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1NC Shell - Heidegger [1/6]

First off - Kritik


1. The affirmative’s advocacy of modern transportation solutions is grounded in a mode of technological thought which seeks to satisfy our desire for unlimited conquest over the dimensions of distance and time. This manner of being and interaction instead severs the things around us from their connections to the world. Our surroundings are revealed as cogs of the machine that is the ‘standing reserve,’ mindless resources to be manipulated and then discarded, always at hand for human consumption

Malpas, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Tasmania, 2000 [Jeff. “Uncovering the Space of Disclosedness: Heidegger, Technology, and the Problem of Spatiality in Being and Time.” Heidegger, Authenticity, and Modernity: Essays in Honor of Hubert L. Dreyfus. Volume 1. MIT Press, pp. 205-207]

Of all the ways in which modern technology has brought about a transformation in the world and our experience of it, it is in our relationship to space - and thereby also time - that its effects have been most striking and pervasive. Indeed, technological development has often taken as its icons images of speed and power that are representative of precisely the technological mastery of space - the locomotive, the aeroplane, the automobile. Moreover, many of the technologies that have been most significant in their impact on everyday life have been those that enable the overcoming of distance through new forms, not only of transportation, but of communication as well. In 1950, Heidegger took television to represent what he then called “the peak of this abolition of every possibility of remoteness”; in the 1990s the Internet achieved an even more radical abolition of “remoteness,” allowing not merely to see and hear, but also to act in relation to things far removed from us in physical space. It is easy to think of the technological “conquest” of space as having vastly increased the accessibility and availability of things, yet Heidegger claims that in its seeming “abolition of remoteness,” technology actually brings about a profound “distancing” of ourselves from the things around us and from the world. Indeed, although technology is, as Heidegger acknowledges, a mode of disclosedness or revealing, its particular “en-framing” of things also entails a covering-over of things as they extend beyond the technological frame: within the domain of the technological, things are disclosed, not as things, but as resource, material, or “stock” (“Bestand” - often translated as “standing-reserve”) - as commodities to be transformed, stored, and consumed in a way that obliterates difference and renders everything in a one-dimensional sameness. Thus Heidegger writes of the essence of technology that it “conceals that revealing which, in the sense of poiesis, lets what presences come forth into appearance. . . . The coming to presence of technology threatens revealing, threatens it with the possibility that all revealing will be consumed by ordering and that everything will present itself only in the unconcealedness of the standing-reserve.” Appearing only as resource, the thing is stripped of its complex and multiple connections with the world - reduced to a single “aspect” - and, in this way, the very fact of disclosedness is itself covered over - within the technological frame, there is nothing to disclose other than what appears and what appears Is just resource. Disclosedness, understood as the bringing to appearance of what would otherwise remain hidden (and so as an unconcealing that always presupposes hidden-ness), is itself covered over by technological revealing.
1NC Shell - Heidegger [2/6]

2. The conceptualization of things as commodities destroys our ability to stand-open to nature’s revealing of itself, positioning humanity as ‘Lords of the Earth’ holding complete dominion over the world. What we fail to realize is that it is not just nature, but ourselves that have become the victims of technological manipulation.

Condella 2001 [Craig A., Fordham University, “Overcoming the Destining Of Technological Being,” Fall 2001 Symposium: Humanity’s Place in the Cosmos, November 6, 2001, http://www.fordham.edu/philosophy/fps/symposia/2001fall/condella.htm]
What modern technology challenges can be see as twofold. First, and perhaps more obvious, is its challenging of nature. Modern technology essentially transforms nature into an energy source which it manipulates and uses at its own discretion. Nature, at the hands of modern technology, is reduced to Bestand (standing-reserve) Beyond even this challenging, however, are the demands placed upon man who, put simply, is challenged-forth into the challenging of nature. Heidegger calls this challenging-forth of man to order nature as standing-reserve Ge-stell (enframing) and thus locates the essence of modern technology outside of human control. Modern technology, as a revealing that orders, is thus no mere human doing. Therefore we must take the challenging that sets upon man to order the actual as standing-reserve in accordance with the way it shows itself. That challenging gathers man into ordering. This gathering concentrates man upon ordering the actual as standing-reserve. In the end, modern technology as Ge-stell creates a situation in which man orders nature and thus posits himself as “lord of the earth” when, in all reality, he himself is being ordered in just the same way. Within such a situation, man becomes blind to all other modes of revealing outside of the technological. He sees nature as existing fundamentally for him while being driven by a power greater than himself, a power which not only distorts nature but obfuscates man’s understanding of his own self. With modern technology, man is hoodwinked into believing that he fulfills his true essence to the very extent that he dominates his surroundings. Whereas man prides himself on using technology to his own advantage, it is modern technology which, in all reality, uses man. Not until we see modern technology as something outside of our control can we even begin to overcome the danger harbored within its very essence.
1NC Shell - Heidegger [3/6]

3. The domination of technology brings about an authority to devalue life. The result is a calculative logic that leads to the zero point of the holocaust - the point at which existence itself becomes meaningless and our lives disposable
Dillon 99 [Michael, Professor of International Relations at the University of Lancaster, “Another Justices” Political Theory, Vol 27, No. 2, 164-5]
The value of the subject became the standard unit of currency for the political arithmetic of States and the political economies of capitalism'. They trade in it still to devastating global effect. The technologisation of the political has become manifest and global.  Economies of evaluation necessarily require calculability.” Thus no valuation without mensuration and no mensuration without indexation. Once rendered calculable, however, unit[s], of amount are necessarily submissible not only to valuation but also, of course, to devaluation. Devaluation, logically, can extend to the point of counting as nothing. Hence, no mensuration without deaf either. There is nothing abstract about this: the declension of economies of value leads to the zero point of holocaust. However liberating and emancipating systems of value—rights—may claim to he, for example, they run the risk of counting out the invaluable.  Counted. the invaluable may then lose its purchase on life. 
1NC Shell - Heidegger [4/6]

4. When we embrace the commodification constructed by a technological world view, we lose the ability to sense the essence of the world. This prevents us from authentically being in the world and leaves us in a primitive state of ontological damnation worse than any conceivable scenario of nuclear armageddon

Zimmerman, Professor of Philosophy at Tulane University, 1994 (Michael E., Contesting Earth’s Future: Radical Ecology and Postmodernity, 119-20)
Heidegger asserted that human self-assertion, combined with the eclipse of being, threatens the relation between being and human Dasein.53 Loss of this relation would be even more dangerous than a nuclear war that might "bring about the complete annihilation of humanity and the destruction of the earth."54 This controversial claim is comparable to the Christian teaching that it is better to forfeit the world than to lose one's soul by losing one's relation to God. Heidegger apparently thought along these lines: it is possible that after a nuclear war, life might once again emerge, but it is far less likely that there will ever again occur an ontological clearing through which such life could manifest itself. Further, since modernity's one-dimensional disclosure of entities virtually denies them any "being" at all, the loss of humanity's openness for being is already occurring.55 Modernity's background mood is horror in the face of nihilism, which is consistent with the aim of providing material "happiness" for everyone by reducing nature to pure energy.56 The unleashing of vast quantities of energy in nuclear war would be equivalent to modernity's slow-motion destruction of nature: unbounded destruction would equal limitless consumption. If humanity avoided nuclear war only to survive as contented clever animals, Heidegger believed we would exist in a state of ontological damnation: hell on earth, masquerading as material paradise. 

1NC Shell - Heidegger [5/6]

5. Here’s the text to the alternative: decline the affirmative 

Frantic activity in the name of fixing the problems of the world is a corrupt mode of thinking which precludes any real change. You should ignore the affirmative’s siren call to action and embrace the paradoxical “will to surrender,” that seemingly “doing nothing” brings within us in order to cultivate a new understanding of action. The role of your ballot is to decide between competing forms of thought – the technological thought of the affirmative versus the ontological thought of the alternative

McWhorter, Professor of Philosophy and Women's Studies at the University of Richmond, 1992 (Ladelle, , “Guilt as Management Technology: A Call to Heideggerian Reflection,” Heidegger and the Earth, 1-9)

Our usual response to such prophecies of doom is to ignore them or, when we cannot do that, to scramble to find some way to manage our problems, some quick solution, some technological fix. But over and over again new resource management techniques, new solutions, new technologies disrupt delicate systems even further, doing still more damage to a planet already dangerously out of ecological balance. Our ceaseless interventions seem only to make things worse, to perpetuate a cycle of human activity followed by, ecological disaster followed by human intervention followed by a new disaster of another kind. In fact, it would appear that our trying to do things, change things, fix things cannot be the solution, because it is part of the problem itself. But, if we cannot act to solve our problems, what should we do? Heidegger's work is a call to reflect to think in some way other than calculatively, technologically, pragmatically. Once we begin to move with and into Heidegger's call, and begin to see our trying to seize control and solve problems as itself a problematic approach if we still believe that thinking's only real purpose is to function as a prelude to action, we who attempt to think will twist within the agonizing grip of paradox, feeling nothing but frustration, unable to conceive of ourselves as anything but paralyzed. However, as so many peoples before us have known, paradox is not only a trap; it is also a scattering point and passageway. Paradox invites examination of its own constitution (hence of the patterns of thinking within which it occurs) and thereby breaks a way of thinking open, revealing the configurations of power that propel it and hold it on track. And thus it makes possible the dissipation of that power and the deflection of thinking into new paths and new possibilities. Heidegger frustrates us. At a time when the stakes are so very high and decisive action is so loudly and urgently called for, Heidegger apparently calls us to do- nothing. If we get beyond the revulsion and anger that such a call initially inspires and actually examine the feasibility of response, we begin to undergo the frustration attendant upon paradox: how is it possible, we ask, to choose, to will, to do nothing? The call itself places in question the bimodal logic of activity and passivity; it points up the paradoxical nature of our passion for action, of our passion for maintaining control. The call it-self suggests that our drive for acting decisively and forcefully is part of what must be thought through, that the narrow option of will versus surrender is one of the power configurations of current thinking that must be allowed to dissipate.

1NC Shell - Heidegger [6/6]

Next off - the Framework

1. Interpretation: the negative should win the debate if the underlying assumptions of the plan are flawed and a competitive alternative to those assumptions exists

2. Prefer my interpretation: 

A. QUESTIONS OF ONTOLOGY SHOULD ALWAYS TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER THE AFFIRMATIVE’S POLTICAL CALCULUS - WE MUST FIRST ENSURE THAT OUR KNOWELDGE IS GROUNDED IN AUTHENTIC BEING BEFORE WE CAN ACT UPON IT
Elden 2003 [Stuart, BSc (Hons) in Politics and Modern History (1994) and a PhD in Political Theory (1999), both from Brunel University, Professor in the department of Geography at Durham University (Stuart, “Foucault and Heidegger Critical Encounters”, Reading Genealogy as Historical Ontology, University of Minnesota Press Minneapolis London, Questia, REQ]
It is worth drawing out some of the potential implications of Being and Time. From the discussion of Newton, it is clear that Dasein and truth are fundamentally linked, that truth is context dependent. 22 This does not mean that truth is only what an individual thinks, but that truth only has a context dependent on the existence of Dasein. 23 Any eternal truths must rest on an eternal immutability to Dasein. It clearly follows from this that if being changes or is historicized, so, too, is truth. It has been remarked by some critics that Heidegger does indeed, in Being and Time, suggest such an immutability to Dasein, examining it and its structures as if they were true eternally. Such critics sometimes point to a shift in the later Heidegger toward an understanding of the historical nature of being, of Dasein, which leads to a historicizing of truth. 24 Immediately after Being and Time, Heidegger turned his attention to Kant. In terms of the issues at stake here, the crucial part of this reading is the suggestion that Kant recognizes the ontic/ontological distinction. Heidegger suggests that ontic knowledge is knowledge pertaining to the distinctive nature of beings as such, whereas ontological knowledge is the basis on which any such theory (of ontic knowledge) could be constructed, the a priori conditions for the possibility of such sciences. Heidegger's own exercise as fundamental ontology deals with the conditions of possibility not just of the ontic sciences, but of the ontologies that precede and found them. Ontological knowledge provides the a priori conditions for ontic knowledge; it concerns being rather than beings. 25 The predominant strain of Kant interpretation in Heidegger 's time was the neo-Kantianism of the Marburg school, which argued that the Critique of Pure Reason was a work of epistemology. This view, put forward by Hermann Cohen, Heinrich Rickert, and Paul Natorp, among others, held sway in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Heidegger, lecturing at Marburg, tackles this interpretation head on: the Critique of Pure Reason is a theory of knowledge, but it is not a theory of ontic knowledge (i.e., experience) but rather of ontological knowledge—transcendental philosophy, ontology 26 Ontic knowledge (of beings) must conform to ontological foundations (being). This is the real meaning of Kant's Copernican revolution: that instead of our knowledge conforming to objects, objects must conform to our knowledge.

B. Debaters must defend their representations - if an opposing debater stood up and started making racist, sexist, or otherwise disparaging remarks, I should be able to criticize them for using those flawed representations - you cannot simply ignore moral and ethical considerations within the context of the broader speech act that is debate. Kritiks are no different - if I prove that the assumptions and representations of the case are intellectually backwards, you should vote negative.

C. Kritiks are core negative ground - this year’s topic is so absurdly broad that a debater could conceivably run a new affirmative every tournament and no one could possibly have specific answers to it. Kritiks are key to checking this - it’s among the only ground that is consistently predictable for the negative, ensuring that I’ll always have something to say

1NR Extensions - Link
First, at the link level - extend the Malpas evidence - the way the affirmative approaches the resolution treats it as a question - how can we use transportation to better overcome the distance that separates Point A from Point B? The answer is the affirmative’s plan, a prescription of a quick technological remedy to soothe the alleged ills of the status quo. Therein lies the link - this problem-solution mindset spawns an endless cycle of management and technological thought. It not only embodies a utopian fantasy of power and domination over space and time, but results in the enframing of the earth and nature as a standing reserve of energies to be harnessed and then casually discarded.

Next extend the Condella evidence - our addiction to the opium of power and action that technological thought provides for us compels us to crown humanity as rulers of the earth, overlords of nature. This in turn perpetuates a self-destructive mindset where we ourselves become objects of technological manipulation, resources to be utilized, units to be calculated.

1NR Extensions - Impacts
Oops - they haven’t responded to the Dillon evidence and the Zimmerman evidence which is literally the biggest mistake they could have made in this round. 

Dillon is phenomenal - he indicates that there is literally no value to life in the world of the affirmative. Technological thought justifies the quantification of individuals, where everyone is assigned a numerical value - when the value is set at zero it leads to the zero point of the holocaust which is the threshold upon which our existence is literally characterized as a waste of oxygen. This makes human populations disposable by decision makers, spawning an endless cycle of war and genocide.
Zimmerman goes even further - he indicates that this culminates in a state of ontological damnation where we lose our true relation to being. For all intents and purposes meaningful life ceases to exist. Life is not worth living when we as humans are no longer living as such. This subsumes their impacts and turns the case – even if they save lives, those lives have already been rendered morally and ethically bankrupt. Even a nuclear Armageddon that obliterates humanity would be preferential to a primitive state of endless consumption and perpetual destruction. At the point where they concede there’s no value to life there’s literally no reason to vote affirmative. 

1NR Extensions - Alternative
Finally, the alternative:

Extent the McWhorter evidence - we must reject the affirmative and embrace inaction as a path to ontological reconciliation with our true inner being. The only way through which we can break out of the technological cycle is purposeful inaction. What the alternative does is it creates a paradox. The affirmative is a call for action, while the alternative is a call to do nothing. The two statements cannot be reconciled - to accommodate one is to violate the other. The will to resist the very temptation to act that is attendant upon the paradox is so powerful, so overwhelming, that it breaks open a new way of thinking where we begin to engage in ontological thought, to appreciate the things around us in the world. 
1NR Extensions - Framework (Long)
Go to the framework flow.


At the top extend the interpretation: I should win the debate if the underlying assumptions of the plan are flawed and a competitive alternative to those assumptions exists

On the standards debate:

Elden establishes two types of knowledge - ontic knowledge and ontological knowledge. Ontic knowledge describes being - simply what exists and what does not. The affirmative’s plan is an example of ontic thinking - it refers to specific political factoids that constitute supposed harms in the status quo. On the other hand, ontological knowledge describes the properties of authentic being, a state of existence. The alternative represents a search for this knowledge.

The implication is that ontological knowledge must precede questions of ontic knowledge - Elden is phenomenal on this point. Ontological knowledge is what best shapes our understanding of ontic things. Allowing ontic things like technology to dictate our ontological knowledge of being is exactly the type of technological thinking that I am criticizing - it justifies the exploitation and commodification of nature. 
At the point where the affirmative is cold-conceding this point, they aren’t allowed to access the case because it presumes to derive an ontological understanding from ontic knowledge, which is the reverse of genuine understanding. The aff’s description of harms and solvency should be viewed with extreme suspicion because the way they understand the world is based on a highly technical, skewed picture which excludes the element of human conscious and uses nature as standing-reserve. Look the impacts of the kritik before you evaluate the plan.

Also extend the B subpoint - make them defend their representations - if they can win that technological thought is good then by all means they can access the case, but at the point where I’m winning the Elden evidence that technological thought is intellectually backwards you look to the kritik first

Finally extend the C subpoint - ground - basically kritiks are core negative ground and its key to check back unpredictable affirmatives and the aff-side bias that’s inherent to LD
1NR Extensions - Framework (Short)
Go to the framework flow.


At the top extend the interpretation: I should win the debate if the underlying assumptions of the plan are flawed and a competitive alternative to those assumptions exists

On the standards debate:

First, pull through my Elden evidence. It’s phenomenal.  He establishes two types of knowledge - ontic knowledge and ontological knowledge. Ontic knowledge describes being - simply what exists and what does not. Ontological knowledge describes the properties of existence. It is what best shapes our understanding of ontic things. Allowing ontic things like technology to dictate our ontological knowledge is exactly what justifies the exploitation and commodification of nature. The case presumes to derive an ontological understanding from ontic knowledge - they understand the world is based on a highly technical, skewed picture which excludes the element of human conscious and uses nature as standing-reserve - the implication is that you automatically assume the case to be false, vote negative.

Also extend the B subpoint - make them defend their representations - if they can win that technological thought is good then by all means they can access the case, but at the point where I’m winning the Elden evidence that technological thought is intellectually backwards you look to the kritik first

Finally extend the C subpoint - ground - basically kritiks are core negative ground and its key to check back unpredictable affirmatives and the aff-side bias that’s inherent to LD

Links

Internet/Fiber Optics Link

The Internet is a tool that tears down the physical distance between things, allowing infinite access to anything, anywhere, creating the ultimate covering over of distance

Malpas 2006 [Jeff, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Tasmania. “Heidegger’s topology: being, place, world.” MIT Press, pp. 295-6]
Distance, whether the distance of the small or of the great, no longer appears in the way the way that it did previously - it becomes something entirely taken up in the operation of technology and its calculations. At the present time, this reduction or abolition of distance is evident at its most dramatic and most commonplace in relationship to media and computer technology. Seated before my computer, I may find that something physically far removed from me is actually closer, through its electronic accessibility, than something in my immediate environment - an electronic text held on a Web serve two thousand miles away may actually be closer than the hard copy of the same text that sits on the shelf in the next room. The result of this covering over of the difference between near and far is a corresponding obliteration of the difference between things and of the differences in the spatial ordering of things, not merely in my immediate vicinity, but throughout the world as a whole. Given the role of space in the differentiation of things and of world that was explored in the section immediately above, then the near-obliteration of distance means the near-obliteration of the differentiation between things that allows them to appear as properly distinct from one another. Difference becomes simply a matter of difference in the spatial positioning and in the way in which items connect up within the overall structure of such positionings. One way of describing the disappearance of things that occurs here is to say that things are increasingly replaced by images and representations (Vorstellungen) of things (that is, by things as they are removed from their original place - transformed and re-presented from within a particular “frame”) except that eve the idea of representation still refers us to something represented. Within the mode of revealing that emerges here, however, there are only representations, so they cease to appear even as representations - as Heidegger puts it, there are not even any objects, only resources. One of the most obvious consequences of the technological disruption in spatial and topological ordering is a disruption in our sense of location - our “sense of place” - a disruption that occurs through new technological devices such as the computer, internet, aircraft, automobile, and telephone, as well as through the technology associated with the new modes of organization and spatial configuration such as are to be found in the shopping mall, the airport, the highway, even, to some extent, the suburb. These new devices and new modes of organization offer greater convenience, comfort, and efficiency - evens across the world are now as “close” as our television screen, friends and relatives separated from us by thousands of miles are as “near” as the telephone, we can access almost any product we might want from the same retail complex (and catch a movie at the same time). Of course, we often tend to think of the technological changes that result in these new possibilities, not as changes in ourselves, but rather as changes in the opportunities, commodities, and services available to us - indeed, that way of thinking is itself encouraged by the conception of ourselves as “consumers” of these various forms of technology. Yet in fact, technological changes are not changes in something separate from us, but instead constitute changes in the modes by which our own being is disclosed - changes in the ways in which we encounter ourselves and others, and in the character of such encounter. Technology transforms, for instance, even the character of social role and function - important elements in the constitution of social identity - through breaking down the boundaries that restrict access to different social contexts and locations. As Joshu Meyorwitz writes, “We still live and interact in segregated physical locales. But television and other electronic media have broken the age-old connection between where we are and what we know and experience. Children may still be sheltered at home, but television now takes them across the globe before parents give them permission to cross the street.”

Management Link 

Environmental management’s most profound effects are on US, the managers – it destroys an authentic ontological relationship with the natural world

Antolick 2 (Matthew, Master of Arts Department of Philosophy University of South Florida, “Deep Ecology and Heideggerian Phenomenology,” http://etd.fcla.edu/SF/SFE0000104/antolick.pdf)

Enframing “should preserve the suggestion of another Stellen” – poiesis (as letting be) – but it does not. It rather “banishes man into that kind of revealing which is an ordering.” Such ordering “drives out every other possibility of revealing,” and, says Heidegger, “Above all, Enframing conceals that revealing which, in the sense of poiesis, lets what presences come forth into appearance.” 33 Self-revealing gets concealed and re- named as a human-activity within a calculable order. Such order is the realm within which, mentioned above, “Whatever stands by in the sense of standing reserve no longer stands over against us as object.” 

 As soon as what is unconcealed no longer concerns man even as object, but does so, rather, exclusively as standing reserve, and man, in the midst of objectlessness, is nothing but the orderer of the standing reserve, then he comes to the very brink of a precipitous fall; that is, he comes to the point where he himself will have to be taken as standing-reserve. Meanwhile man, precisely as the one so threatened, exalts himself to the posture of lord of the earth. In this way the impression comes to prevail that everything man encounters exists only insofar as it is his construct. This illusion gives rise to one final delusion: it seems as though man everywhere and always encounters only himself…In truth, however, presicely nowhere does man today any longer encounter himself, i.e. his essence. [QCT 27]

This is a rich passage. Particularly interesting is where Heidegger locates anthropocentrism: precisely at the “point” where poetic bringing-forth into the self- standing of the object as object no longer concerns humans. He thus implicitly locates a direct connection between the concealment of poetic bringing forth and the self- exaltation of human beings to “lord of the earth” status. This latter, it seems safe to say, is also a form of concealment. There is thus a direct correspondence between the concealment of poetic bringing-forth and anthropocentrism.

Management/Instrumentalism Link

The affirmative is like a gardener, it looks around for weeds and other pests that is considers a problem and then tries to remedy the situation. In this framework, we only view things in a way that makes them useful for us; this instrumentalization requires the logic and control that created the Holocaust

Matt Szabo, PhD Candidate in Geography at The University of Manchester, “Managerial ecology: Zygmunt Bauman and the gardening culture of modernity,” Environments, Vol. 30, No. 3, 2002, p. proquest

Modern culture is a garden culture. It defines itself as a perfect arrangement for human conditions. It constructs its own identity out of distrust of nature. In fact it defines itself and nature, through its endemic distrust of spontaneity and its longing for a better and necessarily artificial, order. The order, first conceived of as a design, determines what is a tool, what is raw material, what is a weed or pest. .. From the point of view of the design, all actions are instrumental, while all the objects of action are either facilities or hindrances (Bauman 1989: 92). Evidently, a good deal of social comment is tied up within the apparent simplicity of the gardening metaphor; however, the concept of a societal-scale gardener works on many levels, including the most literal -- such as the human attempt to tame and transform wild nature into a resource that serves anthropocentric ends. 'Weeds' or 'pests' in a real garden may, according to the vagaries of definition, be any unwanted plants, animals, or insects. In each case, such threats of disorder pose a challenge to horticultural order, hence they must be managed or eliminated according to the policy of the gardeners in question. Clearly, troublesome weeds could represent any number of things when taken as social metaphors. The ultimate terminus of this argument equates unwanted weeds with unwanted groups of human beings -- Jews, gypsies, Palestinians, illegal immigrants, Iraqis, Kurds and so on. Bauman pursues this line of thinking by referring to the most extreme destination social gardening may reach: 

Modern genocide, like modern culture in general, is a gardener's job ... All visions of society-as-garden define parts of the social habitat as human weeds. Like all other weeds, they must be segregated, contained, prevented from spreading ... Stalin and Hitler's victims ... were killed in a dull, mechanical fashion with no human emotions -- hatred included -- to enliven it. They were killed because they did not fit, for one reason or another, the scheme of a perfect society ... They were eliminated so that an objectively better human world -- more efficient, more moral, more beautiful -- could be established. A Communist world. Or a racially pure, Aryan world. In both cases, a harmonious world, conflict-free ... orderly, controlled (Bauman 1989:92). 

Technology Link

Technology is not just a tool or an object – it establishes an entire mode of Being and interacting with the world – the question in this debate should not be what we can do with technology, but how we can understand what technology does to us. 

Sabatiano 7 (Charles J., Daemen College. “A Heideggerian Reflection on the Prospects of Technology” reprinted in Janus Head 10.1. p. 63-76. PDF accessed July 3, 2008)

This understanding is significant for Heidegger’s reflections concerning technology. He addresses technology not as an object for analysis, but as a way in which Being has come to have meaning in our time in light of our manner of dealing with things. Technology represents the manner of inter-acting in terms of which humans encounter everything within the world as object, to be taken up, used, disposed of at will. The terms of this framework are so taken for granted as the foundation for the meaning of the being of both humans and things that we do not even acknowledge that this represents a manner of being and relating within the world that does have a history, both in how we think and act. Heidegger believes this history has fateful consequences for our time; and that is something we need to think about and question. His reflections are an invitation for us to think, not about technology specifically, but more importantly, on who we are becoming and what everything within our world is coming to mean when the framework cast by technology rules. 
Instrumentalizing Nature Link 

Technological modes of thought frames nature as a ‘standing reserve’ to be used and manipulated by humans. Man sees himself as the ‘Lord of the Earth’ and prevents Being from disclosing itself. 

Jenkins 6 (Martin Pathways School of Philosophy, “Heidegger, Technology, and Our Future,” Philosophy Pathways, Issue 123, http://www.philosophos.com/philosophy_article_137.html)

Heidegger's philosophical project is guided by the question 'What is Being?' The ancient pre-Socratic Greeks best understood this question. Subsequent Western Philosophy has however, taken thought away from the thinking of this, the fundamental question. This trajectory or Destining has its origins with the post-Socratic Greeks and Thinking in this trajectory constitutes the history of Western Philosophy and Science. Consequently we view ourselves, others and the world ordered as en-framing or con-struct [Ge-Stell] — this is the Essence of Technology[1]. Seeing the world revealed to us through the framework of en-framing, we value it only insofar as it ordered for its potential and scope to be used immediately by us or as ordered and stored for later use. Heidegger terms it 'Standing-Reserve' — potential resources on-call waiting to be used. Human being and all that is, is mapped, ordered and valued as resource to be stored or used. 

What Heidegger literally calls 'The Danger' is that we will fail to see en-framing as only one mode of the revelation of Being. Continuing in this one mode of revelation, we will be closed off to the many other ways Being discloses itself to us and so fall from our privileged position of being open to the disclosure of Being [ek-static, Ek-sistence][2]. We will define ourselves in en-framing and wrongly posit ourselves as the 'Lord of the Earth' reigning over an en-framed world domain of both created and manipulated 'natural' resources on call for our use. Lording over all we survey and own, we are in poverty having lost what is most fundamental. 

Being is, What Is. How it reveals itself to us is 'the question' of genuine Thinking [Sein Frage] for Heidegger. Human beings exist in the openness of the 'unconcealedness' [Aletheia] of Being; whereby its Truth appears. Unfortunately, human beings fail to notice this and Being conceals itself. We fail to notice both because we fail to be receptive to the unconcealment of Being and historically, we have been saturated in the destining of a thinking that takes us away from the unconcealing of Being as already mentioned. How did this come about? 

Moral Obligation link

The affirmatives call for a “moral obligation” is nothing but institutionalizing moral codes by which humans and the environment must be ordered and controlled by

Matt Szabo, PhD Candidate in Geography at The University of Manchester, “Managerial ecology: Zygmunt Bauman and the gardening culture of modernity,” Environments, Vol. 30, No. 3, 2002, p. proquest

With a slight shift of emphasis, Bauman argues, the challenge of the Holocaust to law or right is deafening ... The good citizen may henceforth be he or she who stands against the diktats of compulsory Gemeinschaft. As Hannah Arendt argued, in effect, it now became incumbent upon us to contemplate the problem of moral responsibility for resisting socialization (Beilharz 2000: 102-103). 

The Holocaust therefore serves as a focal point for Bauman's arguments regarding the danger of modernity's privileging of institutionally derived ethics before and over the moral impulses of individuals or civic (i.e. non-state) social groupings. As Beilharz goes on to observe, a basic sense of right or wrong -- which Bauman (1993) aligns with innate moral capacity as opposed to institutionally constructed ethics -- may well precede socialization. However Beilharz, a sociologist, shies away from exploring the implications of this essentialist potentiality, or considering what this acknowledgement of non-social factors implies for social-constructivist thinking in general. Instead Beilharz insists that morality is invariably grounded in the social realm, his point being that the social construction and mediation of morality/ethics can mean completely different things depending on the motivations of the determining social group in question: 

The ordinary relativism in morality generated by communal difference does not apply to the human capacity to differentiate between right and wrong. Something must on this account, precede socialization or the conscience collective; and this is why solidarity as such is not a good thing, but can be good or bad, as social solidarities can be constructed for different reasons and put to different ends ... Moral capacity, in this sense, must be located in the social, but not the societal sphere; or it must be practised in the realms of civil society rather than in the state. Morality results from being with others, not from rote instructions or code lists; we may find morality acted out within institutions, but it does not originate within the loci of such structures (Beilharz 2000: 103).

Impacts

Loss of Being Impact

The aff’s technological approach to the world creates a conceptualization of things as commodities to be manipulated and then discarded. We lose our ability to stand-open to nature’s revealing of itself and believe ourselves to be overlords of all we see, failing to realize that it is both nature and ourselves that have become the victims of technological control (we don’t endorse the gendered language in this card)

Condella 2001(Craig A., Professor of Philosophy at Fordham University, “Overcoming the Destining Of Technological Being,” Fall 2001 Symposium:Humanity’s Place in the Cosmos, November 6, 2001, http://www.fordham.edu/philosophy/fps/symposia/2001fall/condella.htm)

Nature, at the hands of modern technology, is reduced to Bestand (standing-reserve). Beyond even this challenging, however, are the demands placed upon man who, put simply, is challenged-forth into the challenging of nature. Heidegger calls this challenging-forth of man to order nature as standing-reserve Ge-stell (enframing) and thus locates the essence of modern technology outside of human control. Modern technology, as a revealing that orders, is thus no mere human doing. Therefore we must take the challenging that sets upon man to order the actual as standing-reserve in accordance with the way it shows itself. That challenging gathers man into ordering. This gathering concentrates man upon ordering the actual as standing-reserve. In the end, modern technology as Ge-stell creates a situation in which man orders nature and thus posits himself as “lord of the earth” when, in all reality, he himself is being ordered in just the same way. Within such a situation, man becomes blind to all other modes of revealing outside of the technological. He sees nature as existing fundamentally for him while being driven by a power greater than himself, a power which not only distorts nature but obfuscates man’s understanding of his own self. With modern technology, man is hoodwinked into believing that he fulfills his true essence to the very extent that he dominates his surroundings. Whereas man prides himself on using technology to his own advantage, it is modern technology which, in all reality, uses man. Not until we see modern technology as something outside of our control can we even begin to overcome the danger harbored within its very essence.

Human Objectification Impact 

Through our reliance on technology, we become like the environment we exploit, a resource to be objectified, utilized and then discarded. The human subject no longer exists in this cycle, and extinction becomes a very real threat.

Beckman 0( Tad, Emeritus Professor of Philosophy, Humanities and Social Sciences at Harvey Mudd College, “Martin Heidegger and Environmental Ethics,” http://thuban.ac.hmc.edu/~tbeckman/personal/Heidart.html)
To understand the essence of modern technology as enframing, Heidegger claims is to understand the problem of technology in its fullest sense; for in enframing we will understand the deeper context in which humans journeyed from involvement with nature into an intrusion upon it. We must move, then, to understand what Heidegger meant by enframing. We are to understand technology through enframing in two very important ways. First, technology is a process, or coming-to-presence, which is underway in the world and which has truly gigantic proportions. The two concepts that Heidegger used as analogies in arriving at the word 'Ge-stell' were 'Gebirg" and 'Gemuet.' Both of these are processes of cosmic scope. The former is the gradual building, emergence, folding, and eroding of a mountain range. The latter is the welling up and building of emotional feelings that originate in the depths of our beings, as differentiated from the simple emotions that arise quickly and spontaneously in normal contexts. Second, technology viewed as enframing is a process that is shaping human destiny today and that has been shaping human destiny in relation to the universe for almost as long as we conceive of our history. What we call technology and think to be a neutral instrument standing ready for our control is actually a specific manifestation of this whole process. {[7], p. 19} The concept of enframing suggests that human life in the context of the natural world is gathered wholly and cosmically within the essence of technology. Just as the technology that we now see ongoing in the world shows the characteristic of challenging-forth the objects around us, the whole process within which human life is developing challenges-us-forth to this mode of revealing the real or of ordering nature into standing reserve. Our control over technology is an illusion; it and we alike are being shaped, like an evolving mountain range, in the process that Heidegger called enframing. The possession of what we commonly call technology is only a fragmentary, though characteristic, aspect of that whole development; language thought, religion, art, and all other aspects of human life are coordinated into this development as a part of enframing. To see the essence of technology in this way delivers us into the final phase of Heidegger's analysis, the great danger to humanity that technology represents. Just as enframing organizes our lives progressively into a disposition of challenging and ordering the things around us into standing reserve, its progress as a development of human destiny challenges and orders us into standing reserve for its own ends. "The destining of revealing is in itself not just any danger, but danger as such. Yet when destining reigns in the mode of Enframing, it is the supreme danger. This danger attests itself to us in two ways. As soon as what is unconcealed no longer concerns man even as object, but does so, rather, exclusively as standing-reserve, and man in the midst of objectlessness is nothing but the orderer of standing-reserve, then he comes to the very brink of a precipitous fall; that is, he comes to the point where he himself will have to be taken as standing-reserve. Meanwhile, man, precisely as the one so threatened, exalts himself to the posture of lord of the earth. In this way the impression comes to prevail that everything man encounters exists only insofar as it is his construct. This illusion gives rise in turn to one final delusion: It seems as though man everywhere and always encounters only himself." {[7], pp. 26-7; emphasis added} Just as humans have progressively limited the being of the natural objects around them, Heidegger observed, they too have acquired a progressively limited character or being. While we have come to think that we encounter only ourselves in the world, "in truth, however, precisely nowhere does man today any longer encounter himself, i.e., in his essence." {[7], p. 27} While all epochs of human evolution contain danger, the epoch of modern technology possesses the gravest danger because it is the epoch whose characteristic is to conduct humanity out of its own essence. Modern technology, in Heidegger's view, is the highest stage of misrepresentation of the essence of being human. (9) In order to understand this danger completely and, certainly, in order to come to accept it as a correct analysis, will require a more extensive review of Heidegger's theory of human nature and its essence. But this will be easier and also more appropriate in the final section of this essay, after we have reviewed Heidegger's understanding of art. For art, in its essence and not as we presently conceive of it, from the disposition of enframing, is a wholly separate path of human development.

Human Objectification Impact

Our technological understanding of being serves to enframe reality as intrinsically meaningless, ultimately affirming the enslavement of ourselves as resources to be consumed. 

Thomson 4 (Iain, Dept. of Philosophy, Univ. of New Mexico. “Ontology and Ethics at the Intersection of Phenomenology and Environmental Philosophy”, published in Ecophenomenology: Back to the Earth Itself copyright 03. PDF accessed July 2, 2008 p. 396)

The later Heidegger’s ontological critique of ‘enframing’ (Gestell, our nihilistic, ‘technological’ understanding of being) builds on the idea that we Dasein implicitly participate in the making-intelligible of our worlds, indeed, that our sense of reality is mediated by lenses inherited from metaphysics. Here Heidegger historicizes Kant’s discursivity thesis, which holds that intelligibility is the product of a subconscious process by which we spontaneously organize and so filter a sensibly overwhelming world to which we are fundamentally receptive.32 For Heidegger, however, this implicit organization is accomplished not by historically-fixed categories but rather by a changing historical understanding of what and how entities are (an onto- theological understanding of both their essence and existence, to take the most famous example), and this ‘understanding of being’ is supplied by the metaphysical tradition. Metaphysics, as ontotheology, temporarily secures the intelligible order both ontologically, from the inside-out, and theologically, the outside-in (so to speak), thereby supplying the most basic conceptual parameters and ultimate standards of legitimacy for each of history’s successive epochs or constellations of intelligibility. We late-moderns, for example, implicitly process intelligibility through the ontotheological lenses inherited from Nietzsche’s metaphysics, which ultimately understands the being of entities as eternally-recurring will-to-power, that is, as forces coming- together and breaking-apart with no goal other than their own unlimited self-augmentation. The result is an unnoticed ‘enframing’ of reality, by which we tend to reduce every entity we encounter to the status of an intrinsically meaningless ‘resource’ (Bestand) merely to be optimized as efficiently as possible, leveling all attempts to say what matters to us down to empty optimization imperatives (such as the ubiquitous: ‘Get the most out of your potential!’). Thus we come to treat even ourselves (modernity’s vaunted ‘subject’) in the terms underlying our technological refashioning of the world, as just another resource to be optimized, ordered, and enhanced with maximal efficiency. Now, to take just one telling example, for every individual who goes out for a hike in nature in the USA, thousands drive to indoor gyms in order to ‘get their exercise’ on a treadmill, seeking to optimize their health by going nowhere fast, often while watching television or otherwise diverting their attention through technological means. 

Ontological Damnation Impact 

Technology as represented in our unending reach to control and abuse the natural world for our desires pushes the modern era toward the ontological compromise of our very meaning and humanness in the world

Sabatiano 7 (Charles J., Daemen College. “A Heideggerian Reflection on the Prospects of Technology” reprinted in Janus Head 10.1. p. 63-76. PDF accessed July 3, 2008)

It is important to keep this perspective in mind as we turn our atten-tion to Heidegger’s reflections on the meaning of technology. Here too, Heidegger’s thinking is existential and metaphysical; and he approaches technology not as something technological, but rather as a way of being in the world. It represents a way of dealing with things and one another that has a fateful impact not just on the kind of world it helps shape, but on the very meaning and being of our humanness as well. Heidegger believed that modern technology represented something very different from that of previous eras because of the full extent to which practically everything, especially all aspects of the natural realm, had become available and accessible to human manipulation. For Heidegger, technology does not represent merely the tools and equipment we make and use as we build and settle our world. More fundamentally than that, technology represents the manner in which humans have extended their reach to change, shape and thereby control just about everything we encounter within the world with practically no limit. Nothing has meaning or purpose except that it can be made available to be used, disposed of as needed, even abused if suitable. The difference of the era of modern technology is that nothing is left outside the scope of what humans can effect. Heidegger saw all this as auguring a time of danger because of the all-encompassing nature of what was taking place and also because of how we viewed it as strictly the result of our own power of achievement.4 

The human drive to access and dominate nature will strike humanity with the prospect to risk the ontology of world and self. We ourselves are the danger to our very meaning. 

Sabatiano 7 (Charles J., Daemen College. “A Heideggerian Reflection on the Prospects of Technology” reprinted in Janus Head 10.1. p. 63-76. PDF accessed July 3, 2008)

It is as though Heidegger would have us appreciate the fact that in many respects we are not as in control of things as we would like to believe; that we are not fully in charge of even our own accomplishments. Instead, the very manner in which we are needed as those alone who could accomplish the promise of technology manifests how—as needed—we ourselves partake in the event (evenire: the coming about) of world in a way we could never fully control. Heidegger would have us accept that all is possible, precisely as made possible. However unique and privileged we are as those into whose responsibility the world has now been entrusted, nevertheless, even our greatest of achievements implicate much more than just our own powers. They involve as well what from Heidegger’s perspective could be seen as a mission or calling as those entrusted to reveal the possibilities of world because of our open way of belonging within the interplay of relatedness that is world. Heidegger says there is hope for the world if and as the danger is perceived precisely as the danger. Somehow, the all-encompassing manner in which everything is now open and accessible, that there may be no limits to what we can do, and that all lies vulnerable might suddenly act as a lightning strike to shake us out of the slumbers of the everyday business. It might dawn on us that everything, including world itself is at risk; and thus we ourselves are at risk. Then we might understand that we ourselves are the danger.

Management/Genocide Impact

While the affirmatives process saving the environment shows great promise and benefit, it justifies a process of managing whose inseparable shadow leads unchecked genocide

Matt Szabo, PhD Candidate in Geography at The University of Manchester, “Managerial ecology: Zygmunt Bauman and the gardening culture of modernity,” Environments, Vol. 30, No. 3, 2002, p. proquest

 The leitmotif of Bauman's book Modernity and the Holocaust is that the Holocaust and the Soviet Gulag were not caused by a breakdown in Enlightenment values, nor did they represent a relapse into pre-modem or 'pre-civilised' barbarism. Rather, the efficiency and vision required to kill and dispose of so many people in such a short space of time was an application of processes more usually accepted as both normal and necessary components of a well-managed, modern society: 

[a] The two most notorious and extreme cases of modem genocide did not betray the spirit of modernity. They did not deviously depart from the main track of the civilizing process. They were the most consistent, uninhibited expressions of that spirit...They showed what the rationalizing, designing, controlling dreams and efforts of modern civilization are able to accomplish if not mitigated, curbed or countered . . . [b] Like everything else done in the modern -- rational, planned, scientifically informed, expert, efficiently managed, coordinated -- way, the Holocaust left behind and put to shame all its allegedly pre-modern equivalents, exposing them as primitive and wasteful by comparison ... It towers above the past genocidal episodes in the same way as the modem industrial plant towers above the craftsman's cottage workshop, or the modern industrial farm . towers above the peasant farmstead (Bauman [a]1989:93, [b] 1989:89). 

Having dropped his bombshells, Bauman is careful to point out that while the Holocaust was a manifestation of modern technics being taken to an extreme end, living in the modem world is generally not a Holocaust-like experience. Rather, the Holocaust is one of various possibilities that modernity offers. Industrialised genocide represents one 'shadow' of modernity which cannot be divorced from its more celebrated triumphs. As Beilharz observes: 

[Modern] civilization both creates and destroys. This contradiction, however, is exactly what is missing from most of the sociology of modernity, which identifies either dynamic progress or barbarism but not both, together (Beilharz 2000:91). 

Bauman's point is that many of the processes synonymous with modern social structuring are Janus-faced. Along with mass industrialisation, modernity also enabled industrial-scaled genocide to happen. While the impulse to corral or kill ethnic groups is hardly a new turn of events, the ability to follow such plans through to a previously undreamed of scale, with equally unprecedented levels of orderly efficiency, is a relatively recent (modern) phenomena. However, Bauman qualifies this broadside against industrialization by arguing that for genocide to take place, advances in technology must be coupled with an "ideologically obsessed power elite" that can realise its will by harnessing the most efficient means of social engineering available at any given time, if -- and it is a big if -- unchecked by effective opposition. Hence for industrial-scaled genocide to happen, various factors need to be aligned in a particular constellation: 

The Holocaust is a by-product of the modem drive to a fully designed, fully controlled world, once the drive is getting out of control and running wild. Most of the time, modernity is prevented from doing so. Its ambitions clash with the pluralism of the human world . . . When the modernist dream is embraced by an absolute power able to monopolize modern vehicles of rational action, and when the power attains freedom from effective social control, genocide follows. A modern genocide -- like the Holocaust. The short-circuit . . . .between an ideologically obsessed power elite and the tremendous facilities of rational, systemic action developed by modern society may happen relatively seldom. Once it does happen, however, certain aspects of modernity are revealed which under different circumstances are less visible (Bauman 1989:93- 94).

Management/Genocide Impact 

The affirmatives “gardener” mindset to where all of the undesirable effects of the environment, weeds, are removed for the protection of the rest. This project of control and management will inevitably lead to mass genocide
Matt Szabo, PhD Candidate in Geography at The University of Manchester, “Managerial ecology: Zygmunt Bauman and the gardening culture of modernity,” Environments, Vol. 30, No. 3, 2002, p. proquest

Bauman argues that while Frederick the Great was merely picking up on the philanthropic zeitgeist of the Enlightenment era, the modern evolution of the managerial capacities of the modern state, coupled with advances in biological science, eventually transformed the vision of Frederick the Great into the real-world eugenic experiments of the 20th Century. As the future Nazi minister of Agriculture, R.W. Darre observed in 1930: 

He who leaves the plants in a garden to themselves will soon find to his surprise that the garden is overgrown by weeds and that even the basic character of the plants has changed. If therefore the garden is to remain the breeding ground for the plants, if in other words, it is to lift itself above the harsh rules of natural forces, then the forming will of a gardener is necessary, a gardener who . . . carefully tends what needs tending and ruthlessly eliminates the weeds . . . a people can only reach spiritual and moral equilibrium if a well-conceived breeding plan stands at the very centre of its culture (Darre cited in Bauman 1991: 27). 

Bauman goes on to quote various 20th Century scientists who made the connection between gardening and the potential improvements offered to society by a marriage of eugenics and social engineering (1991: 27-29). It is the common drive towards instrumental control rather than a shared politics that unifies the various protagonists cited, and, crucially, it is the ubiquity of such controlling visions within 'well-intentioned' scientific and political thinking generally -- the application of results-driven scientific methodologies to the social realm -- that motivates Bauman's broader critique: 

Let us emphasize that none of the above statements [from various scientists] was ideologically motivated; in particular, none of them was aimed specifically at the Jews. . .The quoted scientists were guided solely by proper and uncontested understanding of the role and mission of science -- and by the feeling of duty towards the vision of good society; a healthy society, an orderly society. In particular, they were guided by the hardly idiosyncratic, typically modern conviction that the road to such a society leads through the ultimate taming of the inherently chaotic natural forces, and by systematic, and ruthless if need be, execution of a scientifically conceived rational plan (Bauman 1991: 29). 

The centrality of science within such narratives of control is perhaps indicative of science's traditional philosophical orientation -- the Baconian and Cartesian directives of mastery over nature. Also, the role science plays as the provider of the technics (Mumford: 1934) necessary to realize abstract political goals inevitably places it at the very centre of recent social-engineering projects - regardless of their ideological motivations. As Bauman observes, it was the advance of technology in tandem with the evolving managerial capacities of the modern state that transformed Frederick the Great's metaphors into 20th Century eugenics. Obviously, a mass of contestable and highly controversial historical baggage lies between these readings of gardening as a managerial metaphor and gardening as applied biological science. Bavington's (this volume) concerns about the implications of a shift from managing nature to managing humans makes this baggage especially salient for a critique of managerial ecology. 

Technological Destruction Impact 

The enframing of the natural world makes violence and war in the name of resources inevitable.

Jenkins 6 (Martin Pathways School of Philosophy, “Heidegger, Technology, and Our Future,” Philosophy Pathways, Issue 123, http://www.philosophos.com/philosophy_article_137.html)

Through en-framing all Being including nature and human beings themselves are revealed as resources. As written, this mode of thinking destined from the past has hegemony standing over, against and before us. World War Two solved little according to Heidegger, as en-framing still held and holds sway[4]. In fact, the militaristic technology of atomic bombs and other means of self-annihilation now stand before human beings defined as resources contributing to the growth of the GDP of nations immersed in globalisation. Heidegger perceived both American capitalism and Soviet communism as symptomatic of destining — two sides of the same technological coin[5]. At the very time when Humanity defines itself as supreme Lord and Master of a World it technologically en-frames and represents to itself, it is blind to the loss involved and 'The Danger' of so understanding, defining and thereby limiting itself through the ordering of En-framing — the essence of technological Thinking. 

When en-framing is the only way that Being reveals itself, other ways of its unconcealment are forgotten. Heidegger is not asking people to become luddites and reject all technology; he is calling for people to become aware of the essence of technology and for its monopolisation of the revealing of Being through en-framing to be challenged. There are other ways for Being to reveal itself. That we humans forget this and continue to see ourselves only as resources to each other and to the economy, that we see materialist physiology as explaining our being and cybernetics, artificial intelligence as our progressive development; that we continue to think within the essence of technology alone, closes us off from other ways of the revelation of Being and from appreciating ourselves as the unique site of this revelation of Being. And it is the revelation of Being that discloses the meaning[s] of Being, of What Is — of what its all about — to human beings. In forgetting this, far from being at home as supreme Lord and Master, we are homeless and without roots. What is humanity to do? 

Technological Destruction Impact 

Technological thought knows no bounds and peers into the deepest levels of the world to uncover even more powerful means of controlling life and death. 

Beckman 0( Tad, Emeritus Professor of Philosophy, Humanities and Social Sciences at Harvey Mudd College, “Martin Heidegger and Environmental Ethics,” http://thuban.ac.hmc.edu/~tbeckman/personal/Heidart.html)
The threat of nuclear annihilation is, currently, the most dramatic and ironic sign of technology's "success" and of its overwhelming power; mass itself has been grasped as a standing-reserve of enormous energy. On the one hand we consider ourselves, rightfully, the most advanced humans that have peopled the earth but, on the other hand, we can see, when we care to, that our way of life has also become the most profound threat to life that the earth has yet witnessed. (14) Medical science and technology have even begun to suggest that we may learn enough about disease and the processes of aging in the human body that we might extend individual human lives indefinitely. In this respect, we have not only usurped the gods' rights of creation and destruction of species, but we may even usurp the most sacred and terrifying of the gods' rights, the determination of mortality or immortality. The gods, it is true, have been set aside in our time; they are merely antiquated conceptions. The gods, it is true, have been set aside in our time; they are merely antiquated conceptions. The "withdrawal of the gods" is a sign of our pervasive power and our progressive "ego-centrism." The human ego stands at the center of everything and, indeed, sees no other thing or object with which it must reckon on an equal footing. We have become alone in the universe in the most profound sense. Looking outward, we see only ourselves in so far as we see only objects standing-in-reserve for our dispositions. It is no wonder that we have "ethical problems" with our environment because the whole concept of the environment has been profoundly transformed. A major portion of the environment in which modern Westerners live, today, is the product of human fabrication and this makes it ever more difficult for us to discover a correct relationship with that portion of the environment that is still given to us. It is all there to be taken, to be manipulated, to be used and consumed, it seems. But what in that conception limits us or hinders us from using it in any way that we wish? There is nothing that we can see today that really hinders us from doing anything with the environment, including if we wish destroying it completely and for all time. This, I take it is the challenge of environmental ethics, the challenge of finding a way to convince ourselves that there are limits of acceptable human action where the environment is involved. But where can we look for the concepts that we need to fabricate convincing arguments?
Technology/Genocide Impact

The use of technology to solve the problems represented in the 1AC does not function as a way to help the environment, but actually functions to desensitize people the forms of control and order it forces on us. This desensitization allowed for all mass genocide in the 21st century

Matt Szabo, PhD Candidate in Geography at The University of Manchester, “Managerial ecology: Zygmunt Bauman and the gardening culture of modernity,” Environments, Vol. 30, No. 3, 2002, p. proquest

However, a different perspective arises in Arendt's definition of evil as banal, which is drawn from her first hand experience at the trial of the Nazi war-criminal Adolf Eichmann. Benhabib (2000: 66) observes that Arendt was taken aback by what she later described as the sheer ordinariness of the man who had been party to such enormous crimes: Eichmann spoke in endless cliches, gave little evidence of being motivated by a fanatical hatred of the Jews, and was most proud of being a "law-abiding citizen." It was the shock of seeing Eichmann "in the flesh" that led Arendt to the thought that great wickedness was not a necessary condition for the performance of (or complicity in) great crimes. Evil could take a "banal" form, as it had in Eichmann (Benhabib 2000: 66). Bauman provides a good deal of applied thinking regarding how such 'banal' "machinery of evil" may actually function at the mundane, everyday level (see Bauman, 1994). He argues that the Holocaust was largely enacted by regular people rather than ideologically driven, 'evil monsters'. As Bauman (1989:26) points out, many of the "'moral sleeping pills' made available by modern bureaucracy and modern technology," as harnessed by the Nazis, were not invented by the Nazis. Rather, they were -- and still remain -- structuring features of all modern societies, features that many people utilise and are affected by every day of their lives. Beilharz highlights the everyday quality of modernity's "moral sleeping pills" by posing a moral question that such anaesthetics are intended to by-pass or quash: The Holocaust forced upon us this universal message: faced with a morally impossible question, what would / do? Fascism did not result from chaos, from the heat of madness, but was administered through an impeccable, faultless and unchallenged rule of law and order. The good Nazis were, after all, those who like you and me, did what was expected of them, followed orders. If they did it, so could we (Beilharz 2000: 98). 

Kritik Turns Case – Climate 

The fundamental root cause of environmental destruction like climate change is the mindset of humanity’s technological domination of the earth 

Olivier 7 (Bert, Professor of Philosophy at the Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University, “Nature as ‘abject’, critical psychology, and ‘revolt’: The pertinence of Kristeva,” South African Journal of Psychology, 37(3), 2007, pp. 443–469)

For several centuries, this ‘aversion’ (a word to note in the present context) to nature — which was admittedly challenged in some quarters, for example by the romantic movement of the 19th century — did not manifest itself on a large scale in the shape of visible, tangible damage to nature across the globe. To be sure, the effects of humanity’s industrial-technological revolution already showed themselves around the middle of the 19th century in densely populated urban areas such as London, where the air as well as the water of the Thames was heavily polluted. But all of this has now come to a head. In a powerfully argued text, Kovel (2002, pp. 3–27) has assembled evidence that, in the last three decades of the 20th century, the process that commenced centuries earlier has started yielding conspicuous symptoms of the earth’s straining under the immense pressure of humanity’s inconsiderate industrial activities. It is impossible to list all of these manifestations of a veritable geo-physical and geo-biological pathology here. To mention but one far-reaching fact: The waters of the world’s seas have warmed on average about 1.8 degrees Fahrenheit (less than 1 degree Centigrade) during the last century (arguably because of human industrial activity, resulting in ‘global warming’), which has led to a major decrease in organic productivity, and probably to a change in thermo-weather patterns, to the death of a significant percentage of corals, and a decline of fish populations (further decimated by human overfishing), not to mention the contamination of coastal waters to such a degree that swimmers at popular beaches frequently fall ill from ingesting harmful bacteria and other contaminants (Kovel, 2002, p. 17; see also the recent report on polluted water in Miami by Loney, 2006). Having listed overwhelming evidence of this kind, Kovel observes (2002, p. 17): ‘From these countless environmental events we derive a crisis of global ecological proportions’. Or, more elaborately (2002, p. 5): As the world, or to be more exact, the Western, industrial world, has leapt into a prosperity unimaginable to prior generations, it has prepared for itself a calamity far more unimaginable still. The present world system in effect has had three decades to limit its growth, and it has failed so abjectly that even the idea of limiting growth has been banished from official discourse. Further, it has been proved decisively that the internal logic of the present system translates ‘growth’ into increasing wealth for the few and increasing misery for the many. We must begin our inquiry, therefore, with the chilling fact that ‘growth’ so conceived means the destruction of the natural foundation of civilization. 
Alternatives

Do Nothing Alternative/AT: Perm

Contemporary society is hooked on the idea of finding a ‘quick fix’ to environmental degredation- instead we must foster a new understanding of Being before we can hope to change anything. 
Brown and Toadvine 3 (Charles S. and Ted, “Eco-phenomenology : Back to the Earth Itself,”)
For environmentalism Heidegger's meaning of thinking and of language is particularly important at this time as is his emphasis on wonder and mystery. Given the increasing extinction of plant and nonhuman animal species, the rapid disappearance of habitats (including old-growth forests), the growing mass of pollutants, the acceleration of global warm​ing and all the other pressing environmental issues, environmentalists may well feel increasing pressure to "do something" and to wrap environmentalist concerns in the prevailing "calculative way of speaking. Heidegger emphasizes that succumbing to such pressures brings even greater estrangement from Being, and the destruction of a, authentic relation with nature. Instead, it is essential to cultivate receptivity to Being—all the more so, given the contemporary preoccupation with commodification, control, and the quick fix. There can be no "fix" for environmental issues. Rather, there must be a radical change in humans' relation with Being. As I noted earlier, such a transformation cannot be willed—but it can be thoughtfully prepared. A first step lies in recogniz​ing that thought and language are internally related, and that they involve an entire way of living. In the first part of this chapter, I drew attention to some eco—feminists' concerns about the erasure of nature's alterity through the use of such representations as "home." These ecofeminist insights can make an important contribution to Heideggerian phenomenology by questioning Heidegger's use of tropes, such as: "home," "homeland," "homecoming" "homelessness" "at home," -house," "neighbour," "shepherd," "farmer," "rootedness," -rootlessness". Could it be that these representations (of Being, of its relation to humans, and of humans relation to Being) erase Being's alter-it', Despite his intentions and claims to the contrary, it may he that Heidegger's tropes subjectivizes Being and make his phenomenology anthropocentric. Further, environmentalists can question Heidegger's claim that the power of Language distinguishes humans from other beings.

Self-Revealing Alternative

Instead of framing nature within our own conceptions of instrumental value, we must let nature emerge for itself rather than for us. 

Condella 1(Craig A., Fordham University, “Overcoming the Destining Of Technological Being,” Fall 2001 Symposium:Humanity’s Place in the Cosmos, November 6, 2001, http://www.fordham.edu/philosophy/fps/symposia/2001fall/condella.htm)

Contemporary ethical discussions in regard to the environment often take on the form of future generation arguments. We should preserve the environment, they say, for the benefit of those who come after us. Now while such arguments may be admirable, they do not, I believe, adequately break away from the mentality which has caused all the problems in the first place. Saying that we should take measures in preserving the environment for the good of those who come after us runs the risk of still treating nature as standing-reserve. We hold off challenging-forth now so that we may challenge-forth later. As long as such a mentality holds sway, we can in no way overcome the destining of technological being.

That environmental issues have surfaced over the last few decades should come as no surprise, especially given the plan laid out by the early moderns. By eradicating any notion of teleology in regard to nature, we have robbed it of its very identity, with the result that it has now begun to assert itself back upon us. If we are to deal responsibly with nature, we must break out of our technological way of thinking and allow nature to stand, not for us, but for itself. Until then, the question of humanity’s place in the cosmos will remain primarily a question about the cosmos’s place in humanity.

Our kritik addresses a more primal manner of being and belonging together in the world than the aff, rejecting this metaphysical framework. We humans exist on an interactive earth, not merely within their illustrated relationship of subject and object. 

Sabatiano 7 (Charles J., Daemen College. “A Heideggerian Reflection on the Prospects of Technology” reprinted in Janus Head 10.1. p. 63-76. PDF accessed July 3, 2008)

However, even in saying this, we must acknowledge that Heidegger’s approach should not be identified with traditional metaphysical thinking, which he claimed did not address the most fundamental questions regarding the meaning of Being. He believed that western metaphysics had already settled within a way of thinking that simply presumed objectivity—sub- jectivity as the most essential framework within which the meaning and being of persons and things were to be understood and dealt with. His own thinking sought to penetrate beneath that frame of reference and address a more primal manner of being and belonging together of persons and things prior to such designation and definition. In doing so, he sought to over- come what metaphysics had become and recover its original and originating source by questioning Being itself as the relational context of inter-activity within which everything/everyone related prior to their being addressed as subjects and/or objects. Being itself was not to be founded merely on the power of the think- ing subject, especially identified with logic, which then represents the being of everything else as object. Rather, Heidegger sought to address Being as a more primal power of emerging, out of which arises all we might then identify as subjects, objects, etc. To ask the fundamental question concerning the meaning of Being was to penetrate into the realm of inter-relatedness itself, the manner of inter-acting and coming to presence for one another before being found as persons and/or things. It was to question the process in which the human comes to bring forth a world and settle upon the earth depending on the manner of its essential relations to things as such and to things as a whole.1 

Self-Revealing Alternative 

To reject the concept of nature as “standing reserve” for humanity is the only was to solve for ecological problems

 Thiele 95(Leslie Paul, Professor of Political Science, University of Florida, TIMELY MEDITATIONS, 1995, p. 186.)

Heidegger's unwillingness to exchange anthropocentrism for biocentrism, however, does not weaken his contribution to an ecological politics. Arguably, it makes his contribution more significant. Celebrating the unique capacities of human being to disclose in a way that preserves best ensures humanity's caretaking of the earth and the world. The fostering of human freedom, understood as a disclosive letting-be rather than a sovereign control, is precisely the measure that will best safeguard the earth's ecological diversity and health. One of Heidegger's favorite Heraclitean fragments is "Nature loves to hide." Nature loves to hide, one might say, because it resists becoming an open book. However we disclose the natural world, something else remains hidden yet beckoning: relationships of interdependence, evolutionary legacies, biological and aesthetic properties. The vast diversity of nature solicits the manifold modes of disclosure to which humans are heir because of their capacity for freedom. Hence our disclosive guardianship of nature marks, at the same time, the preservation of the greatness and uniqueness of human being.

Multiple Identities Alternative 

We as the negative seek a world of natural engagement with being in the world, disclosing multiple identities among it so as to not abuse modern technology with a technological identity. 

Dreyfus 04 (Hubert, Dept. of Philosophy, UC Berkeley. “Highway Bridges and Feasts: Heidegger and Borgmann on How to Affirm Technology” copyright 2004. http://garnet.berkeley.edu/~hdreyfus/html/paper_highway.html accessed July 3, 2008).

This resistance to technological practices on the behalf of focal practices is the primary solution Borgmann gives to saving ourselves from technological devastation. Borgmann cannot find anything more positive in technology–other than indulging in good running shoes and a Big Mac every now and then–because he sees technology as the highest form of subjectivity. It may fragment our identities, but it maintains us as desiring beings not world disclosers. In contrast, since Heidegger sees technology as disaggregating our identities into a contingently built up collection of skills, technological things solicit certain skills without requiring that we take ourselves as having one kind of identity or another. This absence may make our mode of being as world disclosers invisible to us. This would be what Heidegger calls the greatest danger. But this absence allows us to become sensitive to the various identities we may have when we are engaged in disclosing the different worlds focused by different kinds of things. As such disclosers we may even respond to technological things as revealing one kind of world among others. Hence, Heidegger’s view of technology allows him to find a positive relation to it, but only so long as we maintain skills for disclosing other kinds of local worlds. Freeing us from having a total fixed identity so that we may experience ourselves as multiple identities disclosing multiple worlds is what Heidegger calls technology’s saving power. We have seen that for Heidegger being gathered by and nurturing non-technological things makes possible being gathered by technological things. Thus, living in a plurality of local worlds is not only desirable, as Borgmann sees, but is actually necessary if we are to give a positive place to technological devices. Both thinkers must, therefore, face the question that Borgmann faces in his recent book, as to how to live in a plurality of communities of focal celebration. If we try to organize our lives so as to maximize the number of focal worlds we dwell in each day, we will find ourselves teaching, then running, then making dinner, then clearing up just in time to play chamber music. Such a controlling approach will produce a subject that is always outside the current world, planning the next. Indeed such willful organization runs against the responsiveness necessary for dwelling in local worlds at all. But if, on the other hand, one goes from world to world fully absorbed in each and then fully open to whatever thing grabs one next, one will exist either as a collection of unrelated selves or as no self at all, drifting in a disoriented way among worlds. To avoid such a morphing or empty identity, one wants a life where engaging in one focal practice leads naturally to engaging in another–a life of affiliations such that one regularly is solicited to do the next focal thing when the current one is becoming irrelevant. Borgmann has intimations of such a life:  Musicians recognize gardeners; horse people understand artisans .... The experience of this kinship . . . opens up a wider reality that allows one to refocus one’s life when failing strength or changing circumstances withdraw a focal thing. Such a plurality of focal skills not only enables one to move from world to world; it gives one a sort of poly-identity that is neither the identity of an arbitrary desiring subject nor the rudderless adaptability of a resource.

Alt Solves Case – Refusing Management Solves Best

( ) The alt solves the case better than the plan – refusing management creates more ecological benefit than even the most effective managerial schemes

Andrew McMurry, assistant professor of English at the University of Waterloo, “Management and ignorance,” Environments, 2002, Vol. 30, No. 3, p. proquest

In the case of environmental and resources management, already we have seen long-reigning modern values (that gave us wise usage, prudent stewardship, and steady-state modeling) giving way before postmodern perspectives, which relieve managers of the obligation of being All-Seeing Eyes but at the same time open up the troubling possibility that sometimes the best management strategy is no management at all. More searchingly, resources management has turned reflexively on itself and discovered, belatedly, that to manage resources means that one has already determined that they are to be used. Management becomes like the doctor who rushes everywhere to help victims of an epidemic - only to discover that he himself is the plague-carrier. Therefore, the paradigm shift required is not about doing this or that function better or applying a new and improved set of yardsticks to the problems at hand. Rather, it is about stepping back from a world we reduce in complexity by our every intervention; it is about combating those forces within management that make it an instrument not of environmental health but of human avarice. To renounce instrumental reason goes against the grain: it may entail knowing but not doing, or not knowing but still doing. Either way, management as a predictive science has become much more risky. But in bowing to its own ignorance it gives up its pose of mastery, which is the very worst standpoint from which to manage the world.

Alt Solves the Case – General 

The kritik solves the continuous modern development of technology, approaching it with a more grateful hand and fundamentally changing the course of R&D. 

Sabatiano 7 (Charles J., Daemen College. “A Heideggerian Reflection on the Prospects of Technology” reprinted in Janus Head 10.1. p. 63-76. PDF accessed July 3, 2008)

Heidegger did not spell out with any clarity the specific kinds of technology an attitude of releasement would have us develop or how we would use it differently. Nevertheless, it would have to be consistent with our belonging within the world; and so we could speculate that we would proceed in a way that works with, not against nature, works with and not against one another, works with and not against the interdependencies that find us all connected and thus vulnerable within a shared world. Releasement need not abandon what is possible with the genome, the stem cell; but it would have us approach such areas of research with a hand that remains open: not in the manner of taking, but as receiving and thus grateful before all that is granted and all that becomes possible. It would proceed as the steadied and care-ful hands of the micro-biologist who is astounded, thus humbled, by the world that opens before him. It would proceed, seeking to bring hope where there is suffering and pain, yet thankful for the miracle of those healing energies of life itself that make it all possible. It would proceed with the diligence and care of the parent, proud yet humbled, frightened yet ready to care.  The difference would play a basic role not only in the kinds of technol- ogy we develop, but also in the purposes to which we put that technology. Do we see ourselves at the center of a world that is increasingly at our disposal, in which nothing else matters but what we will to do, becoming ever more powerful and able to extend what we can control, what we can produce and consume without limits, as though entitled to do so? Do we continue to develop and use technology to enhance the advantage of some regardless of the expense to others? Do we proceed with technology blindly believing that every problem can be fixed with technology itself? Or, do we see ourselves as uniquely destined to a level of responsibility and care toward one another and the earth that is frightening precisely in the power that has been given over to us? And therefore, do we see ourselves as needing to consider how what we do with technology impacts one another as well as the earth that births and sustains us as all belonging together within the shared gift of world?
Alt Solves the Case – General 

The kritik is the first step down a road of ecological consciousness and openness to the natural world. 
Thomson 4 (Iain, Dept. of Philosophy, Univ. of New Mexico. “Ontology and Ethics at the Intersection of Phenomenology and Environmental Philosophy”, published in Ecophenomenology: Back to the Earth Itself copyright 03. PDF accessed July 2, 2008 p. 403-04)

Let us conclude by indicating one final difference: neo-Heideggerian eco-phenomenologists will disagree with the Husserlian idea that ‘[a]n ethics of the environment must begin with the sheer and simple fact of being struck by something wrong happening in the surrounding world’ (Casey, p. 187). Because the emergence and development of environmentalist intuitions require us, both as individuals and as societies, to recognize, criticize, and transcend the tacit metaphysical lenses by which our nihilistic Nietzschean ontotheology encourages us to treat all entities as meaningless ‘resources’, we need an experience of what in the environment is ‘right’ (whole, holy, hale, healing – this is the role filled by that which Heidegger calls ‘being as such’), before we can be struck by the world’s being (to quote the Bard) ‘out of joint’.49 Thus, like Heidegger, Neil Evernden stresses the necessity for (what we could call) a ‘conversion experience’ to transcendental eco-phenomenology. Evernden thinks that ‘some experience that transcends the normal understanding and holds it temporarily in abeyance so that the personal awareness of the living world is restored ... is a prerequisite to any real change in the awareness of individuals’ (quoted by Toadvine, p. 142). Whether such a sublime experience is afforded by a mountain vista, the night sky, an encounter with a wild animal, the birth of a child, a philosophical conversation, or (as Heidegger himself suggests) any appropriately thoughtful encounter with the myriad of ‘humble things’, such transformative encounters – in which we recognize entities as being more than resources awaiting optimization (and so learn to approach them with care, humility, patience, gratitude, even awe) – can become microcosms of (as well as inspiration for) the revolution beyond our underlying ontotheology that we need in order to set our world aright. 

AT: Impact-Turns to the Alternative – General 

The aff’s self-effacing forgetting of the gifts nature bestows upon us represents a mindset that is not thinking but mindless consumption, damning the meaning of beings and items to mere utility. 

Sabatiano 7 (Charles J., Daemen College. “A Heideggerian Reflection on the Prospects of Technology” reprinted in Janus Head 10.1. p. 63-76. PDF accessed July 3, 2008)

However, here again lurks the danger: astonished at what has occurred as our own achievement, we downplay and even forget the role that nature has played in presenting itself to us in its most hidden patterns and rhythms. We forget how much our achievements are all made possible and arise out of a symbiotic relatedness and belonging together of humans and nature within the context and interplay that is world. We forget that our doing, by the very nature of how and where it takes place, is indeed a form of revealing. According to Heidegger, this forgetting is not simply the result of a human shortcoming or failure. This forgetting as well is something that is allowed and encouraged by our place within the world.7 In trying to understand what this means, we might consider how nature itself has opened and afforded access to its longest and deepest held secrets as though leading us to believe that nothing is held back and left beyond reach. Even in its most powerful feats of bringing forth life, nature stands as though power- less before us. Everything is laid bare, magnified thousands-fold under the scopes; and there seems no limit to what we can expect to do. The uncondi- tional manner in which it is all laid open before us, accessible and available, invites us to take it all for granted; practically teasing us to believe it is all there specifically for us. There is a Buddhist saying that perhaps captures well what Heidegger might be saying: in giving a gift, best to forget who gives, forget who gets, and forget what is given. The self-effacing manner in which the world has come into our hands, as though in the manner of a gift, encourages the forgetting. Forgetting represents a mind-set or way of thinking, or perhaps better, a mind set that is not thinking; as we simply take up for use everything given over into our hands without further consideration. Everything, including ourselves, becomes swept up into the business of the everyday with no meaning other than to be used, used up, perhaps even abused if suitable. The danger is that we proceed to develop and apply technologies as though we were masters of all. We take it all for granted, without noticing the granting that takes place, and that it is all allowed and made possible by manner of our belonging within the interplay of relatedness that is world. Forgetful of world, we see only ourselves and what we would dare to achieve.

Ontology

1NR: Ethics > Ontology 

1) This argument makes no sense—ontology comes first—the way we think about something frames how the problem is perceived. The moment of decision—the way we act towards the other—is determined by how we know the world, which means it’s impossible to develop an ethics towards the other without having an ontology first.

2) Can’t reconstruct ethics without ontology – they merely replicate the Judeo-Christian model of suffering

Larochelle ‘99
(Gilbert, Philosophy Today (Summer), Proquest)

While Levinas only made sporadic reference to the Holocaust in his work, his entire philosophy is admittedly impregnated with the lessons it teaches. However, my argument consists in demonstrating that he is not able to reconstruct metaphysics without ontology, justice without identity, responsibility without subjectivity. Instead of actually decentering all points of view, Levinas seems rather to displace the final legitimacy of history from the persecutor to the persecuted, by giving the victim the final right to ontology. Three propositions can serve here to establish the framework for this reflection: a) reflexivity, as a form of identity, resurfaces in Levinas through the status of the victim in the Holocaust; b) his notion of responsibility is defined by the will to adopt the point of view of the victim and opens onto, in accordance with Judeo-Christian tradition, an ontology of suffering as a way to salvation; c) that conception of identity and responsibility ends up justifying the moral superiority of the Jew, victim par excellence, and of his universal model of justice. The paradox we wish to expose is that the weakness of the victim curiously becomes the instrument of a will of power in which the Jew takes on the form of the "last man" in history. To demonstrate these assertions, it seems pertinent first to try to understand, through a rereading of Difficult Freedom, Levinas' offensive against Western philosophy and paganism, then to see how Nazism became its worst manifestation. Finally, bringing light onto the victim will serve to unveil Levinasian ontology and the failure of his decentering effort.
3.) Ethics reifies responsibility over any other mode of revealing – it represents just another way of managing being.

LaDelle McWhorter, Professor of Philosophy, Northeast Missouri State, also of the bumbles, 1992, Heidegger and the Earth, ed. McWhorter.

And shattered we may be, for our self-understanding is at stake; in fact, our very selves – selves engineered by the technologies of power that shaped, that are, modernity – are at stake. Any thinking that threatens the state. As a result, guilt is familiar, and, though somewhat uncomfortable at times, it comes to feel almost safe. It is no surprise, then, that whenever caring people think hard about how to live with/in/on the earth, we find ourselves growing anxious and, usually, feeling guilty about the way we conduct ourselves in relation to the natural world. Guilt is a standard defense against the call for change as it takes root within us. But, if we are to think with Heidegger, if we are to heed his call to reflect, we must not respond to it simply by deploring our decadent life-styles and indulging ourselves in a fit of remorse. Heidegger's call is not a moral condemnation, nor is it a call to take up some politically correct position or some privileged ethical stance. When we respond to Heidegger's call as if it were a moral condemnation, we reinstate a discourse in which active agency and its projects and responsibilities take precedence over any other way of being with the earth. In other words, we insist on remaining within the discourses, the power configurations, of the modern managerial self. Guilt is a concept –whose heritage and meaning occur within the ethical tradition of the western world. But the history of ethical theory in the west (and it could be argued that ethical theory only occurs in the West) is one with the history-of technological thought. The revelation of things as to-be-managed and the imperative to be in control work themselves out in the history of ethics just as surely as they work themselves out in the history of the natural and human sciences.

Ontology First

Ignoring ontological questions leaves us in a nihilistic position where existence loses its meaning. 

Cropsey 87 (Josepth, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Chicago, “History of Political Philosophy,” 891)

On the surface there is little indication that this project has a practical or political motive. Indeed, the work presents itself only as an attempt to recover the foundations of science. In this sense it stands within the horizon of phenomenology. A somewhat closer examination, however, reveals a fundamental continuity of the theoretical and practical. The question of Being, according to Heidegger, is the source and ground of all ontologies or orderings of beings and thus of all human understanding. In forgetting this question, man thus forgets the source of his own knowledge and loses the capacity to question in the most radical way, which is essential to both real thought and authentic freedom. Without it, man is reduced to a calculating beast concerned only with preservation and pleasure, a "last man," to use Nietzsche's terminology, for whom beauty, wisdom, and greatness are mere words. The nihilistic brutality of this last man thus seems to lie behind Heidegger's concern with the foundations of science.

A2: Ethics Before Ontology

Their claims that we trivialize the ethical world are unjustified—an authentic relation doesn’t separate humanity from value but opens us to the total world 
Sabatiano 7 (Charles J., Daemen College. “A Heideggerian Reflection on the Prospects of Technology” reprinted in Janus Head 10.1. p. 63-76. PDF accessed July 3, 2008)

Even as the world drops away in the difference of authenticity to which we are invited in the latter part of Being and Time, this does not find the world becoming insignificant. Rather it represented an awareness, steeped in acknowledging our having to die, of just how little we were capable of securing our own existence, and thus just how much our own being and that of world are inter-twined. If the world fell away in the experience of dying, then so did we ourselves; as we were brought to the realization of the nothingness to be found when left to ourselves. Authenticity did not bring us to a self apart from world, but rather to owning (eigentlich: making part of one’s own) the manner of our belonging to world. If Being and Time is different from later works, it would be the manner in which it privileges human existence as the fundamental entry point into world. Dasein represents the how of our existing in terms of our essential openness toward all with which we find ourselves. Through our reaching out toward things, and especially in how essentially we find ourselves belonging with one another (Mitsein), the world opens up and becomes manifest as the context of relatedness that it is. Being there in the manner of Dasein, we are the gathering point through whose openness everything else is then revealed as what it is within the interplay that forms world. To exist as humans is to stand open within the opening up that is the world; it is to be those through whom the interplay and inter-relatedness that is world is manifest.3

A2: Ethics Before Ontology

Their arbitrary metaphysical notions of ‘good’ and ‘bad’ must be peeled back to reveal the universal horizons of concern and environmental justice that will function as the ground for authentic ecological value, even to the exclusion of some human life in order to salvage all wellbeing. 

Thomson 4 (Iain, Dept. of Philosophy, Univ. of New Mexico. “Ontology and Ethics at the Intersection of Phenomenology and Environmental Philosophy”, published in Ecophenomenology: Back to the Earth Itself copyright 03. PDF accessed July 2, 2008 p. 389-91)

The next two questions, then, are, first, whether there are any universal horizons of concern, and thus any ‘values ... that actually do hold for all subjects’ (Embree, p. 40), and if so, second, whether these universal ‘values’ are substantive enough to ground an eco- phenomenological ethics. The neo-Husserlian eco-phenomenologists answer ‘Yes’ to both questions. What makes their naturalistic ethical realism so interesting is their further contention that our pre-given world of ‘background values’ can itself be peeled back to reveal ‘an axiological transcendental’ (p. 13), that is, a protoethical substrate of nature which they believe can function as the ground for a new eco-phenomenological ethics. According to naturalistic eco-phenome- nologists such as Brown, Koha ́ k, Diehm, Ted Toadvine, and David Wood, the very notion of something’s being ‘good’ is ultimately rooted in the objective conditions required to sustain and enhance the life of an organism, while the ‘bad’ comes from those conditions which diminish or eradicate such life. Hence, Koha ́ k maintains, ‘good and evil does have an ontological justificat- ion: some things sustain life, others destroy it’.19 Brown suggests how one might develop Koha ́ k’s view of the intrinsic value of life into a full-blown ethics: ‘Why are we so sure that dishonesty, fraud, rape, and murder are evil? Because they each, although in different ways, retard and inhibit the intrinsic purposes and desires of life’ (p. 14, cf. pp. 27–28). It is easy to understand why a naturalistic environmentalist might find such a view attractive. Yet, one need not believe the ‘rape is in our genetic interest’ view some sociobiologists defend in order to be skeptical of the claim that what we in the West take to be ethically good (or bad) is what serves (or undermines) the ‘intrinsic purposes and desires of life’ – even assuming, concessio non dato, that we can make adequate sense of that phrase, something Koha ́ k does only by making ‘Husserl’s phenomenology an anticipation of evolutionism in sociobiology’ (p. 28), a view implicitly shared by a surprising number of Eco-Phenome- nology’s contributors. For, the sociobiology literature is replete with less controversial studies of behaviors we would condemn as immoral among humans that seem to have been advantageous from the perspective of Dawkins’s ‘selfish gene’.20 (Perhaps that should only surprise the prudish; as Freud explained in Totem and Taboo, societies do not morally prohibit acts no one wants to commit.) Indeed, both Nietzsche and Freud argue that Western civilization is premised on the repression and sublimation of the very innate purposes and desires of life to which the naturalistic ethical realists appeal, and that ethics functions, at least in part, to codify and enforce this very repression.21 So, instead of assuming that our core values are natural (which would be to mystify rather than to naturalize the ground of ethics), we should admit that, insofar as we can articulate an ethics in conformity with the ‘intrinsic purposes and desires of life’ (which Nietzsche too called for), the resulting naturalistic ethics is likely to differ significantly from the core value system we have inherited from the Judeo-Christian tradition, with its familiar proscription of ‘dishonesty, fraud, rape, ... murder’ and so on (and its defense of pity and compassion for the weak, Nietzsche would add).22 Eco- Phenomenology’s naturalistic contributors thus seem more forthright when they suggest, for example, that an ethics that does justice to ‘life’ may require not only ‘an attitude of moral regard and respect for some nonhuman others’ (Brown, p. 10), but even – and as one of its ‘basic principles’ – ‘that the human population needs to be reduced by several billion’ (Embree, p. 47). If we cannot expand our core Judeo-Christian-Kantian value-system to accommodate such differences, they may render the adoption of a naturalistic eco-phenomenological ethics unlikely, undesirable, or both. At best, Marietta may be correct to see in this ethics a ‘rejection of humanistic ethical concerns – which thinkers of our day are not ready to accept, but at which thinkers in the future might not blanch’.

1NR Answers

Must Defend Discourse

You gotta defend your discourse – if we win a link, that ideology is to be considered part of the aff advocacy, just as if it were in the plan text. This means perm do both includes that ideology, for one example.

a) Fairness – it’s critical to stable links and negative ground. Otherwise, even in a non-K debate they could randomly discard advantages to get out of impact turns, because the plan in a vacuum doesn’t connect to the advantages.

b) Education and effect – discursive framing affects policy implementation

Frameworks Institute ‘3 

(“The FrameWorks Perspective: Strategic Frame Analysis”, http://www.frameworksinstitute.org/strategicanalysis/perspective.shtml)

This interdisciplinary work is made possible by the fact that the concept of framing is found in the literatures of numerous academic disciplines across the social, behavioral and cognitive sciences. Put simply, framing refers to the construct of a communication — its language, visuals and messengers — and the way it signals to the listener or observer how to interpret and classify new information. By framing, we mean how messages are encoded with meaning so that they can be efficiently interpreted in relationship to existing beliefs or ideas. Frames trigger meaning.The questions we ask, in applying the concept of frames to the arena of social policy, are as follows: How does the public think about a particular social or political issue? What is the public discourse on the issue? And how is this discourse influenced by the way media frames that issue? How do these public and private frames affect public choices? How can an issue be reframed to evoke a different way of thinking, one that illuminates a broader range of alternative policy choices? This approach is strategic in that it not only deconstructs the dominant frames of reference that drive reasoning on public issues, but it also identifies those alternative frames most likely to stimulate public reconsideration and enumerates their elements (reframing). We use the term reframe to mean changing "the context of the message exchange" so that different interpretations and probable outcomes become visible to the public (Dearing & Rogers, 1994: 98). Strategic frame analysis offers policy advocates a way to work systematically through the challenges that are likely to confront the introduction of new legislation or social policies, to anticipate attitudinal barriers to support, and to develop research-based strategies to overcome public misunderstanding. What Is Communications and Why Does It Matter? The domain of communications has not changed markedly since 1948 when Harold Lasswell formulated his famous equation: who says what to whom through what channel with what effect? But what many social policy practitioners have overlooked in their quests to formulate effective strategies for social change is that communications merits their attention because it is an inextricable part of the agenda-setting function in this country. Communications plays a vital role in determining which issues the public prioritizes for policy resolution, which issues will move from the private realm to the public, which issues will become pressure points for policymakers, and which issues will win or lose in the competition for scarce resources. No organization can approach such tasks as issue advocacy, constituency-building, or promoting best practices without taking into account the critical role that mass media has to play in shaping the way Americans think about social issues. As William Gamson and his colleagues at the Media Research and Action Project like to say, media is "an arena of contest in its own right, and part of a larger strategy of social change." 
One source of our confusion over communications comes in not recognizing that each new push for public understanding and acceptance happens against a backdrop of long-term media coverage, of perceptions formed over time, of scripts we have learned since childhood to help us make sense of our world, and folk beliefs we use to interpret new information. As we go about making sense of our world, mass media serves an important function as the mediator of meaning — telling us what to think about (agenda-setting) and how to think about it (media effects) by organizing the information in such a way (framing) that it comes to us fully conflated with directives (cues) about who is responsible for the social problem in the first place and who gets to fix it (responsibility). 

It is often the case that nonprofit organizations want communications to be easy. Ironically, they want soundbite answers to the same social problems whose complexity they understand all too well. While policy research and formulation are given their due as tough, demanding areas of an organization's workplan, communications is seen as "soft." While program development and practice are seen as requiring expertise and the thoughtful consideration of best practices, communications is an "anyone can do it if you have to" task. It is time to retire this thinking. Doing communications strategically requires the same investment of intellect and study that these other areas of nonprofit practice have been accorded. A Simple Explanation of Frame Analysis In his seminal book Public Opinion (1921:16), Walter Lippmann was perhaps the first to connect mass communications to public attitudes and policy preferences by recognizing that the "the way in which the world is imagined determines at any particular moment what men will do." The modern extension of Lippmann's observation is based on the concept of "frames." 

People use mental shortcuts to make sense of the world. Since most people are looking to process incoming information quickly and efficiently, they rely upon cues within that new information to signal to them how to connect it with their stored images of the world. The "pictures in our heads," as Lippmann called them, might better be thought of as vividly labeled storage boxes - filled with pictures, images, and stories from our past encounters with the world and labeled youth, marriage, poverty, fairness, etc. The incoming information provides cues about which is the right container for that idea or experience. And the efficient thinker makes the connection, a process called "indexing," and moves on. 

Put another way, how an issue is framed is a trigger to these shared and durable cultural models that help us make sense of our world. When a frame ignites a cultural model, or calls it into play in the interpretation, the whole model is operative. This allows people to reason about an issue, to make inferences, to fill in the blanks for missing information by referring to the robustness of the model, not the sketchy frame. 

[we disagree with the gendered language used]

AT: Perm: Do Both [1/2]

1) Severance – the alternative text rejects the affirmative’s action which means that any permutation that includes both the plan and the alternative is automatically severance. Sever perms are an voting issue – they make the aff a moving target and wipe out all negative ground by making links to disads and kritiks impossible and eliminate all counterplans for lack of competition. 
2) Action guts the perm – our McWhorter alternative evidence indicates that acting makes thought impossible because it presupposes a world upon which to act, obscuring other modes of being.

3) Management obliterates the perm – Malpas indicates that the search for the latest transportation breakthroughs involves revealing and ordering the world, causing us to forget alternate ontologies. We must withdraw from the urge to manage and instead meditatively think about the world.

4) The permutations is simply incoherent – the perm asks you to IMAGINE doing the plan and part of the alt; we ACTUALLY criticize the 1AC – for this argument to function they’d have to re-read our shell.

AT: Perm: Do Both [2/2]

5) Thought fails when done from within the existing frame of technological reference – we must step back and not act for contemplation to be successful.

Ijselling 1988 [Samuel, Professor of Philosophy and Bumblebees, Catholic University of Louvain, The End of Philosophy as the Commencement of Thinking: Critical Heidegger, p. 196-7]
[image: image1.emf]
AT: Perm: All Other Instances

1) This is illogical - the other instances they reject aren’t present in this round. You cannot reject something that doesn’t exist. Our argument deals with the in-round interactions in which we as debaters conceptualize action through certain modes of knowledge-production. This type of permutation is a debate artifact which doesn’t apply to our criticism. They don’t even name, and no one knows, what these “other instances” they reject are. There is zero solvency or discursive effect to this perm. They ask you to imagine criticism in a world of fiat, we ACTUALLY criticize.

2) It’s also an intrinsic perm – those other instances aren’t included in either the plan or the alternative. Intrinsicness is an independent voting issue – it justifies an infinite number of additions which explodes limits and obliterates negative ground by letting them spike out of all disad and kritik links.

3) This is simply not an argument – you wouldn’t accept racism in one instance because you had the opportunity to reject it in other instances – if we prove the aff’s mode of thought is undesirable then you should vote negative.

4) Every instance is key – this decision is between competing philosophies, not competing actions. It’s like saying, “We agree with nonviolence, except when we don’t” – the entire point of meditative thought is its consistency – that’s McWhorter.

AT: Alt Solves Residual Links (Perm Warrant)

1) We don’t fiat a change in the status quo. This round is more about comparison of ideologies rather than actual actions. The combination makes zero sense.

2) We obviously don’t end all technological thought – it’s question of worldviews as opposed to solving for some particular thing. This isn’t a plan-counterplan debate.

3) Our argument operates on the level of discursive formulations and how they affect our mindsets – if we win a link this argument goes away – it’s like if someone is racist but justifies it by saying, “It’s alright, I’ll be racist but I’ll donate money to some movements so it’s all okay”

AT: Perm – General

The perm is not a compromise but a blatant cooption. Emphasizing practicality pulls the carpet out from under truly radical advocacies and sustains status quo reformism. 
Prasad and Elmes 5, (Pushkala, Skidmore College, Michael, Worcester Polytechnic Institute, "In the Name of the Practical: Unearthing the Hegemony of Pragmatics in the Discourse of Environmental Management", Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 42, No. 4)

The overriding tone of both corporate environmentalism and reform environmentalism is one of pragmatics. Both genres claim to reject the extreme positions of the dominant technocentric paradigm as well as that of radical environmentalism and deep ecology (Egri and Pinfield, 1996; Gladwin et al., 1995). By positioning itself in some kind of middle ground, environmental management presents itself as being a far more reasonable and practical approach for solving industrially- generated environmental problems. Further, by distancing itself from 'ideological' standpoints such as those of deep ecologists, EM also presents itself as being more concerned with everyday problem-solving than with asserting specific ideological commitments. In the words of some of its advocates, '. . . the reform environmentalism perspective engenders a more optimistic and pragmatic approach to resolving immediate environmental problems' (Egri and Pinfield, 1996, p. 471). It is important to note here that the pragmatism we see undergirding the EM discourse is connotationally closer to a mundane, everyday use of the word rather than to the philosophic use of it. When writers characterize their own positions as being 'pragmatic' (e.g. Egri and Pinfield, 1996), they seem to imply that it relates more to urgent matters of practical affairs rather than philosophic arguments or idealistic concerns. In essence, EM stresses its preference for adopting 'workable' solutions that will eventually promote more ecologically healthy organizations (Roome, 2000), and largely eschews any kind of intellectual debate on the grounds that it is more concerned with the practicalities of solving environmental problems. As a part of this pragmatic approach, environmental management almost uniformly supports strategies involving working within existing systems rather than opposing or dismantling them from outside. The appeal of this stance is without question. Environmental Management receives widespread public support and governmental funding because it is seen as offering a hopeful set of techniques and solutions that take care of the environment and simultaneously produce as little disruption to our everyday lives as possible (Tokar, 1997). It is also singularly optimistic, offering cautious warnings but supplementing these with hopeful prognostications for the future, and is conducted at a reasonable pitch, constantly proposing working solutions for seemingly insurmountable problems. The sheer pragmatics of Environmental Management is incredibly seductive. After all, who could possibly disagree with the reasonable stance adopted by the discourse of EM? How could anyone even remotely imply that the 'practical' resolution of our current environmental problems is not the most useful way of approaching them? It is our contention, however, that the moment any set of ideas or notions become so taken-for-granted and commonsensical that they cannot possibly be questioned, they enter the realm of hegemony so eloquently discussed by Antonio Gramsci (1971). 

AT: Perm – General 

Reformists believe that if only they had put their technological knowledge to better use or if management techniques had been implemented properly, they’d be able to make a difference. But attempting to right our wrongs without challenging the fundamental assumptions behind the ways in which our policies towards the environment are structured inevitably recreate the harms of the status quo. 

McWhorter 92(Ladelle, “Guilt as Management Technology: A Call to Heideggerian Reflection,” Heidegger and the Earth)

Some men feel guilty about sexism; many white people feel guilty about racism; most of us feel guilty about all sorts of habits and idiosyncrasies that we tell ourselves we firmly believe should be changed. For many of us guilt is a constant constraint upon our lives, a seemingly permanent state. As a result, guilt is familiar, and, though somewhat uncomfortable at times, it comes to feel almost safe. It is no surprise, then, that whenever caring people think hard about how to live with/in/on the earth, we find ourselves growing anxious and usually feeling guilty about the way we conduct ourselves in relation to the natural world. Guilt is a standard defense against the call for change as it takes root within us. But, if we are to think with Heidegger if we are to heed his call to reflect, we must not respond to it simply by deploring our decadent life-styles and indulging ourselves in a fit of remorse. Heidegger's call is not a moral condemnation, nor is it a call to take up some politically correct position or some privileged ethical stance.

When we respond to Heidegger's call as if it were a moral condemnation, we reinstate a discourse in which active agency and its projects and responsibil​ities take precedence over any other way of being with the earth. In other words, we insist on remaining within the discourses, the power configurations, of the modern managerial self. Guilt is a concept whose heritage and meaning occur within the ethical tradition of the Western world. But the history of ethical theory in the West (and it could be argued that ethical theory only occurs in the West) is one with the history of technological thought. The revelation of things as to-be-managed and the imperative to be in control work themselves out in the history of ethics just as surely as they work themselves out in the history of the natural, and human sciences. 

It is probably quite true that in many different cultures, times, and places human beings have asked the question: How shall I best live my life? But in the West, and in relatively modern times, we have reformulated that question so as to ask: How shall I conduct myself? How shall I behave? How shall I manage my actions my relationships, my desires? And how shall I make sure my neighbors do the same? Alongside technologies of the earth have grown up technologies of the soul, theories of human behavioral control of which current ethical theories are a significant subset. Ethics in the modern world at least very frequently functions as just another field of scientific study yielding just another set of engineering goals. 

Therefore, when we react to problems like ecological crises by retreating into the familiar discomfort of our Western sense of guilt, we are not placing ourselves in opposition to technological thinking and its ugly consequences. On the contrary, we are simply reasserting our technological dream of perfect managerial control. How so? Our guilt professes our enduring faith in the managerial dream by insisting that problems - problems like oil spills, acid rain, groundwater pollution, the extinction of whales, the destruction of the ozone, the rain forests, the wetlands - lie simply it mismanagement or in a failure to manage (to manage ourselves in this case) and by reaffirming to ourselves that if we had used our power to manage our behavior better in the first place we could have avoided this mess. In other words, when we respond to Heidegger's call by indulging in feelings of guilt about how we have been treating the object earth, we are really just telling ourselves how truly powerful we, as agents, are. We are telling ourselves that we really could have done differently; we had the power to make things work, if, only we had stuck closer to the principles of good management. And in so saying we are in yet a new and more stubborn way refusing to hear the real message, the message that human beings are not, never have been, and never can be in complete control, that the dream of that sort of managerial omnipotence is itself the very danger of which Heidegger warns. 

Thus guilt - as affirmation of human agential power over against passive matter - is just another way of covering over the mystery. Thus guilt is just another way of refusing to face the fact that we human beings are finite and that we must begin to live with the earth instead of trying to maintain total control. Guilt is part and parcel of a managerial approach to the world. 

Thinking along Heidegger's paths means resisting the power of guilt, resisting the desire to close ourselves off from the possibility of being with our own finitude. It means finding "the courage to make the truth of our own presuppositions and the realm of our own goals into the things that most deserve to be called in question." It means holding ourselves resolutely open for the shattering power of the event of thinking, even if what is shattered eventually is ourselves.

AT: Perm – Masking 

The plan is a form of dangerous technological reliance, the perm obscures this critical distinction, re-entrenching the technological disconnect in human subjectivity which the 1nc criticizes.

O’Brien 4 (“Commentary on Heidegger’s ‘The Question Concerning Technology’” IWM Junior Visiting Fellows' Conferences)
This kind of production is, in a sense, purer, Heidegger claims, since it is not artificially brought about but occurs of itself.29 It is not the outcome of someone’s intention and subsequent actions as an agent, the truth of such poiesis, therefore, is not at all tainted with any residual elements of human subjectivity or agency. Heidegger does not elabourate on this notion here but it seems profoundly problematic when thought through fully. If human artifice is distinguished from what happens independently of humans, upon what do we base our distinction? What exactly is the difference between insects in a garden whose instinctive industry is vital to the survival of particular plants30 and the gardener who mows his lawns with an electric mower, trims his verge with a strimmer, prunes an unkempt shrub or rescues a plant smothered with dense grass and unable to receive sufficient sunlight for photosynthesis? We are continually thwarted if we attempt to base the distinction on something like a principle of nature for example, since it is impossible to suppose that man, an entirely natural being, as part of a universe which is governed by principles, which are immutable principles of nature, could ever manage to effect anything which is the privation or transgression of what is natural. Such a possibility would require something that involved the suspension of certain indubitable laws of nature, in short a “miracle”?31 The antecedent improbability of anything like that ever occurring precludes any chance of seriously believing that there is a possibility of anyone ever effecting what would essentially amount to a supernatural action/ miracle.32 But does this not require us to collapse all distinctions, to concede that the devastation caused by something like a nuclear bomb is at bottom, or essentially, no different from that caused by a tidal wave or earthquake? In a sense ‘yes’! And yet, in a crucial sense, this is precisely the symptom of a dangerous malignancy that has infected human understanding and threatens many traditional mainstays of human existence under its growing aggrandizement. The instrumental definition of technology is correct, but we are often mistakenly taken in by the notion that this is somehow all there is to say on the matter. It is important to bear in mind here that Heidegger is keen to insist that there is no “demonry of technology” but that is not to say that there is not a grave danger; as we shall eventually discover, this danger relates to the essence of technology which is nothing technological. Perhaps a hint as to what the difference between our production and that of physis consists of can be gleaned from further meditation on the notion of techne. We might, for instance, say that all actions are equally ‘natural’, but some are not effected through the realm of bringing-forth as ordained by human techne and that there is a significant difference between actions which come under the rubric of techne and those emerging from physis. Our tendency to collapse the difference between these modes of bringing-forth or production is a symptom of the dominion of the hypnotic influence which the instrumental definition of technology has had over us under the aegis of, what we will later hear characterized as the essence of technology –Gestell.
AT: Perm – Doesn’t Enable Self-Revealing 

Meditative though involves stepping back from the calculative demand to know and use the environment and rather lets Being reveal itself. This process can not be accessed by the perm because rather than a theory or some concrete action, it’s a way of living with the world. 

Brown and Toadvine 3 (Charles S. and Ted, “Eco-phenomenology : Back to the Earth Itself,”)
"Calculative thinking- is actually thoughtless and oblivious of Being—which withdraws, leaving humans "rootless' and "homeless." By contrast, "meditative thinking" is profoundly thoughtful and receptive to Being. It dwells in the nearness of Being, where humans are truly root, and "at home.- As the thinking of Being' meditative thinking is nonmanipulative and noncoercive. It lets Being and beings be; and "letting be" involves profound care and concern. Such thinking is not a matter of having ideas or constructing theories—nor is it a particular act or series of acts. Rather, it is an entire disposition and way of living which, .11 a thought a. heart, heeds Beings call. Such heart-full, thought-fullthinking cannot, of course be coerced or willfully begun because it is itself noncoercive. Ultimately, it comes to us as a gift from Being. It is up to us to "step back" from our thoughtless ways of thinking so as to "prepare the ground- for this gift just as a farmer prepares the soil but cannot force the seed to grow. Such receptivity opens us to nature's mean¬ing and mystery. Meditative thinking lets the unspoken Truth of Being come to Language; and "[l]anguage is the house of Being" insofar as it shelters the Truth which Being discloses. Such authentic language is the "home" in which we thoughtfully dwell.. Already decades before his "Letter on Humanism- and "Memorial Address," Heidegger emphasized the crucial importance of language, claiming that "the power of language" distinguishes us "from stones, plants, animal, but also from the gods." He cautioned that "words and language are not wrappings in which things are packed for the commerce of those who write and speak. It is in worlds and language that things first come into being and are. For this reason the misuse of language ... destroys our authentic relation to things."23

AT: Perm/Some Technology is Good

Technological thinking makes us believe that we can put it to good use- we must reject the impulse towards actions and realize that technology can never be used to address the harms which it itself has created. 

Sabatiano 7 (Charles J., Daemen College. “A Heideggerian Reflection on the Prospects of Technology” reprinted in Janus Head 10.1. p. 63-76. PDF accessed July 3, 2008)

In referring to our time as one of fundamental danger in his reflections on technology, and this even before these contemporary achievements, Heidegger was sounding a warning concerning the manner in which everything, including all within the natural realm, had become subject to human arranging. If throughout the previous centuries nature had always presented limits to how far humans could extend their reach, those limits have been fading quickly, even to the point of disappearing. At least one aspect of the Danger is that what we can do seems without limit. Never has the human seemed so potentially in charge of its world; never has the appearance of control seemed so total. These possibilities open up what is clearly uncharted territory; and that brings danger. Undoubtedly us more at risk than ever. Perhaps the greatest danger of all is the belief that we are enough in charge to ma, there are many aspects of our current situation that could justify assessing these as particularly dangerous times. If nothing else, we might note the amount of power we are capable of unleashing upon the world and ultimately upon ourselves with our new-found technologies. The peoples of the earth have been gathered together into something of a shared destiny in a way that was never before possible. While humans have always been dangerous, especially to one another, this danger is magnified by how all-encompassing is the impact decisions can have on so many. Even measures put in place for protection work as though behind our backs to put intain control over things, as though there can always be a technological fix to whatever problems arise.

AT: Perm/Some Technology is Good

The alternative functions on a deeper level than simply recognizing technology’s shortfalls- releasement is an active means of living life which can’t be accomplished by simple reflection. 

Peters and Irwin 2 (Michael, Research Professor of Education at University of Glasgow, and Ruth, PhD University of Glasgow, Earthsongs: ecopoetics, Heidegger and dwelling. The Trumpeter: Journal of Ecosophy 18(1))
But is releasement toward things a “frame of mind”? I do not think so. In order to describe what releasement might involve, Heidegger cites examples of certain practices — pouring wine from a jug, cultivating crops, and so on — which, he holds, can be thought of as the constituents of a way of life he calls “dwelling.” 10 Accordingly, releasement is exemplified not by the environmental philosopher serenely pondering the possibilities of reawakening a respect for things, but by the skilled craftsperson attuned to the materials with which he or she works — the cabinetmaker, for instance, “answering” and “responding” “to the different kinds of wood and to the shapes slumbering within the wood.”11Clearly, when the released individual acts, he or she acts in a certain frame of mind, she might be attentive or appreciative or something of this sort, but releasement itself would not seem to be something exclusively cognitive, it would seem to be a bodily as much as a mental comportment. 12
AT: Evaluate Plan First

Even if the status quo contains a so-called “problem,” ontology prefigures fundamental meaning – it’s an absolute prerequisite to policymaking, which means you always vote negative on the kritik before you’re even allowed to consider the implications of the affirmative.

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

Heirs to all this, we find ourselves in the turbulent and now globalized wake of its confluence. As Heidegger-himself an especially revealing figure of the deep and mutual implication of the philosophical and the political4-never tired of pointing out, the relevance of ontology to all other kinds of thinking is fundamental and inescapable. For one cannot say anything about anything that is, without always already having made assumptions about the is as such. Any mode of thought, in short, always already carries an ontology sequestered within it. What this ontological turn does to other regional modes of thought is to challenge the ontology within which they operate. The implications of that review reverberate throughout the entire mode of thought, demanding a reappraisal as fundamental as the reappraisal ontology has demanded of philosophy. With ontology at issue, the entire foundations or underpinnings of any mode of thought are rendered problematic. This applies as much to any modern discipline of thought as it does to the question of modernity as such, with the exception, it seems, of science, which, having long ago given up the ontological questioning of when it called itself natural philosophy, appears now, in its industrialized and corporatized form, to be invulnerable to ontological perturbation. With its foundations at issue, the very authority of a mode of thought and the ways in which it characterizes the critical issues of freedom and judgment (of what kind of universe human beings inhabit, how they inhabit it, and what counts as reliable knowledge for them in it) is also put in question. The very ways in which Nietzsche, Heidegger, and other continental philosophers challenged Western ontology, simultaneously, therefore reposed the fundamental and inescapable difficulty, or aporia, for human being of decision and judgment. In other words, whatever ontology you subscribe to, knowingly or unknowingly, as a human being you still have to act. Whether or not you know or acknowledge it, the ontology you subscribe to will construe the problem of action for you in one way rather than another. You may think ontology is some arcane question of philosophy, but Nietzsche and Heidegger showed that it intimately shapes not only a way of thinking, but a way of being, a form of life. Decision, a fortiori political decision, in short, is no mere technique. It is instead a way of being that bears an understanding of Being, and of the fundaments of the human way of being within it. This applies, indeed applies most, to those mock innocent political slaves who claim only to be technocrats of decision making.

AT: Case Outweighs/Must Act Now

Developing a new form of ‘thinking’ which teaches us to allow the world reveal itself is infinitely more valuable than continuing to define thinking as a mastery over reality. 

McWhorter 92(Ladelle, “Guilt as Management Technology: A Call to Heideggerian Reflection,” Heidegger and the Earth)

Some might find this unnecessarily harsh. We academicians may wish to contest the accusation. Surely, in the universities of all places thinking is going on. But Heidegger had no respect for that or any other kind of complacency. The thinking he saw as essential is no more likely, perhaps unfortunately, to be found in universities or among philosophers than anywhere else. For the thinking he saw as essential is not the simple amassing and digesting of facts or even the mastering of complex relationships or the producing of ever more powerful and inclusive theories. The thinking Heidegger saw as essential, the thinking his works call us to, is not a thinking that seeks to master anything, not a thinking that results from a drive to grasp and know and shape the world; it is a thinking that disciplines itself to allow the world – the earth , things- to show themselves on their own terms. Heidegger called this kind of thinking ‘reflection’. In 1936 he wrote, “Reflection is the courage to make the truth of our own presuppositions and the realm of our own goals into the things that most deserve to be called in question.”2 Reflection is thinking that never rests complacently in the conclusions reached yesterday; it is thinking that continues to think, that never stops with a satisfied smile and announces: We can cease; we have the right answer now. On the contrary, it is thinking that loves its own life, its own occurring, that does not quickly put a stop to itself, as thinking intent on a quick solution always tries to do. 

We cannot base our policy choices off of statistical analysis alone, we must include the ontological questions about being before we can come to a conclusion about reality. 

Olivier 7 (Bert, Professor of Philosophy at the Nelson Mandela Metropolitan University, “Nature as ‘abject’, critical psychology, and ‘revolt’: The pertinence of Kristeva,” South African Journal of Psychology, 37(3), 2007, pp. 443–469)

In the light of this, any responsible human being who has taken note of the current state of affairs cannot and should not avoid making use of every possible medium to create and expand an informed awareness of the situation, as well as a sense of urgency and the need to act, among as many people as possible. In my experience, mere ‘factual knowledge’ is not sufficient to have the desired effect of galvanising people into action — in the present ‘information age’, people with access to media (that is, the vast majority of people on the planet) are ‘better informed’ than in any previous era, but arguably just as apathetic as ‘informed’, judging by the deteriorating condition of natural resources.3 Rather, therefore, by placing ‘information’ about the precarious state of the earth in the context of not only a philosophical-theoretical but also, crucially, a critical-psychological interpretation, people are afforded the intellectual, psychological, and ethical4 means to appreciate what all this information means for them and for other creatures on the planet

AT: Case Outweighs/Util Good

Calculative attempts to assign weight to and compare between alternatives destroys the essence of what these options were in the first place by viewing their meaning solely through their value and makings an authentic relationship impossible. 

Haynes 8(John D., Professorial Visiting Fellow School of Information Systems, Technology and Management University of New South Wales, “Calculative Thinking and Essential Thinking in Heidegger’s Phenomenology,” http://wwwdocs.fce.unsw.edu.au/sistm/staff/Heidegger_calculation_essential_March08.pdf)
In Heidegger’s work “What is Metaphysics?” reprinted with an introduction by Heidegger himself in Kaufmann’s Existentialism – From Dostoevesky to Sartre (Kaufmann 1975), we find perhaps in all of Heidegger’s works the clearest rendition of Heidegger’s distinction between calculative thinking and essential thinking. Indeed Heidegger himself returns again and again to this work. Firstly, in relation to calculative thinking, Heidegger says (Kaufmann 1975, pp 261-2):

All calculation makes the calculable “come out” in the sum so as to use the sum for the next count. Nothing counts for calculation save for what can be calculated. Any particular thing is only what it “adds up to”, and any count ensures the further progress of counting. This process is continually using up numbers and is itself a continual self-consumption. The “coming out” of the calculation with the help of what-is counts as the explanation of the latter’s Being. Calculation uses every-thing that “is” as units of computation, in advance, and, in the computation, uses up its stock of units. This consumption of what-is reveals the consuming nature of calculation. Only because number can be multiplied indefinitely ... is it possible for the consuming nature of calculation to hide behind its “products” and give calculative thought the appearance of “productivity”.... Calculative thought places itself under compulsion to master everything in the logical terms of its procedure.
And of essential thinking, Heidegger says (Kaufmann 1975, pp 263-4):

The thought of Being seeks no hold in what-is. Essential thinking looks for the slow signs of the incalculable and sees in this the unforeseeable coming of the ineluctable. Such thinking is mindful of the truth of Being and thus helps the Being of truth to make a place for itself in man’s history. This help effects no results because it has no need of effect. Essential thinking helps as the simple inwardness of existence, insofar as this inwardness, although unable to exercise such thinking or only having theoretical knowledge of it, kindles its own kind.

In relation to calculative thinking, Heidegger makes it clear in a further passage (Kaufmann 1975, p 262) that this kind of thinking cannot comprehend itself. One gets a sense of this in view of the notion of calculative thought’s compulsion to master “everything in the logical terms of its procedure” at the tail end of the above quoted passage, but the following passage (Kaufmann 1975, p 262) makes it abundantly clear:

It [calculative thinking] has no notion that in calculation everything calculable is already a whole before it starts working out its sums and products, a whole whose unity naturally belongs to the incalculable which, with its mystery, ever eludes the clutches of calculation. That which, however, is always and everywhere closed at the outset to the demands of calculation and, despite that, is always closer to man in its enigmatic unknowableness than anything that ‘is’, than anything he may arrange and plan, this can sometimes put the essential man in touch with a thinking whose truth no “logic” can grasp.

AT: Case Outweighs/Util Good

By trying to grasp the world, caculative thought only further distances our experience from the reality of the world. Under this mindset, nature becomes nothing more than a gas station to fuel our ever expanding cars. 

Brown and Toadvine 3 (Charles S. and Ted, “Eco-phenomenology : Back to the Earth Itself,”)
It is worth pondering whether so-call, environmental issues require an approach that is entirely different, and more original than disciplinary or interdisciplinarity. What Heidegger means by "original thinking" is

helpful here. In his "Memorial Address," Heidegger calls such genuine thinking "meditative,- and contrasts it with the dominant mode of thinking. Calling the latter "calculative thinking," he traces its rise to the seventeenth-century scientific-philosophic revolution in major concepts. (As is well known, Descartes played a key role in bringing that revolution about.) Heidegger describes 'calculative thinking- as a reductionistic coercive, means/ ends-oriented thinking. It is concerned with productivity, efficiency, utility, management regulation, planning, prediction and control. Calculative thinking attacks and grasps an operationally defined "reality" and regards language as merely a container for its preoccupa¬tions. Heidegger acknowledges that such thinking has its place but he is concerned that it has become the predominant way of thinking a. may soon be the sole way of thinking. He notes that "[t]he world now appears as an object open to the attacks of calculative thought... . Nature becomes a gigantic gas.. station, an energy source for modem technology and industry"21

"Calculative thinking- is actually thoughtless and oblivious of Being—which withdraws, leaving humans "rootless' and "homeless." By contrast, "meditative thinking" is profoundly thoughtful and receptive to Being. It dwells in the nearness of Being, where humans are truly root, and "at home.- As the thinking of Being' meditative thinking is nonmanipulative and noncoercive. It lets Being and beings be; and "letting be" involves profound care and concern. Such thinking is not a matter of having ideas or constructing theories—nor is it a particular actor series of acts. Rather, it is an entire disposition and way of living which, .11 a thought a. heart, heeds Beings call. Such heart-full, thought-fullthinking cannot, of course be coerced or willfully begun because it is itself noncoercive. Ultimately, it comes to us as a gift from Being. It is up to us to "step back" from our thoughtless ways of thinking so as to "prepare the ground- for this gift just as a farmer prepares the soil but cannot force the se, to grow. Such receptivity opens us to nature's mean¬ing and mystery. Meditative thinking lets the unspoken Truth of Being come to Language; and "[l]anguage is the house of Being" insofar as it shel¬ters the Truth which Being discloses. Such authentic language is the "home" in which we thoughtfully dwell.. Already decades before his "Letter on Humanism- and "Memorial Address," Heidegger emphasized the crucial importance of language, claiming that "the power of language" distinguishes us "from stones, plants, animal, but also from the gods." He cautioned that "words and language are not wrappings in which things are packed for the commerce of those who write and speak. It is in worlds and language that things first come into being and are. For this reason the misuse of language ... destroys our authentic relation to things."23

AT: Political Engagement / Ceding the Political

1) We don’t have to defend all of Heidegger – [the warrant is Heidegger’s rejection of democracy, which we don’t do] – we aren’t a total rejection of any political engagement ever, we just think the specific technological action of the aff is bad.

2) Political engagement in a technological manner SUCKS – the thesis of our criticism turns – participating in management just furthers the cycle of domination and replication.

3) Their progressive politics was the real cause of Nazism
Agamben 2K (Giorgio, Professor of Philosophy, University of Verona, Means Without End, p. 137-138)
In a recent book, Jean-Claude Milner has clearly identified and defined as "progressivism" the prin​ciple in whose name the following process has taken place: compromising. The revolution used to have to compro​mise with capital and with power, just as the church had to come to terms with the modern world. Thus, the motto that has guided the strategy of progressivism during the march toward its coming to power slowly took shape: one has to yield on everything, one has to reconcile every​thing with its opposite, intelligence with television and advertisement, the working class with capital, freedom of speech with the state of the spectacle, the environment with industrial development, science with opinion, dem​ocracy with the electoral machine, bad conscience and abjuration with memory and loyalty. Today one can see what such a strategy has led to. The left has actively collaborated in setting up in every field the instruments and terms of agreement that the right, once in power, will just need to apply and de​velop so as to achieve its own goals without difficulty. It was exactly in the same way that the work​ing class was spiritually and physically disarmed by Ger​man social democracy before being handed over to Na​zism. And while the citizens of goodwill are being called on to keep watch and to wait for phantasmatic frontal attacks, the right has already crossed the lines through the breach that the left itself had opened up.

4) Non-Unique – the right’s already in power – look around you – there’s only a risk the alternative can be a different way of looking at the world..

5) Meditative thinking allows us to consider a multiplicity of perspectives – it means we can engage with modern technological society without being corrupted by it, that’s Heidegger and McWhorter.

6) View this argument with extreme suspicion – McWhorter indicates actomania is propagated by the expert linkage of thought to action in the modern era.

AT: Alt Doesn’t End All Technological Thought

1) It’s irrelevant – look to the role of the ballot – your task is to decide between competing forms of thought – technological and meditative. The debate here is only over the paradigm to frame our discussion; debate is a forum for comparing political imaginaries – fiat isn’t real either. 

2) Not a reason to vote aff – the fact that racism can never be completely eradicated is not an excuse to support combating it – if we prove their mode of thinking is bad you should still reject it

3) And, the ideas matter most – discursive framing affects policy implementation

Frameworks Institute ‘3 

(“The FrameWorks Perspective: Strategic Frame Analysis”, http://www.frameworksinstitute.org/strategicanalysis/perspective.shtml)

This interdisciplinary work is made possible by the fact that the concept of framing is found in the literatures of numerous academic disciplines across the social, behavioral and cognitive sciences. Put simply, framing refers to the construct of a communication — its language, visuals and messengers — and the way it signals to the listener or observer how to interpret and classify new information. By framing, we mean how messages are encoded with meaning so that they can be efficiently interpreted in relationship to existing beliefs or ideas. Frames trigger meaning.The questions we ask, in applying the concept of frames to the arena of social policy, are as follows: How does the public think about a particular social or political issue? What is the public discourse on the issue? And how is this discourse influenced by the way media frames that issue? How do these public and private frames affect public choices? How can an issue be reframed to evoke a different way of thinking, one that illuminates a broader range of alternative policy choices? This approach is strategic in that it not only deconstructs the dominant frames of reference that drive reasoning on public issues, but it also identifies those alternative frames most likely to stimulate public reconsideration and enumerates their elements (reframing). We use the term reframe to mean changing "the context of the message exchange" so that different interpretations and probable outcomes become visible to the public (Dearing & Rogers, 1994: 98). Strategic frame analysis offers policy advocates a way to work systematically through the challenges that are likely to confront the introduction of new legislation or social policies, to anticipate attitudinal barriers to support, and to develop research-based strategies to overcome public misunderstanding. What Is Communications and Why Does It Matter? The domain of communications has not changed markedly since 1948 when Harold Lasswell formulated his famous equation: who says what to whom through what channel with what effect? But what many social policy practitioners have overlooked in their quests to formulate effective strategies for social change is that communications merits their attention because it is an inextricable part of the agenda-setting function in this country. Communications plays a vital role in determining which issues the public prioritizes for policy resolution, which issues will move from the private realm to the public, which issues will become pressure points for policymakers, and which issues will win or lose in the competition for scarce resources. No organization can approach such tasks as issue advocacy, constituency-building, or promoting best practices without taking into account the critical role that mass media has to play in shaping the way Americans think about social issues. As William Gamson and his colleagues at the Media Research and Action Project like to say, media is "an arena of contest in its own right, and part of a larger strategy of social change." 
One source of our confusion over communications comes in not recognizing that each new push for public understanding and acceptance happens against a backdrop of long-term media coverage, of perceptions formed over time, of scripts we have learned since childhood to help us make sense of our world, and folk beliefs we use to interpret new information. As we go about making sense of our world, mass media serves an important function as the mediator of meaning — telling us what to think about (agenda-setting) and how to think about it (media effects) by organizing the information in such a way (framing) that it comes to us fully conflated with directives (cues) about who is responsible for the social problem in the first place and who gets to fix it (responsibility). 

It is often the case that nonprofit organizations want communications to be easy. Ironically, they want soundbite answers to the same social problems whose complexity they understand all too well. While policy research and formulation are given their due as tough, demanding areas of an organization's workplan, communications is seen as "soft." While program development and practice are seen as requiring expertise and the thoughtful consideration of best practices, communications is an "anyone can do it if you have to" task. It is time to retire this thinking. Doing communications strategically requires the same investment of intellect and study that these other areas of nonprofit practice have been accorded. A Simple Explanation of Frame Analysis In his seminal book Public Opinion (1921:16), Walter Lippmann was perhaps the first to connect mass communications to public attitudes and policy preferences by recognizing that the "the way in which the world is imagined determines at any particular moment what men will do." The modern extension of Lippmann's observation is based on the concept of "frames." 

People use mental shortcuts to make sense of the world. Since most people are looking to process incoming information quickly and efficiently, they rely upon cues within that new information to signal to them how to connect it with their stored images of the world. The "pictures in our heads," as Lippmann called them, might better be thought of as vividly labeled storage boxes - filled with pictures, images, and stories from our past encounters with the world and labeled youth, marriage, poverty, fairness, etc. The incoming information provides cues about which is the right container for that idea or experience. And the efficient thinker makes the connection, a process called "indexing," and moves on. 

Put another way, how an issue is framed is a trigger to these shared and durable cultural models that help us make sense of our world. When a frame ignites a cultural model, or calls it into play in the interpretation, the whole model is operative. This allows people to reason about an issue, to make inferences, to fill in the blanks for missing information by referring to the robustness of the model, not the sketchy frame. 

[we disagree with the gendered language used]

AT: No Scenario

1) Turns case – our K functions as a case turn, even in a post-fiat world in addition to discursively – continuing the logic of technology can only exacerbate the problems of the status quo

[read 2NC “you gotta defend your shit, yo”]

AT: Impact N/U

The world sucks in the status quo – there are wars and genocide across the globe, the world economy is shit, peoples globally starve and die and blow themselves up and live in extreme poverty and are killed every day – their inherency and the state of the world just proves our impacts. Many people live empty daily lives entirely dependent on technology, and it’s only a question of time before nuclear war erupts because we’ve forgotten how to be human.

AT: Must Act 

1) The call to act is precisely the link – action presupposes a world described through technological thought, turning case and causing our impacts – that’s all in the overview. The entire K answers this.

2) Ontology prefigures fundamental meaning – their argument makes no sense without an accurate ontology – the K must come prior. Policies that can solve can appear after you vote negative.

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

Heirs to all this, we find ourselves in the turbulent and now globalized wake of its confluence. As Heidegger-himself an especially revealing figure of the deep and mutual implication of the philosophical and the political4-never tired of pointing out, the relevance of ontology to all other kinds of thinking is fundamental and inescapable. For one cannot say anything about anything that is, without always already having made assumptions about the is as such. Any mode of thought, in short, always already carries an ontology sequestered within it. What this ontological turn does to other regional modes of thought is to challenge the ontology within which they operate. The implications of that review reverberate throughout the entire mode of thought, demanding a reappraisal as fundamental as the reappraisal ontology has demanded of philosophy. With ontology at issue, the entire foundations or underpinnings of any mode of thought are rendered problematic. This applies as much to any modern discipline of thought as it does to the question of modernity as such, with the exception, it seems, of science, which, having long ago given up the ontological questioning of when it called itself natural philosophy, appears now, in its industrialized and corporatized form, to be invulnerable to ontological perturbation. With its foundations at issue, the very authority of a mode of thought and the ways in which it characterizes the critical issues of freedom and judgment (of what kind of universe human beings inhabit, how they inhabit it, and what counts as reliable knowledge for them in it) is also put in question. The very ways in which Nietzsche, Heidegger, and other continental philosophers challenged Western ontology, simultaneously, therefore reposed the fundamental and inescapable difficulty, or aporia, for human being of decision and judgment. In other words, whatever ontology you subscribe to, knowingly or unknowingly, as a human being you still have to act. Whether or not you know or acknowledge it, the ontology you subscribe to will construe the problem of action for you in one way rather than another. You may think ontology is some arcane question of philosophy, but Nietzsche and Heidegger showed that it intimately shapes not only a way of thinking, but a way of being, a form of life. Decision, a fortiori political decision, in short, is no mere technique. It is instead a way of being that bears an understanding of Being, and of the fundaments of the human way of being within it. This applies, indeed applies most, to those mock innocent political slaves who claim only to be technocrats of decision making.

AT: Individual Choice Solves Value to Life

No, it doesn’t. One’s own perception of value to life does not equal ontology. The reason “lives become worthless” is not that people become depressed to the point where they’re suicidal or whatever. Rather, it is that our relation to the world has become fundamentally changed. It is an epistemological mindset. The affirmative has essentially locked us in ontological cages. No matter what we think or wish, those cages still exist. The only way out is to refuse that worldview altogether, to restore ontological creativity by allowing being to be fluid, to flow out of the cages the aff has established. 

[you can also think of it in terms of having a disease. The aff is like, diseases don’t suck at all! We can still enjoy doing things we choose to enjoy. But, you’re still sick.]

AT: Pragmatism 

The emphasis on practicality prevents us from truly addressing the problems which are the direct result of our impending ecological suicide. 

Prasad and Elmes 5, (Pushkala, Skidmore College, Michael, Worcester Polytechnic Institute, "In the Name of the Practical: Unearthing the Hegemony of Pragmatics in the Discourse of Environmental Management", Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 42, No. 4)
What we are really concerned about here is not the notion of the practical as much as its narrow discursive constitution and enactment of discursive closure. The real problem with the so-called pragmatics of EM is that it remains little more than another variant of instrumental rationality (Adorno and Horkheimer, 1972; Habermas, 1971), a viewpoint and form of knowledge that views the world and our relationships in it as tools (means) to achieve rational ends. The original Frankfurt School critique of instrumental rationality is based on its ability to constitute our entire world as an economic object, not as a thing of beauty or a source of divine inspiration. Despite all attempts at transcending this standpoint in EM and related environmental discourses, many contemporary critics argue that instrumental rationality has a way of sliding in through the backdoor, reconstituting the environmental agenda on the foundations of economic logics and the preservation of the existing order (Dryzek, 1995). Thus, environmental issues continue to be cast as problems of resources (Sachs, 1997), with EM as the practical administrator of these scarce resources. The problem, as we have shown is twofold. First, the economics of nature continue to be emphasized at the possible cost of nature itself, and second, the management of these resources tends to be interpreted as a process that emphasizes smooth transitions and the dynamics of institutional agreement over the necessity of more fundamental changes needed for resolving some of our more urgent ecological crises.

AT: Pragmatism 

Like the weight-loss without exercise fads gripping the nation- radical environmentalism has been hijacked by social pragmatists in the interest of ‘practicality’- reassuring society that something is being done to address our ecological suicide without having the face the inherently destructive nature of modernity. 
Prasad and Elmes 5, (Pushkala, Skidmore College, Michael, Worcester Polytechnic Institute, "In the Name of the Practical: Unearthing the Hegemony of Pragmatics in the Discourse of Environmental Management", Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 42, No. 4) 

The presence of the so-called 'natural' environment is being increasingly felt within the popular and academic discourses of management and organization studies. From occupying a position of systematic theoretical neglect (Egri and Pinfield, 1996), the natural or biospheric environment has shifted much closer to the centre of North American and European organizational and management preoccupations. Moreover environmental concerns are no longer regarded as the sole prerogative of 'radical' or marginal groups, but are seen as legitimate questions for the wider managerial community. In the last few years, these interests have been formally institutionalized in the form of specialized academic programmes in business schools (Birchard, 1984) and in professional groups such as the Division of Organizations and the Natural Environment (ONE) within the Academy of Management. In short, at a discursive level, the natural environment has entered the mainstream domain of management. A striking feature of this discourse is its strong emphasis on practicality. Distancing itself from the so-called ideological stances of both Deep Ecology and Anti-Environmental Corporatism, the discourse of environmental management positions itself and its adherents as reasonable, well-intentioned individuals of action, committed to repairing the ecological damages of the past several decades, and taking over the guardianship of nature for the benefit of future generations (Shrivastava, 1992). This discourse also emphasizes its own practical relevance over and above what it characterizes as ideological and abstract affiliations, and advocates 'pragmatic' strategies such as corporate stewardship (Egri and Pinfield, 1996), inter-organizational collaboration (Westley and Vredenburg, 1996) etc. to solve environmental problems. This rhetoric of 'green management' is not without its critics. Environmental Management (EM) has already been questioned on the grounds that it actually promotes corporate interests over environmental ones (Plant and Plant, 1991), and that it provides little more than symbolic reassurance to a wider population that is increasingly anxious about the possible deterioration of our ecological context (Greer and Bruno, 1996). Some criticisms have even been directed at so-called 'environmentally progressive' companies such as Ben and Jerry's, The Body Shop and Working Assets for profiting from the 'green' label while engaging in practices that are actually harmful to the natural environment (Entine, 1994). 

AT: Pragmatism/Management Good

Managerialist strategies used to try and address this ecological threat have become part of the problem, not the solution. 
Der Derian 05 (James Der Derian is Director of the Global Security Program and Research Professor of International Studies at the Watson Institute for International Studies at Brown University. “National Security An Accident Waiting to Happen From Predicting the Present”, Harvard International Review Vol. 27 (3) - Fall 2005 New York Times September 4, 2005 http://www.harvardir.org/articles/print.php?article=1430 Accessed July 4, 2008) 
The intractability of disaster, especially its unexpected, unplanned, unprecedented nature, erodes not only the very distinction of the local, national, and global, but, assisted and amplified by an unblinking global media, reveals the contingent and highly interconnected character of life in general. Yet when it comes to dealing with natural and unnatural disasters, we continue to expect (and, in the absence of a credible alternative, understandably so) if not certainty and total safety at least a high level of probability and competence from our national and homeland security experts. However, between the mixed metaphors and behind the metaphysical concepts given voice by US Homeland Security Director Michael Chertoff early into the Katrina crisis, there lurks an uneasy recognition that this administration—and perhaps no national government—is up to the task of managing incidents that so rapidly cascade into global events. Indeed, they suggest that our national plans and preparations for the “big one”—a force-five hurricane, terrorist attack, pandemic disease—have become part of the problem, not the solution. His use of hyberbolic terms like “ultra-catastrophe” and “fall-out” is telling: such events exceed not only local and national capabilities, but the capacity of conventional language itself.
Pragmatism cannot account for the complexity of today’s situation- a new ontological understanding is needed. 
Der Derian 05 (James Der Derian is Director of the Global Security Program and Research Professor of International Studies at the Watson Institute for International Studies at Brown University. “National Security An Accident Waiting to Happen From Predicting the Present”, Harvard International Review Vol. 27 (3) - Fall 2005 New York Times September 4, 2005 http://www.harvardir.org/articles/print.php?article=1430 Accessed July 4, 2008) 
An easy deflection would be to lay the blame on the neoconservative faithful of the first term of US President George W. Bush, who, viewing through an inverted Wilsonian prism the world as they would wish it to be, have now been forced by natural and unnatural disasters to face the world as it really is—and not even the most sophisticated public affairs machine of dissimulations, distortions, and lies can close this gap. However, the discourse of the second Bush term has increasingly returned to the dominant worldview of national security, realism. And if language is, as Nietzsche claimed, a prisonhouse, realism is its supermax penitentiary. Based on linear notions of causality, a correspondence theory of truth, and the materiality of power, how can realism possibly account—let alone prepare or provide remedies—for complex catastrophes, like the toppling of the World Trade Center and attack on the Pentagon by a handful of jihadists armed with box-cutters and a few months of flight-training? A force-five hurricane that might well have begun with the flapping of a butterfly’s wings? A northeast electrical blackout that started with a falling tree limb in Ohio? A possible pandemic triggered by the mutation of an avian virus?

AT: Pragmatism/Management Good 

FEMA proves—Our tendency to rely on planning agencies produces systems that defy real management. 

Der Derian 05 (James Der Derian is Director of the Global Security Program and Research Professor of International Studies at the Watson Institute for International Studies at Brown University. “National Security An Accident Waiting to Happen From Predicting the Present”, Harvard International Review Vol. 27 (3) - Fall 2005 New York Times September 4, 2005 http://www.harvardir.org/articles/print.php?article=1430 Accessed July 4, 2008) 
Worse, what if the “failure of imagination” identified by the 9/11 Commission is built into our national and homeland security systems? What if the reliance on planning for the catastrophe that never came reduced our capability to flexibly respond and improvise for the “ultra-catastrophe” that did? What if worse-case scenarios, simulation training, and disaster exercises—as well as border guards, concrete barriers and earthen levees—not only prove inadequate but might well act as force-multipliers—what organizational theorists identify as “negative synergy” and “cascading effects” —that produce the automated bungling (think Federal Emergency Management Agency) that transform isolated events and singular attacks into global disasters? Just as “normal accidents” are built into new technologies—from the Titanic sinking to the Chernobyl meltdown to the Challenger explosion—we must ask whether “ultra-catastrophes” are no longer the exception but now part and parcel of densely networked systems that defy national management; in other words, “planned disasters.” What, then, is to be done? A first step is to move beyond the wheel-spinning debates that perennially keep security discourse always one step behind the global event. It might well be uni-, bi-, or multi-polar, but it is time to recognize that the power configuration of the states-system is rapidly being subsumed by a heteropolar matrix, in which a wide range of different actors and technological drivers are producing profound global effects through interconnectivity. Varying in identity, interests, and strength, these new actors and drivers gain advantage through the broad bandwidth of information technology, for networked communication systems provide the means to traverse political, economic, religious, and cultural boundaries, changing not only how we interpret events, but making it ever more difficult to maintain the very distinction of intended from accidental events. According to the legal philosopher of Nazi Germany, Carl Schmitt, when the state is unable to deliver on its traditional promissory notes of safety, security, and well-being through legal, democratic means, it will necessarily exercise the sovereign “exception:” declaring a state of emergency, defining friend from foe, and, if necessary, eradicating the threat to the state. But what if the state, facing the global event, cannot discern the accidental from the intentional? An external attack from an internal auto-immune response? The natural as opposed to the “planned disaster”? The enemy within from the enemy without?
AT: Tech Good

The kritik doesn’t take a stance on the effect which science and technology have had in improved our material standard of living but rather points to the ways in which technological thinking seeks to dominate the earth. 

Matthews 1 (Richard, Queen’s University, “The Metaphysics of Appearance: Heidegger’s Critique of Technology,” http://www.mun.ca/phil/codgito/vol2/v2doc3.html)

This is not to say that there is anything inherently wrong with technology. The difficulty is that the scientist, viewing the world from the subject-object perspective, becomes unable to conceive an alternative way of thinking. Tied to the technological way of thinking, the scientist, and by extension most of the contemporary world, lacks the ability to think outside of this mode of thought. In scientific debate, there is endless discussion of the nature and validity of theory, but technology as such is not in question. A scientist does not question whether the real is quantifiable. Rather, the validity of mathematics is presupposed as the necessary starting point of any scientific analysis. A particular theory may be questioned and even discarded, but the adequacy of mathematics as a depiction of reality is not.21 Heidegger argues that the power of subject-object analysis is such that the technological model of thinking is enshrined throughout the world and dominates all thought. He writes: 

Now that modern technology has arranged its expansion and rule over the whole earth, it is not just the sputniks and their by-products that are circling around our earth, it is rather Being as presencing in the sense of calculable material that claims all the inhabitants of the earth in a uniform manner. . . 22 

According to Heidegger, modern science has grown out of metaphysics and is its completion. But it has not thereby escaped the dilemmas of traditional philosophy. The sciences attempt to maintain the functionalist aspects of metaphysics, while rejecting the validity of metaphysics itself. Heidegger argues that they have abandoned the study of Being in favour of the practical technological activities which have emerged out of philosophy. The sciences refuse to deal with the original ideas of philosophy, and reject their metaphysical origins. But while they may deny the validity of these questions, they can never dispense with them altogether.23 

Heidegger is critical of this functionalist perspective. He contends that the purpose of science is the regulation of human society and the manipulation of the human environment or world. But such manipulation, he argues, is based upon a one-sided and restrictive understanding. Heidegger states that like the great metaphysical systems, science fails to take into account that it is simply one interpretation or metaphysical system among many. As an offshoot of metaphysics, it is a kind of metaphysical interpretation. And as such, it cannot be regarded as pre-ernhent. Science must be understood for what it is: the latest set of developments or interpretations of Being in a long tradition.24 The difficulty for contemporary humanity is that as long as science is regarded as pre- eminent or privileged, it is that much more difficult to step outside of technology and think of Being in a new manner. To give a manner of thinking a pre-eminent position is to close oneself off from all the other possibilities of thought. Heidegger argues therdore that we must learn to think that which has remained unthought in the history of the metaphysical tradition. We must learn to step beyond the contemporary technological wodd view. He argues that one way to step beyond science is to go back into the tradition, and to seek the possibilities of Being which reside there.25 We need to engage in a radical reinterpretation of our philosophical history. 

AT: You Demonize All Tech
Technology, as defined by Heidegger, is distinct from tools and equipment. His critique is of the modes of thought that portray the world as being fundamentally manageable. 
Godzinski 2005 (Ronald Jr., Southern Illinois University at Carbondale, “(En)Framing Heidegger’s Philosophy of Technology,” Essays in Philosophy, Vol. 6, No. 1, http://www.humboldt.edu/~essays/godzinski.html)
In order to understand what this type of free relationship with modern technology entails, we must first understand the distinction between technology and the technological. Heidegger maintains that the essence of technology is not reducible to the technological.6 According to Heidegger, technology is distinct from what we do with tools, instruments, equipment, or the way of thinking about those things. Likewise, modern technology is not reducible to technological artifacts, devices, or the techniques that produce those things. Heidegger is very explicit about this reductionistic turn that others have taken. In “Overcoming Metaphysics,” Heidegger points out that technology can be contrasted with “the production and equipment of machines.”7 If this interpretation is correct, modern technology in essence is Heidegger’s designation for the way in which things give themselves in and through an epoch. Technology, or what also can be referred to as “technicity,” concerns itself with the ontological way in which things reveal themselves via a “sending” [Geschicht]. In spite of the demarcation between technology and the technological, Heidegger admits that there is still something which is “correct” about the traditional interpretation that has been ascribed to technology. The “manufacture and utilization of equipment, tools, and machines, the manufactured and used things themselves, and the needs and ends that they serve,”8 are all part and parcel of the traditional but truncated sense of the term, “technology.” What makes the standard or correct definition of technology fundamentally deficient with respect to our own epoch rests with the fact it stays within the mode of “presencing” and does not get to presencing itself—that is, Being as epochally given.
AT: Tech Good 

Our kritik doesn’t mean that we can’t put scientific knowledge to use- it just requires that we move beyond the domination and managerialism that has come to define our relations with the world. 

Godzinski 5(Ronald Jr., Southern Illinois University at Carbondale, “(En)Framing Heidegger’s Philosophy of Technology,” Essays in Philosophy, Vol. 6, No. 1, http://www.humboldt.edu/~essays/godzinski.html)

In a related vein, the previous claim that everything within the natural world gives itself over to us, as standing-reserve is, for Heidegger, a phenomenological claim. As a purely phenomenological claim, Heidegger is not making an evaluative assertion about the status of modern technology and our comportment toward things that are treated as standing-reserve. Perhaps following the regressive method that Husserl used in The Crisis of European Sciences and Transcendental Phenomenology, Heidegger presents us with a purely descriptive account of modern technology that seems to be value neutral. In truth, he acknowledges that technology is not intrinsically dangerous or evil.17 Even Heidegger’s infamous “Memorial Address”18 supports this idea:

For all of us, the arrangements, devices, and machinery of technology are to a greater or lesser extent indispensable. It would be foolish to attack technology blindly. It would be shortsighted to condemn it as the work of the devil.19 

When understood within this particular context, Heidegger is neither praising nor demonizing modern technology. Of course the same would have to be said about technological objects that were purported to be intrinsically good, as well. Hence, the potential value that any technical device might have would be contingent upon its context of use. From a Heideggerian standpoint, it would be inappropriate to claim that any technical device is intrinsically good or evil.20 

In “The Question Concerning Technology,” Heidegger makes the phenomenological observation that we master nature because we respond to nature’s call to requisition it. We do this primarily because this is how we have been called by Being. We use things as standing-reserve since they give themselves as standing-reserve—everything gives itself to be used. Even when we are not openly trying to master nature, Heidegger would nonetheless contend that we are still responding to its call. The revealing is not something that we do strictly on our own accord, without first hearing nature’s call. In this sense, we cannot be held accountable for modern technology, since this is something that just happens in the context of western culture: 

When man…reveals that which presences, he merely responds to the call of unconcealment even when he contradicts it. Thus when man, investigating, observing, ensnares nature as an area of his own conceiving, he has already been claimed by a way of revealing that challenges him to approach nature as an object of research, until even the object disappears into the objectlessness of standing-reserve. Modern technology as an ordering revealing is, then, no merely human doing.21 

The challenge which directs us to order the self-revealing as standing-reserve, is nothing other than what Heidegger calls “enframing” [Gestell].22 Enframing, or Gestell, is the essence of modern technology. From Heidegger’s perspective, enframing is the way in which truth reveals itself as standing-reserve. We simply cannot avoid its influence or sway. One is already in a relationship with it, so it is not a matter of whether or not I will respond to it. Rather, it is a matter of how I will respond to it. More importantly, our response to the challenge that enframing emits, is neither completely predetermined nor free.

Heidegger recognizes that an authentic notion of freedom will be open to the essencing of technology. Thus, a genuine and free relationship to technology will be one that is open to the essencing of technology. This type of openness to the presencing of technology is called Gelassenheit, or releasement:

We can use technical devices, and yet with the proper use also keep ourselves so free of them, that we may let go of them at any time…. We can affirm the unavoidable use of technical devices, and also deny them the right to dominate us, and so to warp, confuse, and lay waste our nature…. I would call this comportment toward technology which expresses “yes” and at the same time “no,” by an old word, releasement toward things.23 

In the movement of Gelassenheit, one enters into a free relationship with technology which is not founded upon domination and mastery.24 On the contrary, an authentic relationship to technology is one that is simply beyond our control.25 Paradoxically, a relationship which is exemplified by releasement continually uses things as standing-reserve, while avoiding the danger of being taken as standing-reserve, although Heidegger certainly keeps a watchful eye out for the ultimate danger that rests within the ordering of standing-reserve. 

AT: Tech Inevitable/It’s Too Late

The seeming inevitability of destruction doesn’t justify surrendering to the aff but a further detachment of ourselves from the concept of nature as an energy resource. 

Sabatiano 7 (Charles J., Daemen College. “A Heideggerian Reflection on the Prospects of Technology” reprinted in Janus Head 10.1. p. 63-76. PDF accessed July 3, 2008)

The point of seeing the danger is not that we then retreat from the enterprise of technology. Quite to the contrary, the danger haunting the technological era is that there is no retreat. However, it is precisely this realization that can turn our heads around and bring us to go forward in a manner Heidegger refers to as releasement. Releasement represents a form of letting go, but not in the sense of surrendering to the inevitable, or dismantling it; or merely leaving things alone.10 Releasement is similar to the Buddhist notion of detachment. To detach (de-tache: unstake, let loose from being tied down) is to set something free. Detachment does not leave things alone, for so long as we dwell within the world and its network of relatedness, there is nothing alone. However, it represents a way of relating and thus a way of handling things that no longer clings, possesses, holds on, and claims as one’s own. To detach and release represents a reversal that learns to let things be what they are. It does so by handling what is in a way that respects that though everything is available and accessible, though it is all laid forth before us, nevertheless, it is not ours to possess and do with as we will simply because we can. Things are what they are and not simply what we demand them to be. This is no small matter in a world where everything has become a resource to fuel the machinery that produces what we want, where nothing is respected except for what it can be taken up and used for, where there is little meaning or value to anything except as material, energy, even information that can be mobilized and put to work to suit our purposes. Even people, in so many instances, are caught up and swept up into the routines of usefulness, only to be marginalized with no place to belong when no longer useful.
AT: Heidegger Was a Nazi

1. This argument functions as an ad homiem at best - Heidegger’s contributions to philosophy are distinct from his political affiliations. 

Dallmayr 90 (Fred, “Rethinking the Political: Some Heideggerian Contributions,” The Review of Politics, Vol. 52, No. 4, 524-552)
Recent literature on Heidegger concentrates heavily on his (temporary) involvement in or collusion with Nazi ideology and policies. Without belittling the gravity of the issue, this article shifts the focus somewhat by invoking a distinction which recently has emerged (or reemerged) in political thought: namely, the distinction between "politics" and "the political" or between politics viewed as partisan ideology or policy making, on the one hand, and politics seen as regime or paradigmatic framework, on the other. The main thesis of the article is that Heidegger's promising contributions to political theory are located on the level of ontology or paradigmatic framework rather than that of ideological partisanship. 

2. Heidegger simply made a mistake - once he saw the Nazis for who they really were, he rejected them and targeted his criticism towards them

Thiele 95 – Professor of Political Science at University of Florida (Leslie Paul, Timely Meditations, pg. 198)
Written after Hitler's rise to power and before the war had revealed its final devastations, Heidegger indicates in the above passage, though only backhandedly and without assuming personal responsibility, that he has glimpsed the terrible error in his support for Nazism. Once in power, the Nazis quickly displayed their technological demon. No more horrific and ruthless example of the total ordering of humanity as standing-reserve has ever been constructed than that of the Nazi concentration camps. Here technology's limitless scope and capacity for summoning horror was made evident in the unbridled exploitation of and experimentation with human raw material, the literal using-up of human bodies and minds. In the Nazis' "final solution," technology, understood not as a neutral tool or technique but as an overpowering ontological condition, came most dangerously to the fore. 
AT: You’re Using a Laptop

1. They have no evidence indicating that a laptop is a specific instance of technological thought - my Malpas link evidence isolates specific warrants as to why the overcoming of distance through transportation creates an ontological separation with nature. It isn’t broadly applicable - the burden of proof is on them to give warrants for their claims. Don’t let them make extrapolations in the 2AR - that would be new and I don’t have a 2NR to respond to it. 

2. Technological modes of thinking, as defined by Heidegger, does not include tools and equipment. He would have no problem with me using a laptop. His critique is of the modes of thought that portray the world as being fundamentally manageable. 
Godzinski 2005 (Ronald Jr., Southern Illinois University at Carbondale, “(En)Framing Heidegger’s Philosophy of Technology,” Essays in Philosophy, Vol. 6, No. 1, http://www.humboldt.edu/~essays/godzinski.html)
In order to understand what this type of free relationship with modern technology entails, we must first understand the distinction between technology and the technological. Heidegger maintains that the essence of technology is not reducible to the technological.6 According to Heidegger, technology is distinct from what we do with tools, instruments, equipment, or the way of thinking about those things. Likewise, modern technology is not reducible to technological artifacts, devices, or the techniques that produce those things. Heidegger is very explicit about this reductionistic turn that others have taken. In “Overcoming Metaphysics,” Heidegger points out that technology can be contrasted with “the production and equipment of machines.”7 If this interpretation is correct, modern technology in essence is Heidegger’s designation for the way in which things give themselves in and through an epoch. Technology, or what also can be referred to as “technicity,” concerns itself with the ontological way in which things reveal themselves via a “sending” [Geschicht]. In spite of the demarcation between technology and the technological, Heidegger admits that there is still something which is “correct” about the traditional interpretation that has been ascribed to technology. The “manufacture and utilization of equipment, tools, and machines, the manufactured and used things themselves, and the needs and ends that they serve,”8 are all part and parcel of the traditional but truncated sense of the term, “technology.” What makes the standard or correct definition of technology fundamentally deficient with respect to our own epoch rests with the fact it stays within the mode of “presencing” and does not get to presencing itself—that is, Being as epochally given.
