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*** 1NC

Positive Peace 1NC

The affirmative represents “war” as a singular, bounded event.  This ontological distinction between “war” and “peace” ensures the continuation of everyday militarism and violence, turning the case.

Chris J. Cuomo, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, 1996 (“War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, Volume 11, Number 4, Fall, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via JSTOR, p. 30-31) 

Philosophical attention to war has typically appeared in the form of justifications for entering into war, and over appropriate activities within war. The spatial metaphors used to refer to war as a separate, bounded sphere indicate assumptions that war is a realm of human activity vastly removed from normal life, or a sort of happening that is appropriately conceived apart from everyday events in peaceful times. Not surprisingly, most discussions of the political and ethical dimensions of war discuss war solely as an event—an occurrence, or collection of occurrences, having clear beginnings and endings that are typically marked by formal, institutional declarations. As happenings, wars and military activities can be seen as motivated by identifiable, if complex, intentions, and directly enacted by individual and collective decision-makers and agents of states. But many of the questions about war that are of interest to feminists---including how large-scale, state-sponsored violence affects women and members of other oppressed groups; how military violence shapes gendered, raced, and nationalistic political realities and moral imaginations; what such violence consists of and why it persists; how it is related to other oppressive and violent institutions and hegemonies—cannot be adequately pursued by focusing on events. These issues are not merely a matter of good or bad intentions and identifiable decisions.   In "Gender and 'Postmodern' War," Robin Schott introduces some of the ways in which war is currently best seen not as an event but as a presence (Schott 1995). Schott argues that postmodern understandings of persons, states, and politics, as well as the high-tech nature of much contemporary warfare and the preponderance of civil and nationalist wars, render an event-based conception of war inadequate, especially insofar as gender is taken into account. In this essay, I will expand upon her argument by showing that accounts of war that only focus on events are impoverished in a number of ways, and therefore feminist consideration of the political, ethical, and ontological dimensions of war and the possibilities for resistance demand a much more complicated approach. I take Schott's characterization of war as presence as a point of departure, though I am not committed to the idea that the constancy of militarism, the fact of its omnipresence in human experience, and the paucity of an event-based account of war are exclusive to contemporary postmodern or postcolonial circumstances.1   Theory that does not investigate or even notice the omnipresence of militarism cannot represent or address the depth and specificity of the everyday effects of militarism on women, on people living in occupied territories, on members of military institutions, and on the environment. These effects are relevant to feminists in a number of ways because military practices and institutions help construct gendered and national identity, and because they justify the destruction of natural nonhuman entities and communities during peacetime. Lack of attention to these aspects of the business of making or preventing military violence in an extremely technologized world results in theory that cannot accommodate the connections among the constant presence of militarism, declared wars, and other closely related social phenomena, such as nationalistic glorifications of motherhood, media violence, and current ideological gravitations to military solutions for social problems. 

Positive Peace 1NC

This representation of “war” as an isolated event leads to politics of crisis-control that can never hope to address the underlying structures of violence.  Every singular “war” the affirmative hopes to prevent will just reappear over and over again—every time we do crisis-control, it trades off with deeper structural changes that can create a positive peace. 

Chris J. Cuomo, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, 1996 (“War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, Volume 11, Number 4, Fall, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via JSTOR, p. 31-32) 

Ethical approaches that do not attend to the ways in which warfare and military practices are woven into the very fabric of life in twenty-first century technological states lead to crisis-based politics and analyses. For any feminism that aims to resist oppression and create alternative social and political options, crisis-based ethics and politics are problematic because they distract attention from the need for sustained resistance to the enmeshed, omnipresent systems of domination and oppression that so often function as givens in most people's lives. Neglecting the omnipresence of militarism allows the false belief that the absence of declared armed conflicts is peace, the polar opposite of war. It is particularly easy for those whose lives are shaped by the safety of privilege, and who do not regularly encounter the realities of militarism, to maintain this false belief. The belief that militarism is an ethical, political concern only regarding armed conflict, creates forms of resistance to militarism that are merely exercises in crisis control. Antiwar resistance is then mobilized when the "real" violence finally occurs, or when the stability of privilege is directly threatened, and at that point it is difficult not to respond in ways that make resisters drop all other political priorities. Crisis-driven attention to declarations of war might actually keep resisters complacent about and complicitous in the general presence of global militarism. Seeing war as necessarily embedded in constant military presence draws attention to the fact that horrific, state-sponsored violence is happening nearly all over, all of the time, and that it is perpetrated by military institutions and other militaristic agents of the state.   Moving away from crisis-driven politics and ontologies concerning war and military violence also enables consideration of relationships among seemingly disparate phenomena, and therefore can shape more nuanced theoretical and practical forms of resistance. For example, investigating the ways in which war is part of a presence allows consideration of the relationships among the events of war and the following: how militarism is a foundational trope in the social and political imagination; how the pervasive presence and symbolism of soldiers/warriors/patriots shape meanings of gender; the ways in which threats of state-sponsored violence are a sometimes invisible/sometimes bold agent of racism, nationalism, and corporate interests; the fact that vast numbers of communities, cities, and nations are currently in the midst of excruciatingly violent circumstances. It also provides a lens for considering the relationships among the various kinds of violence that get labeled "war." Given current American obsessions with nationalism, guns, and militias, and growing hunger for the death penalty, prisons, and a more powerful police state, one cannot underestimate the need for philosophical and political attention to connections among phenomena like the "war on drugs," the "war on crime," and other state-funded militaristic campaigns. 

Positive Peace 1NC
The alternative is to reject the affirmative’s problem-solving approach in favor of a critical interrogation of peace. The ontological stability that the affirmative takes for granted results in widespread violence—critical intervention is needed.

Oliver P. Richmond, Professor of International Relations at the University of St. Andrews, 2007 (“Critical Research Agendas for Peace: The Missing Link in the Study of International Relations,” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 32, Issue 2, April-June, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Political Science Complete, p. 250-251)
Though there are many different terms for war in the English language, peace remains a sole denominator.17 Though it may be subject to multiple interpretations, these are rarely made explicit even beyond orthodox approaches to IR. Though critical versions of peace research, conflict studies, development studies, cultural studies, other related areas, and IR are now implicitly converging on a disparate notion of emancipation as a prerequisite for peace, only peace research really entails an explicit conception of peace as being either negative or positive in character as a focus for its research and normative agendas. One of the problems that soon becomes apparent in any discussion of peace is the concept’s tendency to slip into either a universal and/or idealistic form, or to collapse under the weight of its own ontological subjectivity. For this reason, a historical narrative of peace is fraught with difficulty and orthodox approaches to IR are forced to retreat behind rational problem-solving approaches to order, albeit self-interested and unashamedly rooted in a specific context, which are then projected globally on the basis of a claimed universalism. As a consequence what has emerged has been an orthodox assumption that first the management of war must be achieved before the institutions of peace can operate, at a global, regional, state, and local level. Peace has, in Western political thought in particular, been enshrined first in the belief that only a limited peace is possible, even despite more utopian leanings, and recently that peace can now be built according to a certain epistemology. Militarization, force, or coercion have normally been the key mechanisms for its attainment, and it has been imbued with a hegemonic understanding of universal norms, now increasingly instilled through institutions of governance. It is generally assumed by most theorists, most policymakers, and practitioners, that peace has an ontological stability enabling it to be understood, defined, and thus created. Indeed, the implication of the void of debate about peace indicates that it is generally thought that peace as a concept is so ontologically solid that no debate is required. There is clearly a resistance to examining the [end page 250] concept of peace as a subjective ontology, as well as a subjective political and ideological framework. Indeed, this might be said to be indicative of “orientalism,” in impeding a discussion of a positive peace or of alternative concepts and contexts of peace.18 Indeed, Said’s humanism indicates the dangers of assuming that peace is universal, a Platonic ideal form, or extremely limited. An emerging critical conceptualization of peace rests upon a genealogy that illustrates its contested discourses and multiple concepts. This allows for an understanding of the many actors, contexts, and dynamics of peace, and enables a reprioritization of what, for whom, and why, peace is valued. Peace from this perspective is a rich, varied, and fluid tapestry, which can be contextualized, rather than a sterile, extremely limited, and probably unobtainable product of a secular or nonsecular imagination. It represents a discursive framework in which the many problems that are replicated by the linear and rational project of a universal peace (effectively camouflaged by a lack of attention within IR) can be properly interrogated in order to prevent the discursive replication of violence.19 This allows for an understanding of how the multiple and competing versions of peace may even give rise to conflict, and also how this might be overcome. One area of consensus from within this more radical literature appears to be that peace is discussed, interpreted, and referred to in a way that nearly always disguises the fact that it is essentially contested. This is often an act of hegemony thinly disguised as benevolence, assertiveness, or wisdom. Indeed, many assertions about peace depend upon actors who know peace then creating it for those that do not, either through their acts or through the implicit peace discourses that are employed to describe conflict and war in opposition to peace. Where there should be research agendas there are often silences. Even contemporary approaches in conflict analysis and peace studies rarely stop to imagine the kind of peace they may actually create. IR has reproduced a science of peace based upon political, social, economic, cultural, and legal governance frameworks, by which conflict in the world is judged. This has led to the liberal peace framework, which masks a hegemonic collusion over the discourses of, and creation of, peace.20 A critical interrogation of peace indicates it should be qualified as a specific type among many. 
*** 2NC/1NR

2NC/1NR—Link—“War”

Understandings of war as an event are practically and theoretically flawed—they rely on antiquated notions of “human nature” and deflect criticism away from everyday violence.

Chris J. Cuomo, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, 1996 (“War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, Volume 11, Number 4, Fall, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via JSTOR, p. 34-35) 

1) Peach finds just-war theory's reliance on realism, the notion that human nature makes war inevitable and unavoidable, to be problematic. She believes just-war theory should not be premised on realist assumptions, and that it should also avoid "unduly unrealistic appraisals" of human and female nature, as found in Ruddick's work.   Peach rightly identifies the pessimism, sexism, essentialism, and universalism at work in just-war theorists' conceptions of human nature. Nonetheless, she fails to see that just-war theorists employ ossified concepts of both "human nature" and "war." Any interrogation of the relationships between war and "human nature," or more benignly, understandings and enactments of what it means to be diverse human agents in various contexts, will be terribly limited insofar as they consider wars to be isolated events. Questions concerning the relationships between war and "human nature" become far more complex if we reject a conception of war that focuses only on events, and abandon any pretense of arriving at universalist conceptions of human or female "nature."   Feminist ethical questions about war are not reducible to wondering how to avoid large-scale military conflict despite human tendencies toward violence. Instead, the central questions concern the omnipresence of militarism, the possibilities of making its presence visible, and the potential for resistance to its physical and hegemonic force. Like "solutions" to the preponderance of violence perpetrated by men against women that fail to analyze and articulate relationships between everyday violence and institutionalized or invisible systems of patriarchal, racist, and economic oppression, analyses that characterize eruptions of military violence as isolated, persistent events, are practically and theoretically insufficient. 
2NC/1NR—Link—Just War Theory

Just War Theory entrenches a conception of “peace” as the absence of declared war. This justifies peacetime violence and props up the power of the military establishment.   

Chris J. Cuomo, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, 1996 (“War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, Volume 11, Number 4, Fall, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via JSTOR, p. 33) 

Just-war theory is a prominent example of a philosophical approach that rests on the assumption that wars are isolated from everyday life and ethics. Such theory, as developed by St. Augustine, Thomas Aquinas, and Hugo Grotius, and as articulated in contemporary dialogues by many philosophers, including Michael Walzer (1977), Thomas Nagel (1974), and Sheldon Cohen (1989), take the primary question concerning the ethics of warfare to be about when to enter into military conflicts against other states. They therefore take as a given the notion that war is an isolated, definable event with clear boundaries. These boundaries are significant because they distinguish the circumstances in which standard moral rules and constraints, such as rules against murder and unprovoked violence, no longer apply. Just-war theory assumes that war is a separate sphere of human activity having its own ethical constraints and criteria and in doing so it begs the question of whether or not war is a special kind of event, or part of a pervasive presence in nearly all contemporary life.   Because the application of just-war principles is a matter of proper decisionmaking on the part of agents of the state, before wars occur, and before military strikes are made, they assume that military initiatives are distinct events. In fact, declarations of war are generally overdetermined escalations of preexisting conditions. Just-war criteria cannot help evaluate military and related institutions, including their peacetime practices and how these relate to wartime activities, so they cannot address the ways in which armed conflicts between and among states emerge from omnipresent, often violent, state militarism. The remarkable resemblances in some sectors between states of peace and states of war remain completely untouched by theories that are only able to discuss the ethics of starting and ending direct military conflicts between and among states.   Applications of just-war criteria actually help create the illusion that the "problem of war" is being addressed when the only considerations are the ethics of declaring wars and of military violence within the boundaries of declarations of war and peace. Though just-war considerations might theoretically help decision-makers avoid specific gross eruptions of military violence, the aspects of war which require the underlying presence of militarism and the direct effects of the omnipresence of militarism remain untouched. There may be important decisions to be made about when and how to fight war, but these must be considered in terms of the many other aspects of contemporary war and militarism that are significant to nonmilitary personnel, including women and nonhumans. 
2NC/1NR—Impact—Outweighs The Case

Their focus on “negative peace” ignores structural violence—this outweighs the case.

Michael E. Nielsen, Associate Professor of Psychology at Georgia Southern University, 2004 (“Mormonism and Psychology: A Broader Vision for Peace,” Dialogue: A Journal of Mormon Thought, Volume 37, Issue 1, Spring, Available Online at http://www.psychwww.com/psyrelig/peace.htm, Accessed 08-02-2010)

Structural violence refers to aspects of society that limit people’s ability to reach their potential. Economic stratification, which occurs when one segment of society has difficulty finding adequate shelter or food while other segments of society do not, is an important factor in structural violence. When there are great differences in the educational facilities available to students in different locales, based on funding formulas and other socio-economic structures, structural violence has been committed. Because it is interwoven with the society’s economic system, structural violence is seen as a normal part of living in society, an inadvertent consequence of “the way things are.” Thus, features of an economic or political system that limit human potential for some while enhancing life for others are considered structural violence.[30] In contrast to direct violence, structural violence kills slowly, unintentionally, and indirectly.[31] It shortens people’s lives by chronic exposure to difficult living conditions, rather than by a specific, direct act. Globalization adds to structural violence because it fuels tremendous differences between people in terms of their wealth and resources, making some suffer at the expense of others. For example, when economic sanctions are placed on a country, the effect on the leadership of that country is slight relative to that experienced by the general populace.  If we define peace in terms of what it is—“the presence of qualities, values and approaches in human relationships that build greater harmony”[32]—rather than what it is not—the lack of war or conflict—then the scope of peace broadens substantially. At least two things are gained by doing this. First, if we are truly concerned about peace and the prevention of violence, we must address its root causes. Some causes, such as anti-social personality disorder, greed, and lust for power, are classically “psychological” and reside within the individual. Others are broader, systemic conditions that lie outside the scope of the individual but nevertheless affect his or her actions.[33] In order to lessen war, violence, and conflict effectively, we must recognize and utilize multiple levels of analysis, and not limit our efforts simply to individuals, groups, or societies. By improving oppressive living conditions, we may reduce the likelihood of direct violence and improve people’s quality of life.[34]  A second benefit from using a broader, more positive definition of peace is moral consistency. It seems inconsistent to claim to seek peace, while at the same time endorsing practices that harm children and others particularly affected by structural violence.[35] A morality that opposes direct violence while supporting structural violence would be inhumane at best. From an LDS perspective, charitable concern and action on behalf of others is inextricably linked to peace.[36] From the perspective of psychology, an interesting question regarding structural violence is how people who aspire to live good, moral lives, can do so while ignoring social ills and the problems of structural violence.[37] They appear to do this by limiting their scope of justice so that it applies only to certain people, drawing some people within and leaving others outside their circle of justice.[38] We care for members of our own groups, disregarding the welfare of others. Although societies often have laws and religious prohibitions against direct violence, structural violence is less likely to result in punishment. Indeed, even “Good Samaritan” laws designed to encourage citizens to intervene in emergencies remain a controversial form of legislation. Because the targets of structural violence are those people with less power in society, children, women, and minority group members are disproportionately represented. Structural violence toward children manifests itself in many ways. Social policies punish children for their parents’ actions; more subtly, children being raised under conditions of economic distress have lower levels of cognitive development due to their parents’ limited time and resources to provide cognitive and linguistic stimulation to their children.[39] Structural violence also disproportionately affects mothers worldwide through a systematic denial of access to health care and other resources, and even by denying women legal status and rights of citizenship.[40] Similar problems affect minority groups throughout the world. 
2NC/1NR—They Say: Permutations

It’s non-sensical—

You can’t do the opposite of what you do.  They engage in a politics of crisis-control that relies on a flawed ontology of “war” and “peace.”  Severance is a reason to reject the permutation—it moots our pre-round prep time and 1NC strategy, makes them a moving target, nullifies the negative’s only structural advantage (the block), and decimates neg ground.  

There’s a tradeoff—

Every time we engage in crisis-control, it trades off with structural changes capable of producing positive peace.  Their representations also prevent effective peace movements because they force us to accept the rules of the establishment’s game – when peace is defined as the absence of war, everyday violence continues unseen and uncontested.  This produces complicity with violence – voting negative is the only way to escape the vicious cycle.  

Criticism must precede problem-solving—the alternative is a prerequisite to the plan.

Oliver P. Richmond, Professor of International Relations at the University of St. Andrews, 2001 (“A Genealogy of Peacemaking: The Creation and Re-Creation of Order,” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 26, Issue 3, July-September, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Political Science Complete)
Approaches to peacemaking and peacekeeping that are derived from traditional statecentric management diplomacy and conflict-resolution approaches provide narrow frameworks capable only of addressing a single dimension of conflicts that in their very nature are multidimensional. While peacemaking and peacekeeping are restrictive approaches to ending conflict, however, conflict-resolution approaches, while essentially being monodimensional, have recognized and provided impetus for a broadening of approaches in the context of the human-needs and human-security debates. Both approaches, to varying degrees, rationalize conflict via "manageable," acultural frameworks so that conflicts can be reduced to their dominant dynamics, according to each approach. First-generation approaches are guilty of reductionism and consequently undervalue significant aspects of conflict, and while second-generation approaches allow for a consideration of subjective issues, their frameworks again tend to restrict this. First- and second-generation approaches operate by prioritizing the issues that need to be addressed; first-generation approaches did this within the Westphalian context, whereas second-generation approaches expanded this within a human-needs context, which underlined the inconsistency of the international system's attempts to reconcile state security with human security. Both approaches have been subject to hybridization in order to produce a more multidimensional approach to ending conflict--yet this has meant that two approaches with contradictory epistemologies, ontologies, and methodologies have been brought together. This has seen an uncomfortable merger between state- and human-security-oriented approaches. The problem with both generations is that as approaches to ending conflict serve "the task of historical and cultural reproduction in times of crisis"[29] in favor of dominant actors and their discourses, this means that they reproduce the frameworks that underpin the sociopolitical and international systems that its proponents are constituting and are constituted by. This implies that before any intervention to make peace or settle a conflict takes place, there needs to be a critical understanding of what is being reproduced, why, and whether it is normatively desirable to do so.

There’s no net-benefit—

Our criticism is a representational issue that indicts the way they justify the plan’s adoption—they have to win offensive reasons why those representations are necessary/good in order to win.  Otherwise, they can’t leverage their case against the criticism.

The criticism turns the case—

Failing to confront the systematic violence of everyday life ensures that the preconditions for declared wars are inevitable.  Only adopting an ontological framework of positive peace can overcome militarism and violence.

2NC/1NR—They Say: Permutations

The permutation relies on a flawed regime of truth to justify action—only the alternative alone can spur emancipation.
Oliver P. Richmond, Professor of International Relations at the University of St. Andrews, 2001 (“A Genealogy of Peacemaking: The Creation and Re-Creation of Order,” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 26, Issue 3, July-September, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Political Science Complete)
Making peace in "intractable" conflict is a fundamental challenge in the restructuring of the international system toward a post-Westphalian international society in which diverse political communities coexist while also preserving their distinctiveness.[1] Yet an examination of the development of many approaches to ending conflict indicates that their application may create and recreate a particular international order. Often this is a negative peace that imposes an order based on hegemony, exclusivity, and the erection of political binaries at the local, regional, and global level. In other words, the question of what constitutes peace is never seriously engaged. This article examines how this may occur through existing approaches to ending conflict and what might be done about it. It does so by first reviewing the development of theorizing about approaches to ending conflict through a radical lens in which all approaches to ending conflict might be seen as impositional at various levels, and then reverting to a critical approach in which might be found a universal basis for agreement about how such order-producing activities can achieve sensitive and mutually inclusive outcomes. The mainstream literature on ending conflict has responded to its own identification of forms of intractable conflict in a number of ways. First, the strand derived from the realist tradition has seen intractable conflicts over identity and representation as somewhat beyond the Westphalian system's scope, maintaining that solutions should be found in the reconstitution of existing states through consent-based or coercive diplomatic or military methods leading to a negotiation of territory and constitutional arrangements--sometimes by creating new states. The liberal, neoliberal, and functionalist school has indicated that the roles of intergovernmental organizations may facilitate this process within an implicitly universal normative system. This process would be usefully aided by conditions of a hurting stalemate--which could even be externally induced. The pluralist world-society/human-needs school argued that such statecentric approaches only replicated the very issues at the roots of the conflict and pointed to the need to include citizens in bottom-up peace processes. Structuralists and peace researchers concentrated on the violence produced by economic systems, on cultural and political structures, and on issues of justice derived therein. The assumptions made by such analyses have created a "regime of truth"—a discourse about making peace—which illustrates how the international system itself may have framed, created, and replicated conflicts. This discourse has presented itself as a single interpretation of what peace is (a status quo in which open violence is absent) and how it can be understood, and therefore how it can be created (through complex constitutional arrangements and regional balance of power mechanisms). Why such approaches might replicate conflict may become clear in the light of Michel Foucault's assertion that genealogical method may uncover a profusion of complex and interrelated events constituting discourses about power and truth[2]—and therefore peace. More critical approaches to ending conflict locate its practice in a language infused by power in the defense of an international order constructed through exclusionary discourses; yet, from a critical perspective, peacekeeping, peacemaking, and peace building should contest such tendencies since resolving conflict requires normative and emancipatory projects to overcome the binaries that power discourses produce in order to create reciprocal and ethical responsibility and recognition. From a postmodern perspective, however, even this may be suspect since all approaches to ending conflict may imply a problematic imposition that may result in the further marginalization of the already marginalized in the utilitarian expectations of "peace" and "order."[3] 
2NC/1NR—They Say: No Link / Link of Omission

Crisis-driven politics—

Their terminal impact claim is that their policy prescription prevents a “war”—this ignores the omnipresence of violence in everyday life and conceals the mechanisms of power that make this violence possible.  Extend the Cuomo evidence—only by discarding these notions of “negative peace” can we hope to escape the inevitability of violence. 

False stability—

Their argument is that voting affirmative provides peace, or the absence of armed conflict.  Unfortunately, the “space between” declared wars is not peace but a world of oppression and violence. Peace is more than the absence of war—only the alternative offers a way out.

This proves our link—the dichotomy between “acts” and “omissions” sanitizes responsibility for violence.

Jon D. Hanson, Alfred Smart Professor of Law at Harvard University, with Kathleen Hanson, 2006 (“The Blame Frame: Justifying (Racial) Injustice in America,” Harvard Civil Rights-Civil Liberties Law Review (41 Harv. C.R.-C.L. L. Rev. 413), Summer, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Lexis-Nexis)
Lerner's experiment indicates just how ready we are to short-circuit potential perceptions of injustice. When behavior that causes harm is perceived as normal—part of the script, the way things are, the plan, nature, or an act of God—that behavior is less likely to be viewed as blameworthy than is abnormal behavior. In a related phenomenon, we often deem "omissions" that produce suffering far less culpable than "acts" that lead to similar suffering. For example, some parents are reluctant to vaccinate their child if the vaccination has some mortality risk, even if the risk of death from foregoing the vaccination is substantially greater. 22 Similarly, some people have argued that hurricanes should not be seeded, even if seeding would likely reduce the storm's expected damage. 23 An unseeded hurricane is perceived as an act of nature or God, to which blame does not generally attach. But a person or institution that actively seeded a hurricane would likely be considered responsible for the actual harm that hurricane caused. Thus risks "caused" by salient individual action (choosing the vaccine or seeding a hurricane) are perceived as worse than the greater risk posed by inaction (the virus or the flooded city). When individual action is salient, we see choice (and sometimes intent 24) and attribute causal responsibility accordingly, but where individuals fail to act, the omissions tend to fade into the surrounding situation. 25 Policy and policy analysis reflect that omission bias. For example, pharmaceutical  [*422]  companies have never been held liable for failing to produce vaccines, but have sometimes been liable for the harm caused even by vaccines whose dangers are unavoidable. 26 Tort law traditionally has been reluctant to impose responsibility for doing nothing 27 and generally imposes no duty to rescue. Thus, the "sunbather who watches a child going under the waves has no duty to dive in the water, throw her a life ring, or even notify a nearby lifeguard." 28 Similar techniques shield the legal regime itself from responsibility. As Philip Bobbitt and Guido Calabresi have argued, lawmakers engage in legitimating subterfuges to avoid explicitly making "tragic choices" that would cause suffering or death. 29 Policies ostensibly pursuing some justified end, but having untoward consequences for some groups, typically are viewed less as actions causing harm than as situationally excused omissions. 30 Of course, a purported goal need not be the actual motivation for an act or a policy in order to have the absolving effect. Often a "cover story" need not be very strong to justify harmful conduct. In the Lerner experiment, the subjects without a salient choice to end the shocking (the second group) could more easily excuse themselves from blame than the subjects who were presented an alternative. The "optionless" subjects took cover behind their assigned roles in an ostensibly valuable, scientific inquiry. Stopping the experiment would have required affirmative, abnormal actions--going against the flow. In part because no one expects such actions to be taken, no blame attaches to not taking them. And in part because such omissions would be blameless, no one acts. 31

Recognizing everyday violence is key—their omission is a link.  

Chris J. Cuomo, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, 1996 (“War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, Volume 11, Number 4, Fall, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via JSTOR, p. 44) 

It is of course crucial that the analysis I recommend here notice similarities, patterns, and connections without collapsing all forms and instances of militarism or of state-sponsored violence into one neat picture. It is also important to emphasize that an expanded conception of war is meant to disrupt crisis-based politics that distract attention from mundane, everyday violence that is rooted in injustice. Seeing the constant presence of militarism does not require that middle-class and other privileged Americans suddenly see themselves as constantly under siege. It does require the development of abilities to notice the extent to which people and ecosystems can be severely under siege by military institutions and values, even when peace seems present.

2NC/1NR—They Say: Case Outweighs

This is a foundational issue—

If we win that the manner in which they justify the case is flawed, we win. Our argument indicts the manner in which they represent peace and war—ontological questions precede questions of policymaking because they define what policies are possible.  

The criticism turns the case—

Focusing on crisis-control trades off with deeper structural changes—their approach replicates the harms.  

They won’t win offense—their conception of peace makes war into an abstraction—failure to interrogate the underlying context replicates violence.

Chris J. Cuomo, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, 1996 (“War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, Volume 11, Number 4, Fall, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via JSTOR, p. 36) 

3) Following several influential moves in feminist philosophy, Peach rejects just-war theory's reliance on abstraction--of the realities, or "horrors," of war; of enemies as one-dimensional evil, killable Others; and of the ethical responses needed to address the morality of war, such as a privileging of justice and rights over love and caring. Following Elshtain, she believes that feminist just-war principles should be more particularized, contextualized, and individualized.   But the abstraction of the particularities of war depends on an abstraction of war itself. The distance of such abstraction is created in part by willingness to think of war without considering the presence of war in "peaceful" times. Wars becomes conceptual entities—objects for consideration—rather than diverse, historically loaded exemplifications of the contexts in which they occur. In order to notice the particular and individual realities of war, attention must be given to the particular, individual, and contextualized causes and effects of pervasive militarism, as well as the patterns and connections among them. 

Stopping wars is good, but it’s not a sustainable strategy for achieving peace—only our focus on positive peace can create a meaningfully more secure and humane world.

Gordon Bennett, co-chair of the Alliance for the Global Wellness Fund Treaty, teacher and long-time peace activist, and co-winner in 2001 of the Dahlberg Peace Award, 2003 (“From Negative to Positive Peacemaking,” Common Dreams, November 3, Available Online at http://www.commondreams.org/scriptfiles/views03/1103-03.htm, Accessed 08-02-2010)

On the other hand, peace activists often become trapped in an endless cycle of reaction and response, trying to stop this war, that new missile, this senseless military expenditure. Often we become exhausted, fighting so many battles on so many fronts, that we have little time or energy left to plan or propose long-term peace-building initiatives.  Which brings us to the difference between negative and positive peace. Martin Luther King, Jr., captured it quite succinctly when he said that "true peace is more than the absence of war; it is the presence of justice."  Used here, "negative" is not a pejorative term. By negative peace-making we mean stopping things or preventing bad stuff from going on--weapons, wars, the escalating military budget. It's saying NO in a big bold voice. It's, essential, important work, and I admire everyone who puts his or her life on the line to stop the war machine.  But in the long term, such action doesn't seem to produce a more secure and humane world, any more than Dubya's Asian conquests. You may prevent or end a war (by violent or nonviolent means), but the seeds of the next war remain dormant, awaiting birth. As Ralph Nagler writes in Is There No Other Way? violence and nonviolence may or may not "work" (in the short term), but in the long term, violence never works but nonviolence always works. The latter effect comes largely through what Gandhi called his "Constructive Programme," domestic and social progress which creates positive peace.  Positive peace-building involves helping nations develop more just and democratic systems in which poverty, illiteracy, and other root causes of terrorism and conflict are eliminated and the poorer nations are given a "hand up" the ladders of economic development. 

2NC/1NR—They Say: Case Outweighs
Placing war and conflict at the foreground of peace discussions actively ignores that structural violence is on ongoing war against its victims – their internal link claim relies on the flawed conception of peace that all of our authors indict – here’s more evidence.

Dr. Laksiri Fernando, Director of the Centre for Democracy and Development, 2003 (“Transforming negative peace to positive peace,” Daily News, April 2, Available Online at http://www.dailynews.lk/2002/04/02/fea01.html, Accessed 08-02-2010)

Positive peace in its broadest sense means many more things than even the above measures. No one should be asking all these overnight. But there should be a vision and a direction towards achieving positive peace in its fullest possible meaning in the future. Otherwise, there will be no future for our society. There is endemic violence in our society - violence at home, work place, university and elections. Societal violence undoubtedly breeds into ethnic violence and war. Curtailing violence at micro level obviously is necessary to curtail violence at macro level and vise versa.  Positive peace in its ultimate objective means not only the absence of direct violence, but also the structural violence in its all forms. It means a full measure of justice, equality and social harmony in all respects. The negative peace is like "negative healthiness," the mere absence of sickness. But healthiness should be a positive one. Not only the absence of sickness, but also the physical fitness and good muscle tone. Peace should be like that, a positive one.  Johan Galtung is the person who made the distinction between what we normally call violence (physical violence) and structural violence. Structural violence might not harm the victims directly. But the people are harmed, victimized and violated through institutional means and structures. Discrimination, inequality and social marginalization are some forms of structural violence on the ethnic front. Poverty, malnutrition, and economic marginalization are several forms of structural violence on the social front. If peace is the absence of violence, it should mean the absence of violence including structural violence as well. Peace means not only the absence of war and violence but also the absence of causes of war and violence. 

2NC/1NR—They Say: No Alternative To Negative Peace

The alternative is positive peace—

We should focus on the omnipresence of violence and discard with notions of war as a singular event.  

This is a more effective political strategy that allows us to confront everyday violence.  

Chris J. Cuomo, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, 1996 (“War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, Volume 11, Number 4, Fall, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via JSTOR, p. 42-43) 

Emphasizing the ways in which war is a presence, a constant undertone, white noise in the background of social existence, moving sometimes closer to the foreground of collective consciousness in the form of direct combat yet remaining mostly as an unconsidered given, allows for several promising analyses. To conclude, I will summarize four distinct benefits of feminist philosophical attention to the constancy of military presence in most everyday contemporary life.   1) By considering the presence of war and militarism, philosophers and activists are able to engage in a more effective, local, textured, multiplicitous discussion of specific examples and issues of militarism, especially during "peacetime" (when most military activities occur). These include environmental effects, such as the recent French decision to engage in nuclear testing; and effects on conceptions of gender and on the lives of women, such as the twelve-year-old Japanese girl who was recently raped by American soldiers stationed in Okinawa.   2) Expanding the field of vision when considering the ethical issues of war allows us to better perceive and reflect upon the connections among various effects and causes of militarism, and between aspects of everyday militarism and military activities that generally occur between declarations of war and the signing of peace treaties.   3) As Robin Schott emphasizes, focusing on the presence of war is particularly necessary given current realities of war, in an age in which military technology makes war less temporally, conceptually, and physically bounded, and in which civil conflict, guerilla wars, ethnic wars, and urban violence in response to worsening social conditions are the most common forms of large-scale violence. 
It’s a representational issue—

The way we frame issues and speak about violence has real impacts on the way we make policy and interact with others—our critical interrogation is the alternative.

2NC/1NR—They Say: Tradeoff With “Real” Wars

Negative peace isn’t peace—

It is just war by another name. Only by recognizing the violence of “the space between” can we actually confront the systems that make war possible.

This is not responsive—

The fact that large-scale wars exist doesn’t obfuscate the omnipresence of everyday violence.  

Their argument is just a link and an excuse, not an answer.  

Chris J. Cuomo, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, 1996 (“War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, Volume 11, Number 4, Fall, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via JSTOR, p. 32-33) 

I propose that the constancy of militarism and its effects on social reality be reintroduced as a crucial locus of contemporary feminist attentions, and that feminists emphasize how wars are eruptions and manifestations of omnipresent militarism that is a product and tool of multiply oppressive, corporate, technocratic states.2 Feminists should be particularly interested in making this shift because it better allows consideration of the effects of war and militarism on women, subjugated peoples, and environments. While giving attention to the constancy of militarism in contemporary life we need not neglect the importance of addressing the specific qualities of direct, large-scale, declared military conflicts. But the dramatic nature of declared, large-scale conflicts should not obfuscate the ways in which military violence pervades most societies in increasingly technologically sophisticated ways and the significance of military institutions and everyday practices in shaping reality. Philosophical discussions that focus only on the ethics of declaring and fighting wars miss these connections, and also miss the ways in which even declared military conflicts are often experienced as omnipresent horrors. These approaches also leave unquestioned tendencies to suspend or distort moral judgement in the face of what appears to be the inevitability of war and militarism.

Focusing only on declared wars replicates the harms—we have to imagine alternatives to war that recognize its omnipresence.  

Chris J. Cuomo, Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, 1996 (“War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence,” Hypatia, Volume 11, Number 4, Fall, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via JSTOR, p. 35) 

2) Peach faults just-war theory for its failure to consider alternatives to war, stating that "the failure of most just-war theorists to seriously contemplate alternatives to war is ... radically deficient from the perspectives of pacifist feminist and others opposed to knee-jerk militaristic response to civil strife" (Peach 1994, 158). She argues that feminist just-war theorists, including Elshtain, should also pay more attention to pacifist arguments.   When Peach discusses "alternatives to war," she is clearly referring to alternatives to entering into war, or to participating in "the escalation of conflicts." The avoidance of eruptions of military violence is certainly important, and Peach is correct that feminist insights about conflict resolution could present significant recommendations in this regard. However, feminist moral imagination cannot end there. In thinking of alternatives to war, we need to continue to imagine alternatives to militaristic economies, symbolic systems, values, and political institutions. The task of constructing such alternatives is far more daunting and comprehensive than creating alternatives to a specific event or kind of event.   Pacifist writers as diverse as Gandhi, Martin Luther King, Jr., and Barbara Deming have emphasized the fact that pacifism entails a critique of pervasive, systematic human violence. Despite its reductionist tendencies, there is much to learn from the ways in which pacifists conceive of war as a presence, as well as the pacifist refusal to let go of the ideal of peace. Characterizing pacifism as motivated by the desire to avoid specific events disregards the extent to which pacifism aims to criticize the preconditions underlying events of war. 
2NC/1NR—They Say: Framework/Role of the Ballot

We’ll win that their representations are flawed and that their framework is disadvantageous.  Even if they win that the end result of their policy prescription would be good, this prioritization of ends over means is disastrous—it makes us complicit with mechanisms of violence and ensures that war is inevitable.  

The judge should endorse our non-violent discursive move as an antidote to the affirmative’s representations.   Silence is violence—only the critical approach manifested in our alternative offers a way out.
William C. Gay, Professor of Philosophy at University of North Carolina at Charlotte, 1998 (“The Practice of Linguistic Non-Violence,” Peace Review, Volume 10, Issue 4, December, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Academic Search Elite)

From a pacifist perspective or, even more generally, from a nonviolent perspective, much discourse that calls for an end to violence and war or that calls for the establishment of peace and social justice actually places a primacy on ends over means. When the end is primary, nonviolence may be practiced only so long as it is effective. For the pacifist and the practitioner of nonviolence, the primary commitment is to the means. The commitment to nonviolence requires that the achievement of political goals is secondary. Political goals must be foregone or at least postponed when they cannot be achieved nonviolently.  Various activities promote the pursuit of the respect, cooperation and understanding needed for positive peace and social justice and for the genuinely pacific discourse that is an integral part of them. Linguistically, these activities go beyond the mere removal from discourse of terms that convey biases based on race, gender, class, and sexual orientation. Open dialogue, especially face-to-face conversation, is one of the most effective ways of experiencing that the other is not so alien or alienating. Beyond having political leaders of various nations meet, we need cultural and educational exchanges, as well as trade agreements among businesses and foreign travel by citizens. We can come to regard cultural diversity in the expression of race, gender, class, and sexual orientation as making up the harmonies and melodies that together create the song of humanity. Just as creative and appreciated cooks use a wide variety of herbs and spices to keep their dishes from being bland, so too can we move from an image of a culture with diverse components as in a melting pot to one of a stew that is well seasoned with a variety of herbs and spices. A pacific discourse that expresses such an affirmation of diversity needs to be an understood language of inclusion.  While linguistic violence often relies on authoritarian, monological, aggressive and calculative methods, a positively nonviolent discourse is democratic, dialogleal, receptive, and mediative. A positively nonviolent discourse is not passive in the sense of avoiding engagement; it is pacific in the sense of seeking to actively build, from domestic to international levels, lasting peace and justice. A positively nonviolent discourse provides a way of perceiving and communicating that frees us to the diversity and open-endedness of life rather than the sameness and senselessness of violence. A positively nonviolent discourse can provide the communicative means to overcome linguistic violence that does not contradict or compromise its goal at any point during its pursuit.  The first step is breaking our silence concerning the many forms of violence. We need to recognize that often silence is violence; frequently, unless we break the silence, we are being complicitous to the violence of the situation. However, in breaking the silence, our aim should be to avoid counter-violence, in its physical forms and in its verbal forms. Efforts to advance peace and justice should occupy the space between silence and violence. Linguistic violence can be overcome, but the care and vigilance of the positive practice of physical and linguistic nonviolence is needed if the gains are to be substantive, rather than merely formal, and if the goals of nonviolence are to be equally operative in the means whereby we overcome linguistic violence and social injustice.   
2NC/1NR—They Say: Framework/Role of the Ballot

The criticism is a representational issue—the framing we use to discuss “war” and “peace” is important because it shapes the way we make policies and interact with the world.

William C. Gay, Professor of Philosophy at University of North Carolina at Charlotte, 1998 (“The Practice of Linguistic Non-Violence,” Peace Review, Volume 10, Issue 4, December, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Academic Search Elite)

As should be obvious, "linguistic nonviolence" is the antonym to "linguistic violence" as "peace" is the antonym to "war." Whether or not we are conscious of their effects, altered terminology and changed descriptions can comfort and even advantage us. Language can comfort us when used to affirm diversity and achieve recognition. During one stage of the civil rights struggle, the phrase "Black is beautiful" came to express a growing sense of pride and self-affirmation among African Americans. Some feminists, responding to the lack of symmetry in designating all men as "Mr." and women as either "Miss" or "Mrs.," coined "Ms." as an alternative that facilitates more symmetrical titles for gender when adults are addressed in a formal manner. Phrases and terms such as these can advantage a social group even if its members do not always recognize the consequences of these linguistic changes.  Many times the first step in reducing linguistic violence is to simply refrain from the use of offensive and oppressive terms. However, just because linguistic violence is not being used, a genuinely pacific discourse is not necessarily present. Nonviolent discourse, like the condition of peace, can be negative or positive. "Negative peace" refers to the temporary absence of actual war or the lull between wars, while "positive peace" refers to the negation of war and the presence of justice.  The pacific discourse that is analogous to negative peace can actually perpetuate injustice. Broadcasters in local and national news may altogether avoid using terms like "dyke" or "fag" or even "homosexual," but they and their audiences can remain homophobic even when the language of lesbian and gay pride is used. A government may cease referring to a particular nation as "a rogue state," but public and private attitudes may continue to foster prejudice toward this nation and its inhabitants. When prejudices remain unspoken, at least in public thrums, their detection and eradication are made even more difficult. Of course, we need to find ways to restrain hate speech in order to at least stop linguistic attacks in the public arena. Likewise, we need to find ways to restrain armed conflicts and hostile name calling directed against an adversary of the state. However, even if avoidance of linguistic violence is necessary, it is not sufficient. Those who bite their tongues to comply with the demands of political correctness are often ready to lash out vitriolic epithets when these constraints are removed. Thus, the practice of linguistic nonviolence is more like negative peace when the absence of hurtful or harmful terminology merely marks a lull in reliance on linguistic violence or a shift of its use from the public to the private sphere. The merely public or merely formal repression of language and behavior that expresses these attitudes builds up pressure that can erupt in subsequent outbursts of linguistic violence and physical violence.  Pacific discourse that is analogous to positive peace facilitates and reflects the move from a lull in the occurrence of violence to its negation. The establishment of a genuinely pacific discourse that is analogous to positive peace requires a transformation of cultures oriented to violence and war. It also requires a commitment to the active pursuit of domestic and global justice. Efforts to establish a practice of linguistic nonviolence analogous to positive peace are part of a larger struggle to reduce cultural violence. They advance the quest for societies in which human emancipation, dignity, and respect are not restricted on the basis of irrelevant factors like race, gender, class, or sexual orientation.

2NC/1NR—They Say: Folk ‘78

Their Folk evidence is not responsive to our arguments:

A.
His article is in the context of developing a college peace studies curriculum:

He does not take a normative stance on the desirability of conceiving of peace as “positive” or “negative” – prefer our evidence because it is conclusive about the way we ought to conceptualize peace.  

B.
All of his claims are justifications for providing students with a balanced perspective:

The “negative peace good” cards they are reading are just examples of perspectives he feels should be included in the curriculum – he doesn’t advocate these positions as “true”.

Here’s evidence supporting our claims.

Jerry Folk, Professor of Religious and Peace Studies at Bethany College, 1978 ("Peace Education – Peace Studies Programs: Towards an Integrated Approach," Peace & Change, Volume 5, Number 1, Spring, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via JSTOR, p. 58)

On the other hand, a peace studies program which is exclusively based on the negative peace approach or even heavily weighted in this direction would surely be highly vulnerable to the criticism of "status quoism" and would be incomplete and inadequate. Research tasks, course offerings and field experiences addressing themselves to the problems raised by the positive peace paradigm ought to be given time and place in the program at least equal to those formulated according to the negative model. Students ought to be offered research, course and field experience options in each of the major areas of positive peace.14 Moreover, the way in which all of these problems are interrelated and related to the more specific problem of the war system ought to be clearly demonstrated both in the way the program is structured and in the content of research, course and field experience. This would require much interdisciplinary interaction and many team led teaching-learning experiences.

*** Affirmative Answers

Answers To Positive Peace

Negative peace precedes positive peace—absence of war is a prerequisite to social justice.

Jerry Folk, Professor of Religious and Peace Studies at Bethany College, 1978 ("Peace Education – Peace Studies Programs: Towards an Integrated Approach," Peace & Change, Volume 5, Number 1, Spring, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via JSTOR, p. 58)

Those proponents of the positive peace approach who reject out of hand the work of researchers and educators coming to the field from the perspective of negative peace too easily forget that the prevention of a nuclear confrontation of global dimensions is the prerequisite for all other peace research, education, and action. Unless such a confrontation can be avoided there will be no world left in which to build positive peace.12 Moreover, the blanket condemnation of all such negative peace oriented research, education or action as a reactionary attempt to support and reinforce the status quo is doctrinaire.  Conflict theory and resolution, disarmament studies, studies of the international system and of international organizations, and integration studies are in themselves neutral. They do not intrinsically support either the status quo or revolutionary efforts to change or overthrow it. Rather they offer a body of knowledge which can be used for either purpose or for some purpose in between. It is much more logical for those who understand peace as positive peace to integrate this knowledge into their own framework and to utilize it in achieving their own purposes. A balanced peace studies program should therefore offer the student exposure to the questions and concerns which occupy those who view the field essentially from the point of view of negative peace.13 
Their argument puts the cart before the horse—in order to pursue social justice, we must first ensure the absence of conflict.

Joshua S. Goldstein, Professor of International Relations at American University, 2001 (“Reflections: The Mutuality of Gender and War," War and Gender, Published by Cambridge University Press, ISBN 0521001803, p. 411-412)

First, peace activists face a dilemma in thinking about causes of war and working for peace.  Many peace scholars and activists support the approach, "if you want peace, work for justice."  Then, if one believes that sexism contributes to war, one can work for gender justice specifically (perhaps among others) in order to pursue peace.  This approach brings strategic allies to the peace movement (women, labor, minorities), but rests on the assumption that injustices cause war.  The evidence in this book suggests that causality runs at least as strongly the other way.  War is not a product of capitalism, imperialism, gender, innate aggression, or any other single cause, although all of these influence wars' outbreaks and outcomes.  Rather, war has in part fueled and sustained these and other injustices. 9  So, "if you want peace, work for peace."  Indeed, if you want justice (gender and others), work for peace.  Causality does not run just upward through the levels of analysis, from types of individuals, societies, and governments up to war.  It runs downward too.  Enloe suggests that changes in attitudes towards war and the military may be the most important way to "reverse women's oppression."  The dilemma is that peace work focused on justice brings to the peace movement energy, allies, and moral grounding, yet, in light of this book's evidence, the emphasis on injustice as the main cause of war seems to be empirically inadequate. 10 
There is no tradeoff between positive and negative peace—focusing on our war impact does not preclude consideration of structural impacts.

Jerry Folk, Professor of Religious and Peace Studies at Bethany College, 1978 (“Peace Education – Peace Studies Programs: Towards an Integrated Approach," Peace & Change, Volume 5, Number 1, Spring, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via JSTOR, p. 59)

The conflicting positions held by various researchers, educators, and activists in the peace studies field can be seen as complementary rather than contradictory.  Tensions, disagreements, and arguments of considerable intensity are unavoidable and indeed desirable in this as in other fields of endeavor.  Such dialectical tensions ensure a depth and breadth of perception which one position alone could not produce.  Truth is often paradoxical, and therefore a dialectical approach to it is most appropriate.  Antagonisms insure that the dialectic is kept alive.  They introduce a third dimension into one's understanding of truth and preserve it from petrification and sterility. Therefore, premature closures, mutual excommunications, and fixations on a particular but incomplete position or approach should be avoided. 

Answers To Positive Peace

Their argument is lefty nonsense that results in appeasement and violence—reject their “Peace Studies” agenda.

Barbara Kay, Columnist for The National Post (Canada), B.A. in English Language and Literature from the University of Toronto and M.A. in English Literature from McGill University, 2009 (“Forty years of "peace" studies and nothing to show for it,” The National Post, February 18th, Available Online at http://network.nationalpost.com/np/blogs/fullcomment/archive/2009/02/18/barbara-kay-forty-years-of-quot-peace-quot-studies-and-nothing-to-show-for-it.aspx, Accessed 08-02-2010)
Peace, peace, peace. In vogue as never before. Yes,  “Peace Studies” is very hot, even though, unlike “Renaissance Studies” or “Canadian  Studies,” there is no actual subject to analyze. Peace is not a “thing” or a place or a related series of events. Just as dark is the absence of light, peace — warm or cold — is essentially the absence of war. The rest is opinion and commentary. Yet Peace Studies has become a huge academic industry over the last 40 years. The name is benign — what could be more worthwhile in principle than studies that claim to further what all of us desire? — but its allegedly disinterested agenda is anything but. Peace Studies programs — the “idealistic” school of conflict resolution as opposed to the realist schools of military studies, geopolitics and the like — began as a response to the threat of nuclear armageddon during the Cold War. The 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis accelerated their growth. Then the further upheaval of the Vietnam War prompted lavish donations from foundations like the Institute for World Order, which gave the movement academic security and political respectability. But Peace Studies hasn’t produced practical prescriptions for managing or resolving global conflicts, because ideology always trumps objectivity and pragmatism. The movement exploits the terminology of human rights, borrowing lofty catchwords like “empowerment,” “reconciliation,” “ripeness,” “rebalancing of power relationships” and “historic justice.” Peaceniks extol the values of dialogue and empathy. Their promotional materials exude sentimental clichés: “[We can find] ways of working toward a just and harmonious world community.” Once past the rhetoric, though, it is clear that peace programs are code for advocacy of left wing ideology. The “scholarship” exists to put a respectable face on Western self-loathing. Apart from Western “imperialism,” which they excoriate nonstop, peace “scholars” do not acknowledge the reality of ideologies that cannot be reasoned with, or the irrational hatred fuelling our enemies’ violent aggression against us. Neither do they admit the idea of just war or self-defence — at least not for powerful nations (read America and Israel). Most troubling, they tacitly or openly support terrorism as a permissible strategy for the “disempowered” to redress real or perceived grievances against the powerful (read America and Israel). The gurus of the Peace Studies movement are far-left shills for the world’s worst dictators. In 2007, for example, the same Canadian Institute for Conflict Resolution that sponsored this week’s conference gave its imprimatur to another, “Peace as a Profession in the 21st Century.” The keynote speaker was Norwegian professor Johann Galtung, billed in the conference literature as “the father of modern peace research.” What the publicity omitted was the fact that Galtung despises the “structural fascism” of “rich, Western, Christian” democracies and admires tyrannies. He believes the annihilation of Washington, D.C., would be a fair punishment for America’s arrogance. He adores Fidel Castro. In 1974 he mocked the West’s reverence for “persecuted elite personages” like Solzhenitsyn and Sakharov. He compared the U.S. to Nazi Germany for bombing Kosovo. Galtung’s highest accolades are reserved for Chairman Mao. His gushings about Mao’s “endlessly liberating” China are revealing, but too sickening to publish in a family newspaper. And this is the moral quisling Canadian Peace Studies academics choose to honour. But they are not alone. Brandeis University’s Peace Studies chairman justifies suicide bombings; the director of Purdue University’s program is coeditor of Marxism Today; the Sydney University’s Centre for Peace and Conflict Studies awarded a prize to Hanan Ashrawi, a spokesman for the terrorist PLO. In the 1980s and again in 1990, human rights activist Caroline Cox and philosopher Roger Scruton analyzed Peace Studies curricula. They not only pronounced them bereft of information about the U.S.S.R., even at the height of the Cold war, but found them to be intellectually incoherent, riddled with bias and unworthy of academic status. Katherine Kersten, senior fellow at the Center of the American Experiment, says Peace Studies programs are “dominated by people of a certain ideological bent, and [are] thus hard to take seriously.” Peace Studies’ graduates — patriotism-sapped converts to anti-Westernism — now swarm the globe, staffing left wing NGOs, giving credibility to the Islamofascism-promoting Cairo Conferences and applauding the anti-Semitic Durban hatefests. Our realists can keep the literal barbarians from our gates. Indeed, real peace studies are to be found in military colleges, which seek through studies of past wars strategies for avoiding present wars where possible, and where impossible, for waging and ending honourable wars expeditiously. What is needed are self-respecting intellectual soldiers to protect us from the “idealistic” barbarians within our gates: to protect our naive children from these latter-day Chamberlains and to dash from their lips the poisoned nectar of the peace racket’s dishonourable, self-defeating prescriptions for peace in our time. 
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