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A-to no value to life

(  ) There’s always value to life –Prefer our ev because of Frankl’s subject position.

Phyllis D. Coontz, PhD Graduate School of Public and International Affairs University of Pittsburgh, et al, JOURNAL OF COMMUNITY HEALTH NURSING, 2001, 18(4), 235-246 – J-Stor

In the 1950s, psychiatrist and theorist Viktor Frankl (1963) described an existential theory of purpose and meaning in life. Frankl, a long-time prisoner in a concentration camp, re- lated several instances of transcendent states that he experienced in the midst of that terri- ble suffering using his own experiences and observations. He believed that these experi- ences allowed him and others to maintain their sense of dignity and self-worth. Frankl (1969) claimed that transcendence occurs by giving to others, being open to others and the environment, and coming to accept the reality that some situations are un- changeable. He hypothesized that life always has meaning for the individual; a person can always decide how to face adversity. Therefore, self-transcendence provides mean- ing and enables the discovery of meaning for a person (Frankl, 1963). Expanding Frankl's work, Reed (1991b) linked self-transcendence with mental health. Through a developmental process individuals gain an increasing understanding of who they are and are able to move out beyond themselves despite the fact that they are ex- periencing physical and mental pain. This expansion beyond the self occurs through in- trospection, concern about others and their well-being, and integration of the past and fu- ture to strengthen one's present life (Reed, 1991b).
(  ) Their “no value to life” is ignores the subjectivity of each person’s values. Life should be first.

Steven Lee is the H.L.A. Hart Visiting Research Fellow at the Center for Ethics and Philosophy of Law and University College for Michaelmas, as well as Visiting Research Fellow at the Changing Character of War Programme. He is a Professor in the Humanities and Professor of Philosophy at Hobart and William Smith Colleges, Reviewed work(s): Nuclear Deterrence, Morality and Realism. by John Finnis ; Joseph M. Boyle, Jr. ;

Germain Grisez ; Jefferson McMahan Source: Philosophy and Public Affairs, Vol. 19, No. 1 (Winter, 1990), pp. 93-106 Published by: Blackwell Publishing Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2265364

The claim that nuclear devastation and Soviet domination cannot be compared in consequentialist terms rests largely on the claim that the kinds of harm or evil involved in these outcomes are incommensurable. For, "the values of life, liberty, fairness, and so on, are diverse. How many people's lives are equivalent to the liberty of how many-whether the same or other-persons? No one can say" (p. 241). When one con- siders the two outcomes, "[e]ach seems the more repugnant while one is focusing upon it" (p. 240). But this incommensurability claim is not plausible. Life and political liberty are diverse goods, but having liberty is only part of what makes life worth living. Certainly most people would prefer loss of liberty to loss of life, and even if consequential value is not a function solely of preferences, the preferences in this case reflect a real difference in value. Even where liberty is lacking, a life has much poten- tial for value. Of course, it is unlikely that everyone would die in a nu- clear war, but it is likely that many of the living would envy the dead. As the authors point out, however, we do not know how destructive the nu- clear war might be, nor how repressive the Soviet domination. A very limited nuclear war might be preferable to a very repressive Soviet-im- posed regime. But these are unlikely extremes. In terms of expected util- ities, domination is preferable to war. In this sense, Red is better than dead, and the consequentialist comparison can be made. 
Aff versus K – Overdetermination
(  ) They’ll say their K “controls the vital internal link to the case”

We’ll critique the idea of the single “vital internal link” as an act of overdetermination.

Because many things may motivate war – including the unique context of the moment – we should strive for mechanisms like the plan.

Scott D. Sagan – Department of Political Science, Stanford University – ACCIDENTAL WAR IN THEORY AND PRACTICE – 2000 – available via: www.sscnet.ucla.edu/polisci/faculty/trachtenberg/cv/sagan.doc
To make reasonable judgements in such matters it is essential, in my view, to avoid the common "fallacy of overdetermination."  Looking backwards at historical events, it is always tempting to underestimate the importance of the immediate causes of a war and argue that the likelihood of conflict was so high that the war would have broken out sooner or later even without the specific incident that set it off.  If taken too far, however, this tendency eliminates the role of contingency in history and diminishes our ability to perceive the alternative pathways that were present to historical actors.  The point is perhaps best made through a counterfactual about the Cold War.  During the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, a bizarre false warning incident in the U.S. radar systems facing Cuba led officers at the North American Air Defense Command to believe that the U.S. was under attack and that a nuclear weapon was about to go off in Florida.   Now imagine the counterfactual event that this false warning was reported and believed by U.S. leaders and resulted in a U.S. nuclear "retaliation" against the Russians.  How would future historians have seen the causes of World War III?  One can easily imagine arguments stressing that the war between the U.S. and the USSR was inevitable.  War was overdetermined: given the deep political hostility of the two superpowers, the conflicting ideology, the escalating arms race, nuclear war would have occurred eventually.  If not during that specific crisis over Cuba, then over the next one in Berlin, or the Middle East, or Korea.  From that perspective, focusing on this particular accidental event as a cause of war would be seen as misleading.  Yet, we all now know, of course that a nuclear war was neither inevitable nor overdetermined during the Cold War. 
A-to “Your Ev does not assume our specific project/Alt

(  ) Saying “our new project is different” it just a rouse – it’s the Left’s effort to avoid dicey questions of reification.

Slavoj Zizek is generally over-rated and tiresome, but truly fantastic in this narrow instance. He is also a professor of philosophy and psychoanalysis at the European Graduate School in Saas-Fee, Switzerland – Critical Inquiry 32 (Winter 2006) – http://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/pdf/10.1086/500702

So, insofar as we are dealing here with a historical choice (between the “French” way of remaining within Catholicism, and thus being obliged to engage in the self-destructive revolutionary Terror, and the “German” way of Reformation), this choice involves exactly the same elementary dialectical paradox as the one, also from The Phenomenology of Spirit, between the two readings of “the Spirit is a bone,” which Hegel illustrates by the phallicmetaphor— the phallus as the organ of insemination or phallus as the organ of urination. Hegel’s point is not that, in contrast to the vulgar empiricist mind that sees only urination, the proper speculative attitude has to choose insemination. The paradox is that the direct choice of insemination is the infallible way to miss it; it is not possible to choose directly the “true meaning.” That is, one has to begin by making the “wrong” choice (of urination); the true speculative meaning emerges only through the repeated reading, as the aftereffect (or by-product) of the first, “wrong,” reading. And the same goes for social life in which the direct choice of the concrete universality of a particular ethical life-world can only end in a regression to premodern organic society that denies the infinite right of subjectivity as the fundamental feature of modernity. Because the subject-citizen of a modern state can no longer accept his immersion in some particular social role that confers on him a determinate place within the organic social whole, the only way to the rational totality of the modern state leads through revolutionary Terror. One should ruthlessly tear up the constraints of premodern, organic, concrete universality, and fully assert the infinite right of subjectivity in its abstract negativity. In other words, the point of Hegel’s analysis of the revolutionary Terror is not the rather obvious insight into how the revolutionary project involved the unilateral direct assertion of abstract Universal Reason and was as such doomed to perish in self-destructive fury, since it was unable to organize the transposition of its revolutionary energy into a concrete, stable, and differentiated social order. Hegel’s point is rather the enigma of why, in spite of the fact that revolutionary Terror was a historical deadlock, we have to pass through it in order to arrive at the modern rational state. So, given again the choice between the Protestant “inner revolution” and the French violent political revolution, we see that Hegel is far from endorsing the German self-complacent superiority (“we made the right choice and can thus avoid revolutionary madness”); precisely because Germans made the right choice at a wrong time (too early: in the age of Reformation), they cannot gain access to the rational state that would be at the level of true political modernity. One should take another step here: it is not only that the universal Essence articulates itself in the discord between its particular forms of appearance; this discord is propelled by a gap that pertains to the very core of the universal Essence itself. In his book on modernity, Fredric Jameson refers to the Hegelian concrete universality in his concise critique of the recently fashionable theories of “alternate modernities”: How then can the ideologues of “modernity” in its current sense manage to distinguish their product—the information revolution, and globalized, free-market modernity—from the detestable older kind, without getting themselves involved in asking the kinds of serious political and economic, systemic questions that the concept of a postmodernity makes unavoidable? The answer is simple: you talk about “alternate” or “alternative” modernities. Everyone knows the formula by now: this means that there can be a modernity for everybody which is different from the standard or hegemonic Anglo-Saxon model. Whatever you dislike about the latter, including the subaltern position it leaves you in, can be effaced by the reassuring and “cultural” notion that you can fashion your own modernity differently, so that there can be a Latin- American kind, or an Indian kind or an African kind, and so on. . . . But this is to overlook the other fundamental meaning of modernity which is that of a worldwide capitalism itself.17 The significance of this critique reaches far beyond the case of modernity; it concerns the fundamental limitation of the nominalist historicizing.The recourse to multitude (there is not one modernity with a fixed essence, there are multiple modernities, each of them irreducible to others) is false not because it does not recognize a unique fixed “essence” of modernity but because multiplication functions as the disavowal of the antagonism that inheres to the notion of modernity as such; the falsity of multiplication resides in the fact that it frees the universal notion of modernity from its antagonism, from the way it is embedded in the capitalist system, by relegating this aspect to just one of its historical subspecies. (One should not forget that the first half of the twentieth century already was marked by two big projects that perfectly fit this notion of alternate modernity: Fascism and Communism. Was not the basic idea of Fascism that of a modernity which provides an alternative to standard, Anglo-Saxon, liberal-capitalist modernity, of saving the core of capitalist modernity by casting away its “contingent,” Jewish-individualist-profiteering distortion? And was not the rapid industrialization of the USSR in the late 1920s and 1930s also an attempt at modernization different from the Western-capitalist one?) And, insofar as this inherent antagonism could be designated as a “castrative” dimension and, furthermore, insofar as, according to Freud, the disavowal of castration is represented as the multiplication of the phallus-representatives (a multitude of phalluses signals castration, the lack of the one), it is easy to conceive such a multiplication of modernities as a form of fetishist disavowal. 
A-to “Backlash impossible in the world of our K Aff”
 (  ) Your radical act doesn’t change everyone’s mind along the way – naïve to think backlash will be wished-away.

James G. Blight –Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts – American Psychologist –Volume 42, Issue 1, 1987 – obtained via CSA Illumina Database

The alternative view of the psychological transformarion of the superpower relationship is that it must occur from the top-down. The imagined scenario might unfold roughly as follows: For whatever reason, an American president makes an unprecedentedly bold move to halt the arms race, for example, by announcing the intention to make deep cuts in the American arsenal and/or to cancel deployment of certain systems regarded by the Soviets as suitable for a disarming first strike against them. The president then takes the proposals to the Soviet counterpart, who agrees to reciprocate. Faced with a nuclear fait accompli deriving from a historic summit meeting, the NATO allies and the American public and Congress, all notoriously fickle in matters of nuclear policy, agree to the radical change of course. In this scenario, therefore, the manner of thinking is altered by a radical action taken by the top leadership, which results eventually in a widely shared new way of thinking about superpower relations. Deutsch typifies advocates of the top-down tactic. In his view, the malignant social process could be completely transformed if only "a bold and courageous American leadership would take a risk for peace . . . [and] announce its determination to end the crazy arms race." If only a president would take charge, says Deutsch (1983), "we could replace the arms race with a peace race" (p. 23). But is it really true that even an extraordinarily bold move by an American president to seize an opportune moment is likely to initiate a chain reaction of political, military, and psychological events that results ultimately in the transcendence of the arms race and, eventually, a top-down cure for superpower psychopathology? There are no historical reasons for optimism on this question. For we are highly unlikely to experience in the foreseeable future anything like the peculiar circumstances that combined, during the late spring and summer of 1963, to produce the most opportune such moment so far in the nuclear age. During those few brief but eventful months, the American leader, together with his Soviet counterpart, did indeed labor mightily to accomplish what Mack (1985b) has called "a transformation in the quality of the Soviet-American relationship" (p. 53). And although some notable accomplishments marked these months, it is obvious, after nearly a quarter of a century, that they led to no fundamental changes in the superpower relationship. It is very far from obvious, therefore, why we should expect any top-down cure of the superpower relationship in the future. Let us review just a few of the salient facts in this limiting historical test case for the top-down cure. The first two years of John Kennedy's pr~idency constituted a crash course in nuclear learning for both him and Nikita Khrushchev, a course consisting mainly in a series of r isodes that were almost wholly unprecedented in intensity and danger. In early 1961, a military clash between Sovietsupplied and Soviet-advised forces and their Americanled counterparts was narrowly averted in Southeast Asia. In October 1961, American and Soviet tanks, poised to open fire, faced each other at point-blank range on either side of the newly constructed Berlin Wall. Ultimately and fortunately, neither side fired and the crisis abated. F'mally, during the Cuban missile crisis of October 1962, the superpowers came closer to a shooting war, thus closer to nuclear ~ar, than at any time before or since. The available evidence suggests that the leaders of the superpowers were profoundly affected by these events, especially by the missile crisis. Khrushchev, whose bellicosity and belligerence was by this time legendary, began to speak and act in a far more conciliatory manner than before. President Kennedy, the cold warrior, began to seek accommodation with his adversary. The moment seemed ripe for fundamental change.  
A-to Accidental War/Miscalc K
(  ) Claims that accidental war is unlikely or a rouse to extend hegemony have it backwards.

The risk is real and claims to the contrary are part of an effort to gloss-over the risks of an aggressive US posture.

DR. GERARD TOAL (he goes by the name Gearóid Ó Tuathail as well – for the purpose of retrieving this citation) is a Professor of Government and International Affairs at Virginia Tech and is also Associate Editor, Geopolitics, a Taylor and Francis journal – Annals of the Association of American Geographers, Vol. 90, No. 1 (Mar., 2000), pp. 166-178 – Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/1515387

The reciprocal relationship between geopo- litical practices and the mass media raises many critical questions about power and the significa- tion of world politics. How and why do certain geopolitical crises become global media events, and not others? Why, for example, was Kosovo projected as a global crisis requiring a concerted military response, but not events in Chechnya, East Timor, or Angola, where the killing has been equally bloody and horrific? Answering such a question foregrounds the persistent im- portance not only of continental geography and geopolitics, but also of the implicit cultural geographies of identity and community inform- ing how and what mainstream media screens (in both senses of the word). "Strategic signs" owe their symbolic value to a media centrality that is itself dependent upon geographical and cultural factors: they are not media creations alone. Al- though projected as "borderless" and "global," television images and the networks that trans- mit them are embedded in particular states, cul- tural formations, and identity systems. They are parochially global at best and implicated in the exercise of geopolitical power even in spite of themselves. The problematic of informationalization and geopolitics is much greater than the question of television and geopolitical crises. Information technology systems, from the military's C4I2 (command, control, communications and com- puters; intelligence and interoperability) "sys- tem of systems" to the NAVSTAR global posi- tioning system and the Internet, are some of the technical means by which the United States maintains its dominant position in the world. While the management and manipulation of in- formation is crucial to the practice of geopolitics at the millennium, the implications and conse- quences of the U.S.'s "information dominance" are not always easy to discern (Nye and Owens1996). Informationalized command and control systems may enable unprecedented integration and coordination in institutions like the mili- tary, but overlooked computer bugs and stealthy viruses can disable these same cybersystems. An orbital network of surveillance satellites may help detect a potentially threatening missile launch, but the malfunctioning of the same sys- tem, as has happened a number of times in the last two decades, could provoke an accidental war. It is in instances like this that the problem- atic of informationalization blurs into the prob- lematic of a global risk society. 
A-to Accidental War/Miscalc K
(  ) Their miscalc K is wrong:

History proves it’s not a construct, we’re not painting people as irrational, and their overly-rhetorical focus missed the point.

Marc Trachtenberg is professor in the department of history at the University of Pennsylvania. The "Accidental War" Question – February 14, 2000 – http://www.sscnet.ucla.edu/polisci/faculty/trachtenberg/cv/inadv%281%29.pdf
War through "Miscalculation" Wars can come about even though neither side sets out to engineer an armed conflict at the beginning of a crisis; actions are taken even though neither side anticipates that those actions will lead eventually to a direct military confrontation. Thus there is a gap between expectation and outcome. It is often assumed that this means that statesmen "miscalculated" the effects of their action; "miscalculation" is then said to be a major cause of war. No one can see the future with any clarity and miscalculations of this sort are perfectly normal; this is the basis for the assumption that the risk of war through miscalculation is relatively high: states can slide into war relatively easily. And related to this is the assumption that if only we can bring ourselves to calculate more accurately, we could greatly reduce the risk of war. But how valid are these assumptions?  First, what do we mean exactly by "miscalculation"? Suppose someone gives me ten-to-one odds that if I role a die, I won't be able to come up with a six. I take the bet and I lose. Does this mean I "miscalculated"? Of course not: the calculation was perfectly rational, but I just happened to be unlucky. Similarly, in international politics, states might assume at the beginning of a crisis that there is only a relatively small risk of war, say one in five or one in six. If war nonetheless breaks out, that fact does not in itself mean that they had miscalculated; they had not, after all, assumed that war would be impossible. To prove miscalculation, one therefore has to demonstrate somehow that the probability of war breaking out, as it existed at the beginning of a crisis, really was much higher than people thought, which of course might be very difficult to do. If one simply assumes that a gap between expectation and outcome shows that people had miscalculated, one is not really explaining very much; one is simply giving a name to the fact the things worked out in a way people had not initially thought was very likely.  The point here is that we tend to use language in a fairly sloppy way; these habits enable us to avoid focusing on the real issues. The real issue here has to do with how easy it is to slide into a war, even if both sides very much want to avoid that outcome. Those who take "inadvertent war" seriously tend to assume that that risk is high; their critics, like Brodie, assume that they wildly overestimate the risk of a war happening in that way. What is to be said about this issue? First of all, it is clear that people who talk about how wars can come about even if no one sets out to engineer them do have something real in mind. As a crisis develops, each side gets more and more deeply involved; the stakes keep rising, the ante keeps going up, and it becomes harder and harder to give way. If one knew this was going to happen, one might have chosen not to engage in the confrontation in the first place. But there is no way to turn back the clock; and so one might be led in this way to fight a war that one would have very much wished to avoid. A dynamic of this sort certainly exists. One thinks, for example, of the crisis set off by the Japanese move into southern Indochina in July 1941, or even of the Anglo-German crisis in the summer of 1939, which led to a war which both Hitler and the British did not intend and would have liked to avoid, especially at that point.8 The July Crisis in 1914 is another case in point; it is hard to believe that either side would have conducted its affairs the way it did if it knew at the start that the policy it adopted was going to lead to war, let alone to the kind of war that eventually developed. But does the fact that a dynamic of this kind exists mean in itself that it is appropriate in such cases to refer to the war that breaks out as an "accidental" war?  
A-to Agamben K

(  ) Agamben appropriates and universalizes incredibly specific subjects is. This is violent.
Debarati Sanyal is Associate Professor of French at the University of California, Berkeley. She received her PhD in Romance Languages from Princeton University.     The author of The Violence of Modernity: Baudelaire, Irony and the Politics of Form (Johns Hopkins University Press, 2006), she has also published articles on Baudelaire, Holocaust Studies, World War Two and postwar commitment. Representations –Summer 2002, DOI 10.1525/rep.2002.79.1.1
One of the most disquieting uses of this logic in literary criticism is found in Shoshana Felman’s book, co-authored with Dori Laub, Testimony: Crises of Witnessing in Literature, Psychoanalysis, and History. In a seductive reflection on the ruptures and silences that hover over autobiographical, literary, and critical representations of the Holocaust, Felman, like Agamben, weaves a series of structural analogies between the concentration camp and civilian life, between ‘‘them’’ and ‘‘us,’’ ‘‘then’’ and ‘‘now,’’ and between literal and metaphorical forms of complicity, victimization, and survival. She does so by viewing history through the lens of trauma, that is to say, by viewing history as repetition (in this case the infinitely renewed wound of the Holocaust) and as contamination (in which the self and other are circulating positions).The trauma of the concentration camps is thus presented as a historical wound whose trace is to be found in the gaps and silences of testimonies by survivors, primary witnesses, and secondary witnesses, in this case, Primo Levi, Albert Camus, and Paul de Man. Yet this silence, significantly, is sounded and made to reverberate identically in distinct, if not incommensurable, contexts.  Such conflations of historically bound occurrences with an ongoing and universalizable condition (or of ‘‘fact’’ with ‘‘concept’’) can be discerned in Felman’s discussion of the betrayal of testimony. Camus’s protagonist, Jean-Baptiste Clamence, keeps on walking when he hears a splash, followed by cries for help. While this betrayal resonates with the Allies’ (or Sartre’s) betrayal, for Felman, the historical betrayal is also an inevitable epistemological and ethical condition. Since the Holocaust collapses the very possibility of witnessing, any attempt to understand and transmit the event will necessarily fall short of—and betray—the experience. Even those ‘‘inside the event’’ (to use Dori Laub’s expression) were robbed of any independent frame of reference outside of the radical dehumanization of the camps.24 In Felman’s account, then, ‘‘betrayal’’ functions both as a historical fact (the failure to see or understand evidence of the camps) and as an immutable and inherent condition (the impossibility of seeing or understanding the camps): In bearing witness to the witness’s inability to witness—to the narrating subject’s inability to cross the bridge towards the Other’s death or life—The Fall inscribes the Holocaust as the impossible historical narrative of an event without a witness, an event eliminating its own witness. Narrative has thus become the very writing of the impossibility of writing history.25 At stake in this view of the impossible or betrayed testimony is an implicit, but important, claim for a post-Shoah literary ethics, one founded on the impossibility of representing historical trauma. In Felman’s reading, the Holocaust forces us to rearticulate the relationship between language, narrative, and history and to recognize the literary as a realm for recovering a history that has been erased. Felman suggests that the testimonial power of literature and its ethical function lie in its uncanny ability to access—through falterings and ambiguities—a reality that defies our habitual historical and psychic frames of reference. With Agamben, she views language and history as caught in a new configuration, in which the ellipses, silences, and aporia in narrative (or speech) capture that which has occurred historically as a vanishing point. With Caruth, she perceives literary language as a point of access to ‘‘unclaimed experience,’’ since both literature and trauma are inscriptions (in the text, in the psyche) of indirect forms of knowledge that at once solicit and defy our witness.26 The Fall and its enigmatic allegory of a failure or betrayal of witnessing, attests to this new ethical imperative by laying bare how ‘‘the cryptic forms of modern narrative and modern art always—whether consciously or not— partake of that historical impossibility of writing a historical narration of the Holocaust, by bearing testimony, through their very cryptic form, to the radical historical crisis in witnessing that the Holocaust has opened up’’ (Testimony, 201). In Felman’s account, it is the obliqueness, or indeterminacy—if not evacuation—of a text’s referential context that is taken as signs of its historicity. History, paradoxically, becomes the knowledge bodied forth by the ‘‘cryptic forms’’ of a representation that continually attests to the crisis of representation inaugurated by the Holocaust. The troubling consequences of this bid for an ethics of interpretive instability are starkly revealed in Felman’s discussion of Paul de Man’s anti-Semitic writings for the Belgian journal Le soir. Felman proposes The Fall’s allegory of the betrayal of witnessing (Clamence’s inability to turn back and save the woman) as de Man’s unspoken autobiographical story, his belated confession of the trauma caused by the Holocaust’s legacy. Felman argues that deMan’s silence over his wartime writings (like Clamence’s own silence in the aftermath of the drowning), cannot be judged by us for three main reasons: first, we cannot put ourselves in his place; second, his silence is exemplary because silence is the only way of bearing witness to an event as unspeakable as the Holocaust; and, finally, this silence implicates us all in the traumatic legacy of the Holocaust: ‘‘In reality, we are all implicated—and in more than one way—in de Man’s forgetting, and in his silence’’ (Testimony, 123). Significantly, Primo Levi’s gray zone is instrumental to the formulation of these claims. Felman suggests that de Man’s predicament as a journalist in occupied Belgium was somehow comparable to that of the Sonderkommando. If, as Levi warns us, we cannot put ourselves in the place of the Sonderkommandos in the concentration camps, and therefore cannot pass judgement on their actions, then—Felman suggests— a similar perspective must be cast on de Man’s position as a journalist in occupied Belgium: ‘‘The crucial ethical dimensions of a historical experience like de Man’s need to be probed by being measured up against the incommensurability of that experience’’ (Testimony, 123). Here, Felman argues for the singularity of de Man’s experience, paradoxically, by making it analogous to the equally singular experience of the Sonderkommando. In other words, the analogy between these two incommensurate figures—a Belgian gentile who dabbled in Nazi collaborationist prose and a Jewish prisoner working in the crematorium—is drawn precisely in the name of a concept: the incommensurability of their experience. Yet Felman, in a gesture similar to Agamben’s treatment of the soccer match, makes that incommensurability commensurate by assimilating conditions peculiar to the camps’ moral life to life outside the camps. Indeed, when Felman invokes ‘‘our’’ implication in an ethical terrain that forbids reductive representations of people as ‘‘us’’ and ‘‘them,’’ one comparable to the gray zone, she is effectively transforming a product of the concentration camp’s moral and physical apparatus (the gray zone) into a metaphor for her readers’ moral landscape. The extension of the concentration
<Continues on next page>

A-to Agamben K

<Continued from previous page>

camp, from fact to concept, leads to the erasure of the very real differences between victims, executioners, and witnesses. The gray zone again provides a metaphor for the continued unreadability of the Holocaust, investing this unreadability with an ethical weight. Felman, like Agamben, thus literally dislocates the gray zone, transforming it into a new ethical ground in which ‘‘we’’ are uniformly embedded. Invoking Levi in her warning against the temptation to judge de Man from an external vantage point and thus succumb to the mystification of ‘‘a self-righteous bipartition of ‘the good guys’ and ‘the bad guys’ ’’ (Testimony, 122), Felman suggests that the only responsible engagement with history’s traumatic legacy is a Camusian ‘‘fall’’ into lucid culpability, a perpetual reckoning with one’s painful complicity with and victimization by an event that lies beyond the reach of words: As far as we as readers are concerned, the ethical question with respect to the information that has come forth therefore resides . . . in an attempt at understanding how precisely de Man’s writings do in fact relate to the moral implications of contemporary history . . . how de Man articulates our silence; how today we are all implicated in de Man’s ordeal and in his incapacity to tell us more about it; how, having faced what he faced, de Man chose an inevitable syntax and an inevitable (silent) language. The question that should be addressed in light of de Man’s history is . . . how both de Man’s silence and his speech articulate, and thus help us understand, the ways in which we are still wounded by the Holocaust, and the ways in which we harbor the unfinished business of this recent history within us. (123–24). This blurring of subject positions (in which de Man, the Sonderkommando, Primo Levi and ourselves circulate on the metaphorical playing Ž fields of the gray zone) occurs by privileging silence as the only adequate mode of apprehending a historical reality that confounds representation. If, as Felman claims, ‘‘de Man could borrow Primo Levi’s words,’’ it is only because both de Man and Levi ‘‘fall silent’’ before the trauma of the Holocaust. Silence, then, is essentialized into a trope that functions identically across contexts and genres. De Man’s silence over his wartime writings is somehow analogous to the silences found in the writings of survivors such as Primo Levi and Elie Wiesel. His later writings, like the muffled historical references of Camus’s novels, are faltering testimonies to the impossibility of bearing witness to an unspeakable history. Just as the soccer game played in Auschwitz staged a convergence between victims, perpetrators, and witnesses, Felman’s reading suggests a parallel convergence between collaborator, survivor, witness, and proxy-witness. The abstract specter of universal implication (‘‘we are all implicated,’’ ‘‘our silence’’) shades into shared victimhood. The inexpressible trauma of the Holocaust binds us all and equally into a general legacy of wounded complicity. The obviously untenable assimilation of de Man’s silence and trauma to that of Primo Levi (survivor), Albert Camus (writer and secondary witness), and Clamence (fictional character) has already been critiqued at length by Dominick LaCapra and I shall not belabor the point here.27 My main objective has been to point out how some of the assumptions underlying a theorization of history as trauma—that is to say, history as a dislocation both of the event and of an experiencing subject— may replicate the violence of the traumatic event itself. I have addressed this theoretical violence as the ‘‘logic of the soccer match’’ because its metaphorical recycling of culpability and victimization replicates the circulation of innocence and guilt that we see in the soccer match between the SS and SK at the gates of the Auschwitz crematorium.  
Our impact is that this is distinctly violent – turning all of their cliams
Debarati Sanyal is Associate Professor of French at the University of California, Berkeley. She received her PhD in Romance Languages from Princeton University.     The author of The Violence of Modernity: Baudelaire, Irony and the Politics of Form (Johns Hopkins University Press, 2006), she has also published articles on Baudelaire, Holocaust Studies, World War Two and postwar commitment. SubStance, Vol. 31, No. 2/3, Issue 98/99: Special Issue: Theatricality (2002), pp. 301-306 – Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3685496

One of the most powerful and timely considerations to emerge from LaCapra's critique of current theorizations of trauma, then, is the conflation of historical and structural trauma, a move that divests the traumatic event- and the subject positions within it-of specificity, thus also blocking any viable form of "working through" and moving on. Yet such conflations of histories and subject-positions are arguably endemic to theorizing history through the kaleidoscopic lens of trauma. Trauma is an experience which, because of its unthinkable, shattering nature, is not available to immediate and conscious understanding. Instead, the event (or history) is belatedly and repetitively recorded by the psyche. Hence it is dis-located from a specific historical event, since the experience only emerges in its displaced, symptomatic afterlife within the fractured individual or collective psyche. It is precisely the unmooring, or dislocation, of the traumatic experience that makes it susceptible to the abusive appropriations critiqued by LaCapra. 
A-to Agamben K

(  ) Agamben’s biopower is over-simplified and prevents us from confronting specific political circumstances. 

Virno ‘2 

(Paolo, PhD and Italian philosopher, “General intellect, exodus, multitude,” Archipelago No. 54, June 2002, http://www.generation-online.org/p/fpvirno2.htm)

Agamben is a thinker of great value but also, in my opinion, a thinker with no political vocation. Then, when Agamben speaks of the biopolitical he has the tendency to transform it into an ontological category with value already since the archaic Roman right. And, in this, in my opinion, he is very wrong-headed. The problem is, I believe, that the biopolitical is only an effect derived from the concept of labor-power. When there is a commodity that is called labor-power it is already implicitly government over life. Agamben says, on the other hand, that labor-power is only one of the aspects of the biopolitical; I say the contrary: over all because labor power is a paradoxical commodity, because it is not a real commodity like a book or a bottle of water, but rather is simply the potential to produce. As soon as this potential is transformed into a commodity, then, it is necessary to govern the living body that maintains this potential, that contains this potential. Toni (Negri) and Michael (Hardt), on the other hand, use biopolitics in a historically determined sense, basing it on Foucault, but Foucault spoke in few pages of the biopolitical - in relation to the birth of liberalism - that Foucault is not a sufficient base for founding a discourse over the biopolitical and my apprehension, my fear, is that the biopolitical can be transformed into a word that hides, covers problems instead of being an instrument for confronting them. A fetish word, an "open doors" word, a word with an exclamation point, a word that carries the risk of blocking critical thought instead of helping it. Then, my fear is of fetish words in politics because it seems like the cries of a child that is afraid of the dark..., the child that says "mama, mama!", "biopolitics, biopolitics!". I don't negate that there can be a serious content in the term, however I see that the use of the term biopolitics sometimes is a consolatory use, like the cry of a child, when what serves us are, in all cases, instruments of work and not propaganda words. 

A-to Agamben K

(  ) Agamben’s K is too totalizing—accepting appeals to some sovereign power does not cause the negative impacts of sovereignty in every instance.  The plan is a justified use of sovereign power to prevent a catastrophe.

Hussain, 2000  

(Department of History at Berkeley Nasser, 34 Law & Soc'y Rev. 495, lexis). 

Here once again we are forced to question Agamben's teleological mode of thought. Is this sovereign power represented in the concentration camps really a constitutive feature of sovereignty tout court? Even limiting ouselves to the remarks above, we can imagine a liberal critique of this position that asks from where come the limitations that Agamben concedes previous Weimar governments had observed. Surely, one does not have to accept in its entirety a normative liberal conception of sovereign power in order to appreciate that the demand for a factual accounting for the decision on the exception, and institutional checks upon the totalization of the space of exception, can nonetheless - at least in certain instances - be effective. Indeed, one could go further and suggest that a liberal theory of sovereign power understands full well the paradoxical relation between law and fact, norm and exception; and, precisely in light of such an understanding constructs an institutional system that cannot resolve the paradox but nonetheless attempts to prevent it from reaching an intensified and catastrophic conclusion. Given that Agamben is a nuanced and fair-minded thinker, one must wonder about why he largely ignores such a system. We think that one possible answer is that, just as for Agamben the source of the problem is not the institutional operation of sovereign power, but its object - bare life - so too the solution is not a proliferation of institutional safeguards but a rethinking of that mode of being. In this regard, we find his concluding musings on Heidigger to be suggestive.

A-to Agamben – bare life

(  ) The concept of bare life over-determines the power of the state—theories that emphasize resistance are more powerful. 

Cesarino & Negri ‘4 

(Cesare, associate professor of cultural studies, Antonio, professor emeritus @ the Collège International de Philosophie, “It’s a Powerful Life: A Conversation on Contemporary Philosophy,” Cultural Critique, Vol. 57, Spring 2004, pg. 172-173)

I believe Giorgio is writing a sequel to Homo Sacer, and I feel that this new work will be resolutive for his thought—in the sense that he will be forced in it to resolve and find a way out of the ambiguity that has qualified his understanding of naked life so far. He already attempted something of the sort in his recent book on Saint Paul, but I think this attempt largely failed: as usual, this book is extremely learned and elegant; it remains, however, somewhat trapped within Pauline exegesis, rather than constituting a full-fledged attempt to reconstruct naked life as a potentiality for exodus, to rethink naked life fundamentally in terms of exodus. I believe that the concept of naked life is not an impossible, unfeasible one. I believe it is possible to push the image of power to the point at which a defenseless human being [un povero Cristo] is crushed, to conceive of that extreme point at which power tries to eliminate that ultimate resistance that is the sheer attempt to keep oneself alive. From a logical standpoint, it is possible to think all this: the naked bodies of the people in the camps, for example, can lead one precisely in this direction. But this is also the point at which this concept turns into ideology: to conceive of the relation between power and life in such a way actually ends up bolstering and reinforcing ideology. Agamben, in effect, is saying that such is the nature of power: in the final instance, power reduces each and every human being to such a state of powerlessness. But this is absolutely not true! On the contrary: the historical process takes place and is produced thanks to a continuous constitution and construction, which undoubtedly confronts the limit over and over again—but this is an extraordinarily rich limit, in which desires expand, and in which life becomes increasingly fuller. Of course it is possible to conceive of the limit as absolute pow-erlessness, especially when it has been actually enacted and enforced in such a way so many times. And yet, isn't such a conception of the limit precisely what the limit looks like from the standpoint of constituted power as well as from the standpoint of those who have already been totally annihilated by such a power—which is, of course, one and the same standpoint? Isn't this the story about power that power itself would like us to believe in and reiterate? Isn't it far more politically useful to conceive of this limit from the standpoint of those who are not yet or not completely crushed by power, from the standpoint of those still struggling to overcome such a limit, from the standpoint of the process of constitution, from the standpoint of power [potenza]?  

A-to Agamben – muselmann-specific

(  ) We critique their deployment of the muselmann: It’s incomplete and because it rejects systems that don’t center on the muselmann, it grants the Nazis a posthumous victory.

Nicholas Chare is lecturer in the history of art at the University of Reading and visiting lecturer in art history at City University, London. He is a former editor of parallax. Cultural Critique 64 (2006) p. 40-68
In Remnants of Auschwitz, however, Giorgio Agamben chooses to focus on only one aspect of the camp experience. By centering his discussion of witnessing solely on the figure of the Muselmann (the name given to an inmate who was in the advanced stages of malnutrition [End Page 41] and lived in an extreme stupor), he appears to favor a form of witnessing produced within the event, privileging the kind of limited and local perspective that Laub describes as insufficient. Agamben uses the Muselmann as the locus for a sustained meditation on ethics and the nature of testimony. Although the arguments advanced in Remnants of Auschwitz will be familiar to many, I want to briefly situate them in relation to Agamben's earlier work, Homo Sacer, and his more recent works. In Homo Sacer, Agamben analyses the relationship that has come to exist in modernity between zoē and bios (1). Zoē is defined as plain life; the "simple fact of living common to all living beings (animals, men or gods)," whilst bios is "the form or way of life proper to an individual or a group" (1). Zoē describes natural life in general, whilst bios refers to a particular way of living of which political life would provide an example. Agamben tracks the developing relation between bare life and political life from the classical world to the emergence of National Socialism. In ancient Greece, the introduction of political society prompted the disappearance of simple, natural living. Zoē was removed from sight. Reproductive life (one form of expression of natural life) was relegated to the home, a space separate from but still sited within the polis. That which was excluded (zoē) was also included. It became an inclusive exclusion (7). Agamben finds a link in Aristotle's Politics between this situation and that of the acquisition of logos by the subject, an acquisition in which phonē (the voice) disappears yet is also preserved (8). Language permits judgment and as such distinguishes the life of the human from the life of an animal.1 Both human and animal share the state of natural life (zoē), but the human's capacity for language leads to a form of life (bios) that differs from the animal's. The animal feels but does not judge (7–8). It experiences either pain or pleasure. The human feels and, through language, also has the capacity to make judgments, to distinguish between the good and the bad. The human is the judging animal. The importance of this entry into language for the advent of the human is echoed in Remnants of Auschwitz when Agamben describes how "the living individual appropriates language in a full expropriation alone, becoming a speaking being only on condition of falling into silence" (129). The acquisition of language, with its concomitant capacity to judge, institutes a gap between man the linguistic being and man as simple, living being. The human is the being who abandons [End Page 42] the state of not having language that is early childhood. As Agamben explains, the "human being is the speaking being, the living being who has language, because the human being is capable of not having language, because it is capable of its own in-fancy" (Remnants, 146). The literal meaning of in-fans is, of course, one who is not able to speak. The entry into language is only possible because language is absent to begin with. Natural life is nonlinguistic life. To speak is to become human. The noises voiced by animal life—cries, roars, snarls, songs—are all expressions of pain or pleasure. They are not judgments, only feelings. In these noises, body and being are as one. The human, however, has the potential to judge. The human has the potential to enter into language and to pass judgment. The fulfillment of this potential, however, requires opening a gap between the living voice (the organ that expresses pleasure and pain) and the voicing that is language (the appendage of judgment). Agamben explains that "there is no moment in which language is inscribed in the living voice, no place in which the living being is able to render itself linguistic, transforming itself into speech" (Remnants, 129).2 The living voice is an inclusive exclusion in speech. The material support of language falls silent for speech to become. The matter is abandoned.  Homo Sacer focuses on the inclusive exclusion of bare life as a condition and identifies it as essential to sovereign power.3 In the concluding part of the book, Agamben seeks to build upon Michel Foucault's conception of biopolitics by relating it to National Socialism. Biopolitics is politics concerned with man's everyday natural life, with issues such as health, leisure, and working practices. The rise of biopolitics caused the sovereign imperative "to make die and let live" (asserting the right to kill) to be replaced by the aspiration "to make live and to let die" (privileging the care of life) (Remnants, 155). As Foucault had explained, "the old power of death that symbolized sovereign power was now carefully supplanted by the administration of bodies and the calculated management of life" (139–40). This administration of bodies marks the incorporation of zoē into the political. Natural life is now the stuff of politics. Agamben suspects that "the exemplary place of modern biopolitics" is "the politics of the great totalitarian states of the twentieth century" (Homo Sacer, 119). These are states to which he suggests Foucault failed to give due consideration.4 In the final chapter of Homo Sacer, he analyses the role of [End Page 43] the concentration camp within the politics of National Socialism. The camps function as a state of exception.5 The state of exception "allows for the foundation and definition of the normal legal order" (Remnants, 48). It provides an outside to the law from within the law, therefore enabling the law to be. It is a constitutive outside held inside, an inclusive exclusion. In its modern manifestation, the state of exception is best defined as a juridical pause; it is the law placed in suspension. In Homo Sacer (168), Remnants of Auschwitz (49), and State of Exception (2), Agamben provides Hitler's 1933 Decree for the Protection of the People and the State as an example of such a pause. The decree suspended many of the laws to protect civil liberties enshrined in the Weimar constitution. It was never repealed while Hitler was in power, which thereby makes it possible to understand the entire Third Reich as a state of exception. In this sense Agamben contends that "modern totalitarianism can be defined as the establishment, by means of the state of exception, of a legal civil war that allows for the physical elimination not only of political adversaries but of entire categories of citizens who for some reason cannot be integrated into the political system" (State, 2). The concentration camp is a materialization of this state; it is the "space that opens up when the state of exception starts to become the rule" (Means, 39). In the concentration camp, the state of exception becomes the norm. Those who were confined there "moved about in a zone of indistinction between the outside and the inside, the exception and the rule, the licit and the illicit, in which every juridical protection had disappeared" (Means, 40–41). The camp as an exemplary space of legal suspension was "an absolute non-place with respect to the law" (State, 51).6 The inmates were interned outside the law. They were
<  Continues On Next Page  >
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deprived of political status and thus of legal protection. There was no longer any law to intervene in the interactions between guard and inmate. In the state of exception, the legal body that supplements the living body in the everyday and that mediates all encounters with it ceased to exist. Instead, the prisoner was "reduced completely to naked life" (Means, 41). Their body was placed outside the law. The law provides an important framework for judging actions. Laws delimit what is bad. The lawbreaker is the criminal. In the camps there were no laws to break. The prevention of the perpetration of atrocities (they cannot be called criminal acts within this context) no longer depended upon the force of law but upon "the [End Page 44] civility and ethical sense" of those who were temporarily acting as sovereign (Homo, 174). In the camp "bare life and the juridical rule enter into a threshold of indistinction" (Homo, 174). Bodies were stripped of the protection of law, a protection that is, at least partially, linguistic. The dispossession of legal status should also be understood as a dispossession of language. The possession of language, as discussed earlier, is a part of what makes humans human rather than animal. This dispossession is therefore a partial denuding of humanity. The state of exception that is the concentration camp produces bodies no longer protected by the law, bodies reduced to bare life. Bare life is "a threshold in which law constantly passes over into fact and fact into law, and in which the two planes become indistinguishable" (Homo, 171). Usually a state of exception arises as a response to a factual situation (a public revolt, for example), but in the camps the situation is produced as a result of the exception. The state of exception no longer occurs after the fact. Law and fact complicate. This complication is materialized in the camp inmate. Bare life is not, therefore, natural life. It is not zoē. It is a liminal state occurring between bios and zoē, between life styled by law and natural life, between language and nonlanguage. The most extreme example of bare life in the camps is embodied by the Muselmann.  The Muselmann as an unthinking and automatic body, an abject lesson in bare life, becomes "the final biopolitical substance to be isolated in the biological continuum," after which there is only the beyond of politics, death (Remnants, 85). The Muselmann is "the absolutely unwitnessable, invisible ark of bio-power" (156). The Muselmann neither speaks nor thinks; it is no longer human yet is not natural life. The Muselmann is not "an extrapolitical, natural fact" (Homo, 171) but exists rather as a threshold between the inhuman and the human, between zoē and bios. The inhuman (zoē) is the inclusive exclusion that constitutes our humanity. It is a part of us yet apart from us. Here, in the Muselmann, the inhuman and the human (the usually inseparably separate) come close to conjoining. For as long as there is separation between bios and zoē, however, the human persists. It exists in the gap betwixt the two. In The Open, Agamben suggests that in Kojève's reading of Hegel "man is not a biologically defined species, nor is he a substance given once and for all; he is, rather, a field of dialectical tensions always already cut by internal caesurae that every time [End Page 45] separate—at least virtually—'anthropophorous' animality and the humanity which takes bodily form in it" (12). Man is the place and the result of division. The human is produced through a process of sublation in which the inhuman is negated and preserved. In the concentration camps, however, "an extreme and monstrous attempt to decide between the human and the inhuman . . . ended up dragging the very possibility of the distinction to its ruin" (Open, 22). Agamben describes the Muselmann as the "non-human who obstinately appears as human" and "the human that cannot be told apart from the inhuman" (Remnants, 81–82). The camps produced a figure in the Muselmann who threatened to close the gap between the human and the inhuman. To successfully close this gap would be to do away with the dyad that grounds the dialectical process that founds the human. The Muselmann represents "a point at which human beings, while apparently remaining human beings, cease to be human" (Remnants, 55). The Muselmann appears to be an inhuman human being, a closed gap.  Agamben, however, warns us that to deny the humanity of the Muselmänner would be "to accept the verdict of the SS and to repeat their gesture" (Remnants, 63). He contends that the Muselmann is beyond the reach of ethology in its current form, a fact that requires us to rethink the ethical. For Agamben, an ethics that formulates the human in terms of an obligatory communication or in terms of dignity is an ethics that is unable to recognize and account for the Muselmann and as such is inadequate. In an astute critique of this aspect of Agamben's thinking, Dominick LaCapra asks whether "the idea that Auschwitz radically delegitimates all preexisting ethics and all present appeals to them, including all notions of decency and dignity, paradoxically runs the risk of granting a posthumous . . . victory to the Nazis" (290). Agamben calls for a new ethics, an original means of accountability that is equal to the task of attesting to the Muselmann. To bear witness to the Muselmann, to break with the violence of ethical silence, requires that the inhuman in the human be spoken. Testimony necessitates an impossible convergence, such that "the subject of testimony is the one who bears witness to a desubjectification" (Remnants, 120–21). This means that there is no subject of testimony, rather "every testimony is a field of forces incessantly traversed by currents of subjectification and desubjectification" (121).  
A-to Apocalyptic/Scenario Planning K

(  ) Apocalyptic scenario-planning is not pointless: It solves their offense, because it’s self-reflexive; and, It boosts valuable participation for the audience.

Bruce Tonn – Department of Political Science, University of Tennessee, and Jenna Tonn, Department of the History of Science, Harvard University – Futures 41 (2009) 760–765 – obtained via Science Direct

This discussion has largely been focused on the historical precedents for a secular tradition of writing about human extinction. Although literary studies may seem outside of the scope of futures studies, authors like Mary Wollstonecraft Shelley, H.G. Wells, Aldous Huxley, and Margaret Atwood present compelling visions of the future and generate discussions about the imagination of human extinction and the art of writing its scenarios. Furthermore a literary analysis of the apocalyptic mode of writing offers new insights into the reasons why the narrative of human extinction is so powerful and provides background texts that might help shape and inspire future extinction scenarios. D.H. Lawrence once asked: ‘‘What does the Apocalypse matter, unless in so far as it gives us imaginative release into another vital world? After all, what meaning has the Apocalypse? For the ordinary reader, not much’’ [28]. The goal of this edition is to address D.H. Lawrence’s questions and to prove to the ordinary reader that thinking about human extinction an integral step toward changing the present state of the world.  
(  ) Our Tonn and Tonn ev specifically contextualizes:

Bruce Tonn – Department of Political Science, University of Tennessee, and Jenna Tonn, Department of the History of Science, Harvard University – Futures 41 (2009) 760–765 – obtained via Science Direct

Mary Wollstonecraft Shelley (1797–1851) is most well known for her first novel, Frankenstein, which was published in 1818 and is considered , among other things, the first piece of science fiction in English literature [1]. In 1826, she published her third novel entitled The Last Man [2] an epic narrative about the destruction of the human race. This book, which is the subject of this essay, was among the first literary works to explore the apocalypse. MWS’s human extinction scenario was one of the most percipient and path breaking and therefore should be required reading for futurists. During the course of the novel, humanity is extinguished by the Plague1 and the main character Lionel Verney suffers the loss of all that humankind had accomplished: art, music, literature, and politics. This profound sense of cultural loss rarely makes it into our current policy discussions about climate change, pandemics and other threats to humanity. It should, though, in order to remind us of the stakes involved in protecting the future of the human race. This paper provides a synopsis of the novel, observations about how this literary work is relevant to futurists today, and a literary analysis of this and other similar apocalyptic writings.  
A-to Apocalyptic/Scenario Planning K cont’

(  ) Apocalyptic scenario planning is good: Even if the predictions are off, the process remedies powerlessness and does help mobilize against real danger.  

Bruce Tonn – Department of Political Science, University of Tennessee, and Jenna Tonn, Department of the History of Science, Harvard University – Futures 41 (2009) 760–765 – obtained via Science Direct

As we have seen, human extinction scenarios today fit into a long secular and religious history of writing about the apocalypse. The question then becomes: what makes people use the narrative model of the apocalypse as seen in the Old and New Testaments to tell their own stories? A number have scholars have discussed this question. David Ketterer, who studies the apocalyptic mode in American literature, believes that ‘‘apocalyptic literature is concerned with the creation of other worlds which exist, on the literal level, in a credible relationship (whether on the basis of rational extrapolation and analogy or of religious belief) with the ‘real’ world, thereby causing a metaphorical destruction of that ‘real’ world in the reader’s head’’. Furthermore, W. Warren Wagar, a historian and futures scholar who published many books including A Short History of the Future, wrote ‘‘that eschatological fictions help us cope with the fear of death and compensate us for our powerlessness’’. Wagar’s work on the apocalypse relates closely to the subject of MWS’s novel. He argued ‘‘The last man, or one of a handful of last men, is a figure of immeasurable power and importance’’ [18]. David Seed, the editor of an anthology of articles on apocalypse theory, cites Frank Kermode’s The Sense of an Ending in his discussion of the usefulness of apocalypse narratives. According to Seed, Kermode believes that the ‘‘apocalypse depends on a concord of imaginatively recorded past and imaginatively predicted future, achieved on behalf of us, who remain ‘in the middest’’’. Kermode’s ‘‘central insight’’ into apocalypse theory is that the ‘‘apocalypse [is] a narrative, one of the fictions which we employ to make sense of our present’’.  Furthermore, ‘‘there is a necessary relation between the fictions by which we order our world and the increasing complexity of what we take to be the ‘real’ history of the world’’ Relating to this point, Lois Parkinson Zamora writes that ‘‘the apocalyptist assigns to event after event a place in a pattern of historical relationships that. . .presses steadily towards culmination’’ [19]. Thus, the apocalypse is a literary device that humans turn to both to comprehend more fully their place in the world and to impress upon others the conditions of the ‘‘real’’ world which must be changed to ensure the future of humanity.  

A-to Badiou

(  ) Badiou’s concept of ethics fails because it is impossible to make qualitative distinctions between different sorts of evil—leading to absurd results. 

Brown ‘4 

(Nicholas, University of Illinois at Chicago, Or, Alain Badiou and Slavoj Žižek, Waiting for Something to Happen, CR: The New Centennial Review 4.3 (2004) 289-319). 

This apparatus is a powerful lens, and there can be no doubt that Badiou is describing something important; perhaps it is even an aspect of evil. But is it really Evil (Mal) itself? Badiou's evil, like his truth, is indifferent to content, a merely formal label. In its formalism, its insistence on fidelity to any Event whatever—on "ethical consistency" itself as a value—Badiou's good is almost an aesthetic rather than an ethical category. (At one point, in an echo of Kant's purposeless purpose, ethical consistency is even described as "disinterested interest.") While there is something undeniably attractive in ethical consistency (and something ugly in its lack), the most important thing for a modern ethics may be to push these sentimental considerations aside. The value of ethical consistency is authorized by Lacan's well-known dictum not to give up on one's desire [ne pas céder sur son désir]. But we should not forget that this maxim derives from the reading of Antigone in Séminaire VII. Yes, Sophocles' Antigone, in her awful ethical consistency, is a captivating figure. Brecht's Galileo, on the other hand, in his opportunism and wavering inconsistency, is a bit distasteful. But Antigone is a reactionary, and Galileo invents physics. Further, Badiou has no way of sorting out different evils beyond his tripartite division. Ethics tells us what Nazism and scientific obscurantism have in common. But an ethics would have to be able to tell them apart. The distinction between, say, the abandonment of a social movement by its leader and the abandonment of a poem by its author cannot be made without some kind of qualitative supplement. Since, as we shall see, Badiou's philosophy is predicated precisely on the subtraction from consideration of all qualitative predicates, this supplement can only be vulgar, non-philosophical. Perhaps the supplement it requires is the language of human rights, which, whatever its faults, can tell the difference between a concentration camp and a creationist textbook.  
A-to Badiou

(  ) Badiou is not politically useful because his alternative is too vague—he says that the event side steps the state but any alternative politics must be able to reform the state to succeed. 

Brown ‘4 
(Nicholas, University of Illinois at Chicago, Or, Alain Badiou and Slavoj Žižek, Waiting for Something to Happen, CR: The New Centennial Review 4.3 (2004) 289-319). 

Badiou's ontology cannot usefully displace the dialectic. Because the Event must descend like a grace, Badiou's ontology can only describe situations and never History. Since the event emerges from outside of the state of the situation, it is rigorously untheorizable: as we saw above, it is theorized as untheorizable. Despite every protestation to the contrary, Badiou's system cannot address the question "What is to be done?" because the only thing to do is to wait for the Event. What happens when the precipitation of the Event is precisely what needs to be done? Yes, we can be faithful to a previous event, as Badiou says Lenin was to the Paris Commune. But surely this solution mitigates the power of the Event as the irruption of the void into this situation. The dialectic, on the other hand, conceives the void as immanent contradiction. While both contradiction and void are immanent to the situation, contradiction has the tremendous advantage of having movement built in, as it were: the Event does not appear out of an immanent nowhere, but is already fully present in itself in the situation, which it explodes in the movement to for-itself. Meanwhile, the question of the dialectic leads us back to the twofold meaning of "state": both the law and order that govern knowledge, and law and order in the everyday sense. This identification authorizes Badiou's antistatism, forcefully reflected in his own political commitment, the Organisation Politique (whose members do not vote), which has made limited  [End Page 306]  but effective interventions into the status of immigrant workers. In Badiou's system, nothing can happen within the state of a situation; innovation can only emerge from an evental site, constitutively excluded from the state. But can a principled indifference to the state ground a politics? The state surely has the function of suppressing the anarchic possibilities inherent in the (national) situation. But it can also suppress the possibilities exploited by an anarchic capitalism. It is well known that the current rightist "small-government" movement is an assault on the class compromise represented by the Keynesian state. To be sure, one should be suspicious of that compromise and what it excluded. But it also protected workers against some of capitalism's more baleful effects. As with Ethics, Badiou is certainly describing something: the utopian moment of a total break with the state may be a part of any genuine political transformation. But, unless we are talking about the sad old interplay of transgression and limit—which posited the state as basically permanent, with transgression as its permanent suspension—this anarchic moment says nothing about the new state of affairs that will ultimately be imposed on the generic set it constructs. Surely the configuration of that state will be paramount—in which case state power has to be fought for, not merely evaded. 
A-to Badiou

(  ) Badiou’s system fails—he has no way to overcome the enormous power he attributes to capitalism. 

Brown ‘4 
(Nicholas, University of Illinois at Chicago, Or, Alain Badiou and Slavoj Žižek, Waiting for Something to Happen, CR: The New Centennial Review 4.3 (2004) 289-319). 

But what is strange is the vehemence with which Badiou maintains his distance from the economic—from what classical Marxism called the "base," the elements of a situation that pertain to its own reproduction. It is perfectly orthodox to say that there can be no purely economic intervention in the economy: even with the best intentions, the World Bank could not solve the problem of Third World poverty. However, in Badiou's system the economy is not merely reduced to one aspect among many, but actively dismissed from consideration. Material reproduction is reduced to the sneering Lacanian contempt for "le service des biens," the servicing of goods which pertains to the human animal beneath good and evil. Why should Badiou fully endorse Marx's analysis of the world economy ("there is no need for a revision of Marxism itself," [Ethics, 97]) while keeping Marx's entire problematic at arm's length? In fact, capitalism is the point of impasse in Badiou's own system, the problem which cannot be actively thought without grave danger to the system as a whole. Capital's great power, the tremendous ease with which it colonizes (geographic, cultural, psychic) territory, is precisely that it seizes situations at their evental site. In their paraphrase of a brilliant but much-maligned passage in Marx's Grundrisse, Deleuze and Guattari insist that "capitalism has haunted all forms of society, but it haunts them as their terrifying nightmare, it is the dread they feel of a flow that would elude their codes."2 Is this flow that eludes every society's codes not identical with generic multiplicity, the void which, eluding every representation, nonetheless haunts every situation? Does not capitalism make its entry at a society's point of impasse—social relations already haunted by variously dissimulated exploitation—and revolutionize them into the capital-labor relation? A safely non-Orientalist version of this would be the eruption from modernist art's evental site—the art market, which belonged to the situation of modernism while being excluded from its represented state—of what we might call the "Warhol-event," which inaugurates the transition from the formal to the real subsumption of (artistic) labor under Capital. It makes perfect sense to say that this transition is the truth of the  [End Page 308]  Warhol-event. As we saw earlier, the real subsumption of labor under Capital, the conversion of every relation into a monetary relation, is the origin of formal equality: that is, the foundation of universalism. And far from pertaining to mere animal life beneath the level of the truth-procedure, capitalism itself fits perfectly the form of the revolutionary Event. It would then appear that capitalism is, like religion, eliminated from the art-politics-science-love series only by fiat. And why is this? Because the economic, the "servicing of goods," cannot enter Badiou's system without immediately assuming the status of a cause. Excluded from direct consideration, capitalism as a condition of set theory is perfectly innocuous; its preconditional status belongs to a different order than what it conditions. It opens up a mode of presentation, but what is presented existed all along: look at Paul, for example. But included as the product of a truth-procedure, capitalism immediately appears as the basis for all the others: it is, in fact, the revolutionary irruption of Capital (in whatever society) that conditions any modern process of science, art, love, or politics. If Badiou's system were to consider capitalism directly, some elements, those pertaining to the "base," would appear to have more weight than others—the "superstructure." The effects of such an inclusion of capitalism in Badiou's system—an inclusion which nothing prevents—would be catastrophic. Radical universality (as opposed to the historically conditioned universality imposed by the emergence of capitalism) would become unthinkable. The "eternity" of truth would yield to historicism.  
A-to Badiou

(  ) The state and the revolutionary political subject can cooperate in Badiou’s conception of the alternative. 

Hallward ‘3 

(Badiou: a subject to truth, Peter Hallward, University of Minnesota Press Minneapolis / London 2003, Professor of Modern European Philosophy, Centre for Research in Modern European Philosophy, Middlesex Univeristy). 

We know that Badiou's early and unequivocally hostile attitude to the state has considerably evolved. Just how far it has evolved remains a little unclear. His conception of politics remains resolutely anticonsensual, anti–“re-presentative, ” and thus antidemocratic (in the ordinary sense of the word). Democracy has become the central ideological category of the neo-liberal status quo, and any genuine “philosophy today is above all something that enables people to have done with the 'democratic' submission to the world as it is.” 66  But he seems more willing, now, to engage with this submission on its own terms. La Distance politique again offers the most precise points de repère. On the one hand, the OP remains suspicious of any political campaign—for instance, an electoral contest or petition movement—that operates as a “prisoner of the parliamentary space.” 67  It remains “an absolute necessity [of politics] not to have the state as norm. The separation of politics and state is foundational of politics.” On the other hand, however, it is now equally clear that “their separation need not lead to the banishment of the state from the field of political thought.” 68  The OP now conceives itself in a tense, nondialectical “vis-à-vis” with the state, a stance that rejects an intimate cooperation (in the interests of capital) as much as it refuses “any antagonistic conception of their operation—a conception that smacks of classism.” There is no more choice to be made between the state and revolution; the “vis-à-vis demands the presence of the two terms and not the annihilation of one of the two.” 69   
A-to Badiou

(  ) Badiou’s alternative of radical egalitarianism is unworkable and is based on a failed model of communism. 

Hallward ‘3 

(Badiou: a subject to truth, Peter Hallward, University of Minnesota Press Minneapolis / London 2003, Professor of Modern European Philosophy, Centre for Research in Modern European Philosophy, Middlesex Univeristy). 

Badiou's politics have always been about “collective emancipation, or the problem of the reign of liberty in infinite situations” (DO, 54; cf. TC, 60). His political goals have remained consistent over the years, since “every historical event is communist, to the degree that 'communist' designates the transtemporal subjectivity of emancipation, the egalitarian passion, the Idea of justice, the will to break with the compromises of the service des biens, the deposition of egoism, an intolerance of oppression, the wish to impose a withering away of the state. The absolute preeminence of multiple presentation over representation.” 84  What has changed is communism's mode of existence. In Badiou's earlier work, the practical (if ultimately unattainable) goal was always to effect the actual, historical achievement of stateless community. Today, in order to preserve politics' “intrinsic relation to truth” (DO, 48), Badiou has had to let go of almost any sort of political engagement with the economic and the social. He continues to declare a wholly egalitarian politics, but as reserved for a strictly subjective plane. The unqualified justice of a generic communism, first proposed in Marx's 1844 Manuscripts and conceived in Badiou's own terms as the advent of “pure presentation, ” as the “undivided authority of the infinite, or the advent of the collective as such” (AM, 91), remains the only valid subjective norm for Badiou's political thought. This subjective norm has become ever more distant, however, from the day-to-day business of “objective” politics: the programmatic pursuit of the generic ideal is itself now dismissed as a “Romantic” dream leading to “fraternity terror” (AM, 101).  
A-to Bataille 

(  )  Bataille wildly inflates the value of ecstasy and tempting death – in doing so, he ignores the value of living
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Life is a serious business of highly charged temporal stakes, involving a being’s struggle to secure for itself the experience of pleasure time/free time rather than pain time/slave time. Since lived time is a living stake, death is not the profound phenomenon that Bataille thinks it is. For one who is racked by drawn-out pain, the pain of death situated at the end of time is an irrelevance. And for one who is caught up in the throes of extended pleasure, the dubious pleasure of death is likewise irrelevant. Death, far from being profound, may simply provide a pragmatic escape from a life of pain and toil, or a simple halt to a life of pleasure and freedom. We can see death as important to time in that it is the end of the great game of time, the great flow. But death is relative in importance to time for the same reason; it is simply the end of the great game of time, a game without which it would be pure abstraction.  However, we are not suggesting that death has absolutely no importance for living beings. On the contrary. By countering Bataille’s view of death, which tries to domesticate death through attempting to engage it in ‘intimate’ dialogue, and which tries to make political gain out of death, we can see death as a real, non-negotiable phenomenon. Death can no longer be thought of as an ambiguous but essentially accessible deity, but must instead be seen as that which wipes out real substantial time with no hope of appeal. Death can now be viewed as a certain element in the game of time, as something to be dreaded or desired as the end of time, but which has no fixed moral or political meaning in itself. By affirming the reality of time we are in fact affirming the reality of death, and so we are proposing a more tragic philosophy than the one Bataille proposes – which is ironic, given that Bataille is considered by most postmodernist/ post-structuralist philosophers to be perhaps the cruellest thinker. 
(  ) Bataille’s starting point is so-obsessed with finding meaning through death that he becomes death-obsessed. Bataille’s not “no value to life”, he’s “no value to living” 
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For Bataille, the full engagement with the truth of transience generates a form of wild abandon (which unfetters forces that would otherwise be invested in conservative projects), but if we see pro-transience as an end game, as a pointless act of looking through the wrong end of a telescope, this view of time is shown to be about as exuberant as nostalgia TV. Pro-transience is in fact less audacious than a priest’s remorse, a slave’s regret. Conclusion Time must no longer be treated merely as a form of fiction, to be used in a fast and loose manner by storytellers in order to mould moral and political beliefs. Instead, time must be treated as a raw phenomenon, being itself the stake over which moral and political forces fight. Time must no longer be seen as a pristine phenomenon that could receive its essence from a single instance (in Bataille’s view, this instance is death). Rather, time must be seen as a vulgar plenitude that encompasses everything that happens. Time must no longer be seen as an existential option that can be authentically transcended in an instant to its end, but rather as something that is experienced by living beings as unavoidable and irreducible in its flow. To see all life from life’s end is to see all life with the eyes of the dead. To think all time from time’s end is to think with the mind of the dead. It is time to quietly drop this pro-transience philosophy of time, which is hardly a philosophy at all. Instead we must begin to observe what time looks like from the only real vantage point that there is: the vantage point of the living. There is no way to experience the world except through time. Time may be transient, but it is all there is. By dropping the perspective that sees all time from time’s end, one has time. And the pleasures and pains of time are revealed to be excessive stakes. 
A-to Bataille

(  ) Bataille overestimates the value of death to the living being – it’s better to max-out lived time and experiences 
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This work sets out to attack Bataille’s assumption that life is essentially transient. Using Bergson’s anti-teleological thought experiments, I hope to reveal the ludicrous paradoxes involved in seeing the essence of time in time’s end. With Bergson, I demand that we consider time to be the whole of its flow. I insist that Bataille overestimates the importance that death has for living beings, and I affirm instead the intensity of lived time and ongoing experiences. 
(  ) Bataille’s premise of inevitable extinction is simply wrong:
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I shall assume that time cannot be separated from space, and that time is essentially a view of what happens to space. If we see time as encompassing all of space, it is difficult to see time as rushing headlong towards an end, since we must imagine time as having to move through the tangled matter of space to get to any end: a tortuous procedure. Time does not cut through space instantly like a magic knife towards an end, so why should we view all time from its end? Moreover, time is ‘everything that happens’, involving the irreducible durations of pleasure or pain, slavery or sovereignty. Again, with such a rich view of time, it is hard to see how time can be authentically described as slipping easily towards its extinction. Since time is made up of everything that occurs, the philosophical act of analysing time from the point of view of the annihilation of all occurrence is narrow to the most extreme degree. How can this backward glance, this posthumous look at time from the illusory vantage point of nothingness, not be an emaciated view, a ‘little’ view? How can such a narrow, such a restricted view of time not be a slave perspective in the Nietzschean sense?  
A-to Bataille
(  ) Bataille links to anti-politics. This card rules
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Bataille believes that an affirmation of transience is politically liberating, that transience is a vital force that renders absurd the coercive, long-term projects of the bourgeoisie. Yet pro-transience takes away any real consciousness of political stakes when it annihilates a sense of life’s rich duration. Indeed, a sense of transience cannot authentically liberate people from coercive projects, since such projects are themselves generated by a sense of transience. People want to gain lingering pleasure and freedom, and to avoid long periods of pain and slavery. Bataille’s pro-transience view, on the other hand, evades any sense of these irreducible durations; it therefore evades a sense of the world of time as a world of stakes, as involving elements to be either avoided at all costs or seized! Through this evasion of real time, Bataille’s thought is politically neutered. Against Bataille, I insist that only an affirmation of real time can be politically progressive. For Bataille, the full engagement with the truth of transience generates a form of wild abandon (which unfetters forces that would otherwise be invested in conservative projects), but if we see pro-transience as an end game, as a pointless act of looking through the wrong end of a telescope, this view of time is shown to be about as exuberant as nostalgia TV. Pro-transience is in fact less audacious than a priest’s remorse, a slave’s regret.  
A-to Bataille
(  ) Bataille definitely links to anti-politics – his scholarship breeds political impotence.
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Life proceeds at its own pace, and therefore does not slip towards death in a transient manner. Time’s duration makes up the very substance of life, and duration’s pains or pleasures cannot be avoided or speeded up towards their ends except artificially (in this sense pro-transience, which anticipates the end of all experience in death, is existentially an escapist view of time). People want to avoid spending long periods in slavery or in pain, and wish instead to enjoy extended periods of free time or pleasure. Pro-transience thought, however, evades this sense of time as a material stake. Pro-transience thought therefore maintains a politically impotent view of time. I shall assume that time cannot be separated from space, and that time is essentially a view of what happens to space. If we see time as encompassing all of space, it is difficult to see time as rushing headlong towards an end, since we must imagine time as having to move through the tangled matter of space to get to any end: a tortuous procedure. Time does not cut through space instantly like a magic knife towards an end, so why should we view all time from its end? Moreover, time is ‘everything that happens’, involving the irreducible durations of pleasure or pain, slavery or sovereignty. Again, with such a rich view of time, it is hard to see how time can be authentically described as slipping easily towards its extinction. Since time is made up of everything that occurs, the philosophical act of analysing time from the point of view of the annihilation of all occurrence is narrow to the most extreme degree. How can this backward glance, this posthumous look at time from the illusory vantage point of nothingness, not be an emaciated view, a ‘little’ view? How can such a narrow, such a restricted view of time not be a slave perspective in the Nietzschean sense? Pro-Transience, Accumulation and Projects Transience is ironically the motor of accumulation. Projects can only take place through systems that defer time’s lived spontaneity and flow. Grandiose projects can only take place on the ruins of time. Christian and romantic pessimism depresses and humbles the worker, leading him or her to become detached from the experience of rich duration and to invest the resulting alienated energies in any project of salvation whatsoever. An over-stimulated sense of individual temporal finitude induces the worker to invest his or her energies in absurd long-term projects, the completion of which may transcend his or her own lifetime. A pronounced emphasis on the consciousness that everyone’s life is finite without exception, and in essentially the same way, fosters the belief that no one is especially favoured by that economy which is itself built out of a culture of transience, and so any social and political tensions generated by jealousy are neutralized. At the same time, everyone is assigned their proper place within any given hierarchy under the sign of universal transience. The workers’ disinvestment of energies from rich duration and re-investment of these energies in industrial projects is furthered by the time-consuming rigours of the industrial work process itself. In a society increasingly dominated by advanced technology and science, time appears to fly because it seems to be programmed to the bitter end. The violent aesthetics of postmodern culture provide the final touch in bowing the head of the worker, making him or her derive solace from the vain promises of the future. Although pro-transience is the motor of accumulation and project, contempo- rary postmodernists and post-structuralists feel that it is a sense of transience which will happily free us from accumulation and project. They assume that a sense of our essential mortality will free us to withdraw our vital energies from systems that would invest these energies in projects that falsely claim to give us immortal life; we are then free to squander these energies in a sovereign manner. For postmodernists and post-structuralists, the fleeting nature of time and the inevitability of death show linear time to be unreal. We would do well therefore to drop those unreal projects that are built on linear time. But captains of industry also affirm the fleeting nature of time and the inevitability of death. They encourage us to capitalize on the unreal nature of time in order to bring unreal projects into being. Postmodernists and post-structuralists simply offer the teleology of final death in place of the teleology of project. It is not possible to free that rich duration which is coercively funnelled into projects via a sense of transience that is just as violent towards rich duration. My critique focuses on the contemporary philosophical affirmation of transience rather than on any wider cultural affirmation of transience. Continental philosophy has been dominated by pro-transience thinking throughout the 20th century and up to the present day, led by pro-transience thinkers such as Heidegger and Bataille, who have influenced the work of postmodernist/poststructuralist thinkers including Barthes, Deleuze, Foucault, Derrida, Lyotard and Baudrillard. I concentrate on the work of Bataille, since his work represents the most extreme example of pro-transience thought.  
A-to Bataille
(  ) Bataille’s worldview necessarily dismisses the systems that check the dominance of the Far-Right

Wolin ‘6 (Richard, Distinguished Professor of History at the City University of New York Graduate Center, “Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology”Constellations vol. 2 issue 3, pp. 397-428)
Here, the analysis must begin with an examination of Bataille’s essay, “The Psychological Structure of Fascism,” often rightly hailed as a theoretical breakthrough in our understanding of the mass psychological appeal of modern authoritarian rule. Yet, the essay also contains a barely veiled admiration for the vitality and energy of the existing fascist states, especially when contrasted with the decadence and inertia of the contemporary European democracies. Bataille purveys a critique of parliamentarianism that is as zealous as anything one finds in the work of Carl Schmitt. Parliamentary decision-making, he claims, partakes wholly of the order of the homogenous. It aims solely at co-optation, the elimination of difference. As such, it is purely instrumental and serves primarily to suppress the breakthrough of heterogeneous elements that threaten to explode the normative bases of the given economic and political order. As Bataille observes, in a striking anticipation of Jean-Francois Lyotard’s association of “consensus” and “terror”: “The reduction of differences in parliamentary practice indicates all the possible complexity of the internal activity of adaptation required by homogeneity.60 Bataille can perceive no fundamental differences between the conduct of political and economic life in modern democratic societies, insofar as both are examples par excellence of homogeneity – this despite the fact that discussion aims at mutual understanding, whereas economic activity is goal-oriented and utilitarian. Given this curt dismissal of the institutional bases of democracy, it comes as little surprise that Bataille glorifies the role played by fascism in modern political life as a type of breakthrough of the heterogeneous. For Bataille, “the fascist leaders are incontestably part of heterogeneous existence. Opposed to democratic politicians, who represent in different countries the platitude inherent to homogeneous society, Mussolini and Hitler immediately stand out as something other.”62 What he admires about these men and the movement they represent is that they embody “a force that situates them above other men,” which accounts for their “sovereignty.” Yet, he also esteems greatly their thoroughgoing antagonism to law: “the fact that laws are broken is only the most obvious sign of the transcendent, heterogeneous nature of fascist action.”63 Here, the parallels with Schmitt’s critique of bourgeois legal positivism are of course profound. Both Schmitt and Bataille view the institution of law as the consummate embodiment of the spirit of bourgeois rationalism. It symbolizes everything they detest about the reigning social order: its prosaic longing for security, its unrevolutionary nature, its abhorrence of “transcendence,” its anathematization of the vitality and intensity one finds in the “exception” (Schmitt) or “transgression” (Bataille). Moreover, for Bataille the system of law merits especially harsh treatment insofar as it signifies a type consecration of the profane order of things, as such, it stands as an impediment to contact with the heterogeneous or the sacred. Bataille concludes his endorsement of fascist politics with the following encomium: “Heterogeneous fascist action belongs to the entire set of higher forms. It makes an appeal to sentiments traditionally defined as exalted and noble and tends to constitute authority as an unconditional principle situated above any utilitarian judgment.” As opposed to the bourgeois order of life, which, with its utilitarianism and its legalism, merely sanctifies “the prose of the world,” fascism offers a new political aesthetic, the return, as it were, of an aesthetic politics: a type of politics that reintroduces the long lost elements of charismatic leadership (in Bataille’s terms, “sovereignty”), violence, and martial glory. It is, moreover, a politics that facilitates a great emotional cathexis between leaders and masses, a point which Bataille emphasizes repeatedly. For one of fascism’s great attributes is that it “clearly demonstrates what can be expected from a timely recourse to reawakened affective forces” – forces capable of guaranteeing a measure of collective solidarity, which have been banished from a society in which the division of labor and rationalization reign supreme. In sum, fascism serves to reintroduce a type of ecstatic politics into the forlorn and disenchanted landscape of political modernity, a politics that aims at the creation of a quasi-Nietzschean ecstatic community. 
A-to Bataille
(  ) ***The Thrill-Seeker:

Their whole try-or-die ish trick is backwards. We aren’t all hopeless now, and Bataille’s vision of ecstasy solely thrill-seeks us to death.
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Bataille affirms the living moment, but as a moment that creates transience (the moment is ruinous) and which is itself transient (it cannot prevail in a dualist universe). The ecstatic moment, which should be a celebration of a kind of irrepressible flow of duration, is over in a flash, and either tends towards death or leads directly to death. Often, Bataille states that the wild expenditure of life’s forces can be described as life affirmed up to the point of death and not beyond, in order perhaps to avoid the accusation of morbidity. It is even possible that Bataille sense  that his view of time was too teleological as it stood. He writes: ‘I believe eroticism to be the approval of life, up until death’ (Bataille, 1957b/1990b: 16). What Bataille is perhaps saying here is that beings caught up in the midst of the most extreme pleasure do not care whether they survive or not, thereby illustrating his equation of pleasure and ruin. However, the extreme indifference of beings in the midst of ecstasy to the whole question of survival suggests that death is of little importance to them compared to the experience of pleasurable duration enjoyed in the time up to death. On close inspection we can see that for Bataille ‘the approval of life up until death’ represents a very specific kind of behaviour that is almost totally death orientated, a foolhardy spirit of ruination that will end in death more or less directly. It can be seen that the exuberant devil-may-care spirit of affirming life up to the point of death can be accessed by individuals only if they open themselves up to death first. The vision of life affirmed up to the point of death is still a vision of life dominated by death. Although Bataille’s work shows him savouring, as it were, the taste of death in a sensual, poetic fashion, he concedes that an individual cannot physically experience the event of his or her own death in a concrete, knowing fashion, since in death the knower and known are wiped out at a single stroke. Only a living being can affirm death, through the ecstatic abandonment of toilsome life-conservation and care which a sense of mortality allows. Such a view could be seen to link up with Bataille’s partial admission that life affirmed up to the point of death is more important than a mere leap from life into death. 
Bataille’s reasoning justifies mass atrocity and death.

Boldt-Irons, 2K 

(Leslie Anne, Associate Professor of French at Brock University, “Military discipline and revolutionary exaltation: the dismantling of “l’illusion lyrique” in Malraux’s L’Espoir and Bataille’s Le Bleu du Ciel,” Romantic Review, vol. 91 issue 4, p. 481)
In 1933, Bataille contributed a review of André Malraux’s novel La Condition humaine to the ultra left-wing journal La Critique sociale.1 In this article, Bataille questions the place that revolution occupies in the larger and more general context of “human agitation.” He asks, for example, whether the convulsive movements of revolt, social upheaval, and revolution should be situated outside of, or above, what is normally experienced as life in its quotidian expressions of tenderness, enthusiasm or even hate. In the name of what authority, for example, might one be justified in placing the fascination with pleasure, torture and possible death outside the limits of acceptable social practice – extreme states often linked to revolutionary upheaval outside the limits of acceptable social practice? Another way of situating the convulsion of revolutionary movements – an approach clearly endorsed by Bataille – is to place it squarely within the framework of any activity marked by agitation. From this perspective, the acts of torture and murder would arise from an excitability or arousal similar in nature to that intensifying the fury of the revolutionary impulse. This impulse, writes Bataille, is a means by which the proletariat – who had for a long time been deprived of the possibility of attributing any value to suffering and to life – is able to gain access to value itself, a value linked to states of excitation unsubordinated to any simple political means or end. This value, and the state of agitation to which it is linked, gives the proletariat both life and hope, for which even death in all its atrocity might be the payment required. 
A-to Baudrillard

(  ) Baudrillard’s alternative fails to confront real world politics. 

Best & Kellner, 98 Department of Philosophy at University of Texas-El Paso, 1998 [Steven & Douglas, http://www2.cddc.vt.edu/illuminations/kell28.htm, “Postmodern Politics and the Battle for the Future”] 

In the aftermath of the 1960s, novel and conflicting conceptions of postmodern politics emerged. Postmodern politics thus take a variety of forms and would include the anti-politics of  Baudrillard and his followers, who exhibit a cynical, despairing rejection of the belief in emancipatory social transformation, as well as a variety of efforts to create a new or reconstructed politics. On the extreme and apolitical position of a  Baudrillard, we are stranded at the end of history, paralyzed and frozen, as the masses collapse into inertia and indifference, and simulacra and technology triumph over agency. Thus, from  Baudrillard's perspective, all we can do is "accommodate ourselves to the time left to us." 

(  ) Baudrillard is just a fashionable source of cynicism—not a political strategy. 

Rojek 93 

(Chris, Deputy Director, Theory, Culture & Society Centre , Professor of Sociology and Culture  at Nottingham Trent University, Forget Buadrillard? Edited by Chris Rojek, pgs 109)

His lacerating nihilism, his readiness to prick any cause, his devotion to experience for experience s sake, are all recurring tropes of at least one type of modernism. To be sure, modernism is a multi-faceted concept. Rather than speak of the project of modernism it is perhaps more accurate to speak o projects of modernism. These projects work around a central dichotomy: reflecting the order of things and exposing the funda​mental disorder of things. In the political realm the keynote projects designed to reflect the order of things have been (a) providing a theory of liberal democracy which legitimates the operation of he market; (b) the socialist critiques of capitalism and the plan for the reconstruction of society; and (c) the feminist transformation of the male order of things. These are all constructive projects. They either aim to give shape to people's lives or they seek to replace the eas​ing set of politico-economic conditions with a state of affairs that is judged to be superior on rational or moral grounds. Baudrillard  it might be said, traces the dispersal of these projects   He relishes being the imp of the perverse, the ruthless exponent of the disorder of things   His work exposes the posturing and circularities of constructive arguments. But in doing this Baudrillard is not acting as the harbinger of a new postmodern state of affairs. Rather he is treading the well worn paths of one type of modernist sceptism and excess – a path which has no other destiny than repletion.  His message of ‘no future’ does not transcend the political dilemma of modernism, it exemplifies it.
A-to Baudrillard

(  ) We do, in fact, know the difference between simulation and reality—the media plays a healthy role in the public sphere.  

March, 95 

James Marsh, Professor of Philosophy, Fordham University, 95, Critique, Action, and Liberation, pp. 292-293

Such an account, however, is as one-sided or perhaps even more one-sided than that of naive modernism. We note a residual idealism that does not take into account socioeconomic realities already pointed out such as the corporate nature of media, their role in achieving and legitimating profit, and their function of manufacturing consent. In such a postmodernist account is a reduction of everything to image or symbol that misses the relationship of these to realities such as corporations seeking profit, impoverished workers in these corporations, or peasants in Third-World countries trying to conduct elections. Postmodernism does not adequately distinguish here between a reduction of reality to image and a mediation of reality by image. A media idealism exists rooted in the influence of structuralism and poststructuralism and doing insufficient justice to concrete human experience, judgment, and free interaction in the world.4 It is also paradoxical or contradictory to say it really is true that nothing is really true, that everything is illusory or imaginary. Postmodemism makes judgments that implicitly deny the reduction of reality to image. For example, Poster and Baudrillard do want to say that we really are in a new age that is informational and postindustrial. Again, to say that everything is imploded into media images is akin logically to the Cartesian claim that everything is or might be a dream. What happens is that dream or image is absolutized or generalized to the point that its original meaning lying in its contrast to natural, human, and social reality is lost. We can discuss Disneyland as reprehensible because we know the difference between Disneyland and the larger, enveloping reality of Southern California and the United States.5 We can note also that postmodernism misses the reality of the accumulation-legitimation tension in late capitalism in general and in communicative media in particular. This tension takes different forms in different times. In the United States in the 1960s and 1970s, for example, social, economic, and political reality occasionally manifested itself in the media in such a way that the electorate responded critically to corporate and political policies. Coverage of the Vietnam war, for example, did help turn people against the war. In the 1980s, by contrast, the emphasis shifted more toward accumulation in the decade dominated by the “great communicator.” Even here, however, the majority remained opposed to Reagan’s policies while voting for Reagan. Human and social reality, while being influenced by and represented by the media, transcended them and remained resistant to them.6 To the extent that postmodernists are critical of the role media play, we can ask the question about the normative adequacy of such a critique. Why, in the absence of normative conceptions of rationality and freedom, should media dominance be taken as bad rather than good? Also, the most relevant contrasting, normatively structured alternative to the media is that of the “public sphere,” in which the imperatives of free, democratic, nonmanipulable communicative action are institutionalized. Such a public sphere has been present in western democracies since the nineteenth century but has suffered erosion in the twentieth century as capitalism has more and more taken over the media and commercialized them. Even now the public sphere remains normatively binding and really operative through institutionalizing the ideals of free, full, public expression and discussion; ideal, legal requirements taking such forms as public service programs, public broadcasting, and provision for alternative media; and social movements acting and discoursing in and outside of universities in print, in demonstrations and forms of resistance, and on media such as movies, television, and radio.7 
A-to Baudrillard

(  ) Baudrillard is wrong about hyper-reality.  We are very aware of differences between real life and media images.  Just imagine how horrified you would be if you were watching a horror movie and found out that the actors were really being killed.

Žižek, 2000 

(University of Ljubljana), 2000 (Slavoj, March/April “The Cyberspace Real,” http://www.egs.edu/faculty/Žižek/Žižek-the-cyberspace-real.html). 

Are the pessimistic cultural criticists (from Jean Baudrillard to Paul Virilio) justified in their claim that cyberspace ultimately generates a kind of proto-psychotic immersion into an imaginary universe of hallucinations, unconstrained by any symbolic Law or by any impossibility of some Real? If not, how are we to detect in cyberspace the contours of the other two dimensions of the Lacanian triad ISR, the Symbolic and the Real? As to the symbolic dimension, the solution seems easy — it suffices to focus on the notion of authorship that fits the emerging domain of cyberspace narratives, that of the "procedural authorship": the author (say, of the interactive immersive environment in which we actively participate by role-playing) no longer writes detailed story-line, s/he merely provides the basic set of rules (the coordinates of the fictional universe in which we immerse ourselves, the limited set of actions we are allowed to accomplish within this virtual space, etc.), which serves as the basis for the interactor's active engagement (intervention, improvisation). This notion of "procedural authorship" demonstrates the need for a kind of equivalent to the Lacanian "big Other": in order for the interactor to become engaged in cyberspace, s/he has to operate within a minimal set of externally imposed accepted symbolic rules/coordinates. Without these rules, the subject/interactor would effectively become immersed in a psychotic experience of an universe in which "we do whatever we want" and are, paradoxically, for that very reason deprived of our freedom, caught in a demoniac compulsion. It is thus crucial to establish the rules that engage us, that led us in our immersion into the cyberspace, while allowing us to maintain the distance towards the enacted universe. The point is not simply to maintain "the right measure" between the two extremes (total psychotic immersion versus non-engaged external distance towards the artificial universe of the cyber-fiction): distance is rather a positive condition of immersion. If we are to surrender to the enticements of the virtual environment, we have to "mark the border," to rely on a set of marks which clearly designate that we are dealing with a fiction, in the same way in which, in order to let ourselves go and enjoy a violent war movie, we somehow have to know that what we are seeing is a staged fiction, not real-life killing (imagine our horrible surprise if, while watching a war scene, we would suddenly see that we are watching a snuff, that the actor engaged in face-to-face combat is effectively cutting the throat of his "enemy"…). Against the theorists who fear that cyberspace involves the regression to a kind of psychotic incestuous immersion, one should thus discern in today's often clumsy and ambiguous improvisations about "cyberspace rules" precisely the effort to establish clearly the contours of a new space of symbolic fictions in which we fully participate in the mode disavowal, i.e. being aware that "this is not real life." 
Butler – her stance on politics is dangerous

Butler’s politics are dangerous – they create a space for the far-right to freely oppress

Martha Nussbaum is professor of law and philosophy at the University of Chicago – New Republic – FEBRUARY 22 1999 – available on lexis

Suppose we grant Butler her most interesting claims up to this point: that the social structure of gender is ubiquitous, but we can resist it by subversive and parodic acts. Two significant questions remain. What should be resisted, and on what basis? What would the acts of resistance be like, and what would we expect them to accomplish?  Butler uses several words for what she takes to be bad and therefore worthy of resistance: the "repressive," the "subordinating," the "oppressive." But she provides no empirical discussion of resistance of the sort that we find, say, in Barry Adam's fascinating sociological study The Survival of Domination (1978), which studies the subordination of blacks, Jews, women, and gays and lesbians, and their ways of wrestling with the forms of social power that have oppressed them. Nor does Butler provide any account of the concepts of resistance and oppression that would help us, were we really in doubt about what we ought to be resisting.  Butler departs in this regard from earlier social-constructionist feminists, all of whom used ideas such as non-hierarchy, equality, dignity, autonomy, and treating as an end rather than a means, to indicate a direction for actual politics. Still less is she willing to elaborate any positive normative notion. Indeed, it is clear that Butler, like Foucault, is adamantly opposed to normative notions such as human dignity, or treating humanity as an end, on the grounds that they are inherently dictatorial. In her view, we ought to wait to see what the political struggle itself throws up, rather than prescribe in advance to its participants. Universal normative notions, she says, "colonize under the sign of the same."  This idea of waiting to see what we get--in a word, this moral passivity-- seems plausible in Butler because she tacitly assumes an audience of like- minded readers who agree (sort of) about what the bad things are-- discrimination against gays and lesbians, the unequal and hierarchical treatment of women--and who even agree (sort of) about why they are bad (they subordinate some people to others, they deny people freedoms that they ought to have). But take that assumption away, and the absence of a normative dimension becomes a severe problem.  Try teaching Foucault at a contemporary law school, as I have, and you will quickly find that subversion takes many forms, not all of them congenial to Butler and her allies. As a perceptive libertarian student said to me, Why can't I use these ideas to resist the tax structure, or the antidiscrimination laws, or perhaps even to join the militias? Others, less fond of liberty, might engage in the subversive performances of making fun of feminist remarks in class, or ripping down the posters of the lesbian and gay law students' association. These things happen. They are parodic and subversive. Why, then, aren't they daring and good?
**This straight-turns their entire argument

Martha Nussbaum is professor of law and philosophy at the University of Chicago – New Republic – FEBRUARY 22 1999 – available on lexis

There is a void, then, at the heart of Butler's notion of politics. This void can look liberating, because the reader fills it implicitly with a normative theory of human equality or dignity. But let there be no mistake: for Butler, as for Foucault, subversion is subversion, and it can in principle go in any direction. Indeed, Butler's naively empty politics is especially dangerous for the very causes she holds dear. For every friend of Butler, eager to engage in subversive performances that proclaim the repressiveness of heterosexual gender norms, there are dozens who would like to engage in subversive performances that flout the norms of tax compliance, of non-discrimination, of decent treatment of one's fellow students. To such people we should say, you cannot simply resist as you please, for there are norms of fairness, decency, and dignity that entail that this is bad behavior. But then we have to articulate those norms--and this Butler refuses to do.

A-to Butler K’s

Butler’s politics simply opens the door for evil to reign-free

Martha Nussbaum is professor of law and philosophy at the University of Chicago – New Republic – FEBRUARY 22 1999 – available on lexis

For Butler, the act of subversion is so riveting, so sexy, that it is a bad dream to think that the world will actually get better. What a bore equality is! No bondage, no delight. In this way, her pessimistic erotic anthropology offers support to an amoral anarchist politics.  VI.  When we consider the quietism inherent in Butler's writing, we have some keys to understanding Butler's influential fascination with drag and cross- dressing as paradigms of feminist resistance. Butler's followers understand her account of drag to imply that such performances are ways for women to be daring and subversive. I am unaware of any attempt by Butler to repudiate such readings.  But what is going on here? The woman dressed mannishly is hardly a new figure. Indeed, even when she was relatively new, in the nineteenth century, she was in another way quite old, for she simply replicated in the lesbian world the existing stereotypes and hierarchies of male-female society. What, we may well ask, is parodic subversion in this area, and what a kind of prosperous middle-class acceptance? Isn't hierarchy in drag still hierarchy? And is it really true (as The Psychic Life of Power would seem to conclude) that domination and subordination are the roles that women must play in every sphere, and if not subordination, then mannish domination?  In short, cross-dressing for women is a tired old script--as Butler herself informs us. Yet she would have us see the script as subverted, made new, by the cross-dresser's knowing symbolic sartorial gestures; but again we must wonder about the newness, and even the subversiveness. Consider Andrea Dworkin's parody (in her novel Mercy) of a Butlerish parodic feminist, who announces from her posture of secure academic comfort:  The notion that bad things happen is both propagandistic and inadequate... To understand a woman's life requires that we affirm the hidden or obscure dimensions of pleasure, often in pain, and choice, often under duress. One must develop an eye for secret signs--the clothes that are more than clothes or decoration in the contemporary dialogue, for instance, or the rebellion hidden behind apparent conformity. There is no victim. There is perhaps an insufficiency of signs, an obdurate appearance of conformity that simply masks the deeper level on which choice occurs.  In prose quite unlike Butler's, this passage captures the ambivalence of the implied author of some of Butler's writings, who delights in her violative practice while turning her theoretical eye resolutely away from the material suffering of women who are hungry, illiterate, violated, beaten. There is no victim. There is only an insufficiency of signs.  Butler suggests to her readers that this sly send-up of the status quo is the only script for resistance that life offers. Well, no. Besides offering many other ways to be human in one's personal life, beyond traditional norms of domination and subservience, life also offers many scripts for resistance that do not focus narcissistically on personal self-presentation. Such scripts involve feminists (and others, of course) in building laws and institutions, without much concern for how a woman displays her own body and its gendered nature: in short, they involve working for others who are suffering.  The great tragedy in the new feminist theory in America is the loss of a sense of public commitment. In this sense, Butler's self-involved feminism is extremely American, and it is not surprising that it has caught on here, where successful middle-class people prefer to focus on cultivating the self rather than thinking in a way that helps the material condition of others. Even in America, however, it is possible for theorists to be dedicated to the public good and to achieve something through that effort. Many feminists in America are still theorizing in a way that supports material change and responds to the situation of the most oppressed. Increasingly, however, the academic and cultural trend is toward the pessimistic flirtatiousness represented by the theorizing of Butler and her followers. Butlerian feminism is in many ways easier than the old feminism. It tells scores of talented young women that they need not work on changing the law, or feeding the hungry, or assailing power through theory harnessed to material politics. They can do politics in safety of their campuses, remaining on the symbolic level, making subversive gestures at power through speech and gesture. This, the theory says, is pretty much all that is available to us anyway, by way of political action, and isn't it exciting and sexy?  In its small way, of course, this is a hopeful politics. It instructs people that they can, right now, without compromising their security, do something bold. But the boldness is entirely gestural, and insofar as Butler's ideal suggests that these symbolic gestures really are political change, it offers only a false hope. Hungry women are not fed by this, battered women are not sheltered by it, raped women do not find justice in it, gays and lesbians do not achieve legal protections through it.  Finally there is despair at the heart of the cheerful Butlerian enterprise. The big hope, the hope for a world of real justice, where laws and institutions protect the equality and the dignity of all citizens, has been banished, even perhaps mocked as sexually tedious. Judith Butler's hip quietism is a comprehensible response to the difficulty of realizing justice in America. But it is a bad response. It collaborates with evil. Feminism demands more and women deserve better.  
A-to Butler K’s
(  ) Butler’s retreat from the pragmatic is damning – her starting point renders her project counter-productive.

Martha Nussbaum is professor of law and philosophy at the University of Chicago – New Republic – FEBRUARY 22 1999 – available on lexis

For a long time, academic feminism in America has been closely allied to the practical struggle to achieve justice and equality for women. Feminist theory has been understood by theorists as not just fancy words on paper; theory is connected to proposals for social change. Thus feminist scholars have engaged in many concrete projects: the reform of rape law; winning attention and legal redress for the problems of domestic violence and sexual harassment; improving women's economic opportunities, working conditions, and education; winning pregnancy benefits for female workers; campaigning against the trafficking of women and girls in prostitution; working for the social and political equality of lesbians and gay men.   Indeed, some theorists have left the academy altogether, feeling more comfortable in the world of practical politics, where they can address these urgent problems directly. Those who remain in the academy have frequently made it a point of honor to be academics of a committed practical sort, eyes always on the material conditions of real women, writing always in a way that acknowledges those real bodies and those real struggles. One cannot read a page of Catharine MacKinnon, for example, without being engaged with a real issue of legal and institutional change. If one disagrees with her proposals-- and many feminists disagree with them--the challenge posed by her writing is to find some other way of solving the problem that has been vividly delineated.  Feminists have differed in some cases about what is bad, and about what is needed to make things better; but all have agreed that the circumstances of women are often unjust and that law and political action can make them more nearly just. MacKinnon, who portrays hierarchy and subordination as endemic to our entire culture, is also committed to, and cautiously optimistic about, change through law--the domestic law of rape and sexual harassment and international human rights law. Even Nancy Chodorow, who, in The Reproduction of Mothering, offered a depressing account of the replication of oppressive gender categories in child-rearing, argued that this situation could change. Men and women could decide, understanding the unhappy consequences of these habits, that they will henceforth do things differently; and changes in laws and institutions can assist in such decisions.  Feminist theory still looks like this in many parts of the world. In India, for example, academic feminists have thrown themselves into practical struggles, and feminist theorizing is closely tethered to practical commitments such as female literacy, the reform of unequal land laws, changes in rape law (which, in India today, has most of the flaws that the first generation of American feminists targeted), the effort to get social recognition for problems of sexual harassment and domestic violence. These feminists know that they live in the middle of a fiercely unjust reality; they cannot live with themselves without addressing it more or less daily, in their theoretical writing and in their activities outside the seminar room.  In the United States, however, things have been changing. One observes a new, disquieting trend. It is not only that feminist theory pays relatively little attention to the struggles of women outside the United States. (This was always a dispiriting feature even of much of the best work of the earlier period.) Something more insidious than provincialism has come to prominence in the American academy. It is the virtually complete turning from the material side of life, toward a type of verbal and symbolic politics that makes only the flimsiest of connections with the real situation of real women.  Feminist thinkers of the new symbolic type would appear to believe that the way to do feminist politics is to use words in a subversive way, in academic publications of lofty obscurity and disdainful abstractness. These symbolic gestures, it is believed, are themselves a form of political resistance; and so one need not engage with messy things such as legislatures and movements in order to act daringly. The new feminism, moreover, instructs its members that there is little room for large-scale social change, and maybe no room at all. We are all, more or less, prisoners of the structures of power that have defined our identity as women; we can never change those structures in a large-scale way, and we can never escape from them. All that we can hope to do is to find spaces within the structures of power in which to parody them, to poke fun at them, to transgress them in speech. And so symbolic verbal politics, in addition to being offered as a type of real politics, is held to be the only politics that is really possible.  These developments owe much to the recent prominence of French postmodernist thought. Many young feminists, whatever their concrete affiliations with this or that French thinker, have been influenced by the extremely French idea that the intellectual does politics by speaking seditiously, and that this is a significant type of political action. Many have also derived from the writings of Michel Foucault (rightly or wrongly) the fatalistic idea that we are prisoners of an all-enveloping structure of power, and that real-life reform movements usually end up serving power in new and insidious ways. Such feminists therefore find comfort in the idea that the subversive use of words is still available to feminist intellectuals. Deprived of the hope of larger or more lasting changes, we can still perform our resistance by the reworking of verbal categories, and thus, at the margins, of the selves who are constituted by them.  One American feminist has shaped these developments more than any other. Judith Butler seems to many young scholars to define what feminism is now. Trained as a philosopher, she is frequently seen (more by people in literature than by philosophers) as a major thinker about gender, power, and the body. As we wonder what has become of old-style feminist politics and the material realities to which it was committed, it seems necessary to reckon with Butler's work and influence, and to scrutinize the arguments that have led so many to adopt a stance that looks very much like quietism and retreat.  
A-to Chernus K

(  ) Chernus’ alt and framework-vision will fail – it lacks pragmatic efficacy

Dr. STUART CHARME is a professor of religion at Rutgers-Camden –Reviewed work(s):

Nuclear Madness: Religion and the Psychology of the Nuclear Age by Ira Chernus

Source: Review of Religious Research, Vol. 33, No. 2 (Dec., 1991), pp. 186-187

Published by: Religious Research Association, Inc.

Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3511914

This book demonstrates many of the strengths and weaknesses of psycho-historical inter- pretations. Much of the argument is carried by suggestive analogies and heuristic metaphors, extended descriptions of suprapersonal entities like nations, cultures, and civilizations "as if" they operated according to individual psychodynamics. Chernus himself sprinkles dis- claimers throughout his book denying that his interpretations are empirically verifiable or indeed are anything more than useful fictions to stimulate thought. By the end of the book, however, Chernus' commitment to a particular psychological and metaphysical perspective is more than metaphorical. In his rush to reconnect to an archetypal world of symbols and images, he tends to be somewhat dismissive of more concrete political, economic, historical and scientific perspectives relating to nuclear arms. There can be no doubt that Chernus has produced a creative and unorthodox interpretation of nuclear weapons. Much of its success will depend on the reader's prior commitment (or new conversion) to the perspective of archetypal psychology. Accordingly, some will con- clude from this book that Chernus is tuned in to the unconscious symbolic meaning of the global psyche, whereas others may remain more dubious that new ritual expressions of archetypal images are a sufficient response to the prospect of, say, nuclear proliferation into third world countries like Iraq. 
(  ) He hopes for a representational power – but Framing’s power is SOLELY its pragmatic function. To say “the Aff scenarios don’t matter because our K makes everyone nice” is a farce.

Dewsbury ‘3

(John-David Dewsbury -- School of Geographical Studies, University of Bristol -- Environment and Planning A 2003, volume 35, pages 1907-1932 -- http://www.sages.unimelb.edu.au/news/mhgr/dewsbury.pdf)
That someone includes us -- the social scientists, the researchers, and the writers. In some way we are all false witnesses to what is there.(2) So, even though the philosophi- cal drive moves against the apparently sterile setup of totalizing representations, the presentation of ideas is trapped within the structure it is trying to critique. In my opinion, this sterility is only apparent. Significantly, this appearance is valid from both sides: from the side of representational theory because of the belief in the representational structure as being able to give an account of everything; and from the side of nonrepresentational theory because of the danger of getting carried away with an absolute critique of representations. The apparent sterility comes from this last point: that in getting carried away with critique you fail to appreciate that the building blocks of representation are not sterile in themselves -- only when they are used as part of a system. The representational system, its structure and regulation of meaning, is not complete -- it needs constant maintenance, loyalty, and faith from those who practice it. In this regard, its power is in its pragmatic functions: easy communication of ideas (that restricts their potential extension), and sustainable, defensible, and consensual agreement on understanding (a certain kind of understanding, and hence a certain type of knowledge). The nonrepresentational argument comes into its own in asking us to revisit the performative space of representation in a manner that is more attuned to its fragile constitution. The point being that representation left critically unattended only allows for conceptual difference and not for a concept of difference as such. The former maintains existing ideological markers whilst the latter challenges us to invent new ones. For me, the project of nonrepresentational theory then, is to excavate the empty space between the lines of representational meaning in order to see what is also possible. The representational system is not wrong: rather, it is the belief that it offers complete understanding -- and that only it offers any sensible understanding at all -- that is critically flawed.    
A-to Chernus K cont’

(  ) They don’t control root cause – Chernus’ claims are fundamentally weak on this point

RICHARD B. MILLER, Indiana University at Bloomington. Reviewed work(s):

A Shuddering Dawn: Religious Studies and the Nuclear Age by Ira Chernus ; Edward Tabor Linenthal

Source: The Journal of Religion, Vol. 71, No. 3 (Jul., 1991), pp. 456-457

Published by: The University of Chicago Press

Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/1204594

One learns the most from this book, I believe, if it is read as an item of religious studies in the academy. "Religion" is used in abundant and diverse ways, usually to provide parallels with the history of nuclear technology. A few parallels are worth noting. There are parallels between nuclear war and the content of reli- gious imagery (e.g., apocalypticism); nuclear weapons and the structure of reli- gious symbolism (e.g., paradox); pronuclear organizations and religious movements (e.g., revivalism); the experience of nuclear danger and religious rit- ual (e.g., boundary experience); nuclear weapons and religious loyalty (e.g., objects of faith). Unfortunately, the book does not live up to its own billing. None of the essays directly answers the question, "Why do we have nuclear weapons and a continu- ing arms race?" The closest the reader gets to an answer is the claim that nuclear weapons take on deep religious qualities. But such an interpretation falls short of a causal explanation, unless the authors want to hold that we continue to produce nuclear weapons out of deep religious needs. But no one in the book goes so far as to make such a claim. Moreover, contrary to the promise of detachment, four essays-a third of the book-draw explicitly from religious commitments or decidedly subjective journeys.  
A-to Chernus K cont’
(  ) Chernus’ K can’t reach out to the uncoverted – it’s interesting, but pointless, ivory tower crapola.

MICHAEL BARKUN Maxwell School, Syracuse University Syracuse, New York – Reviewed work(s):

A Shuddering Dawn: Religious Studies in the Nuclear Age by Ira Chernus ; Edward Tabor

Linenthal Source: Journal for the Scientific Study of Religion, Vol. 29, No. 3 (Sep., 1990), pp. 410+412

Published by: Blackwell Publishing on behalf of Society for the Scientific Study of Religion

Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/1386478

The danger in any multidisciplinary enterprise is surely that without the constraining conventions of disciplines, thought and expression can roam in a willful and disordered fashion. That is occasionally the case here, although in what is surely the most pro- vocative contribution - Daniel Noel's free association on the imagery in Russell Hoban's novel, Riddley Walker - manages to break virtually every rule of scholarly genres while maintaining an essential inner coherence. If there is in fact any weakness in this extra- ordinarily rich set of papers, it lies in the belief by some of the contributors that they need merely restate seem- ingly self-evident truths. They take it as given that nuclear weapons are evil in themselves (a proposition many but not all would assent to), and that therefore the nature of the evil need only be mentioned rather than demonstrated. Unfortunately, to assume so much is both to preach to the faithful and to miss significant opportunities for extending our understanding. (Thus, in "Performing the Nuclear Ceremony: The Arms Race as a Ritual," Robert D. Benford and Lester R. Kurtz speak knowledgeably about both ritual and the arms race without providing the kind of ethnography of nuclear ritual that the subject demands.
A-to Death Drive Args

(  ) Our over-identification argument: We should acknowledge and fight against the death drive – but we should not assume it explains-away every condition. Their over-identification only feeds the drive – we’re the best middle ground.

Gifford 2003 (James, PhD Candidate at the U of Alberta, “What Is Žižek So Afraid Of?: Exemplification

Against The Existential Hordes”, J Spot: Journal of Social and Political Thought, 2:1, January,

http://www.yorku.ca/jspot/5/jgifford.htm)

To refuse the willful control over the inevitable that intrudes on the symbolic order is either an acceptance of psychosis (in Žižek’s formulation) or worse. In reinforcing the symbolic order and enjoying the symptoms of its denial of its Real, a retreat is effected further into the systems that Terror Management Theory has shown result in a derogation of difference, increased investment in social systems of self-esteem, and very possibly reckless behaviours involving destruction and violence. In the case of the inevitable, this difference will be enforced, no matter what Salo-like nightmares are created to defend the individual from the awareness of the crouching beast. The ‘death drive,’ the instinctual desiring of the inevitable monster that I have shown to be a non-instinctual symbolic means to self-preservation, becomes both the denial itself and the means to avoiding the endless retreat into ideology. Moreover, even in the willful choosing of death, and the mis-definition of this as ‘instinctual,’ there resides another level of ideology that denies the willful choosing of the inevitable as a means to control and a creation of the symbolic order that buffers against psychosis-inducing terror and control over the detrimental aspects of this buffer. As with the ecological crisis, “[we’re] not really prepared to integrate it into [our] symbolic universe, and that is why [we] continue to act as if ecology is of no lasting consequence for [our] everyday li[ves]” (Žižek, Looking 35), hence our denial of mortality leads us to pursue and chase our own death, rather than willfully choosing its future inevitability while continuing to live. Is it not preferable to take up one’s own death as a future inevitability that cannot be prevented, rather than mistakenly pursue death and make it imminent by symbolically destroying it? In the same manner, the relegation of the will to non-existence in the symbolic order in which Žižek’s writings function, leaves any resolution of the real problem of Salos and Sadean dungeons without an outlet via choice, since these horrific atrocities are within an ideology that is driven by them. Without a realization of the will and the self, as well as the conflict between ‘mortal’ autonomy and ‘immortal’ dependence/identification with the nation, can we undo the Salos of a bombed out Afghanistan, the Sadean dungeons of Guantanamo Bay in Cuba, or peace through perpetual war? The ideological system that seeks to escape from the horrors of our century forms these terrors as its own traumatic kernel that is both reviled and needed as a lack. In contrast, when TMT subjects become aware of their own mortality salience-induced aggressivity and derogation, they negate the unconscious transaction between the anxiety buffer and the fear of its lack (i.e., confrontation with one’s mortality). Simply put, by becoming aware of their anxiety as the source of their aggressivity, Terror Management subjects cease to aggress and invest in buffers in the same way. Becoming conscious of the effects of the self-preservation instinct make such mechanisms and processes subject to conscious will. Nonetheless, it is perhaps too much to hope that Žižek’s formulation will include ‘enjoy your will’ or an abandonment of the symbolic order in the self-creation (traum) of the Real; although, it may still be possible to hope for a willful release of the fist caught in the trap of ideological denial.  
A-to Death Drive Args

(  ) Their K of the death drive is over-confident and hazardous. Extinction is not a certain outcome in the world of the death drive. We make the best predictions we can – and their extremism races towards dangerous and convenient path.

Boucher 2002 (Geoff, Cultural Studies Professor U Melbourne, The Politics of Universal Truth,

January 29, http://home.mira.net/~deller/ethicalpolitics/geoff-boucher/2002/zizek.htm)

The answer, then, to Žižek’s question (“is not Lacan’s entire theoretical edifice torn between these two options: between the ethics of desire/Law, of maintaining the gap, and the lethal/suicidal immersion in the Thing?”), is “No”. This is a false statement of the alternatives, an ethical mirror image of the political “dilemma” of postmodern post-politics (either postmarxian acceptance of the impossibility/undesirability of revolution, or totalitarian madness and the horrors of a fresh gulag). Zupancic’s statement of the ethics of the Real demonstrates that “not giving way on one’s desire” (the ethical maxim of psychoanalysis) is compatible with the modern moral imperative, “do your duty!” Modern ethics involves neither the direct immersion in the death drive (which leads to Žižek’s ethical decisionism and political voluntarism), nor the avoidance of the drive in a return to the ethics of the master. Instead of Žižek’s “suicidal” politico-ethical Act that aims directly for the Real, the ethical act involves symbolic suicide - a political intervention guided by an ethical imperative that brooks no exceptions and is prepared to go all the way in its impossible demand, “the revolution in permanence”. For, in the final analysis, is not symbolic suicide infinitely more anxiety provoking than real suicide, than one’s physical destruction (and the destruction of others)? There is a strange comfort in knowing that you are the instrument of the historical process. Who wants to end up as an excremental remainder on a “planet without a visa,” having sacrificed everything and yet still having no absolute guarantee that you have done the right thing? By contrast with the ethics of the drive, Žižek’s “psychotic” politico-ethical Act that aims directly for the Real can only terminate in a terrorist ethics, in an ethics that substitutes violence in the Real for the dialectics of the spirit (that is, for interventions in the symbolic fields of culture and politics), and in a politics that desperately attempts to “galvanise” the historical process through the “propaganda of the deed,” through exemplary acts of violence or extraordinary acts of transgression. This is what Zupancic calls the “ethics of fantasy” (“the ethics of desire is the ethics of fantasy (or what we have also called the ethics of the master)” (Zupancic, 2000: 254)), and it is, I suggest, the ethics of the antagonist, the ethics of nationalism, fundamentalism and fascism. The Left does not need such an ethics. A politics of Universal Truth? Yes, absolutely! Up to, and including, “repeating Lenin”. But repetition entails a minimum of difference: our repetition of Lenin will not be a slavish imitation of the past (up to and including a rehabilitation of Stalin!), but a creative adaptation. We no more need to imitate Lenin than we need to rush out and join one of the splinters of the Fourth International (and imitate Trotsky). Nor should we imagine that an ethics (a concept of ethical life, an ethics of the Real) can ground a politics in the traditional sense of supplying an Absolute Guarantee of the ethical validity of every political act. There are no “short-circuits” between ethics and politics, nor any “deductions,” in the grand metaphysical style of Hegel, of the political consequences of the dialectical unfolding of ethical life. Instead, there is a relation of singular articulation, of invention, between ethics and politics. We act without final guarantees - which is to say, we accept an infinite responsibility for the unforeseeable consequences of our acts - but not without criteria (such as universality and the treatment of persons as ends, not means). We accept that there are many politics minimally compatible with modern ethics, and refuse to substitute moral judgement for the rational cognition of alternative claims (“moralism”). The leftwing claim is not that socialism is the only ethical politics. It is that it is the best. 
A-to Death Drive Args

No such thing as the death drive.  Zizek’s diagnosis is wrong and locks in oppressive power structures

Robinson 2005 (Andrew, PhD in Political Theory, U of Nottingham, Theory and Event, 8:1, ProjectMuse)

Guattari's critique of psychoanalysis makes clear the myths which underlie it. 'Psychoanalysis transforms and deforms the unconscious by forcing it to pass through the grid of its system of inscription and representation. For psychoanalysis, the unconscious is always already there, genetically programmed, structured, and finalized on objectives of conformity to social norms'104. Similarly, Reich has already exposed a predecessor of the idea of "constitutive lack" - the Freudian "death instinct" - as a denial that "I don't know". It is, he says, a metaphysical attempt to explain as yet inexplicable phenomena, an attempt which gets in the way of fact-finding about these phenomena105. He provides a detailed clinical rebuttal of the idea of the "death instinct" which is equally apt as an attack on Lacanians (who seem unaware of Reich's intervention). In Reich's view, the masochistic tendencies Freud associates with the "death instinct" are secondary drives arising from anxiety, and are attributable to 'the disastrous effect of social conditions on the biopsychic apparatus. This entailed the necessity of criticizing the social conditions which created the neuroses - a necessity which the hypothesis of a biological will to suffer had circumvented'106. The idea of the "death instinct" leads to a cultural philosophy in which suffering is assumed to be inevitable, whereas Reich's alternative - to attribute neurosis to frustrations with origins in the social system - leads to a critical sociological stance107. The relevance of Reich's critique to the political theory of constitutive lack is striking. The "death instinct" is connected to an idea of primordial masochism which, in the form of "aphanisis" or "subjective destitution", recurs throughout Lacanian political theory. Žižek in particular advocates masochism, in the guise of "shooting at" or "beating" oneself, as a radical gesture which reveals the essence of the self and breaks the constraints of an oppressive reality108, although the masochistic gesture is present in all Lacanian theorists. The death instinct is typified by Žižek as a pathological (in the Kantian sense), contingent attitude which finds satisfaction in the process of self-blockage109. It is identical with the Lacanian concept of jouissance or enjoyment. For him, 'enjoyment (jouissance) is not to be equated with pleasure: enjoyment is precisely "pleasure in unpleasure"; it designates the paradoxical satisfaction procured by a painful encounter with a Thing that perturbs the equilibrium of the pleasure principle. In other words, enjoyment is located "beyond the pleasure principle"'110. It is also the core of the self, since enjoyment is 'the only "substance" acknowledged by psychoanalysis', and 'the subject fully "exists" only through enjoyment'111. Primordial masochism is therefore central to the Lacanian concept of the Real, which depends on there being a universal moment at which active desire - sometimes given the slightly misleading name of the "pleasure principle" - is suspended, not for a greater or delayed pleasure, but out of a direct desire for unpleasure (i.e. a primary reactive desire). Furthermore, this reactive desire is supposed to be ontologically prior to active desire. Dominick LaCapra offers a similar but distinct critique to my own, claiming that Lacanian and similar theories induce a post-traumatic compulsion repetition or an 'endless, quasi-transcendental grieving that may be indistinguishable from interminable melancholy'112. Reich has already provided a rebuttal of "primordial masochism", which, paradoxically given Žižek's claims to radicalism, was denounced by orthodox Freudians as communist propaganda. In Reich's view, masochism operates as a relief at a lesser pain which operates as armouring against anxiety about an underlying trauma113. Regardless of what one thinks of Reich's specific account of the origins of masochism, what is crucial is his critique of the idea of a death drive. 'Such hypotheses as are criticised here are often only a sign of therapeutic failure. For if one explains masochism by a death instinct, one confirms to the patient his [sic] alleged will to suffer'114. Thus, Lacanian metaphysics conceal Lacanians' encouragement of a variety of neurosis complicit with oppressive social realities. Politically, the thesis of primordial masochism provides a mystifying cover for the social forces which cause and benefit from the contingent emergence of masochistic attachments (i.e. sadistic power apparatuses). One could compare this remark to Butler's claim that Žižek 'defends the trauma of the real... over and against a different kind of threat'115.  
A-to Death Drive Args
The death drive is far-less encompassing than the Aff believes.  Zizek’s theory: a) is an unproven assertion b) ignores the ability of human reason and choice to steer society

Allen & Turvey 2001 (Richard, Associate Professor of Cinema Studies at NYU; Malcolm, managing editor of

the journal October, Wittgenstein, Theory and the Arts, p. 29-30)

Structuralism is now out of fashion, and the later Barthes was partly responsible for this. One of the theories that has replaced structuralism in the study of the arts is Lacanian psychoanalysis. Once associated with a broadly structuralist analysis of culture, a new Lacanianism has risen in a more potent form in the writings of the prolific Slovenian theoretician Slavoj Zizek, one that is closer to Lacan’s own surrealist roots. Lacan rewrites Freud’s psychological theory of unconscious agency as a philosophical theory that describes the essential or constitutive paradox of self-representation. Lacanian theory has the aura of a scientific theory that makes empirical claims by borrowing the language of psychological and Linguistic theories, but is actually immune from empirical confirmation and refutation. Zizek bases his interpretation of Lacan on the Hegelian dictum that the use of Language that singles out human beings emerges against the background of an essential abyss of nonmeaning, of the empty nothingness that is organic life. Human beings, when they begin to use language and strive to attain self-consciousness, negate or conceal this essential abyss of nothingness by entering into the pre-existing structure of language that is concrete, inorganic, inert and external. Human consciousness and its products, including culture, thus embody a subjection to an external and therefore alien authority. This subjection is at once essential to concealing the abyss of nothingness that is organic life and, at the same time, is only made possible and sustained by the existence of that concealed abyss and the ‘pressure’ exerted by it. This abyss of nothingness (called ‘the Real’) forms a traumatic core at the heart of human consciousness and culture that always threatens to disrupt the inert structure of human civilization that its concealment serves to make possible. For Zizek, the ego and its social and cultural analogues grow ever more rigid and paranoid in order to prevent the irruption of ‘the Real’. whose role in sustaining the social structure through a negative force or pressure is thereby only augmented and made more insistent. For Zizek, ‘What we call “culture” is...in its very ontological status, the reign of the dead over life, i.e. the form in which the “death drive” assumes its positive existence’ (Zizek 1992: 54). Zizek (after Lacan), like Wittgenstein, proposes that what is distinctive about human beings is their capacity to use language. There the similarities abruptly end. For Wittgenstein, what defines language use, or activities such as making and responding to art, is once again that they are a species of intentional action. Zizek’s metaphysical Freudianism involves stepping outside intentional human actions and the framework of ‘rules’, reasons and concepts that are woven into them in order to claim that all intentional behaviour has one and the same function: to express the death drive or the conversion of life into death. However, the only way in which the nature of human behaviour can be thus defined is by explaining it in terms of a single underlying condition or state, utterly invisible and essentially unknowable to the human agent, that determines the real nature of intentional action. Of course, some art may indeed allegorize this picture of the human condition, in particular, art influenced by Lacan and the influences upon Lacan such as Hegel and Freud. But the significance of such works are trivialized and misunderstood once they are mobilized as ‘proof’ of an all-encompassing theory of human behaviour. Indeed, this theory has precisely the compulsory, authoritarian qualities Zizek attributes to political institutions and culture: it is universal and inescapable. It is also irrefutable: therein lies its appeal. 

A-to Death Drive Args
They totalize the death drive itself – it’s not always channeled into failure or violence

Carel 2001 (Havi, Department of Philosophy at the U of Essex, “Born to be Bad: Is Freud’s Death Drive the

Source of Human Evilness?” http://www.wickedness.net/Carel.pdf)
This theory of the death drive has been conceived as the height of Freud’s pessimism, as admitting that we are indeed born evil. But is this the only ethical position that can be deduced from the death drive? This same death drive, I claim, can actually offer a solution to the problem of innate aggression. The way out lies in the fact that aggression is a force whose objects can be changed and direction reversed. This flexibility in direction and aim means that aggression is not necessarily harmful, nor inherently evil. Aggression can also be conceptualised as neutral energy, as a resource that can be implemented to ethically diverse aims. The death drive is an inherent tendency, which cannot be eliminated, but can be diverted or sublimated. So although “there is no question of getting rid entirely of human aggressive impulses”, we can control aggression via sublimation and a strengthening of the superego, resulting in a tame but unhappy social order.5 In Civilisation and its Discontents Freud ties the dualistic model of the life and death drives to the question of war and civilisation in order to explain civilisation as a process of sublimation and intellectual control over instinctual life. Civilisation is an evolutionary process that develops through the action of Eros, striving to unite people, families and nations into one human unity. Against this synthetic drive stands the opposite destructive force, attempting to disintegrate biological, psychological, and social unities. Human development evolved out of this struggle between Eros and destruction, between affirmation and negation: And now, I think, the meaning of the evolution of civilization is no longer obscure to us. It must present the struggle between Eros and Death, between the instinct of life and the instinct of destruction as it works itself out in the human species. This struggle is what all life essentially consists of… 6 But the civilisatory process does not go hand in hand with the promotion of happiness. Freud has already concluded that violence and aggression cannot be extirpated from human existence. The idea that people can be totally satisfied and thus released from the need for violence is for Freud a naive illusion. So human aggression is innate, but nonetheless not uncontrollable. The first step is to acknowledge its presence in life, in human behaviour and psychic processes. Freud’s initial step is to try and overcome the resistance to acknowledging the fact that we contain aggressive tendencies. The interpretation of this assumption is what will actually give content to Freud’s claims, as the question of how to handle our aggression is the one that has practical implications, both on a clinical level and on a social and political level. In this sense the ethical question is not whether aggression can be abolished from the human psyche, but rather how this aggression can be channelled to non-destructive activities and turned into a positive energy source, a will to power. We can conclude that the thesis of inherent aggression does not necessarily lead to ethical determinism. Aggression can be regarded as neutral energy, which can be used for various purposes. This idea is reinforced by abandoning the dualistic model, so the death drive is no longer a destructive force whose antidote is Eros, but rather a fundamental human force. 
A-to Death Drive Args
Extremes are wrong: They’ll say “psychoanalysis explains every internal link” or that “solving one item fixes the entire death drive”. BUT IT IS NOT THAT SIMPLE – their totalizing claims and don’t explain the whole world.

Ted A. Smith—the most recent review of Zizek— is assistant professor of ethics and society as well as director of the Program in Theology and Practice at Vanderbilt Divinity School – Review of Zizek’s The Parallax View – Political Theology – 10.2 (2009) 365-369 http://discoverarchive.vanderbilt.edu/jspui/bitstream/1803/3152/1/SmithReviewParallaxView10.2_2009.pdf

Žižek’s analysis has tremendous explanatory power. And he is right to work towards a theory that can relate the political and economic levels, and to criticize Badiou’s exclusive focus on the political. But Žižek associates narcissistic projects of self-fulfillment and regulatory systems of domination too neatly with the political and economic levels, respectively. Such associations miss the projects for selfrealization carried out on the political level, especially in demands for recognition of identity. And, in focusing primarily on consumption, Žižek’s associations of self-realization and the economic level miss the intense biopolitical domination that is often involved in the production of consumer goods in global sweatshops. Žižek’s declaration of a post-Oedipal complex would be stronger if he unhooked it from an attempt to relate political and economic levels, and simply let it illumine all that it can illumine. Žižek’s argument would also be stronger if he noted its limits. A post-Oedipal complex might dominate much of Europe and North America, but it does not fit as readily with whatever is emerging in China—a matter of no small significance for theories of political economy at the beginning of the twenty-first century. If Žižek’s description of the political and economic orders is powerful but limited, his prescriptions are necessarily elusive. He is especially savvy in naming the power of the post-Oedipal order to co-opt what looks like radical dissent. “The deadlock of ‘resistance’ brings us back to the topic of parallax,” Žižek writes of Simon Critchley’s proposal for a politics of impossible demands. “All that is needed is a slight shift in our perspective, and all the activity of ‘resistance,’ of bombarding those in power with impossible ‘subversive’ (ecological, feminist, antiracist, antiglobalist…) demands, looks like an internal process of feeding the machine of power, providing the material to keep it in motion” (335). Such forms of resistance miss their deep symbiosis with the hegemonic order they oppose. The dominant order provides acts of resistance with meaning and direction, andtheir presence—loud but ineffectual—provides the dominant order with a safe form of legitimacy. On a deeper level, acts of resistance conform to the post- Oedipal order’s mandate for pleasure. It can feel good to smash the window of a Starbucks or get arrested at the School of the Americas. And these pleasures, Žižek implies, are not so different from other transgressive pleasures that promise self-realization. Žižek calls for a politics that does not just “say no to Empire,” but also refuses to enjoy “the rumspringa of resistance, all the forms of resisting which help the system to reproduce itself by ensuring our participation in it…” (383). The icon of this refusal is Herman Melville’s Bartleby, the scrivener who says, “I would prefer not to.” Bartleby does not say, “I do not want to”—he does not simply negate dominant desires, for then his action would become dependent on those dominant desires for its meaning and direction. Bartleby rather articulates an active preference for the negative, a desire that lives without reference to any object. Žižek’s Bartleby does not offer a preliminary, ground-clearing refusal, like the Bartleby of Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri. In Žižek’s voice, “I would prefer not to” is not a prelude to properly political resistance. It is instead the negative content of that resistance. What would be the shape of a politics of “the Bartleby parallax”? Žižek acknowledges the challenge: “The difficulty of imagining the New is the difficulty of imagining Bartleby in power” (382). Žižek gives no legislative agenda for a Bartleby administration. The Real of his politics—like the Real of his theology and psychology—is a void. But perhaps Žižek still helps the reader imagine Bartleby in power, indirectly, by writing something that looks for all the world like Bartleby’s book. In an interview for a film about his life Žižek expressed his fear that he is “nothing who pretends all the time to be somebody, and has to be hyperactive all the time just to fascinate people enough so that they don’t notice that there is nothing.” Žižek’s worry about himself is at once the harshest judgment on The Parallax View and the clearest statement of its power. It is not his magnum opus, nor even his refusal to write one. It is rather the long, brilliant, compulsive embodiment of his preference for the negative.   
A-to Death Drive Args

And, Studies matter

Not to be rude – but their authors aren’t psychologists. They makes sweeping claims about the human condition that call for more than a Slovenian dude that’s read his share of Lacan. The best studies disprove the pessimistic readings of human nature. Claiming violence and destruction to be inevitable is wrong. 

(Their authors take one-sided views which discount the full range of evidence about human nature. Aggressive instincts are countered by the human need for social interaction and the political choice to cooperate)

Freyberg-Inan 2004 (Annette, Civil Education Project Visiting Faculty Fellow at the University of Bucharest, What Moves Men: The Realist Theory of International Relations and Its Judgment of Human Nature, p. 112-113)

It is interesting to see that the three basic motivational categories identified by McClelland and others correspond to the three motives of the Athenian thesis. The needs for power, affiliation, and achievement at least roughly correspond to the motives of fear, the desire for honor, or pride, and the quest for profit, or material success. We have seen that, perhaps as a result of sampling error, realist theory adopts a view of all three of these motives as essentially divisive, competitive, and destructive. This strategy, which is exposed by Thucydides, leads realism down the slippery slope toward a restrictive and one-sided view of human motivation. By contrast, the views on the range of important motives that are more common in psychological and political decision-making approaches include the desire for affiliation, or community, as well as the operation of altruism.’2 Such motives, which introduce social and cooperative elements into the image of human nature, have traditionally been disregarded by realism, which, as a consequence, has adopted a dim view of human nature and a pessimistic outlook on possibilities for sustained international peace and cooperation. Realism ignores the relevance of the human needs for community as well as morality. As a consequence, its judgments of the possibilities for inter-human identification, empathy, sympathy, and cooperation, as well as for human learning and social progress, are extremely pessimistic. This pessimism is so strong that it appears at times even incompatible with other elements of realist thought. For example, realists generally fail to take note of the fact that noncooperative behavior is often in the long run self-defeating and thus ill-compatible with the assumption of rationality.23 This is because individuals and states are bound to interact with others not only once and never again but often on a continuing basis, which requires them to cultivate a reputation for being acceptable “players.” Inasmuch as nation—states in today’s world are interdependent, at least economically, the motive of achievement could actually be expected to encourage states to value their “reputations” more highly. Thus it does not have to operate in the dysfunctionally competitive ways predicted by realism.24 Neither does the motive of pride, if we consider that it is an important emotional element in, and driving force to support, an individual’s identification with others. Such identification, in turn, plays a crucial role in the establishment of community. The fact that individuals can develop various overlapping identities and an inclusive sense of community at least counteracts the competitive and hostile aspects of Hobbesian vainglory. It should be noted that, by insisting on their view of human nature, realists choose to disregard a host of contradictory findings. Assuming the stability of human nature, for one, flies in the face of the entire discipline of psychology, and especially its subfield of psychiatry, whose very raison d’être is that “human nature” contains a significant range of dependent variables, and that socially destructive behavior, for example, can be “cured.” The very notion of “character” implies that any individual personality is composed of various traits, some aggressive, some nonaggressive, and that the strength of any particular trait varies and can be affected by experience or treatment. Fixed traits are found by psychologists to be minimal and to extend not far beyond instincts. They certainly do not include a choice of particular goals or strategies to achieve them. In addition, most psychological studies of motivation accede that needs or instincts function as “natural” motives only as long as actors are not conscious of their impact.25 In this view, consciousness almost by definition implies choice. This perspective contradicts the deterministic view of human motivation which is propagated by realism. It is also worth noting that many psychological approaches view man as an inherently social being.26 They point out that the interests and goals of human beings are not simply attributes of individuals but are developed in social interaction and can, through complex processes of identification, create interpersonal and communal bonds, which, in turn, shape individual preferences and strategies. While such approaches also take note of the problems that affect social interaction, their judgment of its possibilities tends to be vastly more optimistic than that which characterizes realist theory.27 In fact, their view, which emphasizes the possibilities of adaptation, learning, and social evolution, is considerably closer to the view of human nature that informs political idealist approaches. 
A-to Death Drive Args

Zizek’s death drive argument ignores human agency—choice can and does overwhelm 

Gifford 2003 (James, PhD Candidate at the U of Alberta, “What Is Žižek So Afraid Of?: Exemplification Against The Existential Hordes”, J Spot: Journal of Social and Political Thought, 2:1, January, http://www.yorku.ca/jspot/5/jgifford.htm) 

To begin answering my own questions, if the tendency toward a contrary to the pleasure principle is fueled by a need to assert agency over the inevitable through projection or the will, then it is more correct to consider the death drive as exactly the opposite of an instinctual drive, but rather an aspect of the conscious ego and the existential dilemma of being trapped in a deadly time-limited press between corporeality and mentality. As such, it is not a contradiction to the pleasure principle. The traumatic kernel is the denial of such. What I am getting at here is the conflict between an instinctual death drive and an ego-centric, existential angst that leads to the conscious or even unconscious system of destructive agency over death. If death anxiety and mortality salience exist and are elemental human provocations, then the instinctual drive theory is problematized because conscious willful reaction (and unconscious reaction) is equally dependent on the self-conscious and self-reflexive human condition as it is on instincts. Whether or not we take the Self as a problematic construct, in describing human motivation and acts, neither instinct nor ‘subjective agency’ (conscious will) can displace the other. Žižek’s discussion of drives is limited by his disregard for the fact that instincts are present and construed in self-conscious creatures, aware of themselves as instinctual animals capable of self-reflection, and this deeply modifies any reading of instincts and drives. 
A-to Death Drive Args
Claims about the inevitability of apocalypse within the current death drive are suspect—their determinism ignores human agency and blocks personal freedom.

Gifford 2003. (James, PhD Candidate @ U of Alberta, “What Is Žižek So Afraid Of?: Exemplification

Against The Existential Hordes”, J Spot: Journal of Social and Political Thought, vol. II, number 1,

January, http://www.yorku.ca/jspot/5/jgifford.htm)

To reiterate the problem of anxiety here, my reading of Žižek’s discussion of mortality (where death becomes both the symbolically desired necessity and the prohibited impossibility) hinges on Lacan’s early assertion (creatively out of context in my reading) that “anxiety is born with life” (Clark 126). When death anxiety or the more general terror of existence is seen as intrinsic to the human condition, whether conscious or unconscious, it must be asserted that such anxiety is derivative of self-reflexivity and is in the domain of the ego, even if it primarily functions unconsciously. This fundamental support for ego-centric psychoanalysis, which is antithetical to Žižek’s above equation, is also deeply sympathetic to the symbolic agency of the ego in willing, and in particular to the function of the will in choosing the inevitable anxiety-filled event in order to overcome being dominated by the inevitable . In effect, death becomes that which is willed so as to retain agency (symbolic agency) over it and to control fear, rather than the paradoxical desire for the inevitable that is created ‘obversely’ (to misuse the term) from prohibition. Moreover (and my descent into jargon is temporary), unlike Žižek’s approach, the belief in the active will (even if only symbolic ) renders a theory where this death-terror is not only within the domain of the ego, but so too are the repressive reactions. Žižek’s reactive formation of the willful encompassing of the inevitable parallels his transposition of the feared to the desired as an aspect of drive theory, hence we may read the refutation of the will as a distal defense against the dual threat of an increase in the salience of mortality that analyzing such a will entails. To this we may add, Žižek’s refutation of the will also functions as the defense of the distal defense itself, against an alternative system of thought that removes the death-denying function of his Lacanian project within the cultural symbolic system. Unlike drive theory, the will to overcome and ego-centric psychology leave us a space with which to challenge the capitulation to terror and subsequent derogation and repression. In Becker’s terms, we have an active space to escape evil rather than escape the Real. This does not mean that drive theory or the unconscious are discarded, but are renegotiated to accommodate the ‘I,’ which is irrefutably a core component of our systems of symbolization. Somewhere between the ‘I’ that exists as a network of social identifications, linguistic habits, and the unconscious series of connections that ‘prompt’ such identifications through drives, desires, and instincts, there nonetheless remains a linguistic space where we can ask “what might be said about the individual ‘I’ who makes, adjusts, and takes responsibility for the[se] identifications” (Altieri 3) , as well as the intentionality that need not equate to commensurate acts or results.  
A-to Death Drive Args

( ) The “death drive” is a protective impulse—it doesn’t cause literal death

Gifford 2003 (James, PhD Candidate and Lecturer in the Department of English, University of Alberta, “What Is Žižek So Afraid Of?: Exemplification Against The Existential Hordes,” JSPOT, http://www.yorku.ca/jspot/5/jgifford.htm) 

If the primary antagonism in this paper now turns to address Žižek’s lack of interest in and avoidance of problems concerning the active will in psychoanalytic theory (regardless of what is doing this willing)i [11] , as well as his unwillingness to address the debate surrounding ego or existential analysis in the Lacanian death drive, then I will ‘inevitably’ return to Freud’s tentative assertion of the reality principle embodying, via repetition, an instinctual tendency toward stasis or death. This tendency must be carefully distinguished from an active willing of the inevitable (ego-affirming rather than ego-denying), which may also lead to the tendency to repeat and where Thanatos may actually be symbolically self-preservative. In an echo of Otto Rank, Judith Butler notes “As a yearning for the protection associated with the womb, this yearning which we call the death instinct may be less a desire for literal death than a call for a radical protection within the terms of life” (274). In the language of Terror Management Theory, I would describe this situation as one where distal defenses may actually become life-limiting or even lifeendangering, while nevertheless fulfilling the purpose of symbolically protecting life. It is in this sense that Butler’s description of sadism’s aim as “the literal recovery of radical safety” (274) is highly akin to TMT’s recognition of a tendency toward derogation following an increase in mortality salience. In order to make this argument, I intend to contrast the examination of the chain of works from Nietzsche to TMT against the Lacanian death-drive described by Žižek and its historical beginnings in the Freudian tendency to repeat. 
A-to “Debate Bad” K’s

Conventional debate norms are vital to teaching us to be effective social critics and leaders in a variety of walks of life.

Frank ’97

(David A. Frank is an assistant professor and Director of Forensics at University of Oregon. Argumentation & Advocacy – Spring – p. 195)
In her admirable attempt to discern the reasons why the debate culture is not open, Stepp observes that tournament debating is characterized by "tubs of evidence, information processing, linear thinking, deductive thinking, control, objectivity, and independence. These characteristics are associated with masculine role stereotypes." Quoting Rebecca Bjork and Carrie Crenshaw, Stepp argues that women debaters find themselves in a culture of symbolic violence. She then suggests that there is a "feminist view that humans are storytellers and we make our decisions by choosing the most appropriate story instead of refuting arguments."   Although academic debate may overemphasize external evidence, deductive logic, and objectivity, I fear Stepp verges on conflating verbal aggression with several legitimate forms of reasoning, and that the ability to command some control, objectivity, and independence are essential habits and skills necessary for effective advocacy. Certainly, human beings should know how to nurture and cooperate, but there are rhetorical situations that call for confrontation and claims that invite opposition. We will not serve the interests of the public sphere or the causes of diversity if we do not teach students how to refute arguments and to use reason to its fullest expression.   Evidence, linear thinking, deductive logic, and objectivity are not essential properties of masculinity, nor do feminists limit their argumentative form and style to the intuitive and warm. Indeed, the males running for United States president in 1996 filled their speeches with what Ellen Goodman calls the E-words: experience, emotion, and empathy. Goodman writes that there " is an emotional narrative in the air and on the air this year. The political has become thoroughly personal" (D7) While a degree of the personal and the emotional are both necessary and desirable in public discourse, Goodman concludes:   [T]he current passion for first-person, storytelling politics narrows the social lens. In the year of the E-words, we are turning the "personal is political" equation upside down. When all politics is personal, we don't see our private concerns projected on the public screen. We see the politician's woes on the private screen. And when all politics is personal, it's not about our own collective life, it's about the candidate's life. (D7)   The public sphere is about the communal and the collective. To design a debate pedagogy that features the personal narrative, empathy, and the anecdote, and jettisons deduction, consistency, and expert testimony is to deprive our students of the equipment they need for living.   Evidence, linear thinking, deductive logic, and objectivity are tools that women and men use(d) in attempting to solve problems in the public sphere. Women and feminists use reason and rationality to make claims. Stepp's research, for example, is a wonderful example of a sustained argument that uses evidence, linear thinking, deductive logic, and an impartial stance. At the same time, emotions and empathy belong in the mosaic of arguments encountered by citizens as they make collective judgments. We should broaden our definitions of rationality and epistemology, but we do not need to condemn traditional forms of rationality to enlarge the domain of reason.   Martha Nussbaum, a well-known feminist scholar, makes both of these points quite well in a series of recent articles. Emotions can provide "good reasons" for making judgments, but we also need deduction, induction, abduction, juxtaposition, and the many other forms of rationality to help us test claims. Nussbaum notes also that we cannot abandon the aspirations of impartiality and universality, for women suffering from oppression make-and need to make-appeals to universal values. In attempting to remove barriers to participation in debate and to increase diversity in the debate culture, we should follow Kristine Bartanen's advice and incorporate "alternative rhetorical styles and political ideologies" and "masculine and feminine ways of knowing" (12).    Continues:  CONCLUSION   Zarefsky's address establishes a useful framework to evaluate intercollegiate debate, and Stepp's research reveals that the debate culture is quite far from achieving Zarefsky's aspirations. I hope debate educators and students will consider Zarefsky's appeals and treat academic debate as a precious and fragile simulation designed to promote public deliberation and problem solving. That the debate culture is not more diverse and that significant barriers deter participation of women and minorities is well-established by Stepps research. However, we must resist the temptation to label evidence, deduction, and objectivity as essentially masculine and/or move toward a debate pedagogy that privileges non-competitive storytelling over the refutation of arguments.  
(Note: our ev cites deduction, conventional research, forced refutation, and objectivity as good)

A-to “Debate Bad” K’s

Life lessons argument:

Defensively – Moving-away from conventional debate norms will fail because there are countless non-discursive disciplinary rules.

Offensively – their efforts only teaches us a life lesson that renders us ineffective at communicating social change.

Tadajewski ‘6


(Dr. Mark Tadajewski -- Lecturer in Critical Marketing. University of Essex, UK -- Marketing Theory, Vol. 6, No. 2, 163-199 -- http://mtq.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/6/2/163)
Lowe et al. (2004) and Lowe et al.1 (2005) offer us a recent example of this discursive movement and typify the disregard for the relationship between power/knowledge and the incommensurability thesis. Stressing the value of mapping paradigm debate as a ‘tool’ to overcome the hermetic incommensurability thesis, Lowe et al. (2004) depict the epistemic organization of marketing theory as a form of living system whose essential characteristics require clarification so that greater conversation between incommensurable paradigms can take place. This, of course, is a worthwhile project in itself. The implicit assumption in their thesis, however, is that paradigm debate occurs within a free speech situation, whereby paradigm differences are overcome because all discussants are equally free to speak their own minds. Each has equal, and ample, opportunity to do so with no one member in a position to impose their own will on the others or impose pressures of any nature, with the result that good argumentation prevails over coercion. Regrettably this assumption is misplaced: there are clear social, linguistic and non-discursive institutional pressures that delimit what can and cannot be said within marketing theory (Brown, 1995, 1998; Cahill, 1993; Desmond, 1998; Dholakia et al., 1980; Fırat, 1984, 1988a, 1988b; Holbrook, 1995; Levy, 2003a, 2003b, 2005; McDonagh, 1995). It is not simply that there are paradigm relative rules of discursive formation restricting any movement beyond the incommensurability thesis, but that there are non-discursive practices: the ‘thoroughly heterogeneous ensemble . . . of regulatory decisions, laws, administrative measures, scientific statements, philosophical, moral and philanthropic propositions’ which support particular types of knowledge and social orders (Foucault, 1980: 194). Within this ensemble, there are only certain statements that can count as serious contenders for the mantle of truth, whereas others are excluded by virtue of the rules of discursive formation that govern debate. As Paul Anderson registered:  editors as well as the editorial review boards have a particular idea of what is a good theory . . .and how to go about presenting them. I think we’ve got to respond to that otherwise we’re simply not going to be able to communicate with our colleagues . . . in the meantime, unfortunately, we are going to have to respond to the criteria as we find them. (Peter et al., 1980: 15)  
A-to Deterrence K’s

(  ) Their K of deterrence and consequences assumes all moral prohibitions are created equal:  We critique that assumption as wrong and dangerous
Jeff McMahan is Professor of Philosophy at Rutgers University Source: Ethics, Vol. 95, No. 3, Special Issue: Symposium on Ethics and Nuclear Deterrence (Apr., 1985), pp. 517-536 Published by: The University of Chicago Press Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2381035 
In short, if the wrongness of having the conditional intention to use nuclear weapons is not absolute, then it seems that the presumption against a policy which involves people having this intention could be overridden by a consideration of consequences. But suppose, on the other hand, that the prohibition against conditionally intending to do what it is absolutely forbidden to do is itself absolute. In that case the Deontologist's Argument yields the conclusion which it is normally sup- posed to have: that nuclear deterrence is ruled out, whatever the con- sequences. There is, however, a price to be paid for deriving the conclusion in this way; for, given this interpretation of the second premise, the argument has implausible implications. In particular, it implies that to follow a policy of nuclear deterrence, even if the policy is successful and nuclear weapons are never used, is equally wrong as actually using nuclear weapons would be.'7This claim assumes that all violations of absolute prohibitions are absolutely and therefore equally wrong. This will be true if there is, as one would expect, a strict correlation between the strength of a particular duty, the degree of wrongness of violating the duty, and the stringency of the conditions which would release one from the necessity of fulfilling the duty. To take an uncontroversial example, we believe that the duty not to murder is stronger than the duty not to lie. Other things being equal, we can infer from this both that it is less wrong to lie than it is to murder and that the conditions, if any, which would release a person from the duty not to murder would also release him from the duty not to lie, though not all the conditions which would release him from the duty not to lie would also release him from the duty not to murder. The same general claims will hold true even in the case -of a hierarchy of duties in which the ordering of the duties is not correlated with the consequences of fulfilling or violating the duties. (For example, in such a hierarchy, the duty not to lie might always override the duty to help others.) In general, then, if (1) the duty to do x is stronger than the duty to do y, then it follows (2) that it is less wrong not to do y than it is not to do x, (3) that, in cases of conflict, one may fail to do y in order to do x, though one may not fail to do x in order to do y, and (4) that any conditions which would release one from the duty to do x would also be sufficient to release one from the duty to do y, though not all the conditions which would release one from the duty to do y would release one from the duty to do x. From any one of these claims-claims about the relative strengths of certain duties, the relative degrees of wrongness of violating the various duties, and the conditions under which one would be released from performing them-one could infer the others. Thus, if the conditions which would release one from the performance of one duty are the same as those which would release one from the performance of another duty, then it follows that both duties are equally strong and that it would be equally wrong to violate either. In the case of absolutes, the conditions which would release one from the necessity of obeying them are, in a sense, always the same: for, in the case of absolutes, there are no excusing conditions. Thus, if I am right that there is a strict correlation between the excusing conditions for a certain duty and the degree of wrongness of violating the duty, then it follows that the violation of any absolute prohibition is equally wrong as the violation of any other. Of course, from the fact that the violation of one duty is equally wrong as the violation of another, it does not follow that the two acts must be in every respect morally equivalent. For example, an absolutist seems committed to the claim that it is equally wrong to murder one person as it is to murder a hundred. But that does not exclude the possibility that killing a hundred people may be worse, or more evil, or even more culpable, than killing only one. It might be thought that this admission undermines the attempted reductio ad absurdum of the Deontologist's Argument. For it concedes to the defender of the argument the reply that, while pursuing a policy of nuclear deterrence is indeed equally wrong as actually using nuclear weapons would be, the two are nevertheless not morally equivalent. Just as killing a hundred people is worse than killing one, so using nuclear weapons would be worse, or more evil, or more culpable, than pursuing a policy of nuclear deterrence is. And, as long as the defender of the argument can thus avoid being committed to the view that conditionally intending to use nuclear weapons and actually using them are morally equivalent, he need not be embarrassed by the implication that the two are equally wrong. For, it might be claimed, the reductio has force only if we illegitimately conflate equal wrongness with complete moral equiv- alence. This reply, while undeniably forceful, cannot rescue the Deontologist's Argument. The act of using nuclear weapons would be worse than the successful pursuit of deterrence because its probable consequences would be worse. It would also be more evil, or more culpable, in that it would indicate a greater degree of moral corruption or depravity in the agent. Both a concern with consequences and a concern with the evaluation of agents are, moreover, certainly relevant to any moral comparison between using nuclear weapons and running a deterrent strategy. These modes of evaluation are accessible to the deontologist and are compatible with his view. But they are extraneous to the core of that view. Deontology, and a fortiori the Deontologist's Argument, are concerned with the intrinsic moral character of action. And in this respect-that is, in terms of their intrinsic natures -using nuclear weapons and running a successful de- terrent strategy are held by the argument to be morally equivalent. This conclusion alone is sufficiently absurd to condemn the absolutist version of the Deontologist's Argument. 
A-to Deterrence K’s
(  ) Deterrence is moral – means/end distinction is wrong.

Russell Hardin is Professor of Politics at New York University – Source: University of Pennsylvania Law Review, Vol. 141, No. 5 (May, 1993), pp. 1787-1816 – Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3312574

Strong moral claims about piecemeal actions in interactive contexts are more generally problematic. One response to arguments against outlawing blackmail is to ask why one cannot threaten to do what one has the full legal right to do (such as pass relevant information to the press).22 In some moral arguments it is even plausible to claim one can be in the right to threaten some- thing, which if carried out, would be wrong. In the moral criticism of nuclear deterrence, it is often asserted that it is wrong to threaten what it would be wrong to do (to immolate cities full of innocents, including young children).23 This is often asserted axiomatically, as though it were a basic or directly intuited moral principle. But in actual practice, one cannot separate the threat and what makes it credible from the end to be achieved. What makes it credible is compelling evidence that it would be carried out with some significant probability. If such threatening produces massively good results, it is hard, even lunatic, to say that the threatening is wrong. Perhaps nuclear deterrence has never produced massively good results, but this is an empirical matter whose resolution cannot rescue the moral axiom. Splitting the threat from its larger end, even given the possibility of a worse outcome if the threat fails to deter and retaliation follows, is conceptually, and therefore morally, perverse.24 
(  ) Even if consequentialism is generally wrong, it’s accurate in the nuclear context
William H. Shaw is Professor of Philosophy and Chair of the Philosophy Department at San Jose State University. Source: Ethics, Vol. 94, No. 2 (Jan., 1984), pp. 248-260 – Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2380515

In this essay I have defended the moral legitimacy of nuclear deterrence within a deontological framework. I have contended that nuclear deter- rence, viewed as a pure case, need not be impermissible, but I have not argued that current American strategic policy is morally legitimate, let alone wise. That strategy is a complex one, exercised in a complicated environment, and there are many difficult and important questions con- cerning the permissibility of aspects of that policy, for instance, the use of nuclear weapons to deter conventional aggression, which I have not touched upon. My focus has been, more simply, on the moral acceptability of the basic deterrent thinking which lies at the core of current policy. Of all the moral issues that face us today, however, nuclear policy is the one that, because of the complex factual issues and number of persons likely to be affected, most cries out to be handled in consequentialist terms. Although it is clearly good even on utilitarian grounds that we have a repugnance to making threats of immoral behavior, even where P6 would condone it, the limits of a narrowly deontological perspective are soon obvious. For one thing, such discussions do not easily integrate finely grained factual issues or questions of probability, such as the chances of a nuclear accident, into their overall moral assessments. Much hangs on the real, historical and political (as opposed to merely game-theoretically supposed), consequences of the contemporary practice of deterrence nuclear proliferation-and on assessing accurately the feasibility of al- ternatives to the current arms race. A moral theory with significant con- sequentialist strands would seem to be necessary to give these sorts of considerations their due.    
A-to Deterrence K’s
(  ) Even if nuclear deterrence uses people as means, that objection should be overridden.
Nuclear policy can serve as the lone exception.

Steven Lee is the H.L.A. Hart Visiting Research Fellow at the Center for Ethics and Philosophy of Law and University College for Michaelmas, as well as Visiting Research Fellow at the Changing Character of War Programme. He is a Professor in the Humanities and Professor of Philosophy at Hobart and William Smith Colleges, Source: Ethics, Vol. 95, No. 3, Special Issue: Symposium on Ethics and Nuclear Deterrence (Apr., 1985), pp. 549-566 Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2381037

Second, the argument in terms of hostage holding applies even when the retaliatory intention is directed against military rather than civilian targets. Hostages include all innocent persons who, without their consent, are directly put at risk of harm by a threat, whether the threatener's harm of them would be directly intended or merely foreseen (or whether the risk to them is believed by the threatener to be instrumental to the success of the threat). If a terrorist threatens to blow up an airplane, all aboard the plane are hostages even if the terrorist believes that the threat to destroy the plane itself is sufficient for his or her demands to be met. Given the widespread harmful effects of nuclear explosions, even retaliation against military targets would kill a very large number of innocent persons. So a deterrence policy of threatening nuclear retaliation against military targets also holds hostages. The conclusion is that nuclear deterrence involves in its treatment of innocent persons systematic violation of nonconsequentialist moral rules. According to PMSI, then, nuclear deterrence is morally unacceptable. III But can such a judgment be allowed to stand when so much is at stake? When the consequence of abandoning an institution is a substantial risk of grave disaster, should not an exception be allowed to the principle of the morality of social institutions? If the social benefit is of sufficiently great magnitude, the answer should perhaps be yes. The comparison with vicarious punishment may again be helpful. We may so readily judge vicarious punishment to be morally unacceptable because we know that there is a morally acceptable alternative, ordinary nonvicarious punishment, that also secures the social benefit of deterring crime. But imagine a world in which the threat of ordinary punishment is not a deterrent but the threat of third-party punishment is. In such a world, the immense social benefit of crime control would be achievable only by vicarious punishment, and this would, it seems, morally justify such an institution despite its systematic injustice.'3 But perhaps our world is like this imaginary world when the institution in question is nuclear deterrence: there is immense social benefit from this institution that only it can achieve. Should it be granted that nuclear deterrence achieves immense social benefit when compared with the alternative policy of unilateral nuclear disarmament? Despite the apparent plausibility of this assumption, it is not difficult to raise doubts about it.'4 Since the consequences of policies must be figured in terms of expected social benefit, not only must the kind of consequences sought from nuclear deterrence be of great social value, but also the likelihood that the policy would achieve such conse- quences must be substantially greater than the likelihood that the alternative policy would achieve them. Otherwise, these two factors will not yield a product large enough to override the policy's systematic violation of nonconsequentialist rules. Further, the expected social benefit must remain large enough even after the costs of deterrence policy, such as an increased likelihood of accidental nuclear war, are taken into account. Nevertheless, I shall accept the assumption for the sake of argument because I am interested in the moral difficulties of present nuclear weapons policy that follow even when the assumption is granted. Given this assumption, the claim that the institution of nuclear de- terrence should be an allowable exception to PMSI is based, like the principle itself, on the model of our moral evaluation of individual actions. Just as an individual action that violates nonconsequentialist rules may be morally justified if it achieves a great amount of social benefit, an institution that systematically violates these rules may be morally justified if its amount of social benefit is correspondingly greater. The principle was stated earlier in categorical form, without allowance for exceptions, because the amount of social benefit needed for an exception is so great that I was supposing that institutions would not be able to achieve this much. In fact, nuclear deterrence may well be the only social institution with consequences of sufficient magnitude to qualify as an exception to the principle. It is, of course, important to add that not only must the social benefit be sufficiently great but also there must be no alternative social institution without the systematic nonconsequentialist rule violation that can achieve that benefit. On our assumption, the policy alternative to nuclear deterrence, unilateral nuclear disarmament, does not achieve that benefit. 
(Note: PMSI = principle of the morality of social institutions)

A-to Deterrence K’s
Their nuclear ethics arguments can be true and still not be a reason to vote for them – here’s proof that our concerns simply outweigh

John Welsh – Commander, US Navy – USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT – U.S. Army War College Publications – Nuclear Deterrence is Here to Stay – 2003 – http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA414501&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

There are many arguments to support a world that is free of nuclear weapons. Among these are: nuclear weapons are not really weapons at all, but instruments of mass annihilation, of genocide, and possibly of omnicide; nuclear weapons are inhumane and undermine our humanity by their very existence; they are city destroying weapons that target the innocent, killing and maiming indiscriminately25. Additionally in 1996, the International Court of Justice ruled that “that the threat or use of nuclear weapons would generally be contrary to the rules of international law applicable in armed conflict, and in particular the principles and rules of humanitarian law” 26 Despite the arguments for the abolition of nuclear weapons, there are several compelling reasons against this: First is the cost of physically destroying all nuclear weapons in a rapid manner. In today’s fiscally constrained environment, it would be prohibitively more expensive to destroy these weapons than to maintain them. In addition to the cost, there is a related issue which is a loss of technical experience and the corresponding infrastructure to destroy them in a reasonable time. The strategic infrastructure personnel base is shrinking due to high retirement rates of senior personnel, inability to recruit junior personnel, and the attractiveness of private-sector employment. The bottom line is that without skilled, knowledgeable individuals in the infrastructure, the destruction of weapons will take a prolonged time, accompanied by a hefty price tag. 27 Second, a worldwide binding resolution would have to be agreed on by every nation who possesses or aspires to possess nuclear weapons to destroy them simultaneously, so as prevent a power shift in global powers due to differing rates of the complete nuclear draw down. Despite the Non Proliferation and Comprehensive Test Ban Treaties being in existence, both Pakistan and India developed and tested nuclear weapons (neither one are signatories to either treaty). Also, it is clear based on recent terror attacks, that terrorists are only concerned with the furthering of their ideals and do not and will not abide by any resolution by any governing body whatsoever. Even the most effective verification system that can be envisioned would not produce complete confidence that a small number of nuclear weapons had not been hidden or fabricated in secret. More fundamentally, the knowledge of how to build nuclear weapons cannot be erased from the human mind. Even if every nuclear warhead were destroyed, the current nuclear weapons states, and a growing number of other technologically advanced states, would be able to build nuclear weapons within a few months or few years of a national decision to do so The third reason against the total abolition of nuclear weapons is, despite a new sense of friendship and cooperation between the Cold War rivals, the democratization of Russia is still in its early stages, with indications of high internal tensions. Consequently, if Communist hardliners were to affect a coup and restore the former Communist party to power, the U.S. would once again present a threat to the Russian Communist norms and ideals. Additionally, “It is not now obvious, for example, whether Russia, China, or some combination thereof will be politically benign or quite hostile even in the near future. Looking out over the coming decades, it is quite plausible that a variety of other regional aggressors armed with weapons of mass destruction (WMD) could arise to challenge the United States. The dizzying pace of change in the international system over the past two decades, from the rapid transition of Iran from ally to foe, to the significant shifts in U.S.-Russian and U.S.-Chinese relations since the 1980s, demonstrates that the future shape of the international security environment is anything but highly predictable. Similarly, the current pace of proliferation makes predictions about the future level of WMD threat to the United States highly speculative.” 29 Finally, the nuclear era represents the longest period without war among major powers since the emergence of the modern nation state in the sixteenth century. Thus, it is argued that, if the major powers believed the risk of nuclear war had been eliminated, they might initiate or intensify conflicts that might otherwise have been avoided or limited. 30 In conclusion, despite the global peace which so many groups declare as being possible only through the complete abolition and destruction of nuclear weapons, the problematic issues described above are in my opinion valid reasons for maintaining a nuclear arsenal for the United States’ and for our allies’ security. Based on the above arguments, a world with no nuclear weapons could be a far dangerous and less secure place for the U.S. than a world full of them.  
A-to Deterrence K’s
(  ) Because some retaliation is moral, deterrence is as well 

Frederick Kroon is Associate Professor of Philosophy at the University of Auckland. Ethics 106 (January 1996): 350-377 – J-Stor
For the same reason, deterrence is a strategic option available to morally good agents. Even if such agents recognize that retaliation is immoral, they also recognize that they are naturally susceptible to emotions like anger and the desire for revenge in the face of great insults to interests or values, and they recognize the way this suscepti- bility is able to use them to their own advantage. Deterrent conditional intentions are mind-sets that reflect this recognition. Agent-moralism is thus as viable a position as agent-rationalism. V Now for some objections to this way of understanding agent-rational- ism (and, implicitly, agent-moralism). i) Shouldn't a truly rational agent be credited with the ability somehow to override her strong desire for revenge displayed in her reaction to the thought of C occurring? And so shouldn't the (condi- tional) deliberations of a truly rational agent be free of the distortions produced by such emotions? Reply: Even if the answer to the first question is yes (although I am doubtful), the answer to the second should be a clear no. For having the ability doesn't provide the agent with a clear reason to exercise the ability unless it is in the agent's overall interests to do so. To think that it does is again to fall victim to the mistaken view that a truly rational agent can't be guided by emotion. In terms of a more concrete example, recall once again our agent Smith who sees that she would become psychotic if some unwelcome event U were to happen, but who recognizes that she is well off with this possibility since it deters those intent on U. A rational agent would not choose to change the situation even if it meant risking irrational behavior. 
(  ) Deontology is wrong in the deterrence context – it ignores the complexities of intention.

David Conway is Principal Lecturer in Philosophy at Middlesex Polytechnic – Foreign Policy Perspectives No. 19 – 1990 – http://www.libertarian.co.uk/lapubs/forep/forep019.pdf 

We can afford to be brief in considering thesis (ii). I concur with William Shaw entirely when he writes: It begs the question at issue to assume that a conditional intention to retaliate immorally, when that intention is part of a threat that will (likely) guarantee that there is no initial immoral attack (and thus no need to retaliate) and when the threat is honourably motivated, is immoral.18 In other words, it begs the question to say that having a willingness to do what is morally wrong is always in itself morally wrong. It depends on what one’s motivation in having that willingness is and on the consequences of having that willingness. If one’s motivation in having that willingness is to prevent another evil from happening, and if that willingness is very unlikely to result in any actual wrong act being done, then the willingness to do moral wrong is not in itself morally wrong. I conclude, therefore, that the moral case against nuclear deterrence has not been made out. Premise (2) remains unproven, and, while it does, nuclear deterrence may be practised by the Western nuclear powers in good conscience.  

(Note: Several philosophers (fn1) in recent years have argued that the policy of nuclear deterrence as currently practised by the Western nuclear powers is morally wrong… (fn1) These philosophers include most notably A. Kenny, ‘Better Dead Than Red’, in N. Blake and K. Pole (eds.) Objections to Nuclear Defence, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London, 1984; M. Dummett, ‘The Morality of Deterrence’, in D. Copp (ed.), Nuclear Weapons, Deterrence, and Disarmament, University of Calgary Press, Calgary, 1986; and J. Finnis, J. M. Boyle and G. Grisez, Nuclear Deterrence, Morality and Realism, Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1987. ) 

A-to Deterrence K’s
(  ) Their critique of consequentialism is just flat wrong in the nuclear context

Thomas Donaldson is the Mark O. Winkelman Professor of Legal Studies and Business Ethics at the Wharton School of the University of Pennsylvania – Reviewed work(s): The Logic of Deterrence by Anthony Kenny Nuclear Weapons and the Future of Humanity: The Fundamental Questions by Avner Cohen ; Steven Lee Source: Ethics, Vol. 97, No. 3 (Apr., 1987), pp. 638-653 Published by: The University of Chicago Press Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2381184 

Kenny's problems bring to mind Russell Hardin's criticism of deon- tological reasoning. In "Risking Armageddon" (NW, pp. 201-25), Hardin refers to a remark by Germain Grisez that the policy of nuclear deterrence is morally evil and should be dismantled immediately regardless of con- sequences since ends do not justify means. Hardin responds, "When the consequences are as grievous as they may be in various nuclear arms regimes, otherwise honorable concerns with perfection, virtue, rights, and the doctrine of double-effect simply give way. The difference between letting humanity or some large part of it be immolated and causing it to be immolated is a moral difference that pales into insignificance." 12  
A-to Edelman/Political Spectacle K

(  ) Edelman can’t escape his own critique – it’s fundamentally circular and lacks any proof
Sidney Kraus is a professor in the Department of Communication at Cleveland State University and Dennis Giles is also in the Department of Communication at Cleveland State University. Reviewed work(s):

Constructing the Political Spectacle by Murray Edelman Source: Political Psychology, Vol. 10, No. 3 (Sep., 1989), pp. 517-525 Published by: International Society of Political Psychology Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3791366

Edelman's practice in this book is ambivalent in that he invokes a world outside the mystifying practice of political discourse which seems intended as a correction of political spectacle, or an expose of its falsities. Are state- ments like the Reagan statement, then, intended as "proof" of his theory, or as brief illustrations of the kind of analysis that could be carried out utiliz- ing his theory? At times, he cites analytical or historical studies (in footnotes) as sup- port of his statements, but more often he seems to present such statements as though they were self-evident "facts." If all political reality is indeed a construction of language, how can one regard Edelman's statements of ap- parently self-evident facts as anything other than a further instance of self- interested linguistic construction? Statements like the description of the "real- ity" behind the mystifications of Reagan's political discourse can only be regarded, then, as mere opinions of the author, since they are unsupported by an extensive analysis. Edelman says that "the notion of reality construc- tion implies that some are valid and others not.... It can be done well or badly and be right or wrong" (pp. 6, 121). But how can the reader judge the validity of statements such as the one about Reagan? Why is Edelman's statement "right" whereas other such statements may be "wrong"? Although Edelman here does not claim to be writing a book of extended analysis, but rather elaborates theory, many of the statements he makes about "reality" remain unpersuasive since they are not accompanied by analytical work which could show why this "opinion" is more valid than any other. If, according to his own theory, Edelman's statements about reality are themselves con- structed according to the social/political position and the "interests" of the speaker/observer, there is no reason why a critical reader should regard them as demystifications or deconstructions of political discourse. 
A-to Edelman/Political Spectacle K cont’

(  ) Edelman’s K is overly pessimistic about the human condition

Sidney Kraus is a professor in the Department of Communication at Cleveland State University and Dennis Giles is also in the Department of Communication at Cleveland State University. Reviewed work(s):

Constructing the Political Spectacle by Murray Edelman Source: Political Psychology, Vol. 10, No. 3 (Sep., 1989), pp. 517-525 Published by: International Society of Political Psychology Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3791366

In his latest effort, Constructing the Political Spectacle, Edelman ex- tends his ideas about meanings in political statements while examining the spectacle created by political news, the interpretations generated, and their "implications for democratic theory" (p. 1). He begins with a brief discus- sion of "premises about politics," especially those related to a conceptual framework borne out of theoretical notions of poststructuralist writers. Edel- man's conceptual framework "gives political action, talk, writing, and news reporting a different import from that taken for granted in politicians' state- ments and in conventional social science writing." He concludes by suggest- ing we can be "emancipated from the mystifications of politics and liberated from a reliance on text or discourse as essential modes for understanding realities" (p. 128). Most readers will find this book exceptionally interesting. Indeed, it should be required reading for political and literary theoreticians, social scien- tists, journalists, and philosophers. We feel that Murray Edelman has made a unique and important contribution to the scholarly discussion of mass com- munication and politics, challenging some of our basic conceptions of the interactions among institutions, the press, and citizens in a democracy. While we regard Edelman's theoretical beliefs about political commu- nication in America as innovative and insightful, we would draw differently his bleak and often emphatic picture "of the human condition" that renders citizens unable "to protect and promote their own interests ..." (p. 1). We discuss these different "pictures" by considering Edelman's constructions; the deconstruction question itself; and questions about mass media, news, and public opinion. 
A-to Edelman/Political Spectacle K cont’

(  ) Edelman assumes a false dichotomy – politics is not “yes”/”no”, there are shades of grey. 

Sidney Kraus is a professor in the Department of Communication at Cleveland State University and Dennis Giles is also in the Department of Communication at Cleveland State University. Reviewed work(s):

Constructing the Political Spectacle by Murray Edelman Source: Political Psychology, Vol. 10, No. 3 (Sep., 1989), pp. 517-525 Published by: International Society of Political Psychology Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3791366

Edelman assumes (like the early Frankfurt School) that viewers/audi- tors of the spectacle (here, the political spectacle) have only two choices- they can accept the terms (rules) of the game or reject them. There is no room for a negotiated reading of political discourse or the appropriation of politi- cal "problems" by individuals to serve their interests-their legitimate well- being as they define it. In this theory, spectators/participants are presented with a crude dualism: accept it all, reject it all. Ignored in the discussion are the so-called "cultural" studies published during the past decade [e.g., Hall (1980), Morely (1980, 1981), Radway (1984, 1986), Fiske (1986), Giles (1986); cf. two recent studies not available to Edel- man: Steiner (1988), and Giles (1989)], which have extended "reception the- ory" [e.g., Iser (1978), Suleiman and Crosma (1980), Jauss (1982) with an introduction by Paul de Man)]. This major theoretical perspective of cul- ture, literary, film and television studies in the United States and Britain re- jects the notion of a universally passive appropriation of a text on its own terms (political or otherwise) to explore the actual pragmatics of the act of viewing/reading a "spectacle." These studies present alternatives to the either/or stance of Edelman. While assuming that any practice of discourse constructs its own illusionary "world" (in Nelson's terms) and is potentially mystifying, these critics stress the ability and freedom of viewers/auditors and spectators/participants to construct their "own" meanings (like Edel- man's). This developing body of theory and analysis posits and describes the ability of viewers of the "spectacle" to negotiate the meaning of texts-to read and realize (Iser's term) meanings which often diverge from the "dominant" readings preferred by the political and media institutions. 
A-to Edelman/Political Spectacle K cont’

(  ) Edelman assumes a false dichotomy – People can grasp meaning within the spectacle without wholescale rejection.

Sidney Kraus is a professor in the Department of Communication at Cleveland State University and Dennis Giles is also in the Department of Communication at Cleveland State University. Reviewed work(s):

Constructing the Political Spectacle by Murray Edelman Source: Political Psychology, Vol. 10, No. 3 (Sep., 1989), pp. 517-525 Published by: International Society of Political Psychology Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3791366

Perhaps most disheartening is Edelman's cynical view that political par- ticipation is a "narrow focus" on politics, and only reinforces what he criti- cizes about the polity. Here again, Edelman does not make clear what effect voting turnout would have on "decisive change" were it increased substan- tially in elections. Edelman seems to be arguing that political language, as now practiced and perceived, lulls voters into satisfaction with the status quo. Voting does not change society and make for better individual well-being. If voters (and presumably non-voters) were cognizant of the "long odds against substantial change" they would "help shape effective strategies" or long-term change. Those strategies, however, would be more effective when "coupled with the recognition that art, science, and culture construct politi- cal thought and action rather than simply coexisting with them" (p. 130). "Reality," as Edelman regards it, is disguised (not described) by lan- guage. He concedes that his "... perspective offers a difficult analytic challenge because entities do not remain stable while you study them and subjects and objects are continuously evolving constructions of one another" (p. 2). Edel- man cautions us to be skeptical about, and be "liberated" from political texts or discourse; to look for "multiple and contradictory realities"; and to exa- mine other discourse, different "social situations and ... historical contexts" (pp. 128-129). But implicit in his discussion is the view that the public lacks the ability to "read" and use a political spectacle in terms of their own in- terests. Edelman sees the deception of linguistic practice, the fraudulent ba- sis of political constructions, while assuming that all those who are not duped by the system must, like himself, necessarily reject it. Between these two poles lies a whole world of "negotiated" political interaction which struggles for truth within self-interest-but the terms are not mutually exclusive. 
A-to Edelman/Political Spectacle K cont’

(  ) Edelman’s alternative is thin and is needs to be more effective 

Sidney Kraus is a professor in the Department of Communication at Cleveland State University and Dennis Giles is also in the Department of Communication at Cleveland State University. Reviewed work(s):

Constructing the Political Spectacle by Murray Edelman Source: Political Psychology, Vol. 10, No. 3 (Sep., 1989), pp. 517-525 Published by: International Society of Political Psychology Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3791366

The problem with advancing deconstruction as a tool for discriminat- ing among and within political messages is one of presumed dissemblance. It pretends to take an inaccurate or inappropriate political picture apart and put it back together correctly. Once sorted out, the pieces of the puzzle are there for posterity. Perhaps, but nondeconstructionists may in fact "correct" differently, and some may not see some messages as puzzles to begin with. It is necessary, we feel, to distinguish between, for example, political slo- gans and editorials or position papers. The task of determining "fact" or "reality" is not here made easier for the reader who has followed the prevailing discussion of deconstruction by literary theorists, recently jolted by the discovery that the theory's foremost American champion, Paul de Man, authored anti-Semitic essays for a pro- Nazi Belgian publication during the Second World War (see, for example, Lehman, 1988; Hartman, 1988; Heller, 1988). While we hesitate to make generalizations about the theory in light of de Man's apparent earlier ideolo- gy, the fact that his work underpins, in part, the argument presented, sug- gests that the theoretical framework ought to be examined along with the questions raised initially by Edelman: The pervasiveness of literacy, television, and radio in the industrialized world makes frequent reports of political news available to most of the population, a marked change from the situation that prevailed until approximately the Second World War. What consequences for ideology, action, and quiescence flow from preoccupation with po- litical news as spectacle? How does the spectacle generate interpretations? What are its implications for democratic theory? (p. 1) Edelman's proposition that political spectacle deconstructs itself (pp. 115-119) is troubling when placed toward the end of some 100 pages which have attempted to demonstrate that the construction of problems, leaders, and enemies forms a self-reinforcing system of mystification.
A-to Epistemology/Methods 1st cont’
(  ) Emphasizing a singular method is counter-productive

It always becomes mantra, and it hurts their own agenda because students do not learn to distinguish between methodologies.  The impact is critical thinking

Avdela from the University of Athens explains in 2000
(Efi Avdela, Associate Professor Dept of Early childhood Education – Univ of Athens -- Journal of Modern Greek Studies - Volume 18, Number 2, October 2000, pp. 239-253 – available via online database Project Muse -- http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/journal_of_modern_greek_studies/v018/18.2avdela.pdf)

As a result of this situation, a clear hierarchy of priorities develops in the classroom. The basic purpose of the lesson becomes the cultivation of patriotism and democratic ideals through the appropriate selection and interpretation of historical events. Knowledge of the past is subordinated to an agenda that lies outside the sphere of historical knowledge, an agenda that is explicitly didactic in the sense that its goal is to make sure students draw the “proper” conclusions from history.5 In this context, familiarizing students with the techniques of historical research can carry no more than secondary importance. Although the guidelines specify that history classes should both encourage students to ask questions and develop their interest in history, in reality a single, specific point of view is imposed on students. Furthermore, classes never explain how this point of view evolved; the fact that it is an interpretation of the historical evidence is concealed. Students do not learn how to distinguish between historical data and the interpretation of data; they do not learn how to discern opinions from facts. As a result they do not learn how to pose questions about the past, something that is a prerequisite for the development of critical thinking.  According to the general goals stated in the history syllabus for the gymnásio, students are expected to learn that civilization is a collective endeavor; that we are indebted to the past and responsible for the present and the future; that historical events are connected by causal relationships; that investigating motives helps us make decisions; and that civilization is an expression of the way people in each era have reacted to the world around them (Ministry of National Education and Religion 1992:26–38). More specific objectives of the curriculum include: introducing students to historical sources; introducing them to the Greek tradition and the problems of contemporary Hellenism; developing an “awareness of Hellenic continuity”; teaching the differences between various forms of government and familiarizing students with democracy; and finally, “cultivating genuine national pride.” History is taught for three hours a week in the first year of the gymnásio, two hours a week in the second year, and two hours a week in the third year; it begins in prehistoric times and continues through Greece’s joining the EEC, recent events in Cyprus, and the Aegean question.  The instructions on teaching methods for history courses in the gymnásio stress that issues related to the evaluation and interpretation of sources should not be emphasized. Sources should only be used to “document” the lessons (Ministry of National Education and Religion 1992:30–32). In other words, it is considered unnecessary for students to become acquainted with the most essential problem of historical research, namely, that historical sources do not speak for themselves but must be explained and corroborated, and that they are open to multiple and sometimes conflicting interpretations.  Several differences between the primary school curriculum and the one designed for the gymnásio are immediately apparent. According to the explicitly stated goals, primary school history courses are more responsible for shaping attitudes and cultivating national consciousness, while at the gymnásio level greater importance is placed on teaching students how to think historically. These differences reflect prevailing views in Greece on the abilities of different student age groups to comprehend fundamental historical concepts (Avdela 1998:109–126). At any rate, thinking historically is exclusively understood at both levels of compulsory education as recognizing causal relationships between historical events. No reference is made to different methods of historical research, to the importance of interpretation, or to the complexities of the sources themselves. In other words, teaching students to think historically is not treated as an end in itself but completely serves the main objectives of national education.  The essential picture that emerges from the primary school and gymnásio curricula is that the main purpose of history courses is the development of national consciousness, ethical conduct, and citizenship. Secondarily, and seemingly unrelated to their main purpose, history courses are also assigned the tasks of imparting some knowledge of history, teaching students how to think historically, cultivating interest in the study of history, and familiarizing students with the techniques of historical research. These two opposing tendencies are able to coexist in the syllabus through the selection of historical events and interpretations that advance the main objectives of national education. As a result, history becomes equated in the minds of the students with the one, single truth presented in the syllabus and the textbooks; the various discussions about different historical methods, not to mention the elementary principles of scientific historical research, are simply ignored.  Thus, more than any other school subject, the study of history has become a simple matter of memorization, a fact that is well evidenced by repeated official instructions urging the contrary. Students are simply not given the opportunity to understand how historical knowledge is produced or how the study of history is continually advanced by new findings that either add to or revise previous conclusions. Thus they do not learn how to distinguish fact from opinion, how to organize or engage in systematic inquiry, how to cross-check and corroborate facts, or how to distinguish between the presentation of conclusions and their documentation.  
A-to Epistemology/Methods 1st cont’
(  ) Critical thinking vital to education

Tchudi ’88


(Stephen Tchudi  -- professor of English at the University of Nevada, Reno, The English Journal, Vol. 77, No. 1. (Jan., 1988), pp. 22-30 – JSTOR)
There is also a dangerous implication in the botanized approach that thinking skills are discrete, that they can be taught in isolation, and that mastery of isolated skills can enhance total performance. This is the question of teaching by parts or wholes, and it is one we have debated for many years in language instruction. Do we have students practice isolated sentence skills or create whole pieces of writing? Do we ask them to practice phonics and vocabulary or to read real literature for meaning? Do we offer discourse forms or have students experience the process of writing?  The discrete skills model calls for the teacher to instruct in identifiable subskills or subroutines, while the holistic model calls for teaching as a way of aiding, abetting, assisting, fostering, and catalyzing a naturalistic growth pattern. Certainly the great bulk of research in language and language learning of the past several decades, indeed, of much of this century, points in the direction of language learning as a holistic process.  Of course, one need not take an absolutist position on holism versus skill instruction, and many teachers argue for a middle ground or a golden mean that includes whole experiences while developing necessary skills. But what middle ground? Whose golden mean? Unfortunately, the language of “compromise” can have a motherhood and apple piety ring to it that fails to advance the discussion, to genuinely resolve oppositions.  The same debate, parts versus wholes, will provide the focus for much discussion of critical thinking in the immediate future. How did Danny learn his critical skills in rugby? How do youngsters (and oldsters) come to master critical thinking skills? What roles can teachers play in the process? Mortimer Adler has prodded my thinking on thinking in an Education Week essay, “Why ‘Critical Thinking’ Programs Won’t Work.” He comments, How are... intellectual habits of skill developed? Exactly in the same way that all bodily habits of skill are developed: by coaching, not by didactic instruction using textbooks that state rules to be followed. (28)  He goes on to describe his experiences teaching textbook logic at Columbia and Chicago universities only to discover that “the students who were able to get high marks in a logic course did not turn out to be students who, as a result of that, showed themselves able to think critically in their other courses.”  The key point in Adler’s argument, one that can provide us with a middle ground, whether that “ground” is the rugby field or the intellectual arena, is that “form” in thinking is not separable from “content” There is no such thing as thinking in and of itself. All the thinking any of us do is thinking about one subject matter or another, or it is the thinking we do in the process of performing other acts of mind. (28)  Thinking skills are not separate from the experiences—perceptual, cognitive, affective—which they accompany. From his concrete experiences with rugby, Danny has developed the elaborate critical thinking patterns which David Ireland described. From their diverse experiences seeing the world around them, meditating about its significance, and moving from idea into action, people develop powerful thinking skills. From practice thinking about real concerns (a practice that is inextricably bound to language) students learn to think.  At its best, holistic thinking practice leads to what I call (and what Danny demonstrates) invisible thinking—integrated, imaginative, spontaneous, responsive critical analysis that is inseparable from its content and thus does not call attention to itself. Most students come to school doing some invisible thinking (which is not to be confused with nonexistent thinking) about the matters that are uppermost in their minds: their music, their media, their personal relationships, their physical and emotional needs and interests. A major task of teaching thinking in the schools is to extend the range of that “invisible,” naturalistic thinking to other areas, drawing on the teacher’s skill as an intellectual coach, and recognizing that this growth takes place largely through language.  
Experts Good

(  ) Experts are key to effective risk calculus
Vertzberger, 95

Professor at the Department of International Relations, the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Israel (Yaacov Y. I. Vertzberger, June 1995, “Rethinking and Reconceptualizing Risk in Foreign Policy Decision-Making: A Sociocognitive Approach”, Political Psychology, Vol. 16, No. 2, pp. 347-380, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3791835) 
Risk in Foreign Policy Decision-Making issues, such as environmental hazards, where they perceive these criteria as relevant. In person-based validation, confidence is rooted in the individual who is the source of the knowledge. The user does not care about how knowledge was generated, but who is disseminating it. Confidence in a particular person may derive from several sources: innate qualities (like charisma); affective qualities (such as liking); past experience (the person has proven himself in the past to be credible); an established relationship (a long-time friend), and other reasons. The third source of confidence is belief-based validation. In this case, knowledge that conforms or is congruent with important beliefs of the user will be considered as valid, even if the knowledge is methodologically flawed. In this case, the identity of the person delivering the knowledge is of little consequence to the user. Ideologues, such as former President Ronald Reagan, are inclined to use this validation criterion. Thus Reagan's confidence in the exaggerated assess-ments that there was a high probability that a Marxist regime in Grenada would pose a high threat to the United States was belief-based. It stemmed from his intense belief in the evil motives driving such regimes and their unavoidable subordination to the interest of the Soviet Union. The fourth and least important source is situation-based validation. Here context determines the reliability of knowledge, which is applied when the observer distrusts his or her information sources. Situation-based validation is based on the premise that in particular situations the information either cannot be manipulated and therefore can be trusted or the source of information has no incentive to manipulate information because the costs are too high or the gains are marginal. Being cognitive misers, people tend to devise a hierarchy of their most preferred to least preferred validation criteria. Judgment of the reliability of value and probability assessments will relate to this hierarchy. Decision-makers will start by applying their most preferred criterion. If the most preferred criterion cannot be applied in their judgment of reliability, they will proceed to the next level in the hierarchy, and so on, moving down the list of preferences, each step representing a lower level of confidence. Preference for one source of validation over another has important implications for the increase or decrease of confidence levels over time. Epistemic-based validation has built-in rules for discrediting or falsifying currently held assessments. Person-based validation will change when there is diminished trust in a particular person or when a highly regarded person provides invalidating information. Belief-based validation is the most difficult to discredit because beliefs, especially core beliefs, change very slowly. Practically the only quick way of convincing a decision-maker relying on belief-based validation to change is by reframing the information in a manner that will convince the decision-maker that it is not congruent any longer with his or her beliefs, or that the preference for reliance on belief-based validation was an error. 
(  ) Experts will make better predictions
Doremus 97 

[Professor of Law at the University of California, Holly, "Article: Listing decisions under the endangered species act: why better science isn't always better policy," Fall 97, 75 Wash. U. L. Q. 1029, Lexis] 

Hunches and incompletely confirmed intuitions are both less objective and less reliable than theories which have been strongly confirmed by empirical data. Nonetheless, just as they have a role in the scientific process, they have value for policymakers. In particular, the hunches of scientists may represent the most reliable answer available to questions which have not yet been tested, or which for some reason cannot be tested at this time. n217  [*1072]  Neither scientists nor laypersons can know the answers to such questions with any degree of certainty. There is good reason to believe, however, that the educated intuitions of scientists may prove more trustworthy than the guesses of non-experts. n218 For one thing, successful scientists are likely to have developed special observational skills in their area of expertise. n219 Their choice of career demonstrates a powerful personal interest likely to motivate careful, insightful observation, n220 and their success at that career depends in part upon their ability to distinguish reliable data and theories worthy of further pursuit from unreliable data and unproductive theories. n221 In addition, experts in the field will be more familiar than the lay public with the background knowledge against which novel data and theories must be interpreted. n222 
Experts Good

The use of experts in specific fields serves to facilitate discussion of relative probabilities and rational policymaking. This will be able to solve transnational problems that confront civilization.  
Fischer, 98

Professor of Political Science at Rutgers University (Frank, “BEYOND EMPIRICISM: POLICY INQUIRY IN POSTPOSITIVIST PERSPECTIVE”, Published in Policy Studies Journal, Vol. 26. No.1 (Spring, 1998): 129-146 //
First, a deliberative model of policy analysis extends the analytic goal beyond the technical efficiency of the governing institutions to include an assessment of the political interests and needs of the larger political community. From this perspective, the political community is inhabited by citizens who "live in a web of interdependencies, loyalties, and associations" in which "they envision and fight for the public interest as well as their individual interests" (Stone 1988:vii). Unlike most contemporary policy analysis, the postpositivist approach would not "take individual preferences as 'given'...but would instead have to account for where people get their images of the world and how they shape their preferences." That is, in contrast to the mainstream approach which provides no meaningful way of talking about how people fight over visions of the public or community interest, a postpositivist approach emphasizes discourse as "a creative and valuable feature of social existence" (Stone 1988:4). Ideas thus move to the center of policy evaluation. They are the fundamental media of all political conflicts; they make possible the shared meanings and assumptions that motivate people to action and weld individual striving into collective causes (Reich 1988). Policymaking, based on strategically crafted arguments, is thus reconceived as a constant struggle over the very ideas that guide the ways citizens and policy analysts think and behave, the boundaries of political categories, and the criteria of classification--what John Forester and I (1987) have elsewhere called the "politics of criteria." Basic to this approach must be the recognition that analytical concepts are themselves based on political claims and cannot be granted privileged status. Because policy ideas are arguments that favor different ways of seeing and relating to social problems, their evaluation must include an assessment of their transformational impacts on the thought and deliberations of the political community. The enduring ideas of politics, offering criteria into which citizens read competings meanings, serve as measures against which community aspirations are interpreted and judged. The job of the analyst is to tease out the normative conflicts lurking behind the often equally plausible interpretations of the same abstract goal or value. In the process, various modes of defining policy problems have to be recognized as competing languages in which people offer and defend conflicting interpretations (Danziger 1995; Stone 1988). In particular, attention has to be paid to context. As Healey (1993:238) writes, "knowledge for action, principles of action, and ways of knowing are actively constituted in the particularities of time and place." "Good" and "right" actions are "those we can come to agree on, in particular times and places, across our diverse differences in material conditions and wants, moral perspectives, and expressive cultures and inclinations." The fundamental goal of such policy analysis can be reformulated as discovering ways of "living together differently but respectfully" (Healey 1993: 238)  Especially important, in this view, is the need to rethink the relationships of the roles of the analysts, citizens and the decision makers. As critical studies of social epistemology make clear, a more sophisticated understanding of the nature of an open and democratic exchange must confront the need to bring these roles together in a mutual exploration. Experts must establish a participatory or collaborative relationship with the citizen/client (Hawkesworth, 1988; Schon, 1983; Healey 1997). Methodologically, an approach capable of facilitating the kind of open discussion essential to a participatory context is needed. Such a method would provide a format and a set of procedures for organizing the interactions between policy experts and the lay citizens that they seek to assist. Albeit in quite different ways, writers such deLeon (1992), Durning (1993), Laird (1993) and Fischer (1990) have called for such a "participatory policy analysis." In this formulation, the expert serves as "facilitator" of public learning and political empowerment. Rather than providing technical answers designed to bring political discussions to an end, the task of the analysts-as-facilitator-is to assist citizens in their efforts to examine their own interests and to make their own decisions (Fischer 1990; Caldwell 1975). The facilitator seeks to integrate the process of evaluation with the empirical requirements of technical analysis. Bringing together the analytical perspectives of social science and the competing normative arguments of the relevant participant in the policymaking process, the interaction can be likened to a conversation in which the horizons of both citizens and social scientists are extended through a mutual dialogue (Dryzek 1982). 
Experts Good—Science

Expert predictions in science matter—use of unqualified evidence creates suffering and poor decisionmaking models.
Trewavas, 8

Professor Molecular and Cell Biology (Anthony, U. Edinburgh, and Fellow of Royal Society, and Winner of the American Society for Plant Biologists Corresponding Membership, Trends in Biotechnology, “The cult of the amateur in agriculture threatens food security”, 26:9, ScienceDirect //
The publication of ‘Silent Spring’, a misleading polemic about pesticides (specifically DDT) by Rachel Carson saw the start of opposition to conventional agriculture [7]. Her knowledge of toxicology, which was the real subject of her book, was poor; unsurprising because she was actually a marine biologist. However, her message of fear, despite her marginal qualification, appealed to a section of the public, who were even less qualified but strongly opinionated. As a result of minority agitation, bans were imposed on DDT use. The disastrous consequence was an enormous resurgence of malaria in developing and third world countries where it had been virtually eliminated and the associated premature deaths of many millions of third world children [8]. That is the true Carson memorial. The western environmental activists whose thoughtless agitation was responsible for implementation of the ban have never shown sorrow or contrition. Moderation of DDT use would have been a more sensible course of action. DDT is an organo-halogen and remarkably non-toxic to mankind but supposedly banned because of its bioaccumulation. There are at least 3800 organo-halogens made naturally by marine organisms: some even have chemical structures similar to currently used fire retardants [9] and [10]. Some of these natural organo-halogens bioaccumulate through marine food chains and have even been detected in human breast milk. What next, ban nature? Mankind values what is scarce. An abundance of cheap, nutritious food from the late 1960s onwards produced government and public indifference. Governments had decided food security was solved and need no longer be their concern. Consequently, agricultural research funding was slashed, institutes were closed and related university courses abandoned. Technological advances were no longer defended against environmental agitation. It was quickly forgotten that the prime aim of agriculture was to grow food and provide food security. Various environmental groups moved to fill the vacuum left by government and to get their way, trafficked in fear. There had always been envy amongst these environmentalist groups of the status accorded to scientific knowledge, and the aim was to replace it with policies based on their own fears and ignorance. To promote organic agriculture, for example, it was claimed that synthetic pesticide traces (‘chemicals’) were dangerous, citing biological effects observed in test animals at amounts not, vert, similar1 million times higher than present in foodstuffs. Those who agitate about pesticides can list the names of the pesticide traces in their food down to the femto-mole level. But the name of any natural pesticide escapes them. Higher plants synthesize an estimated 100 000 natural pesticides (representing 1–5% of the dry weight) that efficiently kill insect herbivores 11 B.N. Ames and L.S. Gold, Paracelsus to parascience: the environmental cancer distraction, Mutat. Res. 447 (2000), pp. 3–13. Article | PDF (103 K) | View Record in Scopus | Cited By in Scopus (47)[11], [12] and [13] and occasionally humans [14]. Many of these have been extracted, and when tested like synthetic pesticides are equally toxic. The average fruit and vegetable diet contains numerous nerve toxins, carcinogens, teratogens, oestrogen mimics, clastogens, psychoactive chemicals and other chemicals that damage blood, thyroid and skin; similar if not identical in action to the biological effects of synthetic pesticides. But at 2–3 gm/day in the average diet, these natural chemicals outweigh the synthetic traces by at least 20 000-fold. Environmentalist groups claim there are possible health effects of a ‘cocktail’ of synthetic pesticides. But since each crop species synthesizes its own unique natural pesticide mixture, the natural risk is many orders of magnitude higher. Public and activist concern is like worrying about a cold when ebola is rife. The political response to agitation was to construct regulations, but this only heightened concern where it didn’t exist before; food must contain something dangerous now it had to be regulated. What was needed instead was leadership to assert the primacy of knowledge over opinionated ignorance. 
Experts Good—Posner Prodict

(  ) Posner pro-dict.

Wiener ‘5 

(Jonathan B., Perkins Professor of Law, Environmental Policy, and Public Policy at Duke University, and a University Fellow of Resources for the Future, “Book Review: Catastrophe: Risk and Response; Collapse: How societies choose to fail or succeed”, Journal of Public Analysis and Management, Autumn, Volume 24, Issue 4, pp. 885-9)

The most  important quality of  these  two books, however,  is neither  the specific risks they assess nor the specific remedies they favor. It is that serious, thoughtful experts are saying that worrying about disaster is not crazy. Doomsayers are typi- cally dismissed as fanatics on the left (limits-to-growth alarmists crying wolf) or on the right (religious zealots who may even invite the end). Hollywood depictions of asteroid collisions and other disasters make them seem silly to the public. Michael Crichton, who has made a career of books that hype improbable calamities, has just written a novel complete with appendices to attempt to debunk the alarmists. But Posner and Diamond do not fit these extremist caricatures. Their texts are detailed and sober. Neither  is a  luddite; Posner ascribes some risks  to rapid  technological change, but others he studies, such as asteroids, are not caused by technology (but will  require  technological  solutions). Diamond  is worried about  social  rigidity  in the face of change. Posner is a conservative exponent of law and economics who is arguing that the risks of catastrophe, including abrupt global climate change (which some conservatives have labeled a “hoax”), are worth reducing, even at significant cost. That posture is especially persuasive precisely because it is not what narrow- minded pigeon-holers would expect. It  is  the counterpart  to a moderate-to-liberal jurist writing a book arguing that the costs of risk regulation are worth reducing— namely, the book Breaking the Vicious Circle, written by Justice Stephen Breyer in 1993. Both Breyer  and  Posner  are  pragmatists who wish  public  decisionmakers would weigh the expected consequences of their actions. Still, Diamond’s  and  Posner’s  arguments  are  open  to  some  questions.  Posner’s BCA  methods  are  often  quick  and  crude,  as  noted  above.  Diamond’s  research focuses  mainly  on  islands,  which  may  not  be  generalizable  to  modern  open economies integrated into world trade and politics (though perhaps they generalize to the Earth as an island). The claim that people tend to disregard low-probability, high-consequence risks—which forms a key part of Posner’s argument  in Chapter 2—is complicated  (as Posner mentions  in Chapter 3) by  research by Paul Slovic, Elke Weber, and others finding that people sometimes neglect routine (high-proba- bility) risks and overstate rare and dreaded risks.   
A-to Extinction K  

(  ) Despite every flaw in calculating risk of human existence, we are still right: you have to weigh survival as an a priori question and sculpt deliberate policies to protect humanity.
Matheny ‘7
[Jason, Department of Health Policy and Management, Bloomberg School of Public Health, Johns Hopkins University. “Reducing the Risk of Human Extinction.” Risk Analysis. Vol 27, No 5, 2007, http://www.upmc-biosecurity.org/website/resources/publications/2007_orig-articles/2007-10-15-reducingrisk.html] 

9. Conclusion We may be poorly equipped to recognize or plan for extinction risks (Yudkowsky, 2007). We may not be good at grasping the significance of very large numbers (catastrophic outcomes) or very small numbers (probabilities) over large timeframes. We struggle with estimating the probabilities of rare or unprecedented events (Kunreuther et al., 2001). Policymakers may not plan far beyond current political administrations and rarely do risk assessments value the existence of future generations.18 We may unjustifiably discount the value of future lives. Finally, extinction risks are market failures where an individual enjoys no perceptible benefit from his or her investment in risk reduction. Human survival may thus be a good requiring deliberate policies to protect. It might be feared that consideration of extinction risks would lead to a reductio ad absurdum: we ought to invest all our resources in asteroid defense or nuclear disarmament, instead of AIDS, pollution, world hunger, or other problems we face today. On the contrary, programs that create a healthy and content global population are likely to reduce the probability of global war or catastrophic terrorism. They should thus be seen as an essential part of a portfolio of risk-reducing projects.
A-to Extinction K  
(  ) We agree that assessing the risk of extinction is difficult and potentially impossible—however it’s necessary to evaluate the debate in a magnitude times probability framework. Human extinction must be evaluated.
Matheny ‘7
[Jason, Department of Health Policy and Management, Bloomberg School of Public Health, Johns Hopkins University. “Reducing the Risk of Human Extinction.” Risk Analysis. Vol 27, No 5, 2007, http://www.upmc-biosecurity.org/website/resources/publications/2007_orig-articles/2007-10-15-reducingrisk.html] 

In this article, I discuss a subset of catastrophic events—those that could extinguish humanity.1 It is only in the last century, with the invention of nuclear weapons, that some of these events can be both caused and prevented by human action. While extinction events may be very improbable, their consequences are so grave that it could be cost effective to prevent them. A search of EconLit and the Social Sciences Citation Index suggests that virtually nothing has been written about the cost effectiveness of reducing human extinction risks.2 Maybe this is because human extinction seems impossible, inevitable, or, in either case, beyond our control; maybe human extinction seems inconsequential compared to the other social issues to which cost-effectiveness analysis has been applied; or maybe the methodological and philosophical problems involved seem insuperable. Certainly, the problems are intimidating. Because human extinction is unprecedented, speculations about how and when it could occur are highly subjective. To efficiently spend resources in reducing extinction risks, one needs to estimate the probabilities of particular extinction events, the expected duration of humanity in an event’s absence, the costs of extinction countermeasures, and the relative value of current and future human lives. Here, I outline how one might begin to address these problems. 2. Humanity’s Life Expectancy We have some influence over how long we can delay human extinction. Cosmology dictates the upper limit but leaves a large field of play. At its lower limit, humanity could be extinguished as soon as this century by succumbing to near-term extinction risks: nuclear detonations, asteroid or comet impacts, or volcanic eruptions could generate enough atmospheric debris to terminate food production; a nearby supernova or gamma ray burst could sterilize Earth with deadly radiation; greenhouse gas emissions could trigger a positive feedback loop, causing a radical change in climate; a genetically engineered microbe could be unleashed, causing a global plague; or a high energy physics experiment could go awry, creating a “true vacuum” or strangelets that destroy the planet (Bostrom, 2002; Bostrom & Cirkovic, 2007; Leslie, 1996; Posner, 2004; Rees, 2003). Farther out in time are risks from technologies that remain theoretical but might be developed in the next century or centuries. For instance, self-replicating nanotechnologies could destroy the ecosystem; and cognitive enhancements or recursively self-improving computers could exceed normal human ingenuity to create uniquely powerful weapons (Bostrom, 2002; Bostrom & Cirkovic, 2007; Ikle, 2006; Joy, 2000; Leslie, 1996; Posner, 2004; Rees, 2003). Farthest out in time are astronomical risks. In one billion years, the sun will begin its red giant stage, increasing terrestrial temperatures above 1,000 degrees, boiling off our atmosphere, and eventually forming a planetary nebula, making Earth inhospitable to life (Sackmann, Boothroyd, & Kraemer, 1993; Ward & Brownlee, 2002). If we colonize other solar systems, we could survive longer than our sun, perhaps another 100 trillion years, when all stars begin burning out (Adams & Laughlin, 1997). We might survive even longer if we exploit nonstellar energy sources. But it is hard to imagine how humanity will survive beyond the decay of nuclear matter expected in 1032 to 1041 years (Adams & Laughlin, 1997).3 Physics seems to support Kafka’s remark that “[t]here is infinite hope, but not for us.” While it may be physically possible for humanity or its descendents to flourish for 1041 years, it seems unlikely that humanity will live so long. Homo sapiens have existed for 200,000 years. Our closest relative, homo erectus, existed for around 1.8 million years (Anton, 2003). The median duration of mammalian species is around 2.2 million years (Avise et al., 1998). A controversial approach to estimating humanity’s life expectancy is to use observation selection theory. The number of homo sapiens who have ever lived is around 100 billion (Haub, 2002). Suppose the number of people who have ever or will ever live is 10 trillion. If I think of myself as a random sample drawn from the set of all human beings who have ever or will ever live, then the probability of my being among the first 100 billion of 10 trillion lives is only 1%. It is more probable that I am randomly drawn from a smaller number of lives. For instance, if only 200 billion people have ever or will ever live, the probability of my being among the first 100 billion lives is 50%. The reasoning behind this line of argument is controversial but has survived a number of theoretical challenges (Leslie, 1996). Using observation selection theory, Gott (1993) estimated that humanity would survive an additional 5,000 to 8 million years, with 95% confidence. 3. Estimating the Near-Term Probability of Extinction It is possible for humanity (or its descendents) to survive a million years or more, but we could succumb to extinction as soon as this century. During the Cuban Missile Crisis, U.S. President Kennedy estimated the probability of a nuclear holocaust as “somewhere between one out of three and even” (Kennedy, 1969, p. 110). John von Neumann, as Chairman of the U.S. Air Force Strategic Missiles Evaluation Committee, predicted that it was “absolutely certain (1) that there would be a nuclear war; and (2) that everyone would die in it” (Leslie, 1996, p. 26). More recent predictions of human extinction are little more optimistic. In their catalogs of extinction risks, Britain’s Astronomer Royal, Sir Martin Rees (2003), gives humanity 50-50 odds on surviving the 21st century; philosopher Nick Bostrom argues that it would be “misguided” to assume that the probability of extinction is less than 25%; and philosopher John Leslie (1996) assigns a 30% probability to extinction during the next five centuries. The “Stern Review” for the U.K. Treasury (2006) assumes that the probability of human extinction during the next century is 10%. And some explanations of the “Fermi Paradox” imply a high probability (close to100%)of extinction among technological civilizations (Pisani, 2006).4 Estimating the probabilities of unprecedented events is subjective, so we should treat these numbers skeptically. Still, even if the probability of extinction is several orders lower, because the stakes are high, it could be wise to invest in extinction countermeasures.

A-to Extinction K  
(  ) Extinction matters—we have an ethical obligation to value future lives. Our argument is not that it matters to protect future lives more than current ones, but total disregard for humanity’s future is morally repugnant.
Matheny ‘7 [Jason, Department of Health Policy and Management, Bloomberg School of Public Health, Johns Hopkins University. “Reducing the Risk of Human Extinction.” Risk Analysis. Vol 27, No 5, 2007, http://www.upmc-biosecurity.org/website/resources/publications/2007_orig-articles/2007-10-15-reducingrisk.html] 
5. Discounting An extinction event today could cause the loss of thousands of generations. This matters to the extent we value future lives. Society places some value on future lives when it accepts the costs of long-term environmental policies or hazardous waste storage. Individuals place some value on future lives when they adopt measures, such as screening for genetic diseases, to ensure the health of children who do not yet exist. Disagreement, then, does not center on whether future lives matter, but on how much they matter.6 Valuing future lives less than current ones (“intergenerational discounting”) has been justified by arguments about time preference, growth in consumption, uncertainty about future existence, and opportunity costs. I will argue that none of these justifications applies to the benefits of delaying human extinction. Under time preference, a good enjoyed in the future is worth less, intrinsically, than a good enjoyed now. The typical justification for time preference is descriptive—most people make decisions that suggest that they value current goods more than future ones. However, it may be that people’s time preference applies only to instrumental goods, like money, whose value predictably decreases in time. In fact, it would be difficult to design an experiment in which time preference for an intrinsic good (like happiness), rather than an instrumental good (like money), is separated from the other forms of discounting discussed below. But even supposing individuals exhibit time preference within their own lives, it is not clear how this would ethically justify discounting across different lives and generations (Frederick, 2006; Schelling, 2000). In practice, discounting the value of future lives would lead to results few of us would accept as being ethical. For instance, if we discounted lives at a 5% annual rate, a life today would have greater intrinsic value than a billion lives 400 years hence (Cowen & Parfit, 1992). Broome (1994) suggests most economists and philosophers recognize that this preference for ourselves over our descendents is unjustifiable and agree that ethical impartiality requires setting the intergenerational discount rate to zero. After all, if we reject spatial discounting and assign equal value to contemporary human lives, whatever their physical distance from us, we have similar reasons to reject temporal discounting, and assign equal value to human lives, whatever their temporal distance from us. I Parfit (1984), Cowen (1992), and Blackorby et al. (1995) have similarly argued that time preference across generations is not ethically defensible.7 There could still be other reasons to discount future generations. A common justification for discounting economic goods is that their abundance generally increases with time. Because there is diminishing marginal utility from consumption, future generations may gain less satisfaction from a dollar than we will (Schelling, 2000). This principle makes sense for intergenerational transfers of most economic goods but not for intergenerational transfers of existence. There is no diminishing marginal utility from having ever existed. There is no reason to believe existence matters less to a person 1,000 years hence than it does to a person 10 years hence. Discounting could be justified by our uncertainty about future generations’ existence. If we knew for certain that we would all die in 10 years, it would not make sense for us to spend money on asteroid defense. It would make more sense to live it up, until we become extinct. A discount scheme would be justified that devalued (to zero) anything beyond 10 years. Dasgupta and Heal (1979, pp. 261–262) defend discounting on these grounds—we are uncertain about humanity’s long-term survival, so planning too far ahead is imprudent.8 Discounting is an approximate way to account for our uncertainty about survival (Ponthiere, 2003). But it is unnecessary—an analysis of extinction risk should equate the value of averting extinction at any given time with the expected value of humanity’s future from that moment forward, which includes the probabilities of extinction in all subsequent periods (Ng, 2005). If we discounted the expected value of humanity’s future, we would count future extinction risks twice—once in the discount rate and once in the undiscounted expected value—and underestimate the value of reducing current risks. In any case, Dasgupta and Heal’s argument does not justify traditional discounting at a constant rate, as the probability of human extinction is unlikely to be uniform in time.9 Because of nuclear and biological weapons, the probability of human extinction could be higher today than it was a century ago; and if humanity colonizes other planets, the probability of human extinction could be lower then than it is today. Even Rees’s (2003) pessimistic 50-50 odds on human extinction by 2100 would be equivalent to an annual discount rate under 1% for this century. (If we are 100% certain of a good’s existence in 2007 but only 50% certain of a good’s existence in 2100, then the expected value of the good decreases by 50% over 94 years, which corresponds to an annual discount rate of 0.75%.) As Ng (1989) has pointed out, a constant annual discount rate of 1% implies that we are more than 99.99% certain of not surviving the next 1,000 years. Such pessimism seems unwarranted. A last argument for intergenerational discounting is from opportunity costs: without discounting, we would always invest our money rather than spend it now on important projects (Broome, 1994). For instance, if we invest our money now in a stock market with an average 5% real annual return, in a century we will have 130 times more money to spend on extinction countermeasures (assuming we survive the century). This reasoning could be extended indefinitely (as long as we survive). This could be an argument for investing in stocks rather than extinction countermeasures if: the rate of return on capital is exogenous to the rate of social savings, the average rate of return on capital is higher than the rate of technological change in extinction countermeasures, and the marginal cost effectiveness of extinction countermeasures does not decrease at a rate equal to or greater than the return on capital. First, the assumption of exogeneity can be rejected. Funding extinction countermeasures would require spending large sums; if, instead, we invested those sums in the stock market, they would affect the average market rate of return (Cowen & Parfit, 1992). Second, some spending on countermeasures, such as research on biodefense, has its own rate of return, since learning tends to accelerate as a knowledge base expands. This rate could be higher than the average rate of return on capital. Third, if the probability of human extinction significantly decreases after space colonization, there may be a small window of reducible risk: the period of maximum marginal cost effectiveness may be limited to the next few centuries. Discounting would be a crude way of accounting for opportunity costs, as cost effectiveness is probably not constant. A more precise approach would identify the optimal invest-and-spend path based on estimates of current and future extinction risks, the cost effectiveness of countermeasures, and market returns. In summary, there are good reasons not to discount the benefits of extinction countermeasures. Time preference is not justifiable in intergenerational problems, there is no diminishing marginal utility from having ever existed, and uncertainties about human existence should be represented by expected values. I thus assume that the value of future lives cannot be discounted. Since this position is controversial, I later show how acceptance of discounting would affect our conclusions.
A-to Extinction K  
(  ) Talking about the possibility of extinction is vital to strategies to prevent it  
Sandberg ‘8

(Anders Sandberg, et al – James Martin Research Fellow at the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University, postdoctoral research assistant for the EU Enhance project; Jason G. Matheny, PhD candidate in Health Policy and Management at Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health, special consultant to the Center for Biosecurity at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center and co-founder of New Harvest, and Milan M. Ćirković, senior research associate at the Astronomical Observatory of Belgrade, assistant professor of physics at the University of Novi Sad in Serbia and Montenegro; “How Can We Reduce the Risk of Human Extinction” http://thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/how-can-we-reduce-the-risk-of-human-extinction )

Perhaps least controversial, we should invest more in efforts to enumerate the risks to human survival and the means to mitigate them. We need more interdisciplinary research in quantitative risk assessment, probability theory, and technology forecasting. And we need to build a worldwide community of experts from various fields concerned about global catastrophic risks. Human extinction may, in the long run, be inevitable. But just as we work to secure a long life for individuals, even when our eventual death is assured, we should work to secure a long life for our species.  
(  ) Rhetoric of fear is necessary to mobilize preventative action against catastrophe – AIDS proves. 

Giddens ‘2K 

(Anthony; served as Director of the London School of Economics and Political Science (LSE) from 1997 to 2003. Previously a Fellow and Professor of Sociology at King's College, Cambridge. “Runaway world : how globalization is reshaping our lives” 2000; pg 47-49)

In these circumstances, there is a new moral climate of politics, marked by a push and pull between accusations of scaremongering the one hand, and of cover-ups on the other. If anyone -government official, scientific expert or researcher -takes a given risk seriously, he or she must proclaim it. It must be widely publicised because people must be persuaded that the risk is real-a fuss must be made about it. Yet if a fuss is indeed created and the risk turns out to be minimal, those involved will be accused of scaremongering. Suppose, however, that the authorities initially decide that the risk is not very great, as the British government did in the case of contaminated beef. In this instance, the government first of all said: we've got the backing  of scientists here; there isn't a significant risk, and anyone who wants to can continue eating beef without any worries. In such situations, if events turn out otherwise -as in fact they did -the authorities will be accused of a cover-up-as indeed they were. Things are even more complex than these examples suggest. Paradoxically, scaremongering may be necessary to reduce risks we face -yet if it is successful, it appears as just that, scaremongering. The case of AIDS is an example. Governments and experts made great public play with the risks associated with unsafe sex, to get people to change their sexual behaviour. Partly as a consequence, in the developed countries, AIDS did not spread as much as was originally predicted. Then the response was: why were you scaring everyone like that? Yet as we know from its continuing global spread, they were -and are -entirely right to do so.  This sort of paradox becomes routine in contemporary society, but there is no easily available way of dealing with it. For as I mentioned earlier, in most situations of manufactured risk, even whether there are risks at all is likely to be disputed. We cannot know beforehand when we are actually scaremongering and when we are not. 
Genealogy K
(  ) Genealogical projects fail – they cause political paralysis and move-away from their ultimate objective.
Wolin ‘2

(Richard Wolin – Prof @ CUNY in Modern European Intellectual History. South Central Review, Vol. 19, No. 2/3, 9/11. (Summer - Autumn, 2002), pp. 39-49. J Stor)
Amid the fog of postmodern relativism disseminated by Baudrillard, Zizek and others, something essential is missing. Going back to the Thucydides’ Melian Dialogue, the massacre of civilian innocents has been a touchstone of civilized moral judgment. It remains today the cornerstone of human rights law and just war theory. Yet, for the “cultural left,” slavishly following the “genealogical” approach recommended by Nietzsche and Foucault, moral reasoning is merely another one of civilization’s clever “normalizing” ruses—hence, an intellectual weakness to be avoided at all costs. Once again, postmodernism’s right-wing intellectual pedigree—Nietzsche, Spengler, and Heidegger—has left it morally impotent and politically clueless.  For years the Left has demonstrated a predilection to romanticize the “other”—Ho Chi Minh, Che, Fidel, as well as countless other apostles of Third World revolution—in the hope that the Wretched of the Earth would provide a remedy for our own seemingly intractable political impasse. Predictably, at a conference I attended recently, a friend with impeccable left- wing credentials who, until communism’s recent collapse, had been an ardent champion of the proletarian cause, jumped on the pan-Arab bandwagon, reciting the names of obscure Muslim intellectuals who, she claimed, offered a promising political alternative to the debilities of Western liberalism. Plus ça change. The Left can ignore the imperatives of morality and international law only at its own peril. By romanticizing the lifestyles and mores of non-Western peoples, it suspends critical judgment, destroys its own credibility, and guarantees its own political irrelevance.  
(  ) Genealogical projects over-focus on historicization – this causes contemporary political paralysis
Boggs ’97


(CARL BOGGS – Professor and Ph.D. Political Science, National University, Los Angeles -- Theory and Society 26: 741-780)

Postmodernism and its offshoots (poststructuralism, semiotics, di¡er- ence feminism, etc.) have indeed reshaped much of academia, including such disciplines as sociology, history, literature, ¢lm, and communica- tions. More than that, the theory (if that is the correct label for some- thing so diffuse) amounts to a kind of anti-paradigm paradigm, which often refocuses debates around defining motifs of the post-Fordist order: commodification of culture, the media spectacle, proliferation of images and symbols, fragmentation of identities, the dispersion of local movements, and loss of faith in conventional political ideologies and organizations. So far as all this is concerned, post-modernism can be viewed as marking a rather healthy break with the past.50 The problem is that the main thrust of postmodernism so devalues the common realm of power, governance, and economy that the dynamics of social and institutional life vanish from sight. Where the reality of corporate, state, and military power wind up vanishing within a post- modern amorphousness, the very effort to analyze social forces and locate agencies or strategies of change becomes impossible. In its reac- tion against the comprehensive historical scope of Marxism, the micro approach dismisses in toto macropolitics and with it any conceivable modern project of radical transformation. An extreme ``micro'' focus is most visible in such theorists as Baudrillard who, as Steven Best and Douglas Kellner put it, in effect ``announce the end of the political project in the end of history and society''51 ^ a stance that replicates the logic of a profoundly depoliticized culture. 
A-to Gusterson K’s

(  ) Gusterson’s explanations are flawed – poor anthropology and inaccurate psychological rationale

Frank Tikalsky is professor emeritus at the University of Montana – Reviewed work(s): Nuclear Rites: A Weapons Laboratory at the End of the Cold War by Hugh Gusterson Source: Political Psychology, Vol. 20, No. 2 (Jun., 1999), pp. 429-432 Published by: International Society of Political Psychology Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3792089

Gusterson's work failed to offer compelling arguments for three reasons: First, the data summarizing his research efforts, along with a definitive research design, are not given. Thus, it is a book for lay persons and not a scientific audience. Second, his observations often do not resonate with my experience at Los Alamos. To generalize findings and apply them to other nuclear weapons laboratories may be a mistake. Third, his explanations for various behaviors are ordinarily psychological as opposed to anthropological. The answers to why we had, or continue to have, a nuclear weapons program are in my view probably anthropo- logical as opposed to psychological. For example, the distinguished anthropologist Leslie White made the following observation about the causes of war: Warfare is a struggle between social organisms, not individuals. Its expla- nation is therefore social or cultural, not psychological. We could never understand why the United States entered World War II-or any other war-by an inquiry into the psychological motives of men and women. One man wanted to quit his distasteful job as a bank clerk, another wanted adventure, a third sought release from an unbearable domestic situation, another wanted to see what the women of France, Samoa, and China are like, another wanted to wear a uniform, another fought for God, for Country, and the New Deal, and so on. Of course, most men went to war because they were obliged to-or accept the degradation of imprisonment or worse. 
A-to Gusterson K’s
(  ) Gusterson’s  body and mechanization thesis is forced: The evidence does not support this conclusion and this proves our essentialism claim
Dr. Steven Weiss has a Bachelor’s degree from the Rochester Institute of Technology with Master’s and Doctoral Degrees from The George Washington University. He has numerous publications in the IEEE. He teaches both introductory and advanced, graduate level courses at Johns Hopkins University on antenna systems. Science, Technology, & Human Values, Vol. 25, No. 1 (Winter, 2000), pp. 122-125 – obtained via J-Stor

In his book Nuclear Rites, Hugh Gusterson has the basis for two excellent books: an anthropological examination of nuclear weapons designers at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory in the late 1980s and a science-studies analysis of the cultural and political tension between these designers and activists for nuclear disarmament, a group Gusterson posits as the antithesis of weapons scientists. Unfortunately, he has forced these two narratives into a single volume, creating a whole that is less than the sum of its parts. In his first narrative, Gusterson offers a rich description of the laboratory commu- nity at the Livermore lab. He uses anthropological methods-experiencing laboratory culture as a participant-observer and conducting interviews with many members in and near the laboratory community--to tease out important elements of the shared culture of weapons designers. He divides his analyses into five major topics, each cor- responding to a chapter: coming to the lab and assimilating practices and attitudes appropriate for weapons work; locating the laboratory in its larger social setting; the effects of secrecy on laboratory culture, especially the extent to which weapons designers internalize a culture of secrecy; characterizing the weapons work as a mechanizing of the (human) body and consequent dehumanizing of potential victims of the weapons they design; and describing nuclear tests as a coming-of-age ritual for weapons scientists. Throughout these discussions, Gusterson quite carefully identifies and overtly attempts to minimize possibly prejudicial attitudes of his that might taint his analysis. His background includes opposition to nuclear weapons: he opens the book by describing his genuine puzzlement about how anyone could possibly design and build weapons capable of such wanton destruction. Concerns about this potential bias echo throughout the narrative. Yet interview quotes are often too short to gauge the range and depth of his interviews, especially to assess whether the questions themselves guided the interview and introduced significant biases in the responses. Still, Guster- son's reflexivity and overall attention to the smallest details bestow great confidence in his anthropological technique. Building on his evidence, Gusterson is particularly strong extending traditional anthropological analyses of primitive cultures into his examination of the technically sophisticated laboratory workers. He finds moral essence in practices, social order in secrecy, and ritual character in weapons testing. But he does so delicately, not forcing "primitive" versions of such analyses but teasing out the subtleties shared. In his chap- ter on secrecy, he begins with a description of how various levels of classification at the laboratory stratify it. But Gusterson discovers a more subtle order imposed by secrecy. Noting the unevenness of enforcement, this simple version of laboratory order is inadequate. Instead, laboratory employees personalize the notion of secrecy, adopting security practices that anticipate the rules. Describing this latter accultura- tion, Gusterson recognizes the same cultural power--far greater than the rules and institutional powers-similar to secret or isolated societies studied by Sissela Bok and Erving Goffman (pp. 80-81). As laboratory employees personalize secrecy, then, a cultural rather than the regulatory notion of secrecy emerges. Problems in such microlevel analyses only arise when Gusterson juxtaposes bod- ies and machines. Here his analysis does not tritely fit into the theoretical frameworks of Foucault and other popular science-studies theorists, nor do his observations ring false. The (masculinist) mechanization of the impact and effects of nuclear weapons and the consequent dehumanization of the bodies of potential victims create a com- mon cultural bond among the weapons designers. However, Gusterson presents this bond as the primary glue within the laboratory community-a position necessary to weave his anthropological analysis into a larger science-studies essay focused on the nuclear weapons as the cultural characteristic distinguishing inside from outside the laboratory fence. Throughout his interviews and especially resonant in the "coming to Livermore" stories, Gusterson's subjects report an interest in the science they could perform- indeed, could only perform-designing weapons. For those who chose to come, mis- givings about the applications of their work get subjugated by a variety of cultural, personal, and institutional practices. But it is not necessary that construction of the bombs remains the primary cultural focus of the community. Each of Gusterson's vignettes demonstrates ways in which the community of weapons designers internal- izes and accepts--yet largely suppresses in day-to-day practice-the institutionally determined object of the work, design of weapons capable of death and destruction. Suppression of ethical and moral qualms, developing habits of secrecy, and refocus- ing testing as rites of passage are exactly the sorts of practices individuals use to sus- tain cultural connection through a common bond that dares not be spoken. The institu- tional constraints of Livermore, which the constructed culture of the weapons-designer community must somehow digest, place weapons design (and the possible use of weapons) in such a central role. I was unconvinced that the community itself would consider this of such high priority as the organization of Gusterson's book requires. Indeed, following the stories of science-which Gusterson indicates he deliberately chose to avoid due to minimal expertise-prevents him from discovering the extent to which the community bonds through science. The intentionally mechanistic-technical language that pervades all aspects of their weapons work shows a common culture of science and engineering. Such a strong commitment to science and a particular set of scientific inquiries does, in fact, downplay the essen- tially human tragedies that their weapons are capable of creating. But it need not pro- mote the dehumanization itself to the central cultural bond. Yet Gusterson needs this central organizing theme to set up the science-studies analysis in the second half of his book. Directing his anthropological inquiry toward the weapons-designer/activist nexus needlessly biases his anthropology. In detail, his descriptions are strong. In sum, though, they are less convincing. 
A-to Gusterson K’s

(  ) Reject essentialism – it embraces a worldview of unending violence

Halden Doerge – editor with Wipf & Stock Publishers, specializing in theology & ethics – Ontology, Difference, and Narrative – Inhabitatio Dei – April 2, 2007 – http://www.inhabitatiodei.com/2007/04/02/ontology-difference-and-narrative/.

Such an ontology, must be rejected for a number of reasons, one of which I want to take a look at here. A key problem with essentialism is that it is ‘essentially’ violent. Essentialism is violent precisely because it determines our ontological status as something that we posses in and of ourselves. If reason, for example makes me human (as has often been thought in Christian theology), then my possession of reason must be safeguarded at all costs in order for me to retain my personhood. On such an essentialist framework, no matter what the characteristic is asserted to be, my ontological status is something that I posses, and therefore can be dis-possessed of. Therefore anything that comes to me from outside myself, that is different is a threat. Who I am as a being is something that comes from within myself. Anything that comes from outside can only diminish or worse, destroy who I am. An essentialist ontology ultimately wants to deny any ontological weight to difference. Within an essentialist framework, difference can only be violent, since my be-ing is self-enclosed because my ontological status exists by virtue of a given characteristic that I possess in and of myself. Thus, for an essentialist, it seems that difference would be the ultimate foe, to be feared and resisted. Despite its long pedigree in Christian theology, we have to call this whole ontological framework radically into question precisely on Chalcedonian grounds.
A-to Gusterson K’s

Gusterson exaggerates the impacts of his mechanization args – overwhelming percentage of people do not grow detached.

Frank Tikalsky is professor emeritus at the University of Montana – Reviewed work(s): Nuclear Rites: A Weapons Laboratory at the End of the Cold War by Hugh Gusterson Source: Political Psychology, Vol. 20, No. 2 (Jun., 1999), pp. 429-432 Published by: International Society of Political Psychology Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3792089

There can be little doubt that such defensive strategies are used. In fact, isolation defenses along with dissociation and denial can be seen in the members of almost every profession that deals with life-and-death matters. Law enforce- ment, medicine, and the military are obvious examples. Thus, one implication of the famed Milgram experiments may be that the culture as a whole expects the scientist, in certain situations, to function without being influenced by emotion. But, on the other hand, it would be a serious mistake to exaggerate the implications of such affect splitting in the case of scientists involved in nuclear weapons work.  For example, one of my functions as a psychologist at Los Alamos National Laboratory was to screen persons for participation in a nuclear weapons program. In such screenings I explored with those being evaluated their feelings about the misery nuclear weapons can and have exacted. All of the persons I screened had deep feelings about the horrible, painful consequences such weapons could cause. Most were grim when they discussed such human misery. Furthermore, most of the scientists I interviewed acknowledged having such feelings before joining the Laboratory. I remember, for example, one scientist saying, "You see, Dr. Tikalsky, in a world of terrorists and government leaders who don't share enlightenment values, it's our job to ensure that the psychopaths of the world don't use nuclear force." Similarly, men in the American military did not view their role as that of a killer. Rather, their objectives were phrased in loftier jargon such as making the world safe for democracy. The psychology section I belonged to when I was in the Army would take a dim view of a soldier who said he wanted to join the Army so that he might kill. To observe, therefore, that those who work on nuclear weapons use denial or some other version of it is a Psychology 101 observation-certainly not anything that comes close to an epiphany. How does one resolve the moral issues in becoming a nuclear weapons scientist? Gusterson argues that it is a subtle social process, albeit a collective one, wherein the entering scientist is encouraged to look at such issues alone and apart from their professional duties. It is a process Gusterson terms socialized individu- alism and collective privatization. If such processes exist, I did not recognize them at Los Alamos. In the many interviews I had with scientists it was my understanding that moral issues were, for the most part, resolved before accepting employment. Certainly, this was clearly true of the graduate-level scientists; however, I did find indications of the process Gusterson is talking about as characteristic of some technicians and lay staff persons. And, as Gusterson notes, the scientists often revisit these moral issues privately. Of course, this makes sense when we recognize the ambivalence the parent culture has about violence, sanctioning it on the one hand, condemning it on the other. The very mores of our culture are apparently conflicted on violence-"turn the other cheek" and "an eye for an eye." And, of course, changes in world politics might also generate a reexamination of nuclear weapons use. Hasn't defending the "national interest" granted approbation to violence?  
A-to Hiroshima K Alts

(  ) Hiroshima K Alts can’t lead to an anti-nuclear agenda.
Paul Joseph is Professor of Sociology and Director of the Peace and Justice Studies Program at Tufts University. He is the author of several books on Vietnam, nuclear weapons policy, and the security debate after the end of the Cold War. Forgetting and Remembering Hiroshima in the U.S. Peace Review, 10402659, Jun 2000, Vol. 12, Issue 2 – obtained via the database Political Science Complete

These student responses suggest that people can forget and remember at the same time--and that they can remember in different ways. We can remember Hiroshima from the standpoint of the victims, as an enormous human tragedy. We can remember Hiroshima as an expression of evil, as a demonstration of the level of moral forfeit to which human beings can sink. We can remember Hiroshima as the site of important history lessons, such as the debate over whether "Little Boy" was the act that ended World War II, or the fateful step that marked the beginning of the Cold War. And, along with Kenzaburo Oe, we can appreciate the city of Hiroshima's remarkable recovery as powerful confirmation of the human capacity to rebuild even after the most awful devastation. All are important, but I would like to suggest still another way of trying to remember Hiroshima, one that is inspired by my personal favorite among the student responses in my class. One student wrote that "we don't seem to understand that the consequences of Hiroshima are still around with us today. A glance at The New York Times front page is enough to tell you that Hiroshima is a legacy we all have to confront and come to terms with. If events like the arms race between India and Pakistan are to be dealt with, Hiroshima must be on our minds."  As I understand this student, it might be possible to use Hiroshima as a universal symbol, as an icon whose memory inspires an ambitious arms-control agenda with the ultimate goal of abolishing of nuclear weapons. Throughout the world, people would use the memory of Hiroshima in their own local organizing against the particular examples of the nuclear establishment that happened to confront them. Those who opposed nuclear testing, military bases, the production of weapons-grade material, research and development connected to strategic modernization, or the deployment of weapons systems would follow a path leading through Hiroshima and then back again to their own situation. Peace activists, those hoping to focus popular pressure so that their city council might officially support nuclear abolition, or a stricter commitment to nonproliferation measures, or a new international nuclear weapons convention, would similarly enlist Hiroshima on behalf of their mobilizing efforts. Hiroshima could become a symbol of globalization that would be at least as powerful as the Nike swoosh mark or the golden arches of McDonald's. Many difficulties appear as I think through the implications of this perspective. Globalization implies at least partial detachment from nationalist moorings, and yet we are reluctant to cast away that particular identity. For example, the process of "freeing Hiroshima" for anyone in the international peace community to use demands complete honesty from Japan in confronting its own pattern of forgetting and selective remembering. This is particularly true with regard to Japan's conduct in the rest of Asia during World War II. Hiroshima cannot become a fully accepted symbol for peace as long as there are unresolved questions regarding Japan's past behavior and Tokyo's current attitudes toward it. Without a candid confrontation with history, Hiroshima's claim that it should be recognized as the site of an illegitimate catastrophe will be contaminated. The recent revisions of the peace museums in Hiroshima, Nagasaki, and Kyoto have helped this process of honest appraisal but the path is difficult, contested, and still incomplete. Remembering those parts of the past that have been deliberately forgotten can carry considerable political costs. But I applaud what has been accomplished thus far in Japan and wish the museums and institutions in the U.S. were at least as open to reconsidering the limits of its official history.  
A-to Hiroshima K Alts

Historical analysis of Hiroshima won’t spillover to solve nuclear scenarios and makes use more acceptable.

Paul Boyer is Merle Curti Professor of History emeritus at the University of Wisconsin, Madison. Hiroshima in History and Memory – edited by Michael Hogan – 1996 – Page 162

Other research suggested that many factors shaped attitudes toward nuclear-related issues, and thus toward the meaning of Hiroshima. In an attitudinal study of 477 Californians conducted in 1969-70, for example, sociologist Vincent Jeffries found the greatest readiness to accept nuclear war “in defense of our national interest” among the generation born before 1927, and the least readiness among those born between 1943 and 1949. In other words, Americans who had learned of Hiroshima as adults, and who had lived with the knowledge the longest, showed a higher tolerance for nuclear war than did those with no direct memories of the event. Such evidence casts doubt on the assumption, often implicit in the antinuclear camp, that the sharper the Hiroshima memories, the greater the aversion to nuclear war. For the older age group, news of the atomic bomb had come in a specific historical context: at the close of a popular war against a hated enemy. The younger and more vehemently “antinuclear group” in Jeffries’ study, by contrast, knew “Hiroshima and Nagasaki” in a more culturally mediated, less historically rooted framework.

Hiroshima has proven an ineffective lens for changing contemporary nuclear issues.

Shadow of the Bomb – re-posted in Nuclear News – originally appeared  in the August 4th, 2005 Sydney Morning Herald –  http://www.smh.com.au/news/world/shadow-of-the-bomb/2005/08/03/1122748700570.html?oneclick=true

Has the memory of the bomb, to adapt the words of the poet T.S. Eliot, become more of a whimper than a bang? Does Hiroshima still resonate? Or does it seem, like VP Day, remote, almost unrecognisable?  Though linked, the two events are, of course, separate issues. As a former NSW RSL president, Rusty Priest, says: "Hiroshima was a means to an end, the defeat of Japan, costing lives on one hand and saving lives on the other hand. The celebration is really for victory in the Pacific, the end of a dreadful war and the return of loved ones, while remembering those who did not return and those left behind. They'll carry the scars of war forever."  Regrettably, the commemoration of these events now barely within living memory has never been as widespread, as wholehearted, as that reserved for the far more distant, globally less significant, Gallipoli campaign of 90 years ago.  "More people now embrace the story of Kokoda Track," says David Low, who has been working with Walker on a project called Memories of War. "But, sadly, so much of the Pacific campaign was a messy, unholy slog.  "As well, Australia was marginalised [by the Americans]. It's somehow difficult to make a good nation-building story out of it all. Even the treatment of Australian prisoners of war doesn't sit easily with the notions of bravery and mateship in action that you got with Gallipoli. It's almost like a competing notion of what constitutes bravery."  Similarly, Low says, Australia's perception of Hiroshima has been ambivalent, and its willingness to embrace the message in its mushroom cloud has been intermittent and, as far as the abandonment of nuclear weapons is concerned, ineffectual.  
A-to Hiroshima K Alts

(  ) re-historicizing Hiroshima won’t change policy-makers. 

Paul Boyer is Merle Curti Professor of History emeritus at the University of Wisconsin, Madison. Hiroshima in History and Memory – edited by Michael Hogan – 1996 – page 160-161

Hiroshima memories subversively undercut the techno-rational vocabulary of nuclear theorists. Artifacts from the shattered city, whether survivors’ narratives, photographs or watercolors, or the prose of a Hersey or Ibuse, cut through the strategists’ bloodless prose. As Jean Bethke Elshtain has observed:  Human beings think most often in images; a terrible or delightful picture comes into our minds and then we seek words to express it, to capture it, to make it somehow manageable. Thus, it is with the possibility of nuclear war. Our images are fixed. The scenes of utter destruction at Hiroshima and Nagasaki; two cities laid waste, people disappeared, remaining as shadows on cements or persisting in a terrible and painful twilight zone of lingering death from radiation.  But precisely how, if at all, did Hiroshima memories actually affect nuclear policy ? Evidence of direct influence on policymakers is scant. Former Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara, asked in 1985 if he could recall any film, novel, painting, or other imaginative work that had shaped his view of nuclear war, candidly replied:  “No I don’t think so… I was so associated with the Defense Department and writings related to the Defense Department  that were…. scientific or technical or political in character  that I think it was those rather than artistic expression that influenced my thinking.”  
A-to Hiroshima K Alts

(  ) Hiroshima as a lens for re-evaluating nuclear weapons won’t work.

Paul Boyer is Merle Curti Professor of History emeritus at the University of Wisconsin, Madison. HIROSHIMA IN AMERICAN MEMORY – 1995 – http://www.ohiostatepress.org/books/Complete%20PDFs/Boyer%20Fallout/17.pdf

Not only was the meaning of "Hiroshima" contested, but the repeated use of this image by activists always carried the risk of exploiting the actual event and of subordinating it to one's own agenda. Paul Goodman addressed this risk in a sardonic and doubtlessly unfair comment on Death in Life: "The survivors of Hiroshima, Dr. Lifton has shown us, are certainly fucked up, but they are not so fucked up as Dr. Lifton. After all, it is rather much to drop an atom bomb on people and then to come ask them how they feel about it." Hiroyuki Agawa made a similar point in his 1957 novel Devil's Heritage, which bitterly attacked the U.S. medical research project in Hiroshima for treating the hibakusha like guinea pigs. As Hiroshima memories were transmuted into literature and visual images, and as cautionary lessons were drawn from the ordeal of the city and its inhabitants, the reality of what actually happened on August 6, 1945—and why—sometimes seemed to blur. As the Japanese architect repeatedly tells the French actress in Hiroshima Mon Amour, when she describes the photographs and artifacts displayed in the city's atomic- bomb museum, "You have seen nothing." The issues involved in manipulating and imaginatively reworking historical events can become exceedingly complex. In Death in Life, Lif- ton reflected perceptively on the symbolic status of Hiroshima, distinguishing it from other cities devastated by war: "When we hear reports about the Hiroshima bomb, our emotions are not exactly the same as when confronted with equivalent evidence of bomb destruction in London, Amsterdam, Hamburg, Dresden, or Tokyo. These cities, to be sure, convey their own messages of man's capacity and inclination to assault himself. But with Hiroshima (and her neglected historical sister, Nagasaki) something more is involved: a dimension of totality, a sense of ultimate annihilation—of cities, nations, the world." Yet this unique emotional power rested in part on extracting "Hiroshima" from history and elevating it to the realm of metaphor. Lifton himself, with admirable motives, contributed to this process, as he made the psychically numbed hibakusha symbols of a numbed world. But he was hardly alone. Many who spoke out against nuclear war over the decades used memories of Hiroshima in this instrumental and potentially exploitative fashion. For some activists, invoking "Hiroshima" became a way to avoid hard thinking, an emotional button that could always be pressed, a high-voltage jolt to any discourse. But the effect of this jolt could not always be anticipated. For some, it simply roused terror. The Australian pediatrician and antinuclear activist Helen Caldicott (see chapter 10) faced criticism in the early 1980s for what some saw as her irresponsible manipulation of fearful images. For others, repeated exposure to the "Hiroshima" image seems to have produced the very numbing that Lifton deplored. Symbols—even the most potent ones—decay over time. As Andy Warhol once observed: "When you see a gruesome picture over and over again, it doesn't really have any effect." Hiroshima was not immune to this process. As early as 1981 a journalist wrote: "Hiroshima has become one more historical cliche, like Lexington or the Battle of New Orleans." Contributing to this deadening process was the ubiquitous practice of using Hiroshima as a convenient date marker in book titles, as in The American Past: A History of the United States from Concord to Hiroshima; Cold War America: From Hiroshima to Watergate; or From Harding to Hiroshima: An Anecdotal History of the United States from 1923 to 1945. New imaginative works in different genres helped revive the image, but as 1945 receded further into the past, the loss of immediacy and resonance that eventually envelops even the most horrendous or momentous historical events inevitably took its toll.   Hiroshima, then, has clearly played a crucial and a complex role in postwar American thought and culture. The slowly dimming memory of August 6, 1945, has functioned as a palimpsest on which many different fears, expectations, and political agendas have been imprinted. In the realm of cultural imagery, "Hiroshima" has functioned as a kind of empty vessel, replicating the literal void created in August 1945. As one survivor described his experience immediately after the bombing: "I climbed Hijiyama hill and looked down. I saw that Hiroshima had disappeared. . . . Hiroshima just didn't exist." As the actual city was rebuilt and became the bustling metropolis of today, the "Hiroshima" of the imagination floated free, playing its ambiguous role in the first half century of our encounter with nuclear weapons. And what of the future? Will Hiroshima gradually fade from our cultural and political discourse? The Cold War is over, and while nuclear menaces remain, the threats of the superpower nuclear arms race and of global thermonuclear holocaust have clearly ebbed. Under these circumstances, cultural attention to Hiroshima—always closely linked to broader cycles of nuclear awareness and activism—has diminished sharply. "For most people," the historian Richard Minear observed in 1993, "Hiroshima has become a non-issue."  
A-to Hiroshima K Alts

(  ) Analysis of Hiroshima won’t help, it’s too arcane

Paul Boyer is Merle Curti Professor of History emeritus at the University of Wisconsin, Madison – Fallout – 1998 – page 260-61

These new historiographical emphases, coupled with the broader political and cultural currents that flowed across America in the wake of Vietnam and Watergate, encouraged a skeptical reassessment of the received wisdom on many topics. Inevitably this reassessment included attention to the events of August 6 and 9, 1945, that had taken the lives of well over one hundred thousand human beings (including long-term deaths related to radiation exposure) and laid the groundwork for an ever more dangerous nuclear arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union. By around 1980, the reassessment of the A-bomb decision launched by Alperovitz and others had been generally welcomed as stimulating and provocative. Within the guild, it was widely viewed as another manifestation of the familiar process by which historians continually reassess the past and question received interpretations. Debated at scholarly conferences and dissected in journal articles, the new analytic hypotheses were beginning to make their appearance in college textbooks and in classroom lectures. For most Americans, however, historians' debates on this topic remained arcane and remote, a matter of no concern. While the work of Alperovitz, Sherwin, and others certainly had some broader impact through the major newspapers, intellectual reviews, and journals of opinion, the received wisdom about the justice of the atomic-bomb decision generally retained its sway in grassroots America. For those who had embraced the "Good War" paradigm, any questioning of Truman's oft- repeated justification of his action challenged an image of World War II that had become a cornerstone of national self-identity. If the motives for dropping the atomic bomb could be probed and problematized by historians, what part of the American past was safe from skeptical critical scrutiny? As historian Michael Kammen wrote in the aftermath of the Smithsonian debacle and other cultural battles involving conflicting interpretations of the American past, "Historians become notably controversial when they do not perpetuate myths, when they do not transmit the received and conventional wisdom, when they challenge the comforting presence of a stabilized past"—and, it may be added, when news of what they are up to finally gets out. Perhaps no issue of the postwar era confirmed this generalization more dramatically than the angry struggle over who would finally determine the meaning of Hiroshima and Nagasaki: historians or "the people."   
A-to Hiroshima K Alts

(  ) Hiroshima won’t change nuclear policy – too much time has lapsed.

Uday Mohan is the Director of Research for American University's Nuclear Studies Institute. Nuclearism and the Legacy of U.S. Media Coverage of Hiroshima – Presented at the “Think Outside the Bomb” National Youth Conference on Nuclear Issues, Washington DC, April 21, 2007 – http://www.wagingpeace.org/articles/2007/04/21_mohan_nuclearism_and_the_legacy.htm

Much of the coverage of the first few days after the Hiroshima bombing bore the stamp of William Laurence’s work. [5] Either directly through his New York Times byline or through newspaper stories based on material handed to journalists that Laurence had crafted, the media reflected to a large degree an uncritical pro-bomb viewpoint. News reports noted, for example, that the bomb had obliterated an army base, that science had now harnessed the power of the universe, and that revenge had finally been visited on the Japanese. Initial editorial opinion was almost uniformly supportive of the use of the bomb. [6]  As the Washington Post commented, reflecting a widespread view, “However much we deplore the necessity, a struggle to the death commits all combatants to inflicting a maximum amount of destruction on the enemy...” [7] It wasn’t until eight years later that the Post appeared to take back these words: On the day of his retirement in 1953, Washington Post editor Herb Elliston told a reporter that he had many regrets as he looked back over his tenure. “One thing I regret is our editorial support of the A-bombing of Japan. It didn't jibe with our expressed feeling [before the bomb was dropped] that Japan was already beaten." [8]  All in all, the initial coverage of the atomic attack was remarkably faithful to the official, pro-bomb viewpoint. [9] As General Groves commented, “most newspapers published our releases in their entirety.” [10] Perhaps not surprisingly (and reflecting the uncritical wartime mood), the Washington Press Club, soon after the Hiroshima bombing, responded to the news by offering its members a new drink, an Atomic Cocktail. [11]  But Laurence represented a-bomb championing at its most vigilant and enthusiastic. He heralded the bomb in poetic, at times biblical terms. And with his descriptions he helped set the predominant image of the a-bomb and of the atomic era—an enormous, powerful mushroom cloud that held viewers in awe—an image that photography and film cemented through repetition. In Laurence’s atomic portraits, the victims simply didn’t merit attention, but the mushroom cloud did. In his eyewitness account of the Nagasaki bombing, for example, he described the explosion in terms of wonder and incredulity:  “Awe-struck, we watched [the pillar of purple fire] shoot upward … becoming ever more alive as it climbed skyward through the clouds…. It was a living thing, a new species of being, born right before our incredulous eyes…. [J]ust when it appeared as though the thing has settled down … there came shooting out of the top a giant mushroom…. The mushroom top was even more alive than the pillar, seething and boiling in a white fury of creamy foam… As the first mushroom floated off into the blue it changed its shape into a flowerlike form, its giant petal curving downward, creamy white outside, rose-colored inside.” [12]  In his long New York Times article, which included eight paragraphs on individual crew members and others on the mission, [13] Laurence said virtually nothing about the victims. When he did, it was just to dismiss them:  “Does one feel any pity or compassion for the poor devils about to die? Not when one thinks about Pearl Harbor and the Death March on Bataan.”  Laurence’s dismissal of the victims of the first use of nuclear weapons was not uncommon. Media focus on righteous vengeance, supposed necessity of the bombings, and the technological accomplishment of American and Allied science pushed the dead and dying out of the spotlight. [14] Government censorship aided in this marginalization, especially through censorship about radiation and of visual evidence.   The first photograph of Japanese victims appeared in Life magazine about two months after the end of the war. [15] But the magazine used a caption to undercut the power of the photos. The caption stated that the photographer “reported that [the] injuries looked like those he had seen when he photographed men burned at Pearl Harbor.” [16] For the most part, photographs of the human cost of the atomic bombings seldom appeared in the American media until the 1950s, [17] by which time they would have had little influence on nuclear policy, which had fully absorbed nuclear arms and power into American military planning and civilian life. 

A-to Hiroshima K Alts

(  ) Historical Hiroshima Project will not aid the anti-nuclear camp. Resistance to re-opening the issue will overwhelm their efforts.

Paul Boyer is Merle Curti Professor of History emeritus at the University of Wisconsin, Madison – Fallout – 1998 – page 266-68

Those who articulate such responses are not interested in debate. For them, unquestioning support for Truman's atomic-bomb decision becomes a test of patriotism. In fact, they reject the legitimacy of the historical enterprise. What right have you, a mere academic, such critics are really asking, to publish dissenting views on matters about which true patriots cannot possibly hold differing opinions? As my Louisiana correspondent put it: "No one can doubtthzt this horrible weapon saved American lives" (emphasis added). That precisely this assertion is, in fact, a matter of considerable doubt, and certainly open to historical inquiry and discussion, was a position whose legitimacy he simply could not acknowledge. He was left, therefore, with no alternative but to impugn the character and the integrity of those who do hold it. The confrontation between popular memory and patriotic affirmation, on the one hand, and the norms of historical research and argument on the other, could hardly be more starkly revealed.. When even columnists (and World War II veterans) like Russell Baker of the New York Times and the late Mike Royko of the Chicago Tribune, normally bemused observers of the passing scene, were reduced to sputtering fury that anyone—especially anyone who did not actually fight in the war—could even hint that the atomic-bomb decision involved motives beyond those publicly proclaimed by Truman, one realizes the depths of the ideological and generational chasms exposed by this debate. Even the Smithsonian's secretary, I. Michael Heyman, in a postmortem on the canceled Enola Gay exhibit, gave the back of his hand to the historians who had helped plan it, and ignored his institution's mandate to promote "the increase and diffusion of knowledge," as he abjectly capitulated to the exhibit's detractors: "In this important anniversary year, veterans and their families were expecting, and rightly so, that the nation would honor and commemorate their valor and sacrifice. They were not looking for analysis, and, frankly, we did not give enough thought to the intense feelings such an analysis would evoke." Whether the "intense feelings" aroused by thoughtful analysis and a broader diffusion of the relevant scholarship might in the long run have been therapeutic as Americans continue to struggle with the meaning of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, he did not consider. In the face of assumptions like this—that "analysis" and "feelings" are mutually exclusive, and that when passions run high, analysis must give way to feelings—it is understandable that historians, with their boring insistence on research and their readiness to question established interpretations and mythic versions of the past, should be viewed as a threat. For all the rancor it generated, the Enola Gay controversy was only the latest manifestation of a half-century process by which the events of August 6 and 9, 1945, figured rhetorically in a variety of public discourses. For many, the obliteration of Hiroshima and Nagasaki brought victory in a just cause, spared countless American lives, repaid the treachery of Pearl Harbor, and demonstrated a powerful nations scientific and technological mastery. For others, it was needless slaughter, symbolizing the utter collapse of all ethical restraints in modern warfare. Still others viewed it as a calculated move on a larger strategic chessboard. For antinuclear activists, it was the ultimate warning. In the fiftieth-anniversary year, with the cultural mood both retrospective and ideologically charged, attention focused once again on the original events in all their jagged immediacy. In the process, many citizens grasped—perhaps for the first time—that for several decades, scholars had been questioning the official justifications originally advanced by President Truman and endlessly reiterated thereafter. The result was not thoughtful discussion and the search for a new, more historically defensible consensus, but recrimination and accusations of bad faith and disloyalty. The Smithsonian exhibition simply provided a context for this unfolding cultural psychodrama. The Smithsonian's location in the fishbowl of Washington guaranteed that the drama would be played out with shameless political posturing and the glare of media publicity. Though muted, the controversy will probably persist so long as politicians see capital in it and vast numbers of Americans—especially World War II veterans—remain convinced that the atomic bomb was an essential, wholly justifiable means to a righteous end. But historians, too, have their convictions and commitments, and one ought not underestimate the long-term power of critical historical inquiry, even on emotion-laden topics. Whatever the ultimate resolution of this divisive and unhappy national quarrel, Hiroshima and Nagasaki seem likely for the foreseeable future to remain the Banquo's ghost of World War II, perennially challenging comforting generalizations about the conflict and underscoring the disparity between the mythic past inscribed in popular memory and the past that is the raw material of historical scholarship.  
A-to Hiroshima K Alts
(  ) Hiroshima is now a poor starting point – It no longer grasps the public’s attention in a manner that’s necessary for sustained anti-nuclear criticism

Paul Boyer is Merle Curti Professor of History emeritus at the University of Wisconsin, Madison. HIROSHIMA IN AMERICAN MEMORY – 1995 – http://www.ohiostatepress.org/books/Complete%20PDFs/Boyer%20Fallout/17.pdf

But the politico-cultural role of Hiroshima memories, brought to a keen edge by John Hersey in 1946, fluctuated over the years with the cycles of activism and quiescence in America's long encounter with the nuclear threat. As Michael Mandelbaum observed in 1984, "Americans have normally ignored the nuclear peril. Each episode of public anxiety about the bomb has given way to longer periods in which nuclear weapons issues were the preoccupation of the nuclear specialists alone." With the onset of the Cold War, the Soviet A-bomb test in 1949, and Truman's green light to the hydrogen-bomb project, Hiroshima and Nagasaki, like nuclear awareness in general, faded from public consciousness. Takashi Nagai s We ofNagasaki (1951) offered gripping testimony similar to that of Hersey s Hiroshima, but in an altered cultural and political climate, the work attracted much less attention.   
A-to Kato K

(  ) Imagining potential nuclear wars serves as a collective warning against its possibility and opens up space for interrogating national values   

Seed, Professor of English literature at the University of Liverpool, 2000

(David, “Imagining the Worst: Science Fiction and Nuclear War,” Journal of American Studies of Turkey,

Vol. 11, pp. 39-49, http://www.bilkent.edu.tr/~jast/Number11/Seed.htm)
A number of recurring features emerge from these narratives. In virtually every case the USA plays a reactive role, never attacking first. Secondly, the nation’s capacity to cope with such an attack becomes a test of its morale and for that reason the nuclear aftermath, in the short and long term, occasions an interrogation of cherished national values. Thirdly, because nuclear attack can only be mounted with the latest technology, these novels explore anxieties about problems of control. Finally this fiction expresses a collective horror of ultimate endings. Some human presence persists however tenuous or displaced. Cherished human values like reason might be transposed on to extraterrestrial beings; or reader might play out the role of a survivor through the very act of reading a narrative whose deliverer has died. Ultimately there is an unusual circularity to such narratives. By deploying a whole range of strategies to imagine a dreaded future, they function as warnings against such imminent developments. The more the future fails to develop along these imagined lines, the more necessary is the reconfirmation of these narratives as mere imaginary extrapolations.  
(  ) Imagining future nuclear scenarios enables criticism of nuclear weapons ability to destroy all humankind

Foard, Associate Professor of Religion, Arizona State, 1997
(James, “Imagining Nuclear Weapons: Hiroshima, Armageddon, and the Annihilation of the Students of Ichijo School,” Journal of the American Academy of Religion, http://jaar.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/LXV/1/1.pdf)
This ambivalence about Hiroshima has been partially ameliorated by displacing it with Armageddon in our imagination of nuclear weapons In Amenca the images of the atomic bomb, particularly after the Soviet Union's successful test in 1949 (Boyer.341), were pressed into the service of apocalyptic speculations, both scientific and otherwise, a process which has until recently assigned the horror that Hiroshima represented to a superpower war in an imagined future (cf. Pease'562). Specifically, images of a nuclear Armageddon have helped us perform two sorts of cultural tasks fundamental for imagining nuclear weapons: those involving difference and those involving representation. By "difference" I mean both the articulation of what makes nuclear weapons different from other weapons and the consequent reflection on the different human situation engendered by them. By "representation" I mean the expressions which seek to describe the use of nuclear weapons and incorporate that description into structures of meaning Armageddon permits us to define the difference of nuclear weapons by their capacity to destroy the human species in a war that no one will win.  
A-to Kato K

(  ) The end of the Cold War makes imagining nuclear wars even more important to dispel the belief that a nuclear war is winnable

Foard, Associate Professor of Religion, Arizona State, 1997
(James, “Imagining Nuclear Weapons: Hiroshima, Armageddon, and the Annihilation of the Students of Ichijo School,” Journal of the American Academy of Religion, http://jaar.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/LXV/1/1.pdf)
With the end of the Cold War, however, apocalyptic imagery itself appears doomed, as our geo-political situation no longer sustains its plausibility Our images of the nuclear threat are now as obsolete as our strategies. Without such imagery, though, we are left with little to think with in contemplating the meaning of these weapons, a situation that could well prove dangerous. Since nuclear weapons now appear to threaten cities more than the human species as a whole, we might do well to return to Hiroshima to discover their difference and the possibilities for their representation. At the very least, doing so will expose the Armageddon imagery as a cultural construct rather than a self evident fact 

(  ) Even if imagined, representing nuclear war creates collective memory for resistance

Foard, Associate Professor of Religion, Arizona State, 1997
(James, “Imagining Nuclear Weapons: Hiroshima, Armageddon, and the Annihilation of the Students of Ichijo School,” Journal of the American Academy of Religion, http://jaar.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/LXV/1/1.pdf)
Despite their deep suspicion of the adequacy of any expressions, the survivors relate their narratives in formal ritual and pilgrimage settings in which their repetition and redundancy seem appropriate. (These are, of course, the public rather than the traditional settings ) They justify their attention to story and place in terms of preserving memory, not because their stories can ever be fully understood, but "to bring peace " Without any clear understanding of what political mechanisms might be required, they claim that the telling of stories itself can, in fact, help do this The experience of the Ichijo people, then, suggests that nuclear talk can neither be fully denied nor fully accommodated into our sense of community over time. The only representation possible, then, strives not to domesticate the experience of the bomb into human memory, but to use the memory of its reality for apotropaic purposes The reality of the bomb is asserted—indeed must be asserted—only so that it can be refused a permanent place in human history. 

(  ) Imagining nuclear war demonstrates it is unwinnable AND such reflections do not work to exclusion of envisioning past nuclear wars

Foard, Associate Professor of Religion, Arizona State, 1997
(James, “Imagining Nuclear Weapons: Hiroshima, Armageddon, and the Annihilation of the Students of Ichijo School,” Journal of the American Academy of Religion, http://jaar.oxfordjournals.org/cgi/reprint/LXV/1/1.pdf)
Since the onset of the superpower conflict, nuclear reflection has yoked itself to the Cold War and indulged itself in opposing human extinction As a consequence, the end of the Cold War has meant the obsolescence of not only our strategies toward but also our images of the nuclear threat Although excluded from our apocalyptic obsession, harder moral issues have been with us since 1945, moral issues that are as pressing now as they were then: Is the instantaneous extinction of cities different from other war death? If using a nuclear weapon (or two) does not endanger the human species, is it permissible under certain conditions? If so, how do we represent such death in our religious and cultural systems of "just war" and other meanings. Such questions are beyond the range of this historian of religions What is clear is that the efforts of Hiroshima survivors suggest measuring the difference of nuclear death by the impossibility of theodicy, of which the apocalyptic imagination is but one culturally specific and historically bound expression Following such a measurement of difference can help us see that we have not achieved freedom from nuclear danger in the past few years solely because the apocalyptic scenario seems less plausible and that we need new theological and philosophical reflections. Furthermore, the survivors' insistence on the reality of references for nuclear language, in contrast to our own critics' insistence on the opposite, affirms that the use of nuclear weapons is indeed possible because it has already happened.  
A-to Kato K

Speaking about nuclear wars is necessary to out the secrecy that surround the nuclear establishment

James, Doctoral student in English Literature at the University of Iowa, 1994

(Clair, “Book Reviews,” Configurations, 2.2, 367-371)
Chaloupka first analyzes the politics of the antinuclear movement, arguing that it has failed to have a larger impact because it shares with pronuclear forces both a "confidence in a world that passes naturally into speech and writing" and, more tellingly, "the identification of a 'values' realm--limited but available for political debate" (p. xiii). Two of the antinuclear positions that he criticizes are the acceptance of survival as a universal value and the idea that nuclear war is unspeakable. Because the pronuclear camp argues that nuclear weapons are necessary for survival in the face of international threat, antinuclear rhetoric based on the need for human survival can either lead to a stalemate position or actually strengthen the other side. In order to emphasize the horrors of nuclear war and thereby discourage people from supporting pronuclear policies, some people would claim that nuclear weapons are "unspeakable": the horrors of nuclear war go beyond the human capacity for description and such a war would leave no survivors to describe it. But Chaloupka argues that the idea of unspeakability, instead of encouraging opposition to nuclear weapons, has silenced the voices of protest and abetted the secrecy surrounding nuclear weapons management. A large portion of the book is devoted to demonstrating how thoroughly and covertly nuclear weapons influence our lives. In one chapter Chaloupka uses Jacques Lacan's analysis of metonymy, which Lacan calls the rhetorical trope of absence and desire, in order to argue that "the computer and the robot are the metonymic processes we use to deal with the nuke" (p. 61). In other words, "in the now out-dated metaphor of rationalism, the computer is the brains of this operation, the bomb the muscle. In its physicality, the robot is the encoded sign of nuclearism" (p. 45). At the same time that industrial robots are replacing humans in factories, fictional humanoid robots have become the model for the ideal human, exhibiting absolute efficiency and self-control--exactly the qualities necessary to operate well a nuclear arsenal. Perhaps the most obvious manifestation of this desire for widespread robot mentality was the popular "Just Say No" campaign, which refused to analyze the cultural conditions that make drug use an attractive alternative to many and instead asked us all, but especially children, to become automatic message machines. 
Imagining future nuclear wars prevents them

Martin, Professor of Social Sciences in the School of Social Sciences, Media and Communication at the University of Wollongong, 1982

(Brian, “How the Peace Movement Should be Preparing for Nuclear War,” Bulletin of Peace Proposals, Vol. 13, No. 2, 1982, pp. 149-159)
But these possibilities provide relatively little consolation for the human disaster of nuclear war, and certainly would not justify any policy which significantly increased the risk of nuclear war. It is in their implications for the present that peace movement activities relating to nuclear war must be assessed. It is my belief that preparation for nuclear war by the peace movement would reduce the chance of nuclear war by providing a visible threat to the otherwise unchallenged continuance of existing political institutions. National decision-makers may wish to avoid nuclear war to save their own lives, but they have demonstrated a continued willingness to risk nuclear war, both in crises and confrontations and through the very existence of nuclear arsenals, through the policies they have promoted and the institutions they have constructed and supported. This institutionalised risk of nuclear war will seem less acceptable if one consequence of continued preparations for war were a major challenge to the complete system of political and economic power and privilege. Nuclear weapons states have refrained from nuclear war thus far not primarily because of their perception of the human disaster of nuclear war but because of the possible political consequences. A prepared peace movement would ensure that such political consequences are as serious as possible.  
A-to Kato K

(  ) Nuclear war causes an authoritarian crackdown on civil liberties and derails long-term efforts at disarmament

Martin, Professor of Social Sciences in the School of Social Sciences, Media and Communication at the University of Wollongong, 1982

(Brian, “How the Peace Movement Should be Preparing for Nuclear War,” Bulletin of Peace Proposals, Vol. 13, No. 2, 1982, pp. 149-159)
In addition to the important physical effects of nuclear war there would be important indirect political effects. It seems very likely that there would be strong moves to maintain or establish authoritarian rule as a response to crises preceding or following nuclear war. Ever since Hiroshima, the threat of nuclear destruction has been used to prop up repressive institutions, under the pretext of defending against the 'enemy'. The actuality of nuclear war could easily result in the culmination of this trend. Large segments of the population could be manipulated to support a repressive regime under the necessity to defend against further threats or to obtain revenge. A limited nuclear war might kill some hundreds of thousands or tens of millions of people, surely a major tragedy. But another tragedy could also result: the establishment, possibly for decades, of repressive civilian or military rule in countries such as Italy, Australia and the US, even if they were not directly involved in the war. The possibility of grassroots mobilisation for disarmament and peace would be greatly reduced even from its present levels. For such developments the people and the peace movements of the world are largely unprepared.  
(  ) Preparing for nuclear war increase the success of struggles for social justice AND a nuclear war would bolster global statism and ignorance of marginal populations

Martin, Professor of Social Sciences in the School of Social Sciences, Media and Communication at the University of Wollongong, 1982

(Brian, “How the Peace Movement Should be Preparing for Nuclear War,” Bulletin of Peace Proposals, Vol. 13, No. 2, 1982, pp. 149-159)
The primary objective of national security bureaucracies in the event of nuclear war is survival of the state apparatus. This has two components: continued defence against the outside enemy, and defence against challenges raised by the native population. The health and welfare of the general population is a secondary consideration, mainly important in its effects on the two primary goals. This emphasis is reflected in preparations for the survival of key officials, for continuity of official decision-making apparatuses and communications, and for quelling 'civil disturbances'. In the absence of any significant countervailing force, a nuclear war will not be the end of war but the beginning of the age of many nuclear wars. Although nuclear war may lead to mass revulsion, there will also be strong government and citizen pressures for retaliation, revenge, efforts to 'do better next time' and not to be caught unprepared. The rise of Nazism after World War I should point to the danger. Scenarios for World Wars IV, V, VI and so forth may be repulsive, but cannot be discounted solely for that reason. During World War II, several key groups in the US developed plans for the post-war world.[5] More generally, post-war political and economic considerations played a large role in many decisions, military and otherwise, during the war. The same pattern is being and will be replayed prior to and during a nuclear war. It is not for lack of anything better to do that nuclear strategists have elaborated numerous scenarios for nuclear war, recovery and future wars. During and after a nuclear crisis or war, powerful interest groups will attempt to sway developments through management of the news, mobilisation of sympathetic groups, creating scapegoats, suppressing dissent, and using many other mechanisms familiar to us today. If these developments are to be opposed, peace activists need to be prepared to act during nuclear crisis and nuclear war and afterwards. Preparation for nuclear war by the peace movement could increase the chances of success in struggles for social justice, especially in the poor countries, during a period of chaos in the rich countries resulting from nuclear war or nuclear crisis.  
A-to Kovel
(  ) Kovel’s “technocracy” thesis is wrong and offers no escape

Caffentzis – Review of: Against the State of Nuclear Terror by Joel Kovel – 1988 
C. George Caffentzis is a professor of philosophy at the University of Southern Maine and the author of Clipped Coins, Abused Words and Civil Government – Social Text, No. 19/20 (Autumn, 1988), pp. 305-314 – Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/466192

Kovel's position is symptomatic of the general thinking of the US antinuclear war movement. These people seem not to understand the reasons behind the nuclear buildup and star wars scenarios of the 1980s. It doesn't arise from some irrational "paranoia" of insane technocrats. Capitalist planners and strategists are sensing that the world is increasingly getting out of their control. Desiring to keep their power, their privileges and their profits (not an irrational demand at that), the leading capitalist power developed nuclear weapons as it became clear that large-scale "conventional armies" could not be kept in the field permanently after WWII and this was especially true after Vietnam ... US wages are still too high. These weapons undoubtedly "stabilized" the situation in certain parts of the planet (Europe especially) but in the meantime many other crucial areas in Asia, Africa and South America capitalist rule became fragile. These instabilities have increased so that even after the enormous pressure exerted by the world depression of the early 1980s, in effect, a mass of coups, insurrections, counter-coups, counter-revolutions, etc., are riddling the field of control to such a point that any flying saucer observer would claim that a new world war is under way. These struggles indicate that many millions on the planet have given consideration to the balance of violence and decided that their lives are so horrible with prospects getting worse, that the threat of nuclear weapons is no problem and won't hinder them. This is the nuclear crisis of the day, nuclear weapons are obsolete. Capital's reaction, aside from the tactics of starvation, has been a gigantic increase in the level of actual and potential violence in stock. But there is a despair in the bluster; there is a fear that the very weapons being produced and purchased will not do the "job." Kovel, on the contrary, with much of the present antinuclear war movement still clings to the fairy tale of "technocracy" and to a fetishism of "fetishism." According to Kovel, the structure of the "nuclear state" can be reduced to a face-off of three attitudes or modes of consciousness: (a) the technocratic, (b) the terrorized masses and (c) the hopers. But is capitalism and the class struggle a matter of attitudes? Kovel is not the first to reduce capitalism to the technocratic attitude; this has a long heritage that has as its predecessors Weber's and Simmel's concept of capital as a quantifying, calculating attitude to the world, in the Lukacs of History and Class Consciousness who identifies capitalism with a reifying attitude towards the world, and in the later Heidegger who equates technology with a particular "framing" of reality. But capitalism is a historical system of social relations that has thrown up many different attitudes in the course of its history: the "romantic reaction" is as much a capitalist attitude as the "Mr. Scrooge" one, Hitler is as much a capitalist politician as Sir Anthony Eden, Heisenberg as much a capitalist scientist as Newton. When you grasp for a typically capitalist "attitude" you clutch at straws, many, many straws. The political consequence of Kovel's type of analysis is the tactics of evasion. Posing technology as the problem instead of capitalism creates an easy way not to confront the state. The Machine is guilty, we are guilty, not Weinberger, not Rockefeller, not the IMF nor the Bank of America. All the concrete forces of US capitalism, of which the military-industrial complex represents the highest expres- sion, appear to be irrelevant from Kovel's perspectives. All our problems emanate from our consciousness, from these attitudes. Inevitably such a politics degenerates into moral exhortation and quasi-religious ranting. 
A-to Kovel 

(   ) Kovel’s “suffering and terrorization” thesis is methodologically flawed and illogical
Caffentzis – Review of: Against the State of Nuclear Terror by Joel Kovel – 1988 
C. George Caffentzis is a professor of philosophy at the University of Southern Maine and the author of Clipped Coins, Abused Words and Civil Government – Social Text, No. 19/20 (Autumn, 1988), pp. 305-314 – Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/466192

Consider the "case history" that Kovel gives to illustrate nuclear terrorization. It is that of a young woman, apparently brought up in "Volvo country" (i.e., middle class suburbs), who goes into the Freeze campaign as her first "political involve- ment." She then plans to get involved with a civil disobedience (c.d.) action (which, from the details given, I surmise to be outside the gates of a Connecticut submarine yard launching the Trident nuclear sub). Kovel writes, "Somehow, despite all the political sense the action had to her, despite the training she had received in nonviolence to ensure her safety, despite everything 'better' or 'higher' in her that called out to make this seemingly logical step, she found herself becoming paralyzed." (p. 56, our italics) She eventually drops out of the action and goes back to the Freeze campaign. Why? Could it be that since she was brought up in a Connecticut suburb she knew that many of the cops around Groton, Conn., the site of the action, are known K.K.K. members or supporters? Could it be that she surmised that the Trident is a high priority item in the US arsenal and that its launching will attract many F.B.I. operatives who might investigate and later intimidate the protesters- making getting a job even harder for a young woman? Could it be, perhaps, that this young woman "despaired" of this type of action because it didn't appear that c.d. will do anything to stop the Trident? No, says Kovel. It must be that she was nuclear terrorized. What evidence does he give? A dream she has many days later, a dream many young people have had, of bombers coming over her town to drop the Bomb on her. This dream is supposed to reveal the"terrorization" that somehow goes above and beyond the "real" circumstances of political choice, because the dream was one she had when she was a child expressing the "extreme degree of fear that had been instilled into her as a little girl." But what is cause and what is effect here? Is the childhood fantasy the cause of her action (or nonaction) or are the circumstances surrounding the decision evocative of the dream? For example, there is real danger in demonstrating in front of a military base and perhaps the young woman was not so gullible as to believe what Kovel tells us, viz., nonviolence training would ensure her safety. 
A-to Kovel
(  ) Kovel’s “technocracy” thesis rests on flawed psychoanalysis

Caffentzis – Review of: Against the State of Nuclear Terror by Joel Kovel – 1988 
C. George Caffentzis is a professor of philosophy at the University of Southern Maine and the author of Clipped Coins, Abused Words and Civil Government – Social Text, No. 19/20 (Autumn, 1988), pp. 305-314 – Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/466192

In the US, where ideological hand-me-downs from Europe are forever popular, the essay of Jonathan Schell, The Fate of the Earth, that opened up the 80s might be a fitting example of these tendencies. But a book by Joel Kovel, Against the State of Nuclear Terror, is both more "leftish" and more "sophisticated," so it will perhaps give the flavor of the American "debate" in a more unadulterated dose. In this review I will give a short synopsis of Kovel's argument and make some comments upon it. Just for the record, Kovel is a psychotherapist based in NYC and has been a worker in field of Freudo-Marx theory for some time. The prime analytic notion that Kovel posits is technocracy for "the nuclear state ... is the ultimate development of technocracy in the political sphere." But what is "technocracy"? "Technocracy may be defined as science in the service of domination." Continuing this taxonomy further, capitalism is subsumable under technocracy for it is, according to Kovel, a "manifestation" if it, How so? Kove! answers with a questions, "For is not capital technocratic at heart- dominating the world through the forcible conversion of reality into number, i.e., money?" He continues: Capitalism arose through a universalization of the calculating attitude; and as it rose further and further, it increasingly identified its fortunes with those of the machine. Modern capitalist production has as a result become completely absorbed by technocracy (including the mechanization of work and its control by "scientific management"). Further: "Capitalism involves the technological domination of two entities: human activities transformed into labor power, wages, surplus-value, and capital itself; and nature, which is transformed into raw materials and pure quantity [sic]." Since, according to Kovel, human activity is an "expression of human nature," he concludes that technology is domination of nature tout court. But why should anyone want to "dominate nature"? Kovel finds the answer in a kind of original sin sprouting in the universal cradle of mankind. As a foetus and an infant we all apparently had an experience that Kovel, among others, describes as an experience of "unconditional omnipotence"--since all one's needs are immediately satisfied without effort-but with the end of infancy this "Edenic" state ends. Before I go on to describe Kovel's analysis of the consequences of this Expulsion from Eden something should be said of this conception of the first experiences of a human. That such a peculiar myth of a universal unconditional omnipotence can be taken seriously by an adult in the late twentieth century is hard for me to comprehend. First, even if "all our immediate needs were satisfied without effort," it seems farfetched and self-incriminating to call this a perception of "omnipotence." But more importantly, prior to this perception, what we know about the effects of the environment on the foetus, from brain damage caused by poor nutrition or starvation to physical traumas due to beatings and rapes, either marital or otherwise, of the mother, must convince us that the womb is hardly the automated pleasure dome that psychoanalysts imagine. Further, when we examine the actual life of infants around the planet one can hardly say that even a fraction of their needs are met . . . and they know it. But even granting Kovel his "omnipotence" what happens when it ends? The reaction is hatred, paranoia and a sense of persecution in the breast of the little child. In a decisive stage of this process, an attempt to use thought and magic gestures to bring the world back into the original state is ventured. It is in this reaction that the root of the "Cartesian-technocratic attitude" is found: a "grandiose self' surrounded by a necessary, but separated, nature which is mastered by machines and numbers reaffirms the "lost omnipotence" of the foetus. The Bomb is simply the most spectacular (and insane) product of this technocratic attitude, according to Kovel. 

A-to Kovel

(  ) Kovel’s Technocracy critique leaves vacuum that empowers the worst aspects of the far-right

Caffentzis – Review of: Against the State of Nuclear Terror by Joel Kovel – 1988 
C. George Caffentzis is a professor of philosophy at the University of Southern Maine and the author of Clipped Coins, Abused Words and Civil Government – Social Text, No. 19/20 (Autumn, 1988), pp. 305-314 – Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/466192

One last remark: although Kovel never directly mentions him, the presence of Heidegger can be felt behind much of Against the State of Nuclear Terror. This is not unusual, because there has been a remarkable attempt by parts of the left in the 1980s to recuperate Heidegger under the guise of the humanist concern with subjective fulfillment and the overcoming of technological domination. What an obnoxious and disgusting operation! Defeat can lead to despair, but must it come to this grovelling before the Nazi philosopher? Many a NY leftish intellectual who would be horrified to touch a PLO leaflet quotes this philosopher of the death camps with slavish delight. History is a nightmare, but must its jokes be forever so cruel? How many times must it be said the Heidegger's famous critique of technology is purely propaedeutic to the work of the Leader who Heidegger advises not to forget that the Will is prior to all the technological instruments of domination. Heidegger insists on the priority of the will to power over the conditions of technological efficiency. That is his humanism: a determined hand is more important than whether you kill your victims with bullets, cyanide pellets, flames or nuclear bombs. With such an opposition, Reagan is no surprise. 
A-to Kovel
(  ) Refusal won’t re-invigorate political action. The very project hopes will emerge rests on the efforts for those Kovel indicts

Caffentzis – Review of: Against the State of Nuclear Terror by Joel Kovel – 1988 
C. George Caffentzis is a professor of philosophy at the University of Southern Maine and the author of Clipped Coins, Abused Words and Civil Government – Social Text, No. 19/20 (Autumn, 1988), pp. 305-314 – Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/466192

Moreover, we might ask, given the situation as he describes it, why does Kovel have any "Hope" for the terrorized dupes or, indeed, for the mad technocrats? The hope lies in linking the immediate "spontaneous outrage of people against the Bomb" with the mediated "spirit of liberation." This is the classic way that the philosopher-kings from Plato through Lenin have seen their project. Kovel specializes this logic for the antinuclear war movement. On the one side, there are many in "fear and trembling" for their own lives, on the other, there is a "universal interest," "a higher law," a "transcendent" patterned on "the great emancipating systems ... that is, Christianity and Socialism before they were corrupted by Church and state." Those who are to link the "spontaneous outrage" and immediate fear with these "higher principles" are ones that have the quality of "moral integrity" in the face of the Bomb. These people are animated by "hope," by a "faith" in a prefigurative "vision." Indeed, Kovel's hope lies in the "hopers," in those who "see a world beyond the nation-state, beyond technocracy, beyond economic domination, beyond racism, beyond sexism; a utopian vision, not here and not looming, but not to be put off either." Somehow these seers, these hopers, these faithful ones, these, yes, "shepherds of Being" are to lead the terrorized dwellers of the cave into the sunshine of postnuclear reality. Kovel sees himself as a spokesperson not for the Freeze Campaign-which he criticizes as having "a lingering faith in bourgeois democracy" and being "vulnerable to technocratic manipulation"-but of the "direct action" sector of the antinuclear weapons movement. It is in those who engage in nonviolent civil disobedience (blockages, trespassing, etc.) that Kovel finds the seeds of hope for a "social transformation." Thus the familiar "fence jumper," who in a carefully rehearsed ritual climbs over a fence of an airbase or a nuclear weapons depot then jumps into the waiting arms of a military policeman who arrests him or her on the spot, becomes in this period what used to be called a "revolutionary subject." But are these people and their action capable of initiating the kind of antistate transformation whose result would be a "mode of production" characterized by all the "good" and "decent" adjectives one can concatenate? (Kovel's list is almost definitive: "nonviolent, libertarian, antimilitaristic, anti-imperial, antitechnocratic, feminist, nonracist, decentralized, ecological . .") The best way to consider Kovel's perception is by looking at the presupposi- tions of "fence jumping" and other nonviolent c.d. actions. Well, even before you can get involved in such actions you must first pass through a c.d. training course. Such a course (similar in an uncomfortable way to the rage for "est" or "human potential" training "sessions" in the 1970s) is the application of an almost Tayloristic intelligence to political activism. The instructors tell you the exact number of inches you must be when addressing a policeman-not too far to provoke a "distancing effect" not too close to imply "hostility" or "threat"-they expand with enormous minutia on the proper ways of lying limp and, most importantly, they expound on the Taylorism of the mind. I.e., how the average person must use the proper mental procedures to control their aggressiveness and hostility in the face of the arrest or maltreatment of themselves and their friends. These mental techniques and the physical behavior sequences that are to match them make the c.d. course a training in voluntary self-repression and the control of "initiative." Everything in the usual c.d. "action" must be preplanned and even delivered to the state beforehand. Sometimes the theorists in the nonviolent "direct action" movement like Kovel see in these actions a prefiguration of a future society. If it is, the prefigured society appears to be one that continually advises repression of the self, an enormous amount of discipline (both inner and outer) for a "higher law" that is so "transcendent" that you might as well call it "God." There is a rather holier-than-thou, churchy odor to the whole thing. Indeed, the control of the action is so precise that you wonder if the category of action is applicable at all, in the same way that the ingesting of the holy wafer is hardly subsumable under the category of eating. For example, you can only "do" c.d. in well prescribed locales and times (e.g. the entrances of specific governmental institutions during the day). If you and your friends decide to block the movement of one of the thousands of trucks that commonly crisscross the highways loaded with nuclear-weapons carriers or material for nuclear bombs without going through the proper procedures, most probably the actions would be called "violent" by our c.d. friends. 
A-to Normativity/Pre-Fiat/Schlag-stlye K’s 

“Schlag-args” disengages us on any political issue. That’s dangerous and anti-political
Colby ’03

(et al -- Anne Colby is a senior scholar at the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. She is the former director of the Henry Murray Research Center at the Radcliffe Institute, Harvard University. Change. November – lexis)

One dimension concerns undergraduates' political engagement, even with "political" defined broadly to include all activities intended to influence social and political institutions, beliefs, and practices or to affect processes and policies relating to community welfare. The other gap is in assessment of the actual effects of the moral and civic education programs under way.  Our research convinced us that both of these areas need more attention, and they are the focus of a new three-year Political Engagement Project at The Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching. We have begun a study of the impact on participating students of 21 programs that have the explicit goal of educating for political understanding and engagement.  Although the 21 courses and programs have a wide array of goals and employ many different strategies, we have identified four goals and six pedagogies for special attention. The goals are political identity, efficacy, skills, and deliberation/ decision-making. The pedagogies are community placements, interaction with political leaders, political action projects, political research projects, political discussion and debate, and critical reflection.  FOR THE FUTURE  Our fieldwork and the current applications of what we have learned in many institutions have given us the sense that interest is growing in supporting undergraduates' development as ethical, committed, and engaged human beings and citizens. We certainly hope this is the case, because our country and world are facing challenges that require, perhaps more than ever, citizens who educate themselves about the issues, think hard about what is right, speak up, and take action as creatively and strategically as they can.  The global turmoil that preoccupies so many of us now underscores the importance of the moral and civic life of our nation at every level. If we are to meet today's challenges and those of the future, we must do all we can to ensure that succeeding generations gain the understanding, motivation, and skills needed to preserve and promote our highest democratic ideals.   
A-to Normativity/Pre-Fiat/Schlag-stlye K’s

And, Moving away from anti-politics  = vital to check every day problems and macro-issue that risk serious atrocity.

Small ‘6 


(Jonathan, former Americorps VISTA for the Human Services Coalition,  “Moving Forward,” The Journal for Civic Commitment,  Spring, http://www.mc.maricopa.edu/other/engagement/Journal/Issue7/Small.jsp)

What will be the challenges of the new millennium? And how should we equip young people to face these challenges? While we cannot be sure of the exact nature of the challenges, we can say unequivocally that humankind will face them together. If the end of the twentieth century marked the triumph of the capitalists, individualism, and personal responsibility, the new century will present challenges that require collective action, unity, and enlightened self-interest. Confronting global warming, depleted natural resources, global super viruses, global crime syndicates, and multinational corporations with no conscience and no accountability will require cooperation, openness, honesty, compromise, and most of all solidarity – ideals not exactly cultivated in the twentieth century. We can no longer suffer to see life through the tiny lens of our own existence. Never in the history of the world has our collective fate been so intricately interwoven. Our very existence depends upon our ability to adapt to this new paradigm, to envision a more cohesive society.  With humankind’s next great challenge comes also great opportunity. Ironically, modern individualism backed us into a corner. We have two choices, work together in solidarity or perish together in alienation. Unlike any other crisis before, the noose is truly around the neck of the whole world at once. Global super viruses will ravage rich and poor alike, developed and developing nations, white and black, woman, man, and child. Global warming and damage to the environment will affect climate change and destroy ecosystems across the globe. Air pollution will force gas masks on our faces, our depleted atmosphere will make a predator of the sun, and chemicals will invade and corrupt our water supplies. Every single day we are presented the opportunity to change our current course, to survive modernity in a manner befitting our better nature. Through zealous cooperation and radical solidarity we can alter the course of human events. Regarding the practical matter of equipping young people to face the challenges of a global, interconnected world, we need to teach cooperation, community, solidarity, balance and tolerance in schools. We need to take a holistic approach to education. Standardized test scores alone will not begin to prepare young people for the world they will inherit. The three staples of traditional education (reading, writing, and arithmetic) need to be supplemented by three cornerstones of a modern education, exposure, exposure, and more exposure. How can we teach solidarity? How can we teach community in the age of rugged individualism? How can we counterbalance crass commercialism and materialism? How can we impart the true meaning of power? These are the educational challenges we face in the new century. It will require a radical transformation of our conception of education. We’ll need to trust a bit more, control a bit less, and put our faith in the potential of youth to make sense of their world.  In addition to a declaration of the gauntlet set before educators in the twenty-first century, this paper is a proposal and a case study of sorts toward a new paradigm of social justice and civic engagement education. Unfortunately, the current pedagogical climate of public K-12 education does not lend itself well to an exploratory study and trial of holistic education. Consequently, this proposal and case study targets a higher education model. Specifically, we will look at some possibilities for a large community college in an urban setting with a diverse student body.  Our guides through this process are specifically identified by the journal Equity and Excellence in Education. The dynamic interplay between ideas of social justice, civic engagement, and service learning in education will be the lantern in the dark cave of uncertainty. As such, a simple and straightforward explanation of the three terms is helpful to direct this inquiry. Before we look at a proposal and case study and the possible consequences contained therein, this paper will draw out a clear understanding of how we should characterize these ubiquitous terms and how their relationship to each other affects our study. Social Justice, Civic Engagement, Service Learning and Other Commie Crap Social justice is often ascribed long, complicated, and convoluted definitions. In fact, one could fill a good-sized library with treatises on this subject alone. Here we do not wish to belabor the issue or argue over fine points. For our purposes, it will suffice to have a general characterization of the term, focusing instead on the dynamics of its interaction with civic engagement and service learning. Social justice refers quite simply to a community vision and a community conscience that values inclusion, fairness, tolerance, and equality. The idea of social justice in America has been around since the Revolution and is intimately linked to the idea of a social contract. The Declaration of Independence is the best example of the prominence of social contract theory in the US. It states quite emphatically that the government has a contract with its citizens, from which we get the famous lines about life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. Social contract theory and specifically the Declaration of Independence are concrete expressions of the spirit of social justice.  Similar clamor has been made over the appropriate definitions of civic engagement and service learning, respectively. Once again, let’s not get bogged down on subtleties. Civic engagement is a measure or degree of the interest and/or involvement an individual and a community demonstrate around community issues. There is a longstanding dispute over how to properly quantify civic engagement. Some will say that today’s youth are less involved politically and hence demonstrate a lower degree of civic engagement. Others cite high volunteer rates among the youth and claim it demonstrates a high exhibition of civic engagement. And there are about a hundred other theories put forward on the subject of civic engagement and today’s youth. But one thing is for sure; today’s youth no longer see government and politics as an effective or valuable tool for affecting positive change in the world. Instead of criticizing this judgment, perhaps we should come to sympathize and even admire it. Author Kurt Vonnegut said, “There is a tragic flaw in our precious Constitution, and I don’t know what can be done to fix it. This is it: only nut cases want to be president.” Maybe the youth’s rejection of American politics isn’t a shortcoming but rather a rational and appropriate response to their experience. Consequently, the term civic engagement takes on new meaning for us today. In order to foster fundamental change on the systemic level, which we have already said is necessary for our survival in the twenty-first century, we need to fundamentally change our systems. Therefore, part of our challenge becomes convincing the youth that these systems, and by systems we mean government and commerce, have the potential for positive change. Civic engagement consequently takes on a more specific and political meaning in this context.  Service learning is a methodology and a tool for teaching social justice, encouraging civic engagement, and deepening practical understanding of a subject. Since it is a relatively new field, at least in the structured sense, service learning is only beginning to define itself. Through service learning students learn by experiencing things firsthand and by exposing themselves to new points of view. Instead of merely reading about government, for instance, a student might experience it by working in a legislative office. Rather than just studying global warming out of a textbook, a student might volunteer time at an environmental group. If service learning develops and evolves into a discipline with the honest goal of making better citizens, teaching social justice, encouraging civic engagement, and most importantly, exposing students to different and alternative experiences, it could be a major feature of a modern education. Service learning is the natural counterbalance to our current overemphasis on standardized testing. Social justice, civic engagement, and service learning are caught in a symbiotic cycle. The more we have of one of them; the more we have of all of them. However, until we get momentum behind them, we are stalled. Service learning may be our best chance to jumpstart our democracy. In the rest of this paper, we will look at the beginning stages of a project that seeks to do just that.  
A-to Normativity/Pre-Fiat/Schlag-stlye K’s

(  ) “Pre-Fiat” cuts both ways. The policy teams haven’t changed the world very much, but the K teams haven’t changed it whatsoever. Role-playing is better than the pipe-dream of their “local alt”
Brian Martin is associate professor of Science and Technology Studies at the University of Wollongong,Published in Science, Technology, & Human Values, Vol. 18, No. 2, Spring 1993, pp. 247-259. http://www.uow.edu.au/~bmartin/pubs/93sthv.html.

The metaphor of trickle-down has certain attractions to theorists. It says, go ahead with remote theorising; the intellectual system will ensure that worthy groups benefit. Unfortunately, there is little evidence for such a process. The only obvious case of trickle-down is the popularity of Kuhn's concepts of paradigm and revolution in numerous arenas outside the traditional scientific disciplines which Kuhn studied. This sort of "vulgar Kuhn" is castigated by many of today's experts who propound a more sophisticated -- and difficult to apply -- post-Kuhnian sociology of scientific knowledge.  But the impact of teaching is not dependent on the trickle-down effect. Teachers in science studies simply need to deal with issues that have meaning for students. Quite a number of these students are refugees from science, looking for some relevance and application for fields that hold much promise but seem to serve only vested interests. Science studies gives hope of something different.  But is there some insight for students that they could not gain by reading critiques from the early 1970s by Bob Young, David Dickson, and Hilary and Steven Rose? The danger for advanced students is getting caught in the bog of current theory.    Theoretical Dead Ends  Some socially concerned theorists have the dream of developing an analysis that, because of its penetrating insights, is a decisive contribution to progressive social change. More academically-minded theorists have the parallel dream of developing an analysis that is a decisive contribution to social understanding. In either case, the goal is incredibly elusive, because it misconceives the relation between theory and practice.  One aspect of this quest is disputes about epistemology and the role of the researcher. Steven Rose, a radical in terms of politics, takes a traditional epistemological line. For example, he condemns sociobiology as bad science as well as bad politics. Like orthodox scientists, he draws on the authority of science to attack those whose politics he opposes. The role of the social researcher, from this point of view, is to align oneself with those who do good science. It is usually assumed, or hoped, that this is also the side of "good" politics.  The sociologists of scientific knowledge have rejected this form of analysis. They call for a social analysis of all science, whether it was "bad" or "good." David Bloor's "strong programme in the sociology of scientific knowledge" laid out the principles of analysis: causality, symmetry, etc. It also set the pattern for the role of the analyst, who was to be a professional social scientist writing for social science journals in social science jargon. Adherents to the strong programme were not supposed to become passionate partisans in the debates they studied.  The strong programme was built on the assumption that the analyst was above the debate, rather than involved in it. The weak programme,[4] presented by Daryl Chubin and Sal Restivo (1983), attempted to go beyond this. It recognised that analysts were always involved in the issues they studied. But the weak programme was indeed weak when it came to articulating a role for a socially concerned theorist.  Whatever its practical weaknesses, the weak programme was an aberration. In recognising and recommending involvement by analysts in the practicalities of science "policy," it was out of step with the main line of development. The dominant theoretical thrusts were towards analysis of the role of the analyst. "Discourse analysis" tried to expose the author's role in writing. Bruno Latour in Science in Action (1987) presented an "action" framework neatly disconnected from political critique and political action.[5] Steve Woolgar (1983) has demanded attention to "the problem" of the relation between the knower and the known, an issue in epistemology rather than power.  This narrowing of theoretical focus is congruent with a shift in commitment by the analysts. Earlier writers with an overt political commitment, such as the Roses, analysed large-scale political-economic interests linked to science. Sociology-of-scientific-knowledge theorists are more likely to conceive of "interests" as the micro-level interests associated with games of individual persuasion and advancement, such as a scientist's "interest" in getting a paper published. Both approaches are "political." The first deals with politics in the familiar public sense. The second deals with the politics of individual promotion. The shift is compatible with the career science studies academics' greater preoccupation with personal interests than social interests.  For students looking for a critique that can provide help for social action, recent theoretical developments can be incredibly frustrating. The frustration is inevitable, because creating social change by extending the analysis is impossible.  The flaw in the theoretical search is the assumption that a grounding for analysis can be founded on ideas alone. Analysis ultimately depends on practice. The analysis by academics for the most part reflects a practice of professional advancement and scholarly theorising. An analysis relevant to social problems must be linked to a relevant practice.  All analyses are de facto -- if not overt -- interventions. The question is not how to intervene, but what sort of intervention, what audience, and who benefits.  
A-to Nuclear K Alts
( ) They have it backwards- changes in the international arena can create conditions for radical alts - but radical alts won’t change IR.
Payne ‘10 (et al, Dr. Keith, President and Co-Founder of the National Institute for Public Policy, Head of the Graduate Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, Missouri State University (Washington Campus), and was awarded the Vicennial Medal for his years of teaching at Georgetown University. Dr. Payne served in the Department of Defense as the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Forces Policy. Full list of contributors and reviewers to this insanely qualified study: Dr. Kathleen Bailey Mr. Tom Scheber Mr. Kurt Guthe Dr. Mark Schneider Dr. Robert Joseph Dr. Andrei Shoumikhin Ms. Stephanie Koeshall Mr. Henry Sokolski Senior Reviewers Dr. Kathleen Bailey Amb. Max Kampelman Dr. Barry Blechman Mr. Erin Moore ADM Henry Chiles (ret) Dr. Gordon Oehler Ms. Paula DeSutter Mr. Michael Ruumlhle Dr. Mark Esper Maj Gen Robert Smolen, USAF (ret) Dr. John Foster Mr. Henry Sokolski Dr. Aaron Friedberg Dr. Petr Suchyacute Dr. Colin Gray Dr. Bruno Tetrais, Planning the Future U.S. Nuclear Force, Comparative Strategy, Volume 29, Issue 1 & 2 January 2010 , pages 1 – 216)
It is wholly reasonable to be wary of the mountain top vision because enduring features of international relations include interstate conflict and the existence of leaderships which are aggressive and untrustworthy; these typically are the states of concern. These enduring conditions do not mean that the vision of nuclear disarmament must be dismissed out of hand, but they do demand considerable caution. As the former French Ambassador to NATO, Franccedilois de Rose, recently observed, “It will be time to think about general and complete nuclear disarmament when human nature has changed.”71  There is little or no evidence of even the potential for the necessary restructuring of international relations.  The route to nuclear disarmament is not akin to climbing a mountain, as some suggest because there is no basis for anticipating that this particular “mountain top” ever will exist or what steps now might be helpful in reaching it. This mountain top cannot exist in contemporary international relations and, in the absence of dramatic change, it will never exist. In addition, efforts to move toward nuclear disarmament prior to the necessary transformation of international relations could weaken the deterrence of war, undermine the assurance of allies, promote nuclear proliferation and embolden aggressors. It is useful to recall the physician's goal of first doing no harm—in this case harm to the hard-earned U.S. nuclear capabilities that have helped keep the peace. Arms control steps taken in pursuit of nuclear zero could undermine deterrence when, as James Schlesinger has noted, “We will need a strong deterrent … that is measured in decades, in fact, more or less in perpetuity. The notion that we can abolish nuclear weapons reflects a combination of American utopianism and American parochialism … it's not based on an understanding of reality.”72 British Prime Minister Winston Churchill once noted along these lines, “Be careful above all things not to let go of the atomic weapon until you are sure and more than sure that other means of preserving peace are in your hands.”73  President Obama spoke of his desire for a fundamental shift in U.S. nuclear policy toward nuclear disarmament on April 5, 2009, in Prague. As he outlined the steps necessary to begin this process, North Korea launched a multi-stage missile as a demonstration of technical advances in its weapons program. The Wall Street Journal released an editorial on the heels of Obama's speech entitled “The Nuclear Illusionist” which concluded, “Mr. Obama is offering pleasant illusions, while mullahs and other rogues plot explosive reality.”74 Within weeks, North Korea conducted a nuclear test and additional missile launches. Ultimately, if the United States is to find a practicable strategy which can help address contemporary threats, the vision of nuclear zero will have to accommodate the enduring realities of a competitive and often violent international system of sovereign states. Those realities will not adjust to utopian wishes for a benign world order, and pursuing policies that defy reality entails risk without the prospect of success.  
A-to Nuclear K Alts

(  ) Starting with “the local” is contextually illogical – zero solvency in the nuclear context without the nuclear elites. 

Deudney ‘98 
(Daniel Deudney, American political scientist and Associate Professor of Political Science at Johns Hopkins University Political Fission: State Structure, Civil Society, and Nuclear Weapons in the United States, CIAO, found in On Secuirty by Ronnie D. Lipschutz, http://www.ciaonet.org/book/lipschutz/lipschutz14.html)

The third consequence of the public's relationship to nuclear weapons is that it will not provide good support for the emergence of a critical mass of sustained intellectual critique. The Italian Marxist theorist Antonio Gramsci, in analyzing the formation of consciousness conducive to revolutionary change, spoke about the formation of "organic intellectuals" whose ideas and theories would provide the strategies and designs for systemic alternatives. 39 The relationship between nuclear weapons and civil society is, in particular, not especially conducive to the generation of organic intellectuals devoted to creating and disseminating nuclear structural alternatives. When the public is quiescent, the state and its derivative organs-- including extra-governmental "think tanks" and academics concerned with nuclear security--will tend to monopolize discourse on nuclear issues. In this situation, experts inclined to be fundamentally critical of the status quo will lack institutional support and so will be relatively few in number compared to the legions of state-supported and state-supporting experts. In order to remain relevant, experts critical of the status quo will be forced to work only on incremental alternative measures that have credibility with statist representatives. Absent an agent to implement their schemes, organic intellectuals offering models of nuclear security orders congruent with public safety, rather than state interests, will be regarded as "utopian," as were socialists prior to the emergence of the working class.  
A-to Nuclear K Alts

(  ) In nuclear politics – the pragmatic path is the only road. 

Pyles ‘9 

(Nathan, president of Johnson Health Tech Research & Development,, Nonproliferation Review, March, available via InformaWorld online)

As Fleck points out in his letter, implementing a new alternative nuclear weapons policy is now “more a question of political will than analysis.” Therefore, it's time for the policy debate to expand beyond the walls of conference centers and beyond journal bindings and to begin addressing the broader audience—the constituents who can directly influence their representatives' policy votes. Improved messaging will assist in clearing nuclear policy makers' often self-imposed hurdle of “nuclear complexity.” All involved benefit if proposed new nuclear weapons policies are identified by more unique and distinctive titles (brands), with straightforward and succinct position statements.  I am not alone in the opinion that there needs to be more focused messaging on nuclear policy. Since early 2008, there has been much progress in this area. The Campaign for a Nuclear Weapons Free World, where Fleck is coordinator, has built a coalition of more than eighty-one different advocacy organizations. The voices of eighty-one groups working together will have an exponentially greater national impact than the discordant discourse of these groups acting individually. The more focused both the Campaign's message and its specific initiatives become, the greater the influence all involved will have.  By the time of this letter's publication, a new, well-branded, global nuclear-free initiative will also have been launched. This new group will bring a higher level of communication skills and tools to the nuclear weapons policy issue than ever seen before. All these new efforts are welcomed, and required, if we are to bring about a new nuclear weapons policy sooner rather than later.  I agree with Baskin that there is much to be said for advocacy initiatives that start at the gound level. Among nuclear weapons advocacy groups, there have been many local success stories—especially from groups working on issues of environmental safety in neighboring nuclear weapons production facilities. Tri-Valley CAREs and Nuclear Watch New Mexico are examples of local advocacy groups whose policy influence has extended to the national level.  However, when it comes to influencing the most significant global and national nuclear policy legislation, nuclear policy advocacy groups have been less successful to date. The proof is in the lack of results in areas where there is widespread agreement, yet little to no progress—such as U.S. Senate ratification of the Comprehensive Nuclear-Test-Ban Treaty (CTBT).  Looking forward, the new, more disciplined advocacy efforts described above might work cooperatively on near-term initiatives where their platforms overlap. The low-hanging fruit is at the intersection of consensus—see, for example, the table, “Major Advocacy Groups and Their Positions,” in my article in the November 2008 Nonproliferation Review, p. 445. By developing methods to combine efforts at the tactical level, especially when legislative action is required, each organization could maintain its unique identity and larger purpose—yet amplify its impact on specific initiatives through cooperation, shared resources, and the power behind larger numbers.  With the new Obama administration and a new Senate taking office in January 2009, advocacy organizations could choose to work together on a focused initiative for ratification of the long-languishing CTBT. The ratification of this treaty clearly meets the criteria of having widespread support among advocacy groups, global and national leaders, as well as with the general public.1  This cooperative effort would also be an opportunity to pull the nuclear weapons policy issue out of the partisan box in which it is has wrongly been placed. Nuclear policy advocacy from the political center must find the motives and the language with the broadest appeal. Fortunately, Henry Kissinger, George Shultz, Sam Nunn, and William Perry have led the way in reframing this issue. They have helped redefine a carefully constructed nuclear-weapons-free-world policy as the most rational option for improved global security.2  The formerly dominant morality-based arguments need to take a backseat to the practical. Our elected representatives and our military leaders correctly understand that it is their duty to take measures that improve, not diminish, both national and individual security. This is a primary function of national governments around the globe. Passage and entry into force of the CTBT is critical to the security goal of eliminating proliferation of proven nuclear capabilities.  With a series of successive initiatives—messaged for and driven by greater citizen participation—momentum could be built toward adoption of a nuclear-weapons-free-world policy. A world without nuclear weapons is the safest policy for our circumstances, the safest for our time—a time when our greatest danger is continued nuclear proliferation and its attendant heightened risks of nuclear war, nuclear terrorism, and nuclear accident.  
A-to Nuclear Fetish K

(  ) Critiquing the nuclear fetish backfires. The bomb has no actual influence as a fetish – the critique only reifies its importance.

Darryl Wilkinson, Columbia University Department of Anthropology and Independent Writing and Editing Professional,  The Bomb – 2007 – http://www.columbia.edu/~sf2220/TT2007/web-content/Pages/darryl1.html

As has been often pointed out, the irony of iconoclasm is that the iconoclasts, by insisting on the effacement or destruction of the idols tacitly admit that the objects really are powerful, because if it were otherwise, what danger could they possibly present? Thus I would not wish to suggest that it is only the supporters of nuclear weapons programmes who appear to treat the bomb as a fetish. The reactions of the senior levels of the Church of England to the renewal of Trident are a case in point. Consider the words of Peter Price, the Bishop of Bath and Wells who along with 18 other bishops wrote a letter of protest in 2006 attacking the governments policy with regards to Trident:  ...I personally have lobbied and campaigned for Trident not to continue. That's been a long-held conviction... borne out of my profound belief that the gift of Creation for us by God... means that we cannot plan the destruction of God's creation...  ...their [nuclear weapons] end is evil and both possession and use are profoundly anti-God acts...  — 'The Independent'. 10 July 2006  For these prelates, the nuclear weapon is an embodiment of evil, for it has clearly ceased to be a mere tool which may be put to good or evil purposes depending on the human actor who wields it. The subjectivity of the human agent has disappeared since they have no ability to influence the outcome of the use of nuclear weapons, the weapon itself has ends, those ends are evil, and their use and possession will always therefore lead to evil. The bomb itself has become a subject since its will appears to override that of the very governments and scientists that create them. The power of the nuclear warhead is a destructive one, and this is set up in opposition to the creative power of God, so that the evil in the bomb is inherent to its threat to God's Creation. It's power is immoral, prior to any specific application of that power.  I hope to have demonstrated that nuclear weapons are treated and understood in a way that would be indistinguishable from what we would call 'fetishism' or 'idolatry' if instead of talking about nuclear weapons we were referring to sacred carvings from the Congo Basin. What distinguishes the non-fetish from the fetish is that the non-fetish is believed only to be a symbol of something else, unlike the fetish which is 'the thing itself'. The nuclear weapon therefore would appear to be a fetish if it ceased to be a symbol of masculinity or evil, but actually became and embodied those things. For Marx, money was fetishized within capitalism, for it had ceased to be a mere object but had become 'the thing itself' – wealth, rather than a mere symbol of wealth. Thus it is sensible within a capitalist mode of thought to say that money 'breeds' and that money begets more money (Mitchell 1986:191-193). Moreover, this tendency is not just something that humans may do with money but it becomes inherent in its nature. As Weber (2001) points out in his description of the capitalist-protestant ethic, for money to fail to reproduce is amoral because it is unnatural, a violation of its essence. In just the same way, nuclear weapons 'proliferate', they possess an almost virus-like property to breed, almost beyond the control of the mere human actors and states that construct and maintain them – it is in their nature, in other words.  In his theory of the commodity fetish, Marx considered that the exchange-value that were attributed to things was the ultimate fetish of the capitalist mode of production. Exchange-values of commodities were treated as if they were actual properties of objects, when they were in fact derived from the human labour that had created them, organized through the relations of production. What was in reality a complex of relations between people, was believed to be relationships between objects and herein lied the dehumanizing aspect of commodity production for Marx, arguing that,  ...no chemist has ever discovered exchange-value in a pearl or diamond... (Marx 1990 [1865], cited in Mitchell 1986:193)  The power of the fetish object therefore resides in the network of social relations in which it resides, it is the social milieu which ascribes it agency, not any inherent property of the object itself - which would make Nkisi figures, commodities and nuclear weapons all fetishes, apart from the fact that with the bomb the power is believed to be 'real', a scientifically verifiable feature of the bomb as a bomb. But of course, Marx's error was to see the exchange-values of commodities as socially ascribed, whereas their use-values were understood to be prior to the social and thus real and  inherent within their natures as objects. But the physical or chemical properties of an object are no less socially assigned than something like exchange-value. The scientific properties of things are given to them in laboratories, by scientists, itself just another social setting. Without suggesting that there is no logically prior materiality (see Latour 1993) the object ultimately has no pre-social existence. It only comes into being as an object when it is recognized as such, in relation to a human subject and thus it has no properties that are not socially ascribed to it. Objects, like subjects are designated, classified and constructed, both materially and conceptually within the social milieu, outside of which they cannot be thought to have any pre-existing character.  Objects such as the bomb have an agency that arises from the belief that they are able to command, the social relationships in which they are produced and maintained and the networks of subject-object relations that are formed around them. There is no real difference here between the agency which operates within the bomb therefore and that which operates within the Nkisi figure, or any other traditional 'fetish'. The nuclear weapon does not have any objectively verifiable power that separates it from its non-Western counterparts. Ultimately we cannot point to any difference between the Nkisi object and Trident other than we, as Western, scientistic individuals believe in the power of the latter, and not the former. A rather superficial distinction. Our conclusion must therefore either be that there are no fetishes, for we cannot divide the world of things into those whose power is 'real' and those that are mere illusions, or that all objects are fetishes, in the sense that no sources of power can exist that are not socially created. To set up a dichotomy between real and imaginary power is meaningless since no such distinction exists.  
A-to Nuclear Fetish K cont’

(  ) Your fetish arguments are backwards. By running impacts that speak to the dangers of nuclear weapons, we are the BEST remedy for the nuclear fetish. This outweighs your reification link

Anne Harrington de Santana is a doctoral candidate in the Department of Political Science at the University of Chicago. Before joining the PhD program, Anne earned an MA from the Committee on International Relations, an AB from Dartmouth College, and spent two years working in the non-profit sector-- first in Boston, Massachusetts as an AmeriCorps VISTA volunteer, and then in Udaipur, Rajasthan, India as a Lombard Fellow at SEVA Mandir – The Nonproliferation Review, 16: 3, 325-345 – 2009 – available via Informaworld database

Finally, a theory of nuclear fetishism suggests that the projects of recovering information on nuclear costs – both human and financial – that were largely obscured for reasons of national security during the Cold War may be the best means of defetishizing nuclear weapons. By this logic, nuclear zero is best achieved through an aggressive education campaign emphasizing that creating and maintaining nuclear arsenals is expensive and has high human costs associated with it, and that it is possible to construct international institutions that can reduce the risk of a worst-case nuclear breakout scenario. In other words, create a sense of urgency about the costs that are being incurred now, rather than emphasize the possibility of apocalyptic costs that may or may not be incurred at some point in the future. Perhaps some day, the deactivated nuclear weapons on display in museums across the United States will be nothing more than a reminder of how powerful nuclear weapons used to be.57 This is a vision of the future in which nuclear weapons seem much like any other sacred object that was revered with fear and awe in the distant past. Visitors will wonder at how irrational it was to have actually threatened a large-scale nuclear attack and laugh at the ridiculous notion that nuclear weapons made us more rather than less secure.  
A-to Nuclear Textualism

(  ) Nuclear textualism args cede politics to the Right.

Wagar ’89 

(W. Warren, Distinguished Teaching Prof. History – SUNY Binghamton, American Literary History, “Truth and Fiction, Equally Strange: Writing about the Bomb”, 1:2, Summer, JSTOR)

Yet I leave both books with a sense of unease. Is there anything else that critics of texts can do about the Bomb? Is the subject exhausted by analyzing stories and novels, even if one managed to hunt them all down, and all the relevant film scripts for good measure? Confining our interest to nuclear fiction, we run the risk of growing too comfortable with the Bomb. It is not just another usable theme for writers and their critics. The Bomb really exists. It stands ready and waiting to terminate civilization. It is the text to end all texts.  452 Summer 1989 on their studies of nuclear war fiction, critics of a more theo- retical turn of mind began looking at the Bomb in a broader setting. The Summer 1984 issue of Diacritics introduced us to the notion of "nuclear criticism," defined both as the interpre- tation of standard works of literature in the light of the Bomb and as the application of critical theory to the rhetoric of nuclear war, on the assumption that discourse is itself violence. As Tobin Siebers complains in The Ethics of Criticism, the two approaches contradict one another, since "nuclear war cannot be both intrinsic and extrinsic to literature at the same time" (227). So be it. But can nuclear criticism deconstruct nuclear discourse? Can literary critics make themselves useful to hu- manity by unraveling the words not only of novelists but also of presidents, defense ministers, commanders of nuclear forces, strategic planners, arms negotiators, weapons contractors, and all those who have, together, created what Jacques Derrida calls the "phantasm" of nuclear war? J. Fisher Solomon's agenda in Discourse and Reference in the Nuclear Age is to answer such questions in terms that will catch the attention of literary theorists and, at the same time, provoke their engagement in the struggle to prevent nuclear war. His starting points are the movement of American post- structuralist criticism in the early and middle 1980s toward a new historicism and a new political consciousness, as exhibited in the work of Fredric Jameson, Edward Said, and Michael Ryan, and in the ingenious challenge to their initiatives deliv- ered by Derrida in his paper in Diacritics, "No Apocalypse, Not Now." Solomon gives the devil his due in a careful analysis of Derrida's paper, but he concludes-I think correctly-that the Derridean deconstruction of nuclear criticism leads potentially to its destruction as well. Derrida does not forbid us to interpret the world and even foresee possible futures, "but he does de- construct the ground by which we might evaluate our interpre- tations, suspending our beliefs in a universal epoche" (30). If we deny the availability of external criteria by which to make rational choices between alternative judgments and actions, if we decide that nothing is decidable, then we have made a com- mitment in spite of ourselves: a commitment to the status quo. The way out of our dilemma, according to Solomon, is to adopt a conjectural, nondogmatic, and critical realism, along the lines of Karl Popper's revision of Aristotle, with a little help from the semiotics of C. S. Peirce. Such a philosophy weaves its way adroitly through the brambles of Heideggerian elitist irration- alism, Marxian dogmatics, and Derridean nihilism, to emerge American Literary History at the other end of the obstacle course with a theory that girds us for hard thought and action in the everyday world of em- pirical reality. At one point Solomon admits, almost sheepishly, that be- lieving in the reality of an external world and the rational ob- jectivity of scientific knowledge may sound to an outsider like simple common sense. But for a critic in this decade to speak of "extratextual referents" (such as the Bomb) or to propose that science is not just another form of literature, takes courage. The drift of recent philosophy of science as well as poststruc- turalist criticism is all in the direction of a corrosive and radical subjectivity that would, if it could, leave nothing standing. For his courage, and for his determination to gain the ear of critics by mastering the arcane language of high theory, Solomon de- serves much credit.
A-to Nuclear Textualism

 (  ) Nuclear textualism and Simulation critiques reify the very systems they seek to criticize

Hugh Gusterson is Associate Professor of Anthropology and Science Studies at Massachusetts Institute of Technology – Source: American Ethnologist, Vol. 28, No. 2 (May, 2001), pp. 417-437 – J-Stor

A second scenario is that of a "virtual arms race." In this scenario, the nuclear powers, each nervous of falling behind the others, could begin to compete in stockpil- ing supercomputer facilities, lasers, pulsed power experiments, and hydrodynamic tests in an effort to signal national will and credibility. The old race to accumulate ever more capable and versatile nuclear weapons would then be sublimated into a new race to accumulate better and better simulation technologies, either for their own sake or in case the test ban treaty collapsed. In a sense, this would be a second-order sublimation, since the arms race of the Cold War period was itself, at least partly, a contest that sublimated and substituted for the actual clash of armies, displacing this clash into the simulated space known as deterrence, where war endlessly gamed and rehearsed but never finally waged. It 428 is this that has led Derrida (1984) to refer to nuclear war as "fabulously textual" and Baudrillard to declare: War has become a celibate machine.... Just as wealth is no longer measured by the ostentation of wealth but by the secret circulation of speculative capital, so war is not measured by being waged but by its speculative unfolding in an abstract, electronic, and informational space, the same space in which capital moves. [1991:36, 56] I profoundly disagree with Baudrillard's totalizing insistence that nuclear deter- rence "excludes the real atomic clash-excludes it beforehand like the eventuality of the real in a system of signs" (Baudrillard 1983:59-60). His understatement of the gross physical menace of nuclear weapons backhandedly legitimates the system of deterrence he claims to oppose. Nevertheless, there is an important evolutionary in- sight in his writings on war, namely that, in an international system partly organized around what Timothy Luke (1989) calls "postwarring," the use value of nuclear weap- ons has been superseded by their exchange value such that Strategic nuclear forces can be seen as elements of a code, texts enscribed with mean- ings.... Nuclear weapons have not been, and are not, called upon for use as weap- ons. Instead, they are made operational to be continually exchanged ... in "shows of force," "displays of capability," "proofs of credibility," or "displays of determination." [Luke 1989:219, 223] Of course, "postwarring" is a luxury not everyone can afford.'6 Against Baudril- lard's tendency to speak of the hyperreal as a blanket condition that has fallen uni- formly on the world, I would counterpose the insight of Der Derian (1994) and Kroker (1994) that virtual spaces are spaces of power not accessible to all alike. Just as within nations, some spaces at the side of the road-to use Kathleen Stewart's (1996) evoca- tive phrase-are left behind by the information superhighway, so within the interna- tional system, some nations cannot afford the massive simulacra of death the nuclear powers have used to sublimate their contests for precedence. And now, just at the moment when rogue states threaten to upset the stratification of the international sys- tem by acquiring nuclear weapons (the ultimate symbols of upward mobility in global society), a new zone of stratification has been added. Whether one sees stockpile stewardship as a way to develop new nuclear weapons or just as a way to keep the old ones in good order, this new development in the international nuclear potlatch opens a space where India, Pakistan, Iraq, Iran, and North Korea cannot easily follow. A privileged few will have expensively maintained, highly simulated advanced nuclear weapons supported by a massive infrastructure of weapons scientists kept in top shape by their nuclear exercise machines, while the rest will-unless willing to risk the opprobrium of their betters by engaging in the vulgar practice of nuclear testing- be left to cobble together crude devices too large and clumsy to fit on missiles. 
A-to Pan K
The Pan K doesn’t liberate and reifies conventional IR – they’ve bought-into the system by identifying us as the “bad ones”

William A. Callahan is professor of international politics and China studies at the University of Manchester and codirector of the British Inter-university China Center, Review of International Studies (2005), 31, 701–714 

doi:10.1017/S0260210505006716

Indeed, analysts increasingly criticise the political consequences of an Euro-American mode of representing China as a threat;10 since Chinese security discourse is rarely analysed it is now necessary to explore the political consequences of China’s modes of self-representation and how ‘China threat theory’ is produced in the PRC. Indeed, this example will add to the critical examination of two of the main research themes of security studies: strategic culture and threat perception. To put it another way, the emergence of China is not simply an issue of international diplomacy and national security. It has important intertextual overlaps with other discourses that frame questions about China and the world, such as the dynamic between domestic and international politics, economics and politics, dangers and opportunities – as they produce Western and Chinese identity. A recent article in the popular Chinese news magazine, Liaowang, explains how China’s ‘peaceful rise’ is intimately linked with ‘China threat’ in an overlap of domestic and international politics:11 The world knows about the achievements of China’s reform and opening. But since the beginning of the 1990s, ‘China threat theory’ has been churned out from some corners of the world . . . to smear China’s image and to contain China’s rise. With the appearance of ‘peaceful rise theory’ international opinion suddenly realises the weaknesses of ‘China threat theory’. . . . Peaceful rise is the formula that sums up the essence of domestic policy and foreign relations in reform China. Indeed, the articles in this Forum likewise speak of dangers when they discuss China’s opportunities. This suggests that as in the popular Chinese phrase ‘weijicrisis’, danger (wei) and opportunity (ji) are not separate, but are intimately linked. To understand the opportunities of China, it is necessary to see how the mirror-image of peaceful rise – the China threat – shapes the image of rising China not just abroad, but within China itself. Many writers take the meaning of ‘China threat’ as self-evident, and then proceed to either agree or disagree with it. This introduction will examine the production of ‘China threat theory’ in order to provide a critical background for the discussion of China’s place in the world examined in the remaining articles. First, it will examine Western warnings of a China threat, and Chinese responses to them. Some commentators frame this as a geopolitical debate in Sino-US public diplomacy, and warn that it risks spinning out of control in a security dilemma. While I do not disagree with this concern, the essay will show that because the Chinese reaction is much stronger than the American action, something else is going on. The main purpose for these Chinese language texts is not to correct foreign misunderstandings; the key audience for ‘China threat theory’ is domestic, for identity construction in the PRC. I will argue that Chinese texts gather together a diverse and contradictory set of criticisms of the PRC and use ‘China threat theory’ discourse to collectively label them as foreign. By then refuting the ‘China threat theory’ criticisms as fallacies spread by ill-intentioned foreigners, the texts assert ‘peaceful rise’ as the proper way to understand China’s emergence on the world stage. Thus in a curious way, the negative images of the PRC that are continually circulated in Chinese texts serve to construct Chinese identity through a logic of estrangement that separates the domestic self from the foreign other. Although Chinese discussions of ‘China threat theory’ are successful in generating national feeling within China, the discourse actually tends to reproduce China as a threatening power abroad because refutations of ‘China threat theory’ end up generating a new set of foreign threats. Hence rather than engaging in critical security studies to question the international order, these refutations of ‘China threat theory’ actually buttress the existing geopolitical framework of international relations. In the conclusion, I argue that we need to question how Realism has colonised the ‘rise of China’ debate by deliberately using theory to open up critical space for the issues discussed in this Forum’s consideration of China’s rise.     
8 Johnston, ‘Is China a Status Quo Power?’, p. 6.

9 David Campbell, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity, revised

edn. (Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press, 1998), p. 5.

10 See Johnston, ‘Is China a Status Quo Power?’; Emma Broomfield, ‘Perceptions of Danger: The

China Threat Theory’, Journal of Contemporary China, 12:35 (2003), pp. 265–84; Chengxin Pan,

‘The ‘‘China Threat’’ in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics’, Alternatives, 29:3 (2004), pp. 305–31.
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A-to Pan K

Our argument is not that China is a threat – it’s that we should avoid either simplistic, reifying extreme. We instead point to context. 

William A. Callahan is professor of international politics and China studies at the University of Manchester and codirector of the British Inter-university China Center, Review of International Studies (2005), 31, 701–714 

doi:10.1017/S0260210505006716

The argument of this essay is not that China is a threat. Rather, it has examined the productive linkages that knit together the image of China as a peacefully rising power and the discourse of China as a threat to the economic and military stability of East Asia. It would be easy to join the chorus of those who denounce ‘China threat theory’ as the misguided product of the Blue Team, as do many in China and the West. But that would be a mistake, because depending on circumstances anything – from rising powers to civilian aircraft – can be interpreted as a threat. The purpose is not to argue that interpretations are false in relation to some reality (such as that China is fundamentally peaceful rather than war-like), but that it is necessary to unpack the political and historical context of each perception of threat. Indeed, ‘China threat’ has never described a unified American understanding of the PRC: it has always been one position among many in debates among academics, public intellectuals and policymakers. Rather than inflate extremist positions (in both the West and China) into irrefutable truth, it is more interesting to examine the debates that produced the threat/opportunity dynamic. This essay has examined how ‘China threat theory’ is enthusiastically reproduced and circulated beyond the Beltway in Chinese texts to show how Chinese elites engage in their own threat interpretations and national identity productions. Thus it underlines how ‘China threat’ and ‘China opportunity’ are not diametrically opposed as sites of total truth or falsity; threat and opportunity are intimately related as complementary opposites that entail each other.  
A-to Pan K

The K of “China threats” reifies – by identifying the flaws in US posture and painting China as victimized, the IR system replicates itself

William A. Callahan is professor of international politics and China studies at the University of Manchester and codirector of the British Inter-university China Center, Review of International Studies (2005), 31, 701–714 

doi:10.1017/S0260210505006716

Hence by turning China threat into a theory, the discourse moves from merely responding to criticism in a negative way, actively producing positive meaning. Rather than simply ‘putting an end to ‘‘China threat theory’’ ’ as the first article on the topic advised in 1992,37 the discourse continually reproduces and circulates this set of images of a peacefully rising China that is the victim of criticism that only comes from abroad. Although Taiwan is a site of much discussion of a ‘China threat’, Taiwanese people are rarely criticised in the mainland’s ‘China threat theory’ texts. This underlines how the category ‘China threat theory’ is used to sort out the domestic from the foreign: Taiwanese are seen by Beijing as Chinese compatriots. Because Beijing frames ‘China threat theory’ as a ‘foreign fallacy’ and Cross-Straits relations as an issue of domestic politics, the large and vociferous cache of ‘China threat’ texts from Taiwan are erased by ‘China threat theory’ discourse. Although Chinese premier Zhu Rongji sought to change the subject from China threat to China opportunity, many ‘China threat theory’ articles engage in a proliferation of foreign threats. As a former Deputy Chief of Staff of the PLA reasons: ‘If we follow the logic of ‘‘China threat theory’’, who benefits from it, and who thus can be a threat to other countries’ security?’38 The common response to China threat theory thus is that America is the real threat.39 Yet it is not just the sole superpower that is seen as a threat. ‘China threat theory’ articles also generate a ‘Japan threat theory’ and an ‘India threat theory’. Many articles tell us that real reason for Japanese scholars, politicians and officials warning of a potential China threat is to justify rearming Japan and reviving the imperial Japanese militarism of the early 20th century.40 This concern provided the back-story that motivated the mass anti-Japanese demonstrations that rocked China in April 2005. As Shih concludes about Sino-Japanese diplomacy more generally, ‘the perception of a threatening Japan serves to differentiate China from Japan and consolidate an otherwise shaky national identity in China’.41 Likewise, when India’s leaders stated that their reason for becoming a nuclear power in 1998 was not the threat from Pakistan so much as the threat from China, a Chinese response was to create an ‘India threat theory’. An anonymous author concludes that if India continues to be unfriendly, the PRC will have to contain India. This policy would encircle India with a network of hostile alliances and foment Islamic fundamentalism in Kashmir and beyond.42 The message is clear; if a country rejects China’s ‘peaceful overtures’, then China will fight diplomatically, militarily, and rhetorically, including spreading an ‘India threat theory’ in South Asia and beyond. Although ‘China threat theory’ is ascribed to the Cold War thinking of foreigners who suffer from an enemy deprivation syndrome, the use of containment as a response to threats in Chinese texts suggests that Chinese strategists are also seeking to fill the symbolic gap left by the collapse of the Soviet Union, which was the key threat to the PRC after 1960. Refutations of ‘China threat theory’ do not seek to deconstruct the discourse of ‘threat’ as part of critical security studies. Rather they are expressions of a geopolitical identity politics because they refute ‘Chinese’ threats as a way of facilitating the production of an America threat, a Japan threat, an India threat, and so on. Uniting to fight these foreign threats affirms China’s national identity. Unfortunately, by refuting China threat in this bellicose way – that is by generating a new series of threats – the China threat theory texts end up confirming the threat that they seek to deny: Japan, India and Southeast Asia are increasingly threatened by China’s protests of peace.43  
A-to Pan K

The K of “China Threats” creates new boundaries that reify systems of domination

William A. Callahan is professor of international politics and China studies at the University of Manchester and codirector of the British Inter-university China Center, Review of International Studies (2005), 31, 701–714 

doi:10.1017/S0260210505006716

Lastly, some China threat theory articles go beyond criticising the ignorance and bad intentions of the offending texts to conclude that those who promote China threat must be crazy: ‘There is a consensus within mainland academic circles that there is hardly any reasonable logic to explain the views and practices of the United States toward China in the past few years. It can only be summed up in a word: ‘‘Madness’’ ’.47 Indians likewise are said to suffer from a ‘China threat theory syndrome’.48 This brings us back to Foucault’s logic of ‘rationality’ being constructed through the exclusion of a range of activities that are labelled as ‘madness’. The rationality of the rise of China depends upon distinguishing it from the madness of those who question it. Like Joseph Nye’s concern that warnings of a China threat could become a self-fulfilling prophesy, China threat theory texts vigorously reproduce the dangers of the very threat they seek to deny. Rather than adding to the debate, they end up policing what Chinese and foreigners can rationally say.    
A-to Pan K

The K of “China Threat” reifies identity. This also proves their attempt to paint this as a larger indict on US policy is part of a process of ID construction.  

William A. Callahan is professor of international politics and China studies at the University of Manchester and codirector of the British Inter-university China Center, Review of International Studies (2005), 31, 701–714 

doi:10.1017/S0260210505006716

Using a database that gives access to articles in a broad range of Chinese academic and professional journals, this introduction has examined China’s slippery relation to the world through the logic of how ‘China threat’ emerged as a theory in the PRC. Rather than referring to a clear set of data or policies, the essay has shown how ‘China threat theory’ serves to discursively unify a diverse and contradictory set of texts that are judged to be anti-China, regardless of whether they posit a rising China, an insignificant China, or a collapsing China. Refuting these texts is not just an attack on the pessimists in the US, Japan, India, and Southeast Asia, but is an active performance of identity in China as specifically national (rather than local, class, ethnic, or gendered). Rather than suggest that commentators change from ‘China threat’ to ‘China opportunity’, I have argued that neither China threat nor China opportunity is autonomous or coherent. Like in the oft-quoted Chinese phrase for crisis, weiji, threat and opportunity construct each other in the events (that is, crises) of domestic and international politics. Most of the Chinese articles that assert a China threat theory are actually direct responses to events: the sale of fighter jets to Taiwan (1992), the publication of alarmist books and articles in the US (1997, 2000), Japan’s National Defence White Papers (2000, 2001, 2004), critical official US reports (2002, 2004), and so on. By transforming ‘China threat’ from a response to these specific events into a general theory, I argued that Chinese texts are engaged in a discussion of how to understand China through a negative logic of estrangement. There are many ways to construct national identity. Praising the economic development of reform China and peaceful civilisation of Chinese tradition is one way. Refuting foreign criticisms through ‘China threat theory’ is another. The large quantity and sharp quality of ‘China threat theory’ discourse suggests that denouncing critics as ‘foreign’ in this way is an important means of asserting the image of China as a peaceful rising power. Rather than the main target of the Chinese articles being world opinion for international politics, the main audience for the ‘China threat theory’ articles is domestic, for identity politics in China. This negative discourse mirrors the glories of China, and serves to differentiate and estrange China as a unique entity in an increasingly globalised world.  
A-to Predictions K – nuclear specific
(  ) Predictions K wrong in the nuclear context: Ignores the distinction between precise and sufficiently accurate predictions

Steven Lee is the H.L.A. Hart Visiting Research Fellow at the Center for Ethics and Philosophy of Law and University College for Michaelmas, as well as Visiting Research Fellow at the Changing Character of War Programme. He is a Professor in the Humanities and Professor of Philosophy at Hobart and William Smith Colleges, Reviewed work(s): Nuclear Deterrence, Morality and Realism. by John Finnis ; Joseph M. Boyle, Jr. ;

Germain Grisez ; Jefferson McMahan Source: Philosophy and Public Affairs, Vol. 19, No. 1 (Winter, 1990), pp. 93-106 Published by: Blackwell Publishing Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2265364

In their criticism of consequentialism, the authors argue, first, that the various attempts that have been made to assess nuclear deterrence in consequentialist terms all fail, and second, that this failure is inevita- ble, since consequentialism is an unacceptable moral theory. They ex- amine the prodeterrence consequentialist arguments of Michael Walzer and Gregory Kavka, among others, and the antideterrence consequen- tialist arguments of Douglas Lackey, Jefferson McMahan, and Robert Goodin.6 The fact that these writers reach opposing conclusions, the authors suggest, illustrates the problems with the consequentialist method. There are two reasons why a consequentialist comparison of nuclear de- terrence and unilateral nuclear disarmament is impossible. First, the main negative outcomes possible under these policies, nuclear devasta- tion and Soviet domination, cannot be compared in consequentialist terms. Second, the extent to which these policies would increase or de- crease the likelihoods of these outcomes cannot be determined. The claim that nuclear devastation and Soviet domination cannot be compared in consequentialist terms rests largely on the claim that the kinds of harm or evil involved in these outcomes are incommensurable. For, "the values of life, liberty, fairness, and so on, are diverse. How many people's lives are equivalent to the liberty of how many-whether the same or other-persons? No one can say" (p. 241). When one con- siders the two outcomes, "[e]ach seems the more repugnant while one is focusing upon it" (p. 240). But this incommensurability claim is not plausible. Life and political liberty are diverse goods, but having liberty is only part of what makes life worth living. Certainly most people would prefer loss of liberty to loss of life, and even if consequential value is not a function solely of preferences, the preferences in this case reflect a real difference in value. Even where liberty is lacking, a life has much poten- tial for value. Of course, it is unlikely that everyone would die in a nu- clear war, but it is likely that many of the living would envy the dead. As the authors point out, however, we do not know how destructive the nu- clear war might be, nor how repressive the Soviet domination. A very limited nuclear war might be preferable to a very repressive Soviet-im- posed regime. But these are unlikely extremes. In terms of expected util- ities, domination is preferable to war. In this sense, Red is better than dead, and the consequentialist comparison can be made. It is not, of course, as simple as giving an ordinal ranking of Red and dead. Neither policy makes either outcome certain or impossible. The likelihoods that the outcomes would occur under each of the policies is also relevant to the consequentialist comparison. Presumably, nuclear deterrence makes Soviet domination less likely, but nuclear devastation more likely, while unilateral nuclear disarmament makes nuclear dev- astation less likely, but Soviet domination more likely. The authors main- tain that these likelihoods cannot be determined. But this objection trades on a confusion between precise predictability and sufficiently ac- curate predictability. The likelihoods may not be determinable with great precision, but they may be determinable with accuracy sufficient for the consequentialist comparison. Of course, uncertainty about the compar- ative likelihoods of the outcomes will compound the problem posed by uncertainty about the comparative values of the outcomes (creating a situation of two-dimensional uncertainty, to use Kavka's phrase).7 Ordi- nal rankings may not then be sufficient. For example, a consequentialist comparison based on merely ordinal rankings cannot be made if nuclear deterrence makes the worse outcome (nuclear devastation) less likely than unilateral nuclear disarmament makes the better outcome (Soviet domination). This problem is recognized by McMahan, who suggests that we can determine the values of the outcomes and their likelihoods under the alternative policies with an accuracy greater than that required for merely ordinal rankings.8 He argues, in part, that we can make a conse- quentialist comparison of the two policies because we can determine that nuclear devastation is a significantly worse outcome than Soviet domi- nation and that unilateral nuclear disarmament does not make Soviet domination significantly more likely than nuclear deterrence makes nu- clear devastation. The authors respond that we cannot judge that one likelihood is significantly greater than another without being able to compute the likelihoods (p. 247). But this is the confusion between pre- cise and sufficiently accurate predictability. I can, for example, justifi- ably claim that one student is significantly more likely to get her paper in on time than another, without being able to compute the relevant like- lihoods. 
A-to Predictions K

(  ) Predictions are methodologically sound, reflexive, and increasingly accurate.

Ruud van der Helm is a Dutch policy officer on instrument development in the Aid Effectiveness and Policy Department. Futures – Volume 41, Issue 2, Pages 67-116 (March 2009) – obtained via Science Direct

Futurists build and discuss statements on future states of affairs. When their work is challenged, they cannot defend ‘‘what may come to be’’ with robust forms of proof. They have no direct observation, can design no experiments, and cannot accumulate data sets. All the work, all the discussions of validity, have to rely on indirect reasoning based on current and past observations, experiments and data. Such reasoning is fragile and subject to considerable uncertainty. Ever since the field emerged in the 1950s and 1960s, futurists have been acutely aware of the special challenge this implies, including two most obvious consequences. First, even the most serious work is vulnerable to potentially devastating criticism. This has triggered an on-going effort of theoretical justification that has accompanied the development of the Futures field. Second, in relation to this, sound methodology is crucially important to provide support when exploring such insecure ground as professional and academic speculation on possible futures. It is not surprising that methodology has constantly been one – and often the – central concern of the field, sometimes to a point of excess. As early as 1980, De´coufle´ could warn companion futurists against the urge ‘‘to jump steps in the long and difficult progression towards the still hypothetical scientificity of conjectural work by displaying inappropriate complacency for issues of method’’. Whether or not some futurists do ‘jump steps’, the Futures field has consistently shown much reflexivity on its theoretical foundations and its methodological procedures. However, the nature of the theoretical and methodological challenges to be addressed by such reflexivity changes over time. The doctrines, the methodological resources, the knowledge-base, the organisation of discussion in the field, that once provided the basis for successfully meeting the challenges of a given era may become inadequate or irrelevant if the context comes to change in a major way. Our argument in this special issue is that such a major change in the challenges that have to be met by our field is now well under way, calling for a major re-examination and renewal of the theoretical underpinnings of futures work.1 Deepening and refining the diagnosis of the changing context of FS is of course one part of the task ahead of us. But to launch the effort, and show its necessity, let us just sketch a rough picture of the situation, by reviewing three important aspects of the development of the Futures field: (1) practical necessity and finalisation, (2) peculiarity and separation, and (3) methodology-based development. Confronted with strident criticism on the possibility and legitimacy of any serious study of future situations, the strongest argument put forward by many pioneers of the Futures field was that studying possible futures was necessary for action and decision-making. As expressed by Bertrand de Jouvenel (1964): ‘‘One always foresees, without richness of data, without awareness of method, without critique nor cooperation. It is now urgent and important to give this individual and natural activity a cooperative, organised character, and submit it to growing demands of intellectual rigor’’. This has proved a decisive basis for the development of the field, fromthe1960s to thep resent day. It has led to a situation where most works on futures are legitimised through their connection to business management, to public decision-making, or both. The success of foresight in the recent years is an illustration of the strength of this covenant between futures methodology and the needs of long-term, strategic, management and policy. The downside of thus using the contribution to decision-making as the main theoretical justification and as the backbone of methodological design in futures work has been, and is now, a constant weakening of the effort to explore and develop other bases for theoretical foundation and methodological development. Although many such avenues have been opened, they have not been explored very far, because the evaluation of new methods has been based on their adequacy in serving studies designed for the preparation of decision-making, or of collective action.   
A-to Predictions K

(  ) The K of prediction is utterly debilitating: Their K leaves us immobilized in the face of any forthcoming difficulty

Dr. Richard Slaughter is the president of Foresight International, in Brisbane, Australia. He is a futurist of international standing with a PhD in Futures Studies. He is the author and/or editor of 16 books and has written numerous articles and papers on futures themes and methodologies. He has long-standing professional links with prominent international institutions, organizations and research bodies. Futures – Volume 40, Issue 10, Pages 853-926 (December 2008) – obtained via Science Direct

I take the view that the futures field is at an advanced stage of development internally with a broad suite of tools, methods, practitioners and an impressive literature. But its applications are very uneven, the bulk of its work remains doggedly conventional and its most advanced expressions have yet to make their mark. Apart from the pressing need for greater social legitimation, one of the most significant stumbling blocks probably has more to do with human nature than with futures and foresight per se. It can be seen in the way that the differences that exist between practitioners of different persuasions often seem to become more important and divisive than the pressing concerns for humanity’s future that supposedly underlie them. Perhaps this is inevitable in any field, the games and traps of the human ego being what they are. Yet, at the same time, the challenge has never been greater to transcend conflicts, disputes and divisions and to re-focus on the dynamics of the transitions ahead. Two works that achieve this with distinction are Andy Hines and Peter Bishop’s book on Thinking About the Future: Guidelines for Strategic Foresight, which should be read by everyone, and Will Steffan’s book Global Change and the Earth System: A Planet Under Pressure [10]. What is certain is that a succession of non-negotiable factors will test humanity as never before. It is headed for a perfect storm comprised 
 global warming and sea level rise, 
 peak oil and its aftermath, 
 regional environmental collapse, 
 economic and financial instability, and 
 social upheavals and migrations on a scale never seen before. In this context what the world needs is not inter-tribal rivalry but a coherent, convincing and capable futures/foresight community to assist with two key tasks. The first task is the need to ‘wake up’ to humanity’s predicament; the second is to more consciously and effectively manage the multiple transitions from growth (which further inscribes the ‘overshoot and collapse’ trajectory) to sustainability (which requires very different values, assumptions and practices across the board). Quite possibly the most accurate and succinct statement about these prospects were penned a few years ago by biologist E.O. Wilson who wrote: We have entered the Century of the Environment, in which the immediate future is usefully conceived as a bottleneck. Science and technology, combined with a lack of self-understanding and a Paleolithic obstinacy, brought us to where we are today. Now science and technology, combined with foresight and moral courage, must see us through the bottleneck and out [11]. The futures/foresight profession, vocation or field stands at these very crossroads. Whatever the future actually holds, the journal Futures, and others like it, have a major hand in resourcing us for this exceptionally challenging journey into new territory.  

A-to Predictions K 

(  ) Their predictions K is simply dated – predictions research has improved and is vital.

Ruud van der Helm is a Dutch policy officer on instrument development in the Aid Effectiveness and Policy Department. Futures – Volume 41, Issue 2, Pages 67-116 (March 2009) – obtained via Science Direct

These major traits of the Futures field are both the result of, and an adaptation to, a situation where academic disciplines carry epistemological beliefs that lead them to eschew both the study of futures and specific collaboration between researcher and practitioner. In the last 20 years however, this context has been undergoing an important gradual transformation, the consequences of which are now starting to affect the Futures field in a major way. The field of environment and sustainable development provides good examples. On issues such as climate change or the evolution of land use, the production and discussion of simulations and scenarios has become a large-scale industry with heavy involvement of academic communities. Publishing on possible futures has moved from an eccentric type of research to a mainstream activity in some sectors of academia and research institutes. Of course, by no means all academic disciplines or fields of interest have yet followed this direction. But the movement is starting; it must, and probably will, continue. It is already advanced enough to confront the Futures field with major challenges to its strongpoints as we reviewed them briefly above.   (a) There is little serious challenge left today as to the necessity and the possibility of researching the future. Academic institutions and disciplines increasingly engage in works on future issues. Even if the evolution is not very fast, due to numerous stumbling blocks in most disciplines, the trend should continue—and should be encouraged to do so. This evolution has a high potential to destabilise the current implicit compact under which the Futures field enjoys a comparative exclusivity. Indeed, in complex decision-making arenas futures work with strong academic roots and credentials tends to be seen not as less, but as more relevant and powerful than efforts centered directly on decisionmaking (e.g. trend analysis and scenarios). Furthermore, the academic world can mobilise resources (intellectual, human, institutional) incomparable to those of the comparatively marginal Futures field, for the production of a wide range of theories, methods, and elaborated conjectures on the futures.   (b) The relation between academia and civil society, including the public, has evolved dramatically, both in practice (again, many examples can be found in the field of sustainable development) and, most importantly here, in the way they are viewed. Three decades of intense activity in the sociology of science and of innovation has opened wide breaches in the (largely imaginary) walls between academia and the world of action, by showing that research has always been (and is now more than ever) supported by hybrid networks of research and societal action. Under such influences, practice is evolving so fast that the practitioner/theoretician collaboration as it prevails in the Futures field is no longer original and audacious, but quaint when compared with the complex, large scale procedures currently developed for involving practitioners in the study of global futures problems.   (c) The increasing involvement of academia in the production and discussion of work on futures increases the demand for and possibilities of in-depth discussion of results and of theories the work is based on. This is promising for the evolution of quality in futures work. But approaches based mostly on sharing the know-how of experienced practitioners and on standardised methodologies that leave little room for innovation or for discipline- or field situation-specificity, when put to the test are likely to be found wanting.  
A-to Psycho-Analysis K’s

(  ) Psycho-analysis is NOT the root of nuclear violence – also proves the alt has no effect on nuclear elites.

James G. Blight –Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts – American Psychologist –Volume 42, Issue 1, 1987 – obtained via CSA Illumina Database

What needs to be noticed first and appreciated about these formulations of Osgood and Schelling is how utterly incommensurable they are with respect to the determinants of risk of nuclear war. Using a method one might call fear assessment, Osgood attributed the rising risk of war to deep fear and tension caused by continued participation in the arms race. To Schelling, however, risk of war has little to do with any hypothetical psychological strain and everything to do with coming off second best in a net threat assessment. To characterize the conceptual gulfbetwegn them in its starkest form, Osgood (and most psychologists) believe that any nuclear war will likely be caused by threats, whereas Schelling (and most policymakers and analysts) believe it will be prevented by them. No wonder that GRIT, a pillar of received wisdom among psychologists, is regarded as a curiosity among policymakers. It is important to notice, finally, why GRIT and its descendants are so wide of the mark of policy relevance. It is because they represent a "depth" psychology, an attempt at psychological unveiling of processes that are deeper than the conscious experience of nuclear policymakers. The implicit claim is that efforts to deter nuclear war by the maintenance of strategic stability, which seems to policymakers to be the cornerstone of war prevention, are "really" the very opposite--they are the likely cause of nuclear war. Psychologists tend to see this as a tale of two zeitgeists, one superficial and false (the policymakers') and one deep and true (the psychologists'). Obviously policymakers have had none of this. They are in fact much more likely to echo the remark of the Viennese journalist Karl Kraus, who described the original depth psychology this way: "Psychoanalysis is that spiritual disease of which it considers itself to be the cure" (cited in Janik & Toulmin, 1973, p. 75). The lack of seriousness with which nuclear policymakers have viewed schemes like GRIT seems to prove the point rather conclusively. This point cannot be emphasized too much; its unravelling represents the critical thrust of this article: Nuclear depth psychology does not lead to policy-relevant conclusions. It is a conceptual cul-de-sac within which psychologists are likely to remain endlessly trapped, without a reasonable hope of contributing to the reduction of nuclear risks, the fear of which drove them into the nuclear arena in the first place. If psychologists seek a realistic hope of influencing nuclear policy, they must, as I argue in the last two sections, begin again after they have divested themselves of their spurious nuclear depth psychology. The nub of their central error was captured many years ago by William James. He called it, on one occasion, "the psychologists' fallacy par excellence," which confi.~ts in "confusion of his own standpoint with that of the mental fact about which he is making his report" (James, 1890, Vol. 1, p. 196). "We must," cautioned James, "be very careful, therefore, in discussing a state of mind from the psychologists' point of view, to avoid foisting into its own ken matters that are only there for ours" (James, 1890, Vol. 1, p. 197). But this is precisely what nuclear depth psychologists have not done. In Jamesian terms (James, 1890, Vol. 1, pp. 221-223), our nuclear policymakers are well acquainted with the fear of crises leading potentially to nuclear war, and thus they spend much of their time thinking about the determinants of strategic stability in such a way as to try to drive downward the probability that deterrence will fail. This, schematically, is the psychological reality of the nuclear policymakers. It bears no resemblance whatever to the "reality" that nuclear depth psychologists seek to attribute to them: Acquaintance with pathological suspicion and attention to arms "racing," each of which is ultimately attributable to superpower psychopathology. This, finally, is responsible for the policy irrelevance of the whole approach: Its premises are totally alien, psychologically completely unreal, to those who actually manage the nuclear risks. 
(Note: the acronym G.R.I.T. – internally referenced – stands for "Graduated and Reciprocated Initiatives in Tension Reduction”)
A-to Psycho-Analysis K’s
(  ) Psycho-analysis does not explain trends in nuclear policy or IR

James G. Blight –Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts – Source: Political Psychology, Vol. 7, No. 4 (Dec., 1986), pp. 617-660 – Published by: International Society of Political Psychology – Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3791206

Several recent attempts are surveyed in which psychologists have tried to apply their professional insights to the problem of reducing the risk of nuclear war. These include those directed at deep causes (the U.S.-Soviet relationship), intermediate causes (imperfect rationality of decision-makers) and, briefly, precipitating causes (effects of stress). In each case, little or no influence on the nuclear policy-making process can be discerned; U.S. foreign policy- makers charged with managing the risk of nuclear war operate virtually in- dependently of psychology. In order to bring nuclear policy-making and psychological insights together, a phenomenological approach to nuclear crisis management is described, the central task of which is a systematic descrip- tion of the evolution during crises of beliefs held by decision-makers about risk of nuclear war. Ever since psychology was organized into a separate discipline, intellec- tuals concerned with reducing the risk of war have looked to its methods and findings for insights which might be applied to international politics. Shortly after the Spanish-American War, for example, William James (1977b) wrote an essay espousing what he called "The Moral Equivalent of War." James, a Darwinian, argued that institutions must be created which help to channel our aggressive instincts into useful, rather than destructive directions. Later, during the rise of fascism and the drift toward World War in the 1930s, physicist Albert Einstein became convinced that psychological variables-our "manner of thinking," as he called it-lay at the very core of the causation of war among nations. Einstein believed that if only a way could be found to "think" in global, rather than nationalistic terms, war could be avoided, perhaps permanently. In an exchange published as "Why War" (Einstein and Freud, 1966), he wrote to Freud, the most eminent psychologist of his time, for assistance in provoking a psychological revolution which would usher in global thinking. Freud (Einstein and Freud, 1966) responded politely but firmly that he could provide no such assistance; he knew of no way psychology could make any direct contribution to reducing the risk of war. In the past several years, there has been an emphatic revival of interest among psychologists and others in applying psychological insights to the pro- blem of reducing the risk of war, especially nuclear war. In the following sections, I have surveyed some of the most influential recent attempts to link psychological knowledge with reducing the risk of nuclear war. My conclu- sion regarding this enterprise is not unlike Freud's in response to Einstein's inquiry: The results so far indicate that the revival of Einsteinian enthusiasm is unwarranted. In sum, the critical conclusions are these: 1. There has been little or no influence on the policy-making process, at the level of deep, intermediate, or precipitating psychological causes of a potential nuclear war. 2. There is reason to believe that such influence will continue to be minimal and also, in fact, that it probably should be minimal, when viewed from the policy-maker's perspective. The most compelling reason policy-makers have for ignoring psychiatrists and psychologists is this: the assumptions and modus operandi at each level are utopian - in the case of the "depth" psychologists (see section 2) because they believe they can change the mental structures of virtually all important world leaders, and for the "intermediate" behavioral scientists (see section 3) because they believe they can convince foreign policy makers that it is in their best interest to permit the transformation of nuclear policy into a vir- tual applied behavioral science. I believe that each of these pursuits has been and will remain fruitless. Thus, since I regard influence on the policy pro- cess as the sine qua non of successful nuclear risk reduction, I believe psychologists are likely to remain out in the cold, as it were, without influence, despite all their good intentions.

A-to Psycho-Analysis K’s
(  ) Psycholo-analysis does not explain nuclear risks. And, if it did, even an effective project could not solve.

James G. Blight –Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts – Source: Political Psychology, Vol. 7, No. 4 (Dec., 1986), pp. 617-660 – Published by: International Society of Political Psychology – Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3791206

But nuclear depth psychology is distinguished principally by the em- phasis its advocates place upon deep psychological processes, the pathology of which is believed to explain an arms race they regard as patently irrational -in the sense that the end toward which they believe it is taking us, nuclear war, is the very inverse of the goal sought by advocates of a vigorous nuclear weapons competition between the superpowers. In short, nuclear depth psychologists believe that what they take to be our present and escalating nuclear danger can be traced to problems in our collective think- ing about nuclear war and nuclear deterrence and that these problems are deep and usually outside the awareness of those who make and execute nuclear policy. They thus conceptualize risk of nuclear war as mainly a psychological problem: If we could alter the way we think in fundamental ways, chiefly by shifting to a less parochial, more global perspective, the deep psychopathology would be cured, the arms race would be terminated, and the risk of nuclear war could be greatly reduced, perhaps ultimately even to zero. Two schools of thought dominate nuclear depth psychology. I will characterize them within the terminology suggested by Holt (1984, pp. 211-212). On the one hand, there are the cognitivists, those who believe that the deep psychopathology driving the arms race is a pathology of personal cognition, albeit one involving the cognitions of a great many leaders in the United States and the Soviet Union. To put the point somewhat colloquial- ly, but pointedly: Cognitivists believe the arms race is crazy because crazy people are running it. As we shall see presently, this approach to the pro- blem of nuclear risk has led many people straightaway to the view that the cure for superpower psychopathology is not fundamentally different in kind from the psychotherapeutic process required to cure any sort of psychological illness involving thought disorder. For most cognitivists, not only may the problem of nuclear risk be conceptualized psychologically, but so also may the cure, which is some process akin to psychotherapy. The other principal school of nuclear depth psychology is that of the interactionists. Advocates of this view tend to believe that there is no evidence suggesting the presence of widespread pathology in the cognitions of the in- dividual leaders of either superpower. Rather, they argue that the deep psychopathology is more abstract, embodied in what they take to be a pathological relationship between the two countries. Within what nuclear depth psychologists take to be crazy patterns of interaction between the super- powers, especially institutionalized mistrust and assumptions of ubiquitous hostile intent, the leaders are seen as functioning quite rationally, as a rule, and one of the forms taken by their rational adaptation to a crazy system is participation in the nuclear arms race. Thus, according to the interactionists, if risk of nuclear war is to be reduced significantly, the quality of the super- power relationship must be changed fundamentally, and this implies a mainly political, rather than psychotherapeutic, cure for superpower psychopathology. The most famous cognitivist among nuclear depth psychologists is Helen Caldicott. Categorical and self-righteous in her assertions, shrill in her writing and speaking, Caldicott might easily be ignored by serious students of nuclear psychology if it weren't for her astonishing popularity. She is a best-selling author, a speaker who is much in demand, a founding member of the reestablished Physicians for Social Responsibility (PSR) and, more recent- ly, a driving force behind Women's Action for Nuclear Disarmament (WAND). Thus one must assume that a great many people have, in Caldicott, found a voice commensurate in content and tone with their own deep fears and beliefs about risk of nuclear war (but see Coles, 1984). Caldicott's writing is filled with ad hominem psychological asaults like the following: The definition of a paranoid patient is someone who imagines a certain scenario in his or her own mind, decides (with no objective evidence) that this is exactly what someone else is thinking, and then decides to act on that notion. The paranoid delu- sions projected onto the Russian leaders come straight from the minds of American strategists and leaders, and these ideas probably reflect exactly what the Americans are planning to do themselves and bear little relationship to Soviet strategy or reali- ty. (1984, pp. 174-175). Leading candidates for this diagnosis of paranoia are, according to Caldicott, "so-called broad-minded intellectuals who sat on Reagan's MX Commission" (The Scowcroft Commission). Moreover, she asserts, "such fantasy think- ing is still practiced at the highest levels of government, including President Reagan and Defense Secretary Weinberger, and is overt paranoia" (1984, p. 174). One may find similar diagnoses in Kovel ("paranoid madness"; 1983, p. 84) and Menninger ("exhibitionistic drunken gesturing of two suicidal giants"; 1983, p. 350). Unfortunately for Caldicott and her cognitivist colleagues, however, her diagnoses are simply, demonstrably wrong. The Soviets have a vast nuclear arsenal; their missiles and bombers really are aimed at us; they really do have rather precise plans for using them to destroy us in a nuclear war (see, e.g., Holloway, 1985; Meyer, 1985). However this state of affairs may have come about, our leaders do not simply imagine the Soviet nuclear threat. It is real, as anyone who examines the evidence may see. In moving from her analysis of the problem of nuclear risk-crazy leaders-to her therapeutic prescriptions for a cure, Caldicott's irrelevance to the world of nuclear policy-making becomes total. Because she believes that deeply sick people are driving the risk of nuclear war upward, she must choose between two broad prescriptive alternatives: something akin to political revolution, by which our leaders, at any rate, would be forcibly replaced; or therapy, by which they would be healed. Kovel (1983) leans toward the former alternative; Caldicott, however, favors some novel forms of therapy, such as a kind of marriage counseling, in which each superpower would be required to "pledge" its "troth" to the other (1984, p. 292), monthly wrest- ling matches between "the men who control the superpowers...to alleviate the built-up aggressions" (p. 305), and parental advice to "grow up and become responsible nations" (p. 337). One may at first wonder whether Caldicott puts forward such suggestions as these seriously but, noting the unrelentingly humorless tone of her writing, one suspects that she does. But because her cognitivist diagnoses are patently false, and because the realiza- tion of her prescription is so wildly improbable, the likelihood that the course she advocates will actually lead to a reduction in the risk of nuclear war ought to be rated at very nearly zero.  

A-to Psycho-Analysis K’s
(  ) Psychology is not the root cause – it’s NOT the independent variable for the people making decisions

James G. Blight –Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts – American Psychologist –Volume 42, Issue 1, 1987 – obtained via CSA Illumina Database

The central, salient assumption of all nuclear depth psychologists is that our "thinking" may be regarded as a kind of independent variable (or cause), whereas risk of nuclear war, evidenced in a spiraling arms race, is the dependent variable (or effect). This formulation, consistent with, and in many instances derived from, Einstein's manifesto, is radically different from the way nuclear policymakers tend to approach the problem. The policymaker is inclined to regard risk of nuclear war as both a cause and an effect: a cause of the manner of piecemeal, cautious thinking required to manage international affairs, and an effect of deeply rooted, hardly understood factors that operate to maintain the quasi-anarchic nationstate system. The functional result of this discrepancy is that the main causal arrow for each group is nearly the reverse of what the other takes it to be. Nuclear depth psychologists seek to alter our thinking, thus altering a particular international relationship and lowering nuclear risks. Policymakers, on the other hand, see their main task as managing nuclear risks within the context of an essentially unalterable international situation that determines the form, if not all of the content, of our manner of thinking. An obvious, if superficial, conclusion to be drawn from these considerations is that nuclear depth psychologists and nuclear policymakers see the problem of nuclear risk very differently, in fact almost inversely. This is no doubt why members of the policy community have, by and large, concluded that the arguments of the depth psychologists are irrelevant to the management of nuclear risks (Klineber~ 1984, p. 1248). But a closer examination of the psychological assumptions underlying each approach reveals the reasons not only why the formulations and prescriptions of nuclear depth psychology seem strange and irrelevant to policy makers but also why they really are irrelevant and are likely to remain so. In taking such a closer look we may get a clearer picture of why the policymakers' formulation accounts for the historical record whereas the clinical diagnosis and prescriptions of the depth psychologists do not.  

A-to Psycho-Analysis K’s
(  ) Zero solvency – Psycho-analytic critique can’t actualize change to nuclear policy 

James G. Blight –Center for Science and International Affairs, Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts – Source: Political Psychology, Vol. 7, No. 4 (Dec., 1986), pp. 617-660 – Published by: International Society of Political Psychology – Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/3791206

The interactionists among nuclear depth psychologists hold a much more sophisticated view of the relevance of psychology to alterations they believe may substantially reduce the risk of nuclear war. To interactionists, psychological insights are relevant to nuclear risk reduction mainly in indirect, suggestive ways which depend on the validity of an analogy: between "systems" of interaction between people which may be characterized as "certifiably pathological" (Holt, 1984, p. 211), and the defective relationship between the superpowers, which is exhibited in an arms race which, in turn, is believed to drive risk of nuclear war continuously upward. In other words, whereas cognitivists like Caldicott diagnose the arms race psychologically in order to prescribe psychologically, interactionists diagnose psychologically in order to prescribe politically. Interactionists thus seek policies, not therapies, with which to heal what they view as a deeply pathological superpower relationship. The roster of interactionists contains many of the most eminent American psychiatrists and psychologists, including Morton Deutsch (1983), Erik Erikson (1984), Robert Holt (1984), Robert Jay Lifton (Lifton and Falk, 1982), John Mack (1985a,b), Carl Rogers (1982), and Ralph K. White (1984). Here are characteristic statements from psychiatrist John Mack and psychologist Morton Deutsch on what they regard as the deep psychological problem underlying risk of nuclear war: ...the nuclear weapons competition actually is insane, or, to use the more modern term, psychotic, in some deep, formal or literal sense...In the case of the nuclear arms race, it is not individuals who are psychotic. Rather, the madness resides in collective patterns of thinking and relationships that are poorly adapted to the re- quirements of planetary survival in the nuclear age [Mack, 1985b, p. 53; see also, 1985a]....the United States and the Soviet Union are trapped in a malignant social process giving rise to a web of interactions and defensive maneuvers, which, instead of improving their situations, make them both feel less secure, more vulnerable, and burdened and a threat to one another and to the world at large. (Deutsch, 1983, p. 21) Interactionists believe they have encountered similarly crazy processes before, in work with families and larger communities, and that is why they feel com- petent to speak out on what they regard as the psychopathology underlying the arms race. The sort of prescriptions offered by interactionists seem, at first glance, much less reductionistic than those of the cognitivists. Interactionists implicitly try to act on a principle laid down by Stanley Hoffmann in his recent presiden- tial address to the International Society of Political Psychology. According to Hoffmann, "even if one accepts the metaphors of collective disease or pathology, one must understand that the 'cure' can only be provided by politics" (Hoffmann, 1986). Thus Mack looks forward to "a process of political maturation" (1985b, p. 53), while Deutsch favors measures by which "mutual security" will replace our present, nearly total dependence upon "na- tional security" (1983, p. 24). Each seeks to articulate political means to transform interactive superpower pathology, end the arms race and eliminate the risk of catastrophic nuclear war. In this way, via the political transfor- mation of the superpower relationship, the interactionists among nuclear depth psychologists seek to alter our manner of thinking in line with Eins- tein's requirements. While one must acknowledge the primafacie plausibility of the interac- tionist viewpoint, it is still impossible to be optimistic about the probability that interactionists' goals can actually by accomplished. For as Hoffmann (1986) has pointed out, all nuclear depth psychologists are radicals. All believe that risk of nuclear war is primarily a function of a superpower arms race driven by deep, recalcitrant psychopathology. The functional significance of this fact is that any important reduction in the risk of nuclear war is con- tingent upon accomplishing a fundamental alteration in the way the govern- ments of the United States and the Soviet Union relate to each other, and while such an imagined transformation need not necessarily happen im- mediately, or even quickly, any rational evaluation of the prospects for nuclear depth psychology depends decisively upon one's estimate of the pro- bability of discovering a plausible process of goal-directed, radical psychological change on an international scale. For interactionists, this re- quires a political process which can plausibly be predicted to yield a psychological change commensurate with interactionist requirements. Viewed schematically, there are two possible sources of political move- ment toward radical psychological transformation sought by the interac- tionists. Movement might occur from the bottom-up, in which radical populist episodes in recent Western history would be emulated in the new nuclear con- text. The views of ordinary people, sensing the need for a new way of think- ing about nuclear war and superpower relations, would, in this imagined instance, gradually but completely infiltrate Western political and military establishments. When this occurs, Western political leaders would ask their Soviet counterparts to join them in halting the arms race. The Soviets, reliev- ed, would reciprocate. Alternatively, one can imagine interactionist goals being accomplished from the top-down. In this scenario, a leader of a superpower seizes a mo- ment ripe for drastic change in superpower relations and takes measures which are unprecedentedly bold, perhaps including unilateral cuts in the nuclear arsenal, or a freeze on the deployment of weapons deemed by the adversary to be particularly useful for a first-strike. The leader's counterpart then reciprocates. Of course, one can imagine the bottom-up and top-down ap- proaches combining in many ways and in different proportions. Yet these must be the broad constituents of any process of change equal to the re- quirements of the interactionists. The key issue, however, is whether we should reasonably expect such processes actually to lead to the desired results: the end of the arms race and massive reduction in the risk of nuclear war. The answer is that we should not, and in arriving at this answer we may notice that the first-blush plausibili- ty of the interactionists' program begins to collapse. First, on the prospects for movement from the bottom-up: There is ab- solutely no evidence that grass-roots 
<  Continues On Next Page  >

A-to Psycho-Analysis K’s

<  Continued From Previous Page  >
movements in the nuclear age have had the slightest impact on the direction and intensity of the nuclear arms com- petition (Betts, 1984). Quite the contrary, in fact. In recent years, for exam- pie, the Freeze Movement, begun with high hopes and much fanfare in the early 1980s, appears already to be passing into a rapid demise without anything resembling even a partial freeze anywhere in sight (Klare, 1985). It is simply a fact that, as Yorick Blumenfeld, a writer very sympathetic to radical nuclear politics, wrote recently, "The peace movement has had no visible impact on the scale or speed of the arms race" (1985, p. 44). This has been true of all such movements in the nuclear age and, unless interac- tionists can find a way plausibly to argue that the future of bottom-up transformation will be the inverse of the past, there is no reason for optimism. The same holds true for the top-down approach. There is simply no precedent for what the interactionists must try to envision and no reason to suppose a new precedent will be set. Morton Deutsch, for example, argues that the superpower psychopathology could eventually be eliminated if only "a bold and courageous American leadership would take a risk for peace...[and] announce its determination to end the crazy arms race" (1983, p. 23). But consider the limiting case so far of top-down initiatives: Presi- dent Kennedy's announcement on June 10, 1963, that the United States would thereafter forego atmospheric testing of nuclear weapons so long as the other nuclear powers (the Soviet Union and Great Britain) did likewise. Psychologist Carl Rogers has argued that this bold move, combined with the Limited Test Ban Treaty which followed, is the prototype of the sort of process needed to begin to cure the pathological superpower relationship (Rogers, 1982, pp. 12-13). Yet nothing remotely resembling any such radical transformation ac- tually occurred. In fact, the event which probably contributed most to creating a need for a "thaw" in the cold war-the terrifying Cuban missile crisis of October, 1962-was also, paradoxically, a significant point of origin for the nuclear arms competition now so greatly feared by nuclear depth psychologists. For while one Soviet reaction to that near miss was a certain amount of increased receptivity to President Kennedy's proposal for an at- mospheric test ban, yet another was probably the initiation (or at least the acceleration) of a massive Soviet nuclear arms buildup that, a generation later, continues unabated (Trachtenberg, 1985). Thus, viewed in their full context, the events of 1963 were, in relation to the goals of the interactionists, utterly equivocal and cannot plausibly be regarded collectively as a potential point of departure for ending the arms race. They may in fact have contributed more to the cause of it than to some imagined cure. 
A-to Psycho-Analysis K’s
(  ) Long time frame for the alt actually means zero solvency
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Limitations of space do not permit an analysis of why the superpower relationship has proven so resistant to change and why it probably will con- tinue to frustrate anyone seeking to transform it in fundamental ways. But some things are obvious: The two societies in question have drastically con- flicting values; their political systems and the constraints governing their respective decision-making processes are so different as to be rendered almost mutually incomprehensible; there is even evidence which suggests that two huge and powerful hegemonic powers like the United States and the Soviet Union are bound to be very competitive (McNeill, 1982). These must all be included in any plausible explanation of the longstanding and continuous enmity between the superpowers. The point for the nuclear depth psychologists is that, contra Einstein, none of this has changed or is likely to change-in short, everything has not changed except our thinking. In fact, the two most significant determinants of our thinking -our social structure (in the present case, the anarchical nation-state system) and our biological drives- have hardly changed at all. Einstein's basic premise is simply wrong and that is why the program of nuclear depth psychology, which is wholly consistent with this premise, is implausible. The question arises, finally, as to whether an approach to reducing the deep psychological causes of the risk of nuclear war is conceivable whose prospects are brighter than those of nuclear depth psychology. In my view, the most responsibly optimistic answer is that it remains an open question. Yet those political psychologists seeking to operate at the level of deep causes of nuclear risk will need to face squarely an immense problem that has not been adequately dealt with, or scarcely even acknowledged, by nuclear depth psychologists. It is this: The deeper into the causal chain of international relations one wishes to look for means of reducing the risk of nuclear war, the further into the future one must look in anticipation of positive results. And the further into the future we look, the fuzzier our vision becomes, because the present state of our knowledge becomes less relevant to future worlds, because those worlds become progressively harder to imagine cor- rectly. Not that one should necessarily avoid trying to look both deeply and far, for few people believe nuclear deterrence will last forever and thus we must search for plausible, less risky alternatives to the present reality (see Allison et al., pp. 244-246). But the double moral for psychologists seeking to contribute to reducing the risk of nuclear war would seem to be this: The level of deep causes is probably not the place to begin; and nuclear depth psychology is inadequate for the task, in any case. 

A-to Psycho-Analysis K’s
(  ) Bottom-Up change or Psychological awakening offers no cure for nuclear realities
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Let us begin with the policy-relevant question: What is to be done about the problem thus formulated by nuclear depth psychologists deeply pathological superpower relationship, which drives an arms race, which, in turn, drives the risk of nuclear war ever higher ? There has been no shortage of solutions. Indeed, the recent great and general awakening among psychologists to the prospect of a major nuclear war has sparked an unprecedented, creative explosion of "solutions." Yet many of these are difficult to take seriously, because they are either impossibly ambitious or pitifully inconsequential. Among those least likely to succeed are a call for what amounts to a worldwide political revolution (Kovel, 1983), a worldwide transformation in our patterns of behavior (Skinner, 1982), or the initiating of meetings between American and Soviet psychologists (Klineberg, 1984). It is not that such proposals are necessarily or intrinsically bad. The point is that either the probability of their occurrence is so low or the probability of their having any noticeable effect on U.S.-Soviet nuclear policy is so vanishingly small, that they cannot begin to satisfy the members of a group like the nuclear depth psychologists, who seem universally to believe that risk of nuclear war is much too high at present and is rising fast. The point has been made poignantly by Wagner (1985). In a useful, critical review of psychological approaches to reducing the risk of nuclear war, he admired that the solutions put forward are too often "overwhelming and paralyzing" (p. 533). "Where we go," he said, " . . . is unclear" (p. 533). And so it is.  
A-to Psycho-Analysis K’s
(  ) Bottom-up psycho-analytic changes get zero solvency
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There are two conceivable sorts of tactics that might be used to try to implement the strategy of deep psychological transformation of the superpower relationship. According to the bottom-up approach, one would first concentrate on revolutionizing the thinking of ordinary people in the Western democracies, especially the United States. The wished-for scenario might unfold as follows: As increasing, and increasingly vocal, numbers of citizens are made aware of the lemming-like trajectory of the nuclear arms race, their concerns will eventually be heard and appreciated by elected officials, who will also thenceforth begin to think in the new manner. Following this, the nuclear war planners in the Pentagon and elsewhere will gradually be forced into the new mold. The transformative process would then conclude when the declaratory nuclear policies of the United States begin to reflect this new way of thinking--for example, in a declaration of a freeze--and this, in turn, would begin to shape the nuclear policies and behavior of the Soviet leadership. Those who would favor a bottom-up "cure" for superpower psychopathology believe, therefore, that what they take to be suicidal inertia at the highest levels of the U.S. government can eventually be undermined by citizens who have become mobilized by their terror in the face of what seems to them to be an increasingly probable nuclear holocaust (e.g., Gitlin; 1984; Lifton & Falk, 1982). Unfortunately for advocates of the bottom-up approach, there is no evidence that periodic upswings in public interest in nuclear issues are at all related to developments in U.S.-soviet nuclear arms competition. One can trace a steady line of evolution in American strategic thinking--from massive retaliation, to flexible response, to limited options, to countervailing, to "prevailing" in a limited nuclear war. There is no question that this evolution is related to technological innovation and to the requirements of military doctrine. But it appears completely unrelated to the vicissitudes of public opinion on nuclear matters (Betts, 1984). Indeed, we seem presently to be witnessing the precipitous demise of the Freeze movement, begun only a few years ago, without anything like a partial freeze anywhere in sight (Klare, 1985). Of course, the past and present are not necessarily prologue. Some sort of bottom-up psychological transformation thus always remains possible. But based on its past failures, one ought to regard the probability of some such transformation as extremely low. 
A-to Racism Decision-Rules
(  ) It is racist not to consider consequences – the only moral stance is to consider link turns and long-term effects.

Marc Trachtenberg is professor in the department of history at the University of Pennsylvania. He also teaches political science courses. Source: Ethics, Vol. 95, No. 3, Special Issue: Symposium on Ethics and Nuclear Deterrence (Apr., 1985), pp. 728-739 Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/2381047 

No one today would defend slavery, of course; but the more I thought about it, the clearer it seemed that before the Civil War one should have indeed tried to balance all the relevant considerations: that the institution of slavery was not so absolute an evil that it was morally imperative to do whatever was necessary to eradicate it immediately, without regard to any other consideration. In fact, if it was obvious that it would take a war-as it turned out, a long and gruesome war-to abolish slavery, the suffering and anguish that that war would produce should certainly have been taken into account. And one should have given some thought to what would happen to the ex-slaves, even in the event that the North were to win: if one could predict that there was a good chance that slavery would be replaced by another brutal and repressive system-by in fact the kind of system that took root in the South after Reconstruction- then this too should have been entered into the balance. And it also would have made sense to look at just how brutal the slave system was: there are different degrees of loathsomeness, and this could have made a difference in one's assessments. (Questions of degree are of course crucial if we are interested in striking a balance.) Finally, arguments about peaceful alternatives -the bidding up of the price of slaves by the federal government, for instance, to make the institution economically irrational in comparison with free labor-would certainly have had a place; historical experience-an analysis of the peaceful way slavery had in fact been ended in the British Empire is the most obvious case-might also have played a central role. Why shouldn't these things all be taken into account? Are we so convinced of the rightness of our personal moral values that we can turn a blind eye to the kinds of considerations that might moderate the force of our commitment? One wonders even whether it can ever be truly moral to simply refuse to weigh these sorts of factors seriously. One can take the argument a step further by means of a hypothetical example. Suppose, in this case, that the Southerners had told the abo- litionists that, if the North did come down to free the slaves, before they arrived the slaves would all be killed. Certainly at this point considerations other than the moral impermissibility of slavery would have to be taken into account. In such a case, an absolutist position-that the institution of slavery was so great an evil that it had to be rooted out without regard to consequence-reveals itself as inhuman and, indeed, as morally pre- posterous. There has to be some point where issues of balance become morally salient; and thus in general these basic moral issues have to be approached in nonabsolutist-and by that I mean more than just non- deontological-terms.  
A-to Reps 1st 

(  ) Reps K’s that disavow the tie itself to fiated policy create poor curriculum – decreases education

Jacqueline Stefkovich is a Professor in the Department of Education Policy Studies at The Pennsylvania State University, et al, Ethical leadership and decision making in education – 2001 – page 14 

For Giroux (1991), Welch (1991) and other critical educators, the language of critique is central, but discourse alone will not suffice. These scholars are also activists who believe discourse should also be a beginning leading to some kind of action – preferably political. For example Shapiro and Purpel (1993) emphasized empowering people through a discussion of options. Such dialogue hopefully would provide what Giroux and Aronowitz (1985) called “a language of possibility” that, when applied to educational institutions, might enable them to avoid reproducing “isms” in society (i.e. classism, racism, sexism, and hetereosexism) 
A-to Security K – Not root cause of case

(  ) State, IR and security not the root cause -- aren’t inevitably pre-disposed to violence: Takes out your sweeping claims, but leaves room for our nuanced and specific claims:

Dr. Inis Claude is a Professor of Government and Foreign Affairs, Emeritus, at the University of Virginia. During his teaching career, Professor Claude held positions at the University of Michigan, Harvard University, Columbia University, University of Wales, and the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and the Institute of Social Studies at the Hague. States and the Global System – 1988
Our tendency to exaggerate the power of states owes a great deal to our dread of war. Although we overestimate the competence of states in all respects, it is their power to make war that most concerns us. The notion that the state has vast military potential leads directly to the proposition that the state is incorrigibly warlike; the myth of the almighty state has as its correlate the myth of the bloodthirsty state. Every sophisticated student of international politics must begin with Thucydides, Machiavelli and Hobbes. He can hardly avoid emerging from all that with the shrewd conviction that the international arena is the scene of the war of all against all. States have a lust for dominance, a ruthless disregard for any value except success in the endless struggle for power, and an ineradicable bellicosity. A system of states is a war system; it can be nothing else. Thus, we develop a picture of the state as a military machine, straining for action, itching for a fight, watching for an opportunity to demolish its rivals. One may associate this image especially with Realists, those inveterate and dedicated pessimists who can bear to confront a fact or a circumstance only if it is grim and foreboding. Indeed, Realists have delighted in assuring us that the struggle for power is the name of the only possible game in a multistate system, and many a young person has rested a pretension of intellectual superiority on his precocious understanding that domestic life is a rat-race and international life is a dog-fight. Naive cynicism of this sort, however, is no more typical of Realists than of Idealists. In undertaking to justify and to spread to others their zeal for reforming or for effecting the revolutionary transformation of the multistate system, Idealists vie with Realists in asserting the belligerent propensities of states in the existing system. The two groups have different views as to what can and should be done about the situation, but their depictions of the working of the international system as a war system are often indistinguishable. Most of us, in fact, whatever our labels, operate on the supposition that states are fundamentally warlike entities. Note the general acceptance of deterrence theory, with its underlying presumption that states are likely to attack each other unless strong incentives for restraint are created and conspicuously displayed. Let me suggest that the state as Roaring Tiger is frequently less in evidence than the state as Pussy Cat. Trigger-happiness shares the international stage with gun-shyness. Bellicosity is matched by various shades of pacifism. Clearly, these qualities vary from state to state, from time to time and from circumstance to circumstance. Some wars seem almost inevitable and will occur unless effective means are adopted to prevent them. Other wars are almost inconceivable and will not occur unless some extraordinary cause intrudes. Make no mistake about it: warlike tendencies are sufficiently widespread and strong to make the problem of maintaining world order a crucial one for us all, but we will not promote the solution of that problem by misstating the character of the states that constitute the global system.  
A-to State K’s

(  ) ***Even if the State is imperfect of academically obsolete, we can’t underestimate its centrality. Normative refusal to discuss or work with it is naïve and counter-productive
Dr. Inis Claude is a Professor of Government and Foreign Affairs, Emeritus, at the University of Virginia. During his teaching career, Professor Claude held positions at the University of Michigan, Harvard University, Columbia University, University of Wales, and the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and the Institute of Social Studies at the Hague. States and the Global System – 1988
Finally, let us take note of the view that the state is obsolete, or is rapidly becoming so. This is the view of the discouraged student of international relations, who finds states always too small, too big, too weak and too powerful, who fears for the future of a world so divided. It is, however it may be put, primarily a prescriptive or normative position, an assertion that the state ought to be superseded, a plea for the abandonment of international relations. It does not correspond with what is actually going on in the world, namely the proliferation and the flourishing of states. The state has its difficulties, but it clearly has not yet gone, or begun to go, out of fashion. The state is a dangerous and troublesome institution; it is also a valuable and indispensable one. There is no substitute in sight. For the foreseeable future, man will live in a world of states. We very much need to work at developing a balanced view of states, one that is not distorted by a tendency toward either uncritical adoration or cynical denunciation. We will do well to concentrate on learning to understand and to manage the problems of a multistate system, rather than to rail against the system and to dream of abolishing it.  
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A-to State K’s

(  ) Claims that the State is categorically immoral or self-interested are wrong – too sweeping

Dr. Inis Claude is a Professor of Government and Foreign Affairs, Emeritus, at the University of Virginia. During his teaching career, Professor Claude held positions at the University of Michigan, Harvard University, Columbia University, University of Wales, and the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and the Institute of Social Studies at the Hague. States and the Global System – 1988
The state has a widespread reputation, at least among academic people, as being in its international dealings utterly selfish and irresponsible. Its selfishness is epitomized in its putative devotion to the national interest. Its irresponsibility is expressed in its claim of sovereignty. This adds up to the notion that the state is, at best, amoral. It is a self-seeking entity that acknowledges no value higher than its own advantage and no obligation transcending its commitment to its own welfare. We students of international politics have been inclined to think that Reinhold Niebuhr got it just right when he entitled one of his early books, Moral Man and Immoral Society, in order to highlight his thesis that 'a sharp distinction must be drawn between the moral and social behaviour of individuals and of social groups, national, racial and economic' .5 There is certainly no warrant for switching to the myth of the state as virtue incarnate, but this image of the state as selfish and irresponsible deserves critical appraisal. I see no logical reason to expect that individuals would retain their virtues while transposing their vices to the national level, nor do I see convincing evidence that this occurs. The twentieth century has brought the collectivization of charity and compassion, and this has spread to the international scene; states have become in many respects the successors to the religious and other charitable agencies that formerly were dominant in carrying out missions of mercy throughout the world. Governmental engagement in such activity is sometimes clearly motivated by national self-interest, and is almost always justified domestically by reference to that interest, but claims of selfishness may deserve quite as sceptical a reception as claims of altruism. It is not inconceivable that a generous and compassionate government, acting on behalf of an entire people, may feign self-interestedness for the benefit of stingy taxpayers who are not disposed to make sacrifices to aid foreigners. The national interest is a conveniently elastic term, and those who believe that their state has a moral obligation to promote the welfare of other peoples are quite likely to make the happy discovery, and the delighted pronouncement, that this serves the national interest as well. All doing of good tends to derive from mixed motives, whether the doer is an individual or a collectivity. 
A-to State K’s

(  ) Your generalizations of the State are based on a faulty scholarship – too sweeping

Dr. Inis Claude is a Professor of Government and Foreign Affairs, Emeritus, at the University of Virginia. During his teaching career, Professor Claude held positions at the University of Michigan, Harvard University, Columbia University, University of Wales, and the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, and the Institute of Social Studies at the Hague. States and the Global System – 1988
This notion of the state derives, I think, from two sources. First, it is a product of the academic theory of the state, the conventional inclination to lard the definition of the state with such phrases as 'supreme coercive power', 'monopoly of physical force' and 'monopoly of the legitimate use of violence'. In truth, theorists display a good deal of ambiguity about all this, never quite seeming to make up their minds, whether the state has a monopoly of coercive capability or merely a margin of superiority, and vacillating between talk of power and of authority, between references to using force and to being entitled to use force. The upshot of this kind of definitional discussion is that we tend to emerge with the view, muddled but ostensibly profound, that the state is by definition all-powerful within its domain; qualifications of the assertion of monopoly fall by the wayside, and the claim of authority to coerce comes to be translated as the possession of power to coerce. Such a definition of the state inevitably colours our description of actual states, i.e. the real-world manifestations of the state idea. One might think it more sensible to arrive inductively at a characterization of states, relying not on the implications of a definition but on observations of actual states. Unfortunately, this route has also led us astray. The second source of the myth of the almighty state is our tendency to gaze obsessively at the more formidable states at their moments of greatest effectiveness. It may be that we in the West are still transfixed by the spectacle of Nazi Germany, which we saw as the epitome of the totalitarian state, the monstrous power that crushed all opposition and stifled all freedom in Germany and wherever else it ruled, the juggernaut that ran roughshod over numerous other states and threatened to smash western civilization. We know, of course, that the Nazi regime was not as effective as we once believed, and we rejoice that it collapsed, ultimately, in defeat. We know, as well, that it was not typical of states?that totalitarianism, even in its real-world, non-absolute version, is a rarity. Yet, our general tendency to pay attention primarily to great powers and our particular experience of having had to deal with enemies whose claim to absolute power seemed all too plausible for our comfort have persuaded us all too often to indulge in absurdly sweeping generalizations about the impressive power of states. Whether we argue from a definition of the state as a literally sovereign entity or impute to states-in-general the formidable quality that we have seen in the exceptional case, we tend to think of states as being altogether too powerful for the freedom of their people, the safety of their neighbours, and the order of the world. For every state that approaches totalitarianism, there must be half a dozen that approach anarchy. Tyranny, oppression and regimentation do exist in the world of states, but so do chaos, disorder and civil war. The map is spotted with states that can barely hold their peoples together, states that can hardly make a decent pretence of controlling their territories, states that may be willing but are in no sense able to fulfil their obligations as members of the international system, states whose capacity to fend off either external attack or internal collapse is in doubt. But incompetence is not limited to a special category of weak and uncertainly viable states. The ?lite of the system?the established, developed and advanced states?have their own versions of the problem of capability. The United States, superpower that it is, has no sure touch in such matters as controlling the importation of illegal drugs and people, safe guarding its citizens against violent crime, or enforcing respect for American diplomatic premises and personnel. We are not alone in our incompetence. Can one be sure that Poland, alone or with Soviet assistance, is able to avoid or contain an explosion of popular discontent? Has the United Kingdom subdued the IRA? What state has proved itself master of the problem of international terrorism? Confronted with crises, leaders of the most powerful states in the world are at least as likely to respond with the plaintive cry, 'What can we do?', as with confident schemes for doing what needs to be done; handwringing is no less typical of statesmen than swashbuckling. The vision of the state as a well-oiled mechanism, richly endowed with capability to do whatever its leaders wish to have done, does not survive a careful examination of the workings of real states in the real world. There is comfort in this, for the less than almighty state is less dangerous. But it spells trouble, too, for the limitation of the competence of the state extends to its capacity to serve as well as to oppress, to protect as well as to attack, and to uphold world order as well as to disrupt world order. Not all of the problems of international relations stem from the power of states; the weakness of states produces its own batch of difficulties. 
A-to State K’s
(  ) Turning away from the state prevents mobilization for good causes.

Goble 98 

(Paul, Publisher of RFE/RL, “THE CONSEQUENCES OF DEPOLITICIZATION,” Radio Free Europe, October 12, 1998, http://www.friends-partners.org/friends/news/omri/1998/10/981012I.html(opt,mozilla,unix,english,,new), accessed July 07)

First, as people turn away from the state as the source of support, they inevitably care less about what the state does and are less willing to take action to assert their views. That means that neither the state nor the opposition can mobilize them to take action for or against anything. As a result, the opposition cannot easily get large numbers of people to demonstrate even if the opposition is taking positions that polls suggest most people agree with. And the government cannot draw on popular support even when it may be doing things that the people have said they want. That means that the size of demonstrations for or against anything or anyone are an increasingly poor indicator of what the people want or do not want the state to do. Second, precisely because people are focusing on their private lives and taking responsibility for them, they are likely to become increasingly upset when the state attempts to intervene in their lives even for the most benign purposes, particularly if it does so in an ineffective manner. Such attitudes, widespread in many countries and important in limiting the power of state institutions, nonetheless pose a particular danger to countries making the transition from communism to democracy. While those views help promote the dismantling of the old state, they also virtually preclude the emergence of a new and efficient one. As a result, these countries are often likely to find themselves without the effective state institutions that modern societies and economies require if they are to be well regulated. And third, countries with depoliticized populations are especially at risk when they face a crisis. The governments cannot count on support because people no longer expect the governments to be able to deliver.  
A-to Threat Construction
(  ) Debates about threats in the academic world result in better policy-making—real threats can be confronted and risks can be weighed. 

Walt 91 – Professor of Political Science, University of Chicago – 1991 (Stephen, INTERNATIONAL STUDIES QUARTERLY, p.  229-30)

A recurring theme of this essay has been the twin dangers of separating the study of security affairs from the academic world or of shifting the focus of academic scholarship too far from real-world issues. The danger of war will be with us for some time to come, and states will continue to acquire military forces for a variety of purposes. Unless one believes that ignorance is preferable to expertise, the value of independent national security scholars should be apparent. Indeed, history suggests that countries that suppress debate on national security matters are more likely to blunder into disaster, because misguided policies cannot be evaluated and stopped in time. As in other areas of public policy, academic experts in security studies can help in several ways. In the short term, academics are well placed to evaluate current programs, because they face less pressure to support official policy. The long-term effects of academic involvement may be even more significant: academic research can help states learn from past mistakes and can provide the theoretical innovations the produce better policy choices in the future. Furthermore, their role in training the new generation of experts gives academics an additional avenue of influence.  
(  ) Risk in the international system is inevitable—the goal should be to weigh the impacts of action vs inaction in the face of a particular threat.  

Harvard Nuclear Study Group 83 (Living with Nuclear Weapons, p.16-7)

When President John F. Kennedy was shown irrefutable evidence of the Soviet missile emplacement – U-2 photographs of the missile bases in Cube – he and his advisors discussed the matter for six days before deciding on an American response to the challenge.  The decision, to place a naval blockade around the island, was not a risk-free response. This, Kennedy honestly admitted to the nation the night of October 22, 1962: My fellow citizens, let no one doubt this is a difficult and dangerous effort on which we have set out. No one can foresee precisely what course it will take… But the great danger of all would be to do nothing. Why did the president believe that “to do nothing” about the missiles in Cuba would be an even greater danger than accepting the “difficult and dangerous” course of the blockade? He accepted some risk of war in the long run, by discouraging future Soviet aggressive behavior. Inaction might have led to an even more dangerous future. This the president also explained that night in his address to the nation: [This] sudden, clandestine decision to station weapons for the first time outside Soviet soil – is a deliberate provocative and unjustified change in the status quo which cannot be accepted by this country if our courage and our commitments are ever to be trusted by either friend or foe. The 1930’s taught us a clear lesson: Aggressive conduct, if allowed to grow unchecked and unchallenged, ultimately leads to war. The American government managed the 1962 crisis with skill and restraint – offering a compromise to the Soviets and giving them sufficient time to call back their missile-laden ships, for example – and the missiles were withdrawn from Cuba. The president carefully supervised American military actions to ensure that his orders were not misunderstood. He did not push his success too far or ignore the real risks of war. The point here is not, to make the blockade a model for American action in the future: different circumstances may call for different policies. Rather the point is to underline the persistence of risk in international affairs. Every proposed response to the Soviet action – doing nothing, enforcing the blockade, or invading Cuba – entailed some risk of nuclear war. Kennedy’s task – and we think his success – was to weigh accurately the risks entailed in each course and decide on policy accordingly.   
A-to Threat Construction 

(  ) Confronting threats early prevents escalation—WWII proves.   

Yoon ‘3 – Professor of International Relations at Seoul National University; former Foreign Minister of South Korea – 2003(Young-Kwan, “Introduction: Power Cycle Theory and the Practice of International Relations”, International Political Science Review 2003; vol. 24; p. 7-8)
In history, the effort to balance power quite often tended to start too late to protect the security of some of the individual states. If the balancing process begins too late, the resulting amount of force necessary to stop an aggressor is often much larger than if the process had been started much earlier. For example, the fate of Czechoslovakia and Poland showed how non-intervention or waiting for the “automatic” working through of the process turned out to be problematic. Power cycle theory could also supplement the structure-oriented nature of the traditional balance of power theory by incorporating an agent-oriented explanation. This was possible through its focus on the relationship between power and the role of a state in the international system. It especially highlighted the fact that a discrepancy between the relative power of a state and its role in the system would result in a greater possibility for systemic instability. In order to prevent this instability from developing into a war, practitioners of international relations were to become aware of the dynamics of changing power and role, adjusting role to power. A statesperson here was not simply regarded as a prisoner of structure and therefore as an outsider to the process but as an agent capable of influencing the operation of equilibrium. Thus power cycle theory could overcome the weakness of theoretical determinism associated with the traditional balance of power. The question is often raised whether government decision-makers could possibly know or respond to such relative power shifts in the real world. According to Doran, when the “tides of history” shift against the state, the push and shove of world politics reveals these matters to the policy-maker, in that state and among its competitors, with abundant urgency. (2) The Issue of Systemic Stability Power cycle theory is built on the conception of changing relative capabilities of a state, and as such it shares the realist assumption emphasizing the importance of power in explaining international relations. But its main focus is on the longitudinal dimension of power relations, the rise and decline of relative state power and role, and not on the static power distribution at a particular time. As a result, power cycle theory provides a significantly different explanation for stability and order within the international system. First of all, power cycle theory argues that what matters most in explaining the stability of the international system or war and peace is not the type of particular international system (Rosecrance, 1963) but the transformation from one system to another. For example, in the 1960s there was a debate on the stability of the international system between the defenders of bipolarity such as Waltz (1964) and the defenders of multi-polarity such as Rosecrance (1966), and Deutsch and Singer (1964). After analyzing five historical occasions since the origin of the modern state system, Doran concluded that what has been responsible for major war was not whether one type of system is more or less conducive to war but that instead systems transformation itself led to war (Doran, 1971). A non-linear type of structural change that is massive, unpredicted, devastating to foreign policy expectation, and destructive of security is the trigger for major war, not the nature of a particular type of international system.  
A-to Threat Construction 
(  ) Some states are genuine threats. 

Kydd 97 – Professor of Political Science of California, Riverside, SECURITY STUDIES, Autumn 1997 p. 154

As for the Second World War, few structural realists will make a sustained case the Hitler was genuinely motivated by a rational pursuit of security for Germany and the other German statesmen would have responded in the same way to Germany’s international situation. Even Germen generals opposed Hitler’s military adventurism until 1939; it is difficult to imagine a less forceful civilian leader overruling them and leading Germany in an oath of conquest. In the case of the cold war, it is again difficult to escape the conclusion that the Soviet Union was indeed expansionist before Gorbachev and not solely motivated by security concerns. The increased emphasis within international relations scholarship on explaining the nature and origins of aggressive expansionists states reflects a growing consensus that aggressive states are at the root of conflict, not security concerns.  
A-to Threat Construction

(  ) Representations of state action cannot change realism, and even if they could, we have no way of knowing if they new system would be any better.  

Mearsheimer, 95 – Professor of Political Science, University of Chicago – 1995 (John, INTERNATIONAL SECURITY, p. 91-2)

The most revealing aspect of Wendt’s discussion is that he did not respond to the two main charge leveled against critical theory in “False Promise.” The first problem with critical theory is that although the theory is deeply concerned with radically changing state behavior, it says little about how change comes about. The theory does not tell us why particular discourses become dominant and other fall by the wayside. Specifically, Wendt does not explain why realism has been the dominant discourse in world politics for well over a thousand years, although I explicitly raised the question in “False Promise” (p. 42). Moreover, he shed no light on why the time is ripe for unseating  realism, nor on why realism is likely to be replaced by a more peaceful, communitarian discourse, although I explicitly raised both questions. Wendt’s failure to answer these questions has important ramifications for his own arguments. For example, he maintains that if it is possible to change international political discourse and alter state behavior, “then it is irresponsible to pursue policies that perpetuate destructive old orders [i.e., realism], especially if we care about the well-being of future generation.” The clear implication here is that realists like me are irresponsible and do not care much about the welfare of future generations. However, even if we change discourses and move beyond realism, a fundamental problem with Wendt’s argument remains: because his theory cannot predict the future, he cannot know whether the discourse that ultimately replaces realism will be more benign than realism. He has no way of knowing whether a fascistic discourse more violent than realism will emerge as the hegemonic discourse. For example, he obviously would like another Gorbachev to come to power in Russia, but a critical theory perspective, defending realism might very well be the more responsible policy choice.    

A-to Universality K
They say our argument acts as a universal, but


First – they put words in our mouth

We defended a narrow context and they made it an imposing universal so their links made sense.


Second – the perm obviously solves

A-to Universality K cont’
And: Their K of the universal allows tyranny, and defaults to extreme relativism

Tony Tinker is a professor of accounting at Baruch College at the City University of New York and editor of the journal, Critical Perspectives on Accounting – Joumal of Management Studies 23:4 July 1986 – obtained via EBSCO host/Business Source Complete database

The critique developed here is composed of two strands: first, Morgan treats the processes by which metaphors are generated as though they were socially unstructured; thereby underrating the ideological roots of metaphor. These asocial proclivities in his anedysis render his pleas for diversity in metaphorical usage as little more than political voluntarism. Second, and relatedly, Morgan's advocacy of metaphoricsd diversity at the scientific (organizational theory) level, is supported by, what Edgely describes as, 'the unshaken conviction of liberal dogmatism' at the epistemological level (Edgely, 1984). In opposing tyrjinnical forms of positivism, Morgan paints himself into a philosophical corner (of Relativism): he finds himself in the epistemological quandary of opposing rationalistic science (which he equates with positivism), yet having to prosecute his case without appearing to impose his own rationale on another subjective viewpoint (the very 'crime' of which positivism stands accused). Morgan's policy proposals are seriously weakened because of the shortcomings in his analysis, referred to above. He deplores authoritarian interference in scientific processes, and proposes that we institutionalize a kind of supportive, tolerant, uncritical, scientific free-for-all. Unfortunately, the suggestion that we are 'free to institutionalize' in any manner we choose, treats scientific processes as though they were independent of any social and historical background. The above criticisms of Morgan's position are developed more fully in the third section of the paper. First, however, we need to examine, in greater detail, his rationale for proposing a more diverse metaphorical usage, and how he supports these proposals with his antifundamentalist (antipositivistic) epistemology (Morgan, 1983c, pp. 392-404). Morgan questions whether a 'synthesis of perspectives' about management is either possible or desirable, and he doubts the value of constructing an integrated theory of management science (Morgan, 1983a, p. 6). He notes that 'Coherence in discipline is only really a problem if one believes that coherence is possible. I do not since coherence involves the selection of a fixed and unnecessarily narrow point of view... I favor an approach to management science that encourages diversity and seeks to cope with this diversity in an active and constructive way' (ibid., p. 8).  Morgzin underscores his argument by pointing to a variety of views that exist about mcinagement (e.g., those of the manager, and those of the managed) and argues that the scientific choice of a viewpoint is all too often a choice by default - an inherited perspective - that has not benefited from the plurzJity of views of the subject. Morgan claims he is not seeking a synthesis of this plurality, or any one global perspective to subsume all others; rather he wants to '. .. enhance the capacity for intelligent understanding and choice on the part of the management scientist' {ibid., p. 9). His aversion to 'a global perspective', or single set of scientific standards, is best understood in terms of his opposition to the tyranny of positivistic epistemology in organizational studies (Morgan, 1983c, pp. 393-5). For Morgan, positivism is distinguished by: its emphasis on empiricism; its 'rigour'; its quest for generalizability; its implicit acceptance of the subject-object split; and, most importeint, its appeal to a fundamentalist epistemological position.'^' For Morgan, Fundamentalism (more usually termed RationjJism) consists of, 'those epistemological stances that are ultimately trying to fmd the best way to do research' (Morgan, 1983c, p. 381). All rationalistic or fundamentalist epistemologies - not just those which authenticate positivism - pursue an 'unattainable ideal' in Morgan's view, because 'no single set of scientific standards can claim a monopoly over decisions as to what counts as valid knowledge' {ibid., pp. 381, 393). Morgan's motivation for opposing the universalistic pretensions of an imperialistic positivist epistemology are both clear and laudable. He is trying to create 'houseroom' for hermeneutic, humanistic, interpretative, and other nonpositivistic approaches to organizational research (Morgan, 1983c, p. 403, passim). What is less clear is why - in opposing positivism - he chooses to oppose all forms of rationalism and, at times, adopt an extreme relativist position {ibid.). As we will see, relativism undercuts Morgan's own arguments for the constructive use of metaphors, and weakens his challenge to positivism in management studies. I do not mean to imply that all metaphors are flawed as theoretical tools; what this paper contends is that certain metaphors transport especizJly powerful biases, because of the way they camouflage the socisd underpinnings of the rezJity to which they refer.   It would be inaccurate to suggest that Morgan is unaware of the ambiguities in his epistemological position. In Beyond Method, he acknowledges the difficulties inherent in adopting a relativistic stance. Even dialectical, synthetic, and other nonpositivistic approaches, are 'ultimately trying to find the one best way to do research'; and that with relativism, we give up hope of finding, 'an independent point of evaluation for judging the merits of different research approaches' {ibid., p. 380). But having offered a spirited case 'Against Relativism', Morgcin recoils from embracing rationalism: 'there are no grounds for saying a research perspective.. .is not worthwhile' {ibid., p. 381). In the end, Morgan rejects fundamentalist viewpoints in favour of relativism because, 'A more relativistic view of the research process encourages us to see these different approaches as doing different things. . .' {ibid., p. 397). Ultimately, for Morgan, it is the obligation to each individued researcher, 'to reflect on the nature of his or her activity as a means of choosing an appropriate path of action' (Morgan, 1983c, p. 374). Unfortunately, in opposing RationjJism, Morgan abdicates the epistemological task of trying to help researchers choose the 'appropriate path'. Indeed, the term 'appropriate' is meaningless in Morgan's relativistic perspective because different research paradigms are (to use Kuhn's term) 'incommensurable'.  Morgan explicitly favours the relativism of Kuhn and Feyerabend in his epistemological sympathies, with some minor modifications. He notes that ' . . . we are obliged to recognize that no one research strategy or inquiring system can be authoritive or complete and that there is at least some merit in Feyerabend's claim that "anything goes"' (Morgan, 1983c, p. 381). On examination, Feyerabend's and Kuhn's relativism suffers from some serious drawbacks. It was Feyerabend who mischievously quipped that Kuhn's notion that normeJ science was puzzle solving with paradigms, failed to provide a way of distinguishing research from other activities - including organized crime (Feyerabend, 1970). Kuhn's reply was that he never intended to mark out science from other activities (Kuhn, 1970). In Kuhn's and Feyerabend's view, there is no justification for revering scientific knowledge as though it were a superior and 'objective' form of social knowledge (Feyerabend, 1975). There are many historical instances where the elevation and deification of science has been linked with its misuse by partisan interests; much in the same way as the god-kings of ancient Egypt and chiefs of primitive tribes bolstered their power using religion and claims of supernatural affiliation (Hoogvelt, 1975).I®' Ironically, it is precisely because of such abuses that Kuhn's and Feyerabend's relativism is potentially so dangerous. They mistakenly equate all rationalism with oppression, and fail to acknowledge the possibility of a radical rationalism that could oppose repression and contribute to human emancipation. Radical rationalism opposes the misuse of science by developing criteria for distinguishing 'good' science from 'bad', and thereby seeking to prevent science from being reduced to the status of 'organized crime', or, more relevantly, to the activities of the 'thought police' (Edgely, 1984).  
A-to Universality K cont’

(  ) This relativism accidently re-creates the very kinds of universality it opposes and paves the way for group-think atrocity

Tony Tinker is a professor of accounting at Baruch College at the City University of New York and editor of the journal, Critical Perspectives on Accounting – Joumal of Management Studies 23:4 July 1986 – obtained via EBSCO host/Business Source Complete database

The philosophical relativism of Kuhn and Feyerabend only exacerbates the above difficulties. As Ravetz notes, they compound the problem by proposing a seemingly 'behaviouristic criterion for the genuineness of a scientific field: one where debate on fundamentals is irrelevant, and all work proceeds as puzzlesolving within a dogmatic framework. For insecure scientists in fields of human behaviour, this offered a justification of arbitrarily imposed conformity (Ravetz, 1984, p. 8). Ravetz notes that in recent epistemological debates, Feyerabend sometimes plays the court jester, sometimes the Zen master, and at other times, the Fascist (ibid., p. 9). What Feyerabend offers, to replace the old ideal of the philosophy of science, is confused and unconstructive. Feyerabend's relativism entails that ultimately, 'anything goes' (Morgan, 1983c, p. 381), or 'do your own thing' (Ravetz, 1984) without any obligation to convention, social mores, or 'higher' values. For Ravetz, Feyerabend's thesis is fascist in effect (although not in intent) because, 'in the short run, it may very well mean destroying the intellectual barriers to the victory of arbitrary will and brute force in intellectual, and hence social matters' (ibid.). In this regard, Ravetz recalls the connections of Nazi German folk ideology and religion with earlier currents of romantic and antimechanical philosophies.. .and other counter-culture prophets (ibid., p. 9). 
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