Makhijani Indict
Is wrong
Barton 10
Charles, frmr PhD Candidate in History, MA in Philsophy, worked on the LFTR concept for about 2/3eds of his ORNL career and recognized by nuclear bloggers most of whom have technical training, and has been mentioned by the Wall Street Journal, “Arjun Makhijani and the Modular Small Reactor null-hypothesis” October 2, 2010, http://nucleargreen.blogspot.com/2010/10/arjun-makhijani-and-modular-small.html)

Arjun Makhijani (with Michele Boyd) has recently published a fact sheet on Small Modular Reactors which in effect advertises itself as the null-hypothesis to the case I an others have been making for some time on the advantages of small reactors. Small Modular ReactorsNo Solution for the Cost, Safety, and Waste Problems of Nuclear Power, Makhijani's title proclaims. But what is the evidence that backs Makhijani's case up. As it turns out Makhijani offers no empirical data to back up his assertion, so as an example of scientific reasoning, Makhijani's fact sheet rates an F.


Meltdowns

Safety and waste aren’t issues with SMRs
Rosner and Goldberg, 2011 (Robert, senator of the Helmholtz Association for the Research Field Structure of Matter and is currently the William E. Wrather Distinguished Service Professor at the University of Chicago; Stephen, Senior Advisor to the American Academy of Arts & Sciences; “Small Modular Reactors – Key to Future Nuclear Power Generation in the U.S.”, Energy Policy Institute at Chicago (EPIC), The University of Chicago, Contributor: Joseph S. Hezir, Pricipal, EOP Foundation, Inc., Technical Paper, Revision 1, November, https://epic.sites.uchicago.edu/sites/epic.uchicago.edu/files/uploads/EPICSMRWhitePaperFinalcopy.pdf)

While the focus in this paper is on the business case for SMRs, the safety case also is an important element of the case for SMRs. Although SMRs (the designs addressed in this paper) use the same fuel type and the same light water cooling as gigawatt (GW)-scale light water reactors (LWRs), there are significant enhancements in the reactor design that contribute to the upgraded safety case. Appendix A provides a brief overview of the various technology options for SMRs, including the light water SMR designs that are the focus of the present analysis. Light water SMR designs proposed to date incorporate passive safety features that utilize gravity-driven or natural convection systems – rather than engineered, pump-driven systems – to supply backup cooling in unusual circumstances. These passive systems should also minimize the need for prompt operator actions in any upset condition. The designs rely on natural circulation for both normal operations and accident conditions, requiring no primary system pumps. In addition, these SMR designs utilize integral designs, meaning all major primary components are located in a single, high-strength pressure vessel. That feature is expected to result in a much lower susceptibility to certain potential events, such as a loss of coolant accident, because there is no large external primary piping. In addition, light water SMRs would have a much lower level of decay heat than large plants and, therefore, would require less cooling after reactor shutdown. Specifically, in a post-Fukushima lessons-learned environment, the study team believes that the current SMR designs have three inherent advantages over the current class of large operating reactors, namely: 1. These designs mitigate and, potentially, eliminate the need for back-up or emergency electrical generators, relying exclusively on robust battery power to maintain minimal safety operations. 2. They improve seismic capability with the containment and reactor vessels in a pool of water underground; this dampens the effects of any earth movement and greatly enhances the ability of the system to withstand earthquakes. 3. They provide large and robust underground pool storage for the spent fuel, drastically reducing the potential of uncovering of these pools. These and other attributes of SMR designs present a strong safety case. Differences in the design of SMRs will lead to different approaches for how the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) requirements will be satisfied. Ongoing efforts by the SMR community, the larger nuclear community, and the NRC staff have identified licensing issues unique to SMR designs and are working collaboratively to develop alternative approaches for reconciling these issues within the established NRC regulatory process. These efforts are summarized in Appendix B; a detailed examination of these issues is beyond the scope of this paper. 

Enrichment

Enrichment arguments are wrong – nuke power solves
Gronlund 7 Nuclear power in a Warming world: Assessing the Risks, Addressing the Challenges, Lisbeth Gronlund;  David Lochbaum;  Edwin Lyman, Union of Concerned Scientists, http://www.ucsusa.org/assets/documents/nuclear_power/nuclear-power-in-a-warming-world.pdf

Nuclear power plants do not produce global   warming emissions when they operate. However,   producing nuclear power requires mining and processing uranium ore, enriching uranium to create   reactor fuel, manufacturing and transporting fuel,   and building plants—all of which consume energy.   Today much of that energy is provided by fossil fuels (although that may change if the United   States takes steps to address global warming).   However, the global warming emissions   associated with nuclear power even now are   relatively modest. Indeed, its life cycle emissions   are comparable to those of wind power and hydropower. While estimates of life cycle greenhousegas emissions vary with different assumptions and   methodologies, the basic conclusions of most   analyses are consistent: for each unit of electricity generated, natural gas combustion results in   roughly half the global warming emissions of coal   combustion, while wind power, hydropower, and   nuclear power produce only a few percent of emissions from coal combustion. The life cycle emissions of photovoltaics (PVs) are generally somewhat higher than those for wind power, hydropower, and nuclear power, because manufacture of PVs   entails greater global warming emissions.5  The greenhouse gas emissions stemming from   nuclear power depend greatly on the technology   used to enrich uranium. The technology now used in the United States—gaseous diffusion—requires   a large amount of electricity: roughly 3.4 percent   of the electricity generated by a typical U.S. reactor would be needed to enrich the uranium in   the reactor’s fuel.  6  Because fossil fuels generate 70   percent of U.S. electricity, emissions from that   enrichment would account for some 2.5 percent of   the emissions of an average U.S. fossil fuel plant.   However, in the near future, U.S. uranium will   be enriched using gaseous centrifuge technology,   which consumes only 2.5 percent of the energy   used by a diffusion plant. Thus this part of the   nuclear power life cycle would result in very low   emissions.  
Apoch

Our apocalyptic scenario planning is critical to avoid the greatest types of environmental damage
Foster, 1998 (John, A member of the Board of the Monthly Review Foundation, Teaches at the University of Oregon, “The Scale of our Ecological Crisis”, The Monthly Review, April, ProQuest)

Having said this, however, Gould goes on to suggest that this way of thinking-predicated on a geological time-scaleis irrelevant where human time-scales are concerned. "We cannot threaten at geological scales," Gould writes, but such vastness has no impact upon us. We have a legitimately parochial interest in our own lives, the happiness and prosperity of our children, the suffering of our fellows. The planet will recover from a nuclear holocaust, but we will be killed and maimed by billions, and our culture will perish. The earth will prosper if polar icecaps melt under a global greenhouse, but most of our major cities, built at sea level as ports and harbors, will founder, and changing agricultural patterns will uproot our populations.3 Our vision in contemporary society is normally limited to our own lifetime and that of a few generations that come before or after us. As a teacher in the realm of social science I know how difficult it is to get students to think in terms of historical time, which often means perceiving things on a scale of centuries or millennia. All of this, however, falls far short of a geological time scale, which exceeds the average life span of most species. In this sense it is reasonable to speak metaphorically of a world in which there is no more spring, or of a "vulnerable planet" when as Gould says the threatened reality is one of the elimination of human society and even the human species, along with innumerable, "higher" species of direct significance to human beings, as a result of the destruction that humanity is wreaking on its own life support systems. We are definitely speaking parochially: of "our ecological crisis" and not of the demise of the earth or of the biosphere on a geological time-scale. Yet behind this concern lies the fact that even the basic biogeochemical processes of the planet which human beings have come to see as quite fixed-are "vulnerable" to human transformation in ways that are likely to destroy the planet as a place for human habitation. None of this of course is meant to deny the reality that, as Gould says, we can "barely dent bacterial diversity and will surely not remove many million of species of insects and mites." But to say that we cannot claim that the planet or the biosphere is "vulnerable" because such "lower" life forms will survive, or because the biosphere will recover over tens of millions of years is to deny the right of human beings to identify their fate and that of the species with which they are most closely connected with the fate of the planet. It is to insist on a geological way of thinking (the peculiar professional reality of geologists and paleontologists), which though of great scientific importance has little direct relevance for humanity's own existence. It is as if one were to take the deep ecological viewpoint, which insists that we should view human beings as no more important-even in our own eyes-than any other species, to the level of absolute absurdity of denying that it matters whether we as a species utterly destroy our own moment on earth. It is to deny an essential anthropocentrism without which it is probably impossible for human beings to respond to the ecological crisis on the scale at which we must-that is in the largest human terms, which identifies our fate with that of the planet.

Environmental Collapse is real – the alternative will be coopted by the right
Foster, 1998 (John, A member of the Board of the Monthly Review Foundation, Teaches at the University of Oregon, “The Scale of our Ecological Crisis”, The Monthly Review, April, ProQuest)

One of the problems that has most troubled analysts of global ecological crisis is the question of scale. How momentous is the ecological crisis? Is the survival of the human species in question? What about life in general? Are the basic biogeochemical cycles of the planet vulnerable? Although few now deny that there is such a thing as an environmental crisis, or that it is in some sense global in character, some rational scientists insist that it is wrong to say that life itself, much less the planet, is seriously threatened. Even the mass extinction of species, it is pointed out, has previously occurred in evolutionary history. Critics of environmentalism (often themselves claiming to be environmentalists) have frequently used these rational reservations on the part of scientists to brand the environmental movement as "apocalyptic." Lest one conclude that this is simply a political dispute between those on the side of nature and the greater part of humanity, on the one hand, and those who support the ecologically destructive status quo, on the other, it should be emphasized that the same question has been often raised within the left itself-and sometimes by individuals deeply concerned about environmental problems. An example of this is David Harvey's new book, Justice, Nature and the Geography of Difference ( 1996) . Harvey devotes considerable space in this work to criticizing my book, The Vulnerable Planet: A Short Economic History of the Environment (Monthly Review Press, 1994), for the "apocalyptic" character of its argument. In Harvey's words, [T]he postulation of a planetary ecological crisis, the very idea that the planet is somehow 'vulnerable' to human action or that we can actually destroy the earth, repeats in negative form the hubristic claims of those who aspire to planetary domination, The subtext is that the earth is somehow fragile and that we need to become caring managers or caring physicians to nurse it back from sickness into health.... Against this it is crucial to understand that it is materially impossible for us to destroy the planet earth, that the worst we can do is to engage in material transformations of our environment so as to make life less rather than more comfortable for our own species being, while recognizing that what we do also does have ramifications (both positive and negative) for other living species....Politically, the millenarian and apocalyptic proclamation that ecocide is imminent has had a dubious history. It is not a good basis for left politics and it is very vulnerable to the arguments long advanced by Julian] Simon and now by [Greg] Easterbrook, that conditions of life (as measured, for example, by life expectancy) are better now than they have ever been and that the doomsday scenario of the environmentalists is far-fetched and improbable.1 Aside from the purely rhetorical flourishes-the use of such terms as "millenarian" and "apocalyptic" which because of the sense of religious fatalism associated with them imply something irrational in character (the wrath of God, the second coming) which has little to do with the arguments of most environmentalists-this can be taken as a serious criticism not only of The Vulnerable Planet but of ideas that have common currency in environmental circles. It is noteworthy that this same criticism, of being "apocalyptic," has frequently been leveled at such figures as Henry David Thoreau, George Perkins Marsh, Rachel Carson, Paul Ehrlich and Barry Commoner-indeed at almost all figures who have contributed anything of importance to understanding the modern ecological crisis. Naturally, some phrases utilized in the environmental discussion-such as Silent Spring, The Closing Circle, Earth in the Balance, The End of Nature, and The Vulnerable Planet-are metaphorical, and while pointing to real concerns are not to be taken too literally. When it comes to actual argument, though, most analysts attempt to present an accurate portrayal of the real dimensions of the problem. Thus the opening sentences of Chapter One of The Vulnerable Planet convey the exact sense in which the title of that work is to be understood: "Human society has reached a critical threshold in its relation to the environment. The destruction of the planet, in the sense of making it unusable for human purposes, has grown to such an extent that it now threatens the continuation of much of nature, as well as the survival and development of society itself." It might have been added that the survival of the human species was also in doubt as a result of these very same processes.

2AC Anthro

Perm do the plan and imagine global suicide
Their link argument is suspect – The status quo is the epitome of what their link evidence talks about – we do things like mountain top mining and fracking that assert that humans are somehow more important than the environment – the plan changes our calculus in the context of energy policy
Liberal democracy is key to the alt
Younkins, 04 – Professor of Business Administration, Wheeling Jesuit (Edward, The Flawed Doctrine of Nature's Intrinsic Value, Quebecois Libre 147, http://www.quebecoislibre.org/04/041015-17.htm, gender modified)

Environmentalists erroneously assign human values and concern to an amoral material sphere. When environmentalists talk about the nonhuman natural world, they commonly attribute human values to it, which, of course, are completely irrelevant to the nonhuman realm. For example, “nature” is incapable of being concerned with the possible extinction of any particular ephemeral species. Over 99 percent of all species of life that have ever existed on earth have been estimated to be extinct with the great majority of these perishing because of nonhuman factors. Nature cannot care about “biodiversity.” Humans happen to value biodiversity because it reflects the state of the natural world in which they currently live. Without humans, the beauty and spectacle of nature would not exist – such ideas can only exist in the mind of a rational valuer. These environmentalists fail to realize that value means having value to some valuer. To be a value some aspect of nature must be a value to some human being. People have the capacity to assign and to create value with respect to nonhuman existents. Nature, in the form of natural resources, does not exist independently of man. Men, choosing to act on their ideas, transform nature for human purposes. All resources are [hu]man-made. It is the application of human valuation to natural substances that makes them resources. Resources thus can be viewed as a function of human knowledge and action. By using their rationality and ingenuity, [humans] men affect nature, thereby enabling them to achieve progress. Mankind’s survival and flourishing depend upon the study of nature that includes all things, even man himself. Human beings are the highest level of nature in the known universe. Men are a distinct natural phenomenon as are fish, birds, rocks, etc. Their proper place in the hierarchical order of nature needs to be recognized. Unlike plants and animals, human beings have a conceptual faculty, free will, and a moral nature. Because morality involves the ability to choose, it follows that moral worth is related to human choice and action and that the agents of moral worth can also be said to have moral value. By rationally using his conceptual faculty, man can create values as judged by the standard of enhancing human life. The highest priority must be assigned to actions that enhance the lives of individual human beings. It is therefore morally fitting to make use of nature. Man’s environment includes all of his surroundings. When he creatively arranges his external material conditions, he is improving his environment to make it more useful to himself. Neither fixed nor finite, resources are, in essence, a product of the human mind through the application of science and technology. Our resources have been expanding over time as a result of our ever-increasing knowledge. Unlike plants and animals, human beings do much more than simply respond to environmental stimuli. Humans are free from nature’s determinism and thus are capable of choosing. Whereas plants and animals survive by adapting to nature, [humans] men sustain their lives by employing reason to adapt nature to them. People make valuations and judgments. Of all the created order, only the human person is capable of developing other resources, thereby enriching creation. The earth is a dynamic and developing system that we are not obliged to preserve forever as we have found it. Human inventiveness, a natural dimension of the world, has enabled us to do more with less. Those who proclaim the intrinsic value of nature view man as a destroyer of the intrinsically good. Because it is man’s rationality in the form of science and technology that permits him to transform nature, he is despised for his ability to reason that is portrayed as a corrupting influence. The power of reason offends radical environmentalists because it leads to abstract knowledge, science, technology, wealth, and capitalism. This antipathy for human achievements and aspirations involves the negation of human values and betrays an underlying nihilism of the environmental movement. 

Perm do the plan and all non-competitive parts of the alt
It’s try or die for the aff – either humanity and everything else are on the same playing field in which case human intervention is natural or people are distinct moral agents and intervention is evolutionarily inevitable 
Bookchin, 1995 (Murray, Founder of Social Ecology, Book: The Philosophy of Social Ecology: Essays on Dialectical Naturalism, pg. 139-140)

Biocentrists and Antihumanists can hardly have their cake and eat it too. Either humanity is a distinctive moral agent in the biosphere, that can practice an ecological stewardship of nature—or else it is “one” with the whole world of life and simply dissolves into it. If the latter is true, then human beings have a “biospheric right” to use the biosphere exclusively to suit their own ends, a “right” that cannot be denied any more than the leopard’s “right” to kill and feast on its prey, albeit less “efficiently” than human beings. At this point, antihumanists may change the whole level of the argument by replying that the despoliation of the earth by plundering “humans” (whoever they may be) will ultimately boomerang on the human species. But this turns their argument into a pragmatic problem of a purely instrumental character, reduces a problem in morality to a problem in engineering new technological fixes and the deployment of mere human cunning. Nature thus reverts to a Darwinian jungle that is morally neutral at best or engaged in a duel between human cunning and animal mindlessness at worst. On the other hand, if we understand that human beings are indeed moral agents because natural evolution confers upon them a clear responsibility toward the natural world, we cannot emphasize their unique attributes too strongly. For it is this unique ability to think conceptually and feel a deep empathy for the world of life that makes it possible for humanity to reverse the devastation it has inflicted on the biosphere and create a rational society. This implies not only that humanity, once it came into its own humanity as the actualization of its potentialities, could be a rational expression of nature’s creativity and fecundity, but that human intervention into natural processes could be as creative as natural evolution itself.

Subjectivism fails – valuing human actions is necessary to preserve ethics and the environment 
Ourderkirk 02 [Wayne Ourderkirk, Introduction to Land, Value, Community by J. Baird Callicott. University Press New York. Published 2002]

Not surprisingly these accounts of intrinsic value have provoked strong re-actions from other thinkers. In her essay, Wendy Donner criticizes Callicott’s modernist theory of intrinsic value, arguing that given its extreme subjectivism, the theory cannot “establish the conclusion that ecosystems and species are the primary bearers of value.” Rather, conscious valuers seem to be the primary carriers of value. Also, Donner claims that the theory fails to give us any general guidelines for sorting or balancing our ethical duties regarding vastly different kinds of things (individual organisms, endangered species, ecosystems), all of which it counts as intrinsically valuable. Finally she raises the specter of inhuman and inhumane decisions based on the alleged equality of intrinsic value throughout the biotic community. Intrinsic value in nature is as equally associated with the theory of Holmes Rolston III as it is with Callicott’s. Rolston, in his essay, maintains his conclusion that such value is not subjective in any way, but is fully objective. Among the themes that Rolston challenges is Callicott’s antidualistic naturalism. Although overcoming dualism may seem like a good idea, Rolston objects that “Naturalizing everything naturalizes too much.” Robbed of any contrasting class of the nonnnatural we no longer can sort the natural from the nonnatural, and we want to do so in guiding human behavior toward the environment. Otherwise, destructive human actions are as natural as benign ones. Rolston describes some of what he takes as clear differences between humans and nature, which we ignore at our peril. As for intrinsic value, Rolston finds serious problems with Callicott’s theory. For one thing, Callicott seems to take back his antidualism with his value theory. In saying that only we (or conscious beings) can value, he distinguishes between us and nature. In addition, Rolsten analyzes Callicott’s “projection” metaphor of intrinsic value and finds a serious problem. Because all the value comes from (is projected by) the conscious valuers, no value is actually located in nature. This repeats one of Donner’s criticisms, but Rolston elaborates and deepens it, locating problems and confusions in Callicott’s terminology and his mislocation of value. Rolston argues for his own objective account of intrinsic value, because, among other things, it is simpler, discovering values already present before we humans arrive, not requiring the added process of “projection”.

Humanism is inescapable – and giving up on it dooms the planet to extinction
Davies 97 
(Tony, Professor of English at Birmignham. Humanism. 130)
So there will not after all be, nor indeed could there be, any tidy definitions. The several humanisms – the civic humanism of the quattrocento Italian city-states, the Protestant humanism of sixteenth century northern Europe, the rationalistic humanism that attended at the revolutions of enlightened modernity, and the romantic and positivistic humanisms through which the European bourgeoisies established their hegemony over it, the revolutionary humanism that shook the world and the liberal humanism that sought to tame it, the humanism of the Nazis and the humanism of their victims and opponents, the antihumanist humanism of Heidegger and the humanist antihumanism of Foucault and Althusser – are not reducible to one, or even to a single line or pattern. Each has its distinctive historical curve, its particular discursive poetics, its own problematic scansion of the human. Each seeks, as all discourses must, to impose its own answer to the question of ‘which is to be master’. Meanwhile, the problem of humanism remains, for the present, an inescapable horizon within which all attempts to think about the ways in which human being have, do, might live together in and on the world are contained. Not that the actual humanisms described here necessarily provide a model, or even a useful history, least of all for those very numerous people, and peoples, for whom they have been alien and oppressive. Some, at least, offer a grim warning. Certainly it should no longer be possible to formulate phrases like ‘the destiny of man’ or ‘the triumph of human reason’ without an instant consciousness of the folly and brutality they drag behind them. All humanisms, until now, have been imperial. They speak of the human in the accents and the interests of a class, a sex, a ‘race’. Their embrace suffocates those whom it does not ignore. The first humanists scripted the tyranny of Borgias, Medicis and Tudors. Later humanisms dreamed of freedom and celebrated Frederick II, Bonaparte, Bismarck, Stalin. The liberators of colonial America, like the Greek and Roman thinkers they emulated, owned slaves. At various times, not excluding the present, the circuit of the human has excluded women, those who do not speak Greek or Latin or English, those whose complexions are not pink, children, Jews. It is almost impossible to think of a crime that has not been committed in the name of humanity. At the same time, though it is clear that the master narrative of transcendental Man has outlasted its usefulness, it would be unwise simply to abandon the ground occupied by the historical humanisms. For one thing, some variety of humanism remains, on many occasions, the only available alternative to bigotry and persecution. The freedom to speak and write, to organize and campaign in defence of individual or collective interests, to protest and disobey: all these, and the prospect of a world in which they will be secured, can only be articulated in humanist terms. It is true that the Baconian ‘Knowledge of Causes, and Secrett Motions of Things’, harnessed to an overweening rationality and an unbridled technological will to power, has enlarged the bounds of human empire to the point of endangering the survival of the violated planet on which we live. But how, if not by mobilizing collective resources of human understanding and responsibility of ‘enlightened self-interest’ even, can that danger be turned aside? 
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Completely rejecting humanism is self-marginalizing and disabling to effective coalitional politics
J. Russell Perkin, English @ St. Mary’s, 1993, “Theorizing the Culture Wars,” v. 3 n. 3, Muse

My final criticism is that Spanos, by his attempt to put all humanists into the same category and to break totally with the tradition of humanism, isolates himself in a posture of ultraleftist purity that cuts him off from many potential political allies, especially when, as I will note in conclusion, his practical recommendations for the practical role of an adversarial intellectual seem similar to those of the liberal pluralists he attacks. He seems ill-informed about what goes on in the everyday work of the academy, for instance, in the field of composition studies. Spanos laments the "unwarranted neglect" (202) of the work of Paulo Freire, yet in reading composition and pedagogy journals over the last few years, I have noticed few thinkers who have been so consistently cited. Spanos refers several times to the fact that the discourse of the documents comprising The Pentagon Papers was linked to the kind of discourse that first-year composition courses produce (this was Richard Ohmann's argument); here again, however, Spanos is not up to date. For the last decade the field of composition studies has been the most vigorous site of the kind of oppositional practices The End of Education recommends. The academy, in short, is more diverse, more complex, more genuinely full of difference than Spanos allows, and it is precisely that difference that neoconservatives want to erase. By seeking to separate out only the pure (posthumanist) believers, Spanos seems to me to ensure his self-marginalization. For example, several times he includes pluralists like Wayne Booth and even Gerald Graff in lists of "humanists" that include William Bennett, Roger Kimball and Dinesh D'Souza. Of course, there is a polemical purpose to this, but it is one that is counterproductive. In fact, I would even question the validity of calling shoddy and often inaccurate journalists like Kimball and D'Souza with the title "humanist intellectuals." Henry Louis Gates's final chapter contains some cogent criticism of the kind of position which Spanos has taken. Gates argues that the "hard" left's opposition to liberalism is as mistaken as its opposition to conservatism, and refers to Cornel West's remarks about the field of critical legal studies, "If you don't build on liberalism, you build on air" (187). Building on air seems to me precisely what Spanos is recommending. Gates, on the other hand, criticizes "those massively totalizing theories that marginalize practical political action as a jejune indulgence" (192), and endorses a coalition of liberalism and the left. 

Heidegger

Framework – the aff should get to weigh the implementation of the plan vs a competitive alternative – this is best
A Predictability – the rez says USFG so it is most predictable that we should defend that – anything else moots the 1AC and makes fair debate impossible
B Education – Debates about policy solutions to global warming are necessary to effective education that is most able to effectuate change – the inclusion of climate science is key – that’s Hanson – that on point answers their framing argument – rhetorical inquiry does nothing to motivate the citizenry 

Perm do the plan and embrace gelassenheit – the function of the alternative is not competitive with the aff – there is no reason we cannot be open to nature and push for SMR development
Prefer the permutation – it gives rise to ‘structural coupling’ that resolves Heidegger’s basic ontological question, and nuke power is key.
Dicks ‘11
(Henry, U. Institute of Tech @ U of Burgundy, “The self-poetizing earth: Heidegger, Santiago theory, and gaia theory”, Spring, p. http://ephilosophy.uoregon.edu/Dicks_SelfPoetizingEarth_EnvPhilSpring2011.pdf, DZ) 
Lovelock further notes that a number of human activities—burning¶ fossil fuels, deforestation, etc.—are giving rise to global warming (or¶ “global heating” as he prefers to call it), thus threatening to drastically¶ reduce, if not necessarily entirely destroy, the habitability of the Earth.¶ But what does Lovelock propose to do about global warming? In order¶ to answer this question, it is first necessary to consider his understanding¶ of its root causes. Lovelock is strongly opposed to any clear ontological¶ distinction between humans and animals. Indeed, he thinks that¶ any differences there might be are merely a question of degrees of¶ intelligence. Nevertheless, he also thinks that it was the evolution of¶ human intelligence, and in particular tool use and agriculture, that¶ led humanity to fall out of harmony with Gaia, for it allowed us to¶ grow in numbers to a point where the combination of over-population¶ and modern technology is giving rise to global warming. However,¶ despite the importance Lovelock attributes to human intelligence, he¶ also worries that we may be “too stupid” to do anything about global¶ warming, for the genes we evolved in the vastly different circumstances¶ of hunter-gathering are simply not suited to living in harmony with¶ Gaia. The likely outcome of the current crisis, Lovelock concludes, is¶ a massive reduction in the human population, an event from which he¶ thinks there may emerge a species that has evolved the requisite genes¶ to live intelligently as a partner of Gaia (2010, 150–59).¶ This raises the question of what it would mean to live intelligently¶ with Gaia. For Lovelock, there are two basic answers to this question:¶ first, we must learn to assist Gaia in the regulation of various different¶ variables she was previously able to regulate on her own, a project¶ which will in turn require the massively increased (self-)regulation of¶ human activity (2010, 21, 159); second, the world as a whole should¶ adopt nuclear power, for it is the only way of securing sufficient¶ quantities of the reliable, economically efficient energy that is required¶ to power modern civilization without further destroying Gaia (2010,¶ 17). In short, Lovelock thinks that self-regulation and nuclear power¶ are the two basic solutions to the current destruction of Gaia.¶ So how, then, is poiēsis, the “saving power,” harbored within the¶ roots of this way of thinking? Heidegger shares Lovelock’s fundamental¶ insight that the Darwinian concept of adaptation is mistaken, for¶ it fails adequately to understand the ecological question of how¶ organisms make themselves at home by adapting the environment (in)¶ to themselves:¶ The word ecology derives from oikos, the Greek word for house. It¶ signifies the investigation of where and how animals are at home in the¶ world, of the way in which they live in relation to their environment.¶ But in Darwinism precisely this was understood in an external manner¶ in the light of the questioning concerning adaptation. In Darwinism¶ such investigations were based on the fundamentally misconceived¶ idea that the animal is present at hand, and then subsequently adapts¶ itself to a world that is present at hand, that it then comports itself¶ accordingly and that the fittest individual gets selected. Yet the task¶ is not simply to identify the specific conditions of life materially¶ speaking, but rather to acquire insight into the relational structure¶ between the animal and its environment. . . . The organism is not something¶ independent in its own right which then adapts itself. On the contrary,¶ the organism adapts a particular environment into it in each case, so to¶ speak. (1995a, 263–64)¶ There is, however, a significant difference between Heidegger and¶ Lovelock concerning the question of adaptation: whereas Lovelock sees¶ life’s adaptation of the environment to itself as an objective scientific¶ fact that has been born out through empirical investigation, Heidegger¶ interprets it as a cognitive process taking place within the “opening”¶ that is the animal’s encircling ring.13¶ Now, as we have already seen, Heidegger’s analysis of living beings¶ as “open” to triggers prescribed by their encircling ring, but “closed” to¶ beings, is broadly in line with Maturana and Varela’s claim that organisms¶ are “closed organizations” and that the concept of “environment” is¶ thus observer-dependent (1987, 135). However, where Maturana and¶ Varela go further than Heidegger is in their claim that the adoption¶ of an “allopoietic” perspective towards ecology, according to which¶ organisms exchange matter and energy with their environment, makes¶ visible what they call “structural coupling,” a concept which clearly¶ corresponds to the Gaian concept of “mutual adaptation” (99–102).¶ They further claim that structural coupling may give rise to “higherorder”¶ autopoietic entities possessing their own cognitive domains¶ (1973, 109–110).


Inherent equality of all beings requires utilitiarianism
David Cummiskey, Associate Professor of Philosophy @ Bates College & a Ph.D. from UM, 1996, Kantian Consequentialism, Pg. 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. 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 [or she] is a separate person, that his is the only life he [or she] has.” 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.” 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. 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, but persons also have a fundamental equality that dictates that some must sometimes give way for the sake of others. 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 on focuses on the equal value of all rational beings, then equal consideration suggests that one may have to sacrifice some to save many.

Extinction outweighs – Warming affects the entire planet and makes it impossible to live – we can come back from any perceived loss of value 
Prior questions fail and paralyze politics
Owen 2 [David Owen, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton,  Millennium Vol 31 No 3 2002 p. 655-7]
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 theory to 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 stimulates the 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.

Alt doesn’t solve Warming – Simple changes to how we live fail to mobilize the public – people don’t want to stop doing what they are doing but they would be willing to change if presented with cheap energy solutions – that’s the 1AC Stepp evidence
Anti-nuclear opposition is responsible for the spread of coal; their alternative simply re-affirms the structural forces that make structural violence possible in the form of coal pollution
King 9 - Host and Executive Producer of “White House Chronicle” — a news and public affairs program airing on PBS
After 40 Years, Environmentalists Start To See the Nuclear Light, Llewellyn King, November 25, 2009 – 8:47 pm 
Although very little happened, Nov. 24 was a red letter day for the nation’s nuclear power industry. No new nuclear reactors were purchased, no breakthrough in treating nuclear waste was announced, and the Obama administration did not declare that it would pay for new reactors.¶ Instead, the source of the industry’s happiness was The Washington Post leading Page One with an article that detailed how the environmental movement, after 40 years of bitter opposition, now concedes that nuclear power will play a role in averting further harm from global warming.¶ Mind you, not every environmental group has come around, but the feared and respected Natural Resources Defense Council has allowed that there is a place for nuclear power in the world’s generating mix and Stephen Tindale, a former anti-nuclear activist with Friends of the Earth in the United Kingdom, has said, yes, we need nuclear.¶ For the nuclear industry which has felt itself vilified, constrained and damaged by the ceaseless and sometimes pathological opposition of the environmental movement, this changing attitude is manna from on high.¶ No matter that the environmentalists, in opposing nuclear since the late 1960s, have critically wounded the U.S. reactor industry and contributed to the construction of scores of coal and gas-fired plants that would not have been built without their opposition to nuclear.¶ In short, the environmental movement contributed in no small way to driving electric utilities to the carbon fuels they now are seeking to curtail.¶ Nuclear was such a target of the environmental movement that it embraced the “anything but nuclear” policy with abandon. Ergo its enthusiasm for all forms of alternative energy and its spreading of the belief —still popular in left-wing circles — that wind and solar power, with a strong dose of conservation, is all that is needed.¶ A third generation of environmental activists, who have been preoccupied with global climate change, have come to understand that a substantial amount of new electric generation is needed. Also some environmentalists are beginning to be concerned about the visual impact of wind turbines, not to mention their lethality to bats and birds.¶ Of all of the deleterious impacts of modern life on the Earth, it is reasonable to ask why the environmentalists went after nuclear power. And why they were opposed to nuclear power even before the 1979 accident at Three Mile Island in Pennsylvania and the catastrophic 1986 Chernobyl reactor failure in Ukraine. Those deserved pause, but the movement had already indicted the entire nuclear enterprise.¶ Having written about nuclear energy since 1969, I have come to believe that the environmental movement seized on nuclear first because it was an available target for legitimate anger that had spawned the movement in the ’60s. The licensing of nuclear power plants gave the protesters of the time one of the only opportunities to affect public policy in energy. They seized it; at first timorously, and then with gusto.¶ The escalation in environmental targets tells the story of how the movement grew in confidence and expertise; and how it added political allies, like Ralph Nader and Rep. Ed Markey, D-Mass.¶ The first target was simply the plants’ cooling water heating up rivers and estuaries. That was followed by wild extrapolations of the consequences of radiation (mutated children). Finally, it settled on the disposition of nuclear waste; that one stuck, and was a lever that turned public opinion easily. Just mention the 240,000-year half-life of plutonium without mentioning how, as an alpha-emitter, it is easily contained.¶ It is not that we do not need an environmental movement. We do. It is just that sometimes it gets things wrong.¶ In the days of the Atomic Energy Commission, the environmental groups complained that it was policeman, judge and jury. Indeed.¶ But environmental groups are guilty of defining environmental virtue and then policing it, even when the result is a grave distortion, as in the nuclear imbroglio. Being both the arbiter of environmental purity and the enforcer has cost the environment 40 years when it comes to reducing greenhouse gases. 
Coal plants perpetuate structural violence – comparatively worse than the plan
Margonelli, ‘8 
[Lisa, fellow -- The New America Foundation, 3-20, “Core Arguments,” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/articles/2008/core_arguments_6916]
Craven's best argument for nuclear energy is that coal is much worse. Nukes in the United States haven't killed anyone outright, Cravens says, while air pollution from coal is known to cause 24,000 deaths a year. Nuclear power produces about two pounds of radioactive waste to generate all the electricity that the average American will use in a lifetime. That may sound like a lot, but coal-fired power generation produces nearly 69 tons of solid waste while providing the same amount of power, not to mention untold tons of greenhouse gases. And radiation? Coal loses again: A coal plant emits between 100 and 400 times more radiation than a nuclear plant. (Coal itself is radioactive, as are -- mildly -- bananas, lima beans, cigarettes and the granite walls of Grand Central Station. Furthermore, it's safer to work in a nuclear power plant than in a bank. Who knew?)

This obviously links to the Status quo more – Natural gas reliance results in things like Fracking which harms the environment much more with no thought about the way energy production affects the global climate

And a scientific understanding of the world is key – 
A. The Hanson evidence indicates that science must inform politics otherwise there will never be enough momentum to act to solve global warming
B. Cooption – our banning evidence indicates that calling into question scientific epistemologies allows dogmatic conservatism to fill the gap – The right will assert their own epistemology as a way to sustain the fossil fuel industry
C. Objectivity – while objective truth may not exist we can examine the world and draw conclusions that can inform politics
Rejection of Newtonian ontology relegates science into dogmatic forms of knowledge production
Sosteric 2005 [Michael Sosteric, The Death of Newton: Consciousness, Spirituality, ¶ and the Second Scientific Revolution, Journal of Sociology online, 2005]

However, if a Newtonian ontology and empirical methodology of objectivity is not the ¶ cornerstone of our scientific enterprise, then what is? I would submit that what ¶ separated Galileo, Copernicus, and others from the dogma of the church was the ¶ simple fact that they, through a process of observation and logical deduction, came to ¶ recognize that what had once been offered as truth had, by their time, lost its efficacy ¶ as an explanation of “things” and instead had been transformed into dogma. That is, ¶ what separates Galileo from the priests who oppressed him was not that he was ¶ necessarily more objective or rational than they but that he clued into the fact earlier ¶ than they (perhaps because he was not as reliant on the “gifts” of the church) that ¶ the truths of the church had lost their veracity and become the dogmatic impositions ¶ of a few powerful people. As you would expect if this were true, he paid for his ¶ attempt to break free of the dogma. His crime was to show “disrespect” for the priests ¶ who, by way of punishment for that disrespect, viciously enforced dogmatic ¶ boundaries, ejecting Galileo from the inner circles. Be that as it may, we all know ¶ how that story ends. Others came to stand by Galileo and challenge the paradigm ¶ and it eventually fell. The authority of the priests was undermined and religion ¶ became a “special case” clung to by all those who, some might say, could not face the ¶ implications of the new scientific worldview. ¶ 

Science isn’t a dogmatic or fixed thought – their rationality arguments are a misrepresentation – the only way to effectively engage the world is through testable observation – that’s our Pease evidence 

Attempts to reduce the ability of science to inform policy allows the right to coopt the global warming debate
Robin McKie, science editor, 2/18/12, “Attacks paid for by big business are 'driving science into a dark era'”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/science/2012/feb/19/science-scepticism-usdomesticpolicy

Most scientists, on achieving high office, keep their public remarks to the bland and reassuring. Last week Nina Fedoroff, the president of the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS), broke ranks in a spectacular manner.¶ She confessed that she was now "scared to death" by the anti-science movement that was spreading, uncontrolled, across the US and the rest of the western world.¶ "We are sliding back into a dark era," she said. "And there seems little we can do about it. I am profoundly depressed at just how difficult it has become merely to get a realistic conversation started on issues such as climate change or genetically modified organisms."¶ The remarks of Fedoroff, one of the world's most distinguished agricultural scientists, are all the more remarkable given their setting.¶ She made them at the AAAS annual meeting, an event at which scientists normally revel in their latest accomplishments: new insights into marine biology or first results from a recently launched satellite, for example.¶ But this year there has been a palpable chill to proceedings. Yes, good work was reported to the 8,000 who attended the various symposia and lectures at the meeting in Vancouver.¶ However, these pronouncements were set against a background of an entire intellectual discipline that realises that it, and its practitioners, are now under sustained attack.¶ As Fedoroff pointed out, university and government researchers are hounded for arguing that rising carbon dioxide levels in the atmosphere are changing the climate. Their emails are hacked while Facebook campaigns call for their dismissal from their posts, calls that are often backed by rightwing politicians. At the last Republican party debate in Florida, Rick Santorum insisted he should be the presidential nominee simply because he had cottoned on earlier than his rivals Newt Gingrich or Mitt Romney to the "hoax" of global warming.¶ "Those of us who grew up in the sixties, when we put men on the Moon, now have to watch as every Republican candidate for this year's presidential election denies the science behind climate change and evolution. That is a staggering state of affairs and it is very worrying," said Professor Naomi Oreskes, of the University of California, San Diego.¶ Oreskes is co-author, with Erik Conway, of Merchants of Doubt, an investigation into the links between corporate business interests and campaigns in the US aimed at blocking the introduction of environmental and medical measures such as bans on smoking and the use of DDT, laws to limit acid rain, legislation to end the depletion of ozone in the atmosphere and attempts to curb carbon dioxide emissions.¶ In each case, legislation was delayed by years, sometimes decades, thanks to the activities of a variety of foundations – such as the Heartland Institute – which are backed by energy companies such as Exxon and billionaires like Charles Koch.¶ These institutions, acting as covers for major energy corporations, are responsible for the onslaught that has deeply lowered the reputation of science in many people's minds in America. This has come in the form of personal attacks on the reputations of scientists and television adverts that undermine environment laws. The Environmental Protection Agency, which is responsible for blocking mining and drilling proposals that might harm threatened species or habitats, has become a favourite target.¶ "Our present crisis over the rise of anti-science has been coming for a long time and we should have seen it coming," adds Oreskes.¶ This point was backed by Francesca Grifo of the Union of Concerned Scientists (UCS), although she added that one specific event had brought matters to a head this year: the decision by the United States supreme court to overrule the law that allowed the federal government to place limits on independent spending for political purposes by business corporations.¶ "That has opened the gates for corporations – often those associated with coal and oil industries – to flood the market with adverts that support rightwing politicians and which attack government bodies that impose environmental regulations that these companies don't like," she said. "The science that supports these regulations is attacked as well. That has made a terrible difference over the past year and it is now bringing matters to a head."¶ Her remarks are backed by a UCS report, Heads They Win, Tails We Lose: How Corporations Corrupt Science at the Public's Expense, which was published at the Vancouver meeting on Friday. It chronicles the methods used by corporate businesses to attack their targets: harassing individual scientists, ghost-writing scientific articles to raise doubts about government research, and undermining the use of science to form government policy.¶ "People may believe that political interference in science went extinct when George W. Bush left office, but the reality is that the pressure to politicise science is still with us," added Grifo.¶ Most scientists acknowledge that President Barack Obama is sympathetic to science. "The trouble is that he still hasn't been able to do anything to help. He is continually blocked by Congress, and that only adds to our worries and sense of desperation," said Fedoroff. "If the current president is for us, but still cannot do anything to help us, then what will happen if a Republican gets into the White House this year?"¶ In general, the worst excesses of the anti-science lobbies are confined to the US. However, there are signs that their influence is spreading, and that raises worrying issues, said Bob Ward of the Grantham Research Institute on Climate Change, in London.¶ "In coming years, we will have to ask ourselves if public policies should be based on the advice of experts who have carried out robust and rigorous analysis of the evidence, or if they should be guided by lobbyists who appear driven by narrow ideological dogma.

The alternative displaces the rationalization and concern for humanity through its hostility towards politics --- this opens up the space for unimaginable totalitarian horrors
Biskowski 95 Lawrence J, Professor of political theory and political economy at the University of Georgia, Politics versus Aesthetics: Arendt's Critiques of Nietzsche and Heidegger, The Review of Politics, Vol. 57, No. 1 (Winter), pp. 59-89
Arendt consistently maintained that the entire philosophical tradition, from Plato through Heidegger and including Nietzsche,  was "not of this world,"84 and thus hostile to and dangerous for  politics. Whatever aspects of that tradition which may have ended  with Nietzsche and Heidegger, the basically unworldly nature of  its orientation to politics-as epitomized by the essentially solitary philosopher searching for knowledge about human affairs  while withdrawing from them-survived. Arendt appreciated  Nietzsche and Heidegger as thinkers and philosophers, and she  certainly understood the relevance of key elements of their phi-  losophies, such as the debunking of the tradition's metaphysical  notions of Truth, for politics. But neither understood sufficiently  the distinctive elements of politics.  In view of these criticisms, it seems rather difficult to imagine  Arendt as particularly  sanguine about contemporary postmodern  or aestheticized approaches to self and politics. She would al-  most certainly launch a similar critique of the contemporary turn  toward aestheticism. The pervasive and deadening effects of  bureaucracy and instrumental forms of reason have produced a  peculiar kind of overreaction. The latter-day aestheticians of poli-  tics turn from one essentially unworldly principle to the next,  and seek to make politics understandable via that principle.  Jurgen Habermas makes a similar point: "To instrumental rea-  son, they juxtapose in manichean fashion a principle only acces-  sible through evocation, be it the will to power or sovereignty,  Being or the dionysiac force of the poetical."85  From the point of view of Arendtian politics, aestheticization merely replaces or-  more likely-temporarily displaces rationalization,86  while creating a host of new dangers, mainly stemming from the loss of the  common, public world as a source of orientation. As Arendt  pointed out in her study of totalitarianism,  [t]he ruthless individualism of romanticism never meant anything  more serious than that "everybody is free to create for himself his own  ideology." What was new in Mussolini's experiment  was the "attempt to carry it out with all possible energy."87  Previous forms of intellectual aestheticism aggravated the  disorientation which is so much a feature of modernity, and  inadvertently contributed to an atmosphere in which otherwise unimaginable horrors became possible.8

The alt fails to reorient our understanding of the world – pragmatic action taken to prevent atrocities is necessary
Santoni 85 - Maria Theresa Barney Chair Emeritus of Philosophy at Denison University (Ronald, “Nuclear War: Philosophical Perspectives” p 156-157)

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

Waiting for nature to reveal itself cedes the battle to transnational corporations and causes extinction
Graham, 2k – Graduate School of Management, Queensland (P, Heidegger's Hippies, http://www.philgraham.ne t/HH_conf.pdf)

By emphasising the problem of the 'ontological self' (Giddens 1991: 49), informationalism and 'consumerism' confines the navel-gazing, 'narcissistic' masses to a permanent present which they self-consciously sacrifice for a Utopian future (cf. Adorno 1973: 303; Hitchens 1999; Lasch 1984: 25-59). Meanwhile transnational businesses go about their work, raping the environment; swindling each other and whole nations; and inflicting populations with declining wages, declining working conditions, and declining social security. Slavery is once again on the increase (Castells, 1998; Graham, 1999; ILO, 1998). There is no "problem of the subject", just as there is no "global society"; there is only the mass amnesia of utopian propaganda, the strains of which have historically accompanied revolutions in communication technologies. Each person's identity is, quite simply, their subjective account of a unique and objective history of interactions within the objective social and material environments they inhabit, create, and inherit. The identity of each person is their most intimate historical information, and they are its material expression: each person is a record of their own history at any given time. Thus, each person is a recognisably material, identifiable entity: an identity. This is their condition. People are not theoretical entities; they are people. As such, they have an intrinsic identity with an intrinsic value. No amount of theory or propaganda will make it go away. The widespread multilateral attempts to prop up consumer society and hypercapitalism as a valid and useful means of sustainable growth, indeed, as the path to an inevitable, international democratic Utopia, are already showing their disatrous cracks. The "problem" of subjective death threatens to give way, once again, to unprecedented mass slaughter. The numbed condition of a narcissistic society, rooted in a permanent "now", a blissful state of Heideggerian Dasein, threatens to wake up to a world in which "subjective death" and ontology are the least of all worries.

Extinction outweighs ontology
Jonas ’96 (Hans, Former Alvin Johnson Prof. Phil. – New School for Social Research and Former Eric Voegelin Visiting Prof. – U. Munich, “Morality and Mortality: A Search for the Good After Auschwitz”, p. 111-112)
With this look ahead at an ethics for the future, we are touching at the same time upon the question of the future of freedom. The unavoidable discussion of this question seems to give rise to misunderstandings. My dire prognosis that not only our material standard of living but also our democratic freedoms would fall victim to the growing pressure of a worldwide ecological crisis, until finally there would remain only some form of tyranny that would try to save the situation, has led to the accusation that I am defending dictatorship as a solution to our problems. I shall ignore here what is a confusion between warning and recommendation. But I have indeed said that such a tyranny would still be better than total ruin; thus, I have ethically accepted it as an alternative. I must now defend this standpoint, which I continue to support, before the court that I myself have created with the main argument of this essay. For are we not contradicting ourselves in prizing physical survival at the price of freedom? Did we not say that freedom was the condition of our capacity for responsibility—and that this capacity was a reason for the survival of humankind?; By tolerating tyranny as an alternative to physical annihilation are we not violating the principle we established: that the How of existence must not take precedence over its Why? Yet we can make a terrible concession to the primacy of physical survival in the conviction that the ontological capacity for freedom, inseparable as it is from man's being, cannot really be extinguished, only temporarily banished from the public realm. This conviction can be supported by experience we are all familiar with. We have seen that even in the most totalitarian societies the urge for freedom on the part of some individuals cannot be extinguished, and this renews our faith in human beings. Given this faith, we have reason to hope that, as long as there are human beings who survive, the image of God will continue to exist along with them and will wait in concealment for its new hour. With that hope—which in this particular case takes precedence over fear—it is permissible, for the sake of physical survival, to accept if need be a temporary absence of freedom in the external affairs of humanity. This is, I want to emphasize, a worst-case scenario, and it is the foremost task of responsibility at this particular moment in world history to prevent it from happening. This is in fact one of the noblest of duties (and at the same time one concerning self-preservation), on the part of the imperative of responsibility to avert future coercion that would lead to lack of freedom by acting freely in the present, thus preserving as much as possible the ability of future generations to assume responsibility. But more than that is involved. At stake is the preservation of Earth's entire miracle of creation, of which our human existence is a part and before which man reverently bows, even without philosophical "grounding." Here too faith may precede and reason follow; it is faith that longs for this preservation of the Earth (fides quaerens intellectum), and reason comes as best it can to faith's aid with arguments, not knowing or even asking how much depends on its success or failure in determining what action to take. With this confession of faith we come to the end of our essay on ontology.

Technological solutions based on scientific rationality are vital key to progressive environmental solutions – the aff fails
Stephen Eric Bronner, Distinguished Professor of Political Science and a Member of the Graduate Faculty in Comparative Literature and German Studies at Rutgers University, 2004 (Reclaiming the Enlightenment: Toward a Politics of Radical Engagement, Published by Columbia University Press, ISBN 9780231126090, p. 160) CMR
Critics of the Enlightenment may have correctly emphasized the price of progress, the costs of alienation and reification, and the dangers posed by technology and scientific expertise for nature and a democratic society. Even so, however, this does not justify romantic attempts to roll back technology. They conflate far too easily with ideological justifications for rolling back the interventionist state and progressive legislation for cleaning up the environment. Such a stance also pits the Enlightenment against environmentalism: technology, instrumental rationality, and progress are often seen as inimical to preserving the planet. Nevertheless, this is to misconstrue the problem.  Technology is crucial for dealing with the ecological devastation brought about by modernity. A redirection of technology will undoubtedly have to take place: but seeking to confront the decay of the environment without it is like using an umbrella to defend against a hurricane. Institutional action informed by instrumental rationality and guided by scientific specialists is unavoidable. Investigations are necessary into the ways government can influence ecologically sound production, provide subsidies or tax-benefits for particular industries, fund particular forms of knowledge creation, and make "risks" a matter of public debate. It is completely correct to note that: "neither controversial social issues nor cultural concerns can be settled simply by scientific fiat, particularly in a world where experts usually disagree and where science can be compromised by institutional sponsors. No laboratory can dictate what industrial practices are tolerable or what degree of industrialization is permissible. These questions transcend the crude categories of technical criteria and slide-rule measurements."7 

Privileging ontology over ethics is a means to secure individual autonomy—this results in violence and oppression
Child et al 95 (Mark, PhD Candidate in Instructional Psychology @ BYU, "Autonomy or Heteronomy? Levinas's Challenge to Modernism and Postmodernism," http://www.ed.uiuc.edu/EPS/Educational-Theory/Contents/45_2_Child_etal.asp)
If violence and oppression are to be avoided, the work of securing autonomy must itself be called into question; in other words, the autonomy of the "I," the very act of freedom, must be called into question and shown to be unjust. While the ontology of situatedness does indeed mark, name, and argue for the conditions of possibility for "difference" or "otherness," it does not call the freedom of the I into question ethically; does not refer to the shame that the I feels in seeing its use of freedom to be murderous and usurpatory. Of course, there is a sense in which the ontology of situatedness does call the freedom of the I into question. By articulating the limits of situated existence it questions the I existentially. But this actually works to secure freedom rather than call it into question. Knowing the ontological limits becomes itself a freedom; it enables self-rule. That is, "knowing" places the knower in a position both to comprehend the ontological limits of Being (and thus beings, which renders others comprehensible in these terms) and to take up resolutely that which is afforded, disclosed, or given within one's own situation. In other words, "knowing" places one in a position to take up resolutely and attenuate one's autonomy. The appeal to situatedness articulates the limits and possibilities of Being. But this ontology cannot account for the calling into question ethically of the very " cans" and I/cannots," the very freedoms, of Being. This issue is at the heart of the criticism Levinas made of Martin Heidegger, perhaps the most influential "postmodern" philosopher of this century. In his monumental work, Being and Time, Heidegger "calls attention to the forgetting of Being," and attempts to (re)establish the "preeminence of ontology over metaphysics" (PII, p. 53).11 Heidegger argues that in seeking the metaphysical we have forgotten the here and now, earthly existence; we have forgotten Being. What is needed, he contends, is an interrogation and recovery of the meaning of Being.12 Thus he takes up the question: What is the meaning of Being?13 His response to this question is to reformulate our thinking in terms of the verbal form of "Be-ing" rather than the nominative form "Being." This enables him to interpret "Being" as always already relating; always already interpreting; always already "there," Be-ing. Heidegger's work brilliantly illuminates and renders intelligible what situated existence might mean. Dasein (literally, "Being-there") is Heidegger's way of referring to human existence as located, or situated, within and as a horizon. One's location as "Being-there" affords possibilities, or freedoms; it reveals and conceals. The freedom in "Being-there" consists in that which is afforded by one's place. in other words, the autonomy of Dasein is extended and maintained by taking up resolutely that which is afforded within the limits of Being-there. Heidegger's work exactingly and profoundly describes and analyzes many important aspects of what Levinas refers to as the self(same), or the play of earthly, sensuous existence (though the same and Dasein are not strictly synonymous). Levinas's criticism of Heidegger's work is that his phenomenology illuminates the freedom of the self(same) in terms of Dasein, but does not refer to the possibility of the self(same) having its freedom called into question in other than ontological terms. Levinas argues that the ontology of situated, temporal, embodied existence does not concern itself with the experience of having one's freedom, the freedom of the 1, put into question such that one's actions, or potential actions, are shown to be unjust, violent, or evil. In other words, it overlooks the experience where one may, ontologically speaking, choose to commit violence, but where one concomitantly " knows" that doing so would be unjust; where one is therefore awakened to a shame in regard to one's acts or potential acts. In Heidegger the focus remains on articulating the freedom of Being, and in resolutely taking up the freedom which is disclosed within the limits of Dasein. Thus, argues Levinas, he continues the work of securing and extending autonomy: When [Heideggerl sees man possessed by freedom rather than possessing freedom, he puts over man a neuter term [the freedom in Be-ing] which illuminates freedom without putting it in question. And thus he is not destroying, but summing up a whole current of Western philosophy (PII, p. 51). The tendency, then, in postmodernism to place highest priority on ontology is problematic to the degree that it tends to "illuminate freedom without putting it in question" ethically. The problem is not with ontology per se, but with the work of making ontology preeminent; of subsuming ethics in ontology. That is, we can make an ontological argument for ethics such as, a teacher cannot justify her teaching practices by appealing to a universal notion of what constitutes real learning because such universals are illusions. But an appeal to the ontology of situatedness does not account, for instance, for the teacher who, in her concrete relations with a particular child, finds her "project" deeply questioned and feels she ought not, in spite of her own good reasons to the contrary, do what she has the "authority" to do and the freedom to do. Moreover, it does not help us to get a sense for what might be happening when the teacher, who decides in fact to go ahead and do what she feels she ought not do, feels a need to justify her actions. The ontology of situatedness is only suited to giving an account of ethics in terms of ontological, but not ethical, affordances and constraints. That is, ideas such as justice, goodness, and peace are argued for by showing, for instance, how our place in the web of Being is one in which we are always already related and relating to the world around us. Thus, being situated means being interdependent. Understanding our interdependence should render us more concerned about living peaceably within our respective situations. But what does "peaceably" mean? If we are seeking the "truth" of this word in the direction of autonomy, then we will seek to know what living peaceably "is" ontologically so that we may then know how to live. But, as we have argued, the work of securing autonomy by means of ontology can lead to violence and oppression. 

The plan reorients our political approach to climate change --- the search for solutions empowers agency and human becoming
Foust and Murphy, July 2009 (Christina - assistant professor in the Department of Human Communication Studies at the University of Denver, and William - , Revealing and reframing apocalyptic tragedy in global warming discourse, Environmental Communication, p. http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/section?content=a912388367&fulltext=713240928#references)
A comic apocalyptic frame suggests that human beings have agency at different points within the global warming narrative. Comically framed discourse posits that humans may mitigate the worst effects of climate change, or that they may adapt to the unchangeable telos. For instance, Kristof (2005) identifies relatively inexpensive "initial steps we can take to reduce carbon emissions ... like encouraging mass transit, hybrid vehicles, better insulation and energy-efficient light bulbs," which "could reduce global emissions by one-third" (p. A25). At the same time it leaves open the possibility that humans may influence the future, apocalyptic rhetoric from a comic frame casts global warming as a material reality, (more or less) ordained and thus constraining human choices. Empowerment within the comic variation of apocalypse is not a trivial matter, however. It requires humans to make the right decisions from a limited set of choices: "Nature commands humans to adapt or die. The natural world keeps erupting, shifting, storming, collapsing, whirling. It refuses, despite our entreaties, to become something dependable and constrained and rational" (Achenbach, 2004, p. C1). In other words, a comic apocalypse does not suggest that events are controllable through any or all human actions. Using the comic frame permits humans to miss the fully tragic telos (which would, presumably, end all time and humanity): In [climatologist Roger Pulwaty's] view, a crisis is a point in a story, a moment in a narrative that presents an opportunity for characters to think their way through a problem. A catastrophe ... is one of several possible outcomes that follows from a crisis. "We're at the point of crisis ... " Pulwaty concluded. (Gertner, 2007, p. 68) By distinguishing between "crisis" and "catastrophe," the comic variation suggests that the tragic telos is only one potential ending to the climate change narrative, contingent upon whether humans alter their behavior in an appropriate manner. Human beings can assume responsibility within a comically constructed apocalypse, even if the narrative begins tragically. Eilperin (2007) reports that "the warming of the climate system is unequivocal ... even in the best-case scenario, temperatures are on track to cross a threshold to an unsustainable level" which "could" produce effects "irreversible within a human lifetime" (p. A1). What begins as a tragically ordained story takes a comedic turn, as humans have an opportunity to realize that they are mistaken. Eilperin interviews climate scientist Gerald Meehl, who concludes "that a sharp cut in greenhouse gas emissions could still keep catastrophic consequences from occurring: 'The message is, it does make a difference what we do'" (p. A1). Comically, the telos does not overshadow the significance of human choice, which may stave off total catastrophe. While mitigation is one potential source for human agency, another is adaptation. As Revkin (2007) quotes Dr. Mike Hulme: "Climate change is not a problem waiting for a solution ... but a powerful idea that will transform the way we develop" (p. A16). The emphasis on transformation suggests that humans can adapt to the apocalyptic telos of global warming, even though the telos is, implicitly, foretold. The comic telos thus requires humans to rethink their choices, sometimes after the worst effects of global warming have taken place. Such effects may be forecast as though they will (most likely) occur, maintaining the apocalyptic structure (even in the comic variation): If the scientists are right about an apocalyptic future of floods, droughts, dead coral reefs, rising sea levels and advancing deserts, global warming is an existential threat that should affect our approach to just about every issue. To take it seriously, we would have to change the way we think about transportation, agriculture, development, water resources, natural disasters, foreign relations, and more. (Grunwald, 2006, p. B1) Though the ending of global warming is foretold, climate change provides a comic challenge from which people may learn, grow, and adapt. While the tragic variation would end the narrative with humans and all other species as victims of the catastrophic effects of global warming, the comic version is more open-ended. Furthermore, comic variations often present the apocalyptic telos in a non-totalizing way, again with the effect of amplifying human agency. Comic versions of the global warming narrative posit localized effects, as Clynes (2007) suggests: "A one-meter rise in sea levels over the next 93 years would have enormous consequences, flooding low-lying coastal areas and megadeltas, such as the Nile and Brahmaputra in Bangladesh, where millions of people live" (p. 52). Though Northern industrialized nations could adapt to flooding, developing coastal countries likely could not: "the dramatic effects of climate change could push the number of displaced people globally to at least one billion" (Clynes, 2007, p. 52). Discourse such as this takes seriously global warming's threat, while emphasizing a non-total telos. As exemplary of the comic variation, it reinforces responsibility for making ethical choices, rather than resigning oneself to the foretold, total catastrophe. In addition, comic discourse indicates a time frame (93 years in the previous example) over which global warming will occur, rendering the temporality comic. While a tragic temporality might predict an exact date after which human agency is impossible; or, leave time to be experienced as rapid through its portrayal of catastrophic events; a comic framing allows readers to experience a more manageable time period across which effects may occur. In comic temporality, the effects of global warming do not happen all at once: "while widespread permanent inundation ... is possible, it isn't likely to occur in [New York City] in our grandchildren's lifetimes, or even their grandchildren's. And an extra 5 to 10 inches of water over the next few decades," Rogers (2007) concludes, is manageable for residents (p. 1). While such temporality may make the issue of climate change appear less pressing to crass readers unconcerned with their families' or communities' futures, it permits human action on climate change, rather than limiting possible expressions of human agency to total resignation. Conclusions: Understanding and Reframing Apocalyptic Despair Framing global warming as an apocalyptic event has several implications. Tragic apocalyptic framing in particular posits the issue of global warming as extra-human, driven by cosmic forces, and, as such, Fated. Oddly, this makes it difficult to hold humans accountable for pumping greenhouse gases into the atmosphere. We are dismayed by tragic discourse that attributes global warming to a simple "rise in temperatures" (Bacon & Watson, 1998, p. 3A), which alleviates humans of responsibility for creating, or at least contributing to, climate change; and decreases the sense of human responsibility for combating global warming. Furthermore, apocalyptic framing diminishes the range of human agency possible in influencing the inevitable march of global warming. As Brummett (1991) explains, believers who have "lost control over events" are "reassured, not by regaining control, but by knowing that history is nevertheless controlled by an underlying order" (p. 37). Apocalyptic framing limits believers' agency to acting in accordance with prophetic directives, which typically involves intrapersonal activity (e.g., repentance) in the face of cosmic forces beyond individual control. Rather than encouraging material action or behavioral change, being a true believer resigns the community to inaction. A second implication of the tragic apocalyptic frame is that it invites naysayers to discredit scientists as false prophets and label environmentalists as alarmists. As Gleiberman (2006) notes: "The right-wing strategy, which has been to paint global warming as a lofty hypothetical-an alarmist scenario pushed by pesky Chicken Littles-is a way of relegating it back to the era of '60s paranoia" (p. 65). Apocalyptic framing serves as fodder for naysayers to continue portraying global warming as "overblown" or arguing "that it may not exist" (Stevens, 1997, p. F1). Ultimately, such a discourse polarizes readers, who are forced to choose sides because they were not given more nuanced options for addressing the issue. But if not through a tragic apocalypse, how might the narrative of global warming be framed to promote political action? Participants in a recent Environmental Communication forum speak to this question, in light of Schwarze's discussion of melodrama (Kinsella, 2008). As Schwarze (2006) argues, the polarizing structure of melodrama may inspire action: "Promoting division and drawing sharp moral distinctions can be a fitting response to situations in which identification and consensus have obscured recognition of damaging material conditions and social injustices" (p. 242). Though melodrama and apocalyptic tragedy differ, they share a tendency to divide audiences, for instance, into heroes against villains (Schwarze, 2006) or believers against non-believers (Brummett, 1991). Perhaps the polarizing rhetoric of melodrama may shift the ground of the climate change debate away from economic costs and benefits, to the moral stakes of decimating the earth, as Peterson suggests (Kinsella, 2008). Drawing clear distinctions between heroes and villains could motivate identifications to mitigate emissions. As Check counters, the complex issue of climate change may not lend itself to divisive, melodramatic structure, for it does not have a single clear "rhetorical devil that is powerful, ubiquitous, deceitful, and identifiable" (Kinsella, 2008, p. 98). We, too, worry that divisive rhetoric, particularly in the form of tragic apocalypse, has precluded and will continue to suffocate opportunities for a widespread collective will to form. If we accept the view advocated by a number of experts-that global warming represents a challenge to every aspect of modern development-it is imperative for as many different sectors of society as possible to contribute to positive change. Polarizing the community while denying the potential for action, as in apocalyptic tragedy, seems an untenable rhetorical strategy for encouraging the public to become active participants in climate change mitigation. As a frame, apocalyptic comedy may promote agency on the issue of global warming more than tragic polarization. The comic frame promotes humanity as mistaken, rather than evil. As such, comic discourse allows some space for bringing ideologically disparate communities together. To the extent that humanity is mistaken, it has agency for making different choices which may lead to different outcomes. Time is open-ended, with human intervention possible. Humanity is less likely to be resigned to its fate, and, as such, may be inspired to take steps to change. 

Rejection of science and instrumental rationality is disastrous—it leaves us without grounds to choose between competing theories, it justifies racism, and it conflates the method of science with the context in which it is carried out.  
Stephen Eric Bronner, Distinguished Professor of Political Science and a Member of the Graduate Faculty in Comparative Literature and German Studies at Rutgers University, 2004 (Reclaiming the Enlightenment: Toward a Politics of Radical Engagement, Published by Columbia University Press, ISBN 9780231126090, p. 162-163)
Reclaiming the Enlightenment calls for clarifying the aims of an educated sensibility in a disenchanted world. But this requires science. The assault upon its "instrumental" character or its "method" by self-styled radicals trained only in the humanities or social sciences is a self-defeating enterprise. Criticizing "bourgeois" science" is meaningful only with criteria for verification or falsification that are rigorous, demonstrable, and open to public scrutiny. Without such criteria, the critical enterprise turns into a caricature of itself: creationism becomes as "scientific" as evolution, astrology as instructive as astronomy, prayer as legitimate a way of dealing with disease as medicine, and the promise of Krishna to help the righteous a way of justifying the explosion of a nuclear device by India.10 Striking is how the emphasis on "local knowledge"—a stance in which all science is seen as ethno-science with standards rooted in a particular culture11—withdraws objectivity, turns the abdication of judgment into a principle of judgment, [end page 162] and recalls what was once a right-wing preoccupation with "Jewish physics," "Italian mathematics," and the like.  Forgotten is that those who do physics or biology or mathematics all do it the same way or, better, allow for open scrutiny of their own way of doing it. The validity of science does not rest on its ability to secure an "absolute" philosophical grounding, but rather on its universality and its salience in dealing with practical problems. There is a difference between the immanent method of science and the external context in which it was forged. The sociology of science is a completely legitimate endeavor. It only makes sense to consider, for example, how an emerging capitalist production process with imperialistic aspirations provided the external context in which modern science arose. But it is illegitimate to reduce science to that context or judge its immanent workings from the standpoint of what externally inspired its development.12 

Balanced energy portfolio is key to the electric grid 
Hart ’12 (Kathleen, “Duke CEO warns against 'all gas, all the time' for electric generation”, April 11, http://www.snl.com/Interactivex/article.aspx?CdId=A-14623524-13105, CMR)

Warning against the use of "all gas, all the time" for electricity generation, Duke Energy Corp. Chairman, President and CEO Jim Rogers said a balance of natural gas, coal, nuclear power, renewables and energy efficiency will be crucial to maintaining the affordability and reliability of the U.S. electric grid.¶ "Our greatest challenge as an industry is to avoid all gas, all the time, because it's very cheap today," Rogers said at an April 11 Energy for Tomorrow conference sponsored by The New York Times. "I think this is the first time in my career that our gas units are dispatching after nuclear and before all our coal plants. … That's based on price, because gas prices are so low."¶ Rogers noted that "tremendous inventories" of coal are building up in the PJM Interconnection LLC and Midwest ISO markets as natural gas is being burned on a regular basis for power generation. When asked what will happen to all this coal, Rogers responded, "I guess we'll be exporting it to China, maybe one answer."¶ The challenge for the United States is to keep nuclear and coal in the electricity generation mix, Rogers said. He predicted that "between now and 2030, you'll see electricity generated from gas be equal to coal in megawatt-hours. You're going to see that transition occur over the next 20 years."¶ Because natural gas is so cheap today, selling in the $2/MMBtu range, regulators, particularly in regulated states, will likely push for "all gas, all the time," rather than putting an emphasis on new nuclear plants or wind, solar power and other renewables, Rogers said. "When gas is that cheap, there's no need for renewables. You just build a gas unit."¶ Rogers noted that U.S. electric utility companies are in the position of having "to remake our entire generation fleet over the next 40 years. We have a blank sheet of paper, and so the question is, 'What do we build?'" He argued in favor of maintaining a balanced mix of generation sources. "The 'Holy Grail' for our industry is all of the above. We've got to have all of them. … It would be a mistake for our country [to build] nothing but gas over the next two decades, as we have in the last two. Almost 90% of what we've built in the last two decades has been gas."¶ Rogers predicted that at some point, the United States is going to address the carbon dioxide emissions that are widely believed to be causing global warming. "My preference has always been for cap-and-trade for a number of reasons, including the equity of such a system," he said. However, even though Congress has not yet passed legislation aimed at cutting CO2 emissions from power plants and other sources of greenhouse gases, Rogers said he assumes that ultimately there will be a price on carbon. "We know, over time, people in this country will recognize this is an issue and address the issue. Will it get done in the next session of Congress? Not clear. I'm not sure it gets done in the next presidential term."
Extinction 
Rifkin, 2 (Alan, The founder and president of the Foundation on Economic Trends, Fellow at the Wharton School’s Executive Education Program (Jeremy, The Hydrogen Economy: The Creation of the World-Wide Energy Web and the Redistribution of Power on Earth, p.163-164) CMR

It is understandable that we would be unmindful of the critical role that oil plays in feeding our families, because the process of growing food is so removed in time and place from our urban lives. The same holds true for the electricity that we have come to rely on to maintain our daily routines. The electrical grid is the central nervous system that coordinates a densely populated urban existence. Without electrical power, urban life would cease to exist, the information age would become a faded memory, and industrial production would grind to a halt. The fastest way to ensure the collapse of the modern era would be to pull the plug and turn off the flow of electricity. Light,  heat, and power would all stop. Civilization as we know it would come to an end. It is hard to imagine what life would be like without electricity, although it has only been utilized as a source of energy for less than a century. Most of our great-grandparents were born into a world with electricity. Today, we take electricity for granted. That is because, food, it is abundantly available. We rarely think about where it comes from or how it gets to us. It is a kind of stealth force, tucked away inside wires overhead, buried in the ground, or hidden inside our walls. Colorless and odorless, it is an invisible but indispensable' presence in our lives.

