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[bookmark: _GoBack]Framework the aff should get to defend the plan vs. a competitive alternative – that is good 
a. Predictability – the resolution mandates the aff defend an action taken by the United States – anything else moots the 1AC and makes it unpredictable – the 2AC has to start the debate over which drastically privileges the neg
b. Education – education about government action is critical to effective pragmatism – specifically – education about global warming policy is critical to effective public deliberation – the debate about warming science and political responses is key to prevent conservative cooption – that’s Hanson

c. Prioritizing ontology and epistemology over specific policy formulations paralyzes problem solving measures ensuring short-term annihilation
David Owen Millennium Journale of international studies 2002 “Re-Orientation Internatioal Relations:  On Pragmatism, Pluralism and Practical Reasoning” 
Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitments. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theoryto recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulatesthe idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.

Extinction is bad – There is no coming back from that – everything is contingent on survival whether it be value to life or any sort of ideology – there is no coming back from extinction – this means it’s try or die for the aff – That’s Bostrom

And more evidence – death ontologically destroys the subject and prevents any alternative way of knowing the world 
Paterson 3 [Department of Philosophy, Providence College, Rhode Island Craig, “A Life Not Worth Living?”, Studies in Christian Ethics, http://sce.sagepub.com]

Contrary to those accounts, I would argue that it is death per se  that is really the objective evil for us, not because it deprives us of  a prospective future of overall good judged better than the alter-  native of non-being. It cannot be about harm to a former person  who has ceased to exist, for no person actually suffers from the  sub-sequent non-participation. Rather, death in itself is an evil to us  because it ontologically destroys the current existent subject — it is  the ultimate in metaphysical lightening strikes.80 The evil of death  is truly an ontological evil borne by the person who already exists,  independently of calculations about better or worse possible lives.  Such an evil need not be consciously experienced in order to be an  evil for the kind of being a human person is. Death is an evil because  of the change in kind it brings about, a change that is destructive of  the type of entity that we essentially are. Anything, whether caused  naturally or caused by human intervention (intentional or unin-  tentional) that drastically interferes in the process of maintaining the  person in existence is an	 objective evil for the person. What is crucially  at stake here, and is dialectically supportive of the self-evidency of  the basic good of human life, is that death is a radical interference  with the current life process of the kind of being that we are. In  consequence, death itself can be credibly thought of as a ‘primitive  evil’ for all persons, regardless of the extent to which they are  currently or prospectively capable of participating in a full array of  the goods of life.81  In conclusion, concerning willed human actions, it is justifiable to  state that any intentional rejection of human life itself cannot therefore  be warranted since it is an expression of an ultimate disvalue for the  subject, namely, the destruction of the present person; a radical  ontological good that we cannot begin to weigh objectively against  the travails of life in a rational manner. To deal with the sources of  disvalue (pain, suffering, etc.) we should not seek to irrationally  destroy the person, the very source and condition of all human  possibility.82 

Inherent equality of all beings requires utilitarianism
Cumminsky, 1996 (David, Associate Professor of Philosophy at Bates College and Ph.D. from UM, “Kantian Consequentialism”, p. 145-146)
In the next section, I will defend this interpretation of the duty of beneficence. For the sake of argument, however, let us first simply assume that beneficence does not require significant self-sacrifice and see what follows. Although Kant is unclear on this point, we will assume that significant self-sacrifices are supererogatory.11 Thus, if I must harm one in order to save many, the individual whom I will harm by my action is not morally required to affirm the action. On the other hand, I have a duty to do all that I can for those in need. As a consequence I am faced with a dilemma: If I act, I harm a person in a way that a rational being need not consent to; if I fail to act, then I do not do my duty to those in need and thereby fail to promote an objective end. Faced with such a choice, which horn of the dilemma is more consistent with the formula of the end-in-itself? We must not obscure the issue by characterizing this type of case as the sacrifice of individuals for some abstract "social entity." It is not a question of some persons having to bear the cost for some elusive "overall social good." Instead, the question is whether some persons must bear the inescapable cost for the sake of other persons. Robert Nozick, for example, argues that "to use a person in this way does not sufficiently respect and take account of the fact that he is a separate person, that his is the only life he has."12 But why is this not equally true of all those whom we do not save through our failure to act? By emphasizing solely the one who must bear the cost if we act, we fail to sufficiently respect and take account of the many other separate persons, each with only one life, who will bear the cost of our inaction. In such a situation, what would a conscientious Kantian agent, an agent motivated by the unconditional value of rational beings, choose? A morally good agent recognizes that the basis of all particular duties is the principle that "rational nature exists as an end in itself" (GMM 429). Rational nature as such is the supreme objective end of all conduct. If one truly believes that all rational beings have an equal value, then the rational solution to such a dilemma involves maximally promoting the lives and liberties of as many rational beings as possible (chapter 5). In order to avoid this conclusion, the non-consequentialist Kantian needs to justify agent-centered constraints. As we saw in chapter 1, however, even most Kantian deontologists recognize that agent-centered constraints require a non-value-based rationale. But we have seen that Kant's normative theory is based on an unconditionally valuable end. How can a concern for the value of rational beings lead to a refusal to sacrifice rational beings even when this would prevent other more extensive losses of rational beings? If the moral law is based on the value of rational beings and their ends, then what is the rationale for prohibiting a moral agent from maximally promoting these two tiers of value? If I sacrifice some for the sake of others, I do not use them arbitrarily, and I do not deny the unconditional value of rational beings. Persons may have "dignity, that is, an unconditional and incomparable worth" that transcends any market value (GMM 436), but persons also have a fundamental equality that dictates that some must sometimes give way for the sake of others (chapters 5 and 7). The concept of the end-in-itself does not support the view that we may never force another to bear some cost in order to benefit others. If one focuses on the equal value of all rational beings, then equal consideration suggests that one may have to sacrifice some to save many.

Predictions are necessary – even if they could be wrong, scenario planning helps reduce uncertainty and the alternative is policy paralysis
Whitt, 2009 (Richard, Washington Telecom and Media Counsel at Google, “Adaptive Policymaking: Evolving and Applying Emergent Solutions for U.S. Communications Policy”, Federal Communications Law Journal, vol. 61, issue 3, Questia)
Emergence Economics tells us that prognostication and planning are difficult, if not impossible, to get right. The inevitable personal limitations of information, perception, and cognition, coupled with a dynamic and unpredictable environment, makes failure far more common than success. Attempting long-range planning can also clash with the adaptive principle of making contextual, evidence-based decisions. Still, appreciating this reality should not lead to decisional paralysis. Those making public policy must do what they can to peer into the fog and discern some patterns that can help shape analysis. There are a number of possible ways to project into the present and future, using a mix of reason and imagination, to solve problems. I will briefly touch on three that are based more on policy option scenarios rather than outfight predictions. Peter Schwartz has devised what he calls "the art of the long view," which is premised on developing and using scenarios to help cabin uncertainty and improve decision making. (332) This multi-stage process involves (1) identifying a focal decision, (2) listing the key factors influencing the success or failure of that decision, (3) listing the driving forces (social, economic, political, environmental, and technological) that influence the key factors, (4) ranking the key factors and driving forces based on relative importance and degree of uncertainty, (5) selecting the potential scenarios along a matrix, (6) fleshing out the scenarios, (7) assessing the implications, and (8) selecting leading indicators and signposts. (333) An important takeaway here is that the use of scenarios can help identify the various environmental forces that can affect implementation of a policy decision, reducing to some degree the uncertainty that otherwise surrounds that process. Closer to the near-term, Richard Ogle talks about utilizing "the idea-spaces of the extended mind," which he identifies as including qualities like imagination, intuition, and insight. (334) As Ogle sees it, reason proceeds cautiously and looks backward, while the imagination and its allied capacities look more boldly forward. (335) More specifically, the Cartesian model of thinking is based on continuity, because logical and probabilistic reasoning cannot abide gaps. (336) By contrast, creative breakthroughs typically involve leaps into the unknown. (337) Because the imagination is the mind's supreme faculty for dealing with the future, and it reaches places where reason cannot go, Ogle suggests ways to harness the imagination to improve one's decision-making abilities. (338) As Ogle quotes Einstein, "Logic will get you from A to B, imagination will take you everywhere." (339) Finally, Thomas Homer-Dixon argues for the necessity to develop a "prospective mind ... comfortable with constant change, radical surprise, and even breakdown." (340) He sees each of these as inevitable features of our world, requiring us constantly to anticipate a wide variety of futures. "We need to exercise our imaginations so that we can challenge the unchallengeable and conceive the inconceivable." (341) He also argues: "Precise prediction is impossible because our complex and nonlinear world is full of unknown unknowns--things we do not know that we do not know." (342) But a mind open to numerous possibilities is better equipped to anticipate and deal with change than a mind closed off to such possibilities.

The ethical practice of prediction and prevention builds communal ties and energizes a citizen base capable of pressuring for real solutions to prevent extinction
Fuyuki Kurasawa Constellations Volume 11, No 4, 2004 Cautionary Tales: The Global Culture of Prevention and the Work of Foresight

Rather than bemoaning the contemporary preeminence of a dystopian imaginary, I am claiming that it can enable a novel form of transnational socio-political action, a manifestation of globalization from below that can be termed preventive foresight. We should not reduce the latter to a formal principle regulating international relations or an ensemble of policy prescriptions for official players on the world stage, since it is, just as significantly, a mode of ethico-political practice enacted by participants in the emerging realm of global civil society. In other words, what I want to underscore is the work of farsightedness, the social processes through which civic associations are simultaneously constituting and putting into practice a sense of responsibility for the future by attempting to prevent global catastrophes. Although the labor of preventive foresight takes place in varying political and socio-cultural settings – and with different degrees of institutional support and access to symbolic and material resources – it is underpinned by three distinctive features: dialogism, publicity, and transnationalism. In the first instance, preventive foresight is an intersubjective or dialogical process of address, recognition, and response between two parties in global civil society: the ‘warners,’ who anticipate and send out word of possible perils, and the audiences being warned, those who heed their interlocutors’ messages by demanding that governments and/or international organizations take measures to steer away from disaster. Secondly, the work of farsightedness derives its effectiveness and legitimacy from public debate and deliberation. This is not to say that a fully fledged global public sphere is already in existence, since transnational “strong publics” with decisional power in the formal-institutional realm are currently embryonic at best. Rather, in this context, publicity signifies that “weak publics” with distinct yet occasionally overlapping constituencies are coalescing around struggles to avoid specific global catastrophes.4 Hence, despite having little direct decision-making capacity, the environmental and peace movements, humanitarian NGOs, and other similar globally-oriented civic associations are becoming significant actors involved in public opinion formation. Groups like these are active in disseminating information and alerting citizens about looming catastrophes, lobbying states and multilateral organizations from the ‘inside’ and pressuring them from the ‘outside,’ as well as fostering public participation in debates about the future. This brings us to the transnational character of preventive foresight, which is most explicit in the now commonplace observation that we live in an interdependent world because of the globalization of the perils that humankind faces (nuclear annihilation, global warming, terrorism, genocide, AIDS and SARS epidemics, and so on); individuals and groups from far-flung parts of the planet are being brought together into “risk communities” that transcend geographical borders.5 Moreover, due to dense media and information flows, knowledge of impeding catastrophes can instantaneously reach the four corners of the earth – sometimes well before individuals in one place experience the actual consequences of a crisis originating in another. My contention is that civic associations are engaging in dialogical, public, and transnational forms of ethico-political action that contribute to the creation of a fledgling global civil society existing ‘below’ the official and institutionalized architecture of international relations.6 The work of preventive foresight consists of forging ties between citizens; participating in the circulation of flows of claims, images, and information across borders; promoting an ethos of farsighted cosmopolitanism; and forming and mobilizing weak publics that debate and struggle against possible catastrophes. Over the past few decades, states and international organizations have frequently been content to follow the lead of globally-minded civil society actors, who have been instrumental in placing on the public agenda a host of pivotal issues (such as nuclear war, ecological pollution, species extinction, genetic engineering, and mass human rights violations). To my mind, this strongly indicates that if prevention of global crises is to eventually rival the assertion of short-term and narrowly defined rationales (national interest, profit, bureaucratic self-preservation, etc.), weak publics must begin by convincing or compelling official representatives and multilateral organizations to act differently; only then will farsightedness be in a position to ‘move up’ and become institutionalized via strong publics.7 Since the global culture of prevention remains a work in progress, the argument presented in this paper is poised between empirical and normative dimensions of analysis. It proposes a theory of the practice of preventive foresight based upon already existing struggles and discourses, at the same time as it advocates the adoption of certain principles that would substantively thicken and assist in the realization of a sense of responsibility for the future of humankind. I will thereby proceed in four steps, beginning with a consideration of the shifting socio-political and cultural climate that is giving rise to farsightedness today (I). I will then contend that the development of a public aptitude for early warning about global cataclysms can overcome flawed conceptions of the future’s essential inscrutability (II). From this will follow the claim that an ethos of farsighted cosmopolitanism – of solidarity that extends to future generations – can supplant the preeminence of ‘short-termism’ with the help of appeals to the public’s moral imagination and use of reason (III). In the final section of the paper, I will argue that the commitment of global civil society actors to norms of precaution and transnational justice can hone citizens’ faculty of critical judgment against abuses of the dystopian imaginary, thereby opening the way to public deliberation about the construction of an alternative world order (IV).

Turn—rejecting strategic predictions of threats makes them inevitable—decision makers will rely on preconceived conceptions of threat rather than the more qualified predictions of analysts
Fitzsimmons, 07 (Michael, Washington DC defense analyst, “The Problem of Uncertainty in Strategic Planning”, Survival, Winter 06-07, online)

But handling even this weaker form of uncertainty is still quite challeng-  ing. If not sufficiently bounded, a high degree of variability in planning factors  can exact a significant price on planning. The complexity presented by great  variability strains the cognitive abilities of even the most sophisticated decision-  makers.15 And even a robust decision-making process sensitive to cognitive  limitations necessarily sacrifices depth of analysis for breadth as variability and  complexity grows. It should follow, then, that in planning under conditions of  risk, variability in strategic calculation should be carefully tailored to available  analytic and decision processes.  Why is this important? What harm can an imbalance between complexity  and cognitive or analytic capacity in strategic planning bring? Stated simply,  where analysis is silent or inadequate, the personal beliefs of decision-makers  fill the void. As political scientist Richard Betts found in a study of strategic sur-  prise, in ‘an environment that lacks clarity, abounds with conflicting data, and  allows no time for rigorous assessment of sources and validity, ambiguity allows  intuition or wishfulness to drive interpretation ... The greater the ambiguity, the  greater the impact of preconceptions.’16 The decision-making environment that  Betts describes here is one of political-military crisis, not long-term strategic  planning. But a strategist who sees uncertainty as the central fact of his environ-  ment brings upon himself some of the pathologies of crisis decision-making.  He invites ambiguity, takes conflicting data for granted and substitutes a priori  scepticism about the validity of prediction for time pressure as a rationale for  discounting the importance of analytic rigour.  It is important not to exaggerate the extent to which data and ‘rigorous  assessment’ can illuminate strategic choices. Ambiguity is a fact of life, and  scepticism of analysis is necessary. Accordingly, the intuition and judgement of  decision-makers will always be vital to strategy, and attempting to subordinate  those factors to some formulaic, deterministic decision-making model would be  both undesirable and unrealistic. All the same, there is danger in the opposite  extreme as well. Without careful analysis of what is relatively likely and what  is relatively unlikely, what will be the possible bases for strategic choices? A  decision-maker with no faith in prediction is left with little more than a set of  worst-case scenarios and his existing beliefs about the world to confront the  choices before him. Those beliefs may be more or less well founded, but if they  are not made explicit and subject to analysis and debate regarding their application to particular strategic contexts, they remain only beliefs and premises, rather than rational judgements. Even at their best, such decisions are likely to  be poorly understood by the organisations charged with their implementation.  At their worst, such decisions may be poorly understood by the decision-makers  themselves. 

Science is good – Our Sherry evidence says that objective reality may or may not exist but we can and should make decisions based off of empirical validity and rationality – the Banning evidence says that criticism of the epistemological basis of global warming science allows conservatives to fill in and put forward their own subjective version of science to propagate oil and coal companies 

The criticism of objectivity encourages epistemological pluralism – this is seized on by conservatives to justify and project their radical ideologies
Sherry 96 – Professor of Civil Rights and Civil Liberties Law and the University of Minnesota (Suzanna, Georgetown Law Journal, “The Sleep of Reason,” February 1996, 84 Geo. L.J. 453
[bookmark: r6][bookmark: r7][bookmark: r8][bookmark: r9][bookmark: PAGE_455_8513]We all know the Enlightenment story, but this article recounts -- and criticizes -- the rather surprising ending that is currently in vogue. Once upon a time, reason replaced faith as the guiding epistemology. In response, religion became largely rational itself, questioning the sharp distinction between faith and reason. n6 Despite occasional upsurges, religiosity of the traditional, pre-Enlightenment, antirational kind gradually diminished in the Western world. Originally pure and acontextual, reason eventually came to encompass pragmatism or practical reason. n7 For good or ill, the reason and empiricism of the Enlightenment -- modified and expanded by later thinkers -- reigned supreme. Occasional critics were discounted as primitive, naive, or uneducated, and rarely gained a foothold in universities. n8The first ripple in this once uncontroversial ending came from French postmodernists, whose ideas were quickly adopted in the 1980s by legal academics on the left. Critical legal scholars, radical feminists, critical race theorists, and gay and lesbian theorists n9 began to attribute the Enlightenment epistemology to powerful straight white men, to suggest that others might have different and equally valid epistemologies, and to argue for a sort of epistemological pluralism. This approach has more recently been adopted by conservative scholars arguing that we ought to afford religion a more central place in our politics and culture. Enlightenment reason, they suggest, is just one of a number of alternative epistemologies, and there is no justification for privileging it over religious ways of knowing such as faith and revelation.Nor is this all merely abstract philosophical speculation: both the radicals and  [*455]  the religionists use their critique of the Enlightenment to advocate very real legal change. Questions of epistemology are thus made central to issues of public policy, and the question becomes what sort of epistemology we should use in governance. After first describing the surprising congruence between the left and the right, I will suggest in this article that our history, the basic structure of our government, and serious practical considerations all point to Enlightenment epistemology as the one best suited for public governance.

Their bias arguments make no sense – our Mueller evidence is written by a former climate skeptic who attempted to explain global warming Data any other way – seems to answer their skeptics arguments 

Science isn’t a dogmatic or fixed thought – it continually FALSIFIES itself – it’s the MOST ACCURATE system of knowledge we have
Pease, 92 – Prof @ Vermont Law School, B.A. degree in biology and M.S. degree in system science UCLA, Ph.D. in evolutionary biology from UChicago, former postdoctoral fellow at the Weizmann Institute of Science in Israel (Craig M., April, “Is science logical? includes related article on model comparison; Thinking of Biology” BioScience lexis)
How scientists use models. Models codify knowledge about nature and are used by scientists to generate falsifiable hypotheses about nature. Every model consists of a set of predicates (statements that are taken as given) along with one or more deductions (statements that follow logically from those predicates). Deductions thus have the same status in science that theorems have in mathematics: both must be logical consequences of their predicates, and both may be formally proved. The label theoretician is often applied to a scientist who specializes in inferring deductions from predicates, typically in the context of mathematical or computer models. Although the application of these concepts to abstract models is straightforward, their application to empirical models may require some explanation. The predicates of an empirical model are the initial conditions under which the experiment was performed or the observation made (the species, cell, or molecule and its environment at the time of the experiment), whereas data are the deductions of empirical models. Just as the deductions of an abstract model are derived logically from its predicates, so the data collected from a particular experiment are derived naturally from its initial conditions. In our definition, predicates and deductions are properties of the model itself. By contrast, assumptions and hypotheses arise when a scientist extrapolates the predicates and deductions to nature. Thus, a predicate becomes an assumption and a deduction becomes a hypothesis when it is asserted to apply to nature (Figure 2). It is important that, whereas it is possible to prove that a deduction follows logically from the predicates of a model, it is never possible to prove that a hypothesis is correct about nature. We may test a hypothesis and decide to retain it, but in no way does this decision imply that the hypothesis has been proved. These concepts again apply to empirical models. An empirical model is a set of observations intended for extrapolation to experimental replicates or further observations of nature. The deductions of an empirical model (its data) become hypotheses when they are applied to new settings. Both abstract and empirical models are false. Even though models are the basis for science's explanations of nature, all scientifically useful models are known to be false before ever being tested with data (e.g., Cartwright 1983, Wimsatt, 1987). Put in a slightly different way, all models are known to be incomplete descriptions of nature. In understanding why all models are inevitably false, it is useful to distinguish between two types of assumptions models make. First, scientists explicitly assume that the assumptions of a model hold for nature. Explicit assumptions are often manifestly false because they are deliberate simplifications introduced for logistic or analytic tractability. Second, because nature is so complex, there are countless, unmeasured physical and biotic variables affecting every circumstance (e.g., gravitational fields, electromagnetic fields, light, temperature, humidity, atmospheric pressure, and environmental contaminants), so, for tractability, models ignore the overwhelming majority of such apparently unimportant variables; in so doing, a model implicitly assumes that those variables have no effect on the outcome. Of course, some of these ignored variables undoubtedly influence the result at some level, thereby introducing false assumptions. Consider the falsity of the Hardy-Weinberg model introduced above. This model explicitly assumes strict random mating, infinite population size, strict random assortment of alleles from heterozygotes, and many other obviously false characterizations of populations (Figure 3). It also implicitly ignores known details of DNA structure and behavior such as recombination within genes. Though these assumptions are deliberate falsifications, they make the problem analytically tractable, and they have the merit that no conceivable alternative set of assumptions would be universally applicable. Just as abstract models are inevitably based on false assumptions, empirical models are also false. Extrapolating the results of an experiment to a different setting requires that obvious differences between the original experimental setting and the new setting be overlooked. Thus, empirical models are inevitably incorrect when applied to novel situations. Consider a laboratory Drosophila population that serves as a model of genetics or population dynamics for natural populations. There are obviously numerous differences between the lab and the field in such metrics as photoperiod, nutrition, temperature, humidity, light, and population density, and there are obviously substantial genetic differences between Drosophila and other organisms to which scientists might want to extrapolate their results. If falsifying an assumption of a model were to always render the model useless, a single difference between the laboratory Drosophila population and the situation to which it is extrapolated would be sufficient to invalidate the use of Drosophila to study genetics. At the extreme, we could not even extrapolate the results of one experiment to the next. In our empirical model of blood donors in New York City, the donors in 1991 would not be exactly the same donors as in 1992 or another year, hence the model is a false description of new situations. How science is illogical. Scientists do not accept or reject models according to the criterion of whether the model is a fully correct description of nature. The criterion of logic would require us to discard a model as soon as it was found to be at variance with nature in any way whatsoever, just as logic dictates that a mathematical theorem be fully consistent with its predicates. All models fail by this criterion, and, if it was the only criterion of success scientists used, science would never progress. Instead, scientists use other criteria for evaluating models, and there are a multiplicity of such criteria. These criteria are chosen according to the scientists' goals. Dynamics: feedback and self-correction If all models are false, how does science work? How can scientists proceed from one false description of nature to another false description and regard this change as progress (Medawar 1965)? The answer is perhaps best introduced with an analogy--that of a writer preparing a manuscript. The first draft may be little more than an outline of ideas, with subsequent drafts fleshing out the manuscript in progressively greater detail. At times, major sections may be deleted or completely rewritten. No draft is perfect, but the overall trend is that the manuscript converges toward the writer's mental image of what is desired. Science also progresses in steps of successive improvement, whereby alternative models and hypotheses are evaluated according to the scientist's goals, and the better models are retained and the poorer ones rejected. Even if a complete understanding of nature is never achieved, the process can continue to increase our understanding of natural phenomena. However, there is one additional step in this protocol that is not apparent from the writer analogy. Models are evaluated according to the success of their hypotheses (Figure 4). All models are false in some respects, but a hypothesis derived from a model may not be obviously false, because hypotheses address much narrower dimensions of nature than the models from which they are derived. So a hypothesis is the model's proxy for deciding whether the model is to be retained or rejected. The more abstract picture is thus that science incorporates a self-correcting feedback mechanism in which models are continually tested based on their hypotheses (Sparks 1981). As a model is found to be wanting because its hypotheses are rejected, successors that attempt to improve on it are proposed and evaluated. As improvements are discovered, the cycle is repeated. Scientists continually weed out models with poor explanatory power in favor of those with greater explanatory power, so that progress toward the goal is ensured regardless of which goal is chosen. This self-correcting process, which is so fundamental to the scientific method, is one of the more salient features that distinguishes science from many other social institutions. Government agencies are rarely established with any effective program of evaluation and self-correction, despite the fact that they are usually established with some ostensible goal. Politicians and lawyers often adopt and then defend a position against all comers, rather than dynamically evaluating the evidence for and against alternative hypotheses. Falsifiable hypotheses. This perspective helps explains the heavy emphasis science places on the falsifiability of hypotheses (Platt 1964, Popper 1963). A falsifiable hypothesis has the property that it is possible to conceive of empirical results that, if observed, would call for rejection of that hypothesis. Falsifiability is essential to progress, for it is only through the repeated turnover of hypotheses that improvements in understanding can continue--a hypothesis that was not falsifiable could never be overturned, whether false or not. Goals and feedback. For feedback to be effective, the goals of science must be sufficiently well defined so that models can be evaluated against them. As a simple analogy to illustrate this point, consider the problems inherent in regulating the temperature of a house whose occupants cannot agree on the desired temperature. Although the choice of scientific goals and standards of success is critical to science, it is also a fairly obscure dimension of the scientific method. Goals A scientist evaluates a model by comparing its hypotheses to nature. Nature is therefore involved in the evaluation of scientific success, and the scientist is not free to choose an entirely arbitrary set of criteria. Yet, despite the use of nature as the final arbitrator, the evaluation of scientific success is partially subjective. All models are known to be false, and because there are countless aspects of any phenomenon that will remain unexplained by any model, the scientist must choose what is to be explained and what is to be ignored--for what the model is to be held accountable. Returning to the literature analogy, a writer's goal is some mental image, and each draft of the composition is evaluated by comparing it to that image. The goal, as well as the various criteria for success, may be entirely subjective and arbitrary (rather than partially subjective, as in science), conjured up by the author's imagination. To illustrate some of the arbitrary choices that must be made in choosing scientific goals, consider the Hardy-Weinberg model. Although this model predicts the equilibrium proportions of genotype frequencies as a function of allele frequencies, it also predicts that genotype frequencies do not change through time (i.e., evolution does not occur). The first hypothesis has been tested against data many times, whereas the second is generally dismissed as being outside the scope of the model--the model's predicates do not admit any of the major mechanisms of evolution, so it is not intended to provide even the most rudimentary description of evolution. Thus, some hypotheses of the model are clearly false, even though the model are clearly false, even though the model is regarded as successful on the basis of its hypothesis of equilibrium genotype frequencies. The subjectivity in this case involves deciding whether the goal will involve evolution. The paradox of specific goals. Scientific endeavors differ in the level of specificity with which their goals are defined. Generally, applied research involves specific goals. As an example in which goals are defined narrowly, consider a chemical company with the goal of synthesizing a herbicide that is economically viable, has a short half-life, and is toxic to a limited range of taxa (e.g., is benign to animals). In other cases, however, the scientific goals are less specific. Much of basic research is motivated by the somewhat nebulous goal of understanding a phenomenon. The term understanding in this case could include any of a variety of specific goals, and, indeed, in such situations scientists often choose their goals implicitly and retrospectively. An obvious drawback to undertaking research with poorly defined goals is that the goal may be chosen to fit the data in hand. Failure to specify the goal before beginning the study allows the data gathered to influence the goal chosen, reducing the efficiency of the dynamic process whereby old, inadequate explanations are replaced by new, more accurate ones. Thus, scientists prefer prospective over retrospective tests of hypotheses. However, it would be incorrect to believe that scientists always prefer specific to ill-defined goals. There are definite advantages to undertaking research with somewhat vague goals. Identifying a goal inevitably involves choosing a model of nature, because a goal can only be specified in the context of a particular model of nature. For example, a chemical company undertakes its search within the context of existing abstract models of chemical bonding and existing information (i.e., empirical models) regarding what chemical compounds have met similar goals in other situations. The more definite the goal, the more specific the model that must underlie it, and working within the confines of a specific existing model reduces the possibility of discovering a new and better model. Paradoxically then, working toward a definite goal often conflicts with the more vague, but often more demanding, goal of discovering a model that is more general than those currently existing. The goal of generality. Even though scientists' goals are sometimes vague, an underlying thesis is that successful models must be general at some level. A model's eminence or prestige in science depends in a large part on how much it explains, hence on its generality. This generality can be manifested in an ability to extrapolate to new situations or to unify various models and observations, but, at the very least, hypotheses must withstand repeated confirmations of their success (by whatever criteria), so that they will be general enough to buffer the many unmeasured variables that change from one experimental repetition to the next. Unfortunately, the complexity of nature leads to a countless number of ways to specify generality; these choices are in part arbitrary. As regards the Hardy-Weinberg model, we discussed the need to choose between hypotheses of genotype frequencies versus hypotheses of evolutionary change. To continue with this example, note that in testing the genotype frequency predictions, we must decide whether the hypothesis applies to diploid organisms in general or only to a particular taxonomic group, and we must decide whether to exclude from the hypothesis genetic loci under strong selection or populations that have just gone through a major inbreeding bottleneck. Thus, the decisions scientists make in choosing which hypotheses of a model to test are influenced by previous empirical tests of the model. These decisions are partially arbitrary, inasmuch as the scientist must decide whether deviations due to one factor (e.g., inbreeding) should be weighed differently than deviations due to a second factor (e.g., selection). Criteria of success. Scientists use varied criteria to measure how successful models are in achieving their goals. A hypothesis is described as robust if it satisfies the scientist's criterion of success, and the word theory is used to describe a model or set of models that underlies a cohesive set of robust hypotheses. For some goals, a hypothesis might simply predict the existence of a particular phenomenon, and thus success is indicated when that phenomenon is observed. In other cases, the criterion of success is a statistic that quantifies the deviations between observations and hypotheses. Choosing a statistical test requires one to specify both a hypothesis to be tested and a class of empirical situations to which the model is extrapolated. Even after the statistical model is specified, there is an infinity of criteria of success one could potentially use, as one must arbitrarily choose a significance level. Vicarious success of models. A model does not always succeed or fail based solely on direct empirical tests of its hypotheses. Rather, in some cases a model is deemed successful in part because of connections between the model being investigated and other models that have themselves been tested. Such connections might arise either because a special case of the model has been recognized and tested previously or because the model explains a previously ad hoc assumption of an otherwise successful second model. Changing the criteria of success. The criteria of success used in tests of models are not static; rather, scientists adjust the standards to fit the state of the discipline. In the early stages of a discipline, the criteria for success of a model may be minimal. However, each success resets the standards for future successes, and the standards for success at any one time typically exceed the standards of previous times. A simple analogy is that today's electronic audio equipment is judged by more stringent criteria than were gramophones. The adjustment of criteria of success to suit the accomplishments of the discipline facilitates scientific progress but further underscores the subjectivity in choices of goals and criteria of success. The mechanisms of scientific evluation: model comparison All measures of scientific success, when reduced to their most basic element, involve comparing models. Model comparison is the method of evaluation, whether the model is tested directly against data or against abstract models. The assessment of generality overtly exploits model comparison: a model that is general is one that helps unite and explain the relationships among many other empirical and abstract models. Model comparisons are ubiquitous in science. These methods have been given different names, depending on the combination of empirical and abstract models being compared and the nature of the comparison. The methods of comparison include hypothesis testing, experimental replications, controlled experiments, comparative biology and epidemiology, statistical models, sensitivity analyses, and analytic methods. Of course, this simple taxonomy does not capture many of the nuances of these methods, some of which are outlined in the box on page 295. One basic procedure used in comparisons is to investigate two models with different predicates. If the deduction of interest is the same regardless of the predicate, then that deduction is a candidate for becoming a robust hypothesis. If instead we find that changing the predicate alters the deduction of interest, then the predicate involved becomes a sensitive assumption, or a place to look if the model fails empirically. Either way, we gain useful information. If the test succeeds, we have a model with general predictive power, and if it fails we have identified a basis for constructing a more informative model. Before being tested, a hypothesis enjoys a neutral status; the test results can vary from being an unquestionably successful test to a complete failure. The two extremes of this spectrum correspond to robust hypotheses and sensitive assumptions. The robust hypotheses derived from a model comprise a catalog of model successes, whereas the assumptions comprise a catalog of model failures. Science and society Science has recently become less isolated and more intertwined with society. Whereas in the past much scientific debate occurred outside of the public's eye, the success of science has spurred attempts to exploit more uncertain scientific hypotheses to solve problems, with a consequence that the public has come increasingly involved in evaluating the evidence for and against specific hypotheses, a process at the heart of the scientific method itself. Public ignorance of the scientific method may now be impeding scientific progress. Conflicts between the scientific community and other social institutions have appeared, for example, in the education and recruiting of new scientists, in testing hypotheses of direct public interest, and in paying the economic costs of certain scientific projects. The challenges of religious zealots to the teachings of evolutionary biology have put biologists on the defensive, often leaving them in the awkward position of attempting to explain to the public why scientific theories differ fundamentally from religious doctrines: the essence of science is that ideas are rejected when evidence dictates, whereas the replacement of ideas is anathema to religion. Scientists' failure to convey this message has enabled the adoption of textbooks that have greatly diminished the quality of science education in secondary schools. On such topics as conservation, medical liability, government permissions to market new drugs, animal research, and global warming, the testing of uncertain hypotheses is increasingly occurring in public forums such as the media and courts. In these cases, the public plays a role in evaluating the evidence for and against uncertain hypotheses. Informed decisions by the public will require that the decision makers be versed in the methods and criteria scientists use to measure progress. Some simple changes in science education would help achieve these ends. As the body of scientific knowledge has increased dramatically in response to the success of science, the science curriculum at some universities has responded by increasing the volume of subject material covered. A better or at least complementary approach would be the teaching of what science entails. Science needs to be perceived as a dynamic process in which uncertainty is inherent but quantifiable. The student needs to be prepared to address novel problems, rather than to be forced to rely on obsolete and incomplete case histories. Development of a concise model of the scientific method should be a goal of science education.

Default to falsifiable alternatives—empirical reality is the only legitimate means of taking action
Donovan, ‘4 [John, Director of the Microanalytical Facility, University of Oregon, Selections from the Post-Modernism Thread, Science vs. Postmodernism Debate, Last Updated Dec. 29, http://www.uoregon.edu/~donovan/debates/Selections%20from%20the%20Postmodernism%20thread.pdf]

This is such a ridiculous and backwards misunderstanding of how science actually functions I'm not even sure where to start. Listen, despite what your teachers may have told you, as a scientist that has seen blood on the floor, I can assure you that science thrives on challenges to authority. Every scientific theory that has been falsified is a testament to that process. On the other hand, I see that Anthro departments continue to play politics as usual without regard to empirical reality (since that's all they actually have to play with). It's actually the PoMo's that constantly appeal to the pretentious wordplay and authority of Foucault, Lacan, Derrida, etc. to suppress internal criticism and create fear. One benefit the Sokal Hoax had was to embolden many in Literature and other Humanities departments to finally speak out and say "We've been too fearful to say it, but yes, he's right- this is all a bunch of crap, and I'm glad he showed everyone the lack of academic credibility and rational scholarly standards in these so called philosophers."  PoMo likes to say that everything is "politics", but as Richard Feynman said: "For a successful technology, reality must take precedence over public relations, for Nature cannot be fooled."

We don’t link to their Animals arguments – we have not made a hierarchy claim about animals and humans – we think that extinction is bad no matter who is killed – we don’t talk for animals or put a narrative onto nature – we say that global warming kills animals, plants, trees, rocks
TURN – DEATH DRIVE - Edelman’s conception of queerness opens the door to destruction of children
Hardie, ‘6 – Professor and Lecturer in English Literature Studies at the University of Sydney, ‘6 [Dr. Melissa, 9-3, blogs.usyd.edu.au/theorycluster/2006/09/lee_edelmans_no_future_queer_t.html] 
Many queer people want to breed – and this isn't simply because of their indoctrination into an existing political order. In fact, I would say that queer men have a particular proclivity to parenthood, just because they often (though by no means always) possess certain effeminate traits which enable those maternal qualities which, in the heterosexual world are often (though by no means always) stronger, or at least more primal, than paternal ones. This explains why an inordinate number of queer men end up in positions such as teaching, nursing etc. However, leaving aside the personal/political problem, and addressing Edelman's text on a purely political level (or, alternatively, his central connection between queer people and anti-reproductivity as a purely figurative image), problems remain. There is a fine line between renouncing children and destroying children – and Edelman chooses texts which blur this line, most notably Alfred Hitchcock's The Birds. Read in the wrong way – or even read in a manner slightly different from that which Edelman has intended (in a word, read with the same provisional disregard for established authorial intention that he shows for the texts he critiques) – Edelman figuratively equates queerness with the destruction of children. This is extremely unfortunate, given the popular equation of queerness and paedophilia. 

Turn - (A) Embracing absolute negative queerness rejects all identity 
Fontenot, ‘7 – Professor of Literature at UC-Santa Barbara, ‘6 [Andrea, MFS Modern Fiction Studies 52.1 (2006) 252-256, p. Muse] 
Lee Edelman's latest work continues the project began in Homographesis (1994) of tracing the confounding way that queerness is figured in representation as a structuring absence and arriving, even more pointedly this time, at the conclusion that "queerness could never constitute an authentic or substantive identity, but only a structural position determined by the imperative of figuration" (24). Edelman's contribution with No Future to this deconstructive thread of queer theory—a terrain shared by Judith Butler, Leo Bersani, and Diana Fuss among others—is a frank, unflinching, and sustained assessment of the problematic politics (or not) that such a theory figures or, perhaps more appropriately, the impossible politics that [End Page 252] such a queer figure would theorize. In the form of a bracing polemic, he argues, in short, that queer theory stands fundamentally opposed to politics, all politics. Queerness, as it is figured in cultural representation, effectively constitutes the limit of politics, by virtue of the fact that it becomes visible only when posed in opposition to the social fantasy of a reproductive future that provides the foundation to all political visions, regardless of the particular moral values of their divergent programs. Thus, Edelman insists that just as "queerness can never define an identity; it can only disturb one," so too queer theory can only disrupt politics not produce them (17). In the place of politics, Edelman offers a discourse of ethics, calling upon queer theory to resist all attempts to sanitize or valorize sexuality but insist instead on its complete, and profoundly disruptive, unintelligibility. 

(B) Viewing all identity as oppressive prevents ethical interaction with the other – this blocks sexual understanding, resulting in the totalizing belief that all identity is false – this turns the alt  
White, ’99 – Professor in the Department of Political Science at Virginia Tech, ‘99 [Stepehen, “As the World Turns: Ontology and Politics in Judith Butler,” Polity, Vol. 32, No. 2. (Winter, 1999), pp. 155-177.] 
As I said earlier, it is difficult not to sympathize here with critics who find that Butler's ontology prefigures an ethical-political world in which all identity is somehow oppressive. In short, she has no ontological figure that lends the stickiness or adhesiveness of identity anything other than a negative value. This lack ultimately stems, I think, from the problem of providing a satisfactory ontological rendering of finitude. Human being, for Butler, is becoming, potentiality, proliferation, the movement of desire to desire. Curiously, the fact that this becoming ceases at some point is of no constitutive concern. In this forgetting, Butler makes us into proliferation creatures of infinite duration. We reiterate without end. For creatures such as this, identity categories are at best grist for further proliferation. Butler mentions life and death in her discussion of the "array of `materialities' that pertain to the body, that which is signified by the domains of biology, anatomy, physiology, hormonal and chemical composition, illness, age, weight, metabolism, life and death." These `materialities' constitute a "persistent" force on human consciousness, but they are not fully identifiable, onto-logically, prior to the various "interpretive matrices" through which we always encounter them.^' In general, there is nothing implausible about this strong hermeneutical way of proceeding here. What is questionable, however, is how "life and death" are simply arrayed in a list of phenomenal "domains" like our "chemical composition" or "weight." In weak ontological terms, she has failed to give any distinctive figuration to the existential universal of finitude. What she needs is some rendering comparable to the one she gives language, when she comprehends human being as constituted through "a linguistic bearing" toward one another. This bearing is "something without which [human beings] could not be said to exist."48 A felicitous weak ontology owes us, for comparable reasons, a comparable figuration of the structure of finitude. A constitutive part of the stickiness of human beings is being stuck on a journey we never chose; we did not select its starting place and we cannot change the kind of end it will have. This end confronts us necessarily with a gap between the human and the beyond human. Finitude is, to speak like Butler, a distinctive "that which" which demands our interpretive efforts. Were Butler to have given finitude more ontological force in her account, then it would have been less easy for her to reduce identity to the status of a site for ceaseless rifting. For her, identity formations are clothes to be shed according to the purposes at hand. But if we think of the structure of finitude as a journey of limited duration, then the clothes we wear are not simply a subset of all potential attire. The crux of things here is that even the new identities I struggle into become part of that set of the only ones I will ever wear.49 Identity, in its particularity, has, accordingly, a kind of weight for human being that is poorly comprehended when understood only as oppressive. Butler's mistake here is curiously analogous to that of some orthodox liberals who find arguments about the weight of culture to be of marginal significance, because, it is asserted, the "freewheeling" disengaged self can live "in a kaleidoscope of cultures." The changing of one's culture, even when it is not a particularly free choice, is thus to be taken as a relatively costless shift.° An instructive way to highlight the significance of the insight about the weight of identity (whether sexual, familial, cultural, etc.) is to bring it to bear upon Butler's own vision of the ethos of a good political community. She emphasizes, as shown above, the central importance of the difficult and careful work of "cultural translation" across differences of identity. The crucial question to pose here is: How careful will I really be in interpretive encounters, if at heart I take the other's particular identity formations to be just so much congealed potentiality which needs to be loosened up? In a certain sense, I just won't see the point of carefulness in my engagement with the other's identity.'

Embracing Edelman’s conception of queer politics affirms the status of sinthomosexuality – this view of sexuality turns the 1AC in three ways – 

(a) FUTURISM – affirming sinthomosexuality guarantees futurity by affirming participation in future political struggles – diagnostic focus of the 1AC should be rejected
Freccero, ‘6 – professor of literature, feminist studies, and history of consciousness at the University of California, Santa Cruz, ‘6 [Carla, GLQ: A Journal of Lesbian and Gay Studies 12.2 (2006) 332-334, p. Muse] 
[bookmark: REF1]Edelman's recommendation has already occasioned much response and counterresponse; John Brenkman dubbed it "queer post-politics."1 But Edelman does not reject liberal inclusionary bids wholesale; rather, he adds an "also" to that bid that would presumably constitute the distinctive mark of a queer rather than a gay politics. Nevertheless, the driving energy of No Future is to urge queers to assume the mantle of negativity, and, as Leo Bersani perhaps best put it in his blurb for the book, one is left wondering how queers would indeed survive the gesture. So, for example, in a critique of Judith Butler's reading of Antigone as an effort to restore intelligibility, if not to Antigone then to the futures of present unlivability (102–9), Edelman asks, what if such a subject were to decline intelligibility, to embrace demeaning, to consent, sinthomosexually, "to the logic that makes it a figure for what meaning can never grasp" (107), meaning's own internal limits? The question is not answered, and to answer it would, of course, return us to futurity, to the promise of a kind of political redemption. It does leave open alternatives to futurity—the  haunted past, the contested present, circulations and returns of differential repetition—and in its almost ethical refusals to concede resembles Derrida's insistence on the inability to speak in the present for a future that is always "to come." One could, therefore, understand Edelman's argument to be about the temporal structures of our political injunctions. 
Reactions to No Future depend in part on whether it is understood to be offering a plan of action, though those eager to affirm its rhetorical force and reveling in its exquisite linguistic mastery would do well not to underestimate the deadly seriousness—and potential blindness—of its diagnostic. It is, in any case, a work with which queers and queer theorists are already contending and one to which others will be chafing to respond. 

(b) DEATH DRIVE – sinthomosexuality looks at children only from the perspective of heterosexual parents and ignores the ability to further queer politics through lesbian mothers, guaranteeing collective queer homicide 
Fontenot, ‘7 – Professor of Literature at UC-Santa Barbara, ‘6 [Andrea, MFS Modern Fiction Studies 52.1 (2006) 252-256, p. Muse] 
While sinthomosexuality lends specificity to the cultural figuring of queerness, it does so at the expense of intelligibility; like queer itself, it denotes a structural positioning rather than a stable content. Chapters 3 and 4 take up the problematic of queer visibility and intelligibility that has become central to both queer theory and queer activism in the wake of identity politics. Edelman engages at length Judith Butler's contribution to this question in Antigone's Claim where she attempts to mediate the impasse between "legitimate and recognizable" subject positions and the oblivion of non-identity by proposing a catachresistic, provisional ontology. Ultimately, Edelman rejects her bid for "new schemes of intelligibility" (qtd. on 105) in favor of a more strict Lacanian understanding of sexuality as the limit of intelligibility, as "that which marks the subject as unknowable" (qtd. on 107). Particularly in The Birds, Edelman locates the question of intelligibility in a broader question about the nature (or naturalness) of humanity: "Rather than expanding the reach of the human, as in Butler's claim for Antigone, we might, with Leonard or the birds, insist on enlarging the inhuman instead—or enlarging what, in its excess, in its unintelligibility, exposes the human itself as always misrecognized catachresis" (152). Thus, the queer is called to figure not just an antifuture, a human death, but to embody all the excess expunged to even register as human in the first place, which leaves the sinthomosexual to situate "his ethical register outside the recognizably human" (101). Edelman's acceptance of the cultural logics linking death and homosexuality may seem hard to swallow: not only does he ask us to commit political suicide, he systematically refuses the fantasy of an afterlife, of an alternative future. However bleak this may seem, Edelman's work envisions for queer theory something much more powerful than politics. In identifying the broad nexus of forces that participate in reproductive futurism, Edelman enables queer theory to be a voice of resistance to the dominant political order in a more comprehensive way than any issue or identity based politics could contain. Indeed, the challenge he puts forth is for queer theory to more effectively channel the dissonant and disruptive effect of sexuality rather than distance ourselves from it. From my perspective it is not the negativity of his theory that constitutes its weakness. Rather, it is his failure to imagine the sinthomosexual in more diverse terms and his unwillingness to recognize possibilities for allegiance with [End Page 255] others who suffer under reproductive futurism's grip on our political culture. It is not just that his examples happen to all be white middle-class childless men—something we may excuse as product of the cultural register he chooses to investigate—but that his entire imagining of the scope of the sinthomosexual is limited; his exclusive use of "he" to denote queers and sinthomosexuals alike is only one manifestation. Though he illuminates the intricate displacements and disavowals required to figure the homosexual's difference in terms of their narcissistic love of sameness (see 56–60), he nonetheless ignores the differences that exist among those positioned under the sign "homosexual." This becomes a weakness for his analysis in the section where he deconstructs Jean Baudrillard's nauseating jeremiad, "The Final Solution," a treatise against "artificial insemination" and the "global extermination" of meaning it portends (64–65). Edelman dedicates six wonderfully reasoned pages to exposing Baudrillard's outrage at the imminent vanishing of sexual difference (and thus, for Baudrillard, difference at all) as a homophobic response to the way that the possibilities of sex without reproduction and reproduction without sex reveal the always already meaninglessness of sex, even in the heterosexual pairing (60–66). What Edelman misses here, though, is an opportunity to show another face of the figure of the sinthomosexual. In Baudrillard's paranoid reaction to new technologies of reproduction ignores their possibility as allies on the frontier between the Child and children, between the future and tomorrow, it is not the gay male who is evoked but rather the lesbian mother, that most notorious beneficiary of this desexualized reproduction. Were Edelman to entertain this difference, he would find that she is figured in much the same terms as her male counterpart: imperiling both the child she would bear and the future that the Child is meant to guarantee, despite the efforts of some lesbian mothers to trade on the capital of reproductive futurism to purchase civil rights. By simply dismissing queer parents as "comrades in reproductive futurism" (19), capable only of contributing to the homophobic scapegoating of the sinthomosexual, he. Regardless of these omissions, however, Edelman has certainly articulated a new direction for queer theory, making No Future required reading both within the field and beyond.

(c) OPPRESSION – history is on our side – divorcing interest from the future of the child leads to crackdowns on children’s sexual deviance, spilling over to targeting queer sexuality
Shaw, ‘6 – Editor of rhizomes, ‘6 [Julia, “Queer Theory and the Child,” rhizomes 11/12, fall 2005/spring 2006, P. Muse] 
[bookmark: 7][bookmark: 8][bookmark: LastEdit][bookmark: 9][3] Queer theory’s treatment of children has been shaped by, as much as it has shaped, a prior critical discourse on child sexuality. Curiouser, like the writers mentioned above, borrows from and builds upon a body of work on children and sexuality that emerged, most notably, after Sigmund Freud’s ground-breaking 1905 Three Essays on the Theory of Sexuality, a revolutionary text which acknowledges, unlike previous writers, both that children are sexual and that child sexuality is a universal and normal phenomenon. (7) Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, who take psychoanalysis to task in “Becoming-Intense, Becoming-Animal, Becoming-Imperceptible…” for its oversimplification of the figure of the child (“psychoanalysts, even Jung, did not understand…they killed becoming-animal, in the adult as in the child”), offer readings of Freud’s Little Hans and James’ Maisie and Daisy that remind us of the crucial distinction between the child as someone who becomes and “the becoming itself that is a child or a girl.” (8) Addressing the relationship of psychoanalysis to the queer child, editors Natasha Hurley and Steven Bruhm trace Freud’s contributions to the literature on child sexuality and the stumbling blocks that psychoanalysis presents for queer projects. [Continued…] Curiouser includes several psychoanalytic essays that build upon and elaborate the difference identified by Deleuze and Guattari between the attributes of children and the very production of “child-ness”: Paul Kelleher’s “How to Do Things with Perversion: Psychoanalysis and the ‘Child in Danger,’” Kathryn Bond Stockton’s “Growing Sideways, or Versions of the Queer Child: The Ghost, the Homosexual, the Freudian, the Innocent, and the Interval of Animal,” and Eric Savoy’s “Theory a Tergo in The Turn of the Screw,” each of which, in its emphasis on the fundamental incoherence of the subject and the play between fantasy and reality, articulates uses of psychoanalysis for queer child studies that counters what Bruhm and Hurley refer to as “the stuck story of clinical psychology” and its general refusal to imagine child sexuality apart from the discourse of trauma (xxvi). Since Freud, we have seen important contributions to the literature on children and child sexuality such as Philippe Aries’ 1962 Centuries of Childhood: A Social History of Family Life and Foucault’s 1978 The History of Sexuality, (9) the latter of which, as the introduction to Curiouser suggests, identifies the sexual child as the crucible in which the modern homosexual was forged: “The initial policing of child sexuality…enabled the persecution of perversions that would eventually earn the sodomite his certified homosexuality” (xv). 


We have a Responsibility to respond to global warming – rich emitting countries can stave off impacts in the short term while leaving certain populations disposable and at the whim of the climate 
Nicholas Stern—Head of the British Government Economic Service—2007 (Former Head Economist for the World Bank, I.G. Patel Chair at the London School of Economics and Political Science, “The Economics of Climate Change: The Stern Review”, The report of a team commissioned by the British Government to study the economics of climate change led by Siobhan Peters, Head of G8 and International Climate Change Policy Unit, Cambridge University Press, p. 94-99)

Exposure: The geography of many developing countries leaves them especially vulnerable to climate change. Geographical exposure plays an important role in determining a country’s growth and development prospects. Many developing countries are located in tropical areas. As a result, they already endure climate extremes (such as those that accompany the monsoon and El Niño and La Niña cycles), intra and interannual variability in rainfall,3 and very high temperatures. India, for example, experienced peak temperatures of between 45°C and 49°C during the pre-monsoon months of 2003.4 Geographical conditions have been identified as important contributors to lower levels of growth in developing countries. If rainfall - that arrives only in a single season in many tropical areas - fails for example, a country will be left dry for over a year with powerful implications for their agricultural sector. This occurred in India in 2002 when the monsoon rains failed, resulting in a seasonal rainfall deficit of 19% and causing large losses of agricultural production and a drop of over 3% in India’s GDP.5 Recent analysis has led Nordhaus to conclude that “tropical geography has a substantial negative impact on output density and output per capita compared to temperate regions” .6 Sachs, similarly, argues that poor soils, the presence of pests and parasites, higher crop respiration rates due to warmer temperatures, and difficulty in water availability and control explain much of the tropical disadvantage in agriculture.7 Climate change is predicted to make these conditions even more challenging, with the range of possible physical impacts set out in Chapter 3. Even slight variations in the climate can have very large costs in developing countries as many places are close to the upper temperature tolerance of activities such as crop production. Put another way, climate change will have a disproportionately damaging impact on developing countries due, in part at least, to their location in low latitudes, the amount and variability of rainfall they receive, and the fact that they are “already too hot”.8  Sensitivity: Developing economies are very sensitive to the direct impacts of climate change given their heavy dependence on agriculture and ecosystems, rapid population growth and concentration of millions of people in slum and squatter settlements, and low health levels. Dependence on agriculture: Agriculture and related activities are crucial to many developing countries, in particular for low income or semi-subsistence economies. The rural sector contributes 21% of GDP in India, for example, rising to 39% in a country like Malawi,9 whilst 61% and 64% of people in South Asia and sub-Saharan Africa are employed in the rural sector.10 This concentration of economic activities in the rural sector – and in some cases around just a few commodities - is associated with low levels of income, as illustrated in Figure 4.2.11 The concentration of activities in one sector also limits flexibility to switch to less climate-sensitive activities such as manufacturing and services. The agricultural sector is one of the most at risk to the damaging impacts of climate change – and indeed current extreme climate variability - in developing countries, as discussed in Chapter 3.  Dependence on vulnerable ecosystems: All humans depend on the services provided by natural systems. However, environmental assets and the services they provide are especially important for poor people, ranging from the provision of subsistence products and market income, to food security and health services.1 Poor people are consequently highly sensitive to the degradation and destruction of these natural assets and systems by climate change. For example, dieback of large areas of forest – some climate models show strong drying over the Amazon if global temperature increases by more than 2°C, for example – would affect many of the one billion or more people who depend to varying degrees on forests for their livelihoods (Table 4.1).13  Population growth and rapid urbanisation: Over the next few decades, another 2-3 billion people will be added to the world’s population, virtually all of them in developing countries. 14 This will add to the existing strain on natural resources - and the social fabric - in many poor countries, and expose a greater number of people to the effects of climate change. Greater effort is required to encourage lower rates of population growth. Development on the MDG dimensions (in particular income, the education of women, and reproductive health) is the most powerful and sustainable way to approach population growth.15 Developing countries are also undergoing rapid urbanisation, and the trend is set to continue as populations grow. The number of people living in cities in developing countries is predicted to rise from 43% in 2005 to 56% by 2030.16 In Africa, for example, the 500km coast between Accra and the Niger delta will likely become a continuous urban megalopolis with more than 50 million people by 2020.17 It does not follow from this that policies to slow urbanisation are desirable. Urbanisation is closely linked to economic growth and it can provide opportunities for reducing poverty and decreasing vulnerability to climate change.18 Nonetheless, many of those migrating to cities live in poor conditions – often on marginal land – and are particularly vulnerable because of their limited access clean water, sanitation, and location in flood-prone areas. 19 In Latin America, for example, where urbanisation has gone far further than in Africa or Asia, more and more people are likely be forced to locate in cheaper, hazard prone areas such as floodplains or steep slopes.  Adaptive capacity: People will adapt to changes in the climate as far as their resources and knowledge allow. But developing countries lack the infrastructure (most notably in the area of water supply and management), financial means, and access to public services that would otherwise help them adapt. Poor water-related infrastructure and management: Developing countries are highly dependent on water – the most climate-sensitive economic resource - for their growth and development. Water is a key input to agriculture, industry, energy and transport and is essential for domestic purposes. Irrigation and effective water management will be very important in helping to reduce and manage the effects of climate change on ag riculture. 22 But many developing countries have low investment in irrigation systems, dams, and ground water. For example, Ethiopia has less than 1 % of the artificial water storage capacity per capita of North America, despite having to manage far greater hydrological variability.23 Many developing countries do not have enough water storage to manage annual water demand based on the current average seasonal rainfall cycle, as illustrated in Table 4.2. This will become an even greater bind with a future, less predictable cycle. In addition, inappropriate water pricing and subsidised electricity tariffs that encourage the excessive use of groundwater pumping (for agricultural use, for example) also increase vulnerability to changing climatic conditions. For example, 104 of Mexico’s 653 aquifers (that provide half the water consumed in the country) drain faster than they can replenish themselves, with 60% of the withdrawals being for irrigation .25 Similarly, water tables are falling in some drought-affected districts of Pakistan by up to 3 meters per year, with water now available only at depths of 200-300 meters.26 The consequences of inadequate investment in water-related infrastructure and poor management are important given that most climate change impacts are mediated through water (as discussed in Chapter 3).  Low incomes and underdeveloped financial markets: In many developing countries the capacity of poor people to withstand extreme weather events such as a drought is constrained both by low income levels and by limited access to credit, loans or insurance (in terms of access and affordability).27 These constraints are likely to become worse as wet and dry seasons become increasingly difficult to predict with climate change .28 This is often exacerbated by weak social safety nets that leave the poorest people very vulnerable to climate shocks. At the national level, many low-income countries have limited financial reserves to cushion the economy against natural disasters,29 coupled with underdeveloped financial markets and weak links to world financial markets that limit the ability to diversify risk or obtain or reallocate financial resources. Less than 1% of the total losses from natural disasters, for example, were insured in low-income countries during the period 1985 to 1999.30  Poor public services: Inadequate resources and poor governance (including corruption) often result in poor provision of public services. Early warning systems for extreme weather conditions, education programmes raising awareness of climate change, and preventive measures and control programmes for diseases spread by vectors or caused by poor nutrition are examples of public services that would help to manage and cope with the effects of climate change but receive weak support and attention in developing countries.

There is a limitation to the applicability of queer tactics and cultural dynamics – the found presence of settler colonialism is adaptive the strategies like the 1nc in a way that end up privileging the white body over perceived disposable populations like Native Americans. The alternative is an attempt to assimilate the myriad of non-white bodies under one response to global warming
Smith 2009 [Andrea, Queer Theory and Native Studies The Heteronormativity of Settler Colonialism, GLQ 16:1–2 DOI 10.1215/10642684-2009-012
Queer theory provides a helpful starting point for enabling Native studies to escape its position of ethnographic entrapment within the academy. As Warner contends: “Nervous over the prospect of a well-sanctioned and compartmentalized academic version of ‘lesbian and gay studies,’ people want to make theory queer, not just have theory about queers. For both academics and activists, ‘queer’ gets a critical edge by defining itself against the normal rather than the heterosexual, and normal includes normal business in the academy.”12 A queering of Native studies might mean that it would move beyond studying Native communities through the lens of religious studies, anthropology, history, or other normalizing disciplines. Native studies would also provide the framework for interrogating and analyzing both normalizing logics within disciplinary formations as well as academic institutions themselves. Thus Native studies can be informed by queer theory’s turn toward subjectless critique.13 As the coeditors of the Social Text special issue “What’s Queer about Queer Studies Now?” state: “What might be called the ‘subjectless’ critique of queer studies disallows any positing of a proper subject of or object for the field by insisting that queer has no fixed political referent. . . . A subjectless critique establishes . . . a focus on a ‘wide field of normalization’ as the site of social violence.” 14 A subjectless critique can help Native studies (as well as ethnic studies) escape the ethnographic entrapment by which Native peoples are rendered simply as objects of intellectual study and instead can foreground settler colonialism as a key logic that governs the United States today. A subjectless critique helps demonstrate that Native studies is an intellectual project that has broad applicability not only for Native peoples but for everyone. It also requires us to challenge the normalizing logics of academia rather than simply articulate a politics of indigenous inclusion within the colonial academy. At the same time, however, Native studies also points to the limits of a “postidentity” politic or “subjectless” critique. Sarita Echavez See, Hiram Perez, and others who do queer of color critique in particular have argued that within the field of queer studies, this claim to be “postidentity” often retrenches white, middleclass identity while disavowing it.15 For instance, in Fear of a Queer Planet, Warner concedes that queer culture has been dominated by those with capital: typically, middle-class white men. But then he argues that “the default model for all minority movements is racial or ethnic. Thus the language of multiculturalism almost always presupposes an ethnic organization of identity, rooted in family, language, and cultural tradition. Despite its language of postmodernism, multiculturalism tends to rely on very modern notions of authenticity, of culture as shared meaning and the source of identity. Queer culture will not fit this bill . . . because queer politics does not obey the member/nonmember logics of race and gender.”16 He marks queer culture as free-floating, unlike race, which is marked by belonging and not-belonging. To borrow from Silva’s Toward a Global Idea, the queer (white) subject is the universal self-determining subject, the “transparent I,” but the racialized subject is the “affectable other.” But if queerness is dominated by whiteness, as Warner concedes, then it also follows a logic of belonging and notbelonging. It also relies on a shared culture — one based on white supremacy. As Perez notes: “Queer theory, when it privileges difference over sameness absolutely, colludes with institutionalized racism in vanishing, hence retrenching, white privilege. It serves as the magician’s assistant to whiteness’s disappearing act.”17 To extend Perez’s analysis, what seem to disappear within queer theory’s subjectless critique are settler colonialism and the ongoing genocide of Native peoples. The analysis that comes from queer theory (even queer of color critique), then, rests on the presumption of the U.S. settler colonial state. Thus this essay puts Native studies into conversation with queer theory to look at both the possibilities and limits of a postidentity analytic.

Edelman oversimplifies and ignores recent changes in reproduction and parenthood
Balasopoulos 06 (Antonis, Assistant Professor in English Studies at the University of Cyprus, Journal of American Studies, “Evolution and ‘the Sex Problem’: American Narratives during the Eclipse of Darwinism”, proquest) 

Edelman’s book takes obvious pleasure in provocation, stylistically indulging in the ironic hermeneutics it methodologically advocates with at times infelicitous results (an excess of largely gratuitous verbal punning and a partiality for highly convoluted syntax are cases in point). More disconcertingly, No Future involves a vision of queer subjectivity that is so strongly invested in transvaluating the homophobic linkage of homosexuality with a ‘‘ culture of death ’’ that it ends up ignoring the complexity and diversity of what has historically constituted queer (lesbian and transgender as well as gay) politics. Missing, for instance, is a serious and sustained attempt to engage with the multiple transformations the concepts of reproduction and parenthood have undergone in the last two decades, partly as a result of the interventions of queer theory itself. Equally absent is any analytical concern with the cultural and representational resonances of the queer child – a ﬁgure that certainly complicates the book’s one-dimensional treatment of the image of besieged childhood, while making apparent the unreﬂectively eclectic and historically untheorized nature of Edelman’s choice of primary texts. The effect of such exclusions – a highly repetitive account of texts that are treated as virtually interchangeable – is particularly troubling from a theoretical standpoint. For though Edelman’s argument largely rests on a theoretical distinction between an ideologically normative and a radically destabilizing kind of repetition compulsion, his analytical practice makes the difference between them less than obvious. Paying the reader diminishing dividends with each page, No Future bulldozes its way from Plato to the Victorians and from Hitchcock to Judith Butler by unwaveringly locating the same Manichean conﬂict between reproductive ideology and its queer negation, a struggle to the death between monolithic and unchanging absolutes. To declare No Future a timely work is hence not an unambiguous compliment; for its timeliness comes at the cost of intellectual surrender to the increasingly polarized and disconcertingly fundamentalist climate of American politics in the present.

Edelman’s alternative perpetuates essentialism and does not address material oppression. 
Edwards 06 (Tim, Senior Lecturer of Sociology at the University of Leicester, Routledge, “Cultures of Masculinity” p85,  http://books.google.com/books?id=jiDisMipzEsC&source=gbs_navlinks_s) 

Gay liberation is problematic not least because liberation per se is problematic, both theoretically and politically. In theoretical terms, the notion of liberation tends to imply essentialism and, in relation to sexuality, this is compounded by its conflation with the concept of repression and the assertion of some otherwise contained or constrained sexual desire. The difficulty here is not so much the charge of essentialism, which must remain in some senses merely a descriptive term, but rather the sense of confusion invoked concerning what exactly is being liberated: a sexual desire, a sexual identity, a sexual community, or all three? This is not to deny in the least that gay men still constitute a marginalized, stigmatized, and on occasions, even demonized group, yet such an experience is perhaps more accurately understood as a problem of subordination, emancipation or indeed oppression. The term liberation therefore remains rather inadequate in theoretical terms. This sense of ambiguity or even ambivalence concerning gay liberation was, however, also illustrated more academically. Some of the earliest works on gay politics, particularly those of Hocquengheim and Mieli, attributed a liberatory force to gay desire in celebrating promiscuity, pushing the boundaries of decency and more generally going against the mores of mainstream heterosexual society; while others, particularly those of Altman and Weeks, saw gay politics as a culturally specific phenomenon contingent on histories of movements towards reform and slowly shifting morals and values (Altman, 1971; Hocquenghem, 1972; Mieli, 1980; Weeks, 1977). It was perhaps not surprising, then, that much of this ambivalence should also be played out through a series of academic debates that followed the onset of gay liberation. These more theoretical debates were in themselves often founded on the political involvements of young writers and academics making their careers in colleges and universities. Most of these controversies centred on various, and often violently opposed, perspectives of the development of commercial gay culture and the practices and attitudes of gay men, most notoriously those of the overtly sexualised and hypermasculine clone.

