simplistic account of facts derived from a crude model of science. As detailed in Chapter 8, Parker assumed that a realistic analysis of the rate and mechanisms of build-up of plutonium and americium dust in the air around Ravenglass from Windscale sea discharges could be made in a few days by measuring the air concentrations. Yet even the measurements could not be made meaningfully in that time. Regaled by NNC about the complicated questions of radioactive discharge control, uncertainties in ecological and medical models and so on, a lawyer blithely reduced it all to the simple question: 'Windscale is either safe or unsafe. Why can't some scientists from Lancaster go and measure it and by the time the inquiry begins [in two weeks] have the answer?'37 Scientific knowledge is a fragile, shifting network of interpretive and theoretical activity, but this goes unrecognized by the legal mind. Accepting the incomplete nature of all scientific facts would be tantamount to its acceptance for legal knowledge too, given the law's growing use of scientific expertise and its cultivation of authority by reference to empiricist models of natural science. Admittedly judges sometimes emphasize the inadequacies of scientific evidence in specific instances, but this is not inconsistent with loyalty to the general principle. With Parker, for example, a recurrent theme was that scientists had to be helped to express the true state of affairs by the discipline of legal examination, because (although science may in principle be precise and objective) individual scientists are often biased or woolly-headed and cannot disentangle objective fact from their own opinions as clearly as they should.38 Judicial rationality also assumes the complete separability of facts from values or emotions. This is enshrined in the legal process: there is the stage of evidence, fostered by proofs of evidence; then the completely separate stage of submissions as to the correct interpretive principles to apply to that evidence. Time after time this fiction was impressed on bemused objectors at Wind scale, innocent of legal tradition, when Parker asserted that they were indulging in 'mere argument' rather than in finding facts. Indeed, Parker made his approach plain at the preliminary meeting, where he emphasized that he had no decisions to make and had only to find the facts. 39 It is not only strongly political issues that lead judicial rationality into difficulty on this point. Another illustration is the use of psychiatric knowledge . in toe courts. An American judge, David Bazelon, has been involved in many such cases, where evidence has been given as to the mental state and criminal responsibility of the accused.40 Responsibility has been a vexed problem ever since the earliest uses of expert evidence on the question. The 1843 M'Naghten Rules required psychiatrists to assist a decision as to whether or not defendants knew they were acting wrongly. The psychiatrists felt that these Rules begged important questions. They also left the expert's role restricted yet at the same time controversial because their testimony inevitably trespassed on the jury's right to decide the factual issue of guilt, which conveyed society's moral evaluation. Expertise was supposed to speak only to medical facts. In 1954 Judge Bazelon (in the Durham case) handed down a new rule which held that if the defendant's crime was the 'product of mental disease or mental defect', then he or she must not be declared guilty. Bazelon assumed that this rule would allow psychiatrists to advance a wider range of relevant scientific facts. On the strength of his positivist assumptions, he also believed that this greater freedom would remove the psychiatrists' difficulty in separating facts from opinions and assertions which trespassed on the jury's role. In reality it did precisely the reverse, because the new facts so opened up were couched, like all other scientific facts, in theoretical frameworks which, in the process of giving meaning to the facts, lent them implications that inevitably tended to imply guilt or innocence. The facts could not exist as facts without possessing such interpretive constitutions. The judicial approach assumed that there exist - or can exist - facts possessing meaning independent of interpretation (which the law would call 'mere opinion'). This kind of confusion has always characterized the legal use of expert evidence. That fact and opinion are strictly separable continues to survive as a necessary fiction, despite regular falsification; it is part of judicial mythology.41 Enlargement on this point is necessary. Scientific facts are the result of intensive social interaction between the experts in a field. To establish a scientific 'fact' requires observation and extensive negotiation as to its meaning. Even what is an empirical observation may be the subject of lengthy conflict and exchange between scientists. Thus scientific truth is much more an achievement of informal interaction, negotiation and social consensus than is recognized in the view, inherited from more empiricist times, of truths being dictated by the inherent logic and meaning of revealed facts. When this informal interpretive labyrinth is revealed by court processes which unrealistically demand absolute empirical proof, the judiciary tends to assume, since it is not empirical proof, it must be mere individual opinion. The more realistic possibility, that scientific knowledge is the arduously refined collective opinion of many specialists, tends to be ignored. Sometimes individual testimony does reveal an idiosyncratic perspective, but the courts appear to assume that nothing else exists beyond this or the hard facts. This point is important in relation to Parker's treatment of criticisms of the institutional structure of scientific research, monitoring and standards-setting in the nuclear field. These criticisms were based on the explicit view that scientific knowledge could be influenced by social factors, such as a collective assumption that nuclear power needed to be defended from an irrationally sceptical public. The interpretive model of scientific knowledge allows this kind of suggestion without implying personal or collective dishonesty. From the empiricist viewpoint, however, criticism that scientific knowledge might be infused with social factors can be interpreted only as an allegation of deliberate corruption. It is significant that this is precisely how Parker treated such criticism, asserting that: 'I have no doubt as to the integrity of those concerned in all of [the controlling authorities] and I regard the attacks made upon them as being without foundation. Such attacks did nothing to further the cases of those who made them and at times reached a level of absurdity which was positively harmful to those cases.'42 Yet nearly all these attacks were made not on the integrity of the people in those institutions, but on the structural integrity of the system - an entirely different matter, as explained in Chapter 8. The arguments were that without a pluralistic structure of research and criticism and a completely open standardssetting process (especially with so many ex-nuclear industry personnel) the controlling bodies would inevitably tend to develop their knowledge - such as their interpretation of incomplete and ambiguous evidence - in directions which assumed nuclear energy to be acceptable. On the interpretive view of science, this structural bias can be recognized without implying anything about personal integrity: it just acknowledges that the social contexts in which scientific knowledge is produced have some influence upon that knowledge. The judicial view of science on the other hand has to treat any bias as more or less deliberate and, usually (because of its traditions of individualism), as individual bias. Positivist accounts of science in philosophy have exhibited the same fallacy, assuming that the only alternative to accepting an absolutely objective determination of scientific knowledge is uncontrolled subjectivismY One further consequence of the empiricist assumption is the lack of discussion of the problem of hearsay evidence in relation to experts. The interpretive view suggests that scientific knowledge is diffused by social transmission via established authority patterns and not only by independent testing. What any given expert knows is largely what has been learned from trusted colleagues. Even an expert's own work has returned to him or her as certified knowledge via these social channels. The legal demand for formal proof therefore entails references to other sources in the scientific literature which, if further interrogated, will refer back to other sources, and so on. Often important work has not even reached the formal literature, so that direct personal citing might even be necessary. Yet all this scientifically legitimate basis of expert authority is legally proscribed as hearsay.44 The point is that scientific knowledge is founded on social interaction and tacit judgements which do not mechanically reflect some 'natural' meaning. But the informal social processes are concealed by the formal public language and rationalization of science. In this respect, scientific knowledge is identical to judicial decision-making - except that scientists can be subjected to formal cross-examination based on empiricist expectations, whereas judges do not have to justify their reasoning. Formal legal standards of evidence, skilfully handled, can discredit any scientific expert and demolish all sides of an issue, because of the informal social foundations of scientific knowledge. This extends the judiciary's authority by allowing that scientific standpoint to be reconstructed, which justifies the judge's verdict. Egglestone and Tribe both underline this ritual element of the use of scientific expertise, suggesting that it is used more for collective reassurance in the authority of judgements than for judgement per seY This account of the social nature of science explains another feature of scientific conflicts in legal settings (and elsewhere). What scientists believe is not the result only of their own independent research, but also of what they are told. If conflicting views are advanced, the scientist may have inadequate data to make a confident judgement in favour of one school of thought rather than another. This may be true even for his own specialism, as well as for judgements about specialism, far from his own. It is that much more true for the non-scientist expected to judge between competing claims, neither of which can be independently checked against nature. In such cases the decision-maker is forced to rely on credibility-indicators, such as formal status, reputation from previous conflicts (even if unrelated), appearances of detachment or emotional involvement and political or religious affiliations. Although not formally recognized, scientific judgement thus mixes indices of credibility with appraisal of evidence. In tacit acknowledgement of this, scientific conflicts often quickly focus on such 'extraneous' points of reference.46 The legal process also often uses credibility indices in making judgements and cross-examination is often directed to that end. Despite its factual rhetoric legal debate often focuses on these 'extra-factual' indices, which are frequently represented as personal characteristics. This approach implies that expert conflict exists only because one or other side (or both) is imprecise, incompetent, ideological or otherwise biased. Consensus is taken to be natural, because the facts, once seen clearly, 'speak for themselves'. Many scientists and the lay public take this myth for granted too, since it is portrayed by the public image of science.47 It is often argued, when scientists are involved in public conflict, that if only they could be left to debate with one another untrammelled, they would find 'the' consensus without difficulty. Yet this probably happens only when the issue becomes so disconnected from social conflict as to be no longer the same - and thus no longer relevant. Increased expert contact has usually developed conflict, much to the chagrin of scientists and others whose mythology about natural consensus has thus been challenged. In response, various ways of further 'purifying' the process have been suggested and tried. The legal setting is one example: cross-examination is supposed to expose whichever expert party is concealing its incompetence or bias, and thus lead to the natural resolution of the conflict. The American science court proposal has suggested that formal legal discipline would purify conflict by removing supposed pollutions brought about by the unstructured nature of science in public issues.48 Many judges also staunchly defend the adversary process, even for expert witnesses, on the grounds that if the alternative of exchanging expert documents before a case were encouraged, then the opportunity of exposing the incompetence of an expert by surprising him in cross-examination would be lost. Parker is an advocate of this view.49

2nc framework
They missed the boat - this is not a question of whether ontology focus is good or bad, but correct or incorrect. Their framework is non-responsive. We are not saying they aren’t allowed to access the case - but that they can not without first winning their ontology. They can still advance federal policy, they just have to deal with this prior question

Dillon, 99 (Prof of Politics, University of Lancaster), 99 (Moral Spaces, p. 97-98). 

Heirs to all this, we find ourselves in the turbulent and now globalized wake of its confluence. As Heidegger-himself an especially revealing figure of the deep and mutual implication of the philosophical and the political4-never tired of pointing out, the relevance of ontology to all other kinds of thinking is fundamental and inescapable. For one cannot say anything about any-thing that is, without always already having made assumptions about the is as such. Any mode of thought, in short, always already carries an ontology sequestered within it. What this ontological turn does to other-regional-modes of thought is to challenge the ontology within which they operate. The implications of that review reverberate through-out the entire mode of thought, demanding a reappraisal as fundamental as the reappraisal ontology has demanded of philosophy. With ontology at issue, the entire foundations or underpinnings of any mode of thought are rendered problematic. This applies as much to any modern discipline of thought as it does to the question of moder-nity as such, with the exception, it seems, of science, which, having long ago given up the ontological questioning of when it called itself natural philosophy, appears now, in its industrialized and corporatized form, to be invulnerable to ontological perturbation. With its foundations at issue, the very authority of a mode of thought and the ways in which it characterizes the critical issues of freedom and judgment (of what kind of universe human beings inhabit, how they inhabit it, and what counts as reliable knowledge for them in it) is also put in question. The very ways in which Nietzsche, Heidegger, and other continental philosophers challenged Western ontology, simultaneously, therefore reposed the fundamental and inescapable difficulty, or aporia, for human being of decision and judgment. In other words, whatever ontology you subscribe to, knowingly or unknowingly, as a human being you still have to act. Whether or not you know or acknowledge it, the ontology you subscribe to will construe the problem of action for you in one way rather than another. You may think ontology is some arcane question of philosophy, but Nietz-sche and Heidegger showed that it intimately shapes not only a way of thinking, but a way of being, a form of life. Decision, a fortiori political decision, in short, is no mere technique. It is instead a way of being that bears an understanding of Being, and of the fundaments of the human way of being within it. This applies, indeed applies most, to those mock innocent political slaves who claim only to be technocrats of decision making.
Turns policymaking—only investigating ontology ensures effective policy solutions. 
Grego, 07  (Associate Professor in the Department of Humanities/Culture at Dayton Beach College. Richard, “Global Warming, Environmental Philosophy and Public Policy: John Dewey vs. Martin Heidegger,” http://www.philosophos.com/philosophy_article_153.html)
How any of this might translate into an actual environmental policy is anyone's guess (and contemporary interpreters of Heidegger are certainly doing a lot of guessing!) but some general possibilities come to mind. Environmentally, Heidegger is heir to the legacy of Medieval Christian mysticism, German idealism, and romanticism, and he is the inspiration for much contemporary thinking associated with 'deep ecology'. He encourages a heartfelt awareness of and appreciation for the natural world as a dwelling-place of the sacred. With this awareness and appreciation may perhaps come a general shift in the public consciousness (a renewed revelation of 'Being') that can lead, in turn, to a new way of 'dwelling authentically' or living harmoniously with the natural world. Such dwelling or living will then lead effortlessly to policies that sustain this harmony. However we cannot make these policies unless the shift in consciousness occurs first.  Dewey's views, in contra-distinction, are quite compatible with the spirit of instrumental science, technology and commerce and are applicable to environmentally sound policies like low-carbon technologies in industry, international regulations on greenhouse gas emissions, and environmental standards in the Kyoto Protocol. These are temporary flexible innovations made by interested political and commercial parties that are based on tentative research-findings which may be revised as circumstances change. Dewey does not share Heidegger's antipathy toward modernity and sees things like environmental problems as incentives to further research and improvement, rather than as an end to human possibilities. While Dewey endorses a kind of Heideggerian-sounding awareness and appreciation of the natural world (lauding the value of 'aesthetic experiences' in the appreciation of nature, for instance), he sees this as only one capacity among many that may be employed to protect or improve the natural environment, which humanity is an integral part of. The Global Roundtable On Climate Change based at Columbia Universities' Earth Institute in New York, in which various scientists, corporations, civic organizations, and political action groups from around the world are researching and adopting a comprehensive statement on environmental science and policy, seems like precisely the sort of initiative that Dewey would support.  Yet, while Heidegger's views may seem too extreme for the practical necessities of our current situation, Dewey's more practical approach is vulnerable to the Heideggerian criticism that it may be too accommodating to this situation. Heidegger would probably say that any attempt to preserve, protect, or improve nature by tinkering with it through science, defeats its own purpose — and it does appear as though every new 'solution' to ecological dangers over the past half-century has only yielded new problems — the latest of which is global warming (and some of the proposed scientific solutions to this problem are ominous themselves: From giant space shields, to spreading aerosol particles in the upper atmosphere, to spraying water-clouds into the air from the oceans). Thus perhaps the very impractically of Heidegger's ideas make them particularly worthy of consideration. It is fairly obvious that environmental degradation is largely — if not primarily — a result of the impact of science, technology and commerce on the natural world, and that the kind of reverent appreciation for nature's sanctity that Heidegger advocates would engender a deeper concern and respect for nature. What may therefore be needed for environmental protection over the long-term (as opposed to short-term fixes for temporarily 'fashionable' issues like global warming) is a Heideggerian-type transformation in the public consciousness, rather than more Deweyan technocratic innovations. A renewed experience of authentic 'freedom' and the revelation of that 'Being' which is the groundless ground that sustains both nature and humanity, might be just what is needed for the earth's sustainable future.
Roleplaying DA – pretending to be the federal government ignores our personal responsibility for war and makes the perpetuation of violence inevitable
Kappeler 95 (Susanne is an associate professor at al-akhawayn university, “the will to violence: the politics of personal behavior”, pg. 10-11, MT)

Which is why many of those not yet entirely disillusioned with politics tend to engage in a form of mental deputy politics, in the style of ‘What would I do if I were the general, the prime minister, the president, the foreign minister or the minister of defence?’ Since we seem to regard their mega spheres of action as the only worthwhile and truly effective ones, and since our political analyses tend to dwell there first of all, any question of what I would do if I were indeed myself tends to peter out in the comparative insignificance of having what is perceived as ‘virtually no possibilities’: what I could do seems petty and futile. For my own action I obviously desire the range of action of a general, a prime minister, or a General Secretary of the UN — finding expression in ever more prevalent formulations like ‘I want to stop this war’, ‘I want military intervention’, ‘I want to stop this backlash’, or ‘I want a moral revolution.’7 ‘We are this war’, however, even if we do not command the troops or participate in so—called peace talks, namely as Drakuli~ says, in our non-comprehension’: our willed refusal to feel responsible for our own thinking and for working out our own understanding, preferring innocently to drift along the ideological current of prefabricated arguments or less than innocently taking advantage of the advantages these offer. And we ‘are’ the war in our ‘unconscious cruelty towards you’, our tolerance of the ‘fact that you have a yellow form for refugees and I don’t’ — our readiness, in other words, to build identities, one for ourselves and one for refugees, one of our own and one for the ‘others’. We share in the responsibility for this war and its violence in the way we let them grow inside us, that is, in the way we shape ‘our feelings, our relationships, our values’ according to the structures and the values of war and violence.
2nc at: permutation

Perm fails: The 1ac prostitutes nature to the Bomb, culminating in willful destruction on account of boredom. 

Chernus 86, Ira, professor of religious studies university of Colorado at Boulder, “Dr. Strangegod: on the symbolic meaning of nuclear weapons” 1986 WM
Machines must inevitably see all the world as a machine: "The more a man acts on the basis of a self-image that assumes he is powerless, an impotent cog in a huge machine, the more likely he is to drift into a pattern of dehumanized thinking and action toward others."5 "We have become masters of the impersonal and the inanimate. Our energy and even our emotions have gone into things; the things serve us but come between us, changing the relationship of man to man. And the things take on an authority that men accept without protest. The impersonality is epidemic. It is almost as though we feared direct contact, almost as though the soul of man had become septic."6 Thus we find our identity not by relating to other individuals as individuals, but by seeing ourselves merely as a part of "the crowd" or "the nation," whose emblem and savior is the Bomb, the ultimate machine. We lose the subtleties and nuances of human complexity and see the world in absolutes, "us versus them." We view human relationships in terms of the mythic, apocalyptic vision, a vision whose ultimate promise is the annihilation of "their" machine and unlimited license for "our" machine to do whatever it wants. In fact, the ultimate goal of machine people is always to have total dominance, unlimited autonomy to manipulate the environment—both human and natural—in endless technological ways. Thus the machine God also shapes our relationship with our physical and material environment, leading us to the environmental crisis that we now face. Again, the fouling of the air, water, and land was hardly begun in the nuclear age, but the symbolism of the Bomb makes it much more difficult to escape from this predicament too. Behind our callousness toward the natural realm there is not only a desire for quick and easy profit, but a more fundamental view of ourselves as radically separated from nature. In the battle of the machines to dominate the elements, we are clearly on the side of the machines—we are the machines—and this battle is seen in radically dualistic, even apocalyptic, terms. Thus, having no meaningful relationship with nature, we are free, perhaps even compelled, to manipulate it endlessly. The transformation of raw materials into manufactured goods thus becomes our primary goal and value; if the Bomb is God, then the GNP is chief of the angels. Yet our commitment to material goods as highest good may have a more complex significance. It is fostered not only by the symbol of the Bomb as divine controller, manipulator, and dominator, but also by the psychic numbing that the Bomb creates. If we dare not think about the true reality of our lives—the sword of Damocles that constantly threatens total extinction at a moment's notice—then we must divert ourselves, making the other, numbed level so complex and interesting that we shall not have time to think about the truth. And we must make ourselves so comfortable that we shall not care to deal with the danger. Thus the Bomb and the economy are interlocked not only from a strictly economic point of view (though most people do believe that more bombs are good for the economy, despite the doubts raised by economists), but also from the psychological and symbolic standpoints. The Bomb, the economy, and our lives all form parts of one interlocking machine, offering us enough satisfactions that we refuse to ask about the deeper meaning of the machine's life. When this question threatens to arise, the diversions of life as theater of the absurd and global Russian roulette are there to entertain us and soothe our doubts. Thus we desperately desire the security that we hope to gain from total domination and manipulation of our world, but we simultaneously demand the insecurity that will make life interesting and entertaining. And we certainly get this insecurity, for we have based our hopes of security on a God that, as we have seen, cannot provide it. We hope to dominate the Enemy with a weapon that by its very nature cannot offer the freedom that we seek through domination. We are caught in a vicious circle in which the quest for security can only breed the anxiety of insecurity. But machines can't feel anxiety, so it may be easier, for this reason too, to live as a machine. Finally, then, we come to treat not only the natural world and our fellow human beings as machines, but ourselves as well. We offer ourselves, our thoughts and feelings, to the machine and the nation that embodies it, and we perceive those feelings and thoughts as parts of the unreality that surrounds us: "Faced with the prospect of the destruction of mankind, we feel neither violent nor guilty, as though we were all involved in a gigantic delusion of negation of the external as well as of our internal reality." 7 We allow ourselves to be numbed, finding it the easiest way to cope with an impossible situation, and thus we commit "partial suicide," which in turn allows us to continue preparing for total suicide on a global scale. We commit ourselves to a machine that is infinitely violent and must wreak its violence on us if it is to be used on others. Therefore, as much as we fear the Enemy, we must fear ourselves in equal measure, and this fear of ourselves reinforces the numbing. So we find powerlessness attractive, even as we chase the delusion of ultimate power, for we know that this dream of ultimate power is ultimately suicidal and thus we want to perceive ourselves as weak—incapable of, or at least not responsible for, pushing the button. Caught in this contradiction, along with so many others, we escape by immersing ourselves in the air of unreality, of craziness, surrounding it all, and thus the circle is completed: at every turn, the symbolism of the Bomb as God, which makes nuclear weapons so attractive to us, reinforces the tendency toward numbing, and numbing reinforces our commitment to the Bomb as God.
Managerialism obliterates other types of knowledge; it is impossible to do both.  
McWhorter, Professor of Philosophy at Northeast Missouri State, 92  (LaDelle, Heidegger and the Earth, ed: McWhorter, p. vii-viii)

In order to approach the world in a manner exclusively technological, calculative, mathematical, scientific, we must already have given up (or lost, or been expelled by, or perhaps ways of being such as we are even impossible within) other approaches or modes of revealing that would unfold into knowledges of other sorts.  Those other approaches or paths of thinking must already have been obliterated; those other knowledges must already have concealed themselves in order for technologjcal or scientific revelation to occur. The danger a managerial approach to the world lies not, then, in what it knows - not in its penetration into the secrets of galactic emergence or nuclear fission - but in what it forgets, what it itself conceals. It forgets that any other truths are possible, and it forgets that the belonging together of revealing with concealing is forever beyond the power of human manage​ment. We can never have, or know, it all; we can never manage everything. What is now especially dangerous about this sense of our own managerial power, born of forgetfulness, is that it results in our viewing the world as mere resources to be stored or consumed.  Managerial or technological thinkers, Heidegger says, view the earth, the world, all things as mere Bestand, standing-reserve. All is here simply for human use. No plant, no animal, no ecosystem has a life of its own, has any significance, apart from human desire and need.  Nothing, we say, other than human beings, has any intrinsic value. All things are instruments for the working out of human will. Whether we believe that God gave Man dominion or simply that human might (sometimes called intelligence or rationality) in the face of ecological fragility makes us always right, we managerial, technological thinkers tend to believe that the earth is only a stockpile or a set of commodities to be managed bought, and sold. The forest is timber; the river, a power source. Even people have become resources, human resources, personnel to be managed, or populations to be controlled. This managerial, technological mode of revealing, Heidegger says, is embedded in and constitutive of Western culture and has been gathering strength for centuries. Now it is well on its way to extinguishing all other modes of revealing all other ways of being human and being earth. It will take tremendous effort to think through this danger, to think past it and beyond, tremendous courage and resolve to allow thought of the mystery to come forth; thought of the inevitability, along with revealing, of conceal​ment, of loss, of ignorance; thought of the occurring of things and their passage as events not ultimately under human control. 

nuclear power

Nuclear power is the quintessential expression of technological regulation

Kinsella, 6 (Wiiliam, Ph.D Assistant Professor at North Carolina State University, “Heidegger and Being at the Hanford Reservation: Linking Phenomenology, Environmental Communication, and Communication Theory”)
In his essay on “the question concerning technology,” Heidegger (1977c) critiqued the reduction of nature to a “standing reserve” (Bestand), a stockpile of phenomena appropriated for human use and exploitation. Hanford is an archetypical example, as the place was taken from its former residents, farmers and ranchers who had taken it in turn from their Native American predecessors, by the government for use as a plutonium factory. Hanford’s plutonium “product,” as it is known in the jargon of workers and officials, remains an essential element in the U. S. nuclear “stockpile.” The example is even more fitting, however, because Heidegger viewed atomic energy as the quintessential expression of both modern technology and Western metaphysics, which he linked in an instrumental “enframing” (Ge-stell) of the natural world (Foltz, 1995; Heidegger, 1966, 1969, 1977c). Enframing involves a stance toward the world that “challenges,” “regulates,” and “secures” its elements to create a standing reserve of useable resources (Heidegger, 1977c, p. 16). Human intervention in nuclear processes enframes nature in a way that is historically unprecedented, but was already implicit in the founding premises of modernism (Kinsella, 2004, 2005).   

2nc nuclear power disasters

Before each of these nuclear power plants were constructed there was a surge in belief about nuclear power and wildly exaggerated dreams of technological miracles. Star this argument—the 1ac may seem unique but it is simply recycled optimism and willful forgetting of past trauma. Be highly skeptical of nuclear power dreams of success, they pave the way for the next nuclear disaster by claiming things will be different this time, that’s Peat, the impact is total societal collapse

Armitage and Virilio 99. John Armitage, Principal Lecturer in Politics and Media Studies at the University of Northumbria in the UK, and Paul Virilio, Director of the Ecole Speciale d’Architecutre, Theory, Culture & Society 1999 (SAGE, London, Thousand Oaks and New Delhi), Vol. 16(5, 6): 25-55 WM
PV: Let me put it this way: every time a technology is invented, take shipping for instance, an accident is invented together with it, in this case, the shipwreck, which is exactly contemporaneous with the invention of the ship. The invention of the railway meant, perforce, the invention of the railway disaster. The invention of the aeroplane brought the air crash in its wake. Now, the three accidents I have just mentioned are specific and localized accidents. The Titanic sank at a given location. A train de-rails at another location and a plane crashes, again, somewhere else. This is a fundamental point, because people tend to focus on the vehicle, the invention itself, but not on the accident, which is its consequence. As an art critic of technology, I always try to emphasize both the invention and the accident. But the occurrence of the accident is being denied. This is the result of the hype which always goes together with technical objects, as with Bill Gates and cyberspace, for instance. The hype in favour of technology dismisses its negative aspects. It is a positive thing to have electricity, it is a wonderful device, but at the same time it is based on nuclear energy. Thus what these three types of accidents have in common is that they are localized, and this is because they are about relative velocities, the trans- port velocities of ships, trains and planes. But from the moment that the absolute velocity of electromagnetic waves is put to use, the potential of the accident is no longer local, but general. It is no longer a particular accident, hence the possibility arises of a generalized accident. Let me stress the point by giving you two examples: the collapse of the stock exchange and radioactivity as result of a nuclear conflict. These examples mean that when an event takes place somewhere today, the possibility arises that it might destroy everything. A virus in an electronic network, an atomic leakage in Chernobyl—and that was not much, compared to a massive nuclear strike. Today's collapse of the stock exchange is a nice icon for the integral accident, in the sense that a very small occurrence changes everything, as the speed of quotations and programmed trading spreads and enhances any trend instantaneously. What happened a few weeks ago in [South East] Asia is an integral accident, well, almost an integral accident.

2nc diplomacy/nuclear leadership

The impact is totalitarianism through an extraordinary revealing, and subsequent enframing, this process is comparatively more dangerous than Nazism or Stalinism

Armitage and Virilio 99. John Armitage, John Armitage, John Armitage Principal Lecturer in Politics and Media Studies at the University of Northumbria in the UK, and Paul Virilio, Director of the Ecole Speciale d’Architecutre, Theory, Culture & Society 1999 (SAGE, London, Thousand Oaks and New Delhi), Vol. 16(5, 6): 25-55

PV: Globalitarianism! This is what transcends totalitarianism. Let's take an example, and excuse the neologism, but I cannot and another word. Totalitarianism covered my life, through the Second World War and through the period of nuclear deterrence, so you may say through Nazism first and then Stalinism. Totalitarianism was thus a central issue at that time. But now, through the single market, through globalization, through the convergence of time towards a single time, a world time, a time which comes to dominate local time, and the stuff of history, what emerges, through cyberspace, through the big telecommunications conglomerates, is a new totalitarianism, a totalitarianism of totalitarianism, and that is what I call globalitarianism. It is the totalitarianism of all totalities. Globalization, in this sense, is a truly important event. But, when people say to me, `We'll become world citizens!', I reply, `Forget it'. I was a world citizen long before globalization. After the war, I met Gary Davis, I went to meetings which took place in the PeÁre Lachaise neighbourhood of Paris. I was 16±17±18 at that time. I was half Italian, I felt a world citizen. But when people say that Bill Gates, cyberspace and VR are the stuff of world citizenship, I say, no way! Globalitarianism is social cybernetics. And that's something infinitely dangerous, more dangerous even, perhaps, than the Nazi or communist brands of totalitarianism. It is difficult to explain globalitarianism but it is simple enough in itself. Totalitarianisms were singular and localized. Occupied Europe, for example, was one, the Soviet empire another, or China. That's clear. The rest of the world was not under totalitarianism. Now, with the advent of globalization, it is everywhere that one can be under control and surveillance. The world market is globalitarian. It is on purpose that I use the doublet total/totalitarian, and global/globalitarian. I consider this phenomenon a grave menace. It is manifest that Time Warner and the large conglomerates like Westinghouse, MCI, WorldCom and all the other gigantic companies are not the exact equivalent of Hitler or Stalin. Yet, bad things are possible . . . JA: Undoubtedly, I believe that one of the leading microelectronics con- glomerates has even adopted `One World, One Operating System' as its corporate logo . . .

2nc korea

Threat construction only fuels the conflict

Bleiker, 2005 (Roland, Professor of International Relations, pHD from the Australian National University, “Divided Korea: Toward A Culture of Reconciliation,” p. 53-55, TH)

The conflict pattern had been set long before the latest crisis un- folded. Several scholars, most notably Bruce Cumings and Hazel Smith, have for years drawn attention to Washington’s inability to see North Korea as anything but a dangerous and unpredictable rogue state.71 A look at the deeply embedded nature of this policy attitude is thus in order, even if it entails a brief detour from the immedi- ate issue of Korean security. Central here is the transition from the Cold War to a new world order. While the global Cold War power structures collapsed like a house of cards, the mind-sets that these structures produced turned out to be far more resilient. Cold War thinking patterns remain deeply entrenched in U.S. foreign policy, not least because virtually all its influential architects rose to power or passed their formative political years during the Cold War. As a result security has in essence remained a dualistic affair: an effort to protect a safe inside from a threatening outside. Once the danger of communism had vanished, security had to be articulated with reference to a new Feindbild, a new threatening other that could provide a sense of identity, order, and safety at home. “I’m running out of demons. I’m running out of villains,” said U.S. General Colin Powell in 1991. “I’m down to Castro and Kim Il Sung.”72 Rogue states were among the new threat perceptions that rose to prominence when Cold War ideological schism gave way to a more blurred picture of global politics.73 And North Korea became the rogue par excellence: the totalitarian state that disrespects human rights and aspires to possess weapons of mass destruction; the one that lies outside the sphere of good and is to be watched, contained, and controlled. But there is far more to this practice of “othering” than meets the eye. For one, the construction of a rogue threat is to a large extent a post–Cold War phenomenon. During the 1970s and 1980s, for instance, American perceptions of Korea were per- haps more influenced by the television comedy M*A*S*H than by Pyongyang’s political escapades, provocative as they undoubtedly were at times.74 Equally revealing are the reasons why some of the key rogue states, such as North Korea, Iraq, and Iran, have recently been constituted as rogue by the United States. It cannot be their au- thoritarian nature and their human rights violations alone, Robert Dujarric stresses, for many other states, including Saudi Arabia and Egypt, have an equally appalling record. Neither can it be that they possess or aspire to possess weapons of mass destruction. Other- wise, states like India, Pakistan, or Israel would be constituted as rogues too. Dujarric stresses that rogue states share one common characteristic above all: “they are small or medium nations that have achieved some success in thwarting American policy.”75 The tendency to demonize rogue states considerably intensified following the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington of Sep- tember 11, 2001. For some policy makers and political commenta- tors the American reaction to these events signified a fundamentally new approach to foreign policy. U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld heralded the arrival of “new ways of thinking and new ways of fighting.”76 Stephen Walt, likewise, spoke of “the most rapid and dramatic change in the history of U.S. foreign policy.”77 Signifi- cant changes did, indeed, take place. The inclusion of a preventive first-strike option, for instance, is a radical departure from previous approaches to deterrence, which revolved around a more defense- oriented military policy. But at a more fundamental, conceptual level the U.S. position represents far more continuity than change. Indeed, one can clearly detect a strong desire to return to the reas- suring familiarity of the dualistic and militaristic thinking patterns that dominated foreign policy during the Cold War. The new U.S. foreign policy reestablished the sense of order and certitude that had existed during the Cold War: an inside/outside world in which, in Bush’s words, “you are either with us or against us.”78 The first step in such a move back was a massive increase in U.S. military expen- ditures. Bush’s budget for 2002 included, as he said, “the largest increase in defense spending in two decades.”79 Once again, the world is divided into good and evil, and once again military means occupy a key, if not the only, role in protecting the former against the latter. What must be stressed, though, is that evil here means more than merely “doing harm or inflicting pain on innocents.”80 Rogue states are evil because they attack, as did the Soviet empire, the very foundations of Western civilization: a form of life based on the principles of liberal democracy and market- oriented capitalism. The new good-versus-evil rhetoric poses various obstacles to security policy on the Korean peninsula. “The opposition between good and evil is not negotiable,” Allan Bloom noted during Ronald Reagan’s presidency. It is a question of principles and thus “a cause of war.”81 Expressed in other words, the rhetoric of evil moves the phenomena of rogue states into the realm of irrationality. Evil is in essence a term of condemnation for a phenomenon that can neither be fully comprehended nor addressed, except through militaristic forms of dissuasion and retaliation. This is why various commenta- tors believe that the rhetoric of evil is an “analytical cul de sac” that prevents, rather than encourages, understanding. Some go so far as to argue that a rhetoric of evil entails an “evasion of accountability,” for the normative connotations of the term inevitably lead to policy positions that “deny negotiations and compromise.”82 Indeed, how is it possible to negotiate with evil without being implicated in it, without getting sucked into its problematic vortex?

We control uniqueness. Great power wars are all but impossible.
Hardt and Negri 04 (*Michael, Professor of Literature and Italian, Duke University, Ph.D in Comparative Literature, University of Washington, and *Antonio, Former professor in State Theory, Padua University, Multitude, 38-9)

It is common to date the shift in international relations to 1989 and the final collapse of the cold war, but perhaps a more suggestive date to mark the inauguration of our present state of war is May 26, 1972, the day when the United States and the Soviet Union signed the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, which regulated the nuclear weapons production of the two superpowers. The specular contest of nuclear threat had reached its apotheosis. This may be the moment when war began to vacillate as a fundamental index of the power of the nation-state. The nuclear keystone of military strategy still stood for a long time resting on the heads of missiles, but in reality from that moment on the nuclear missiles began to sink in their muddy warehouses. War, at least as modernity knew it, which is to say generalized war involving unrestrained, high-intensity conflict and destruction, began to fade away. A massacre like the German bombing of London in September 1940 or the Allied bombing of Dresden in February 1945, a sustained, all-out effort aimed at killing and terrorizing an entire population, could no longer rationally be part of the art of war- which does not mean, unfortunately, that such acts cannot be repeated. The mutual deterrence strategy of the United States and the Soviet Union may still have been perpetuated for a time, but war itself had begun to be transformed—less oriented toward defending against a coherent megathreat and more focused on proliferating mini-threats; less intent on the general destruction of the enemy and more inclined toward the transformation or even production of the enemy. War became constrained. Rather than all-out, large-scale combat, the great superpowers began to engage in high-intensity police actions, such as the United States's involvement in Vietnam and Latin America and the Soviet engagement in Afghanistan. High-intensity police action, of course, is often indistinguishable from low-intensity warfare. Even when these conflicts were at times transformed into wars, they were never as extensive as the total mobilizations of the twentieth century's "great wars." On May 26, 1972, in short, war began to become an integral element of biopower, aimed at the construction and reproduction of the global social order.
The discourses surrounding North Korea are dazed and confused – Kim Jong-Il is erratic, he’s insane, he’s evil, he’s cold and calculating – what all of these share is an investment in an us/them dichotomy by which America justifies its role as global hegemon through narratives of Korean instability

Seng 02, Tan See Seng, Prof of Security Studies @ IDSS Singapore, ‘2 [July, “What Fear Hath Wrought: Missile Hysteria and The Writing of America, IDSS Commentary No. 28, http://www.sipri.org/contents/library/0210.pdf]

Otherness, in Wolfowitz’s rendition, is also discursively constituted along a moral/immoral – or, alternatively, responsible/irresponsible – axis. Equally interesting is the notion that authoritarian or rogue-state leaders, besides lacking in rationality and viewing problem solving as a form of weakness, are “ruthless and avaricious” – an intentional, not accidental, choice of predicates. That (and here we are left to infer) “North Korea” or “Iraq” is ruled by such roguish elements can only mean that such states can, indeed they should, therefore be properly referred to as rogue states. Against these inscriptions of immorality or amorality stand, in diametric contrast, moral “America.” And here the unequal adoption by Wolfowitz’s discourse, in the case of “democracies,” of the analytical level of state/regime connotes that all America, and not only its leaders or certain individuals, is thereby kind, compassionate, altruistic – the polar opposite of all that rogue states, and possibly even China and Russia, represent. To be sure, nowhere in his words does Wolfowitz imply that there are as such no immoral or irresponsible Americans. Nor does he even hint that all citizens of rogue states are therefore roguish; political correctness, after all, is the norm in these enlightened times. But the discursive effect is such that we are left with the impression that leaders of rogue nations – Saddam Hussein, Kim Chong-il, and their ilk – epitomize the darkest of the dark metaphysics of human nature. And roguish as such are their foreign policies. In his evaluation of the missile threat from North Korea, the deputy CIA director asserted: Like everyone else, we knew the [Pyongyang] regime was brutal within its borders and a menace beyond. Its commando raids into South Korea and its assassination attempts against successive South Korean presidents – including the 1983 bombings in Rangoon that killed 21 people – were clear windows into the minds and morals of North Korean leaders.62 Again, it bears reminding that the argument here does not refuse the historical “reality” and tragic consequences either of Pyongyang’s oppressive policies at home or its ruinous forays abroad. In terms of exclusionary practices, however, interpretive conclusions concerning the brutality of the Pyongyang regime cannot be separated from the morality axis on which this particular statement turns. What, for instance, is the effect created by the use of the opening phrase, “Like everyone else”? To who exactly does “everyone” refer? That this analysis is intelligible at all depends upon the presupposition that this particular reading – an American reading, to be precise – is universally accepted by one and all. But this is clearly not the case as implied by the vociferous and potentially violent tide of militant Muslims in Pakistan and parts of the Middle East, who hold Washington in contempt for the latter’s alleged “brutality” and “menace” toward, say, the Iraqis, (by proxy) the Palestinians, or (most recently) the Afghans. As such, the discursive effect of the preceding constructions is the naturalization of the Pyongyang regime as immoral, irresponsible, or just plain evil given the damning evidence of dastardly deeds that proffer “clear windows into the minds and morals of North Korean leaders.” Further, that the enumerated acts above were those perpetrated by Kim Il-song and not by his son, Kim Chong-il, seems not to matter in this analysis, although it is the latter Kim’s government with whom the Bush Administration must deal. This is not to imply that this intelligence estimate on Kim was essentially all caricature and thereby shorn of “truth.” The CIA official continues in his assessment: It is easy to caricature Kim Chong-il – either as a simple tyrant blind to his dilemma or as a technocratic champion of sweeping change. But the extreme views of him tend to be the product of bias, ignorance, or wishful thinking. The reality is more complex… Like his father, he has been shrewd enough to make bad behavior the keystone of his foreign policy. He knows that proliferation is something we want to stop. Thus, Kim Chong-il has tried to drum up outside assistance by trading off international concerns about his missile programs and sales. He has – more subtly, of course – done much the same thing with foreign fears of renewed famine and the chaos that could accompany any unravelling of his regime.63 The evident attempt at nuance in the above analysis, however, does not preclude the continued deployment of representational practices along the axis of responsibility. “Like his father,” we are told, the “shrewd” Kim makes “bad behavior the keystone of his foreign policy” – an indication of chronic irresponsibility in North Korea’s international relations. We may note here the likely intrusive influence of another discourse, particularly that on nineteenth-century European diplomacy as it figures in American intellectual and popular culture. As historian Barbara Tuchman once noted, for most Americans the notion of diplomacy carries with it “all the wicked devices of the Old World, spheres of influence, balances of power, secret treatises, triple alliances”64 and other such forms of Machiavellian intrigue for which America, idealized as the New World – a seemingly virginal, innocent, and righteous identity – had no place. Indeed, just such a pristine identit is often adduced as the universal ideal to which all nations and peoples are presumed to aspire – a point made forcefully in the earlier cited “end of history” thesis popular in mainstream political debate at the close of the Cold War.65 In other words, what is good for America is obviously good for the whole world (or, at least those parts that are “rational,” “responsible,” “moral”). “Missile defense,” one congressman averred, “is for Americans, for Europeans, for Russians, and for all peace-loving peoples on the face of the Earth.”66 Without ignoring or denying North Korean complicity in the light of its sizeable transfers of missile technology to the Middle East, what those exclusionary practices produce is the materializing effect of a Pyongyang regime that, if anything, can be expected to harm the US at the slightest provocation – a representation of danger that finds easy resonance with American policymakers because of its familiarity rather than any likelihood of such an eventuation. Further, what is effaced or erased by the above statement are plausible illustrations of bad behaviour in American foreign policy: a policy orientation that, even by most orthodox accounts, has been realist – in both its prudential as well as Machiavellian aspects – throughout much of the Cold War period.67 Indeed, this effacement stands out starkly in the light of resistant discourses – mostly but not exclusively from European sources – which portray America as a rogue state68 given the apparent lack of “strategic restraint” in its post-Cold War foreign policy.69 Hence the tenuousness of such constructions of identity through excluding contradictions and tensions that are as much a part of Self as it is of the Other. 

at: utilitarianism

Util is the biggest link—star this argument— A society based on the principle of utility is the culmination of a technological understanding of Being, human beings become a resource to be used

Dreyfus, no date (Hubert Dreyfus, Professor of Philosophy in the Graduate School at UC-Berkeley, no date but last reference in bibliography from 92 so must be more recent than that. Heidegger on the Connection between Nihilism, Art, Technology and Politics). 

What, then, is the essence of technology -- i.e., the technological understanding of being, or the technological clearing -- and how does opening ourselves to it give us a free relation to technological devices? To begin with, when he asks about the essence of technology we must understand that Heidegger is not seeking a definition. His question cannot be answered by defining our concept of technology. Technology is as old as civilization. Heidegger notes that it can be correctly defined as "a means and a human activity." But if we ask about the essence of technology (the technological understanding of being) we find that modern technology is "something completely different and ... new." (QCT 5, VA 15) It even goes beyond using styrofoam cups to satisfy our desires. The essence of modern technology Heidegger tells us, is to seek to order everything so as to achieve more and more flexibility and efficiency: "[E]xpediting is always itself directed from the beginning ... towards driving on to the maximum yield at the minimum expense." (QCT 15, VA 23) That is, our only goal is optimal ordering, for its own sake. Everywhere everything is ordered to stand by, to be immediately at hand, indeed to stand there just so that it may be on call for a further ordering. Whatever is ordered about in this way has its own standing. We call it standing-reserve. (QCT 17, VA 24) No more do we have subjects turning nature into an object of exploitation: The subject-object relation thus reaches, for the first time, its pure "relational," i.e., ordering, character in which both the subject and the object are sucked up as standing-reserves. (QCT 173, VA 61) Heidegger concludes: "Whatever stands by in the sense of standing-reserve no longer stands over against us as object." (QCT 17, VA 24) He tells us that a modern airliner, understood in its technological essence, is not a tool we use; it is not an object at all, but rather a flexible and efficient cog in the transportation system. Likewise, we are not subjects who use the transportation system, but rather we are used by it to fill the planes. In this technological perspective, ultimate goals like serving God, society, our fellow men, or even ourselves no longer make sense. Human beings, on this view, become a resource to be used -- but more importantly, to be enhanced -- like any other. Man, who no longer conceals his character of being the most important raw material, is also drawn into this process.(EP 104, VA 90)  In the film, 2001: A Space Odyssey, the robot, HAL, when asked if he is happy on the mission, says: "I'm using all my capacities to the maximum. What more could a rational entity want?" This is a brilliant expression of what anyone would say who is in touch with our current understanding of being. We pursue the development of our potential simply for the sake of further growth. We have no specific goals. The human potential movement perfectly expresses this technological understanding of being, as does the attempt to better organize the future use of our natural resources. We thus become part of a system which no one directs but which moves towards the total mobilization and enhancement of all beings, even us. This is why Heidegger thinks the perfectly ordered society dedicated to the welfare of all is not the solution of our problems but the culmination of the technological understanding of being. 

Utilitarian calculation makes extinction inevitable. 

Thiele 95 – Professor of Political Science at University of Florida (Leslie Paul, Timely Meditations, pg. 203)

The age of planetary mastery, technological dominance, and the end of metaphysics, Heidegger speculates, will likely endure for a long time (EP 95). Indeed, there is no certainty that, from humanity's point of view, a succession to some other mode of revealing truth is ordained. The technological quest may reach its climax, as it were, without us. In the absence of an ontological reorientation, humanity would then be "left to the giddy whirl of its products so that it may tear itself to pieces and annihilate itself in empty nothingness" (EP 87). Estimating the likelihood of this apocalyptic conclusion is not Heidegger's concern. In any case, it is fair to say that the physical annihilation of humanity is not Heidegger's most proximate worry. Foremost in his mind is the ontological meaning of this potential self-annihilation. If, as Heidegger put it, "the will to action, which here means the will to make and be effective, has overrun and crushed thought," then our chances of escaping the catastrophic whirlwind of enframing are slim indeed (WCT 25). The danger is that intensive technological production may simply overpower human being's capacity for manifold modes of disclosure, displacing the freedom inherent in philosophic thought, artistic creativity, and political action. Undeniably technology fosters thinking, creating, and acting of sorts. Calculation, cognition, innovation, and engineering are highly valued within technological society, though even here it is not clear that computers and robots might not eventually displace more of these capacities than their production demands. The real menace, however, is that social engineering would obviate political action, endlessly innovative production would leave artistic creativity to atrophy, and utilitarian cognition would fully displace philosophic questioning.'
at: case outweighs / specificity

Their impact calc is flawed—logically every detail added to a scenario makes it a priori less likely. More vague scenarios are always more probabilistic
Yudkowsky ‘6 Research Fellow at the Singularity Institute for Artificial Intelligence “Cognitive biases potentially affecting judgment of global risks” Forthcoming in Global Catastrophic Risks,  eds. Nick Bostrom and Milan CirkovicDraft of August 31, 2006. Eliezer Yudkowsky(yudkowsky@singinst.org)

The conjunction fallacy similarly applies to futurological forecasts. Two independent sets of professional analysts at the Second International Congress on Forecasting were asked to rate, respectively, the probability of "A complete suspension of diplomatic relations between the USA and the Soviet Union, sometime in 1983" or "A Russian invasion of Poland, and a complete suspension of diplomatic relations between the USA and the Soviet Union, sometime in 1983". The second set of analysts responded with significantly higher probabilities. (Tversky and Kahneman 1983.) In Johnson et. al. (1993), MBA students at Wharton were scheduled to travel to Bangkok as part of their degree program. Several groups of students were asked how much they were willing to pay for terrorism insurance. One group of subjects was asked how much they were willing to pay for terrorism insurance covering the flight from Thailand to the US. A second group of subjects was asked how much they were willing to pay for terrorism insurance covering the round-trip flight. A third group was asked how much they were willing to pay for terrorism insurance that covered the complete trip to Thailand. These three groups responded with average willingness to pay of $17.19, $13.90, and $7.44 respectively. According to probability theory, adding additional detail onto a story must render the story less probable. It is less probable that Linda is a feminist bank teller than that she is a bank teller, since all feminist bank tellers are necessarily bank tellers. Yet human psychology seems to follow the rule that adding an additional detail can make the story more plausible. People might pay more for international diplomacy intended to prevent nanotechnological warfare by China, than for an engineering project to defend against nanotechnological attack from any source. The second threat scenario is less vivid and alarming, but the defense is more useful because it is more vague. More valuable still would be strategies which make humanity harder to extinguish without being specific to nanotechnologic threats - such as colonizing space, or see Yudkowsky (this volume) on AI. Security expert Bruce Schneier observed (both before and after the 2005 hurricane in New Orleans) that the U.S. government was guarding specific domestic targets against "movie-plot scenarios" of terrorism, at the cost of taking away resources from emergency-response capabilities that could respond to any disaster. (Schneier 2005.)

2nc alternative solves

Reflection solves
Best and Nocella, 06 –associate professor of philosophy at the University of Texas at El Paso (Igniting a Revolution:  Voices in Defense of the Earth, p. 82-84, google books)
Yet, for both Heidegger and revolutionary environmentalists, there exist possibilities for transformation despite the destructiveness of Enframing.  In the midst of technological peril – indeed, precisely because the peril strikes at and thus awakens us to the bond between human and nonhuman life – there emerges a sense of solidarity of human with nonhuman beings.  Looking at the well-heeled, bureaucratic discourse of “human resource management” and “personnel resources,” the challenging forth of human beings into standing reserve is fairly evident.  Factory-farmed cows, pigs, and chickens obviously have it far worse than people, but in both cases the purpose is to harness resources for maximum efficiency and profit.  Ultimately human and nonhuman beings are similarly enframed within one giant “gasoline station.”  It is precisely the experience of this solidarity which must be constantly rearticulated – in arts, poetry, ceremony, music, and especially in socioeconomic and political action – in order to provide a historically and ontologically authentic break with the metaphysics of technical control and capitalist exploitation.  Action will only be truly revolutionary if it revolves around engagement in solidarity with nature, where liberation is always seen both as human liberation from the confines of Enframing and simultaneously as liberation of animal nations and eco-regions from human technics.  Anything less will always lapse back into the false and oppressive hierarchy of “man” over “nature” and “man” over animals with attendant effects of technological, disciplinary control over humans, nonhumans, and the Earth.  Using a familiar title from the anarchist Crimethinc collective, revolutionary environmentalism is truly an instance of “fighting for our lives” where the pronoun refers to all life not just human life.  Heidegger describes the possibility of transformation through a return of Being as a re-figured humanism.  It is the possibility of suspending the will and attaining a lucid sense of the free play of Being within which all of life emerges and is sustained.  A human being, like any entity, is – s/he stands forth as present.  But “his distinctive feature lies in [the fact] that he, as the being who thinks, is open to Being….Man is essentially this relationship of responding to Being.  Such experience is the clearing of a space (symbolically represented, for example, in the building of an arbor for a ceremony or in the awesome silence created by the space within a cathedral or a grove of old-growth Redwoods), and the patient readiness for Being to be brought to language.  Given the appropriate bearing and evocation through language, human beings can become aware of dwelling, along with all other existent beings, within Being – the open realm within which entities are “released” into presence (Gelassenhait – or “releasement”).  What comes to the fore in suspension of willed manipulation is an embrace of other beings and the enduring process of evolution within which all beings emerge and develop.  By reflecting on or experiencing oneself within the dimension of freedom that is the domain through which all beings pass, human beings can repair the willed manipulation inherent in calculative thinking and realize a patient equanimity toward Life.  It is only in the context of this reawakened sense of the unity of life that revolutionary action gains an authentic basis.  It is the engagement with “the Other” that shows the ELF actions are truly about defense of plant and animal life, and they demonstrate genuine liberation concerns that typically are trapped within Enframing.  That is to say, ELF (and similar) actions, show themselves as part of a dynamic and necessary historical evolution and transformation process, not merely a gesture of opposition and negation, because of their profound solidarity with animals and the Earth.  Such guidance solidarity thus serves as a general basis for a post-Enframing, post-capitalist order, an ecological, not a capitalist society.  What will change is, first, the pre-eminence of Enframing as that which animates the epoch and, correspondingly, our relationship to technology.  No longer will technical solutions be sought after in realms of activity where technique is not applicable.  No longer will everyday activities be pervaded by the standardization and frenzied pace of technology.  No longer will nature be looked upon as a homogenous field of resources to be extracted and exploited.  No longer will resource-intensive and polluting technologies be utilized simply because they serve the blind interests of corporations over the needs of the Earth.  No longer will human beings take from the Earth without thought of the far-reaching consequences of such actions on all present and future forms of life.  Critics would wrongly denounce this position as atavistic, primitivist, or anti-science/technology.  But as the turning toward the re-emergence of Being unfolds, both through revolutionary action rooted in solidarity with nature and through new, non-exploitative modes of acting in the world, technics will not disappear; instead, the limits of technology as a mode of revealing will begin to be discerned so that new forms and uses of technology can emerge.  
Smith 97, professor of political science at the University of Wales (Steve, Review of International Studies, Cambridge journals online)

Conclusion In summary, I think that Wallace fundamentally misrepresents the relationship between theory and practice. His article works very effectively, but only because of its internal logical and political structure. By his setting up of two alternatives (cooption or scholasticism) the logical structure of the article performs a disciplining function by placing anyone outside of his logic of the policy–theory relationship in a predefined position of being self-righteous, self-indulgent, opposed to empirical work, too detached from the world of practice and too fond of theory. Note also the very revealing way in which those defined as having to ‘struggle with the dilemmas of power’ are policy-makers; there are massive normative and ethical assumptions at work here, ones that undermine his very notion of theory as explanatory and reveal his political project. The trouble is that Wallace’s logical structure is a textual construction and is therefore never subjected to any self-critical analysis in the article. My worry is that his prescriptions would make academic International Relations a servant of the state, responding to today’s headlines. Agreeing with Wallace means that academics will run the risk of having to work within the agenda of the policy community, of being unable to stand back and examine the moral, ethical and political implications of that choice. Giving policy advice is not the problem; the problem is if those who give it are unaware of the extent to which they are standing on the policy conveyor-belt of the state. It means problem-solving, it means taking the ‘givens’ of policy-makers as the starting points of analysis. It means walking the thin line between influence and fitting the values of policymakers. Clearly the discipline wants and needs to give advice on policy, but to whom? Is doing so for policy-makers a requirement for academics in discharging their responsibility to the state? My worry is that policy advice all too often means talking to governments; unfortunately, they may not be the right people to talk to if one’s concern is really with ‘those who have to struggle with the dilemmas of power’. And, crucially, are policy-makers listening to ideas or are they searching for an intellectual justification for their existing values? Ultimately, Wallace’s picture worries me because he has a very restricted view of politics and its relationship to academia. Politics for Wallace is a far more limited activity than I think it is, and that is why I find no academic activity more political or ethical than showing the epistemological assumptions of International Relations theory. For me it is not so much a question of speaking truth to power as of showing how various versions of the power/truth relationship operate between civil society and the state. In that relationship it may well be that those who espouse a restrictive view of theory are the ones who are hiding behind walls, preaching sermons of self-righteousness, and ultimately acting as the discipliners of the discipline. For all of us interested in international relations, Wallace has raised important questions concerning our responsibilities and our self-awareness. I hope that this reply has shown why the picture is not quite as simple as his beguiling argument suggests and why, ultimately, it may be impossible for ‘truth to speak to power’ in the liberal way that he suggests. After all, if ‘truth’ itself only gets meaning from the regimes of truth within which it operates, then how can it speak to power when it is itself a construction of those same power relationships? How do we know that it is truth rather than power that we speak when we are speaking to policy-makers? Surely the task of academics is to show how these very relationships between truth and power, and between the empirical and the theoretical, operate. That, rather than the search for influence within the policy-making community, is the ultimate ethical and political engagement with the civil society in which we work and to which we are responsible.
