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Information is meaningless; trying to deal with a deluge of information that is all ultimately formless.
Morris ‘20
[James Morris, Lecturer in Journalism at City University and PhD in philosophy from the european graduate school, 12-3-2020, "Simulacra in the Age of Social Media: Baudrillard as the Prophet of Fake News," Journal of Communication Inquiry, https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0196859920977154,]//owen
“Fake News” has been a frequent topic in the last couple of years. The phenomenon has particularly been cited with regards to the election of Donald Trump to the presidency of the United States. The creation of “post truth” reports that are disseminated via the Web and social media has been treated as something new, a product of the digital age, and a reason to be concerned about the effects of online technology. However, this paper argues that fake news should be considered as part of a continuum with forms of media that went before in the 20th Century, and the general trend of postmodernity detailed by Baudrillard. The simulation of communications media and mass reproduction was already evident and has merely progressed in the digital age rather than the latter providing a wholly new context. The paper concludes by asking whether the political havoc caused by fake news has an antidote, when it appears to be a by-product of media simulacra’s inherent lack of connection to the real. In a communications landscape where the misrepresentations of the so-called “Mainstream Media” are decried using even more questionable “memes” on social media, is there any possibility for truth?¶ “The simulacrum is never what hides the truth – it is truth that hides the fact that there is none.¶ The simulacrum is true.”—Ecclesiastes¶ Thus, begins Jean Baudrillard’s Simulacra and Simulation. It sounds like the kind of statement King Solomon might have made in Ecclesiastes; except that if you read Ecclesiastes you won’t find anything like this quote. Considering the current debates about partisanship and pure lies “going viral” in new media, from its opening sentence Baudrillard’s 1981 work appears every bit as relevant today as it was nearly 40 years ago, or maybe even more so after recent events.¶ Politics (and its portrayal particularly in Western English-speaking media) has felt like it underwent a sea change in 2016. The “normal rules” no longer seemed to apply after the UK voted for Brexit and Donald Trump was elected President in the USA. The prominent phrase in this disruption, already a cliché a few months after its emergence, was “fake news” (also known as “alternative facts” by some on the right-hand side of the political spectrum). Pundits and academics were soon describing the new era as “post-truth” (Ball, 2017; d’Ancona, 2017; Davis, 2017; Fuller, 2018; McIntyre, 2018), arguing that we have entered a phase where facts are radically devalued in favour of shallow appearances and confirmation bias, fuelled by the meteoric rise in our usage of online social media over the last decade. Some have even argued that truth itself has been weaponised (Merrin, 2019).¶ Social media is new technology that didn’t exist at all before the mid-1990s, and not in its contemporary form until Facebook went beyond universities and Twitter was launched, both in 2006. But are the phenomena of “fake news” and “post-truth” that are allegedly the side-effect of social media really so revolutionary? This paper argues that Jean Baudrillard was already recognising these trends in the 1980s, based on the media in existence back then, and so what has occurred in the 21st Century should be viewed as a continuation of the same phenomenon. It then asks if there is anything that journalism can do about that situation.¶ Social Media and the Transcendence of Reality¶ It cannot be denied that culture has changed with the advent of online digital media. Go back ten years and you would not have found people entranced by their smartphone screens as they spend increasing amounts of time on Facebook, Instagram, Snapchat and other social networks that come and go with bewildering rapidity. It’s also evident that traditional news media in its multiple forms—particularly print and broadcast—have seen revenues decimated by the arrival of digital online systems. This has impacted the abilities of news organisations to perform their traditional role of telling truth to power.¶ However, the cultural trends of online and social media were already evident in electronic broadcast media throughout the 20th century. Baudrillard argued that these technologies of communication engendered a media world that exists in parallel to reality, breaking the traditional linguistic relationship of sign and meaning. He talks about the image having gone through successive phases in its evolution into 20th century media:¶ it is the reflection of a profound reality;¶ it masks and denatures a profound reality;¶ it masks the absence of a profound reality;¶ it has no relation to any reality whatsoever: it is its own pure simulacrum. (Baudrillard, 1994, p. 6)¶ We will address the potential causes of this situation, and whether the hypothesis is valid, later in this paper. However, assuming it is the case, this separation of the image from reality would pose a profound problem when media plays such an important role in contemporary political life. Chadwick et al. (2018) have argued that “The healthy functioning of liberal democracies has long been said to rely upon citizens whose role is to learn about the social and political world, exchange information and opinions with fellow citizens, arrive at considered judgements about public affairs, and put these judgments into action as political behaviour.”¶ But it’s clear that this civic information process is not what has been happening when citizens engage with news via social media. According to Buzzfeed’s analysis of Facebook data, by the time of the US election, Facebook users were more engaged with fake stories than real ones. Measuring the totals for the top 20 election stories on Facebook (this includes shares, reactions and comments), “fake news” stories received 8.7 million engagements whilst “true” mainstream news stories only received 7.3 million engagements (Silverman, 2016). Here, “engagement” refers to an aggregate of clicks through, likes, shares, comments and other interactions on the Facebook platform.¶ This phenomenon has been cynically manipulated by political movements on both sides of the ideological divide, but apparently more so by the right (or “alt-right” as it has been come to be known), judging by the successes achieved. The infamous “£350 million a week for the NHS” advertisement on the side of a bus promoting a Leave vote during the UK Brexit campaign was clearly aimed at those who share for emotional reasons without considering the facts properly. US Republican politicians similarly aimed to harness this phenomenon for the Trump campaign. During a CNN TV interview in 2016, US Republican politician New Gingrich argued:¶ “The current view is that liberals have a whole set of statistics that theoretically may be right, but it's not where human beings are… I'll go with how people feel, and I'll let you go with the theoreticians.”1¶ Trump’s personal lawyer Rudi Giuliani went even further on August 19th, 2018, claiming that “Truth isn’t truth.”2¶ In terms of Baudrillard’s progression of the image, this is the final phase where the image bears no direct relation to reality and has become its own pure simulacrum. The logic of political messaging via news media is no longer about “the economy, stupid,” i.e. actual material wealth, or whether crime really is worse than it used to be. It’s about how those messages fit with a pre-existing idealised world view, or how they provoke an emotional response from those who engage with them. This is the only way human beings have found that they can cope with the deluge of information they are met with every day—by focusing on what fits with how they imagine the world to be, or how they want it to be.¶ Baudrillard (1994) argues that: “We live in a world where there is more and more information, and less and less meaning” (p. 79). He suggests three hypotheses as to why this has occurred. The first is that meaning can’t keep up with the supply of information; the second that meaning is a separate system to information; and the third that information actually destroys meaning. For example, science takes away the meaning people find in religious belief, which explains why the Christian right in the USA has an ongoing war with scientific discoveries. Further than this, since human beings are required for meaning, the heavily automated production of information in the computer age devoid of human involvement works in parallel, with knock-on effects we will be discussing shortly.¶ “Fake News” and the Tabloid Press¶ In their insightful and thorough empirical analysis of UK news-sharing habits, Chadwick et al. (2018) have argued that “democratically dysfunctional news-sharing behaviour is a potential systemic outcome of the tabloidization of the social media environment.” Their research has shown that there is a correlation between sharing tabloid news of questionable value and dysfunctional online behaviour such as trolling. Indeed, just as “fake news” was more popular on Facebook than “real” mainstream news in the run-up to the 2016 US election, the most popular story on Facebook during the UK Brexit campaign of the same year was a factually incorrect one from the Daily Express about the European Union planning to kill off the National Health Service (Waterson, 2017).¶ However, what this implies is that the kind of tabloid news stories that promote the separation of meaning from reality, which Baudrillard discusses, existed well before the advent of online culture. In the UK, and the USA, tabloids already had a long history of publishing journalism of questionable factual quality, a tradition that merely continued into tabloid-like TV news channels such as Fox News. In the UK, the tabloid press has since then made the transition to digital online audiences very successfully, with three of the top five sites in terms of visitor numbers being tabloids (Chadwick et al., 2018).¶ Sharing these kinds of stories follows a different logic to civic duty. Chadwick et al. (2018) argue that: “The goals that comprise this motivational cluster—to entertain, please or upset others—are all focused on eliciting emotional responses. For these users, news sharing is not about seeking to inform others; the quality of the news they share appears to be unimportant. Indeed, perhaps the more sensational, ludicrous, or exaggerated the news is, the better it fits with the motivation to disrupt the rationality and veracity upon which political discussion must, in the final reckoning, depend.”¶ The logic of online sharing appears to diverge from the need to inform, or debate with the intention of finding a shared consensus. This was predicted by Baudrillard for media in general. The social media conversation is aimed not so much in the direction of trying to uncover the way the world is, but at promoting the way participants want it to be or find the most entertaining. Confirmation bias reinforces itself as social media users turn away from any messages that challenge them. Chadwick et al.’s (2018) research illustrates that: “The more users engage with politically like-minded others online, the less likely it is that they will be challenged for dysfunctional behaviour. Over the longer term, these people are less likely to encounter the kind of opposition that might make a difference to the quality of the news they share.”¶
[Links]
The impact is large scale arms racing and never ending chaos that culminates in global nuclear war 
Bifo ‘22
[Franco Berardi, Professor of Social history of communication at the Accademia di belle Arit in Milan and Founder of A/traverse, March 2022 , "War and (Senile) Dementia," e-flux, https://www.e-flux.com/journal/125/454088/war-and-senile-dementia/,]//owen
Annihilate¶ Anéantir (Annihilate), the most recent book by Houellbecq, is seven hundred pages long—half that length would have been enough. It isn’t the best of his books, but it does succeed in sketching a simultaneously submissive and irate representation of the decline of world domination by the white race.¶ Deep in France, a family gathers around their eighty-year-old father who has suffered a stroke. The patriarch, who had worked for the secret service, has now fallen into an interminable coma. Meanwhile, his son Paul, who also works for the secret service as well as the Ministry of Finance, discovers he has terminal cancer. Aurélien, Paul’s brother, kills himself, incapable of continuing a life in which he has always been considered a loser. Lastly, there is the daughter Cécile, a Catholic fundamentalist married to a fascist notary who has lost his job but has found another in the right-wing circle of the Lepenists, still on the rise.¶ The central theme of this mediocre novel is terminal illness. In other words, it is about the agony of Western civilization.¶ It is not a pretty sight, because the white mind does not resign itself to the inescapable. Tragic are the reactions of agonizing, old, white men.¶ Here, this scene unfolds in contemporary France—a place that has been culturally devasted over the last forty years of neoliberal development. It is a ghost of a country in which political struggle now takes place in the corrupt stages of ultranationalism, racism, Islamophobia, and economic fundamentalism.¶ But this scene does not only unfold in France; it is the condition of the post-global world that is now threatened by the senile delirium of the dominant culture as it falls—that of the white, Christian, imperialist empire.¶ War, Agony, Suicide¶ At the Eastern borders of Europe, two old white men play a game in which neither of them can retreat.¶ The old white American is on the heels of a humiliating and tragic defeat. Worse than Saigon, Kabul is fresh in the global imaginary as a sign of the cognitive breakdown of the long-dominant, imperialist power.¶ The old white Russian knows that the base of his power is a nationalist promise: to avenge the honor of “Holy Mother Russia.”¶ The one who retreats first will lose everything.¶ The fact that Putin is a Nazi was already clear at the conclusion of the second war in Chechnya. But at the time, he was still lauded by the American president, who looked him in the eyes and praised his sincerity. The Russian also enjoyed the favor of British banks, as they were filled to the brim with rubles robbed by Putin and his friends through the dismantling of public infrastructures after the fall of the Soviet Union. Geriatric Russians and Anglo-Americans were brothers in arms when it came to destroying the social spheres produced by past labor and communist movements all over the world.¶ But friendship and camaraderie don’t last among assassins. In fact, what use would NATO be if peace was actually brokered? And how would a successful peace have affected the bottom lines of the multinational companies producing weapons of mass destruction and death—today making endless profits.¶ The expansion of NATO only serves to reignite a hostility that capitalism could not let die, to keep the profitable conflict alive.¶ There is no rational explanation for the war in Ukraine, especially because it is the climactic movement in a psychotic crisis of the white brain. What rationality is there in the expansion of NATO, which arms Polish, Baltic, and, yes, Ukrainian Nazis against Russian Nazism? In exchange, Biden gets the result most feared by American war strategists: forcing Russia and China into an embrace that fifty years ago Nixon had succeeded in weakening.¶ Given that the war is inexplicable in strategic terms, to understand the war we don’t need to think geopolitically, but rather psycho-pathologically. Perhaps we need a geopolitics of psychotic outbursts.¶ At stake here is the political, economic, demographic, and finally psychic defeat of white, Western, (post)colonial civilization, which cannot accept the prospect of exhaustion, which prefers destruction or suicide to the slow extinction of white dominance.¶ West, Future, Decline¶ With the war in Ukraine, a hysterical arms race begins, borders are consolidated (along racialized lines), and violence increases exponentially—all demonstrations of the senile marasmus into which the West has fallen.¶ On February 23, 2022, when Russian troops were already in the Donbass, Trump praised Putin as a peacekeeping “genius,” and suggested that the US follow his lead on the Mexican border.¶ Let’s see if we can figure out what Trump’s obscenities mean. Is there a kernel of truth in his delusions? At issue is the very concept of the West.¶ But first, what is the West?¶ If by “West” we refer to a geographical definition, then Russia is of course excluded. But if we think about the anthropological and historical meanings of that word, then Russia is more Western than any other West.¶ In short, the West can be defined as the land of decline and of obsession with the future. Those two traits are in fact one, given that for organisms subject to the second law of thermodynamics—as are individual and social bodies—the future can only mean eventual decline.¶ We—both the “we” of the West and the Westerners of the boundless Russian lands—are therefore united in futurism and decline, that is, in the delirium of omnipotence and in the desperation of impotence.¶ Trump gets credit for telling it like it is, claiming that our enemies are not Russians, but migrants from the Global South; China, which we have humiliated; Africa, which we have plundered. Those are our enemies, not the very white Russia, which is part of the “Great West.”¶ This Trumpist logic is based on a white supremacy that sees Russianness as the most extreme form of acceptable whiteness.¶ Biden’s logic is instead based on the defense of the “free world”: a world born from genocide, from the forced deportation of millions of slaves, and organized around foundational systemic racism. Biden chooses to break the “Great West” apart in favor of a smaller West without Russia, which is in any case destined to tear itself apart and to involve the whole planet in its suicide.¶ So, let’s define the West as a sphere of racist dominance obsessed with the future. Time stretches out in an expansive pulse: economic growth, accumulation, capitalism. It is exactly this obsession with the future that feeds the machine of dominance: a concrete present (of pleasure, of muscular relaxation) is invested into and exchanged for abstract future value.¶ Perhaps we could reformulate the classical Marxist analysis of value to say that exchange value is precisely this accumulation of the present (the concrete) in abstract forms (like money) that can be exchanged for something else tomorrow.¶ The fixation on and fetishization of the future are by no means a natural cognitive modality of the human. Most human cultures have been organized around a cyclical understanding of time, or on the insuperable dilation of the present.¶ Futurism is a transition to complete self-consciousness (also in aesthetic terms) of cultures of expansion. But there are many futurisms.¶ The obsession with the future has different implications in the theological-utopian sphere that is central to Russian culture and the techno-economic sphere of Euro-American culture. Federov’s cosmism and Mayakovsky’s futurisms both share an eschatological breath that is lacked by the technocratic fanaticisms of Marinetti and Musk. Maybe that’s why it is Russia’s destiny to end history—and here we are.¶ Nazism Is Everywhere¶ The new horizon is war that pits one Nazism against another. In his writings from the 1960s, Gunter Anders predicted that the nihilistic charge of Nazism would not die with the defeat of Hitler. He presaged that it would return onto the world stage when technical power developed to such a degree that it provoked the humiliation of the human.¶ Nazism is reemerging as a psycho-political form of the demented body of the white race, which ragefully reacts to its own unstoppable decline. Viral chaos has created the conditions for the formation of a global, biopolitical infrastructure, but it has also accentuated the widely experienced perception of matter’s ungovernability as it loses order, disintegrates, and dies.¶ The West has forsaken death because that concept is not compatible with its obsession with the future. It has rejected senility because it is not compatible with expansion and growth. But now, the (demographic, cultural, and economic) aging of the dominant cultures of the Global North are presented as a specter that white culture cannot even contemplate, let alone accept.¶ This is where the white brain (that of both Biden and Putin) enters a furious crisis of senile dementia. Then the white brain most lost to senility—that of Donald Trump—utters a truth that no one can stand to hear: Putin is our best friend. Sure, he’s a racist murderer, but we are no less so.¶ On the other hand, Biden represents the impotent anger that old people express and feel when they notice the decline of their strength, psychic energy, and cognitive efficiency. Now that exhaustion is in its advanced stage, extinction is the only reassuring prospect.¶ Can humanity save itself from the murderous violence of the demented and agonized Western, Russian, and European brains?¶ The invasion of Ukraine will continue, whether it becomes a stable occupation (unlikely) or concludes with the withdrawal of Russian troops after the destruction of the military apparatus donated to Kyiv by the West (more likely). Regardless, the conflict will not be resolved by the defeat of either of two patriarchs. Neither one can accept retreat. Therefore, this invasion signals the beginning of a phase of continuous war that will be global (and that may express itself in nuclear terms). The final war against humanity has begun.¶ In the suicidal war that one West wages against the Other West, the first victims are those who have suffered from the deliriums of both spheres of influence and power—those who want no war but are made miserable by its effects.¶ The only thing we can do is to desert, to abandon, to collectively transform fear into thought, to resign ourselves to the inevitable. Only in this way can we produce the unpredictable: peace, pleasure, life.¶ 

The fundamental question of intellectual property law is whether it CAN restrict down the inevitable, excessive, and memetic drive of collectives, NOT whether it SHOULD---identifying this inevitable excess of the Accursed Share requires “unequivocally affirm[ation]” through questioning the vocabulary of the resolution itself---vote negative as copied art without limits.
Marcus Boon 14. Professor of English at York University, Toronto. [“Structures of Sharing: Depropriation and Intellectual Property Law” in Intellectual Property for the 21st Century Interdisciplinary Approaches. Irwin Law. 1-24-2014. ISBN: 9781552213544]//dawn
Abstract (EN): Intellectual property law is concerned with control over the production and distribution of copies (“materially fixed expressions”) of ideas. Copies are in fact ubiquitous and the attempt to situate copies within a certain discourse or discipline relies on particular philosophical decisions that can be shown, historically and otherwise, to be finally political and ideological. If the copy always evades and exceeds disciplinarity, including “multidisciplinarity” and law, what do we do about these copies that are ultimately depropriated, that is, lacking a “proper” place or location, yet nonetheless recognizably present? The author explores the work of French filmmaker Jean-Luc Godard as an example of an attempt to think and make a copy-based art that refuses the logic of IP, and argues that legal scholars need to consider broader issues of political economy when debating contemporary IP law.
Résumé (FR): Le droit de la propriété intellectuelle s’intéresse au contrôle de la production et de la distribution de copies d’idées («fixations matérielles de l’expression»). Les copies sont omniprésentes et la tentative de les situer à l’intérieur d’un certain discours ou discipline dépend de décisions philosophiques particulières dont on peut, de façon historique ou autre, finalement démontrer le caractère politique ou idéologique. Si la copie se soustrait toujours à la disciplinarité—y compris la «multidisciplinarité»—et au droit, et les dépasse, que pouvons-nous faire de ces copies qui sont ultimement désappropriées, c’est-à-dire auxquelles manquent une place ou un lieu «propre», mais qui sont toutefois visiblement présentes? L’auteur explore le travail du cinéaste français Jean-Luc Godard en tant qu’exemple d’une tentative de penser et de créer un art basé sur la copie qui refuse la logique du droit de la propriété intellectuelle et soutient que les spécialistes du droit doivent considérer des problèmes d’économie politique plus larges lorsqu’ils débattent du droit de la propriété intellectuelle contemporain.
A. INTRODUCTION 
I wrote a book that was published about a year and a half ago called In Praise of Copying. 1 I wrote the book because it seemed to me that all around me, there was a proliferation of practices of copying, particularly by students I worked with, but very little by way of a justification of these practices, which tended to be engaged in with a sense of guilt, below the radar of the law. When they were justified, as in the case of the important work by Lawrence Lessig and James Boyle, it was through a quite cautious affirmation that stressed the importance of IP law, while arguing for quite modest adjustments that would allow certain kinds of sharing to happen, in the name of creativity.2 The kinds of sharing, particularly of music, that people were and still are engaging in went far beyond what Lessig and Boyle argued in favour of. And I became fascinated by the radical gap between legal discourses concerning copying, and the actual practices of copying that people engage in today in everyday life. On closer inspection, the relatively limited framework of copying that is recognized as such, whether affirmatively in the case of hip hop sampling or literary citation, or negatively as in the counterfeiting of branded goods or the appropriation of indigenous cultural forms, appeared to me as part of a much broader set of practices or processes that could equally be described as copying. These would include: the generalized phenomenon of language acquisition by humans and non-humans; the principle of economic equivalence, by which one thing is established as having the same value as another thing (termed economimesis by Jacques Derrida3 ); the sexual (or asexual) reproduction of organic life forms as variations or permutations of the DNA molecule; and so on.
I became intrigued by the relationship between laws that regulate copying and philosophical and anthropological descriptions of copying practices. I was particularly struck by the work of René Girard, who makes a grandiose but compelling argument that mimesis is the fundamental problem faced by human beings, who are constituted as such through a drive to imitate, but who at the same time struggle to establish their separate and individual identities. For Girard, violence is the result of this struggle for originality or authenticity or ownership (both of self and object of desire), and the law attempts to moderate claims to identity and ownership, while at the same time enacting the cathartic process of scapegoating certain individuals as being responsible for the evils of mimesis.4 For my purposes, those who violate IP laws are scapegoated as engaging in illicit acts of “copying,” so that the rest of society may enjoy the cathartically produced (but illusory) sense of being innocent of copying themselves.
Girard’s work raises a fundamental question, one that is relevant to the topic of IP and interdisciplinarity: what is the place, field, or form in which the problem of imitation can be responded to in a human society? Law would be one structure that attempts to appropriate or organize mimesis. Art would be another. Economy would be a third. For Girard, only religion, and more specifically a Christian practice of counter-sacrifice, can respond adequately. I would like to radicalize or at least open up the problematic as set up by Girard, through the work of Georges Bataille, and his notion of “the accursed share” by which Bataille means the excess that is always present and must always be disposed of in some way by any human society.5 This excessive “share” is “accursed” because it is generally forbidden or tabooed; yet, at certain key moments, the taboo is reversed and the share must be used up. For example, violence is forbidden in most societies, yet becomes mandatory when there is a war. There are reasons to question whether “excess” is the best word for this thing that can’t be organized or framed, but if one thinks about mimesis and therefore copying in terms of the problematic set out by Bataille, the question is raised: is there indeed a generalized taboo on the excessive but inevitable proliferation of copies that is being enacted, or contained, at present through IP law? And what is the relationship between IP law and this more general taboo? One place to look for this connection is in the concept of moral rights, which is often raised, both legally and otherwise, as the justification of IP law. I hope you can see that the problem of interdisciplinarity is raised here: the law is only one of a number of structures by which humans seek to contain practices of copying in particular societies. Intellectual property law is itself only 300 years old, and belongs to a very particular set of cultural histories, specific to European and North American modernity, but is now being elevated to the status of a universal in the age of globalized capital. 
Presenting this kind of material to legal scholars I feel naïve. I am not making an argument against the existence of the law either in general or specifically in the case of intellectual property. I am questioning whether the law can do what it ostensibly sets out to do, which is to regulate the production of copies. If the answer to this question is affirmative, then one needs to explain why copying proliferates to such a radical extent beyond the reaches of the law. Is this just a matter of a lack of fine tuning the law such that it is able to address all situations? Or is it a problem of enforcement such that there is simply a lack of political will to track down and prosecute all IP law violators? Of course, one could say that we are continually acting in a social and legal space in which our actions are made with only a general awareness of the actual nature of the legal code that governs that space. The entire range of legal mechanisms in our society come into play in articulating, testing, disputing, and enforcing the specific discursive/legal meaning of acts and events that remain opaque in the moment of their lived reality. If the answer is negative, meaning, to repeat, that there is something about the production of copies that will always remain beyond the capability of the law’s ability to regulate, it would be important to unequivocally affirm that. Fair use and the public domain are ways of articulating a margin of unregulatability. They are typically justified with reference to the needs of the liberal subject, the affirmation of a public space tended by a liberal-democratic state. These needs and this affirmation are in turn limited by those of commerce and private interest. But the limits of fair use and the public domain are breached so regularly today, and the terms are so often invoked in situations where in fact the rights implied by these concepts no longer exist, that we should at least question whether they remain an appropriate vocabulary for enframing debate about IP.
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Consumption ties living to the ceaseless pace of commodities, a chain of signifiers that homogenizes all aspects of life under one abstraction of neo-culture that suspends the subject in a perpetual springtime devoid of difference and function.
Baudrillard 70 Baudrillard, Jean. [dead French guy] The Consumer Society: Myths and Structures. Los Angeles, Calif. Etc., Sage, Cop, 1970. (p. 1-5) //aa-ma
There is all around us today a kind of fantastic conspicuousness of consumption and abundance, constituted by the multiplication of objects, services and material goods, and this represents something of a fundamental mutation in the ecology of the human species. Strictly speaking, the humans of the age of affluence are surrounded not so much by other human beings, as they were in all previous ages, but by objects. Their daily dealings are now not so much with their fellow men, but rather-- on a rising statistical curve -- with the reception and manipulation of goods and messages. This runs from the very complex organization of the household, with its dozens of technical slaves, to street furniture and the whole material machinery of communication; from professional activities to the permanent spectacle of the celebration of the object in advertising and the hundreds of daily messages from the mass media; from the minor proliferation of vaguely obsessional gadgetry to the symbolic psychodramas fuelled by the nocturnal objects which come to haunt us even in our dreams. The two concepts `environment' and `ambience' have doubtless only enjoyed such a vogue since we have come to live not so much alongside other human beings -- in their physical presence and the presence of their speech -- as beneath the mute gaze of mesmerizing, obedient objects which endlessly repeat the same refrain: that of our dumbfounded power, our virtual affluence, our absence one from another. Just as the wolf-child became a wolf by living among wolves, so we too are slowly becoming functional. We live by object time: by this I mean that we live at the pace of objects, live to the rhythm of their ceaseless succession. Today, it is we who watch them as they are born, grow to maturity and die, whereas in all previous civilizations it was timeless objects, instruments or monuments which outlived the generations of human beings. Objects are neither a flora nor a fauna. And yet they do indeed give the impression of a proliferating vegetation, a jungle in which the new wild man of modern times has difficulty recovering the reflexes of civilization. We have to attempt rapidly to describe this fauna and flora, which man has produced and which comes back to encircle and invade him as it might in a bad science fiction novel. We have to describe these things as we see and experience them, never forgetting, in their splendour and profusion, that they are the product of a human activity and are dominated not by natural ecological laws, but by the law of exchange-value. The busiest streets of London are crowded with shops whose show cases display all the riches of the world, Indian shawls, American revolvers, Chinese porcelain, Parisian corsets, furs from Russia and spices from the tropics, but all of these worldly things bear odious, white paper labels with Arabic numerals and the laconic symbols £.s.d. This is how commodities are presented in circulation. (Marx) 31 Profusion and the Package Profusion, piling high are clearly the most striking descriptive features. The big department stores, with their abundance of canned foods and clothing, of foodstuffs and ready-made garments, are like the primal landscape, the geometrical locus of abundance. But every street, with its cluttered, glittering shop-windows (the least scarce commodity here being light, without which the merchandise would be merely what it is), their displays of cooked meats, and indeed the entire alimentary and vestimentary feast, all stimulate magical salivation. There is something more in this piling high than the quantity of products: the manifest presence of surplus, the magical, definitive negation of scarcity, the maternal, luxurious sense of being already in the Land of Cockaigne. Our markets, major shopping thoroughfares and superstores also mimic a new-found nature of prodigious fecundity. These are our Valleys of Canaan where, in place of milk and honey, streams of neon flow down over ketchup and plastic. But no matter! We find here the fervid hope that there should be not enough, but too much -- and too much for everyone: by buying a piece of this land, you acquire the crumbling pyramid of oysters, meats, pears or tinned asparagus. You buy the part for the whole. And this metonymic, repetitive discourse of consumable matter, of the commodity, becomes once again, through a great collective metaphor -- by virtue of its very excess -- the image of the gift, and of that inexhaustible and spectacular prodigality which characterizes the feast. Beyond stacking, which is the most rudimentary yet cogent form of abundance, objects are organized in packages or collections. Almost all the shops selling clothing or household appliances offer a range of differentiated objects, evoking, echoing and offsetting one another. The antique dealer's window provides the aristocratic, luxury version of these sets of objects, which evoke not so much a superabundance of substance as a gamut of select and complementary objects presented for the consumer to choose among, but presented also to create in him a psychological chain reaction, as he peruses them, inventories them and grasps them as a total category. Few objects today are offered alone, without a context of objects which `speaks' them. And this changes the consumer's relation to the object: he no longer relates to a particular object in its specific utility, but to a set of objects in its total signification. Washing machine, refrigerator and dishwasher taken together have a different meaning from the one each has individually as an appliance. The shop-window, the advertisement, the manufacturer and the brand name, which here plays a crucial role, impose a coherent, collective vision, as though they were an almost indissociable totality, a series. This is, then, no longer a sequence of mere objects, but a chain of signifiers, in so far as all of these signify one another reciprocally as part of a more complex super-object, drawing the consumer into a series of more complex motivations. It is evident that objects are never offered for consumption in absolute disorder. They may, in certain cases, imitate disorder the better to seduce, but they are always arranged to mark out directive paths, to orientate the purchasing impulse towards networks of objects in order to captivate that impulse and bring it, in keeping with its own logic, to the highest degree of commitment, to the limits of its economic potential. Clothing, machines and toiletries thus constitute object pathways, which establish inertial constraints in the consumer: he will move logically from one object to another. He will be caught up in a calculus of objects, and this is something quite different from the frenzy of buying and acquisitiveness to which the simple profusion of commodities gives rise. The Drugstore The synthesis of profusion and calculation is the drugstore. The drugstore (or the new shopping centre) achieves a synthesis of consumer activities, not the least of which are shopping, flirting with objects, playful wandering and all the permutational possibilities of these. In this respect, the drugstore is more representative of modern consumption than the department stores. There, the quantitative centralization of the products leaves less margin for ludic exploration, the arrangement of departments and products imposing a more utilitarian path on the consumer. And, generally, the large stores retain something of the period in which they emerged, when broad classes of the population were first gaining access to everyday consumer goods. There is a quite different meaning to the drugstore: it does not juxtapose categories of merchandise, but lumps signs together indiscriminately, lumps together all categories of commodities, which are regarded as partial fields of a signconsuming totality. In the drugstore, the cultural centre becomes part of the shopping centre. It would be simplistic to say that culture is `prostituted' there. It is culturalized. Simultaneously, commodities (clothing, groceries, catering etc.) are also culturalized in their turn, since they are transformed into the substance of play and distinction, into luxury accessories, into one element among others in the general package of consumables. A new art of living, a new way of living, say the adverts -- a `switched--on' daily experience. You can shop pleasantly in a single air-conditioned location, buy your food there, purchase things for your flat or country cottage -- clothing, flowers, the latest novel or the latest gadget. And you can do all this in a single trip, while husband and children watch a film, and then all dine together right there. There's a café, a cinema, a bookshop, places to buy trinkets, clothing and lots more in the shopping centres: the drugstore takes in everything in kaleidoscopic mode. If the department store offers the fairground spectacle of commodities, the drugstore presents the subtle recital of consumption, the whole `art' of which consists in playing on the ambiguity of the sign in objects, and sublimating their status as things of use and as commodities in a play upon `ambience'. This is generalized neo-culture, where there is no longer any difference between a delicatessen and an art gallery, between Playboy and a treatise on palaeontology. And the drugstore is to modernize itself to the point of introducing `grey matter': Just selling products doesn't interest us. We want to put a bit of grey matter in there too ... Three levels. A bar, a dancefloor and sales outlets. Knick-knacks, records, paperback books, intellectual books, a bit of everything. But we aren't trying to flatter the clientele. We are really offering them `something'. A language laboratory operates on the second level. Among the records and books, you can find the major movements which are stirring our society. Experimental music, tomes which explain our times. This is the `grey matter' that goes with the products we sell. It's a drugstore, then, but a new-style drugstore with something extra -- a little intelligence, perhaps, and a bit of human warmth. The drugstore can become a whole town: this is the case with Parly 2 with its giant shopping centre in which `art and leisure mingle with everyday life' and each group of residences radiates out from its swimming-pool, where the local clubhouse becomes its focus. A church built `in the round', tennis courts (`the least we could do'), elegant boutiques and a library. The tiniest ski resort borrows this `universalist' model of the drugstore: all activities there are encapsulated in, systematically combined around and centred on the basic concept of `ambience'. Thus Flaine-la-Prodigue offers you a complete, all-purpose, combinatorial existence: Our Mont Blanc, our spruce forests; our Olympic runs, our children's `plateau'; our architecture carved, chiselled and polished like a work of art; the purity of the air we breathe; the refined ambience of our Forum (modelled on the forums of Mediterranean towns. A lively time is to be had there after a day on the slopes. Cafés, restaurants, shops, skating-rinks, a night club, a cinema and a cultural and amusement centre are all located in the Forum to make the life you live off-piste particularly rich and varied); our internal TV system; our world-scale future (we shall soon be listed as a cultural monument by the Arts Ministry). 32 We are at the point where consumption is laying hold of the whole of life, where all activities are sequenced in the same combinatorial mode, where the course of satisfaction is outlined in advance, hour by hour, where the `environment' is total -- fully air-conditioned, organized, culturalized. In the phenomenology of consumption, this general `air-conditioning' of life, goods, objects, services, behaviour and social relations represents the perfected, `consummated' [consommé] stage of an evolution which runs from affluence pure and simple, through interconnected networks of objects, to the total conditioning of action and time, and finally to the systematic atmospherics built into those cities of the future that are our drugstores, Parly 2s and modern airports. Parly 2 `The biggest shopping centre in Europe.' `Printemps, BHV, Dior, Prisunic, Lanvin, Franck et Fils, Hédiard, two cinemas, a drugstore, a Suma supermarket, a hundred other shops -- all in a single location!' In the choice of shops, from grocery to high fashion, two imperatives: commercial dynamism and aesthetic sense. The famous slogan, `Ugliness doesn't sell', is now passé. It might be replaced by: `The beauty of the setting is the prime requirement for happy living.' A two-storey structure organized around a central mall, which is the splitlevel main thoroughfare -- the triumphal avenue. Small-- and large--scale traders reconciled. The modern pace of life reconciled with age-old idle wandering. The unprecedented comfort of strolling among shops whose tempting wares are openly displayed on the mall, without even a shop-window for a screen, the mall itself being a combination of the rue de la Paix and the Champs-- Elysées. Adorned with fountains, artificial trees, pavilions and benches, it is wholly exempt from changes of season or bad weather: an exceptional system of climate control, requiring 13 kilometres of air-conditioning ducts, makes for perpetual springtime. Not only can you buy anything here, from shoelaces to an airline ticket; not only can you find insurance companies and cinemas, banks or medical services, bridge clubs and art exhibitions, but you are not a slave to the clock. The mall, like any street, is accessible night and day, seven days a week. Naturally, for those who want it, the centre has introduced the most modern style of payment: the `credit card'. This frees shoppers from cheques or cash -- and even from financial difficulties. To pay, you just show your card and sign the bill. There's nothing more to it. And every month you get a statement which you can pay off in full or in monthly instalments. In this marriage of comfort, beauty and efficiency, the Parlysians are discovering the material conditions of happiness which our anarchic cities denied them. We are here at the heart of consumption as total organization of everyday life, total homogenization, where everything is taken over and superseded in the ease and translucidity of an abstract `happiness', defined solely by the resolution of tensions. The drugstore writ large in the form of the shopping centre, the city of the future, is the sublimate of all real life, of all objective social life, in which not only work and money disappear, but also the seasons, those distant vestiges of a cycle which has at last also been homogenized! Work, leisure, nature and culture: all these things which were once dispersed, which once generated anxiety and complexity in real life, in our `anarchic and archaic towns and cities', all these sundered activities, these activities which were more or less irreducible one to another, are now at last mixed and blended, climatized and homogenized in the same sweeping vista of perpetual shopping. All are now rendered sexless in the same hermaphroditic ambience of fashion! All at last digested and turned into the same homogeneous faecal matter (naturally enough, this occurs precisely under the sign of the disappearance of liquid cash -- too visible a symbol still of the real faecality of real life, and of the economic and social contradictions which once inhabited it). That is all over now. Controlled, lubricated, consumed faecality has passed into things; it seeps everywhere into the indistinctness of things and social relations. Just as the gods of all countries coexisted syncretically in the Roman Pantheon in an immense `digest', so all the gods -- or demons -- of consumption have come together in our Super Shopping Centre, which is our Pantheon -- or Pandaemonium. In other words, all activities, labour, conflicts and seasons have been united and abolished in the same abstraction. The substance of life unified in this way, in this universal digest, can no longer have in it any meaning: what constituted the dreamwork, the labour of poetry and of meaning -- in other words, the grand schemata of displacement and condensation, the great figures of metaphor and contradiction, which are based on the living interconnection of distinct elements -- is no longer possible. The eternal substitution of homogeneous elements now reigns unchallenged. There is no longer any symbolic function, but merely an eternal combinatory of `ambience' in a perpetual springtime.

Consumption constrains the individual in a code, closing off the opportunity of symbolic exchange which leads to immense forms of alienation. 
Pawlett ‘07 [William Pawlett (William Pawlett is Senior Lecturer in the Faculty of Arts at the University of Wolverhampton, UK, PhD, Sociology from Loughborough University, Loughborough, United Kingdom. MA in Cultural Studies from Lancaster University, Lancaster, United Kingdom) “Jean Baudrillard : Against Banality” (Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge, 2007.) https://search-ebscohost-com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/login.aspx?direct=true&db=e000xna&AN=212029&site=ehost-live&scope=site ]
The individual, as it appeared in Enlightenment philosophy, a creature of passion and character, is ‘swept out of our functional universe’ (ibid.). This ‘lost being’ is then reconstituted in coded, differential and semiotic form by the consumer system, resulting in ‘a synthetic individuality’ (ibid.). People as constituted by the system are not different or singular in any meaningful way. They are merely different from each other according to a coded system of marginal differentials: a ‘chav’ is not cultured, a ‘square’ is not fashionable, a ‘goth’ is not mainstream. These differences, no matter how marked or dramatic they seem at the level of content, represent conformity at the level of form; that is, at the level of the code, an ‘integration within a sliding scale of values’ (1998a: 89), the scale of identity/difference. Consumption, as a ‘generalised code of differentiation’ (1998a: 94), establishes a new and distinctive mode of exchange between individuals: ‘the unconscious discipline of the code’ is a system of ‘competitive co-operation’ (ibid.). Baudrillard insists that ‘the status of the individual is changing totally’: It is a move from an individual principle based on autonomy, character, the inherent value of the self to a principle of perpetual recycling by indexation to the code . . . of ‘personalisation’, which traverses each individual in his signified relation to others. (Baudrillard, 1998a: 170) Consumerism is saturated with ‘false spontaneity’ and ‘orchestrated emotions’: the ‘have a nice day culture’. It is certainly possible to move around within the code, there are freedoms within the code, and, of course, power relations and constraints. Indeed, we are enjoined to manoeuvre within it, to improve ourselves, to become more assertive, or more attractive in the career and relationship markets. Within the code everything is a market, an abstract system for the interactive exchange of goods, money, bodies and images: communications companies tell us that ‘It’s good to talk’, that we should ‘get closer’ (Wrigley’s chewing gum), celebrity chefs tell us how to cook, how to eat, government initiatives tell us how to parent, popular publications tell us how to flirt or perform cunnilingus. The code entreats us to ‘be’, to verify ourselves, to be through self-coding; indeed, to take responsibility for oneself is to be self-coding. These processes lead to new or deeper forms of alienation and to a ‘terrorism of solicitude’ (1998a: 167). The code presents a gift, but at the same time makes a request and demands a response. The response can only be made in the terms of the code; the code leaves ‘practically no way of saying “no” ’ (1998a: 168). This is the symbolic violence of the code; it closes off the possibility of symbolic exchange by giving a gift that cannot be reciprocated or annulled – the gift of self.

1NC --- Copyright
Copyright law wrongly attempts to use reality as referent, this model precludes any ability of the next creator within the simulation to be able to distinguish between the reality of the public domain versus that of the external 
Smith 19 [Sarah Smith (J.D., University of Pennsylvania Law School), “Copyright and Reality,” Vol. 167 U. PA. L. REV., https://scholarship.law.upenn.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=9666&context=penn_law_review, accessed 7/27/2024] //elai
In Bleistein, Holmes defined a copy of reality as “the personal reaction of an individual upon nature.”80 Under this view, the copy is infused with subjectivity as the author imprints the referent with an element of her personality. This definition of a copy, however, was formulated in the particular context of a copy of public domain reality (which includes, among other things, “nature”). More broadly, the Copyright Act defines a copy as a material object that is fixed in a tangible medium.81 To be protected by copyright law, a copy must also be an expression, i.e. it must be produced by a human author.82 Notably, a copy need not be copied in the sense of having a referent (although, practically, most works do have some referent).83 Now for the complicating. Where reality is the original, the precise type of copy may change the relationship between that copy and the original. Because the purpose of this Comment is to relate the ontology of reality generally to new reality technologies, I focus here on a particular type of copy: the simulation.84 At its heart, a simulation is simply a type of copy that seeks to imitate its original very closely.85 To discuss the concept of the simulation and its place in our ontology of reality, this Comment borrows from the conceptual model created by media theorist Jean Baudrillard.86 Baudrillard extensively theorized the nature of the simulation and argued that we should understand simulation in three orders: (1) the representation; (2) the simulation; and (3) hyperreality. At each stage, the copy becomes increasingly indistinguishable from its original. In the first order of simulation, the representation is clearly based on reality and there is no confusion between the original and the copy.87 The original is the unmistakable referent for the simulation. A first order simulation is the type of copy that we are most familiar with and how we would currently classify most of the works protected by copyright law. In the second order of simulation, the copy is still based on reality, but the borders between original and copy become blurred.88 As an imaginative example, Baudrillard described a map that has a one-to-one relationship with the territory it depicts such that it covers the territory exactly: If once we were able to view the Borges fable89 in which the cartographers of Europe draw up a map so detailed that it ends up covering the territory exactly . . . as the most beautiful allegory of simulation, this fable has now come full circle for us, and possesses nothing but the discrete charm of second-order simulacra.90 This map entirely covers the geographic reality underneath, which only peeks through in the map’s tattered, remote edges.91 The key difference between a representation and a simulation lies in the fact that a representation reflects reality, while a second order simulation masks it.92 Augmented reality technologies are of particular interest as second order simulations, as they mix “the completely real with the simulated or synthetic [by projecting] images and information in the wearer’s line of vision.”93 Mixed reality technologies—a specific type of augmented reality—are able to retain specific knowledge of an individual’s world in order to keep stable the location of digital objects: In mixed reality, a user can navigate through the real world and a virtual environment seamlessly, and simultaneously. The virtual objects are accurately positioned in the real-world space. If one moves towards an object it will get larger and vice versa. And when one moves around it, the virtual objects are seen from different angles and perspectives—just like the behavior of real objects.94 The ability of new reality technologies to blur the lines between the real and the simulated is one of their core claims and attractions. As these technologies become more common, their users may lose the ability to distinguish between public domain reality and simulation in their everyday lives.95 Creators have already started to imagine how this mixed world might appear to a user.96 For example, the animator and futurist Keiichi Matsuda is cluttered with advertisements, games, and messages.97 There, only a small slice of the physical world peeks through.98 This is the second order of simulation promised by new reality technologies. In the third order of simulation, a new type of reality is born. Reality becomes hyperreality, which is itself based on a simulation.99 Public domain reality, as we know it, disappears as a referent: With first and second-order simulation, the real still exists, and we measure the success of simulation against the real . . . . [T]he model now generates . . . ‘hyperreality’—that is, a world without a real origin. So with third order simulation we no longer even have the real as part of the equation.100 Here, our reality is itself a simulation, and that simulation is based on another simulation, which is based on another simulation, and so on.101 In this kind of copy, the copy is “not merely indistinguishable from what it copies but . . . the very distinction between copy and original disappears.”102 The role of public domain reality as a referent is no longer relevant to the model, as only created reality persists as a referent.103 Extending the example of the Borges fable discussed above, Baudrillard explains that in hyperreality, “[t]he territory no longer precedes the map”—instead, the map “precedes the territory.”104 In summary, the relationship between the original and the copy change due to the nature of the simulation, becoming increasingly blurred as the simulation becomes more accurate. For our purposes, the idea of hyperreality represents a world in which individual perceptions of reality are teeming with created things. In such a world, all of the referents for creative expression are themselves created.105 It is important that such a world factors into our conceptual model so that we can evaluate how well the current ontology of reality would balance the needs of progress and protection in an entirely created reality. This Comment uses Baudrillard’s three orders of simulation in section III as a structural basis for illustrating how the proposed conceptual model of reality might function for varying levels of simulation. Section IV discusses the potential implications for copyright protection of new reality technologies. The blurring of the original and the copy, so pronounced in the simulation, has troubling analytical repercussions. Even outside of the realm of the simulation, this blurring has appeared when courts analyze technologies that merely reproduce reality with a high degree of accuracy. 3. Reality-is-Subject-Matter; Originality-is-Variation The reality-is-original and representation-is-copy metaphors establish that the difference between the original and the copy is essential to understanding the ontology of reality in copyright law. Importantly, we must distinguish between reality itself and a copy of reality because it is only the copy that can obtain copyright protection. In addition, identifying whether the original is public domain reality or itself created is essential to determining infringement. However, there has been a conceptual blurring between the original and the copy in case law on the question of originality in heavily reality-dependent technologies.

1NC --- Death
The 1AC’s interpretation of death as an imaginary that ends all symbolic exchange reinforces a structure of social demarcation between the real and the imaginary, the living and the dead, which is the original hierarchy that created all others and reduces life to mere prolongation. Death is nothing more than the social line of demarcation that separates the dead from the living.
Di Leo 23  – Jeffrey Di Leo, 2023, The Critique of Dead Reason: Baudrillard on Biopolitics after Capitalism, https://muse.jhu.edu/pub/12/article/911931, pp. 90, 93-94, DOA: 7/27/2024, //shubh
*edited for racial language
Baudrillard contends that by subjecting key hypotheses in the work of Mauss, Saussure, and Freud to “paradox and theoretical violence,” we find that these “hypotheses describe, in their own respective fields . . . a functional principle sovereignly outside and antagonistic to our economic ‘reality principle’ ” (23). Thus, not only are the economic foundations of traditional Marxism including capitalism and socialism dismantled through the “reversibility of the gift in the counter- gift, the reversibility of time in the cycle, the reversibility of production in destruction, the reversibility of life in death, and the reversibility of every term and value of the langue in the anagram” (23), but so too are the respective theoretical foundations of the fields of anthropology, linguistics, and psychoanalysis. In the wake of the dismantlement, radicalization, and deconstruction of these domains, the form of the symbolic is “inevitably” revealed. It is a form that is “[n]either mystical nor structural,” but rather “assumes the form of extermination and death” (23). In Symbolic Exchange and Death, Baudrillard pushes things such as death to the limit. By doing so, he contends, they “quite naturally . . . collapse and are inverted” (26). In the case of death, its form is inevitably revealed in economics, psychoanalysis, linguistics, and anthropology. However, it soon becomes apparent in Symbolic Exchange and Death that Baudrillard’s conception of death is very different than that of not only Freud in particular, but also of Western thought in general. “Death,” writes Baudrillard, “ought never to be understood as the real event that affects a subject or a body” (26, n. 2). Rather, death ought to be understood “as a form in which the determinacy of the subject and of value is lost” (26, n. 2). The reversibility that is inevitably revealed by playing death against death ends both death’s determinacy and indeterminacy. It also ends, he contends, “bound energies in stable oppositions, and is therefore in substantial agreement with theories of flows and intensities, whether libidinal or schizo” (26, n. 2).
The point here is that while Baudrillard is mostly quiet in Symbolic Exchange and Death about his disagreements with Foucault, only briefly mentioning his work three times in the book, Forget Foucault reveals that his disagreements are significant and extensive. It begins in Symbolic Exchange and Death with Baudrillard’s counter- genealogy of discrimination, which claims There is an irreversible evolution from savage societies to our own: little by little, the dead cease to exist. They are thrown out of the group’s symbolic circulation. They are no longer beings with a full role to play, worthy partners in exchange, and we make this obvious by exiling them further and further away from the group of the living (147). Baudrillard argues that we must juxtapose the evolving location of cemeteries from the heart of the village or town to locations further and further from the living against the fact that “[e]ven madmen, delinquents and misfits can find a welcome in . . . new towns” (147). This leads him to assert that in the rationality of modern society “it is not normal to be dead” (147; italics in original). These observations regarding the abnormality of death echo Baudrillard’s nonbiological and non- scientific conception of death. “Death,” he argues, “is ultimately nothing more than the social line of demarcation separating the ‘dead’ from the ‘living’: therefore it affects both equally” (150). He supports his argument for death as a social relation by pointing out the following: Savages have no biological concept of death. Or rather, the biological fact, that is, death, birth or disease, everything that comes from nature and that we accord the privilege of necessity and objectivity, quite simply has no meaning for them . . . They have never “naturalized” death, they know death (like the body, like the natural event) is a social relation, that its definition is social. In this they are much more “materialist” than we are, since for them the real materiality of death, like that of the commodity for Marx, lies in its form, which is always the form of a social relation. (151–52) Moreover, as a form of social relation, there is no concept of the irreversibility of death. Rather, death is regarded as something “that is given and received, and that is therefore reversible in the social exchange” (152). Additionally, there is also no opposition between birth and death, and no opposition between life and death. Ultimately, what separates the savages8 who do not oppose life against death from those like us who separate life from death is that symbolic “exchange does not come to an end when life comes to an end” (155). “Symbolic exchange,” says Baudrillard, “is halted neither by the living nor by the dead (nor by stones or beasts)” (155). 94 the comParatist 47 : 2023 Regarded as an absolute law, the notion that symbolic exchange cannot be halted by either the living or dead is a direct attack by Baudrillard on structures or apparatuses, such as psychoanalysis, that locate “their archetype in the fundamental distinction between life and death” (154). It is also an attack on structures or apparatuses that are fascinated with the real and the imaginary. According to Baudrillard, the price we pay for the ‘reality’ of this life, to live it as a positive value, is the ever- present phantasm of death. For us, defined as living beings, death is our imaginary. (154) But for those who believe that symbolic exchange cannot be halted by either the living or the dead, the real and the imaginary are of no theoretical import.9 
Death should not be seen as a definitive end affecting subjects or bodies, but as a process where determinacy and indeterminacy are lost, leading to the unbinding of energies and the collapse of stable oppositions. Only through the alternative can we undermine the fatalism inherent in extinction politics, which often views extinction as an inevitable, deterministic endpoint.
In Symbolic Exchange and Death, Baudrillard pushes things such as death to the limit. By doing so, he contends, they "quite naturally … collapse and are inverted" (26). In the case of death, its form is inevitably revealed in economics, psychoanalysis, linguistics, and anthropology. However, it soon becomes apparent in Symbolic Exchange and Death that Baudrillard's conception of death is very different than that of not only Freud in particular, but also of Western thought in general. "Death," writes Baudrillard, "ought never to be understood as the real event that affects a subject or a body" (26, n. 2). Rather, death ought to be understood "as a form in which the determinacy of the subject and of value is lost" (26, n. 2). The reversibility that is inevitably revealed by playing death against death ends both death's determinacy and indeterminacy. It also ends, he contends, "bound energies in stable oppositions, and is therefore in substantial agreement with theories of flows and intensities, whether libidinal or schizo" (26, n. 2). For Baudrillard, the unbinding of "energies," which is the inevitable consequence of practicing reversibility, results in "the impossibility of distinguishing libidinal economy from the political economy of the system of value; and the impossibility of distinguishing capitalist schizzes from revolutionary schizzes" (26–27, n. 2). In this regard, the former impossibility has parallels to the work of Jean-François Lyotard's Libidinal Economy (Economie Libidinale), published two years before Symbolic Exchange and Death, and the latter impossibility has parallels to Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari's Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia (L'Anti-Oedipe), published four years earlier. But here's the rub for Baudrillard: while "the system is master [and] like God it can bind or unbind energies," it is still not capable of reversibility—and "can no longer avoid" it (27, n. 2). "Reversibility alone therefore, [End Page 90] rather than unbinding or drifting," concludes Baudrillard, "is fatal to it" (27, n. 2). For him, the fatality of reversibility is "exactly what the term symbolic 'exchange' means" (27, n. 2). According to Baudrillard, the reversibility of Freud means that the "Freud of the death drive must be pitched against every previous psychoanalytic edifice, and even against Freud's version of the death drive" (23). While the reversibility of Freud is significant as one of several fatal reversibilities that work in tandem in Symbolic Exchange and Death to undermine the notion of economic exchange, this is not the only reason it is worth a closer look. It is also significant because it presents a hypothesis regarding death after the death drive. And while this hypothesis contains aspects of subsequent biopolitical and thanatopolitical speculation, it also points to a very different possible approach to work in these areas—one that I believe has been largely ignored because Baudrillard's theses on death after the death drive in Symbolic Exchange and Death have not been seriously and extensively engaged or discussed.

1NC --- Global Health 
Under the current symbolic order, the truths of medical science are obfuscated by the media and replaced with performative elements that ultimately separate us from reality.
Sarrazin and Aguirre 2023 [Jean-Paul Sarrazin, professor of religion, culture, and society at University of Antioquia; Fabián Aguirre, researcher of theology and anthropology at Universidad Pontificia Bolivariana; “Governmentality, Science and the Media. Examining the ‘Pandemic Reality’ With Foucault, Lyotard and Baudrillard”. Foucault Studies, no. 35, pgs. 21-45, doi:10.22439/fs.i35.7073. ] SML
Examining the importance of media communications, Baudrillard proposes the con-cept of “simulacra”, defined by its capacity to replace reality for its operational signs on the screens. We consider that mediatized Science is part of the “precession of the simulacra”. The catastrophic scenario that justified the most draconian policies was first and above all that of the simulations and mathematical models presented on our screens. In the reduction of meaning to the circulation of significations within a system of signs, as it is the case of mediatized Science, our non-mediatized experiences had to be ignored and be replaced by the duplication of its operative signs. Most of us were constantly consuming signs of the catastrophe, thereby suffering from the pandemic (and the new pandemic rules) without suffering from the disease. And the (very real) suffering caused by the governments’ measures, such as lockdowns or other mobility restrictions, is still confused with the sign “pandemic”. “The territory no longer precedes the map, nor does it survive it. It is nevertheless the map that precedes the territory –precession of simulacra–that engenders the territory, and if one must return to the fable, today it is the territory whose shreds slowly rot across the extent of the map”98. We had to rely completely on the map drawn by this mediatized Science in order to move; we had to see nothing but the map to conduct ourselves. “Simulation is characterized by a precession of the model, of all the models based on the merest fact -the models come first [...]”.99The mathematical simulations that predicted a terrify-ing reality of indefinite exponential growth were what we had to look at with total atten-tion and mechanical assent. For the public, everything is framed and manipulated within a “neutral” informational space in an aseptic setting. Local politicians had to follow this “information” and the public opinion thus fabricated. In Baudrillard’s terms, “there is nothing now to protect politicians from the virus of opinion; but nothing protects that opinion from the virus of information”.100The numbers, announced by the authorities in the media, were a more perfect, precise and real reality than the reality experienced in our local communities. They were what Baudrillard called the “hyperreality”.101The growing media coverage –the omnipresence of the infosphere–allows “hyperreality” to prevail. It is a reality more important than anything else, with its truths, its facts; it is intended to cover the entire territory, prevent-ing any other perceptions, perspectives or experiences. Behind each piece of information, an event disappears, and virtuality covers the territory. “It is a question of substituting the signs of the real for the real, that is to say of an operation of deterring every real process via its operational double”.102In 2020, there was a hyperreality vociferated as “scientific”.103This hyperreality then turned into the daily rumor of the people themselves, becoming common sense and public opinion. “The magnified impression of a catastrophe goes viral. [...It is the] social con-struction of an excess believed to be scientific and prudent”.104 Paradoxically, people sought to alleviate the anxiety and uncertainty generated by the media by consuming more information in the media. In this way,there was a “hyperreal certainty.”105We also witness here a modern obsession for the emancipation from contingency through control, through the annihilation of an “enemy”. The result is not virus control but social control by manipulating the signs of the virus, achieving the most impressive blow of governmentality on a planetary scale. Power depends on virtuality and, among other things, on the capacity –through the model, the map, the simulacrum–to designate the Other, the enemy, the threat. “Power exists only as long as it has this symbolic po-tency”.106The “Observable Reality” of pseudo-scientific journalism, as Lyotard107would call it, is based on the criterion of commensurability, which is inseparable from scientific-technical accumulation, and whose most immediate materialization is its operability. Computer language, translatable into media, is a technical-semantic transformation of the Causality Principle108and Sufficient Reason of Philosophy.109Only the calculable, the measurable, the computable is “real”, and it is precisely so because it can be reduced, totalized and manipulated. We all became potential “asymptomatic” threats; we could all cause the death of someone else. An apparently scientific language but without any possibility of falsifiability. Thus, we ask ourselves with Baudrillard: “what can medicine do with what floats on either side of illness, on either side of health, with the duplication of illness in a discourse that is no longer either true or false?”.110It is no longer true or false because the language game that governs it is not epistemic, but performative, and its veracity criterion lies in its efficiency/inefficiency in representing itself, corroborating itself and projecting itself on our screens. The performative efficiency is what matters from a governmentality perspective: statistics were combined with videos of crying doctors and images of hangars full of coffins. The media communicated the horrors and chanted the arrival of our salvation through technological innovation. In both cases, it did not matter much whether their claims were true or false according to the scientific method. It was not necessary to present before the public –not even to the most demanding academic public–any scientific evidence on the general convenience of the lockdowns; why go to the trouble of “the production of proof” in a seamless order of “indisputable truths”?
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The call for better, optimized, more innovative weaponry to maintain the balance of power is a techno-fetishist nostalgia that longs to be back in the ordered bipolarity of the Cold War, the AFF is technology theatre that constructs the necessity of these technologies.
Csenkey ’21 [Kristen Csenkey, Ph.D. Candidate at the Balsillie School of International Affairs; “Selling Simulations: The Seduction Selling Simulations: The Seduction of Cold War Techno-Fetishism in a of Cold War Techno-Fetishism in a Postmodern Cyber World”; July 2021; https://uwaterloo.ca/defence-security-foresight-group/sites/default/files/uploads/files/csenkey_dsfg_wiis-c_july26.pdf; accessed 07-29-2024] dliang
INTRODUCTION
It is hot to talk about a new Cold War, especially if you put cyber in front of it. The new cyber Cold War concept is prominent in discussions about geopolitics and Great Power competition1. Some2 have argued that the Cold War discourse frames competition and technological rivalry between states, mainly the US and China and the US and Russia, in a way that fails to reflect the complexities of current conflicts and dynamics of the original Cold War. This discourse comes through in policy and strategies, especially when referring to the governance of cyber and emerging technologies. This raises questions about the security community itself and the perceptions of policy and decision- makers in this field. Mainly, what exactly is so alluring about the Cold War that the security community keeps coming back to it as a way to understand the current state of conflict in the world? More so, why is it applied to cyber, including cyber operations, cyber-related technologies, cyberspace, etc., with such conviction? This paper frames the emphasis on a new Cold War as a hyperreality that is heavily focused on technologies and the perceptions of their alleged uses in future conflicts. By drawing on the works of Baudrillard and others, this paper argues that the current focus on Cold War discourse to frame the security environment, and especially cyber, is based on a comfortable imaginary reality that is knowable, ordered, and familiar. Yet, this reality is a simulation that is repeated again and again and perpetuated by a focus on emerging technologies in the discourse as embedded with geopolitics. This paper aims to present a complex exploration into the postmodern framings of defence and security policy. This paper is structured as such: first, the rationale of this paper is presented, emphasizing its importance for policy and decision-makers and members of the security community. After this, the ‘postmodern condition’ is described as it relates to increasing uncertainty and disorder about the state of the world (via Bauman). This uncertain condition is then linked to a discussion about simulations of reality and hyperreality tied in with emerging technologies. Following this, the seductions of free-market capitalism are brought into discussion with the meaning-making discourse that mirrors the dichotomies of the Cold War. This serves to articulate further the linkages between seductions, capitalism, and the fetishization of technologies. Baudrillard’s (in)famous arguments in The Gulf War Did Not Take Place (1995), and The Spirit of Terrorism and Requiem for the Twin Towers (2002) are used to show how hyperrealities become embedded in the discourse of the security community, especially through a focus on emerging technologies. Baudrillard’s arguments lead to a discussion highlighting how this perception fetishizes technologies and is perpetuated by myths based on capitalist and consumerist intents. The last section discusses the current understanding of emerging technologies and cyber in Canada from a military perspective in policy language in Strong, Secure, Engaged: Canada’s Defence Policy (2017) (SSE). The paper concludes with a ‘translation’ of the discussion by describing three tangible considerations for policy and decision-makers.
IMPORTANCE OF METAPHORS AND ANALOGIES
A postmodern deep dive into cyber and emerging technologies might seem beyond the scope of a policy audience. Perhaps it may seem too complex and abstract for consideration in decision- making. However, it is not as abstract or removed from policy and decision-making as one would assume. This is because discourse can shape organization, practices, methods, and strategy, or the ‘reality’ of policymaking.
The discourse about cyber, including threats, security, and space, shapes and is shaped by the definition of ‘reality’. Dunn Cavelty (2013) shows that various actors, including state and non-state actors, seek to assert themselves within this definition process. Part of this process involves the use of metaphors and analogies. Metaphors shape ‘reality’, what is ‘known’, or imagined, about cyber. For example, imagining cyberspace as a ‘frontier’ associates the concepts of unruliness and lawlessness with the need for order within this domain (Dunn Cavelty 2013). Sulek and Moran (2009) show how analogies, such as a Cyber Pearl Harbour, cyber Cold War, and cyber 9/11, etc., can inform future cyber strategies. In their analysis of the cyber Cold War analogy, Sulek and Moran (2009) show that it is “primarily anchored in the idea that powerful nation-states are competing for influence and power without resorting to a direct conventional or nuclear war” (8). Nevertheless, their comparison of the similarities and differences between the ‘actual’ Cold War and a cyber Cold War does not adequately explore the underlying fixations, spectacle, and seductions of this period and how this shapes decision-making and strategy. What is needed is a more nuanced understanding of why this analogy exists, its context, and what it says about the security community’s goals, fears, and choices. Although the threat environment has changed since the Cold War, narratives drawing on this period still permeate policy and influence decision-making. These narratives frequently imply a level of certainty, calculability, and relative stability of an apparently bipolar world. The intricacies of current conflicts and threats require a more nuanced understanding, and a postmodern approach may help the security community better understand these complexities (Dunn Cavelty and Mauer 2009). This means understanding and facing the ‘new’ ‘cyber’ Cold War discourse and its impact on cyber and defence strategy for policy and decision-makers. This process starts by delving into the postmodern condition and the search for meaning and stability.
THE POSTMODERN CONDITION
Modernity is characterized as a search for meaning, order, and stability. Prior to the influence of globalization and neoliberalism, this search was usually answered in the West by the state, church, and/ or family, whereby citizens found stability and identity. Large-scale globalization and neoliberalism starting in the 1990s opened up the world to the possibility of choice. It presented individuals with the freedom to make meaning through their own choices. The corresponding retreat of the state gave individuals a diversity of options to find meaning, yet this freedom resulted in instability. According to Bauman (1997), this instability results from a sense of insecurity, uncertainty, and the constant search for meaning outside of the traditional channels. This is the postmodern condition, specifically the power of other actors outside and including the state, to control individuals’ options for choice. As a result, individuals are without traditional criteria for ascribing identity or achieving meaning in life. Thus, they search elsewhere for meaning and new lifestyles. These identity-making and consumer- oriented options are coloured with capitalism and aim to ‘seduce’ individuals into consumerism to ease the overwhelming sense of uncertainty. This uncertainty is fuelled by capitalistic dreams that can promise meaning and fulfillment.
In Liquid Life, Bauman (2005) characterizes postmodern life as a constant struggle of reinvention and a search for meaning. This search for meaning and purpose can be applied to any part of society whereby the state’s traditional role is in flux and new possibilities are sought. Globalization has changed the interactions and organization between people, and as a result, changed the constructs that traditionally bind people to a state. The subsequent uncertainty, or liquidity of meaning and belonging in the modern world, has led to many responses by diverse actors outside of the traditional state-focused approach. Responses to this liquidity must mould tangible meaning for individuals to choose; it must also provide structure, identity, meaning, and can be flavoured with capitalism, or as argued elsewhere (see Csenkey 2018), populism and nationalism. States can use these flavours to bolster state-serving practises, for example, by structuring fear of the ‘Other’ in border security and national security policies (Csenkey 2018; 2020; Bauman 2006). For Bauman, individuals are left with no strings to grasp from the past as they buy into these new capitalist dreams.
Unlike Bauman (2005), Baudrillard (1994) does not see globalization and neoliberalism as the end of history (Fukuyama 1992) or identity. New meanings and lifestyles are not necessarily new — they can be rebranded and sold in new ways with mixed flavours — the ‘old wine, new bottles’ approach. For Baudrillard, the postmodern condition includes all ideas from the past. These ideas, however, are now negotiable and are included in the mix of histories and simulations to be seduced by.
The postmodern condition is essential to understand because it is tied inextricably with the simulations that make postmodern life a reality. Uncertainty about order, meaning, and the search for identity and stability in a globalized world can be rebranded and sold as answers. These answers can be crafted as realities (vis-a-vis Baudrillard). However, as we shall see, these realities are simulations, and simulations of simulations, and simulations of the real.
SIMULATIONS OF THE REAL
Simulations are reality without reality. The postmodern condition is characterized by simulations and hyperrealities (recall Baudrillard). These simulations and hyperrealities guide perceptions of reality, including choices, identities, and governance practices.
Using Baudrillard’s (1983) example, imagine the creation of a map. The mapping of a territory, including drawing its borders, natural features, and parcelling out associated sovereignty claims, is based on a reality. This reality is based on geography, history, and the real world — yet it is only a simulation of the real. When the reality that the simulation is based on is removed, all following reproductions are based on the simulation itself. What is left is a ‘hyperreality’ or a simulacrum. Baudrillard describes this as a model of a real without the original reality. For Baudrillard: “[t]he real is produced from miniaturized units, from matrices, memory banks and command models - and with these, it can be reproduced an indefinite number of times. It no longer has to be rational since it is no longer measured against some ideal or negative instance. It is nothing more than operational. In fact, since it is no longer enveloped by an imaginary, it is no longer real at all. It is hyperreal: the product of an irradiating synthesis of combinatory models in a hyperspace without atmosphere.” (1983: 3).
Hyperrealities are not duplicates or imitations of reality, nor are they representations. Representations assume that the sign and the real are equivalent. Simulacrum, or hyperrealities, are simulations of reality, reflections that mask or in some way pervert reality. It masks it in such a way that it does not look like reality anymore and bears no relation. Cyber is a hyperreality — it is a simulation of the real. Inscribing Reality, or how to Govern Technologies
Cyber is a hyperreal space; it has intangible and tangible pieces, is interacted by diverse users, technologies, and operates in different contexts. From a military perspective, this is problematic. The liquidity of the postmodern condition affects military frameworks because it creates uncertainty about structure, order, and rationale. This is further complicated by the plethora of actors, including new adversaries and their motives and strategies, operating in this space. Additionally, new technologies, especially those outside of a defence context, are challenging to govern. In combination, all of these factors result in instability. One such way is to stabilize the unstable, solidify the liquid uncertainty, and define reality through inscription.
The complexity and uncertainty associated with cyber and emerging technologies operating in this space can be made tangible, and therefore governable through inscription. For Latour (1987), part of this process is through inscription devices. Reality is made stable through the inscription of meaning onto things and concepts. When reality is made stable, it is comparable, combinable; it can be debated, calculated, and diagnosed. Part of this inscription process involves making and using information. In Seeing Like a State, Scott (1998) argues that states craft ways to imagine the world as easier to govern. States do this by making people, processes, things, regions, etc. quantifiable, or easier to govern through current systems. For example, assigning a person a SIN or giving areas of land postal codes. This, in turn, modifies the perception of these ‘things’ and feeds into the design, enforcement, and retention of governance through a specific lens. These are inscription devices enabling information to be created about concepts and things. This information is used and funnelled through ‘centres of calculation’ whereby it is understood in relation to other information (Latour 1987). In these centres of calculation, the information is manipulated for use, including understanding its effects on other information.
Inscriptions accumulate, and this makes them powerful. The more information is gathered, manipulated, computed, and used via centers of calculation, the more legitimate they become. This information is transformed into plans and strategies, whereby legitimacy, and therefore power, is ascribed to those who seek to govern. When cyber-related emerging technologies are inscribed with a reality through information about them from a specific context, it makes them governable. This paper focuses on understanding the realities cyber technologies are inscribed with and how and why they seduce the security community.
<<text shrunk, none omitted>>
SEDUCTION: MARKETING IDENTITY AND MEANING
Although ‘free’ to choose meaning and lifestyles, there is a perpetual uncertainty about the world (Bauman 1997; 2005). Some of this uncertainty is nested in technologies, their uses, users, capabilities, contexts, etc. Globalization saw a decline in metanarratives and grand theories, especially those held and perpetuated by traditional actors like the state. Technologies can be seen as part of a regime of globalization. Although there is anxiety about technologies, the associated narratives provide some recentering and restoration of meaning and choice. For Baudrillard, this is power which he calls seduction, and it resides in the representation of the visible and invisible and making it consumable. Society is organized around the logic of consumption. Consumerism has brought some certainty and stability to the liquid uncertainty of the globalized world. One of the comforting aspects of consumerism is that it is limitless (Baudrillard 1998 [1970]). This means that there are never-ending promises and pleasures. Society’s appetites will constantly grow and seek new products as a consuming community. In other words, it is a society driven by consumerism (Bauman 1992) and a postmodern world of simulations and hyperrealities (vis-a-vis Baudrillard). The key to fulfilling and perpetuating these endless consumeristic needs is through seduction, primarily through the production of imagery and information.
According to Baudrillard (1990 [1979]), seduction is “the strategy of appearance” (7, 8), including over imagery. Seduction supposes an order of things based on something beyond reality, although it appears to offer it. The seduction of a reality that offers stability, including familiar imagery, meaning, and aesthetics, drives the desire to ‘buy-in’. The seduction of meaning through imagery was on display in a newly ‘experienced’ way during the technology theatre of the Gulf War.
THE TECHNOLOGY THEATRE OF THE GULF WAR
The Gulf War could be seen as a high-tech war, a ‘clean’ war — where technologies were used to engage in an efficient and modern conflict whereby the state with the most advanced technologies would win and suffer less casualties. This would act as a deterrent to other adversaries to engage in future conflicts. This high-tech war was seen and ‘experienced’ through new media, with new visuals and aesthetics. ‘Real’-time footage from US bombers in the air and from cameras on the ground allowed the ‘audience’ to ‘see’ the action. Nevertheless, this vision of a ‘virtual,’ high precision war was not real. Baudrillard argues in his 1995 piece, The Gulf War Did Not Take Place, that what the ‘audience’ or viewers saw through the media in 1990 -1991 was not the reality of the Gulf War. What was seen was, in fact, a simulation of a real war on television. What was seen and heard did not happen — that war was not real and did not occur. Baudrillard (1992) argues that the media provides a simulation because it is an imperfect representation of what happens in the world and the representations of the real world.
From this simulation of high-tech war, a new hyperreality was created — one that looks like the simulated reality without the original. This has altered the perception not only of what happened during the Gulf War but following conflicts. At the heart of this hyperreality is a fixation with technology. This fixation plays out as a ‘technology theatre.’
Technology theatre builds off Schneier’s (2003) original understanding of the ‘security theatre.’ Simply, the security theatre is doing ‘things’ to make reality feel secure without actually addressing the causes of insecurity or threats. Heightened airport security infrastructures after 9/11 are an often- cited example of the security theatre. The technology theatre is similar because it also attempts to build a sense of security through interventions that appear to solve a problem. McDonald (2020) defines technology theatre as “the use of technology interventions that make people feel as if a government — and, more often, a specific group of political leaders — is solving a problem, without it doing anything to actually solve that problem.” For McDonald, the technology theatre is a distraction, a political tactic used to make governments appear to be making progress in solving an issue. For example, this issue could be attempting to address the outbreak of COVID-19 through contact tracing applications. This paper sees the technology theatre a bit differently. Instead of a largely political tool, the technology theatre within the context of military operations is where the hyperreality of war takes stage, with high-tech weapons on show in a way that further reinforces the simulated reality of conflict. Both the technology and the security theatres build on the visible aspect of doing ‘things’ to address problems — even if these ‘things’ are performative instead of constructive.
The Spectacle of the Hyperreal
Unlike Baudrillard’s controversial statements in The Gulf War (1995), in The Spirit of Terrorism and Requiem for the Twin Towers (2002), Baudrillard argues that 9/11 did happen. Yet, he argues that there were intangible unrealities that collapsed into each other as 9/11 became an exchange of symbolic violence presented through the media (ibid. 2002). This was different from what was ‘seen’ during the Gulf War. The terrorist attacks in 2001 on the World Trade Center destroyed the physical structures and the symbolic object. This occurred as a ‘spectacle,’ a ‘fascination’ with the image and its symbolism. More specifically, “[t]he image consumes the event, in the sense that it absorbs it and offers it for consumption” (Baudrillard 2002: 21). This is different from McLuhan’s (1964) idea that ‘the medium is the message.’ Hyperreality does not distinguish between the medium or the message — the two can no longer be determined as distinct — they collapse into each other (Baudrillard 1994). Technologies and their content are not reality. Hyperreality, simulated imagery, and inscribed technologies and information are part of the technology theatre and are created by spectacles to be seduced by.
For Baudrillard, the Gulf War was a drama of a war whereby Western power and ideas of modernity, democracy, and order were fully displayed. This theatre performance was a hyperreality because the war appeared orderly, precise, ‘consensual,’ and certain. The viewers at home could ‘experience’ the visuals and an impression of war without the original at their leisure. The Gulf War was an “...unreal war in which the over-dimensioned technical power, in turn, over-evaluates the real forces of an enemy which it cannot see” (Baudrillard 1995: 80). The current perceptions of war were shaped by this simulation and are now hyperrealities. The consumer viewers’ experience of war is mundane and tied with leisure and the expectation that high tech will win wars. The consumer has many options to experience this hyperreality, including imagery and aesthetics imbued with meaning.
The technologies within this theatre were inscribed with information and meaning that feeds into and reinforces the performance itself. These inscription devices (recall Latour 1987) are then reinforced by hyperrealities seen in visuals on television and in ‘real’ time and played a role in the confusion of the real and the hyperreal, including a fetishization of technologies.
FETISHIZING TECHNOLOGIES: THE PLEASURES OF THE REAL MYTHS
In this context of this discussion, a fetish is a consumer object. It is something to be seduced by through consumption (Baudrillard 1998 [1970]). As previously discussed, consumerism is intertwined with the postmodern condition and hyperreality. Technologies can be fetishized and turned into objects of desire and fantasy-building. As argued by Baudrillard (1995), this was seen during the Gulf War, where an emphasis on technologies as winning hyperreal wars is pivotal to how we perceive the future of conflict. The technology theatre places technologies at the center of the stage to perform military solutions to problems.
Circling back to the focus of this paper, what is to be done about simulations, hyperrealities, theatres, and fetishisms? Why does the security community fixate on Cold War discourse, fetishize technologies, and become seduced by the hyperreality of a cyber Cold War? Ang’s (1989) work on melodramatic imaginations brings us towards some possible answers. Drawing on Ang (1989; 1996), ‘real’ ‘pleasures’ can be fulfilled by fantasies or myths. These are realities in themselves, albeit hyperrealities, and this is a place to look for some insight into the fixation with the new Cold War discourse.
Pleasures are not satisfactions; they are instead longing for a past that can include a perceived future. This future can also be a perceived past — or a hyperreality — it can be a present, but in all cases, it is connected to the fiction of positions, solutions, feelings, and structures (Ang 1989). In other words, there is pleasure in fictional representations of reality or the melodramatic imagination. Identity and meaning within these imaginations are fluid and are given meaning when performed. Recalling Butler’s (1990) arguments about the performativity and fluidity of gender, these identity performances occur within specific contexts. To situate this argument in this paper: technology theatres are where and how identities are performed, and this gives and reinforces its meaning. These performances and melodramatic imaginations are nested in nostalgia for the Cold War era, or more specifically, the order, meaning, and identity ascribed within the binary of bipolarity. This is the pleasure of the techno-fetish.
The nostalgia for the Cold War aesthetics as a melodramatic imagination of the security community is a search for meaning and order in a cyber hyperreality where everything seems uncertain and disordered. This includes the technologies, capabilities, adversaries, strategies, operations, and the changing nature of war itself. Nostalgia, myths, and simulations go hand-in- hand in this case:
“When the real is no longer what it used to be, nostalgia assumes its full meaning. There is a proliferation of myths of origin and signs of reality; of second-hand truth, objectivity and authenticity. There is an escalation of the true, of the lived experience; a resurrection of the figurative where the object and substance have disappeared. And there is a panic-stricken production of the real and the referential, above and parallel to the panic of material production. This is how simulation appears in the phase that concerns us: a strategy of the real, neo-real and hyperreal, whose universal double is a strategy of deterrence.” (Baudrillard 1983: 12).
Drawing on Mosco’s (2005) description of the Digital Sublime, to contextualize myths about technologies, myths “offer entrance to another reality, a reality... characterized by the promise of the sublime” (3). The sublime and sublime icons are sources of “utopian visions” (ibid: 6) “mutually constituted ...out of the interconnected realities….” (ibid: 10). Myths are not just distortions of reality — they are a form of reality and give meaning to the incomprehensible, allow us to cope with overwhelming problems, and create comfortable and consensual visions.
Myths are central to understanding cyber hyperrealities and new Cold War discourse. Examining myths about technologies reveals the desires and the hidden configurations of power nested in neoliberal practises. Myths are enacted and continually contribute to constructing mythic ‘things,’ theatres, and performances. In the next section, we apply theory to practice.
The AFF is a technology of political control – their fear of [biotech, AI, extinction] is an erasure of Otherness that presumes the necessity of the human in a mutation of traditional narratives of progress in “our” path to posthumanism. 
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2 Post‐human, all too human
In the 2002 postscript to his often-cited thesis on the “End of History”—Our Posthuman Future: Consequences of the Biotechnological Revolution—Francis Fukuyama advanced a line of argument around genetic engineering and recombinant DNA, under the rubric of an urgent need to address the “political control of biotechnology” (Fukuyama 1992, 2002). Failure to do so, he argued, would result in a “desperate rearguard action” for the future of humanity. A future, after all, guaranteed solely by the prospect that “there could be no end of history unless there was an end of science” (Fukuyama 2002: xii). Its contemporary iteration today is the mitigation industry of AI “existential risk.” What this argument conceals behind its tone of Humanistic panic, however, is that—according to its own logic—for science to secure the domain of the future, History must already have ended. If we equate, as Fukuyama does, History with ideological struggle, then the future as technocracy can only be consequent upon the end of politics as such. The real concern of Fukuyama’s “posthumanism” then, is not “political control of biotechnology,” but rather the contrary: biotechnology as political control—where “political control” means social cybernetics.
But we must extend this line of thought further if we are to perceive its fully apocalyptic character, for concealed within the anxiety of an “uncontrolled” biotechnological assault upon the human, is the implicit understanding of the human itself as biological weapon. For Fukuyama, the true meaning of “posthuman” is thus the accomplishment of humanity’s historical mission. As the “End of History” designates an end of ideological struggle, so too the dénouement of the Anthropocene and the “ends of man” represent the accomplished purpose of species warfare: dominion, not simply over the world, but over all possible worlds. The question for whom is thereby diverted onto the abstraction of the question of control as such, as idealised (human) agency. It represents what Baudrillard called the “spiralling cadaver” (2006: 260) of Humanism: even in the (always hypothetical) aftermath of humanity, the future will be human.
Responding to this strand of Fukuyamesque “scientism” in certain strands of Accelerationist discourse, Germán Sierra has pointed to a recurrent tendency to “reload... humanist discourses,” so as to “maintain the fiction of a ghost-of-the-human-re-presenting-itself as immutable and undisputed”:
All the current post-human narratives, even those pointing to the evolution of a “radical otherness” as intended or unintended consequence of human action, are just modern versions of the extinction fables lying in the foundations of human rationality. Any “radical otherness” that may have a consequence for the human morphospace is just happening on “surface media” ... is still “our radical otherness.” No future is still a future—very often a very specific one that is set to retro-determine present behaviour (Sierra 2016).
In this retro-determined image of the future, “Extinction is unavoidable but impossible. Like time travel, if it ever happens, it always does” (Sierra 2016). In this way, “Being human” means the “acceptance of individual death in exchange for not conceiving the extinction of the species.” To which must be added, that any “acceptance” of individual death is premised not merely on the idea of species continuance, but upon the abstract vicariousness of a collective afterlife: a mode of hauntology, or telepathy, an exception from the domain of finite existence by way of an access to a future totality of human data-aggregation. Such totalised futurity represents the dialectical counterpart of a radical individualism, in whom the idea of (human) agency corresponds to the very horizon of the impossible, beyond which there is nothing.
“Most narratives of posthumanism,” Sierra writes, “are just time-reversal mutations of traditional western religious narratives interfered with by modern mythologies of progress” in which humanity becomes the creator of the “God” into which it itself evolves: the DNA of what Baudrillard called “the metaphysics of the code.” Species- transcendence thus maintains all the conservative features of a manifest destiny, under the sign of what amounts to a post-evolutionary future—such that its DNA is transformed from materialist biology to “ideological concept,” becoming in Baudrillard’s words a “metaphysical sanctuary” (2006: 94). In this narrative, “becoming-other” really equates to a dialectical negation of “otherness” as a category, by internalising it within the “human.” A negation made possible by a Deleuzo-Benthamite putting-to-work of chance, indeterminacy, complexity: yoking the stochastic movement of evolution itself to the project of biotechnological control. Such “evolution,” as Baudrillard says, is of course indistinguishable from a “socially and historically determined programme,” in which—like Fukuyama’s “scientific” horizon— “the entire dialectic is devoured” by cybernetics (Baudrillard 2006: 96).
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Attempting to escape the hyperreal is an imaginary that gives authority back to the symbolic order. 
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It is now the left (or the Third Way) that tries to re-inject moral order and justice into a failing system, thereby protecting it from its own collapse. Baudrillard implicitly criticises theories such as Laclau’s, which seek to re-inject meaning and intensity into politics. For Baudrillard, this task is both impossible and reactionary. Baudrillard sees the system as creating the illusion of its continued power by drawing on or simulating antagonisms and critique. There is thus a danger that critique actually sustains the system, by giving it a power it doesn’t have. Trying to confront and destroy the system thus inadvertently revives it, giving it back a little bit of symbolic power. He also sees conspiracy theories and current forms of Marxism as attempts to stave off awareness of the reality of a systematic code. In any case, the energy of the social is simply a distorted, impoverished version of the energy of “diabolical” forces (i.e. of symbolic exchange). Baudrillard thinks that societies actually come into being, not for the management of interests, but coalesce around rituals of expenditure, luxury and sacrifice. Politics itself was a pure game until the modern period, when it was called upon to represent the social. Now politics is dead, because it no longer has a referent in reality. This is because it lacks symbolic exchange. The absence of symbolic exchange leads also to an absence of possibility of redistribution, either North to South or elite to masses. Fascism also resists the death of the real, in a similar way. It tries to restore in an excessive way the phenomena of death, intensity and definite references, in order to ward off the collapse of the real. Fascist and authoritarian tendencies revive what Baudrillard terms ‘the violence necessary to life’ – they keep up some kind of symbolic power. (Baudrillard’s Lacanian heritage is clearly shown in this idea of a necessary violence). Baudrillard has a certain sympathy for the desire to escape hyperreality in this way, but also sees it as futile. People doing this – both left and right – are trying to resuscitate causes and consequences, realities and referents, and recreate an imaginary. But the system deters such efforts from succeeding. Le Pen for instance is ultimately absorbed, as the mainstream integrates and repeats his racist ideas. This analysis could also be applied to various “fundamentalisms” and ethno-nationalist movements today. This kind of resistance is ultimately reactionary, seeking to restore the declining regime of signs. But it can only be understood if its basis in energies of resistance to simulation is recognised. It is because it channels such resistance that it is able to mobilise affective forces. Baudrillard’s analysis is here similar to Agamben’s view that the sovereign gesture is now exercised everywhere because of the rise of indistinction and indeterminacy. The paradox is that the performance of fundamentalism often leads back towards the world of simulation and deterrence. Such movements map symbolic exchange onto the state, restoring some of its reality, but ultimately contributing to the persistence of simulation. Resistance from inside the regime of power is impossible because of deterrence. Baudrillard suggests that it’s now impossible to imagine a power exercised inside the enclosure created by deterrence – except for an implosive power which abolishes the energies preventing other possibilities emerging. He also suggests that the loss of the real is irreversible. Only the total collapse of the terrain of simulation will end it, not a test of reality. A truly effective revolution would have to abolish all the separations – including the separation from death. It cannot involve equality in what is separated – in survival, in social status and so on. The strategy for change is now exacberation, towards a catastrophic end of the system. Baudrillard believes that the resultant death of the social will paradoxically bring about socialism.

1NC --- War Simulations 
The 1AC’s impact scenarios reinscribes the visibility of a televised war that demands viewership to manipulate public consciousness to accept American exceptionalism as justice. 
Campbell ’21 [Charles Campbell, Department of English Language and Literature College of Arts & Social Sciences, Sultan Qaboos University; “Simulation, Fetishism and World Domination: Using Baudrillard to Analyse American Discourse”; 09-01-2021; Critical Survey, vol. 33, no. 3-4; doi.org/10.3167/cs.2021.33030404; accessed 07-27-2024 via University of Michigan Libraries] dliang
The media response to the recent assassination by American MQ-9 Reaper drones of Qassem Suleimani and several Iraqi officials shows the unanimity of the Trump administration and his liberal ‘opposition’ in America’s weapons-centred foreign policy. According to Secretary of State Mark Esper, for the administration, Iraqis should not be angry about these murders on their soil, for ‘the American people have been extraordinarily generous … to the people of Iraq’.1 The New York Times, while voicing some demurs over the strategic wisdom of the action, affirms that ‘what should not be in doubt is the justice’, for ‘he was an evil man’.2 The New Yorker describes the killing as the result of an imaginary legal process – ‘A drone strike … executed Major General Qassem Suleimani’ (emphasis added) – and blames him for the ‘roadside bombings and other attacks … that had killed at least six hundred Americans during the Iraq War’.3 Neither side weighs these allegations against the hundreds of thousands of civilian Iraqi deaths caused by that invasion carried out under false pretences, that the handmade Improvised Explosive Devices (IEDs) were weapons used by native Iraqis in response to that devastating attack, or that Suleimani’s ‘evil’ work was done in aid of resistance to US and US-sponsored aggression in Iraq, Lebanon, Afghanistan and Yemen. None of these justifications mentions the thousands of others killed by the US drone programme or that the policy of killing by remote control people who appear somehow threatening to a very distant America, along with many innocent bystanders, might be morally suspect.
Thus, the liberal media demonstrate the same poor logic as does Condoleezza Rice, who stated in 2010 that the way to end the continuing war in Iraq is to stop the flow of ‘foreign arms’ and ‘foreign fighters’ into that country, with no sense of the irony of the statement considering the overwhelming presence there of heavily armed American troops. Noam Chomsky cites Rice’s statement as illustrating the paradox of an American identity that makes them indigenous everywhere (since they own the world) while the natives who oppose their conquests are always ‘renegades’.4 This article seeks to explain this inability of American discourse to make sense in terms of the influence of the internet by means of Jean Baudrillard’s psycho-social analysis of technological (American) man.
The murder of Suleimani is one of many carried out by the US ‘on the screen’, and these extrajudicial killings are supported by a large majority of Americans.5 These unprovoked attacks on distant individuals and groups have increased steadily since the 2003 war on Iraq, and, at the time of Rice’s ingenuous statement in 2010, were killing an estimated 1,000 people a year in Pakistan alone.6 Obama carried out 572 ‘strikes’, while Trump has so far carried out at least 262.7 These assassinations have been made part of the media spectacle by both Obama and Trump, with the famous photograph of Obama and his cabinet watching the death of Osama bin Laden in 2011 (viewable on Wikipedia under ‘Situation Room’) and one of Trump and his aides watching the killing of Abu-Bakrai al-Baghdadi in 2019. The New York Times published both images recently and instructed readers to consider the two presidents’ differing styles of presentation in their video announcements: ‘gritty details’ for Trump, ‘light on details’ for Obama.8 The New Yorker branded Trump’s performance his ‘“Baghdadi Died Like a Dog” victory tour’ and quoted him on his viewing experience: it was ‘as though you were watching a movie’. (The bin Laden raid was made into a movie, Zero Dark Thirty, in 2012.) Of the terrorist enemies on his screen, Trump said, ‘they use the internet better than almost anybody else in the world, perhaps other than Donald Trump’.9 Beyond superficial matters of style, American media outlets support and publicise these internet-enabled murders enacted before their leaders as ‘images … on a large television screen in the operations center’,10 while ignoring the broader question of why we have to see them watching these murders. As viewers of the American Spectacle, we must see them watching because the only reality is virtual reality. It is watching that makes it real and that constitutes justice in a regime of compulsory spectatorship. According to Baudrillard, in American hyperreality, everything will come to take the form of simulation, since ‘without this perpetual video, nothing has any meaning today’.11 Not presented for viewing, obscured behind these images of leaders watching murders, are the thousands of ordinary people killed by the drone programmes and the horrific human effects of the ‘Shock and Awe’ attacks on Iraq. In the context of such a militarised response to the world, American writers on the left and right, entranced by their own false self-image, can still consider the specious question, ‘Which Way to the City on a Hill?’; that is, how to best fulfil America’s destiny as the model for all nations.12
That fetishization of spectacular weaponry divorces subject from object – a roboticization of life that conveniently justifies imperialism via 90,000 tons of diplomacy. 
Campbell ’21 [Charles Campbell, Department of English Language and Literature College of Arts & Social Sciences, Sultan Qaboos University; “Simulation, Fetishism and World Domination: Using Baudrillard to Analyse American Discourse”; 09-01-2021; Critical Survey, vol. 33, no. 3-4; doi.org/10.3167/cs.2021.33030404; accessed 07-27-2024 via University of Michigan Libraries] dliang
What no longer exists is the adversity of adversaries, the reality of antagonistic causes.
—Jean Baudrillard, Simulations
In the condition of simulation Baudrillard sees developing from the society of the spectacle, linguistic and ideological oppositions melt together. There is no longer a clear distinction between subject and object, between truth and fiction or between the seeming opponents in political arguments: ‘the two spheres are abolished in an entirely separate reality, or hyperreality, which is that of the media’.13 What we have instead of political debate are false oppositions like that between the Democrats and the Republicans in the US, neither side able to place themselves outside ‘the force of a collective machine presence that propels society’ and has morphed work and market value into ‘fast computerized information exchanges that dissolved human bonds, making capital “transgressive, boundary-breaking, all-eroding”’.14 Shoshana Zuboff usefully names this system of production and social control ‘the apparatus’ and its means of production ‘surveillance capitalism’.15 At present, US surveillance capitalists have undertaken a project that will enmesh the whole earth in tens of thousands of satellites in order to improve the efficiency of the apparatus, making the world itself a material symbol of the system within which we are all trapped.16
In The System of Objects (1968), Baudrillard describes the society of the spectacle in terms of economics and human desire, marrying Marx, Levi-Strauss, Freud and Lacan in an analysis of the current means of production, the apparatus which confines us in its repressive web. Beginning with simple mechanical objects, he charts the divergence of human intentionality and that of mechanical commodities as the social effects grow in a world defined by technical networks of control. Marx predicted that, in a consumer society, social relations would be mainly between the commodities to which we assign market value, compounding the alienation of humans from their work. Baudrillard follows this logic of the society of commodities to compose a psychoanalysis of its human subjects in their ‘spectacular alienation’. Objects, in Baudrillard’s analysis, are receptive of psychological projections, and this results in social contradictions arising between the rationality of technical objects and the irrationality of human desires.
While traditional objects connect to human effort in a reciprocal relationship, like the way an axe or rake extends from the arm and follows its gestures, in technological society humans become detached from their own power and its effects. In ‘the modern order of production, calculation and functionality’, objects become more rational than human beings. Psychologically, this is a phallic order of projection, but also a faecal order obsessed by ‘ordering, classifying and placement’ and requiring ‘absolute conductivity’ – a society we see culminating in the internet. Reciprocity with objects changes to detached control with a tendency for objects, ‘independently of man, to become organized by themselves, to refer to one another’.17 Spectacular alienation has ‘a profound psychophysiological impact’ (59). This ‘organizing of things [forms] a powerful springboard for projection and cathexis’, with unfortunate behavioural results: ‘Modern man, the cybernetician, [is] a mental hypochondriac … obsessed with the perfect circulation of messages’ (28–29). The system of objects has produced a regressive, dissociated and destructive mentality in human culture because human beings suffer from ‘the peculiar anxiety … of obligatory non-involvement, and of the passively observed spectacle of their own power’ (59).18 In such a society, humanity becomes an abstraction in relation to the apparatus. In a totally functional world, ‘the human being becomes dysfunctional, irrational and subjective’, and people project into the system of objects their ‘phantasies stemming from the stupefying efficiency of the outside world’ (60). These fantasies operate irrationally and destructively, especially so in the American system of objects.
The repressed gestural system becomes a functionalist myth, and humans regress into ‘a world of magic, of inferring reality from signs’, fascinated by totemic objects into which they have projected the autonomy of their own consciousness (60–61). Caught in the net of mechanical functionality which operates as a cybernetic symbolic system, people act in an obsessively compulsive manner towards objects and make fetishes of specific objects, such as the TV, antiques, the car. In US culture, one object has become the chief fetish of American devotion within the system of objects: the gun and the skill of the gunfighter – a skill now abstracted from human hands and integrated with the communication network in the drone programme. Phallic projection into the weapon is one psychological basis for the mythological construct that interferes with Americans’ perception of reality, along with the dissociated consciousness caused by the myth of the chosen people in the City on a Hill. Like the car in Baudrillard’s example, the gun serves as ‘a substitute subject endowed with projectile force’ (139) within a functional totality in which technical objects seek to replace human relationships. Thus, Binoy Kampmark sees fetishism and irrationality arising from the drone programme in the form of ‘technological patriotism’.19 Another symptom of the psychological disorder of technological society, ‘foreshadowed by the American model’, is ‘the ever more rapid recurrence of the repetition compulsion’ (143). Turned outward, the fetish religion of America repeats compulsively its rituals of destruction by means and under the logic of the system of the gun. ‘Behind every real object there is a dream object’ (126), and Americans dream the sacred power of the gun.
Consider a passage from an archetypal novel of the American frontier, The Deerslayer (1841) by James Fenimore Cooper, in which the title character describes his namesake rifle as he bequeaths it to his Indian [Indigenous] companion:
So look well to it, Delaware, and remember that you’ve now to watch over a thing that has all the valie of a creatur’, without its failin’s. … Killdeer will have the love and veneration of your whole people.
Such a device means ‘sartain death’ in the hands of Deerslayer, as he shyly admits, for the Hurons, the renegade natives of the forest.20 The device has the value of a living creature and is worthy of ‘love and veneration’, affection and respect. According to Baudrillard in The System of Objects, technological humans project their autonomous consciousness and ‘power of control’ onto objects with the intensity of a sexual perversion which takes on ‘faith from the mere testimony of signs’ (61n39), a faith in fetish objects which serve as ‘vehicles of our dynamic self-image’ (127). In keeping with Baudrillard’s idea of psychological regression due to the repression of sexual energy in man’s relation to technology, the hero of The Deerslayer replaces a sexual relationship with a symbiotic alliance with a weapon. When Judith asks the leading question, ‘And where, then, is your sweetheart, Deerslayer?’, he answers romantically, ‘She’s in the forest, Judith – hanging from the boughs of the trees, in a soft rain’ (129). Later, in his debate with Chingachgook on the relative merits of having a wife and having a rifle, he closes his case for the latter with: ‘And what is a man in the woods, without something to shoot with?’ (428). When Judith, who fancies the hero but must be rejected since she embodies the settlements, proposes to make a gift of her dead father’s rifle, Deerslayer says that the gun and its owner ‘might make what is called a good-looking couple’ (376). At the moment when Judith actually puts Killdeer into Deerslayer’s hands, she is torn with emotion, but he does not notice her feelings for him because ‘his attention [was] drawn exclusively to the rifle’, ‘examining its lock and its breech with a sort of affectionate assiduity’ (425–426). Instead of the courtship she longs for, he speaks only of his ‘gift’ in shooting skill which makes the rifle ‘sartain death’ and him therefore a worthy match for the object that already shares his name. They are meant for each other.
This special device even gives imaginary power to a black man in the racist South of the 1930s: ‘He held it loosely, feeling a sense of power. Could kill a man with a gun like that … They would have to respect him. He raised and lowered it in his hand, marveling at its weight’.21 In Richard Wright’s story, the protagonist fumbles with the gun and shoots a mule, disproving this myth of power, but popular American fiction and film emphasise the (white) hero’s magical skill in handling the weapon:
The gun was a Colt .45, six-shot, and heavy, with an ivory handle. … Duane could draw it with inconceivable rapidity, and at twenty feet he could split a card pointing edgewise toward him.22 In the Southwest of the 1880s the difference between death and glory was often but a fraction of a second. This was the speed that made champions of Wyatt Earp, Billy the Kid, and Wild Bill Hickok. But the fastest man with a gun who ever lived … was a long, lean Texan named Ringo. (Prologue to The Gunfighter film, 1960)
Often the focus is on the weapon itself, as in the film Winchester ’73 (1950), which follows the travels of that special rifle, and in the television shows of the 1950s and 1960s: ‘Gunsmoke’, ‘Have Gun Will Travel’, ‘Derringer’, ‘Colt .45’ and ‘The Rifleman’, with its Winchester customised for rapid fire. The pattern continues in films such as The Left Handed Gun (1958) and television series such as Dead Man’s Gun (1997–99).
Such a narrow focus on weapons appears in journalism as well, such as when the left-leaning Harper’s of February 1999 featured an article exhaustively describing the USS Dwight D. Eisenhower as an efficient weapons system engaged in enforcing the embargo on Iraq.23 ‘The Pilot’s Tale’ by Mathew Klam catalogues the ship’s planes, guns, bombs and missiles, focusing on its sheer bulk (seven stories high, four and a half acres in area) and calling it (without irony) ‘90,000 tons of diplomacy’. While praising the competitive camaraderie and glorifying the skills of the pilots, the writer has a clear focus on the many ‘amazing weapons’, such as ‘a Gatling gun on each corner of the ship that can fire fifty rounds a second’ (45, original emphasis) and ‘one missile about ten feet long that weighed 900 pounds’ and contained over 280 cluster bombs (39). Klam quotes a crew member, the gunner, on how ‘the pilots really love to drop these [cluster bombs] and watch them spread’ (39). Klam admires the pilots’ skill and ‘brotherly closeness’; they are like ‘a professional sports team … except that these guys … drop bombs that blow things up and kill people’ (38). Doug’s roommate Barry tells a tale of combat in ‘his very first night mission’ of the ‘Persian Gulf War’ (1991) when ‘Iraqi weaponry had not yet been vaporized’ – that is, the only night there could have been much danger (again, no irony). The pilot ‘dropped his bombs on the target and watched them explode’; on the way back, with ‘four missiles fired at him in a span of ninety seconds, tracking the heat signature of his plane’s exhaust; he dodged and flipped upside-down, spitting out flares and chaff’ (43). Even if it has to be condensed into ninety seconds of one night, Klam celebrates the pilot’s skill with his weapon when ‘his unconscious athleticism married all his senses’ (48), with no account of the victims of those cluster bombs he dropped. The pilot’s life is dangerous; however, the danger is not from any enemy opposition but from training ­ accidents. Of the ten pilots Doug knows who have died in their planes, none were in combat. Throughout the article, there is the full, rich discourse of weapons in their functionality, as in the description of Doug’s plane:
The Hornet can be outfitted from a vast menu of weapons, twenty-five different types of bombs and missiles (it also carries a six-barrel cannon in its nose that shoots 570 rounds of eight inch bullets in twenty seconds). On a typical bombing mission, a hornet will carry air-to-air missiles – Sparrows, Sidewinders – and … will also carry high-tech ‘smart’ bombs with TV cameras in the nose so that they may … be targeted by the pilot (or another pilot nearby, via datalink) into something as small as an open window. But the bulk of bombing is accomplished with general-purpose ‘dumb’ bombs, iron casings filled with explosives. (40) 
The theme of the devoted sharpshooter continues in contemporary cinema. In the present context of extrajudicial killings and wilful ignorance of its own international violence, Clint Eastwood’s American Sniper (2014) is ‘the film the American public has chosen to represent the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan to itself’, based on its high box office (Blackmore, Gorgeous War 207-208). In a study of the branding of war in America, Tim Blackmore shows how the film operates as propaganda. The story takes place in an ahistorical ‘political vacuum where [the soldiers] do not ask for and are not offered reasons for killing on foreign soil’ (208). The plot is a familiar one, with the Texas boy taught to shoot by his father and growing up with extraordinary skills with a rifle. Chris Kyle, the protagonist, is an epigone of Deerslayer and Buck Duane in fiction, but also of Gary Cooper, as the legendary marksman in Sergeant York (1941), and Tom Cruise in Top Gun (1986). Blackburn identifies a sub-genre of such sniper movies, including The Enemy at the Gates (2001) and Shooter (2011), each of which involves a duel between Olympic-level snipers. Others in this heritage include The Sniper (1952) and a Sniper series of films and videos (1993, 2003, 2004, 2011, 2014 and 2016), demonstrating a certain devotion to the theme. In the case of Eastwood’s film, the opponent is Mustapha, ‘a fanatic Muslim’ (208), whom Kyle pursues as ‘the specter haunting Iraq’ (211). Like the liberal commentaries on the murder of Suleimani, the film leaves no doubt ‘that the people Kyle kills [over 150] deserve to die’ (210). Like Buck Duane’s ability to split a playing card and the Lone Ranger shooting the gun out of his opponent’s hand, Kyle wins the duel when he ‘miraculously fires right down the other’s rifle barrel, at once blinding and killing the enemy [and] symbolically smashing the gun’s … artificial eye’, a feat which ‘over the given distances [is] purely fictional’ (209). This is the fantasy of heroic American skill with the gun thrown over the fact of American imperialism, a moving image offered as a way of seeing the unimagined destruction of Iraq and its people. Such films express a dream of the superior functionality of weapons, consistent with American myth and American fetishism.
The Sleep of Reason: Baudrillard’s America
It is no longer the desire of the subject, but the destiny of the object, which is at the center of the world.
—Jean Baudrillard, The Ecstasy of Communication
In Simulations (1983), Baudrillard tells us that ‘the medium itself is no longer identifiable as such’, having merged with the message (i.e. society) (54). The personal computer has intervened in human history, followed by the cell phone and the internet. The psychological effects have been drastic: ‘the scene and the mirror have given way to a screen and a network’.24 The self exists in a closed circuit with the device and so ‘whether in regard to the body or the mental faculties, you find the same blank solitude, the same narcissistic refraction’ (America 35). He sees a pathological condition developing, a disease of language and reason. The mythical status of the internet of things leads to a change in the operation of human expression and comprehension and an obsession with connectivity that makes an imaginary heaven of commodification and consumption. Baudrillard makes us aware of the problem of information technology imitating reality and thereby blocking it and, eventually, replacing it – the map replacing (destroying) the territory being represented.

Thesis/Impact
2NC --- Hyperreality

Hyperreality is constituted by the proliferation of models of the real, of signs void of referentials, where symbolic value has become the only value and the sovereign difference has disappeared. The real has become a utopia that we can only ever dream of.
Baudrillard 81 Baudrillard, Jean. [dead French guy] Simulacra and Simulation. Ann Arbor, The University of Michigan Press, 1981. //aa-ma
If once we were able to view the Borges fable in which the cartographers of the Empire draw up a map so detailed that it ends up covering the territory exactly (the decline of the Empire witnesses the fraying of this map, little by little, and its fall into ruins, though some shreds are still discernible in the deserts - the metaphysical beauty of this ruined abstraction testifying to a pride equal to the Empire and rotting like a carcass, returning to the substance of the soil, a bit as the double ends by being confused with the real through aging) - as the most beautiful allegory of simulation, this fable has now come full circle for us, and possesses nothing but the discrete charm of second-order simulacra.*1 Today abstraction is no longer that of the map, the double, the mirror, or the concept. Simulation is no longer that of a territory, a referential being, or a substance. It is the generation by models of a real without origin or reality: a hyperreal. The territory no longer precedes the map, nor does it survive it. It is nevertheless the map that precedes the territory - precession of simulacra - that engenders the territory, and if one must return to the fable, today it is the territory whose shreds slowly rot across the extent of the map. It is the real, and not the map, whose vestiges persist here and there in the deserts that are no longer those of the Empire, but ours. The desert of the real itself. In fact, even inverted, Borges's fable is unusable. Only the allegory of the Empire, perhaps, remains. Because it is with this same imperialism that present-day simulators attempt to make the real, all of the real, coincide with their models of simulation. But it is no longer a question of either maps or territories. Something has disappeared: the sovereign difference, between one and the other, that constituted the charm of abstraction. Because it is difference that constitutes the poetry of the map and the charm of the territory, the magic of the concept and the charm of the real. This imaginary of representation, which simultaneously culminates in and is engulfed by the cartographers mad project of the ideal coextensivity of map and territory, disappears in the simulation whose operation is nuclear and genetic, no longer at all specular or discursive. It is all of metaphysics that is lost. No more mirror of being and appearances, of the real and its concept. No more imaginary coextensivity: it is genetic miniaturization that is the dimension of simulation. The real is produced from miniaturized cells, matrices, and memory banks, models of control - and it can be reproduced an indefinite number of times from these. It no longer needs to be rational, because it no longer measures itself against either an ideal or negative instance. It is no longer anything but operational. In fact, it is no longer really the real, because no imaginary envelops it anymore. It is a hyperreal, produced from a radiating synthesis of combinatory models in a hyperspace without atmosphere. By crossing into a space whose curvature is no longer that of the real, nor that of truth, the era of simulation is inaugurated by a liquidation of all referentials - worse: with their artificial resurrection in the systems of signs, a material more malleable than meaning, in that it lends itself to all systems of equivalences, to all binary oppositions, to all combinatory algebra. It is no longer a question of imitation, nor duplication, nor even parody. It is a question of substituting the signs of the real for the real, that is to say of an operation of deterring every real process via its operational double, a programmatic, metastable, perfectly descriptive machine that offers all the signs of the real and short-circuits all its vicissitudes. Never again will the real have the chance to produce itself - such is the vital function of the model in a system of death, or rather of anticipated resurrection, that no longer even gives the event of death a chance. A hyperreal henceforth sheltered from the imaginary, and from any distinction between the real and the imaginary, leaving room only for the orbital recurrence of models and for the simulated generation of differences.

2NC --- Information is Dissuasive 
Information is dissuasive the more you tell people something the less they believe it, the symbolic economy commodifies knowledge for the sake of feeding fascism and capitalism markets. 
Morris ‘20
[James Morris, Lecturer in Journalism at City University and PhD in philosophy from the european graduate school, 12-3-2020, "Simulacra in the Age of Social Media: Baudrillard as the Prophet of Fake News," Journal of Communication Inquiry, https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/full/10.1177/0196859920977154,]//owen
¶ The Simulacra of Confirmation¶ Political controversies accentuate this separation of a simulated world view from its connection to a more fact-based conception of reality. Baudrillard discusses Watergate as not so much a re-establishment of profound reality, but part of the simulacrum of reality. This is because truth suffocates under the plethora of possible explanations for global events, such as the shooting down of a Malaysian airliner, the poisoning of Russian political refugees, or the destruction of two tall buildings in New York City. All of these events are surrounded by competing conspiracy theories. Baudrillard (1994) asks, “Is any given bombing in Italy the work of leftist extremists, or extreme-right provocation, or a centrist mise-en-scene to discredit all extreme terrorists and to shore up its own failing power, or again, is it a police-inspired scenario and a form of blackmail to public security? All of this is simultaneously true, and the search for proof, indeed the objectivity of the facts does not put an end to this vertigo of interpretation” (p. 16).¶ This scenario echoes Deleuze’s concept of the fold, where the same reality is seen in different ways depending on alternative perspectives, none of which fully represents an underlying reality that can never be known in its entirety (Deleuze, 1992). Most people are convinced that their perspective is the “true” one, and it is nearly impossible to convince someone with an opposing perspective to change their beliefs, since these now revolve around a system of meaning that reinforces itself and is not directly connected to reality. There is no common ground of information during online discussions from which to build a shared perspective, since arguments stem from beliefs and faith, not facts.¶ The controversy over climate change denial is a case in point. Even when 97 percent of scientists believe that climate change is a real phenomenon,3 many still refute its human causation. In most cases, they don’t want to listen, because believing in climate change would force them to fundamentally alter their way of life, and those companies that rely on this way of life for their income encourage this situation, such as those in the fossil fuel business. Similarly, “anti-vaxers” continue to cling to long-discredited research linking the MMR vaccine to cases of autism. Baudrillard (1994) argues that this is how we deal with the effect of rampant simulation, where we can no longer tell whether anything we hear about in media is true: “‘Take your desires for reality!’ can be understood as the ultimate slogan of power since in a non-referential world, even the confusion of the reality principle and the principle of desire is less dangerous than contagious hyperreality” (p. 22). The emergence of “deep fake” technology has further accentuated this situation. This is artificial-intelligence-powered software that can make famous people (or, indeed, anyone) appear to say anything you want on video, ready to share online via social media. Even video evidence can no longer be trusted, no matter how real it looks.¶ Brett Nicholls (2017) has confirmed these arguments, saying that “in the post-truth situation objective facts about the world are less influential than feelings, beliefs and personal opinions.” He also points out that the social media detractors against Trump confidently assert “that there is a clear difference between objective knowledge and speculative constructions.” However, Nichols sees in this a fascination with naïve realism, arguing: “Both Trump and his detractors make precisely this claim. Both claim they are the real America!” He then goes on to discuss four critiques of how reality is produced: “the critique of the commodity form, the rise of objective reality, hyperreality and integral reality,” with the latter two venturing into the world as theorised by Baudrillard. This reads like a recent socio-political history of reality formation, starting with Marx’s view about how commodities are created from their exchange value, which is then abstracted into monetary representation, in opposition to the use value of those items. “In this way of thinking, capitalist exchange is less real than the materiality of utility and social conditions of the working class” (Nicholls, 2017). However, while “there is no doubt at all that the objective and discoverable world exists outside systems of representation,” the real question is how we get past those systems of representation. Most of the controversies revolving around post-structuralist and postmodernist thinking such as Baudrillard’s comes from the fact that these theorists argue that you can never wholly escape linguistic representation. Because, as Gadamer (2014) has argued, “Being that can be understood is language.”¶ Nicholls understands the implications of this, arguing that Baudrillard’s concept of simulation “is not pretending” (Baudrillard, 1994), but actually “threatens the difference between the ‘true’ and the ‘false’, the ‘real’ and the ‘imaginary’” (Baudrillard, 1994). He then goes on to explain that: “The problem of Trumpism, from Baudrillard’s perspective as I see it, is thus not is Trump correct or incorrect on established matters of fact (a banal problem), it is what does this phenomenon tell us about the contemporary principle or concept of reality itself” (Nicholls, 2017). He then ventures onto the third mode of reality creation: hyperreality, which is not an imaginary fake but “more real than real.” The spectacle of the US presidency—and the UK Brexit controversy—becomes the key feature. This means that Trumpism’s rebellion against the “deep state,” “MSM” and “Washington elites” is a commodified spectacle in the mode of the Frankfurt School’s culture industry. Nicholls then goes on to quote Baudrillard’s famous statement from Simulacra and Simulation that he reiterated in later work in a slightly updated form: “it is not illusion which conceals reality. It is reality which conceals the fact that there is none” (Baudrillard, 1997).¶ This destruction of the previous notions of the real, finally, leads to the fourth mode of reality creation: integral reality. Nicholls (2017) argues that “Trumpism exposes the ungrounded nature of the political system itself.” This is “inseparable from media spectacle,” where “instead of standing in for an outside object, as in reality and hyperreality, the sign itself ends up becoming the object.” This certainly rings true when you look at the cultish belief of MAGA hat-wearing Trump supporters, or slavish followers of “Get Brexit Done” in the UK. For Trump: “His pronouncements do not refer to a referent, they are the thing itself. He is convinced that there is no distinction between what is pronounced and reality.” However, this is also the logic of advertising, a realm that it will later be argued (with Baudrillard) has become the mode of media in general and therefore journalism as part of that media system. Nicholls argues that: “Branding works without irony via signs with no referent, signs that no longer simulate.” The Nike swoosh is filled with meaning, even if it doesn’t refer to anything specifically real. Similarly, neither Trump nor Brexit have clear real referents, yet they mean so much to their adherents. Before we return to this theme, we need to take a trip back into history to see how journalism cemented its status as part of the advertising-driven entertainment industry.¶ The Rise of Partisan Media¶ In the US, a key stage in the demise of news media’s direct relation to reality could be argued to be when the Fairness Doctrine of 1949 was abolished under Ronald Reagan in 1987. This paved the way for the totally partisan news commentators that arose at the end of the 1980s in the USA, followed by the success of Fox News, which ironically described itself as “Fair and Balanced,” in complete contrast to the right-wing pro-Republican stance that the news channel actually promoted. This was exposed in detail in the 2004 Robert Greenwald documentary Outfoxed: Rupert Murdoch’s War on Journalism. Greenwald shows clearly how Fox simulates the right to reply by bringing on a commentator with an opposing view, while ensuring that the representative of that view is weak, outnumbered and portrays the alternative perspective in a way that is easily challenged and defeated by the Republican-friendly guests and Fox presenters. Chadwick et al. argue that UK tabloid news media have been partisan in this way for decades and have merely translated this style into digital media.¶ However far Fox News has diverged from traditional standards of journalistic integrity, the results have fared well with viewing figures. Fox News had beaten its rivals in this respect for 66 quarters in a row by the second quarter of 2018.4 This has pressurised other news networks to follow its model of promoting entertainment value and “giving viewers what they want” over presenting information the audience may not wish to hear but is closer to “the truth.” This is in surprising contrast to the ability of modern communications technology to provide a bewildering level of access to information, which common sense might suggest should lead to a better-informed population, not a more ignorant one. But there are systemic reasons why the opposite is the case, which we will turn to in the next section.¶ Before we get to this, however, we should ask the question whether the loss of neutrality in news media necessarily leads to the end of objective truth. Richmond and Porpora (2018) have argued that this comes from poststructuralist theory based in positivism, because “positivism equates objectivity with neutrality, and since there is no neutrality, it has been argued conversely by poststructuralist theorists that there is no objectivity.” They go on to define this as the basis for a political dialogue where “without a shared commitment to truth, rival factions lose their ability to say anything persuasive to each other.” They cite Donald Trump’s promise to “Make America Great Again” as a reference to a non-existent past golden era that is pure simulacrum, and “Where simulacra dominate, there is no validity in epistemological and ontological claims as there is no real against which to compare them” (Richmond & Porpora, 2018). They then claim that for Baudrillard this kind of situation leads to his conclusion that “there is no way to establish what is real.”¶ Against this, Richmond and Porpora contrast modernist journalism, characterised by objectivity, value neutrality and “cool style.” The basis of objectivity is a trust in ontological realism, “the belief in an ontologically objective world outside of and independent of the analyst’s perceptions or our ideas about it.” This is arrived at via epistemological realism, which claims that “when the objective world corresponds to our thoughts about it, we have truth.” This ends up in social science and the journalism allied to it with a foundationalism that asserts “strict adherence to their canonical research methods will in principle generate the epistemic certainty that gets equated with truth.” This is based on the age-old fact-value distinction, where facts can be neutral, if only they can be separated from biased values. However, one of the main themes of poststructuralist thought is to question whether this is possible, due to our inability to escape our own prejudices and biases completely. The “cool style” reporting Richmond and Porpora discuss is related to this need to maintain a semblance of objectivity. They explain that “cool style” is a journalistic approach “which tries to separate opinion reporting from straight news.”¶ As we have seen from the news examples so far, the era of social media has shown that “cool style” reporting is not what is most likely to gain popularity in this engagement-driven media landscape. Richmond and Porpora admit that there is “no escape from value judgement. An absolute fact-value distinction is a myth.” They then go on to cite Kuhn’s work on paradigm shifts in the world of science to show that even in this supposedly neutral and fact-based realm, experimental results “can always be and generally are rhetorically contested.” However, they misunderstand Foucault’s related critique of how knowledge and power are interconnected via discourse systems as implying that these are regimes of truth that are “various, equally arbitrary, cultural constructions.” They argue that “rhetoric can also be understood following Aristotle as a way to evaluate what is truthful in contexts where proofs or other algorithmic procedures are lacking.” But rhetoric is still the underlying form of politics even in the post-truth era, and it can be argued that this has transferred well into the social media age, because good rhetoric makes for engaging entertainment. Rhetoric can be spectacle too. When Trump promises to “Make America Great Again,” this is a spectacularly powerful rhetoric, and it drowns out any truth about whether America was great in the first place or whether Trump will be able to re-establish this even if it was. But it doesn’t necessarily negate the possibility of truth. Before we return to this notion, we must further delineate the current status of journalism in the digital era.¶ Promoting the News¶ One of the biggest problems for news is that it is part of a spectrum of media forms that includes entertainment and news thereby competes with those forms for attention as an impoverished relative. Where audiovisual news formats started life as the newsreels that were an integral part of a cinema programme including A and B movies as well as cartoons, on commercial TV news has had to vie for ratings alongside entertainment formats. In August 2018, for example, only 12 per cent of the TV-watching population were consuming programming in the News or Current Affairs categories, with the rest viewing more entertainment-focused content.5 Printed newspapers have also generally been a commercial enterprise, even in the era of “free sheets,” so have had to market themselves to an audience that has a range of choices about which publications to buy and read. In the current digital era, individual stories now fight online for clicks and shares from social media against many other types of content. Media, including news, has been subsumed under what can be most successfully promoted with viewers. This means that the truth of news has been downplayed in favour of its popularity.¶ This has been the way tabloid newspapers in the UK have built and maintained their circulation for years. Social media has merely provided a new platform to amplify what they already did. In the US, the end result of the removal of any central governmental oversight over news organisations’ requirement to provide both sides of a story is epitomised by the success of Alex Jones’s Infowars. This quasi-news organisation promotes conspiracy theories as if they were journalism, with a rapacity that seems unbelievable to those outside its core readership. It does this with some considerable commercial success.¶ Right-wing sites like Infowars and Breitbart, or the left-wing The Canary, owe their success in large part to their knowledge of how to promote themselves in the contemporary digital context. More “mainstream” news sources that have arrived successfully in the last decade, such as Buzzfeed, Huffington Post and Quartz, also demonstrate the same trend. This should be seen in a more general media context where Hollywood blockbuster movies have tended towards the spectacular rather than complex plot formations, in a quest to lure the biggest possible audiences for each individual release.¶ The ability of news to be promoted comes first over its truthfulness, and journalism finds itself having to consider how it can be advertised as much as whether the stories are in the public interest. Baudrillard (1994) argues that: “All current forms of activity tend towards advertising and most exhaust themselves therein. Not necessarily advertising, the kind that is produced as such—but the form of advertising, that of a simplified operational mode, vaguely seductive, vaguely consensual (all the modalities are confused therein, but in an attenuated, agitated mode)” (p. 87).¶ Politics has also been subsumed to the same logic, since our experience of it is primarily via news media. It has been this way for most of the 20th century, with populations controlled via propaganda, which is essentially a political form of advertising that is generated by the same companies, such as Saatchi and Saatchi’s involvement with promoting the government of Margaret Thatcher. In Baudrillard’s (1994) words: “Propaganda becomes the marketing and merchandising of idea-forces, of political men and parties with their ‘trade-mark image’” (p. 88). With so many news organisations espousing political bias unashamedly, and successfully building audiences as a result, politics and journalism have been conflated into one promotional whole.¶ Data-Driven News¶ An integral factor in the rise of websites and social media has been the use of data analytics to optimise online media usage. If the age of electronic media tended towards content that lent itself to being advertised, the shift to networked digital distribution has foregrounded the power of data to influence success. This has resulted in some very strange phenomena, where “fake news farms” in Macedonia chase right-wing eyeballs not because they care about promoting right-wing politics, but purely to maximise profit from Google advertising (Sabramanian, 2017). Essentially, the Google algorithm is calling the shots, and it doesn’t care who wins an election, just how many people click through.¶ Again, Baudrillard (1994) saw this coming, arguing that traditional advertising was losing its power as digital technology developed: “today this power is stolen from it by another type of language that is even more simplified and thus more functional: the languages of computer science” (p. 89). Data processing is taking over as advertising moves from the creatively conceptual explosion of the 1950s advertising—the Mad Men era—towards a method based on behavioural analysis and data matching (Maex & Brown, 2012). Baudrillard argued: “It is information, in the sense of data processing, that will put an end to, that is already putting an end to the reign of advertising.” Essentially, it no longer matters what advertising messages mean, only how people respond to them, and this can be user-tested and mapped in fine detail. If a blue logo provokes a better response than an orange one, it’s not important why. Only the user reaction statistics are important.¶ However, this doesn’t mean the end of advertising per se, merely its transformation into a data-driven activity, with a knock-on effect on all media forms that have been influenced by advertising, including political messages and news. Propaganda is still advertising; “fake news” is still advertising. Cambridge Analytica is (or was) an advertising company. But instead of using seductive modes derived purely from creative artistry, the seduction is based on what the data shows is proven to work. The content and meaning of that seduction is irrelevant, so long as its numbers are better. Try a range of ideas and run with the one that works. This is a trend that Shoshana Zuboff (2019) has analysed in particular detail down to its most nefarious depths, arguing that the attention economy propagated by companies such as Google and Facebook promotes user participation so that behavioural data can be collected in order to optimise advertising messages and nudge activity.¶ This is why trying to analyse the social media popularity of a given news story purely at the level of the information it imparts has become so problematic. As the research of Chadwick et al. shows, many people do not share “fake news” because they think it’s true information, but because it conforms to the logic of the social media context they inhabit. That logic revolves around grabbing attention and status within the user’s social network, and posts are primarily shared that will achieve this result. It becomes part of a dynamic of self-promotion and personal advertising. This is not a language in the traditional informational sense of signs referring to phenomena in the real world. A popular Instagram user posts images to present the appearance of a certain lifestyle. They may or may not have that lifestyle, but it only matters that their followers believe they do. This is very much an advertising business, and they will adjust their activities based on analysis of what has and hasn’t been successful in the past.¶ Although services like Instagram were not even a twinkle in the technological eye when Baudrillard wrote these words, his description of advertising as a mockery of language fits the contemporary context perfectly: “It is useless to analyse advertising as language, because something else is happening there: a doubling of language (and also of images), to which neither linguistics nor semiology correspond, because they function on the veritable operation of meaning, without the slightest suspicion of this caricatural exorbitance of all the functions of language, this opening onto an immense field of the mockery of signs, ‘consumed’ as one says in their mockery, for their mockery and the collective spectacle of their game without stakes—just as porno is a hypertrophied fiction of sex consumed in its mockery, for its mockery, a collective spectacle of the inanity of sex in its baroque assumption” (Baudrillard, 1994).¶ Can We Get Beyond the Journalism Simulation Servers?¶ One of the most prominent messages from evangelists of the Internet and its concomitant digital systems has been that they democratise both production and distribution. In this view, everyone potentially has access to the tools for blogging, producing videos for YouTube, and viral promotion via Facebook. New genres have arisen as a result. The young gaming video producers of YouTube epitomise this conceptualisation, and the hundreds of millions of monthly viewers that some of their channels receive are testament to the impact of what they do. However, Anita Elberse (2014) argues that while the Internet may have given everyone the chance to distribute their material, which fulfils the promise of digital media software tools that allow anyone to create their own content, this doesn't necessarily mean that everyone can now make a living creating media online.¶ On the contrary, Elberse argues that a few big media franchises and blockbuster stars are using the facilities of social media and online distribution to aggregate bigger audiences than ever before. YouTube celebrities like PewDiePie (the most subscribed-to YouTuber at time of writing) are few and far between, and should be set against the literally millions of wannabes that achieve only limited success, or none at all. Even YouTube channels with tens of thousands of subscribers will most probably only provide enough revenue to remain a hobby or side-line income source, not a living. Marisol Sandoval has argued that social media organisations are no different from the traditional media organisations that preceded them, because they are still driven by the same monetary profit motive and drive to build shareholder value (Sandoval, 2014). The ability of traditional UK newspaper tabloids to become some of the most successful brands online as well exemplifies this. Their track record for generating profit was already proven during the print era.¶ For most people, the experience of the brave new consumer-producer world is primarily from a much more passive engagement with social media than becoming a YouTube star. Although it is possible to build considerable influence via Facebook, Twitter, Instagram and their ilk, the owners of the networks used to distribute this content are the real winners, as Jaron Lanier (2014) argues in Who Owns the Future? He explains how the companies set up to provide information or a service essentially for free (or at least more efficiently and cheaply than what went before) are in fact repositories for the collection of data about user behaviour. “The primary business of digital networking has come to be the creation of ultrasecret mega-dossiers about what others are doing, and using this information to concentrate money and power. It doesn’t matter whether the concentration is called a social network, an insurance company, a derivatives fund, a search engine, or an online store. It’s all fundamentally the same” (Lanier, 2014).¶ Lanier calls these mega-dossiers “siren servers” and cites retail giant Walmart as an early example of the genre. Certainly, Twitter in particular, due to its openly viewable nature (unlike Facebook), is providing marketers with an unparalleled level of real-time intelligence on public taste and reactions to events, which can be analysed via expensive software tools such as Salesforce’s Radian6 or Meltwater Buzz. This can then be fed back into how new marketing strategies and content are shaped. The most successful content brands of the last few years, for example Buzzfeed, owe their success to precisely this strategy of shaping what they produce through user behaviour data, while “Google can individually target ads, and document the click-throughs that follow” (Lanier, 2014). Despite the fact that participation in these siren servers locks users into their systems, with data contributed often being lost when an attempt is made to move from one company’s system to another, people are still expending huge amounts of time and energy using these services to be creative and formulate their opinions about the world. Zuboff has gone even further than Lanier in her analysis of this, arguing that we are willingly participating in our own enslavement to an algorithm-driven hoarding of behavioural data, about which we know very little.¶ Although it would be very satisfying to see a global conspiracy behind the rise of “fake news,” there could well be no evil wizard behind this frustrating phenomenon. Instead, it could represent the latest phase in the separation of media imagery from the traditional informative function we have given to language, which was discussed earlier in this paper. Analysing trends in social sharing so that you can take advantage of them creates a massive feedback loop where the representational content of what is being shared takes a distant second place to the popularity figures that have been discovered analytically. As has already been argued, journalism, because it is a mode of communication competing for entertainment attention like fiction film productions or TV drama, has also shaped itself around what can be marketed. Now that this marketing is being dominated by the real-time analysis of user-behaviour data, so journalism is finding itself influenced by data processing as well, such as search engine optimisation and social media analytics. Simulated news can potentially be even more successful than “real” news in this context, because the factuality of a story is secondary to users’ engagement with it.¶ This has serious consequences for civic life. The current failure of news organisations to cope with the increased drive towards simulation in media poses an important question regarding political power and our ability to do effective journalism about it. David Ryfe of The University of Iowa argues that, thanks to the circumstances described above, we have moved from an information-centred model of journalism to a group-centred model, where news performs a role within a particular community of interest. He recognises that news now does less to inform than affirm, following emotional and affective motivations, arguing that:¶ “On a group-centered perspective, new terms like representation, voice, power, and equality come to the fore. In a group-centered world, journalists may have less interest in providing impartial information (which members of different groups may interpret in vastly different ways) and more in ensuring that all relevant social groups are represented in the political process” (Ryfe, in press).¶ However, whilst it has become clear that relentlessly fact-checking Donald Trump’s statements on Twitter hasn’t convinced many, or even any, of his supporters to turn away from him towards more “rational” political stances, Ryfe’s suggestions don’t promise a return to traditional journalistic values of telling truth to power. Trying to frame news so that it appeals to a tabloid-level online audience risks that news turning into the same clickbait-chasing vacuity that it hopes to combat.¶ Richmond and Porpora, in contrast, propose a “critical realism” approach to finding a truth that doesn’t have to be certain. They argue: “Without proofs in the mathematical or logical sense, we must follow Aristotle’s Rhetoric and turn to the best argument” (Richmond & Porpora, 2018). They eventually go on to suggest that late night comedians and satirists re-establish a more savvy, critical form of truth that can act as an antidote to what they call “Entertainment Politics” (Richmond & Porpora, 2018). They hope as a result that: “Truth will be recaptured as the pivotal theoretical premise behind critical theory and journalism itself.” However, this still fits within the hypothesis of Baudrillard’s simulacra. Satire isn’t necessarily effective due to it being true, but because it’s funnier than what it critiques, or shows the absurdity of its subject matter in an amusing way. Satire may be a rhetoric that appeals to a more “liberal” audience but it still works at the entertainment level like the form of politics it attempts to critique.¶ Nicholls (2017), on the other hand, argues that “Trump’s non-dual relationship with the world could be disrupted by rediscovering what Baudrillard calls the vital illusion.” This aims to take “the world for the world and not for its model” (Baudrillard, 2008), but again pushes us back to the problem of how we can escape the fact that we can only perceive the world through our linguistic representation of it. This doesn’t appear to provide an obvious antidote to the popularity of “integral reality” or the spectacle of politics and its consumption through journalism and social media.¶ As the third decade of the 21st century approaches, the situation seems grave for traditional civic-minded journalism that aims to convey information honestly to promote healthy debate in the public interest. But realising how we got into this situation is the essential first step towards building a way forward. Baudrillard recognised almost 40 years ago that media no longer perform the classic linguistic function of meaningful reference to the real world. Instead, they point towards an idealised simulacrum, an advertising-driven aspirational utopia, but with dire implications for political life. Baudrillard continued to argue this even in his last published work, The Agony of Power:¶ “The most serious of all forms of self-denial—not only economically or politically but metaphysically—is the denial of reality. This immense enterprise of deterrence from every historical reference, this strategy of discrediting, of divesting from reality in the form of parody, mockery, or masquerade, becomes the very principle of government. The new strategy—and it truly is a mutation—is the self-immolation of value, of every system of value, of self-denial, indifferentiation, rejection and nullity as the triumphant command” (Baudrillard, 2010).¶ This excerpt could very accurately describe Donald Trump’s approach to political campaigning and government, even though it was written more than a decade before his rise to power. It’s clear that the current political turmoil is not a new phenomenon, but the current stage of a much longer trend that predated digital media and social networks. For decades, tabloid news in the UK has fed its readers the “world as people want it to be.” The sharing of “fake news” via social media is merely the latest incarnation of this phenomenon. The process may now have become dominated by the analysis of data on user behaviour, and harnessed by populist political movements, but it’s part of the same nihilistic drive inherent in media for over a century, where truth and meaning become subsumed to entertainment success for economic benefit. The new element is that behavioural analytics has potentially become a law unto itself as algorithms act in a semi-autonomous way to maximise income for the companies with the most influential “siren servers”—the digital technology giants.¶ News organisations such as Buzzfeed have partnered with the likes of Facebook to produce journalism that successfully takes advantage of social media sharing habits. But until the advent of the Web, it was news publishers themselves who employed the journalists, owned the printing presses or TV production equipment, and even the trucks that delivered the newspapers or transmitters that broadcasted the news channels. In contrast, today’s news organisations don’t own the Web, search engines, or the social media platforms that they now rely on for public visibility. Journalists may never again have the power over public opinion they had during the majority of the 20th century, when their employers owned the means of distribution too. Maybe now the algorithms that prioritise one piece of content over another on social networks are the new media barons, and simulated news that appeals to people the most will remain the dominant form of journalism. But these algorithmic barons are generally owned by large, American companies, such as Google and Facebook 

2NC --- Implosion 

The proliferation of models of the real inevitably produces a saturation that accelerates the system into inertia, culminating in implosive violence that poses a constant threat of collapse. 
Robinson 12 McLaverty-Robinson, Andy. (PhD University of Nottingham, political theorist and activist based in the UK) https://ceasefiremagazine.co.uk/author/andrew-robinson. “Jean Baudrillard: Hyperreality and Implosion.” Ceasefire Magazine, 7 Sept. 2012, ceasefiremagazine.co.uk/in-theory-baudrillard-9/. //aa-ma
Baudrillard’s account of a functionally-obsessed code does not conclude with a smoothly functioning totality. The system which results depends on the constant maintenance of a regime of control. Such a system is very unstable, open to collapsing at the slightest rupture. For instance, systems of power depend on a master-signifier, which is ultimately arbitrary and contingent. (There is no longer a master-signifier of the entire system, but agencies such as states and companies still have leaders for example). When it is obvious that it is arbitrary and contingent, power is unpinned from its apparent obviousness. It comes to seem purely arbitrary, and this interferes with its functioning. When power occupies the empty place of power, it comes to seem obscene, impure and ridiculous, and eventually collapses. Baudrillard refers to this instability as implosion. This means that he sees the system collapsing from within. The system is no longer expanding – hence the turn to deterrence instead of war. It is in ‘involution’ – collapsing in upon itself. For Baudrillard, the system has reached its culmination. It is accelerating towards its limit, which today is expressed as implosion (rather than explosion or revolution). The growing density of simulations is destroying it. Implosion is swallowing all the energy of the real. Implosion is similar to the idea of ‘internal contradictions’ in Marxism. It refers to a tendency to collapse arising from the system’s own dynamics. Implosion arises from the destruction of meaning and the reality-effect due to the precession of simulacra. The problem for the system is that signs need a separate reality in order to refer to something, and hence to function as signs.  In the current regime of simulation, social realities are generated from signs and models which precede them. The model produces the “real”, the medium, and the message all at once. Reality separate from the regime is either destroyed, denied, or incorporated. As a result, the signs stop referring to anything. At the same time, therefore, a total system of meaning is created, and its meaningfulness is destroyed. All signs or referentials are combined in a vicious circle or Moebius strip. Truth, equivalences, rational distinctions break down. Without a clear outside or referent, the reality-effect breaks down. Without a focus of intensity, meaning breaks down. Meaning can no longer be pinned-down in particular places. It circulates at increased speed, without any referent or guarantee. For instance, economic growth is increasingly unstable. Economic bubbles form and burst, commodities (such as Internet companies or real-estate) are immensely valued and then collapse, emerging “tigers” from Korea to Ireland to Mexico suffer sharp collapses. Baudrillard sees the same thing happening with everything from fashion to art to politics. The problem is structural. Once the system reaches saturation, it starts to fall in on itself, like a black hole. Saturation leads to inertia. For Baudrillard, global cities have already become black holes, eating up past social phenomena and meanings. They are entirely functional zones, arranged around sites such as hypermarkets (massive supermarkets), shopping centres and transport networks. The system is based on functionality. Yet in hypermarkets and modern universities, functions seem to become indeterminate – hence cities seem to disintegrate. This is because they have lost their distinct purposes or use-values. They become polyfunctional black-boxes with different input-output combinations. Usefulness is itself an ideology, which relies on the simulation of shortage or the creation of artificial scarcity. It is actually a moral convention, not a fact of nature. Today, supermarkets are also insurance companies, banks, pharmacists, government information dispensers, home-delivery services; today’s universities are also corporate research subcontractors, vocational trainers, immigration monitors, producers of brand-name merchandise, profiteers on debts, affiliates of regional development councils, housing providers, monitors of student dissent… This kind of hyper-functionalism renders them almost functionless – they can no longer be defined by a particular core function. They become a means without end. An operationalism without specific functions. All the different functions become simultaneous, without past, future or distinction. All mental, temporal, spatial and signalled coordinates become interchangeable in the simulated world. Hence, institutions cease to be related to specific functions, and cease to be believable as guarantors of meaning. This has social effects.  Power has ceased to believe in the university. Degrees no longer have the value they once did. Like work, they persist on the basis of a dead referential, as a simulation. The real function of these functionless institutions is deterrence (see below). Their hyperreality, their simulation of functions, neutralises the surrounding territory. People won’t notice the absence of education when there’s a “world-class” university next-door. And if they do, they won’t feel they can compete with such a monolith. There are, of course, exceptions, but on the whole, such simulations shut down social life. For Baudrillard, the system is haunted by a constant sense of crisis. And this crisis is not simply a limit. It is ever-present. The system constantly presents its own crisis as spectacle. It juxtaposes its ideal (the advert) to its crisis (news, disaster movies, crime dramas, action films). But it is distributed in ‘homeopathic doses’ – in tiny amounts absorbed in other things. Hence, it doesn’t explode. It is constantly drip-fed to us instead. The world becomes non-representational through lack of signs. After meaning, we are left with manipulation, touch, circulation, ventilation. It becomes a world of panic. Explosions are foreseen and foreclosed. But implosion, the death of the cybernetic combinatory world, is a constant threat. Some social institutions collapse more quickly than others. Law is in crisis because it is a power of the second order. It is undermined by parody, which makes submission and transgression equivalent. Indeed, the social order prefers to opt for the real, taking simulations for reality. Power is disempowered by the slippage of significations and the lack of referentiality. It is turned into an empty simulation of power. It is at risk of collapse from being dissolved in the play of signs. At one point Baudrillard argues that power no longer produces anything but the signs of its resemblance, the appearance of power. (Real power, perhaps, requires a symbolic aspect). This crisis of law is the condition for a particular transition. Law is replaced by the norm. Rather than explosions which escape the law, the present period deals with deviance as anomalies which deviate from the average. People are now anonymous, subject to an anonymous terror. People can be exterminated, not to achieve their death, but because they are statistically indifferent. Power tries to defend itself against the collapse of meaning by reinjecting the real and the referential everywhere. It tries to convince people that the social world is still objectively real. It prefers to refer to crisis, or even to desire, than to admit its own collapse. Historically, it combated threats from the real by recuperating them in equivalent signs. Now, it combats the threat from simulation by playing at crisis. It embraces theories of ideology, and even radical critiques, as ways to maintain the appearance of truth. The responsible subject is in a similar situation of crisis. The system rests on responsibility. But in a system based on bureaucratic programming, irresponsible actors are required – figures like Eichmann who simply obey orders or perform functions. The system is left constantly trying to exhort people to be responsible subjects while producing them as simple conductors of social power. Subjects are put into drift, into something like a constant unconscious state. Without fixed relations, everything turns into flows of transference.  The replacement of meaning with functions makes people expect everything to work all the time. A few seconds’ delay in a webpage loading becomes an inexplicable source of immense frustration. Causes have disappeared, but effects have become immense – as when a local disaster causes a global shutdown. And with the responsible subject no longer there (because it is an effect of the old subject-object split), people try desperately to impute responsibility. The excessive reservoir of ‘floating responsibility’ through finding scapegoats or guilty parties is just waiting to be invested in any particular incident. The Katrina or Christchurch disasters get projected onto looters; Chilean forest fires are targeted as ‘terrorism’; social insecurity is projected onto Muslims, immigrants, minorities. Social problems of increasing triviality are subjected to immense crackdowns and moral panics. In a wave of disproportion, mitigation and even innocence are cast aside in the search for someone to blame. Meanwhile, people are repeatedly subject to tirades to ‘take responsibility’ for problems (from unemployment to alcoholism to post-traumatic stress) which the experts know very well are not really self-caused. We are subject to a blackmail by identity, condemned for what we are labelled as in the code, not for what we are. For Baudrillard, this is a consequence of the disappearance of causes and the power of effects. It reflects something deeper: the world is held collectively responsible for the system. If the system is infringed, the world will have to be destroyed. Or rather, we are ‘psychologically programmed to destroy ourselves’ if the system collapses. We could think of this as the code blackmailing reality. Though the code is tautological and does not depend on reality, it holds reality responsible for itself, and punishes reality if it collapses or crashes. This generalisation of responsibility can be traced back to the loss of symbolic exchange. Generalised, unlimited responsibility occurs because nothing is exchanged anymore, the terms of exchange are simply exchanged among themselves. The system produces nothing but vertigo and fascination. Generalised responsibility becomes the same as generalised irresponsibility and the collapse of social relations. Values such as responsibility, justice and violence continue to circulate only as simulations imposed by the state. This in turn is fatal for the ‘scene’ of politics. On a similar note, there is an ideology of exhuming, documenting, rediscovering the real – from reality TV to the preservation of historical artefacts and indigenous groups – which according to Baudrillard, simply reinforces the process of killing and then simulating. What is preserved is never what it would have been without intervention. We constantly recreate and relive bits of the past and present which are now simulated.  The real has become our utopia, that we dream of as if of a lost object. An entire culture now labours at counterfeiting itself. This only exacerbates the problems. Inertia gets worse and worse as simulations of past forms, frozen in time, proliferate and overgrow their uses. Production and meaning are replaced by simulation and fascination.  The content – information, culture, commodities – is now simply the support for the operation of the code, the medium.  The function of the code is simply to reproduce the masses.  Information devours its own contents by turning the real into the hyperreal.   

2NC --- War
The impact is the asymmetrical Fourth World War---war has become a scene of spectacle through digital media for the American public to consume at home, and increasingly spilling over into quotidian environments. The 1AC’s attempts at peace will reproduce War on Terror logics that use the spectacularized forms of violence to export global atrocities.  
van Wynsberghe ’19 [Axelle van Wynsberghe, University of Utrecht, Arts & Society, Graduate Student, MA. “Terror & Performance: Asymmetric Warfare, Martyrdom, & Necropolitics”, https://thenewpolis.com/2019/04/15/terror-and-performance-asymmetric-warfare-martyrdom-and-necropolitics-axelle-van-wynsberghe/, Apr. 15, 2019, accessed Jul. 27.]//max
VI. Asymmetric Warfare: Globalization & The Staging Of Military Action Today’s terrorism attempts to work in opposition to the abstracted warfare which makes structural decisions that affect ‘the painful reality of millions’. The rise of paranoia has created the ‘terrorist’, and 28 inscribed within it is ‘an irrational abstract agency’; serving as the rationale for indiscriminate killings and justification for the ‘war on terror’. As the ultimate tool for legitimating death, racism is not an external 29 phenomenon, but one endemic in the sovereign state and the global neocolonialist regime. As Foucault argues, its discourse is ‘always available for recuperation, and integral to the workings of the biopolitical state’. After all, it is the ‘fierce colonial desire’ which strives to classify and categorize peoples, and 30 “blackness or race have never been fixed, they have always belonged to a chain of open-ended signifiers” We are therefore not in a post-racial moment, since not only is racial discourse revived and 31 instrumentalized for the benefits of the sovereign state’s foreign affairs, but it is used to institutionalize a new regime of existence in which people become abstractions and signifiers, agents in a staged and asymmetrical war that they never ascribed to. After all, the use of big data in order to classify ‘terrorist’ 32 activity has already been used against climate change activists in the United States, who were also accused of terrorist activity in their own country. The ‘state of exception’ created through the reign of terror on foreign and home soil creates a dangerous volatile environment. The asymmetric warfare occurring in today’s Fourth World War is not only played on the geopolitical field, it is also played on the ideological one through spectacles and extreme performances, video testimonials and leaked government files. Contemporary war zones have become more blurred and ubiquitous—taking place outside of designated war zones; as cyber warfare, terrorism, and its complementary ‘war on terror’. The military is not only deployed, it is also orchestrated; war becomes an installation; and its warfare is curated by edited drone footage, press releases, cinematic documentaries, and activist phone videos. War has become staged, curated, and installed, and as Kelleher states: “the scene does not just happen of its own accord but is put together in a particular way for our benefit, which means also put together to ‘work’ on us in particular ways.” The term theatre of war, for example, refers 33 to the way in which military action is deployed and staged. Photography, dramaturgy, and visual art are 34 also instrumentalized in order to persuade, manipulate, and create political illusions that displace subjectivities, geographical borders, public morals, and legislation. They are increasingly used within the context of warfare in order to create proxy’s and confusion. This performative analysis has vast implications, because if terrorism is performance art, it cannot be militarily defeated. Furthermore, the response to terrorism with military action has the tendency to feed the ‘event’ by meeting it on the same stage. It is a well known fact that videos and testimonies of the United States’ atrocities abroad have been used to recruit more terrorists. As Zizek states: ‘we tend to forget we all are not just abstract individuals of a world’; rather than feed the abstraction of the ‘war on terror’, perhaps it is time to lift the veil in order to see the real war: that of the economic neocolonialist regime. Rather than let American patriotism render September 11 a device for state ideology, we should note the way in which the economy increasingly takes more primacy over democracy. Despite the United States’ denouncements of the state of a 35 ‘backwards Middle East’, their simulational values mask their interests, which is precisely to keep these states undemocratic to protect the unfettered power they have over the regional oil reserves. 36 Terrorism can be seen as a decolonizing practice through which the neocolonialist reign of terror and impunity is hijacked through an embrace of death as sacrifice. Terrorism succeeds as a decolonizing practice by 1) using martyrdom in order to hijack to logic of necropolitics, signifying death as sacrifice, 2) using extreme performances in order to inspire the similar fear and impunity as the neocolonialist regime, challenging the moral legitimacy of the West, 3) using global spectacles in order to create symbolic events, and 4) instrumentalizing media in order to take part in the global ‘shock politics’ and ‘politics of illusion’. The ‘Fourth World War’ functions through abstraction, and through the dehumanization of a peoples in order to legitimize their deaths. To this end, racial discourse is ‘revived’ and instrumentalized by the global neocolonialist regime in favor of their economic interests abroad. The dramaturgical and semiotic analysis of the ‘war on terror’ showcases how, through engaging on the global media stage, both parties are feeding the ‘theatre of war’. It also showcases that terrorism cannot be defeated through military action, since its impact is geared towards the symbolic event.
Framework/Extensions
2NC --- Cap good 
Capitalism accelerates consumerism to the point of hyperreality – an existence in which culture has been commodified extensively where there exists no value outside of production. 
Di Leo 2023 [Jeffrey R. Di Leo, professor of English and philosophy at University of Houston-Victoria; "The Critique of Dead Reason: Baudrillard on Biopolitics after Capitalism." The Comparatist, vol. 47, pgs. 86-105. Project MUSE, https://doi.org/10.1353/com.2023.a911931 ] SML
For him, we live in a consumer society wherein traditional Marxist analysis fails to capture the status of objects. Commodities post-1945 have a communicational structure that can only be captured by a semiotics that relies not on a referential model akin to Charles Peirce, but rather a differential one like Saussure. Baudrillard's semiotics combines aspects of Freud and Saussure to show how in the commodity, word and image is related to desire, rather than use value or utility. Symbols provide the codes that differentiate one consumer product from another. Upon consumption, symbols then transfer meaning from the product to its consumer. Moreover, as a poststructuralist, the free-play of this semiotics is potentially endless, and provides the consumer with a strong sense of freedom and self-determination within the hyperreality of the new semiotic condition of consumer society. It is hyperreality because in Baudrillard's system one cannot get outside of the fantasies and desires generated by consumer consumption within the system of objects. In Baudrillard's economy of signs, individuals are not making consumption choices based on tastes in a marketplace of products. Rather, consumer objects are codes that function within a system of signs. Following Saussure's principles, signs become meaningful only when differentiated from other signs—not by reference to an external reality. Within this system of signs, consumer objects are able to generate desire without corresponding to need or use value. For Baudrillard, the mode of production of a society requires an expansion of consumer consumption in order for it to be reproduced. The dependency of the reproduction of the mode of production on the reproduction of the act of consumption thus becomes a new development in capitalism. In For a Critique of the Political Economy of the Sign (1972), Baudrillard works out a poststructuralist theory of language that can supplement Marxism. In Saussure, the signifier and the signified are distinct and are only arbitrarily related. Signs then take on value through their relationship with other signs in the system. Baudrillard, however, argues that we should reverse Saussure's process, that is, we should begin [End Page 87] our theory of language from the combination of the signifier and the signified replete with systemic value. To do otherwise is to use the signified as an excuse to render signifier and signified as distinct. For him, political economy mirrors Saussure's separation of signifier and signified before their combination in the sign by its separation of use value from exchange value before their combination in the commodity. "By giving the Sr [Signifier] and the Sd [Signified] 'in equivalence' as constitutive agencies (instances) of the sign," comments Baudrillard, Saussure's theory of the sign "veils the strategic apparatus of the sign, which rests precisely on the disparity of the two terms and on the fundamental circularity of the dominant term" (Simulacres 156). He then explains in For a Critique of the Political Economy of the Sign: The Signifier-Referent is taken for an original reality, a substance of value and recurring finality through the supporting play of signifiers … Similarly, use value is given as origin and purpose (finalité), and needs as the basic motor of the economic cycle—the cycle of exchange value appearing here as a necessary detour, but incompatible with true finalities … In reality, this moral and metaphysical privilege of contents (Use Value and Signifier-Referent) only masks the decisive privilege of form (Exchange Value and Signifier). (156) Baudrillard argues that the political economy of the sign needs to keep use value and exchange value together in the commodity, rather than make use value into a "mask" or excuse for exchange value. This reversal of the theory of the sign not only undermines structuralism, but it also undermines Marxism by radically altering its theory of the commodity. Ultimately, Baudrillard not only rejects structuralism, but also Marxism. He offers in its place a theory of the sign as the mode of signification within capitalism. From The Mirror of Production (1973) onward, Baudrillard regards his critique of the political economy of the sign not as supplementing Marxism, but rather replacing it. Moreover, Baudrillard regards Marxism not as a critique of capitalism, but rather as its highest form of ideology. In addition, he believes that his own critique of the political economy of the sign is sufficiently distanced from Marxism in order to provide capitalism with a proper critique. One of the differences between Baudrillard's semiology and those of Saussure and Roland Barthes is that he provides a diachronic account of the formation of language usage, whereas their accounts are primarily synchronic. His diachronic account begins with pre-industrial society, where he says there were signs attached to referents and that the referents of these signs were subject to reversal. This began to change however in the Renaissance, which for him is the historical period when "the sign" emerged. For Baudrillard, the rise of capitalism was a reflection of these [End Page 88] changes in modes of signification. By the late twentieth-century, the sign became completely separated from the referent. Signs are now more like traffic signals, that is, they emit a meaning but it is not a meaning to which one responds linguistically: the code tells us that red light means stop and that nothing more needs to be said in response to this signal. This code extracts signifieds from the social and recirculates them in media such as television as floating signifiers. The code itself might be regarded as the entire system of political economy including the rules through which the sign values of commodities are produced and regulated. In 1976, Baudrillard published Symbolic Exchange and Death (L'échange symbolique et la mort), where he challenged Marxist theoretical tradition by favoring symbolic exchange over economic exchange. For Baudrillard, the symbolic exchange of precapitalist societies is much less limited than the economic exchange of capitalist and socialist societies. Rather than emphasizing the values of utility, production, and instrumental rationality, Baudrillard instead argues that we should look to the values of giving, expenditure, and sacrifice. In part, these latter values are derived from the anthropology of George Bataille, which Baudrillard argues posits an alternative form of economy that replaces the capitalist imperatives of labor, savings, and utility with ones derived from the pleasure humans find in things such as waste, sacrifices, expenditure, and festivities. Through Bataille, Baudrillard comes to view humans as characterized by an excess of drives, needs, fantasies, energies, and desires, which is a way very different from the one envisioned by Freud and psychoanalysis.
The phenomenon of excess is fueled by capitalism and over-information which permeates all facets of life leading to a state of perpetual overload, where the relentless accumulation of data, capital, and waste ultimately neutralizes meaning and historical sense, creating a world in constant, chaotic flux.
Szepanski 2024 [Achim Szepanski, professor of philosophy at Johannes Gutenberg University Mainz; “The Ecstatic of the Excess in Bataille, Baudrillard, and Marx”, in: Capitalism in the Age of Catastrophe. Palgrave Insights into Apocalypse Economics, Palgrave Macmillan, Cham; https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-57754-3_1 ] SML
In their Panic Encyclopedia from 1989, the authors Kroker, Kroker, and Cook interpret the phenomenon of the excess as a sign of ecstasy, saturation, and exhaustion. They list: “overfished, overrated, overcommunicated, overloaded with brands, over-aestheticized, over-medicated, surveilled, over-virtualized, over-medialized.” (Kroker et al., 1999: 13) Today, it is particularly the speculative capitalization, which—inseparably linked with the rise of networked computers1—as a result of ecstatic escalation excesses has led to the excess “over”: Too much capital, but also too many images and too many signs, which neutralize any historical sense and exercise a white censorship through excess. This kind of simulation through excessive reality overload, which in turn can lead to reality denial,2 triggers a new escalation of obesity (Baudrillard), which eventually becomes visible in all kinds of waste: nuclear waste, chemical waste, and industrial waste, but also the excess of opinions, laws, and texts, which drift like cadavers in the stream of decay and the pernicious. When Marx wrote, that capital is dead labor, whose function in the continuous and vampiric absorption of living labor exists, and that it as a vampire lives all the better, the more living labor it absorbs, then Marx had only a very faint idea of how capital with its expansion over two hundred years could generate a monstrous auto-cannibalism, in the course of which it wants to absorb everything forever, until it eventually inflates itself to death (and destroys the earth). We live today in a state of prolonged wakefulness and the ubiquitous and multiple work without a time limit. We enjoy the ever-accelerating excesses of over-information and delight in the voracity of electronic links, accept the obesity of the social body and the abundance of the derivative, drift deliriously through the high-speed economy and are mutants of satellite communication—we are caught and trapped in a hysteria of attention, where all aspects of acceleration, which indicate that at least a part of the world's population in the Global North is in permanent transit and mobile, meet decelerated scenarios, in which the surplus population in the Global South remains trapped in immobility. However, instantaneously, people are almost everywhere on the globe connected in 24/7 mode, seamlessly integrated into the ever denser networks of communication, information, and media representation, and they are fascinated by the scenario of media banality, which today underpins the real pornography, the real obscenity of triviality, indifference, and flatness, when we immerse ourselves in the delusional exhibitionism that characterizes social media, where quantity prevails over quality. All the over-information, which materializes in images, videos, and texts, becomes a tradable commodity, which tech capital extracts and capitalizes as data. All data are credit data. All differences (of content) are considered equivalent, or, to put it another way, any specific meaning dissolves in the ecstatic and infinite data stream. Difference equals indifference, so is nowadays the magic formula. This kind of rigid formatting goes back to an accumulation regime of financial capital, which in its short-term nature trades the excess of numbers, practices the ecstasy of speculation and at the same time must promise successful management of constantly present risk possibilities, no matter on which underlying values the insurances now refer. There is now a 24/7 non-stop operation of global production and circulation processes to report—the globe mutates into a networked and continuously open financial, trade, shopping and production center, with an excess of derivatives, products, things and information (and garbage) (Crary, 2013: 23). In the last instance it is speculative capital that cannibalizes even the number, to spit it out undigested as over-more, and it is in its peculiar emptiness the zero, which multiplies the fiction of always more (10, 100, 1000 etc.). Speculative capital finally short-circuits the structures developed in mathematics as socio-economic logic—its form of movement is, as will be shown, that of the empty over-more. Daniela Gabor has pointed out that contrary to expectations after the financial crisis of 2008, the hegemony of the global financial system has further solidified has, leading to what is aptly called the Wall Street consensus, which has revised and revived the neoliberal Washington consensus (Gabor, 2021). To anticipate one thing here: Capital also suffers sui generis from a lack, namely the lack of surplus value or the more that determines the lack. There is also a lack of money, insofar as there is always a lack of purchasing power for outstanding goods and services. Thus the annual GDP as the total money value of all goods and services produced in the economy shows a surplus over the total wage and salary payments. These payments including the purchasing power of companies are always too low to absorb all goods. The gap between the purchasing power of households and companies and the outstanding market prices can be partly closed by households, companies, and governments receiving low-interest loans from commercial banks. The lending of commercial banks is the main way in which new money enters the economy.3 This means that most money is provided by private banks through credit creation and not by the central banks. If no one were to go into debt in this way anymore, capitalism would immediately collapse. If it has become impossible to turn all the circulating money into to dissolve real goods or services, then money must always generate more money and credit must always generate more new credit. Debt repayment is then the infinite postponement of the redemption of payment promises, which always requires further loans. The postponement thus manifests itself in chains, multiplications, and proliferations, with no one knowing in the end who owes whom what (Röttgers, 2022: 146). It is not money itself, but alongside industrial capital, it is fictitious and above all speculative capital, which creates the problem of the excess of debt. However, it is also necessary to limit this again. In 2019, approximately 17 trillion US dollars were in circulation in government and private bonds with terms of up to ten years and negative nominal returns (the lenders pay the borrowers money so that they take out loans). Thus, today we are also dealing with an abundance of money that is circulating faster and faster, especially on the financial markets. Rapid progress, which in reality is Virilio's rapid standstill, is a figure of endlessly accelerating movement that has no goal because there is no end, and no end because the goal is missing. The “end of history”, which Alexandre Kojève sometimes identifies with Napoleon, sometimes with the French Revolution, sometimes with communism, coincides with the capitalist modernity itself, whose “progressive thought” still perceives itself as infinite, as an uninterrupted final sprint of the seemingly new, leading to nothing or everything, depending on how you look at it. Precisely because there is no end in this sense anymore, we enter an endless crisis, into the infinite exhaustion of processes that nevertheless continue (Baudrillard, 2002: 50) (Kojève's mistake was mainly in the assumption that the post-historical man would live in harmony with nature, without suspecting that he could trigger a catastrophe of cosmic dimensions). 

Capitalism focuses on calculating risks, transforming uncertainties into financial calculations, which creates a future that is uncertain and continually emerging from present financial strategies, leading to a paradoxical state of both accelerated progress and potential collapse. 
Szepanski 2024 [Achim Szepanski, professor of philosophy at Johannes Gutenberg University Mainz; “The Ecstatic of the Excess in Bataille, Baudrillard, and Marx”, in: Capitalism in the Age of Catastrophe. Palgrave Insights into Apocalypse Economics, Palgrave Macmillan, Cham; https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-57754-3_1 ] SML
To propose the infinite ecstatic progress (of capital) as the only horizon is the same as inviting everyone to wait for Godot. Since we are modern, we live in times of the end or according to Baudrillard even after the end. Not that history has come to an end, but that it has no end in the sense of a finality, is up for debate in the course of eliminating an expectation horizon. The absence of a new future, which radically differs from the present, configures an end time of present, past, and future in contiguity.4 We live for tomorrow and know that there is no new tomorrow. We want to move, always and everywhere, to charge ourselves with energies, to become faster and faster and to grow ecstatically into the infinite, yes to multiply our human capital congenially. That's probably why the enslaving robot is waiting for us. And there will always be someone, even if he has been locked up in his robotized bunker for 200 years and feeds on jelly and virtual sex, who will then say: “This is freedom”. But even such end-time dreams, which the disaster porn fabulates around the clock today, are nothing more than simulacra. Even the apocalypse is over, says Baudrillard, it is today the precession of the neutral and the indifference (Baudrillard, 1994: 160). One should add, but also the precession of ecstasy (of more and less): Nothing is possible anymore, because nothing is impossible anymore. This shows the retreat of an unpredictable, black, and new future, but at the same time points to the abundance of a risk-future. The operative condition of the speculative present seems to be the inherent uncertainty of the future. Any extrapolations into the future through calculation and financial speculation mean that strategies and designs that are made in the present, the unpredictability and uncertainty in calculable risks are transforming, and these risks continue to increase with the disintegration of the new future. The accelerating speculation and concentration of capital and the irreversible climate collapse reduce a truly new future to a null point and/or to the continuation of the already existing dynamics of a risk future. The historically founded formations and systems themselves pose risks for the future (for example, extreme inequalities in access to income and wealth, food insecurity, combustion of carbon dioxide, etc.). The future present that actually occurs remains unknown, but is determined in the present by the iterative calculation of a series of mainly financial risks, which in turn must remain subordinate to incalculable eventualities. In contrast to the time schemes of the linear chronology of progressive modernity (past → present → future) or the thesis of an infinitely extended present without a future (dystopias), the future present that will occur proliferates in the scheme of a present future that financially calculates the future as a risk. Nevertheless, for the speculative present future (of capital), which tries to include the future present, the premise of every historically realized future remains the unknown future present, which, however, by virtue of the present future, which is that of financial risk production, should at least be calculated. The fact that the present future, which calculates the future, wants to include the historical future present, but itself must assume an unknown new future that has not yet taken place, leads to a speculative time complex that displaces the time orders of both the forward movement of progressive modernity and the metastable present without a future, which each prioritize positive and negative semantic overdeterminations of the future present. The recurring calculations of the risk exposures of financial capital are an explicit operationalization of contingency. The exposure of the present to the future qua risk is on the one hand a retroaction of the unknown future on the present, on the other hand the risk exposure is the way in which the historical future present is generated according to the calculations of the present future, even if the latter is configured by the unknown future. The permanent calculation of risks in the future (speculation) is then a settlement and limitation of the abundance of future that affects the composition and semantics of the historical present, including a new and black future.5 At the same time, however, what Baudrillard calls the “spiraling cadaver of humanism” continues to proliferate: Even in the (always hypothetical) succession of humanity, the future will be human in posthuman discourses. Most current posthuman narratives, even those that refer to the development of a radical otherness of AI as an intended or unintended consequence of human strategies, are still modern versions of extinction fables that are rooted in the foundations of human rationality. No future is still a future—often a very specific one, fantasized to retroactively determine the current system. Thus, most narratives of posthumanism remain merely mutations of traditional Western religious narratives, intersected by modern progress mythologies in which humanity becomes the creator of the machine to which it develops itself: the DNA of what Baudrillard calls “the metaphysics of the code”. The stochastic movement of evolution is coupled to the project of biotechnological control. Such evolution is, as Baudrillard says, indistinguishable from a socially and historically determined program. Indeed, world capitalism seems to have entered a paradoxical, accelerating, and at the same time exhausting panic mode or a deadly excess in which the ecstasy of the Over as over-accumulation and over-speculation meet the destructive activities of capital, especially with regard to the capitalization of nature and the creation of a global surplus population. In the course of its expansive capitalization, the capital economy possesses a strangely phagic drive, as it prefers to always feed and over inflate itself further, insofar as finiteness is conceived as a limit that can be exceeded per se; the capitalist economy, in its omnipresent excess, seems to be driven by a desire for dissolution at the same time, which is an expression of a latent death wish that at least suspects the nullity of the self-generated void (in order to finally find a “redemptive” fusion with infinity).6 In restricted economies (Bataille), where the generation of surplus value and financial returns dominate, however, the over can only be consumed in catastrophic events such as wars, devalued as capital in crises (or expropriated) or calculated. An economy that is filled with ever more demands and promises of payment for the future, which probably cannot be fulfilled, is a grotesquely inflated economy that will not be able to waste or unload the accumulated abundance and garbage within it. The current economic, social, and geopolitical disturbances, tensions, and conflicts, for which the term “poly-crisis” is used, point to a catastrophic capitalism, think for example of global financial capital and its bubble formations, the debt and inflation, Russia's invasion into Ukraine, which must be read against the backdrop of the conflict between the USA and China,7 the Covid-19 pandemic, or also climate change. Even the term “disaster capitalism” (Callinicos) is now coming up. Nouriel Roubini has listed a whole series of factors that could trigger catastrophic dynamics in world capitalism beyond poly-crises: an inflation surge that forces central banks to a draconian tightening of monetary policy, leading to an unsustainable rise in interest rates; pandemics that are worse than COVID-19; a corporate debt crisis resulting from a credit crunch when interest rates rise; a new real estate bubble that bursts; a geopolitical shock like the war between Russia and Ukraine in 2022, which escalates and intensifies, leading to a further increase in commodity prices and inflation; the rising risk of another global recession and a return to protectionism or an economic and political decoupling between the USA and China, steering the two countries towards a geopolitical collision (Roubini, 2022). Currently, tensions between China and the USA in the Taiwan conflict are intensifying. An attack by China on Taiwan would be the beginning of a long crisis. The world would divide even more into blocks that are for or against China. The West would have to impose further sanctions, supply chains would collapse. It would be the beginning of a qualitatively new form of a highly technologized war. Not to be left unmentioned regarding these diverse polycrisis processes is the tendency towards new forms of state fascization and a new fascism.8 And finally, climate change could lead to new wars over water and unforeseen waves of migration.


2NC --- Clash 
War simulations don’t cause internal reflexivity but aims to proliferate its own scenarios for conflict. 
Atrip & Debrix ‘14 --- [Ryan E. Artrip (Doctoral Student, ASPECT, Virginia Polytechnic Institute, USA), Dr. François Debrix (ASPECT, Virginia Polytechic Institute), “The Digital Fog of War: Baudrillard and the Violence of Representation,” International Journal of Baudrillard Studies, ISSN: 1705-6411 Volume 11, Number 2 (May, 2014), accessed 7-27-24] eyu
To wish to communicate some truth about war, to seek to represent it, to insist on explaining it or even justifying it (or one’s opposition to it) may be an ethical gesture. But to communicate, to seek and give meaning, or indeed to want to represent war (even by way of the immediacy or “real-time” effect of digitalized media) is still about thickening its fog. The representation of war, whatever form it takes, will never be much more than endless information/ prognostication, all the more so since war will never take place (since it will always already have taken place). Thus, seeking to make sense of war through/ as representation will always be a matter of describing a pathology without disease. Only proliferated symptoms will be made visible and granted significance in the flow of information and the desperate quest for meaning. Symptoms of a proliferated war without a core, a meaning, a purpose, or a subject are everywhere around us. They make up our mediatized universe of war and/ as terror. They are both the substance and appearance relayed by digital technologies and media on behalf of a demos that itself has become the medium, a network that processes and distributes images and events. As Baudrillard writes, “Every event today is virtually inconsequential, open to all possible interpretations, none of which could determine its meaning: the equiprobability of all causes and of all consequences” (Baudrillard, 2008: 36). It is indeed in this manner that war gains its momentum and virulence. Not to recognize this representational virulence, and further to demand that war reveal an origin, a cause, a responsibility, or indeed a subject or object that could grant it meaning is to reproduce its fog and, possibly, to acquiesce to its violence. After all, there is no such thing as a benign representation or appearance (of war, or anything else, for that matter). The various attempts at representing, explaining, justifying, or making sense of war and its violence, often in traditional referential geopolitical terms, are involved in an infinite splitting of what war must be or mean as much as they are concerned with a deepening and widening of the violence/ virulence of its (global) representation. In its dissolution/ dissemination through political analysis, war reveals its violent representational forms. On the one hand, analytically dissolved and disseminated, war becomes unlocalizable, thus, in a way impossible to contain. It can no longer “take place.” On the other hand, although it can no longer be waged in one place, it still must proliferate its effects virally and virulently. Representationally unhinged from any object (and reifying no particular subject or, rather, all sorts of subjects at once), war can no longer be geopolitically maintained, cultivated, and made use of by way of any of the (modern) categories that once sought to give it gravity: geography, ideology, morality, sovereignty, domination, or history. Thus, war becomes strategically useless even if, tactically, it betrays the violence or virulence of representation everywhere it is found. Just like in the image of terror/terrorism, all we witness, then, is panic. Panic war is a “floating reality… where we live on the edge of ecstasy and dread” (Kroker, Kroker, and Cook, 1989: 14). Ungrounded, strategically indifferent, and yet representationally effective and virulent, panic war no longer stands in as the “substantial event” of time/ history, as the referential hinge that allows passage from one human epoch to the next. Today, Janus, the God of passages, transitions, and attributions of meaning in time, may still be worried about war. But Janus must now fixate his gaze in all directions (thankfully, today’s Janus is likely to have access to YouTube…). The once mythologized and later romanticized uniqueness of Janus’ bioptic talents has been transmuted into an impossible requirement of omniscience, omnivoyance, and omnipresence. The temple of Janus, which was once a symbolic spatial conduit for the inertia of time, has collapsed under the weight of an indifferent, perhaps more catastrophic, inertia: the inertia not of war’s violence (counter-actable through peace), but rather of the violence of war’s representation (that knows no bounds and no antagonisms). War no longer takes place in order to mediate time or to usher in a strategic (political) change through conflict. Perhaps it never really did. Rather, as representation, war tactically preserves and perpetuates violent conflicts and a propensity for doing away with things (starting with meaning) through a kind of digital/informational immanence (today’s preferred version of representation or mediation). 


2NC --- Models
Models are simulations that detach itself from the thought processes disrupting the balance between the signified-signifier and sign-referent. This inevitably means that we sever ourselves from meaning and create an unsustainable paradigm. 
Pawlett ‘07 [William Pawlett (William Pawlett is Senior Lecturer in the Faculty of Arts at the University of Wolverhampton, UK, PhD, Sociology from Loughborough University, Loughborough, United Kingdom. MA in Cultural Studies from Lancaster University, Lancaster, United Kingdom) “Jean Baudrillard : Against Banality” (Milton Park, Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge, 2007.) https://search-ebscohost-com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/login.aspx?direct=true&db=e000xna&AN=212029&site=ehost-live&scope=site ]
The second order of simulacra raises the level of control by attempting to restrict the play of appearances and impose a higher order of equivalence. This is achieved through production as both economic/ industrial practice and linguistic, referential practice, ‘the principle of operativity’ (Baudrillard, 1993a: 54). While the first order functions through a general equivalent at the external level of form, the second order finds a general equivalent within class or market relations: the exchange of commodities in terms of economic exchange-value. Industrially produced or ‘serial’ signs exist without symbolic obligations. Further, as the ultimate ‘origin’ or reference of such objects is simply not an issue for mass produced objects, ‘The extinction of the original reference alone facilitates the general law of equivalences, that is to say, the very possibility of production’ (1993a: 53). Signs characteristic of the second order are ‘crude, dull, industrial, repetitive, echoless, functional and efficient’ (1993a: 57) where signs of the first order were ‘magical, diabolical, illusory... enchanting’. The second order of simulacra is highly unstable, indeed ‘ephemeral’, because it almost immediately shades into the third order: Serial production gives way to generation through models . . . all forms change from the moment that they are no longer mechanically reproduced, but conceived according to their very reproducibility... from a generative core called a model. Everything changes with the device of simulation. (Baudrillard, 1983: 21) The status of the sign is transformed again with the third order of simulacra: representation tends to be replaced by simulation. Simulation is distinct from representation because signifiers lose their attachment to signifieds (the mental ‘construction’ of meaning inside our heads) as meaning is generated by relations between signifiers (‘models’) rather than in our reflective or ‘inner’ dialectical thought processes. Further signs (or rather pre-modelled signifiers) are disarticulated from referents because models do not have referents. Even if we assert that ‘referentiality’ is only ever an illusion generated by the apparatus of language (as Baudrillard does; see 1981: 143–63), the situation is transformed by the proliferation of signifiers lacking even an illusory referentiality (2005d: 67–73). For example, the meaning of the term ‘Gucci’ is determined by relations among other signifiers such as ‘Prada’, ‘Timberland’, ‘Marks and Spencer’ and the like. Any ‘referent’, such as a sweatshop factory complex in the Third World, is bypassed by the play of signifiers: ‘sexy’, ‘chic’, ‘rugged’, ‘good value’ etc. These constructions are models without direct or stable reference. Further, many signifiers, particularly virtual or computer-generated images, render the notion of the referent entirely meaningless. Most of us are familiar with the virtual signifier ‘Lara Croft’, but when this simulation was simulated by the celebrity signifier Angelina Jolie, the latter, already improbably proportioned, was digitally enhanced to resemble more closely the former. It is meaningless to search for the ‘real’ world referent of either ‘Lara Croft’ or ‘Angelina Jolie’: both are brands, sets of modelled signifiers designed to circulate through the corporate media/entertainment loop. Representation does not cease or become impossible, indeed it even remains dominant, but, Baudrillard contends, simulation becomes increasingly prevalent. Without the stable equivalence of sign–referent and signifier–signified, meaning becomes highly unstable, and binary distinctions implode, reverse or become radically uncertain in their meaning(s). The binary oppositions that structured the second order, and enabled the very opposition between the real and its representation upon which the notion of the ‘real’ depends, become increasingly volatile and uncertain. Baudrillard develops brief and somewhat repetitive examples with the oppositions of true/false, beautiful/ugly, art/anti-art, therapy/anti-therapy. The meanings attaching to the first or privileged term are changing and unstable – just what constitutes truth, beauty, art? In the era of simulation the second or negative pole of the opposition is deployed to energise or revivify the oppositions by feeding into the first term, rather than opposing it. For example, the fashion industry draws upon what was formerly considered ugly to generate new or alternative notions of beauty. In the past decade we have seen extreme thinness, ‘heroin chic’ and clothes that look worn, ripped or dirty. These strategies supplement the tried and tested, the routine and hackneyed, and actually protect the meaningfulness of the very principle of fashion and the possibility of capturing and promoting ‘the beautiful’, so maintaining its ‘reality’ and allowing more and more fashion to be produced and consumed. In another favoured example, Baudrillard insists that psychiatry, and the therapy industry generally, received an injection of new life from the anti-psychiatry lobby of the 1960s and 1970s. Rather than diminishing psychiatry as a branch of knowledge, the critiques produced by the anti-psychiatry movement associated with R. D. Laing and others were incorporated and actually expanded and nourished the discipline of psychiatry. The critiques acted like an inoculation, making the discipline stronger, resistant to further critique and somehow more . . . real. The terms of binary oppositions come to have a ‘tactical’ role in the third order. Neither term is really distinctive; instead they operate together to maintain or simulate ‘reality’. Yet this tactical operation actually increases the instability of meanings: in time the energy of the oppositions or distinction is weakened to the point where their supposed referents can no longer be retrieved. In other words, beauty and ugliness, art and anti-art, true and false become indefinable – this is the. By attempting to secure the ‘real’ and reality, signs are pushed into hyperreality. Once the binary oppositions weaken, losing their distinctiveness, the object takes its revenge. The object eludes attempts at codification and becomes what Baudrillard terms ‘transpolitical’ (1990b: 25–70).


2NC --- Simulations
Simulation overcodes all liberatory processes---only acceleration pushes meaning to its limits to expose its own contradictions. 
Santrac ‘19---[Aleksander Santrac (PhD, is Professor of Ethics and Philosophy and Chair of Religion Department at Washington Adventist University), “Jean Baudrillard’s Illusion of the End of History,” March 15, 2019, https://spectrummagazine.org/views/jean-baudrillards-illusion-end-history/
[bookmark: _ednref1][bookmark: _ednref2][bookmark: _ednref3][bookmark: _ednref4][bookmark: _ednref5][bookmark: _ednref6][bookmark: _ednref7][bookmark: _ednref8][bookmark: _ednref9][bookmark: _ednref10][bookmark: _ednref11][bookmark: _ednref12][bookmark: _ednref13]In his major work on meaning of history, The Illusion of the End, Baudrillard, using the illustration from the gravitational pull, first emphasized that “acceleration of modernity, of technology, events, and media, of all exchanges — economic, political and sexual — has propelled us to ‘escape velocity,’ with the result that we have flown free of the referential sphere of the real and history.”[1] This kinetic energy propels every political, historical, and cultural fact into a hyperspace.[2] Within the realm of hyperreality or simulation, there is no meaning, historicity, progress, or purpose. There is no reflection because all concepts are separated from their “critical zone of reference.”[3] “No meaning can withstand acceleration.” “No history can withstand centrifugation of the facts…” The second illustration Baudrillard uses to describe the complex nature of hyper-history or hyperspace and time is not acceleration or speeding up but slowing down. Elaborating on the principle of slowing down, the vanishing of history, and using again the Bing-bang and nature of light illustrations from physics, he claims “History, meaning, and progress are no more able to reach their escape velocity.” Through political and historical inertia, history came to the point of disappearance and indifference, and therefore, we do not speak about history in the linear sense. There is no end of history, the end is the illusion. At the screen of mass media, there is a short circuit between cause and effect; there is no space and time to think of history regarding a sequence of facts and events or regarding progress and purpose. At the heart of news and events, history slows down and disappears like in the heart of pornography, sexuality disappears, or at the heart of new experimentation, science disappears.[4] Potential mass/es are the neutralization of history, “they are a potential residue of all history, meaning, and desire.” Thanks to the media, history experiences deceleration, indifference, stupefaction. Baudrillard concludes: “Deep down, one cannot even speak of the end of history here since history will not have time to catch up with its own end. Its effects are accelerating, but its meaning is slowing inexorably…”[5] Therefore, liberation is a purely artificial process. Fulfilled order of time has no place in this suspense of time. Baudrillard claims that linearity is fictitious and absurd especially for cultures that had no sense of a deferred day of reckoning (Day of Judgment?) and resisted Christianity’s “historical” perspective of salvation/liberation.[6] Grounded in his theory of simulation and simulacra (hyperreality), history becomes only the chaotic mass of performance and performative demonstration of the effects; the age of history as an objective linear and logical presentation of facts vanishes on the screen of cinema, movies, internet, simulative realities, hyperreality…the Last Judgment is coming too late. “For hyperreality rules out the very occurrence of the Last Judgment or the Apocalypse or the Revolution.”[7] It is the story of the Kafka’s Messiah; he arrives too late, time-lag is unbearable.[8] If history is not linear then what is it? It is a “paradoxical process of reversal, reversive effect of modernity, which, having reached its speculative limit and extrapolated all its virtual developments, is disintegrating into its simple elements in a catastrophic process of recurrence and turbulence.”[9] The result is retrospective melancholia of living through everything again to correct it; this is remaking a clean history, whitewashing all the abominations; the proliferation of scandals in history makes history itself a scandal…[10] Baudrillard’s critique of the last great myth of linear history and its interpretation (including its end and purpose) has transformed into his simulative reversal (recycling?) of history. Simulation, in this context, is ultimately defined as “irresistible unfolding, sequencing of things as though they had a meaning when they are governed only by artificial montage and non-meaning.”[11] My reflection on Baudrillard’s ideas, in general, resulted in my 2003 Ph.D. dissertation, Asystematic Fragmentarism of Baudrillard’s Criticism (University of Belgrade, Philosophy Department), published as The Deconstruction of Baudrillard: The “Unexpected Reversibility of Discourse.”[12] I tried to prove that Baudrillard’s set of dualities or binary oppositions (reality — hyperreality, history — beyond the end of history, etc.) are paradoxical in itself and do not always represent contrasting or opposing concepts but paradoxical compatibility (not either/or but both/and). The idea in this paper is how to use Baudrillard’s illusion of the end of history as a helpful and corrective tool for too self-confident Christian (Adventist) interpretation of linear history, especially in the 21st century — a century of acceleration, digitalization, genetic screening, simulative realities, artificial intelligence (disappearance of a human being), etc. The Church has something to learn in this regard from Baudrillard’s illusion of the end and distrust of purpose and meaning. Proliferation/acceleration of Apocalyptic signs and symbols in the traditional Adventist approach to theology, mission, and evangelism produces the expected historical saturation with the meaning of the end and apocalyptic expectations to the point of indifferent non-meaning. With the delay of the end in the simulative era, we are forced to deconstruct history’s meaning and play with residues or pieces of the original Adventist fervor, messianic passion, and desire for the end. Nothing is forgotten, but it is naturally and forcefully recycled in the process of waiting. Opposing this process would be a denial of “reality.” The result is slowing down, stupefaction and indifference of “silent Adventist masses” that do not care or sometimes dare to attach non-meaning to the linear Apocalypse. When everyone speaks about the revisionistic approach to history to save it, we speak about the modernistic proliferation of the obsolete remnants of “truth”/remnant, with non-meaning for the real world. Regarding expectations, we could not catch up with the idea of the Kafka’s Messiah or at least some type of this “disappointing” Messiah. The end has passed us, and we are left in the void of indifference and empty expectations with non-meaning. We haven’t realized that the Kingdom of God has a surprising, unexpected, recurring, mystical and non-linear dimension that penetrates infinitesimally, and that the real world and our mind make an impact in real, not sublime heavenly humanity. In the virtual world of non-meaning (in rational, cultural, historical sense), we failed to represent and live Christ “virtually” as a potent image of new potential meaning for the “next generation.” Linear Christ has failed us, and we did not recognize his transfiguration into a “simulative” Christ who follows us even into the hyperreality. We expected Him on the front door of apocalyptic reality as projected by the charts; he surprised us at the back door of the simulative apocalypse to reach us wherever we are (in front of the screen, media, news). When history itself becomes its own dustbin (like our planet),[13] we fail to remove our own garbage from the history in which we choke. We should recycle the meaning of history to live at least some of its meanings and save it. We passed the point of rehabilitation and reanimation; we need a new sense of recycled Adventist history in which Christ creates “all-new” not in linear apocalyptic expectation but in the reality of hyperreality even now and here. Spinning in endless recurrence “with Him” is better than the false anticipation of the end “without Him.” 


Alt 
2NC --- XenoFeminist Accelerationism 
The alternative is xenofeminist accelerationism – xenofeminist acceleration seeks to dismantle capitalism through uncontrollable acceleration beyond its limits while also reshaping the ways technology is used. 
Jones 19 (Emily Jones, Newcastle Law School, Newcastle University, Feminist Technologies and Post-Capitalism: Defining and Reflecting Upon Xenofeminism) - pso
One way in which structural change is called for can be seen through xenofeminism’s accelerationism. There are multiple versions of and stances on accelerationism but, broadly, accelerationism seeks to dismantle structures through accelerating them beyond their own limits, accelerating the process to the point of destruction (see, for example, Deleuze and Guattari, 1983 [1972], p. 239). The 2013 Accelerate Manifesto by Alex Williams and Nick Srnicek (2013), for example, calls for, in part, the accelerated use of technology with the aim of creating machines to do all the work in society, thereby creating a post-work, post-capitalist world. Post-capitalism is a critical feminist aim, as exemplified by the vast number of feminist critiques of capitalism itself.6 The Xenofeminist Manifesto was written, in part, as a feminist response to accelerationism, thus taking and centring post-capitalism as a feminist project while seeking to show the ways in which feminist interventions are needed in accelerationism itself (Piasecka, 2016). Xenofeminism, like many strands of accelerationism, is post-capitalist in its aims. However, being dedicated to a feminist ethics, it is more intersectional than much of accelerationist theory, explicitly noting the need to consider all human needs, including differences such as ‘race, ability, economic standing, and geographical position’ (Laboria Cuboniks, 2015, Zero 0×00, Parity 0×0F). Thus, similar to the Accelerate Manifesto, the Xenofeminist Manifesto states: ‘no more futureless repetition on the treadmill of capital, no more submission to the drudgery of labour’ (ibid., Zero 0×00). However, unlike the Accelerate Manifesto, the Xenofeminist Manifesto does consider the special role women often play in terms of labour, continuing: ‘no more submission to the drudgery of labour productive and reproductive alike’ (ibid.). Xenofeminism thus takes an intersectional approach to accelerationism, arguing that the universal is made out of the particular and is not built from above but built up from the bottom (ibid., Parity 0×0F). Xenofeminism, like accelerationism, is both anti- and post-capitalist (ibid., Trap 0×0A). As per the Accelerate Manifesto, xenofeminism aims to move beyond the rigid constructions of current left politics and leftist in-fighting. Instead, ‘Xenofeminism seeks to construct a coalitional politics, a politics without the infection of purity’ (ibid., Parity 0×10). Thus, ‘XF seizes alienation as an impetus to generate new worlds. We are all alienated—but have we ever been otherwise?’ (ibid., Zero 0×01). Instead of lamenting alienation, from work and more broadly, xenofeminism celebrates it. Thus, xenofeminism states that ‘the construction of freedom involves not less but more alienation’, for ‘it is through, and not despite, our alienated condition that we can free ourselves from the muck of immediacy’, this referring, in part, to the future possibility (and now) of machines doing many of the immediate, manual, domestic and potentially reproductive labour tasks (ibid.). Xenofeminism is not purely ‘tech-positive’, however. Xenofeminism also notes the dark sides to technology and the ways in which it has been used ‘in the exclusive interests of capital, which, by design, only benefits the few’ (ibid., Interrupt 0×08). However, the manifesto remains positive about the possible futures of technology, noting that there are ‘radical opportunities afforded by developing (and alienating) forms of technological mediation’ (ibid.). The Xenofeminist Manifesto notes that, although there is an ongoing problem around accessibility, ‘digital tools have never been more widely available or more sensitive to appropriation than they are today’ (ibid.). Xenofeminism, therefore, not only wants to accelerate technology into the post-capitalist world but seeks also to appropriate technology and make it feminist. The dark sides of technology and the ways it has been used up until now do not make technology’s use futile. Rather, the xenofeminists note the need to politicise the techno. Technology, to the xenofeminists, is a tool for revolution: ‘XF seeks to strategically deploy existing technologies to re-engineer the world’ (ibid., Zero 0×02). Thus, they note that ‘the real emancipatory potential of technology remains unrealized’, due to the capitalist ways it has thus far been used (ibid., Zero 0×03). Xenofeminism, therefore, is motivated by the gender blindness of accelerationism but also goes further than accelerationism. As noted above, xenofeminism also takes inspiration from feminist theories of technology, particularly those that see technology as a potential tool for social change (see, for example, Haraway, 2001 [1984]). Xenofeminsim advocates for an activist interest to be taken in technologies at all levels, from ‘domestic labour-saving devices’ (Hester, 2018b, p. 8), to the use of technology to ‘combat unequal access to reproductive and pharmaceutical tools’, to technology’s use in ‘combat[ing] environmental cataclysm, economic instability, as well as dangerous forms of unpaid/underpaid labour’ (Laboria Cuboniks, 2015, Zero 0×03). Thus, xenofeminism not only wants to create a post-capitalist world but also seeks to create a more just world within our technomaterial reality. Xenofeminism laments the early days of cyberfeminism when technology was seen as a key way of ‘generating solidarity among marginalised groups’ (ibid., Carry 0×13), noting that technology, now, is having a more negative gendered impact, from social media harassment to issues around identity policing, power relations and gender norms in self-representation in the online culture of images (ibid., Carry 0×13, Zero 0×00). However, the xenofeminists do not believe that such a turn renders cyberfeminism a thing of the past; rather, they declare that ‘the situation requires a feminism at ease with computation’ (ibid., Interrupt 0×07, Carry 0×13). Thus, xenofeminism is more than just trying to deal with the gendered structures and outcomes of technology; it is about urging ‘feminists to equip themselves with the skills to redeploy existing technologies and invent novel cognitive and material tools in the service of common ends’ (ibid., Interrupt 0×07). This reutilisation of technology will not be easy but will, rather, take time, be a process, requiring ‘a feminism sensitive to the insidious return to old power structures, yet savvy enough to know how to exploit the potential’ (ibid., Carry 0×13). Thus, states the manifesto, ‘our future requires depetrification. Xenofeminism is not a bid for revolution, but a wager on the long game of history, demanding imagination, dexterity and persistence’ (ibid., Zero 0×00).
Xenofeminism 
Laboria Cuboniks 18 (Laboria Cuboniks is a Xenofeminist collective made up of Diann Bauer, Helen Hester, Amy Ireland, Patricia Reed, Katrina Burch and Lucca Fraser, The Xenofeminist Manifesto: A Politics for Alienation) - pso
Ours is a world in vertigo. It is a world that swarms with technological mediation, interlacing our daily lives with abstraction, virtuality, and complexity. XF constructs a feminism adapted to these realities: a feminism of unprecedented cunning, scale, and vision; a future in which the realization of gender justice and feminist emancipation contribute to a universalist politics assembled from the needs of every human, cutting across race, ability, economic standing, and geographical position. No more futureless repetition on the treadmill of capital, no more submission to the drudgery of labour, productive and reproductive alike, no more reification of the given masked as critique. Our future requires depetrification. XF is not a bid for revolution, but a wager on the long game of history, demanding imagination, dexterity and persistence. XF seizes alienation as an impetus to generate new worlds. We are all alienated – but have we ever been otherwise? It is through, and not despite, our alienated condition that we can free ourselves from the muck of immediacy. Freedom is not a given—and it’s certainly not given by anything ‘natural’. The construction of freedom involves not less but more alienation; alienation is the labour of freedom’s construction. Nothing should be accepted as fixed, permanent, or ‘given’—neither material conditions nor social forms. XF mutates, navigates and probes every horizon. Anyone who’s been deemed ‘unnatural’ in the face of reigning biological norms, anyone who’s experienced injustices wrought in the name of natural order, will realize that the glorification of ‘nature’ has nothing to offer us—the queer and trans among us, the differently-abled, as well as those who have suffered discrimination due to pregnancy or duties connected to child-rearing. XF is vehemently anti-naturalist. Essentialist naturalism reeks of theology—the sooner it is exorcised, the better. Why is there so little explicit, organized effort to repurpose technologies for progressive gender political ends? XF seeks to strategically deploy existing technologies to re-engineer the world. Serious risks are built into these tools; they are prone to imbalance, abuse, and exploitation of the weak. Rather than pretending to risk nothing, XF advocates the necessary assembly of techno-political interfaces responsive to these risks. Technology isn’t inherently progressive. Its uses are fused with culture in a positive feedback loop that makes linear sequencing, prediction, and absolute caution impossible. Technoscientific innovation must be linked to a collective theoretical and political thinking in which women, queers, and the gender non-conforming play an unparalleled role. The real emancipatory potential of technology remains unrealized. Fed by the market, its rapid growth is offset by bloat, and elegant innovation is surrendered to the buyer, whose stagnant world it decorates. Beyond the noisy clutter of commodified cruft, the ultimate task lies in engineering technologies to combat unequal access to reproductive and pharmacological tools, environmental cataclysm, economic instability, as well as dangerous forms of unpaid/underpaid labour. Gender inequality still characterizes the fields in which our technologies are conceived, built, and legislated for, while female workers in electronics (to name just one industry) perform some of the worst paid, monotonous and debilitating labour. Such injustice demands structural, machinic and ideological correction. Xenofeminism is a rationalism. To claim that reason or rationality is ‘by nature’ a patriarchal enterprise is to concede defeat. It is true that the canonical ‘history of thought’ is dominated by men, and it is male hands we see throttling existing institutions of science and technology. But this is precisely why feminism must be a rationalism—because of this miserable imbalance, and not despite it. There is no ‘feminine’ rationality, nor is there a ‘masculine’ one. Science is not an expression but a suspension of gender. If today it is dominated by masculine egos, then it is at odds with itself— and this contradiction can be leveraged. Reason, like information, wants to be free, and patriarchy cannot give it freedom. Rationalism must itself be a feminism. XF marks the point where these claims intersect in a two-way dependency. It names reason as an engine of feminist emancipation, and declares the right of everyone to speak as no one in particular.


2NC --- AT: Revolution/Transition
Revolution is impossible and materiality is dead. 
McLaverty-Robinson ’12 -- [Andrew McLaverty-Robinson (Phd @ Univeristy of Nottingham), “Jean Baudrillard: From Revolution to Implosion,” An A to Z of Theory,  August 24, 2012, https://ceasefiremagazine.co.uk/in-theory-baudrillard-10] eyu
It is important to differentiate Baudrillard’s view from standard accounts of revolution. To be sure, this is the position from which Baudrillard emerges. In the early work, The Political Economy of the Sign, Baudrillard argued that the regime of the code could only be destroyed by a total revolution. ‘Even signs must burn’. Baudrillard’s early work can be read as a call for a Situationist-style overthrow of capitalism through a revolution in the everyday, which breaks the power of the code and of signs. In more recent works, Baudrillard rethinks this view. He claims that revolution is now impossible. Baudrillard makes this claim because of the end of production. Revolution was historically seen as the liberation of the productive energy of humanity from the confines of capitalism. But if production no longer exists, this kind of vision has no hold. Labour has become another sign. There is no tendency for it to liberate itself by moving beyond capitalism. Baudrillard is deeply critical of standard leftist responses to neoliberalism. He criticises revolutionaries of his day for seeking a return to the “real”. He sees this as nostalgia for the previous, Fordist period of capitalism. People seek to get rid of the code, and go back to the earlier kind of simulation. Or they seek to identify something which is not yet signified in the system and which ought to be – for instance, excluded groups who should be included. This actually ties people to the prior forms of the dominant system. For Baudrillard, the weapons of the previous period are already neutralised in the order of the code. Revolution is a casualty of the end of the period of system-expansion. Explosions and revolutions are effects of an expanding order. This expanding order is an effect of the regime of production. But simulation is instead an inward-looking order. It is ‘saturated’ – it cannot expand any further. As a result, explosion will never again happen. It has been replaced by the ‘cold’ energy of the simulacrum. Instead, there is constant implosion. The world is saturated. The system has reached its limits. It is socially constructed as dense and irreversible, as beyond the ‘liberating explosion’. Baudrillard believes that we are past a point of no return: the system can’t be slowed down or redirected to a new end. We are in a ‘pure event’, beyond causality and without consequence, and every effort to exorcise hyperreality simply reinforces it. These are little fractal events and gradual processes of collapse which no longer create massive collapses, but exist horizontally. Events no longer resonate across spheres. It is as if the forces carrying the meaning of an event beyond itself have slowed to a standstill. The London ‘riots’ or the student fees protests, for example, do not turn into generalised rebellions in Britain as perhaps they still might in Egypt or Greece. We are in an era of ‘anomalies without consequences’. But the system will nevertheless come to an end, by other means. Even if people can’t revolt, a reaction is certain. Explosive violence is replaced by implosive violence, arising from a saturated, retracting, involuting system. The system has lost its triumphal imaginary because of its saturation. It is now in a phase of mourning, passing towards catastrophe. Things don’t get transcended anymore, but they expand to excess. Baudrillard sees this as the culmination of a kind of negative evolution. Systems pass through stages: a loose state produces liberty or personal responsibility; a denser state produces security; an even denser state produces terror, generalised responsibility, and saturation. Beyond saturation there is only implosion. Anti-consumerism is another target of critique. Criticising consumer society for doing what it claims to do – for supplanting ‘higher’ virtues with everyday pleasures – is a false critique which reinforces the core myth of consumerism. Consumer society functions as it does, precisely because it does not provide everyday pleasures. Rather, it simulates them through the code. Baudrillard also criticises moral critique and scandal, such as Watergate. He argues that the system requires a moral superstructure to operate, and the revival of such a superstructure sustains the system. What is really scandalous is that capital is fundamentally immoral or amoral. Moral panics serve to avoid awareness of this repressed fact. Similarly, critiques of ideology risk reaffirming the system’s maintenance of the illusion of truth. This helps cover up the fact that truth no longer exists in the world of the code. Since there is no reality beneath the simulacrum, such analyses are flawed. 


AFF
2AC --- Death K 
Baudrillard is super flawed---his lack of explanation for the dead’s disintegration into the capitalist economy as well as endless speaking about death misdiagnoses the source of violence and fetishizes death which is way worse.
Noys 5  – Benjamin Noys, 2005, The Culture of Death, https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/pdf/10.1080/13561820500518076, pp. 25-27, DOA: 7/27/2024, //shubh
A New Time of Death? 25 Capitalism is organised around market exchanges in which goods are exchanged through the medium of money. The emphasis is often on the fairness of exchange, on the idea that the market-place adjusts prices through competition, and on anonymous exchange where the producers of goods and their consumers are separated in space and time. What has been lost in this market-based exchange is the idea of symbolic exchange. This is a form of exchange which is not based on getting something equal in return for what we spend but exchange as an unbalanced and excessive social process. The classic example of symbolic exchange is that of gift-giving, in particular the Native American practice of potlatch. The word is from the Chinook language and means ‘to give’. It is the name for a ceremonial feast of north- west coast tribes at which the host distributed his possessions as gifts to his guests. These gifts could be material things like blankets and furniture, but also food, and they would win honour for the host. What interested anthropologists in this gift-giving was that it could also seemingly run out of control, with whole villages being made destitute in trying to provide gifts. Capitalism replaces this form of exchange, which is based on social prestige and direct personal relationships, with forms of exchange based on calculation and the anonymity of the market. For Baudrillard this eclipse of symbolic exchange also affected our relationship with death. As symbolic exchange is destroyed, including our exchanges with the dead, so ‘little by little, the dead cease to exist’ (Baudrillard, 1993: 126). Once we had exchanges with the dead, we traded or bargained with them, or made offerings to them. This extends to practices like the Irish wake, when a party would be held while the body of the dead was still in the house to celebrate the life of the deceased. Now, the dead are excluded, we remove them as rapidly as possible to be buried or cremated and mourning rituals have also been curtailed. Baudrillard argues that we can never completely eliminate symbolic exchange or our dealings with the dead. The more we try to exclude the dead the more they return in traumatic forms. Perhaps the modern fashion for zombie ﬁlms, such as the trilogy of George A. Romero, Night of the Living Dead (1969), Dawn of the Dead (1979) and Day of the Dead (1985), is a sign of this? What is interesting is that in the second ﬁlm of the trilogy, Dawn of the Dead, the zombies invade that bastion of capitalist culture the shopping mall (although they seem strangely paciﬁed by the muzak!). 26 The Culture of Death What is also interesting is that this ﬁlm is the one from the trilogy that has recently been remade. In a sense death takes its revenge on us as, for Baudrillard, death can never be fully programmed or contained by the postmodern society of images. The dead resist the process of exchange and cannot be fully integrated into the capitalist economy. This is despite the fact that, as Nancy Mitford pointed out in her 1963 book The American Way of Death (1998), a scathing exposé of funeral home practices, there is a great deal of money to be made in the funeral business. Baudrillard emphasised that this return of the dead would force us to rediscover symbolic exchange or we would be left with a culture that had become terminal. Either we deal with the dead through symbolic exchange, or we become the living dead, like the zombie consumers of Dawn of the Dead. His work is almost a parody of those radical thinkers of the 1960s who tried to ﬁnd resistance in those who could not be integrated into the system, whether that was women, students, lesbians and gays, petty criminals or African-Americans. It seems as if, for Baudrillard, the dead are the only ones who cannot be integrated! The problem with his model is that it offers no real explanation for why death comes to invade our whole culture. His idea of a radical reversal, when what is excluded returns in a more virulent form, is extremely hard to pin down concretely. This leaves his argument ungrounded and it is no surprise that it has been greeted with scepticism. In comparison, whatever criticisms we might want to make of it, Agamben’s analysis of our exposure to death is more concretely grounded. The increasing exposure to death in modern culture is understood as the result of the act of sovereign power that creates bare life, a life exposed to death. In modern culture this production of bare life has spread because bare life has become the ground of our political identity. Agamben does not regard death as some point of resistance that somehow lies outside our culture. In treating death as a point of resistance Baudrillard is in danger of turning death into some sort of authentic experience where we can ﬁnd, or recover, our true values. In fact, the exposure to death in modern culture seems to be, as we shall see later in this book, a far more banal and everyday process. Baudrillard’s model does explore our exposure to death in modern culture but it seems to offer no adequate explanation for that exposure. Instead A New Time of Death? 27 it offers something like a magical or metaphysical thinking where what is excluded can only ever return in a more extreme form. Agamben provides an analysis which is more precise but which is also not beyond criticism. If Baudrillard’s thesis has proven controversial and been treated with scepticism then so have Agamben’s claims. In particular, his history of bare life has faced ﬁve major criticisms. The ﬁrst is that Agamben’s theory concerning bare life is not well supported by the historical evidence and that he is selective in the evidence he draws on. Secondly, that Agamben’s history of bare life is too straightforward, too linear, and so doesn’t really deal with the complex nature of the social history of death. Thirdly, that in only studying Western culture Agamben is ethnocentric, and that he excludes evidence from other cultures and tends to treat Western culture as a monolithic whole. Fourthly, that Agamben’s model of biopolitics tends to erase the important distinctions between different political systems, especially between democracies and totalitarian states. And, ﬁnally, that he does not consider in enough depth the different experiences of exposure to death, or the fact that this exposure to death is unevenly distributed.


2AC --- Empathy good 
Social wellbeing is reliant upon empathy. It allows for a unique source of humane understanding which is key to developing relationships and ethical significance. 
Baliey ’22 [Olivia Baliey (Assistant professor of philosophy at UC Berkeley, received degrees in philosophy from Harvard (PhD, '18), Oxford (BPhil, '09) and Middlebury College (BA, '07) “Empathy and the Value of Humane Understanding” (2022; 104: 50–65) . https://doi-org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/10.1111/phpr.12744] 
In the above passage, Shelley describes a perfected version of an activity that his readers are supposed to intimately acquainted with. He has in mind the activity of imaginatively adopting another person’s perspective, in a way that somehow engages the emotions of the one doing this imaginative work. I will call this activity ‘empathy.’ Shelley’s claim about empathy’s moral significance, that it is a form of emotionally charged imaginative perspective-taking. It is also the unique source of a particular form of understanding, which I will call humane understanding. Humane understanding consists in the direct apprehension of the intelligibility of others’ emotions. This apprehension is an epistemic good whose ethical significance is multifarious. In this paper, I focus on elaborating the sense in which humane understanding of others is non-instrumentally valuable to its recipients. People have a complex but profound need to be humanely understood. Because we respond to others’ very real need when we pursue this sort of understanding of their emotions, empathy is best understood as itself a way of caring, rather than just a means to promote other caring behavior. great instrument of the moral good, is presented not as the conclusion of an argument, but rather as a reminder of what we already know. And it does have the ring of a familiar truth. We tend to think that being empathetic is an important part of being a worthy leader, a good friend, a virtuous person. But exactly what contribution does empathy make to our ethical lives, such that empathy deserves to be counted among the greatest of our moral psychological resources. One enduringly popular answer to this question is that empathy plays a crucial role in generating altruistic concern. This claim dates back to the first wave of interest in empathy, in the mid- to late 18th century, and it continues to be buoyed by major research projects in social and developmental psychology. However, it has also recently come in for criticism from philosophers and psychologists who suspect that empathy might be not just unnecessary for altruism, but also perniciously motivationally distorting. Consider for example the position of social psychologist Paul Bloom. Bloom (2016: 71) argues that we don’t need empathy, “the act of coming to experience the world as you think someone else does,” to inspire altruistic action. Compassion, a form of feeling for others that does not involve an imaginative emotional experience, can provide the requisite motivational spur. What is more, he argues, we ought to prefer compassion to empathy as a motivational source. Unlike compassion, empathy is objectionably narrow and inevitably biased. We are bound to empathize more fully with people who resemble us, who feel familiar, and who are attractive,and we are not capable of extending our empathetic capacities to everyone who deserves our care. Consequently, Bloom concludes, empathy leads us to care too much for some and not enough for others. 2Many champions of empathy have moved to defend its motivational significance against suchcharges.3 However, the debates over empathy’s status as a source of altruism have tended to over-shadow consideration of some of empathy’s most significant features. Here is what I am going to argue: even if Bloom is right that empathy is narrow and biased, and even if it isn’t needed for securing or sustaining altruistic motivation, people who lack the capacity or willingness to empathize will still be missing out on something critically important to virtuous human life. To get a proper handle on empathy’s moral significance, we have to reckon with how it matters epistemically. I will make the case that empathy is the unique source of a particular form of under-standing, which I will call humane understanding.4 Humane understanding consists in the direct apprehension of the intelligibility of others’ emotions. This apprehension is an epistemic good whose ethical significance is multifarious. Here, I will focus on elaborating the sense in which humane understanding of others is non-instrumentally valuable to its recipients. People have a complex but pro-found need to be humanely understood. Because we respond to others’ very real need when we pursue this sort of understanding of their emotions, empathy is best understood as itself a way of caring, rather than just a means to promote other caring behavior. This form of care plays a significant role in a variety of relationships central to human flourishing. Indeed, there is evidence to suggest that within the context of some therapeutic relationships, humane understanding is so important that it is literally a matter of life or death. I will begin by expanding on my conception of empathy. Then, I will draw upon the work of Adam Smith to introduce humane understanding. Smith suggests that the capacity to empathize just is the capacity to grasp what he calls the “just and proper” quality of others’ emotions. If we take on board a few reasonable claims about the nature of emotional experience, we will see that Smith is right that empathy affords us a unique appreciation of an important normative feature of others’ emotions. More specifically, when we empathize with others, we directly understand how their emotions reflect the evaluative properties the objects of those emotions appear to have. After explaining what humane understanding is, and how it is connected to empathy, I will look to E.M. Forster’s novel A Room witha View to motivate my proposal about the moral significance of humane understanding.

2AC --- Fatalism 

The alts fatalism turns their impacts and only further dilutes reality
Zeeuw ‘24
[Daniel de Zeeuw, assistant prof University of Amsterdam, 13 May 2024, "Frontiers," Frontiers,https://www.frontiersin.org/journals/communication/articles/10.3389/fcomm.2024.1384363/full,]//owen
Rather than seeking to recuperate the ideal of a digital public sphere or lament its demise with the rise of social media platforms, in this paper I seek to identify the dangers of precisely this insistence to imagine the Internet as a public sphere. It is this curious insistence and persistence that, I claim, may feed into precisely those post-truth media dynamics such critical accounts worry about and rally against. The success of viral conspiracy narratives like Pizzagate and QAnon, as well as other forms of mis- and disinformation, hinges not (only) on the absence or distortion of a healthy democratic public sphere, as is typically assumed, but (also) on its persistence as an imaginary in an environment that obeys an altogether different set of logics, namely that of ‘communicative capitalism’ and ‘information warfare.’ Whereas the former has drawn most critical attention in connection to current post-truth dynamics (e.g., the effects of targeted advertising and the role of algorithms in creating polarizing echo chambers and filter bubbles), I will instead focus on the latter. The unique problem and ‘cunning’ of what I refer to as ‘post-truth conspiracism’ is that it draws on idea(l)s of digital publicness to establish its own epistemic legitimacy, as well as derive its unique powers of persuasion, while also mobilizing the full tactical arsenal of information warfare in a global attention economy. The resulting weaponization of digital public sphere imaginaries complicates attempts to recuperate the idea(l) of a digital public sphere as a solution to a ‘polluted’ information environment.

2AC --- Hyperreality 
Reject the Hyperreality thesis; it rejects all truth claims which denies that representation is built from specific historical and cultural moments. 
King 98 (Anthony King,  University of Exeter, Department of Sociology, A critique of Baudrillard's hyperreality: towards a sociology of postmodernism Philosophy & social criticism) 
Baudrillard is undoubtedly correct to point to the importance of the television as a central element in contemporary culture. It is a startling development that in the last 30 years practically every individual in capitalist countries is able to witness footage of events from almost anywhere around the globe. It is also true that this footage is invariably misleading, even though it is apparently so compelling and ’realistic’. Television is only tangentially connected with the realities it seeks to portray as well as contrasting dramatically with the social experience of the viewers; we witness riots, wars and massacres as they occur from the comfort of our living-rooms. However, from these admittedly curious features, Baudrillard leaps suddenly and unjustifiably to the claim that there is no longer any reality. The television screen creates a ’false’ reality and it is in that reality that we now live. However, the television does not create a false reality either in its representation of the world or in its reception by viewers. Television coverage is determined by the cultural norms of the society to which it broadcasts and by those involved in the production of television. Thus any footage is an interpretation of the world and as such it is necessarily limited. It is certainly true that programme makers try to render this interpretation of the world as compelling as possible to attract viewers and to sustain their claims but those images are always and necessarily embedded in social discourse, which is itself related to the historic development of the society. The images are not then free-floating, mere simulacra but, on the contrary, concrete moves in a language game. They refer not so much to the reality of the situations they portray but rather to the society to which they communicate these images. Similarly the viewers of television programmes do not regard these images as empty, referenceless and fragmentary. On the contrary, just as the creation of these images was embedded in the interpretative practice of making sense of the world so do the viewers try to interpret these images in such a way that they will be able to make sense of their world. Whether the programme be a soap opera or news footage, the viewers interpret the images according to their cultural understandings (see, for instance, Fiske and Hartley, 1984; Hall, 1980; Featherstone, 1988: 220-1, 1991: 5, 11), although those understandings are under constant revision in order to make sense of new information. Thus rather than becoming the primary and prior cultural factor in contemporary society, the television is embedded in and dependent upon pre-existing and historically produced understandings and discourses.5 Furthermore, the footage does not exist above and beyond the lives of viewers but, as the briefest autobiographical consideration will reveal, the television is employed as a resource, where new interpretations derived from its footage are used in the renegotiation of social relations and understandings. Viewers discuss what they watch and make use of what they see to make sense of their own lives. The argument for the fundamentally interpretative nature of the television and, therefore, its fundamental unoriginality as a cultural form undercuts Baudrillard’s notion of hyperreality at an empirical level. In short, the television just does not represent the ontological transformation of culture which he envisages. The production and consumption of the television operates in the same interpretative manner as the production and consumption of literature, theatre and, indeed, oral story-telling. All these methods of communication have to operate according to the same interpretative norms, typical of all human interaction, for the very reason that they are all primarily linguistic. Baudrillard’s failure to recognize the fundamentally interpretative nature of television suggests some deeper philosophical and, in particular, deeper epistemological shortcomings in his theories. The recognition of Baudrillard’s epistemological weakness brings us to the second, philo- sophical strand of the argument against the notion of hyperreality which will demonstrate that Baudrillard’s notion of hyperreality is founded in an unsustainable Cartesianism.


2AC --- Marxism 
Baudrillard’s abandonment of Marxism results in a contradiction of his own theory.
Zander 14 (Pär-Ola Zander, Södertörn University, Baudrillard's Theory of Value: A Baby in the Marxist Bath Water? ) - pso
Baudrillard has lined up a number of arguments for abandoning Marxism, and perhaps as a result, his value theory has not attracted wide attention. Nevertheless, I will argue both that we can see some major weaknesses with the abandonment and also for the potential in his value theory. Although Smith (1990) dealt with Baudrillard’s arguments in MoP, additional consideration is warranted. Before this attack on Baudrillard’s late position, I want to highlight that his transition from Marxism to anti-Marxism does not mean the rejection of all his previous insights before MoP. It should be noted that the French subtitle of Mirror of Production is critique du matérialisme historique. Baudrillard concentrates his attack primarily on historical materialism, which is only a single part of the Marxian system, although some of the central tenets of dialectical materialism also get their share of critique. Baudrillard positions himself beyond needs, beyond truth, beyond ideology, and beyond revolution. Smith (1990) has convincingly refuted all these claims by showing that they are either untenable or tenable but compatible with the writings of Marx. But an important criticism not mentioned by Smith concerns Baudrillard’s critique of historical universalism. The Marxist conceptions of (for example) history and material production are developed within the temporal context of capitalism. Marx conceives history as the history of modes of production, and thus periods before capitalism can also be analyzed through production, the concept is no longer temporal, and the Marxist analysis becomes universal (see Baudrillard 1975, 48). Baudrillard objects to this universalism, peculiarly enough by merely postulating that there were no dialectics in primitive societies. Poster (1975) rightly points out that this argument is problematic in several ways. Poster’s strongest argument states that, if we accept that applying any contemporary concept to the past is a kind of universalism, Baudrillard is defeated by his own argument. Poster observes that Baudrillard’s texts are infested with such “universalism.” For instance, his semiotic concepts are problematic, as he employs them on all stages of human societies without justification. Another problem is that Baudrillard has framed his critique so that it is in need of empirical support. He claims that there are no longer any exchange-value transactions untouched by sign values. That begs for empirical evidence, and the onus is on Baudrillard, if he is to be believed, rather than other social scientists. There may be some nonempirical explanation as to why exchange-value transactions must be dominated by sign values, but that is not the way Baudrillard frames the discussion. Instead, he treats current trends and possibilities as finalities, treats tendencies as realized states (see Kellner 1989), and extrapolates wildly from interesting insights (see Smith 1990). Related to this, Baudrillard makes no qualification or delimitation as to the scope of his ideas. Indeed, he tends to totalize the system of the society. This is very problematic because totalization is the germ source that will cause Baudrillard to rule out all political strategies, including his own theoretical interventions. In his later works, Baudrillard positions himself, in Smith’s (1990) words, “beyond truth,” yet Baudrillard’s arguments (in particular those in MoP) are made in such a way as to invite empirical evidence. He extrapolates from singular cases in his search for a strategy. From studies in fashion (CS), goods consumption (MoP), and French Communist Party activity (UB), Baudrillard wildly extrapolates that every political activity has one or more sign values as its objective, making any political activity futile (including even gifts and Saussurean anagrams). But this is an unwarranted extrapolation. A political activity that is use-value-oriented is conceivable, and theorization may also be proffered as an act governed by use value. A final problem is that his later theories generally overlook or neglect many aspects of many people’s current social experience. This does not necessarily make the theory false—but it needs to be taken into account (Kellner 1989). How does Baudrillard respond to the many third-world workers who feel resentment over their labor being exploited? According to Baudrillard, they should rather be immersed in sign-value-related activity, such as identity management. He leaves unarticulated whether the perception of social injustice is exactly that. Before there is reason to take Baudrillard’s later standpoints seriously, they need to be grounded in empirical investigations, or at least theoretically justified. 

2AC --- Neolib Turn
The neg’s poststructuralism privileges the speech act as resistance, which collapses back into neoliberal economy of signs---they reinscribe and reify the humanist notions of individual agency and radical freedom of action as the bases for radical politics. 
Goodfield ’20 [Eric Goodfield, Associate Professor with the American University of Beirut's Civilization Studies Program. “POSTMODERN PAPER TIGER: Lyotard, Baudrillard, and the Contemporary Politics of Poststructuralist Subversion”, Jul. 2020, accessed Jul. 27]//max
This article has illuminated ways in which emphases on the political potencies of language have brought about a variety of problems for the critical efficacies of poststructuralist political thought in the context of the global expanse of neoliberal capital. It initiated an original dialogue between two poststructuralist authors and raised this to a second engagement with current debates over the crises of critical thought and, by extension, carries contemporary relevance as well. As I have sought to argue, both authors deliver on a vision of radicalized autonomy through linguistic creativity that bears great similarity to and continuity with modern visions of the agonistic play of autonomies that have been integral to liberal conceptions of civil society and negative liberty. With Delanty (2000: 148), then, their work becomes representative of a deep entanglement of modern and postmodern thought in that “what liberalism and postmodernism share is a strong privatism and a skepticism about the possibility of universal validity and of foundations.” As Paul Patton (2006: 132) frames the relationship, liberal democratic “values and institutions are presupposed” by poststructuralist thinkers precisely “to concentrate attention on the conditions under which limits to their application may be overcome.” In essence, then, poststructuralist politics becomes a means of liberating liberalism to its better self and, further, I would argue, a rife ground for theoretical and practical cooperation with it. The continuity with liberal conceptions of liberty and diversity emerges with radical poststructuralist commitment to forms of linguistic pluralism, ones that lead to the conclusion, with Baudrillard (2015: 71), that “the world” cannot be brought to the subject but rather that the two stand permanently apart: “to clear a space, as it were, around the object, to act so that it shone out resplendent in all its indifference . . . so that the subject himself can attune himself to the world in a kind of symbolic exchange of indifference.” This bleak and fatalistic assessment commits postmodern persons and their political powers to forms of agency circumscribed by the boundaries of discursive power and, by extension, a destiny of attuning themselves to the neoliberal landscape as it is and as they find it. Having stripped history and politics bare to their discursive wills to power, their adaptations of pataphysical and paralogical agencies to the neoliberal landscape as sine qua nons of poststructuralist linguistic gaming become, paradoxically, capitulations to neoliberalism. In essence, their goal of securing persons and groups space for normative, political, and surely material leverage through linguistic forms of agency achieves, with Emilia Steuerman (1992: 100), “a radicalization that in no way challenges the modernity project as such” but instead entrenches and deepens its crises. Against my and related positions, not all of them programmatically Marxist, Dillet, MacKenzie, and Porter (2013: 522) present a contemporary defense of the critical potency and usefulness of poststructuralist thought but do recognize the cogency of “the argument that the ideas of 1968 were complicit and prepared the terrain for a new form of capitalism.” They counter, however, that “it is not the ideas of poststructuralists that ground a new form of capitalism, but their recuperation” (522). In short, on their account, appropriations of poststructuralism have become embroiled in projects that have diverged from its original and innovative purposes. On these grounds they defend the position that the “transgressive nature of poststructuralism is a way to revivify this project in an intellectual and cultural landscape that tends toward homogenizing experience in the name of capitalist axiomatics” (512). In response though, and given this comparative study of paralogy and pataphysics, the poststructuralist divorce of the signified and the referent has been part and parcel of a broad contemporary shift toward a politics of difference and identity, one that aligns its forms of political agency with the pluralist priorities of liberalism and, by extension, neoliberalism. On the theoretical side, Susen (2015) has recognized the continuities between poststructuralist emphases and the liberal tradition. He argues that the “celebration of signs and appearances under the banner of postmodernism constitutes an extreme form of liberal individualism,” one that he sees as concomitant of the contemporary emphasis on embodiment as an expansion of personal freedom from external intervention (115–16). This emphasis on “the autonomy from power” and negative liberty that can be witnessed in both Baudrillard and Lyotard, as well as the classical liberals examined above, extends to ongoing poststructuralist theorizations of insurrection and inclusion for the precarious subjects of the late capitalist condition (115–16). A preeminent case in point is Judith Butler’s performative politics of the precarious. Her recent works (Butler and Athanasiou 2013; J. Butler 2015) on the political promise of the performative meet up with those of Lyotard and Baudrillard in the way incommensurable groups and persons come to represent themselves through linguistic and embodied forms of resistance and subversion. With Lois Ruskai Melina (2014: 321), Kimberlé Crenshaw et al. (1995: xxv), and Susen, however, the political potentials inherent to “language, are not suppressed but, rather, promoted and re-appropriated by the ‘new spirit of capitalism’ and, hence, by the predominantly neoliberal policies designed to defend and realize it” (Susen 2015: 201). By extension, the “singularity” of late capital, the reduction of history to regimes of space, as Jameson (2015: 128) reminds, has lowered the horizon of politics to the body precisely because the diminishment of our “experience of past and future [amounts to] the reduction of our temporality to the present of the body.” In these ways, the counterpart to poststructuralist language games of subversion is the reinforcement of liberal norms and rights, aligning these subversive forms with liberal and neoliberal policies that conjointly take possession and the “sanctity of contracts and the individual right to freedom of action” as the legitimate basis of social and political life (Harvey 2005: 64). My study then, albeit a partial one, suggests serious limitations for the fate of poststructuralism as an effective mode of critical and political resistance in the condition of late capitalism. To the extent that poststructuralism’s “submersion within the academy . . . as a critical undercurrent . . . [is] one that does not cause too many waves,” its diminished horizon as a critical force may be the dusk in which philosophy now paints its grey in grey and the owl once again takes flight (Dillet, Mackenzie, and Porter 2013: 511).

