This is terminally unsustainable and results in the extinction of our social structures and cognition itself.

Stiegler ‘10 (Bernard, Philosopher @ Goldsmiths, U. of London, and Director of the Institut de recherché et d’innovation, Taking Care of Youth and the Generations, pp. 179-184)
In the current world, this metacare must become a psychopolitics, an industrial politics of techniques of the mind, even before it struggles against the disastrous effects of the savage use of psychotechnologies by the programming industries as they destroy attention and consciousness, disseminating a global attention deficit disorder at the very moment when the development of a planetary consciousness is appearing to be the single hope for the survival of we non-inhuman beings.15

To take care also means to pay attention, first paying attention to taking and maintaining care of oneself, then of those close to us, then of their friends – and thus, by projection, of everyone: of others whatever they may be, and of the world we share with them: formation of this kind of attention creates a universal consciousness grounded on (and profaned by) a consciousness of singularity. As attention, this care cannot be reduced to caring for a large mass of human beings: it is, rather, the basis of sociability as well as the psychic health of the non-inhuman being living in a society in perpetual evolution, radically distinguishing the non-inhuman being’s psychic health from the health of the animal central nervous system: the non-inhuman psyche is formed by desire supported by will.

To take care means caring for an equilibrium always at the limit of disequilibrium, even “far from equilibrium,” and it is also caring for a disequilibrium always at the limit of equilibrium: it is taking care of movement. Such metastability requires something entirely different from a biopolitics, since it is founded on a pharmacology that creates this equilibrium at the limit of disequilibrium. This is what Foucault could not see. And he thus did not see that sublimation is the very economy of this pharmacology (sublimation makes a “poison,” for example, a hypamnematon, its “remedy”). But our early twentieth-century metastability, which is extremely close to disequilibrium and instability as a result of the psychotechnologies and infantilizing hegemonies of various psychopowers, calls for a sociotherapy that is nothing less than the conceiving of a new age of the formation of care and attention for facing the care-less-ness of a global consumer society that we know is condemned to vanish given that it entails the autodestruction of the non-inhuman precisely in that it is reduced by biopower to its demographic characteristics, managed solely through its solvency [solvability].

54. Non-inhuman socieities, I-don’t-give-a-damn-ism, and the inhuman

It is difficult to know how to speak simply about psychopower with regard to the politics of attention formation, as in the final analysis it (psychpower) fabricates all forms of non-inhuman societies: it is, rather, a nootechnique in the sense of a technique for the formation and development of the psyche as noetic (that is, spiritual) and not simply sensory or nutritive (that is, reactive). Nootechniques exist in all non-inhuman societies in that they are all spiritual – inhabited by spirits that become, with the Greek pneuma and nous, the Jewish ruah, and the Christian Eucharist, one spirit – and this spirit, as unity, in turn in Protestantism – becomes the spirit of capitalism (whose “spirit,” today, has been lost). 

Non-inhuman societies develop nootechnologies through rituals as magic practices and cults as religious practices, but also through the regulated life of the skhole and the otium, through ascetic philosophy and the culture of the self, or through monastic life founded on confession in the true “catholic” sense laid out by Martin Luther – which Ignatius Loyola responded to through the Jesuit mission of subjecting actions to the order of the Spiritual Exercises. It is difficult to know how to speak simply here about psychopower, since it always transcends simple powers, even the power of testing the fact that there is always a “beyond” of power, and through the formation of knowledges in which the knower’s singularity is so constructed that it cannot be reduced to a particular unit within a homogenous whole.
We can and we must, on the other hand, address a psychopower from which techniques emerge that lead to control of the mental activities of individuals’ becoming increasingly calculable, and as audiences, with the appearance of the cultural industries, first cinema, then the audio-visual (i.e., “broadcasting”) starting in the 1920s with radio, then television in the late 1940s, and so on. When capitalism (both economic and “cultural”) employs these programming industries, it begins to produce temporal industrial objects, and these are the key elements in what Deleuze calls societies of control in that they work toward the capturing of consumer attention, causing them to adopt new psychomotor behaviors through which they help form the perpetual markers required by industrial innovation. Societies of control systematically implement the most recent iterations of grammatization, opening new possibilities for control of central nervous system functions through the powerful stimulation of retentions and protentions. The problem is that this control is antithetical to the very life of the esprit, since it mortgages the formation of juvenile synaptic circuits normally belonging to the kind of attention characterized by reason. Some kind of psychopolitics elevated to the level of a noopolitics, not simply a translation onto the noetic plane of biopower and biopolitics – this is “the State.” But psychopower is now held prisoner by various economic agents under the pressure of their clients, who have become structurally incurious I-don’t-give-a-damn-ers, while psychopolitics must be implemented as a noopolitics in order to reverse and sublimate the mental pharmacology that develops essentially as a toxic agent destructive of all forms of attention.
At the end of the twentieth century, it was not the United Nations and the “bourgeois” public powers desiring the psychic control of populations but corporations eyeing global markets (the bourgeoisie having disappeared, increasingly displaced by various mafias). By 1997, there were over a billion televisions in the world, as Craig Mundie (vice president of Microsoft) exalts, which explains why Microsoft wants to become the principal partner of all audiovisual programming companies. The market for these audiovisual programs is expanding internationally and exponentially, and even became the object of fierce negotiations at the Uruguay Round and the General Agreement on Tariff and Trade negotiations that led to the creation of the World Trade Organization – the cultural exception (before “cultural diversity”) defining the object of these negotiations on conceptual, political, economic, and philosophical bases that are much weaker today.

Now it is financial capitalism that knows how to conceive, to adopt, and to make vanish at will the media products of a psychopower whose singular goal is the global mastery of behaviors (including finances – chiefly through the fabrication of beliefs productive of autorealistic prophesies within the financial world, in which the world banking system has sadly but very predictably been confronting great dangers since at least 2007 16) according to immediate needs and as quickly as possible, in the shortest possible term, and as functions of extremely rapid rotation cycles imposed by the global economic war and by global hedge funds.
This is the deterritorialized capitalism, freed of all its links to the nation-state and orchestrating the behavioral changes in world culture, wherever their semming singularities that must be eliminated by a global audiovisual, psychotechnological industry – to which the telecommunications and numeric industries added themselves at the end of the twentieth century. But this new implementation of apparatuses is also a hope for the reconstitution of the politics of attention, as new forms of noopolitics grounded in the psychopolitical regulation of economic psychopower.
Because industrial temporal objects are able to capture, monopolize, and penetrate attention in ways unequalled in history, in the twentieth century they become industry’s principal products; their mediation fashions certain ways of life in which biopower and biopolitics become secondary matters, no longer any more than aspects of psychopower (its somatic aspects). Industrial objects’ economic power short-circuits the political power of the State, taking massive control of behaviors. If it is psychopower that is deployed throughout the twentieth century, at least the last two decades have seen the total globalization of all modes of production and consumption that begin in Renaissance Italy, Portugal, and Spain but that then migrated, combining with Gutenberg’s technical inventions, throughout all of (Christian) Western Europe, through violent religious conflicts. Now, at the beginning of the twenty-first century, Asia has clearly adopted the most advanced forms of grammatization (in the face of which Europe is so dramatically behind) and begun a modernization process racing ahead at a literally vertiginous speed that would have been unimaginable just a few years ago. This modernization results from importation of industrial technologies and methods of production and a radical transformation of individual and collective ways of life.

However, we know that the way of life in industrial societies, based on the constant growth of consumption first established in Europe, then transferred to North America, and now known as the American way of life cannot last. We know that the challenge, in the face of this emergency, is even to put an end as quickly as possible to this way of life that we ourselves, Europeans, have adopted in return: it has already become, in terms of the conditions we are living in today, “unsustainable,” and will become massively and irreversibly deadly if adopted by the three billion human beings now “modernizing,” who appear to be driven by an ultra-speculative and completely insane logic, taking care of nothing, frequently criminal, spreading care-less-ness everywhere. 

The great question of the twenty-first century will be finding the way to abandon this way of life and to invent new modalities of non-inhuman existence within societies that have become thoroughly technological – modalities that are less toxic, more useful to a non-inhumanity that has become a global community in which isolation is impossible, as Ulrich Beck wrote just before Chernobyl (in 1985), and more desirable for the world’s population as a whole (particularly the younger generations who will themselves have to invent and solidify these new ways of life: this will be their work since we, having left them such a heavy heritage, will have to discover both how to have confidence in them and to give way to them).

Today, the consequences of the conflict between programming institutions and programming industries is blindingly clear: teaching institutions are crumbling, and a systematic symbolic misery reigns instead in the place of culture, despite the fact that these institutions and this culture exist precisely in order to form new generations of non-inhuman beings. The result is a psychological and social disaster whose overriding consequence is the liquidation of our cognitive faculty itself, and its replacement by informational dexterity.
The cognitive faculty – what we call reason – is the only solid link between the psychic and the social, in that it is passed through the succession of the generations transformed and sublimated by disciplinary learning: this process constitutes knowledge. Informational saturation, on the other hand, desocializes the consumer of that information. Knowledge and the understanding must be psychically assimilated and made one’s own (one’s own self), while information is merchandise made to be consumed – and is therefore “disposable.”
Knowledge individuates and transforms the learner, interiorizing the history of individual and collective transformations; this history is knowledge. The information diffused by the programming industries disindividuates its consumer. Information cannot become the substance of thinking nor the object of a knowledge capable of being the object of transformations, operated according to disciplinary regulations that are themselves knowledges, and that can be produced only as and in the transformation of the one who transforms this information.17

Education, as conceived of as instruction in knowledges created in this way (as transmission of knowledge by programming institutions), is what learns along with the educated to effect such transformations, the result of which is then individuation as non-inhuman being. The programming industries, on the contrary, cause what has been learned in programming institutions to be unlearned: the process of learning discipline(s) in programming institutions requires the forming of an attention that is always specific to the objects of those disciplines; programming industries capture this attention and divert it from the disciplinary objects that are also the objects of knowledge, destroying attention as a faculty of understanding and an experience of knowledge – as reason. And they aim directly as inhumanbeing [l’etrinhumain] by liquidating what Jacques Lacan calls speakingbeing [parletre].

This destruction of attention is disindividuation, and this in turn is precisely a deformation: a destruction of the formation of the individual that education has constructed. The work of forming attention undertaken by the family, the school, the totality of teaching and cultural institutions, and all the apparatuses of “spiritual value” (beginning with academic apparatuses) is systematically undone in the effort to produce a consumer stripped of the ability to be autonomous either morally or cognitively – to have conscience as free will, which there can be no “science” that is not ruinous.
Can’t outweigh – their impacts are meaningless in a world where desire itself is extinguished, means our method is a prerequisite to a calculation in tune with global justice. Technics and dis-individuation pre-determine our relation to temporality itself, which makes re-thinking the libidinal economy a prerequisite to both their predictions and calculations

Stiegler ‘10 (Bernard, Philosopher @ Goldsmiths, U. of London, and Director of the Institut de recherché et d’innovation, Taking Care of Youth and the Generations, pp. 185-184)

The question of what allows for and even insists on the distinction between long term and short term arises through the economy – first the political economy but also the libidinal economy (as différance). This is not a question that is asked in abstracto: it is reconfigured permanently as a function of the evolution of instrumentalizations and the organizations they make possible:

1. instrumentalizations such as the plow or the canal, giving the Mesopotamians and the Egyptians access to the floodwaters of the Tigris, the Euphrates, and the Nile in the same way that, today, financial instruments that have brought a good deal of world finance to its knees, along with everything – such as psychotechnology – resulting from grammatization’s most recent stages;
2. organizations constituting the psychic apparatus, based on and in a vital organ, the central nervous system, itself configured by the interiorization of collective secondary (language) and tertiary (writing) retentions throughout synaptogenesis as the period of primary identifications, then ceaselessly reconfigured throughout life as a succession of identifications;

3. social organizations through which these identifications produce transindividuations; these today include the World Trade Organization, Nike Channel Y, and the universities fighting the battle for intelligence (at the Sorbonne as in Saudi Arabia) – in addition to the various organizations of the European Union.

But the economic distinction among these determinations, and among these terms, the long and the short term, which are terms that concern the libidinal economy just as much as the political economy in that they form investment apparatuses, raise the question of temporality, addressed as such since Augustine, and then with Heidegger as the conjunction of being and time within which context Jonas works – but without ever interrogating it en soi. My thesis here is that this absence of problematization invalidates any discourse on responsibility, making an analysis of it all the more necessary, but then undermining it when it becomes clear that lurking tacitly within it, the Heideggerian conception of time has from the outset circumvented the true problem.
Care is an axiom, not an add-on. Technology controls the imagination and produces an ontological alienation which prevents collective action
Crogan ‘10 (Patrick, an Australian researcher who has worked in what has become the Department of Creative Industries at UWE since 2008 “Bernard Stiegler: Philosophy, technics, and activism”, Cultural Politics, vol. 6)

Stiegler will introduce his account of digital technologies by characterizing the contemporary era as one in which the tendency toward the industrialization of memory approaches - if always asymptotically - its conclusion in the monopolizing of the symbolic production regulating cultural, political, and social life by specialist discourses and techniques. The program industries are an exteriorization of the imagination on an industrial scale. Used here by Stiegler in Kantian terms, imagination names the mind's capacity for accommodating and processing experience according to the interpretative schemas already laid down in the understanding . Stiegler will go onto argue in Technics and Time 3, against Kant, that these schemas are not transcendental, but historically and therefore tactically conditioned (Stiegler 2001a: 78). Indeed it is on this very basis - that is the “faulty” basis of human being as essentially prosthetic - that the industrialization of memory is possible. The latter represents, however, a distinctive and definitive change in the dynamics of exterior-interior co-evolution. It is this which Stiegler insists has not been adequately thought in most critical accounts of technology and culture. The weakening of a collective negotiation of orienting symbolic production corresponds for Stiegler with the era of consumerism. “After participative ethnic aesthetic forms, the industrial aesthetic opposes producers and consumers of figures, images and symbols...” (Stiegler 2009a: 121). This leads towards a loss of the grounds of social and communal association in favor of industrial prerogatives for sustaining increases in production (and profit) through regulating consumption. These traditionally territorial grounds were ordered via the artifactual forms of spatial and temporal situating that Stiegler names “calendarity” and “cardinality” (2009a: 120).

Drawing on other accounts of information such as those of Alain Mineand Simon Nora (1980) and Jean-François Lyotard (1984), Stiegler describes how it conditions the constitution of temporal experience on the basis of its functioning as a correlation of time and value (Stiegler 2009a: 123-30). This correlation is an economic one based on the speed which is definitive of information as such; old information is not, in economic or technical terms, information any more. In the era of global media communications, information, being nothing without the organizational architecture for its storage, processing, and access, becomes in the hands of a “very small number of producers the prime material of memory” from which the selection of what can become eventful is made (2009a:134). From this selection, under the pressure, of the economic need for speed, the “industrial fabrication of the present” is made on an increasingly global scale (2009a: 134).
Incentive theory doesn’t explain war, causes violence

Goodman ‘5 (Ryan, Harvard Law School, “International Institutions and the Mechanisms of War” American Journal of International Law lexis)

John Norton Moore’s Solving the War Puzzle raises important issues for fashioning institutions to prevent war. The book presents a detailed argument supporting two strategies -- democracy promotion and deterrence. Moore highlights the proper analytic question: what mechanisms motivate states to initiate war? As a methodological matter, Moore does well to ground this inquiry in empirical evidence. He ultimately proposes an "incentive theory," in which the political and material self-interest of governmental leaders is central to an account of the causes of war. This explanation, however, involves an unduly restrictive view of the reasons for which states wage war. The theory provides a thin conception of human motivation. The theory neither adequately explains the behavioral regularities that Moore identifies nor accounts for other patterns of international armed conflict. Contrary to Moore’s analysis, an array of recent theoretical and empirical studies -- some of which are used by Moore, and some not -- suggests the potential significance of mechanisms that are not grounded in incentives.
Identifying these mechanisms is essential to designing a coherent and effective international regime. Each mechanism supports democracy promotion (albeit for different reasons), yet some may conflict with particular deterrence-based strategies. At a fundamental level, each mechanism suggests distinct, and often competing, views of how to influence states. Consequently, strategies that exploit one mechanism can stifle the effects of another. Thus, while Moore’s general approach is commendable, the broader empirical literature and competing conceptual models pose considerable challenges to his theoretical claims and policy prescriptions. Until the mechanisms, and relationships between them, are better understood, we are unlikely to approach a solution to the war puzzle. Indeed, institutions and actors that pay inadequate attention to these dynamics may hamper, rather than enhance, the prospects of peace.
Creates a cognitive bias that makes systemic violence invisible, devalues the life of those not in decisionmaking circles to nothing. We have to change our perspective to forefront violence rendered invisible

Mignolo ‘7 (Walter, argentinian semiotician and prof at Duke, “The De-Colonial Option and the Meaning of Identity in Politics” online)

The rhetoric of modernity (from the Christian mission since the sixteenth century, to the secular Civilizing mission, to development and modernization after WWII) occluded—under its triumphant rhetoric of salvation and the good life for all—the perpetuation of the logic of coloniality, that is, of massive appropriation of land (and today of natural resources), massive exploitation of labor (from open slavery from the sixteenth to the eighteenth century, to disguised slavery, up to the twenty first century), and the dispensability of human lives from the massive killing of people in the Inca and Aztec domains to the twenty million plus people from Saint Petersburg to the Ukraine during WWII killed in the so called Eastern Front.4 Unfortunately, not all the massive killings have been recorded with the same value and the same visibility. The unspoken criteria for the value of human lives is an obvious sign (from a de-colonial interpretation) of the hidden imperial identity politics: that is, the value of human lives to which the life of the enunciator belongs becomes the measuring stick to evaluate other human lives who do not have the intellectual option and institutional power to tell the story and to classify events according to a ranking of human lives; that is, according to a racist classification.5
Democracy Good

DPT creates violent policy – negatives outweigh any theoretical gains

Smith ’11 (Tony, Cornelia M. Jackson Prof. of Politics Science @ Tufts U., “Democratic Peace Theory: From Promising Theory to Dangerous Practice” International Relations, Vol. 25.2, pp. 151-156)

Its virtues recognized, the utility of DPT in the study of international relations is nevertheless easily outweighed by its flaws in construction and what have turned out to be its destructive policy consequences. In conceptual terms, the chief failure of DPT is that it does not acknowledge the role of a hegemonic leader in creating, protecting and expanding the zone of democratic peace. The neglect is not the result of inadvertence but instead represents the self-conscious effort by neo-Wilsonians to step forth with a self- sufficient set of concepts to explain world events. Given this ambition, to take the hegemon’s role seriously would necessarily be to credit Realism with an explanatory role in the democratic peace that liberals want to avoid in their quest for theoretical purity. To adulterate the dynamic of the zone of democratic peace by hitching it to the calculations of such a leader is to mix Kant with Hobbes in a way that a theory bidding for primacy in the explanation of world affairs cannot tolerate. The Russett and Oneal volume cited earlier is an excellent illustration of this thinking. To read their explanation of the democratic peace is to see a virtuous circle energized by three forces: democratic governments (the primary engine), open, integrated markets, and multilateralism. The resulting magnetic attraction among peoples possessed of these characteristics is such that leadership, thanks to a dominant liberal state, is by definition unnecessary for the pacific union to be created, to protect itself, or to expand. Accordingly, the historic role of the United States in creating the voluntary union of market democra- cies receives virtually no attention in their analysis. When hegemony is mentioned, it is contrasted to a liberal explanation of a stable collection of states, but not considered as an aspect either historically or conceptually of the democratic peace. The reasons for this obviously flawed analysis are evident in reading Andrew Moravcsik’s explanation of what liberalism (or any other construct of the logic of world affairs) requires for it to be possessed of a coherent and powerful theoretical base. To put it summarily, to be worthy of being called a theory a group of concepts must be demon- strated to be congruently reinforcing, empirically valid, and uniquely insightful. DPT passes muster. The logic it posits for the behavior of democratic governments, integrated economies and multilateral institutions is indeed synergistically coherent; several studies have empirically validated the peace among democracies; and the special attention this line of reasoning draws to the character of democratic states and coalitions provides important tools of historical understanding. Should a liberal Leviathan be introduced into the equation, however, the conceptual congruence would not be self-contained (to repeat, hegemonic leadership is a Realist variable), and liberalism as a theory would not be ter- ribly impressive, but instead could be reduced to being no more than a variant of Realism. Seen from this perspective, the kind of speculation that John Rawls indulged in concern- ing the possibility of creating a ‘realistic utopia’ in 1999 – conjectures on his part based, astonishingly enough, completely on DPT – would necessarily have to be judged as hav- ing clay feet theoretically. This conceptual flaw at the heart of DPT nonetheless contributed to its attractiveness as a focus of policy for the simple reason that it promised a world order of stable peace if eventually market democracies controlled international politics, without necessarily making reference to the role of the United States in such an undertaking. Thus a utopian illusion worked to blind many liberals to the self-interested actions taken by Washington to increase its power in global affairs after 1991 by persuading them that whatever was good for the United States was also good for world order. Here the repeated assertions of President Woodrow Wilson between 1913 and 1921 that the United States was ‘disinterested’ in the positions it took for settling the world’s conflicts could receive pseudo-scientific verification. The irony in this was that just as the communist article of faith that the expansion of its form of state and social organization would create international peace, freedom and justice was being shown to be the illusion it always was, American liberals could begin to entertain much the same chimera about what the expansion of democratic government and open market practices could promise for the human condition. The confidence was partly due to the sense of triumphant patriotism these scholars had in the wake of the Cold War, as well as their expectations that were liberalism to be adopted as the framework of American foreign policy their own professional careers would be furthered. But another reason their thinking bore a similarity to the self-confident, self-righteousness of communism is also apparent: by the 1990s liberalism had come of age in the sense that it had developed a logically coherent, empirically validated, and philosophical justified ideology equal to what Marxism-Leninism had once possessed – both in the strength of the political commitment it could elicit and in the political mistakes it could commit. Essential to this achievement was DPT. The political attractiveness of DPT in the aftermath of the Cold War was too tempting for many not to be seduced by it. As the world’s sole superpower, the United States needed a framework for policy to replace the containment doctrine that had been its main guide since the late 1940s. By 1993, President Bill Clinton’s administration had settled on the ‘enlargement and engagement’ of the ‘free market democracies’ as the words that summed up the beacon it would follow. DPT was necessarily the conceptual underpinning of such a bold course of action. Of course the translation of theory into practice does not necessarily follow a clear-cut path; the Clinton administration did not undertake the democratic transformation of the Middle East with the determination that the administration of President George W. Bush seized the mission after the attack of 9/11. It was nonetheless indispensable to the emergence of the United States as an expanding world power after the collapse of the Soviet Union that it should have a high- octane doctrine such as DPT in order to justify not only its hegemonic, but also its impe- rial, intentions. A myriad of motives underlay the invasion of Iraq in 2003, but they all could be conveniently camouflaged by a neo-Wilsonian doctrine that asserted that what was in pursuit of American national security was nothing less than measures taken to secure a global order of peace and freedom. Such an explanation was as old as Wilson’s presidency from 1913 to 1921, but it acquired a far more highly polished ideological veneer with the development of DPT.4 To be sure, DPT alone was not adequate to fuel the frankly imperialist mode of American policy after George W. Bush took office in 2001. As an explanation of the logic of international relations, DPT could only posit the emergence of a world of peace and freedom should democracy and markets expand worldwide; it could not say either how likely such a development was to occur, nor how best to operationalize the under- taking. To the rescue came other liberal thinkers whose ideas for a transition from author- itarian to democratic politics offered reassurance that the world was ready for the dawning of a new day, and yet others who could reformulate the definition of sovereignty for the twenty-first century in such a way that a Just War doctrine to attack non- democratic states could be put at the service of a crusade for democracy promotion. The true believers as to the bona fides of DPT. For to some these wars remained justified, however badly bungled they had been; in better hands their goals might have been attained and could still. Moreover, Iraq did not prove DPT to be wrong so much as it showed that arguments about the ease of a democratic transition were quite mistaken. Proponents of a Wilsonian agenda could simply point out, therefore, that they had never said that the world’s democratization would be an easy business, only that if it succeeded global peace would follow. As a result, whatever the objection of skeptics who might dwell on the flaws in the reasoning of DPT and the way they camouflaged the self-interest of American power, this set of ideas could remain inviolate to those still possessed of its terms. In these circumstances, the breakdown of the American economy in late 2008, followed by the terrible economic crises in the European Union beginning a year later, revealed even more clearly than the Iraq War the intellectual shallowness and political danger of taking DPT too uncritically to heart. For an integral part of the liberal argument since its inception was that open, integrated markets would promote not only general prosperity but also democratic government and peace among peoples. However, the breakdown of the ‘Washington Consensus’, holding that economic privatization, deregulation and openness served the interests of all who participated in the process, demonstrated that not enough sovereignty had been pooled, not enough political guidance had been formulated, for the zone of democratic peace to maintain its stability and its unity. In economics as in politics, the failures of the liberal Leviathan mattered fundamen- tally. By the end of 2010, with Afghanistan added to Iraq as a military setback, and with the liberal underpinnings of the world economic order in serious doubt (the structure of the EU and the strength of the American government relative to corporate interests both in question, a rise in state regulation, ownership and protectionism possible) – and these debacles almost exclusively the fault of policies promoted by the United States – the entire edifice of a liberal world was in question. Between 2003 and 2010 the American- sponsored liberal order that had brought low Soviet communism in 1991 appeared effec- tively to have engineered its own self-destruction. Yet, given the economic and political interests now sewn together by a heavy fabric of arguments, values and institutions, lib- eralism continued to hold sway. Would the free market democracies find the wisdom and resolve to bind their wounds and work together to move beyond a decade of woes and rebuff those who talked of the decline of the West? Much depended on how the liberal Leviathan managed the strength it still possessed to deal with challenges that were very much of its own making. The promise of DPT may have been betrayed in practice, but the question nonetheless remained of its ability to reformulate its basic premises on the basis of a clearer understanding of how its objectives should be pursued and so move forward for the common good.

This also converts politics to fear production, kills VTL and turns the case
Debrix & Barder ’12 (François, and Alexander, Beyond Biopolitics: Theory, violence, and horror in world politics, pp. 66)

Among other things, what Dillon's thought on emergent living/being indicates is that it is time to push Foucault's thought on the biopolitical production of fear much further, perhaps beyond its biopolitical confines. For when we (and others) intimate the presence of a biopolitical productivity of fear or terror today, what we are pointing to is the existence of a fear of fear itself, or of a fear of being fearful. Docile and normalized bodies of biopolitical and governmentality regimes are not just afraid of not being able to live their normal life, as we hinted at above. They are also to be seen as emergent living forms that are designed to fear being afraid of living a life that has fear/terror as its vital impulse but also that are incapable of escaping such a terror. This is yet another dimension of the horror that awaits emergent “living things” as they are fixed or frozen by a fear of being afraid that, once again, allows them to be anticipatory and on the qui vive, but also prevents them from moving away from such a condition (here, we can recall Cavarero's useful distinction between terror and its capacity to put bodies in motion and horror and its paralyzing effects, as we mentioned in the “Introduction”). As we saw with the “swine flu” case, emergent humans fear being afraid not so much of the spreading disease and its social and physiological effects. Rather, they fear the terror that the disease (or any other danger) comes to represent. But this fear of the terror itself is unavoidable and, in a way, desirable or required for emergent life. By treating the pandemic (or the weather catastrophe, or the terrorist attack, or the nuclear scare, and so on) no longer as a possible natural or man-made disaster but as terror itself, a terror that, as Cavarero has argued, envelops one in fear but also opens up the door for horrific violence, 78 emergent living things deprive themselves of any possible solution or any resistant technology of living or being human that, perhaps, could tackle the problem that is said to be at the source of the terror (the so-called danger, although one should wonder whether such a danger matters at all as any encounter or circumstance in the life of emergent beings appears to be amenable to being the next terror). 79 Instead, the only way for emergent living things to deal with the impending doom is to fear more and more, that is to say, to produce more and more terror situations that will end up proliferating even more self-monitoring, self-carceralizing, and self-effacing techniques and dispositifs that, in turn, will confirm that they indeed had good reasons to be fearful in the first place. For today's emergent humanity, there is indeed nothing to fear but fear itself.
