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Strat Sheet

Plan thesis

The current discussion of proliferation is based on a flawed and hypocritical position. The assumption is that all “Western” countries in possession of weapons are rational and responsible actors. The countries and other actors attempting to gain admission to the “nuclear” club are not responsible or rational. Proliferation is bad because it puts weapons in the hands of these irresponsible actors. The rhetoric used to justify the exclusion of these actors is commodifies the individuals attempting to get weapons. These claims are undermined by past irresponsible and irrational actions by those currently possessing weapons. We must change this mindset to effectively engage in the discussion of disarmament and elimination of nuclear weapons. 
Alts

The two different types of alternatives outlined here are both Nuclear Proliferation Good Or Proliferation Bad, it depends mainly upon what the opposing team reads to determine which one our team should read. The stronger of the two is proliferation good. It states that because we have marginalized all of the true evidence about whether or not proliferation is good or not we assume that because they are different that they would be bad and misuse their weapons but this is in fact wrong and  we only thought this because the information is hidden. Now the other position to take is Proliferation bad we can say yes in fact nuclear weapons are bad for the orient but they also suck for us if we were to clear them out of everywhere else we need to eliminate them from here. The third choice of an alternative is to say its time to decide. Since the information is not readily available and the public has not been able to voice its true opinion on this we must first stop Orientalism clear the marginal media once that is done we as debaters and the public will be able to come to a true decision of whether or not NP is good. 
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Link

Fear of the spread of nuclear weapons is based in the racist and orientalist ideology that Third-World nations are the clear opposite of the “perfect” Western world.
Gusterson ‘99  (Hugh Massachusetts Institute of Technology “Nuclear Weapons and the Other in the Western Imagination” Cultural Anthropology 14(1):111-143. Copyright © 1999, American Anthropological Association.)

Thus in Western discourse nuclear weapons are represented so that "theirs" are a problem whereas "ours" are not. During the Cold War the Western discourse on the dangers of "nuclear proliferation" defined the term in such a way as to sever the two senses of the word proliferation. This usage split off the "vertical" proliferation of the superpower arsenals (the development of new and improved weapons designs and the numerical expansion of the stockpiles) from the "horizontal" proliferation of nuclear weapons to other countries, presenting only the latter as the "proliferation problem." Following the end of the Cold War, the American and Russian arsenals are being cut to a few thousand weapons on each side.5 However, the United States and Russia have turned back appeals from various nonaligned nations, especially India, for the nuclear powers to open discussions on a global convention abolishing nuclear weapons. Article 6 of the Non-Proliferation Treaty notwithstanding, the Clinton administration has declared that nuclear weapons will play a role in the defense of the United States for the indefinite future. Meanwhile, in a controversial move, the Clinton administration has broken with the policy of previous administrations in basically formalizing a policy of using nuclear weapons against nonnuclear states to deter chemical and biological weapons (Panofsky 1998; Sloyan 1998).

The dominant discourse that stabilizes this system of nuclear apartheid in Western ideology is a specialized variant within a broader system of colonial and postcolonial discourse that takes as its essentialist premise a profound Otherness separating Third World from Western countries.6 This inscription of Third World (especially Asian and Middle Eastern) nations as ineradicably different from our own has, in a different context, been labeled "Orientalism" by Edward Said (1978). Said argues that orientalist discourse constructs the world in terms of a series of binary oppositions that produce the Orient as the mirror image of the West: where "we" are rational and disciplined, "they" are impulsive and emotional; where "we" are modern and flexible, "they" are slaves to ancient passions and routines; where "we" are honest and compassionate, "they" are treacherous and uncultivated. While the blatantly racist orientalism of the high colonial period has softened, more subtle orientalist ideologies endure in contemporary politics. They can be found, as Akhil Gupta (1998) has argued, in discourses of economic development that represent Third World nations as child nations lagging behind Western nations in a uniform cycle of development or, as Lutz and Collins (1993) suggest, in the imagery of popular magazines, such as National Geographic. I want to suggest here that another variant of contemporary orientalist ideology is also to be found in U.S. national security discourse.

Following Anthony Giddens (1979), I define ideology as a way of constructing political ideas, institutions, and behavior which (1) makes the political structures and institutions created by dominant social groups, classes, and nations appear to be naturally given and inescapable rather than socially constructed; (2) presents the interests of elites as if they were universally shared; (3) obscures the connections between different social and political antagonisms so as to inhibit massive, binary confrontations (i.e., revolutionary situations); and (4) legitimates domination. The Western discourse on nuclear proliferation is ideological in all four of these senses: (1) it makes the simultaneous ownership of nuclear weapons by the major powers and the absence of nuclear weapons in Third World countries seem natural and reasonable while problematizing attempts by such countries as India, Pakistan, and Iraq to acquire these weapons; (2) it presents the security needs of the established nuclear powers as if they were everybody's; (3) it effaces the continuity between Third World countries' nuclear deprivation and other systematic patterns of deprivation in the underdeveloped world in order to inhibit a massive north-south confrontation; and (4) it legitimates the nuclear monopoly of the recognized nuclear powers. 
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Impact—War / Case Turn 
Their stereotypical portrayal of the non-West makes war inevitable and prevents the affirmative from solving their case. 
Marrouchi 98 (Mustapha, professor postcolonial literature LSU, Counternarratives, Recoveries, Refusals, boundary 2, Vol. 25, No. 2, Edward W. Said. (Summer, 1998), pp. 205-257)
At the most basic level, what Said exposes are those symptoms of prejudicial thinking-manifest, obsessional motifs, manipulative rhetoric, undocumented blanket assertions, and so forth-which signal the presence of an overriding drive to construct an image of the "Orient" in line with Western beliefs and policy interests. Beyond that, he locates a whole repertoire of stereotyped attributes, a system of exclusive binary oppositions where the "West" connotes values of reason, enlightenment, progress, and civilized conduct, while the "Orient" is shown in a negative or inverse relationship to those same values. Again, the Gulf War provides an example of the way that these deep-rooted cultural prejudices could be mobilized in the service of a moral crusade with insistent racist overtones: "The whole premise of the way the war was prepared and is being fought is colonial: the assumption is that a small Third World country doesn't have the right to resist America, which is white and superior. I submit that such notions are amoral, anachronistic, and supremely mischievous, since they not only make wars possible, but also prevent diplomacy and politics from playing the role they should." This is a bold position that brings to mind a comment once made by Cyril Connolly, who said, "Let us reflect whether there be any living writer whose silence we would consider a literary disaster." Said's silence would certainly be one. 

The Marrouchi ’98 card talks about how when they characterize people like this it makes war inevitable because it causes anarchy by classifying the orient as “OTHER” which in turn makes them resent America and it is a literary disaster. 
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Alternative

The affirmative must rethink their discourse so that their distorted view of the Oriental world no longer poses the problems that dominate our society. 

Gusterson ‘99  (Hugh Massachusetts Institute of Technology “Nuclear Weapons and the Other in the Western Imagination” Cultural Anthropology 14(1):111-143. Copyright © 1999, American Anthropological Association.)
So, where does this leave us? This article has set out to critique not a particular policy but the way our conversations about policy choices on the nuclear issue may unthinkingly incorporate certain neocolonial hierarchies and assumptions that, when drawn to our attention, many of us would disown. Nor is this just a matter of policing language, for the embedded orientalist assumptions I have been critiquing here underpin a global security regime that sanctifies a particular kind of Western military dominance in the world. Because I have set out to criticize a particular kind of policy talk rather than a specific policy, I will conclude not with a prescribed policy but by suggesting that there are three different discursive positions on proliferation, each pointing in the direction of a very different global security regime, that do not embody the double standard I have been concerned to criticize here. I call them "exclusion," "participation," and "renunciation."
The strategy of exclusion is based pragmatically in the conventions of realpolitik. It involves the candid declaration that, while nuclear weapons may be no more dangerous in the hands of Muslims or Hindus than in those of Christians, they are a prerogative of power, and the powerful have no intention of allowing the powerless to acquire them. This is a position that, in its rejection of easy racism and phony moralism, is at least honorable in its frankness. It is the position of New York Times columnist Flora Lewis in her remark that "the 'rights' of nations are limited, and the limits must be imposed by those who can. They may not be more virtuous, but they must strive for it. That is the reason to keep insisting on nonproliferation" (1990:23).

The second position, participation, is based on Kenneth Waltz's argument that all countries benefit from acquiring nuclear weapons. This position may have more appeal in certain parts of the Third World than in the West. It is the position of India, Israel, and Pakistan, for example, who have, like the older nuclear nations, sought to maximize their power and freedom by acquiring a nuclear capability. These countries pursued nuclear weapons in search of greater security vis-a-vis regional rivals and out of a desire to shift the balance of power in their client relationships with the superpowers.

The third strategy would be renunciation. This strategy breaks down the distinctions we have constructed between "us" and "them" and asks whether nuclear weapons are safe in anyone's hands. "What-must-on-no-account-be-known," says Salman Rushdie, is the "impossible verity that savagery could be concealed beneath decency's well-pressed shirt" (1984:219). Our orientalist discourse on nuclear proliferation is one of our ways not to know this. By breaking down the discourse, confronting those parts of our own personality and culture which appear as the childish, irrational, lawless, or feminine aspects of the Other, we could address our doubts about ourselves instead of harping continually on our doubts about others. Then we might accept that "the fact that we urge other nations not to depend on nuclear weapons in this way—and urge very strenuously—suggests that we have mixed feelings about how safe they make us" (Ground Zero 1982:221). This acceptance would lead us to the same conclusion reached by George Kennan, former ambassador to the Soviet Union and the originator of the policy of containment in the Cold War:

_______________
***Extensions***

Framework

The West structures its beliefs behind a veil of rhetoric, stereotyping, and racial discrimination causing the eastern civilizations to be viewed as the “Other”. The distorted form of the “Other” shows up in ourselves when we do this.

Gusterson ‘99  (Hugh Massachusetts Institute of Technology “Nuclear Weapons and the Other in the Western Imagination” Cultural Anthropology 14(1):111-143. Copyright © 1999, American Anthropological Association.)

These falsely obvious arguments about the political unreliability of Third World nuclear powers are, I have been arguing, part of a broader orientalist rhetoric that seeks to bury disturbing similarities between "us" and "them" in a discourse that systematically produces the Third World as Other. In the process of producing the Third World, we also produce ourselves, for the Orient, one of the West's "deepest and most recurring images of the other," is essential in defining the West "as its contrasting image, idea, personality, experience" (Said 1978:1-2). The particular images and metaphors that recur in the discourse on proliferation represent Third World nations as criminals, women, and children. But these recurrent images and metaphors, all of which pertain in some way to disorder, can also be read as telling hints about the facets of our own psychology and culture which we find especially troubling in regard to our custodianship over nuclear weapons. The metaphors and images are part of the ideological armor the West wears in the nuclear age, but they are also clues that suggest buried, denied, and troubling parts of ourselves that have mysteriously surfaced in our distorted representations of the Other. As Akhil Gupta has argued in his analysis of a different orientalist discourse, the discourse on development, "within development discourse . . . lies its shadowy double ... a virtual presence, inappropriate objects that serve to open up the 'developed world' itself as an inappropriate object" (1998:4).

The Gutterson 99 card that is labeled impact in the 1NC is truly a framework debate stating that we need to discuss first the language that they use is classifying and stereotyping and this causes us to portray ourselves wrong.
Link

Our discourse against the Third World stop us from realizing the real and complex nations that they are. 

Gusterson ‘99  (Hugh Massachusetts Institute of Technology “Nuclear Weapons and the Other in the Western Imagination” Cultural Anthropology 14(1):111-143. Copyright © 1999, American Anthropological Association.)

In the following pages I examine four popular arguments against horizontal nuclear proliferation and suggest that all four are ideological and orientalist. The arguments are that (1) Third World countries are too poor to afford nuclear weapons; (2) deterrence will be unstable in the Third World; (3) Third World regimes lack the technical maturity to be trusted with nuclear weapons; and (4) Third World regimes lack the political maturity to be trusted with nuclear weapons.

Each of these four arguments could as easily be turned backwards and used to delegitimate Western nuclear weapons, as I show in the following commentary. Sometimes, in the specialized literature of defense experts, one finds frank discussion of near accidents, weaknesses, and anomalies in deterrence as it has been practiced by the established nuclear powers, but these admissions tend to be quarantined in specialized discursive spaces where the general public has little access to them and where it is hard to connect them to the broader public discourse on nuclear proliferation.7 In this article I retrieve some of these discussions of flaws in deterrence from their quarantined spaces and juxtapose them with the dominant discourse on the dangers of proliferation in order to destabilize its foundational assumption of a secure binary distinction between "the West" and "the Third World." It is my argument that, in the production of this binary distinction, possible fears and ambivalences about Western nuclear weapons are purged and recast as intolerable aspects of the Other. This purging and recasting occurs in a discourse characterized by gaps and silences in its representation of our own nuclear weapons and exaggerations in its representation of the Other's. Our discourse on proliferation is a piece of ideological machinery that transforms anxiety-provoking ambiguities into secure dichotomies.
I should clarify two points here. First, I am not arguing that there are, finally, no differences between countries in terms of their reliability as custodians of nuclear weapons. I am arguing that those differences are complex, ambiguous, and crosscutting in ways that are not captured by a simple binary division between, on the one hand, a few countries that have nuclear weapons and insist they are safe and, on the other hand, those countries that do not have nuclear weapons and are told they cannot safely acquire them. It is my goal here to demonstrate the ways in which this simple binary distinction works as an ideological mechanism to impede a more nuanced and realistic assessment of the polymorphous dangers posed by nuclear weapons in all countries and to obscure recognition of the ways in which our own policies in the West have often exacerbated dangers in the Third World that, far from being simply the problems of the Other, are problems produced by a world system dominated by First World institutions and states.
Finally, while this article intervenes at the level of the way we talk about policy, it does not advocate a particular nuclear policy. My own politics are broadly antinuclear, and the logic of the issues discussed here leads me at least in the direction of nuclear abolition. Still, my critique of the nuclear double standard does also draw on arguments advanced by some, such as Kenneth Waltz, who have advocated the further proliferation of nuclear weapons, and I recognize that different nonorientalist constructions of the risks and benefits of nuclear weaponry are sustainable. As I will discuss in the conclusion, a nonorientalist discourse on proliferation could point in the direction of abolition, but it could also be compatible with quite different policy positions.
Link

Otherization is a form of orientalism- subjecting the other to prototypical depictions delegitimizes the Orient

Sered 96 (“Orientalism” Danielle Sered, Rhodes Scholar Postcolonial Studies at Emory Fall 1996

http://www.english.emory.edu/Bahri/Orientalism.html
)

Said argues that Orientalism can be found in current Western depictions of "Arab" cultures. The depictions of "the Arab" as irrational, menacing, untrustworthy, anti-Western, dishonest, and--perhaps most importantly--prototypical, are ideas into which Orientalist scholarship has evolved. These notions are trusted as foundations for both ideologies and policies developed by the Occident. Said writes: "The hold these instruments have on the mind is increased by the institutions built around them. For every Orientalist, quite literally, there is a support system of staggering power, considering the ephemerality of the myths that Orientalism propagates. The system now culminates into the very institutions of the state. To write about the Arab Oriental world, therefore, is to write with the authority of a nation, and not with the affirmation of a strident ideology but with the unquestioning certainty of absolute truth backed by absolute force." He continues, "One would find this kind of procedure less objectionable as political propaganda--which is what it is, of course--were it not accompanied by sermons on the objectivity, the fairness, the impartiality of a real historian, the implication always being that Muslims and Arabs cannot be objective but that Orientalists. . .writing about Muslims are, by definition, by training, by the mere fact of their Westernness. This is the culmination of Orientalism as a dogma that not only degrades its subject matter but also blinds its practitioners." 
Link

The word proliferation makes so that many aspects of the actual spread of nuclear weapons are hidden

Mutimer ’94 (David, August, Reimagining Security: The Metaphors of Proliferation, Centre for International and Strategic Studies, York University)
In a similar way, the characterization of the problem of 'proliferation' highlights certain characteristics of the phenomenon, while downplaying and hiding others. That image contains three key metaphors: 'proliferation', 'stability' and balance'. As such, the image highlights the source)spread)recipient nature of the process of arms production and distribution. At the same time, it downplays the structural nature of the arms production and transfer system which bind the suppliers and recipients to each other and it hides the fact that weapons and related technologies are procured for a variety of factors related to external military threat, internal regime support and economic development.42 I will address these features of the problem in more detail below. What is important at this point is to see that the image and the metaphors it entails privilege a certain set of policy responses—those which address the 'spread' of technology highlighted by the image—while denying place to others—policy, for instance, which would seek to address the problems of economic development which may spur the creation of an arms industry.

Link
Women play a role in dehumanization and classification of the orient.
Mina Shin 2006 ;New American Orientalism; The Johns Hopkins University Press, <http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/journal_of_asian_american_studies/v009/9.3shin.html>
Yoshihara's Embracing the East examines the important roles white women played in the construction of American Orientalism between the 1870s and 1940s. She argues that as white women became consumers, producers, practitioners, critics and experts of Orientalism, they gained opportunities to challenge and reinforce their own roles and identities in American society. By "embracing the East," American women could achieve social and economic autonomy, liberation, independence and empowerment that otherwise would not have been available to them due to established Western gender and sexual norms. In other words, white women's engagement with Orientalism resulted in, and was influenced by, changes within American domestic gender politics. The transition from the Victorian era to the New Woman era required and allowed American women to participate in social realms that further constructed American Orientalism. Covering a broad span of time, Yoshihara remains thoroughly consistent in discussing how American women benefited from their complicity and participation in the culture of American imperialism in Asia. Examples of analyses include: the anonymous upper middle-class consumers of Oriental goods; painters such as Mary Cassatt, Bertha Lum, and Helen Hyde; theater performers Blache Bates and Geraldine Farrar; poet Amy Lowell; activist Agnes Smedley; and public experts Pearl S. Buck and Ruth Benedict.

Link

The metaphoric term of proliferation exemplifies the connotation of the act of weapons being spread

Mutimer ’94 (David, August, Reimagining Security: The Metaphors of Proliferation, Centre for International and Strategic Studies, York University)
The connection between 'cell proliferation' and 'cancer' is both important and telling. Cell proliferation is a harmless, natural process—indeed, it is absolutely essential to life as we know it. This proliferation is managed by a series of biological control mechanisms, which serve to regulate the proliferation of cells so that they faithfully reproduce what is coded into their genetic material. Once these mechanisms fail, and the cells proliferate without control, cancers, often deadly to the organism as a whole, result. As Andrew Murray and Tim Hunt write, in introducing the study of cell proliferation: "Without knowing the checks and balances that normally ensure orderly cell division, we cannot devise effective strategies to combat the uncontrolled cell divisions of the cancers that will kill one in six of us. 'Proliferation' in its base biological meaning then, refers to an autonomous process of growth and outward spread, internally driven but externally controlled. Danger arises when the controls fail and the natural proliferation of cells produces excessive reproduction. 

The first step of the adoption of 'proliferation' as a metaphor for international security involved applying the term to the development of nuclear technology after the discovery of controlled fission in the United States' Manhattan Project. The United States' nuclear program represented the source 'cell' or 'organism' from which the technology would spread. Such spread was a 'natural' process, and so scholars confidently predicted that there would be thirty or forty nuclear powers by 1980. Such a condition was considered dangerous, and undesirable, and so attempts were made to establish external controls on the proliferation of nuclear weapons. These attempts resulted in the Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1970, which remains the principal mechanism of proliferation control. The development of nuclear technology was thus imagined in terms of the 'proliferation' metaphor. The first question to be asked is what are the implications of this image, with its understandings of autonomy, spread and external control, for the policy response to the development of nuclear technology? There are two crucial entailments of the proliferation metaphor as applied to nuclear weapons. 

The first entailment is the image of a spread outward from a point, or source. Cell division begins with a single, or source cell, and spreads outward from there — in the case of a cancer, both to produce a single tumor and to create a number of separate tumors throughout the host body. Similarly, the 'problem' of proliferation is one of a source or sources 'proliferating', that is reproducing itself by supplying the necessary technology to a new site of technological application. This image highlights the transmission process from source to recipient, and entails policy designed to cut off the supply, restricting the technology to its source. Hence, the dominant response to nuclear proliferation is the creation of supplier groups, the Zangger Committee and the NSG, which seeks to 'control' the spread of nuclear technology. In other words, they attempt to provide "the checks and balances that normally ensure orderly" transfer, and prevent the spread of nuclear technology resulting in the "cancer" of weapons' proliferation. The image is repeated even in the more extreme proposals for policy. For example, former Prime Minster Trudeau proposed a scheme to the United Nations Special Session on Disarmament for preventing weapons' spread. This scheme included two measures currently under consideration at the Conference on Disarmament, a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, and a Cutoff of Fissile Material Production. Trudeau's plan was known as the 'suffocation proposal'—firmly in keeping with the biological referent of proliferation. To stop, rather than control, reproduction by organisms, you need to 'suffocate' the progenitors.

Impact

Xenophobia causes violent and devastating effects
Mutimer, Prof. of Poli Sci at York, 2000 (David, “The Weapons States: Proliferation and the Framing of Security”, pg. 78-83)
The move from "difference" to "other," as Connolly puts it, is the moment of politics. Although difference is essential to the construction of identity, the creation of difference as other marks the constitution of hierarchy and exclusion. The temptation to which Connolly refers is the temptation to secure the self through the identification of difference as the other. It is a temptation we have seen constantly, and with devastating effects. Connolly speaks of the constitution of heretic and heathen in medieval Christianity as the internal and external others to the Catholic self. In both cases the confrontation with the other was violent, taking the form of conversions through individual and collective tortures or elimination through public executions and mass exterminations. Closer to home, the Cold War saw the constitution of the Communist other, both internal and external, which gave rise to new forms of heretic hunting and the possibility of mass exterminations on an altogether new scale. Crucially, Connolly notes that there are ways to counteract the temptation to "othering." but to do so one must first recognize the constructed and contingent nature of identity and difference.
This conception of identity and difference as constructed, contingent, and contestable has led to two principal forms of research in critical IR literature. The most common is the problematization of the state and nation as the locus of identity. By examining the various alternative forms of individual and collective identity, authors show how these forms intersect and transcend state practice and how they are subordinated and oppressed by the state and by the theoretical practice of statecentric IR theory. The problematization of state and nation does not mean they are not real or meaningful, however. A second stream of critical IR research has explored the way in which states and nations—particular states and nations rather than the universalized state and nation of realist-inspired literature—are themselves constructed.15 Nation and state are important forms of collective and even individual identity, as anyone confronted by a border guard can attest. These forms of identity however, are constructed through social practices of recognition and differentiation as are any others and so they are both as particular and as contingent as any others.
Impact—Dehumanization

We can not look to books in order to describe people it commodifies their life and creates a valueless life after dehumanization

Said 77 (Edward, “Orientalism,” London: Penguin, Pages 93-95)
To these writers is that it is a fallacy to assume that the swarming, unpredictable, and problematic mess in which human beings live can be understood on the basis of what books—texts—say; to apply what one learns out of a book literally to reality is to risk folly or ruin. One would no more think of using Amadis of Gaul to understand sixteenth-century (or present-day) Spain than one would use the Bible to understand, say, the House of Commons. But clearly people have tried and do try to use texts in so simple-minded a way, for otherwise Candide and Don Quixote would not still have the appeal for readers that they do today. It seems a common human failing to prefer the schematic authority of a text to the disorientations of direct encounters with the human. But is this failing constantly present, or are there circumstances that, more than others, make the textual attitude likely to prevail?

Two situations favor a textual attitude. One is when a human being confronts at close quarters something relatively unknown and threatening and previously distant. In such a case one has recourse not only to what in one's previous experience the novelty resembles but also to what one has read about it. Travel books or guidebooks are about as "natural" a kind of text, as logical in their composition and in their use, as any book one can think of, precisely because of this human tendency to fall back on a text when the uncertainties of travel in strange parts seem to threaten one's equanimity. Many travelers find themselves saying of an experience in a new country that it wasn't what they expected, meaning that it wasn't what a book said it would be. And of course many writers of travel books or guidebooks compose them in order to say that a country is like this, or better, that it is colorful, expensive, interesting, and so forth. The idea in either case is that people, places, and experiences can always be described by a book, so much so that the book (or text) acquires a greater authority, and use, even than the actuality it describes. The comedy of Fabrice del Dongo's search for the battle of Waterloo is not so much that he fails to find the battle, but that he looks for it as something texts have told him about.

A second situation favoring the textual attitude is the appearance of success. If one reads a book claiming that lions are fierce and then encounters a fierce lion (I simplify, of course), the chances are that one will be encouraged to read more books by that same author, and believe them. But if, in addition, the lion book instructs one how to deal with a fierce lion, and the instructions work

((94))

perfectly, then not only will the author be greatly believed, he will also be impelled to try his hand at other kinds of written performance. There is a rather complex dialectic of reinforcement by which the experiences of readers in reality are determined by what they have read, and this in turn influences writers to take up subjects defined in advance by readers' experiences. A book on how to handle a fierce lion might then cause a series of books to be produced on such subjects as the fierceness of lions, the origins of fierceness, and so forth. Similarly, as the focus of the text centers more narrowly on the subject—no longer lions but their fierceness —we might expect that the ways by which it is recommended that a lion's fierceness be handled will actually increase its fierceness, force it to be fierce since that is what it is, and that is what in essence we know or can only know about it.

A text purporting to contain knowledge about something actual, and arising out of circumstances similar to the ones I have just described, is not easily dismissed. Expertise is attributed to it. The authority of academics, institutions, and governments can accrue to it, surrounding it with still greater prestige than its practical successes warrant. Most important, such texts can create not only knowledge but also the very reality they appear to describe. In time such knowledge and reality produce a tradition, or what Michel Foucault calls a discourse, whose material presence or weight, not the originality of a given author, is really responsible for the texts produced out of it. This kind of text is composed out of those pre-existing units of information deposited by Flaubert in the catalogue of idees revues.
In the light of all this, consider Napoleon and de Lesseps. Every-thing they knew, more or less, about the Orient came from books written in the tradition of Orientalism, placed in its library of idees revues; for them the Orient, like the fierce lion, was something to be encountered and dealt with to a certain extent because the texts made that Orient possible. Such an Orient was silent, available to Europe for the realization of projects that involved but were never directly responsible to the native inhabitants, and unable to resist the projects, images, or mere descriptions devised for it. Earlier in this chapter I called such a relation between Western writing (and its consequences) and Oriental silence the result of and the sign of the West's great cultural strength, its will to power over the

Orient. But there is another side to the strength, a side whose existence depends on the pressures of the Orientalist tradition and

((95))

its textual attitude to the Orient; this side lives its own life, as books about fierce lions will do until lions can talk back. The perspective rarely drawn on Napoleon and de Lesseps—to take two among the many projectors who hatched plans for the Orient—is the one that sees them carrying on in the dimensionless silence of the Orient mainly because the discourse of Orientalism, over and above the Orient's powerlessness to do anything about them, suffused their activity with meaning, intelligibility, and reality. The discourse of Orientalism and what made it possible—in Napoleon's case, a West far more powerful militarily than the Orient—gave them Orientals who could be described in such works as the Description de l'Egypte and an Orient that could be cut across as de Lesseps cut across Suez. Moreover, Orientalism gave them their success—at least from their point of view, which had nothing to do with that of the Oriental. Success, in other words, had all the actual human inter-change between Oriental and Westerner of the Judge's "said I to myself, said I" in Trial by Jury.

Once we begin to think of Orientalism as a kind of Western projection onto and will to govern over the Orient, we will encounter few surprises. For if it is true that historians like Michelet, Ranke, Toqueville, and Burckhardt em plot their narratives "as a story of a

particular kind,"87 the same is also true of Orientalists who plotted Oriental history, character, and destiny for hundreds of years. During the nineteenth and twentieth centuries the Orientalists be-came a more serious quantity, because by then the reaches of imaginative and actual geography had shrunk, because the Oriental-European relationship was determined by an unstoppable European expansion in search of markets, resources, and colonies, and finally, because Orientalism had accomplished its self-metamorphosis from a scholarly discourse to an imperial institution. Evidence of this metamorphosis is already apparent in what I have said of Napoleon, de Lesseps, Balfour, and Cromer. Their projects in the Orient are understandable on only the most rudimentary level as the efforts of men of vision and genius, heroes in Carlyle's sense. In fact Napoleon, de Lesseps, Cromer, and Balfour are far more regular, far less unusual, if we recall the schemata of d'Herbelot and Dante and add to them both a modernized, efficient engine (like the nineteenth-century European empire) and a positive twist: since one cannot ontologically obliterate the Orient (as d'Herbelot and Dante perhaps realized), one does have the means to capture it, treat it, describe it, improve it, radically alter it.

Impact—Dehumanization

Orientalism assumes that the humans and culture of the orient never change and stay the same

Said 77 (Edward, “Orientalism,” London: Penguin, Pages 93-95)
The point I am trying to make here is that the transition from a merely textual apprehension, formulation, or definition of the Orient to the putting of all this into practice in the Orient did take place, and that Orientalism had much to do with that—if I may use the word in a literal sense—preposterous transition. So far as its strictly scholarly work was concerned (and I find the idea of strictly scholarly work as disinterested and abstract hard to under-stand: still, we can allow it intellectually), Orientalism did a great many things. During its great age in the nineteenth century it pro- duced scholars; it increased the number of languages taught in the West and the quantity of manuscripts edited, translated, and commented on; in many cases, it provided the Orient with sympathetic European students, genuinely interested in such matters as Sanskrit grammar, Phoenician numismatics, and Arabic poetry. Yet—and here we must be very clear—Orientalism overrode the Orient. As a system of thought about the Orient, it always rose from the specifically human detail to the general transhuman one; an observation about a tenth-century Arab poet multiplied itself into a policy towards (and about) the Oriental mentality in Egypt, Iraq, or Arabia. Similarly a verse from the Koran would be considered the best evidence of an ineradicable Muslim sensuality. Orientalism assumed an unchanging Orient, absolutely different (the reasons change from epoch to epoch) from the West. And Orientalism, in its post-eighteenth-century form, could never revise itself. All this makes Cromer and Balfour, as observers and administrators of the Orient, inevitable.

The closeness between politics and Orientalism, or to put it more circumspectly, the great likelihood that ideas about the Orient drawn from Orientalism can be put to political use, is an important yet extremely sensitive truth. It raises questions about the pre- disposition towards innocence or guilt, scholarly disinterest or pressure-group complicity, in such fields as black or women's studies. It necessarily provokes unrest in one's conscience about cultural, racial, or historical generalizations, their uses, value, degree of objectivity, and fundamental intent. More than anything else, the political and cultural circumstances in which Western Orientalism has flourished draw attention to the debased position of the Orient or Oriental as an object of study. Can any other than a political master-slave relation produce the Orientalized Orient perfectly characterized by Anwar Abdel Malek?

Impact—Dehumanization 

Orientalism Lowers people down to the level of “others” or an object to study

Said 77 (Edward, “Orientalism,” London: Penguin, Pages 93-95)
a)On the level of the position of the problem, the problematic . . . the Orient and Orientals [are considered by Orientalism] as an "object" of study, stamped with an otherneu —as all that is different, whether it be "subject" or "object"—but of a constitutive otherness, of an essentialist character. . . . This "object" of study will be, as is customary, passive, non-participating, endowed with a "historical" subjectivity, above all, non-active, non-autonomous, non-sovereign with regard to itself: the only Orient or Oriental or "subject" which could be admitted, at the extreme limit, is the alienated being, philosophically, that is, other than itself in relationship to itself, posed, understood, defined—and acted—by others.

b)On the level of the thematic, [the Orientalists] adopt an essentialist conception of the countries, nations and peoples of the Orient under study, a conception which expresses itself through a characterized ethnist typology ... and will soon proceed with it towards racism.
According to the traditional orientalists, an essence should exist —sometimes even clearly described in metaphysical terms—which constitutes the inalienable and common basis of all the beings con-sidered; this essence is both "historical," since it goes back to the dawn of history, and fundamentally a-historical, since it transfixes the being, "the object" of study, within its inalienable and nonevolutive specificity, instead of defining it as all other beings, states, nations, peoples, and cultures—as a product, a resultant of the vection of the forces operating in the field of historical evolution.

Thus one ends with a typology—based on a real specificity, but detached from history, and, consequently, conceived as being in-tangible, essential—which makes of the studied "object" another being with regard to whom the studying subject is transcendent; we will have a homo Sinicus, a homo Arabicus (and why not a homo Aegypticus, etc.) , a homo Africanus, the man—the "normal man," it is understood—being the European man of the historical period, that is, since Greek antiquity. One sees how much, from the eighteenth to the twentieth century, the hegemonism of posses-sing minorities, unveiled by Marx and Engels, and the anthropocentrism dismantled by Freud are accompanied by europocentrism in the area of human and social sciences, and more particularly in those in direct relationship with non-European peoples.
Impact—Dehumanization

Continued Orientalism keeps the Orient oppressed inevitably dehumanizing the other

Said 78(“Orientalism” Edward Said was a professor of comparative literature at Columbia University, November

1978 pg108-110)

In a sense the limitations of Orientalism are, as I said earlier, the limitations that follow upon disregarding, essentializing, denuding the humanity of another culture, people, or geographical region. But Orientalism has taken a further step than that: it views the Orient as something whose existence is not only displayed but has remained fixed in time and place for the West. So impressive have the descriptive and textual successes of Orientalism been that entire periods of the Orient's cultural, political, and social history are considered mere responses to the West. The West is the actor, the Orient a passive reactor. The West is the spectator, the judge and jury, of every facet of Oriental behavior. Yet if history during the twentieth century has provoked intrinsic change in and for the Orient, the Orientalist is stunned: he cannot realize that to some extent the new [Oriental] leaders, intellectuals or policy-makers, have learned many lessons from the travail of their predecessors. They have also been aided by the structural and institutional transformations accomplished in the intervening period and by the fact that they are to a great extent more at liberty to fashion the future of their countries. They are also much more confident and perhaps slightly aggressive. No longer do they have to function hoping to obtain a favorable verdict from the invisible jury of the West. Their dialogue is not with the West, it is with their fellow citizens." Moreover, the Orientalist assumes that what his texts have not prepared him for is the result either of outside agitation in the Orient or of the Orient's misguided inanity. None of the innumerable Orientalist texts on Islam, including their summa, The Cambridge History of Islam, can prepare their reader for what has taken place since 1948 in Egypt, Palestine, Iraq, Syria, Lebanon, or the Yemens. When the dogmas about Islam cannot serve, not even for the most Panglossian Orientalist, there is recourse to an Orientalized social-science jargon, to such marketable abstractions as elites, political stability, modernization, and institutional development, all stamped with the cachet of Orientalist wisdom. In the meantime a growing, more and more dangerous rift separates Orient and Occident. The present crisis dramatizes the disparity between texts and reality. Yet in this study of Orientalism I wish not only to expose the sources of Orientalism's views but also to reflect on its importance, for the contemporary intellectual rightly feels that to ignore a part of the world now demonstrably encroaching upon him is to avoid reality. Humanists have too often confined their attention to departmentalized topics of research. They have neither watched nor learned from disciplines like Orientalism whose unremitting ambition was to master all of a world, not some easily delimited part of it such as an author or a collection of texts. However, along with such academic security-blankets as "history," ,literature," or "the humanities," and despite its overreaching aspirations, Orientalism is involved in worldly, historical circumstances which it has tried to conceal behind an often pompous scientism and appeals to rationalism. The contemporary intellectual can learn from Orientalism how, on the one hand, either to limit or to enlarge realistically the scope of his discipline's claims, and on the other, to see the human ground (the foul-rag-and-bone shop of the heart, Yeats called it) in which texts, visions, methods, and disciplines begin, grow, thrive, and degenerate. To investigate Orientalism is also to propose intellectual ways for handling the methodological problems that history has brought forward, so to speak, in its subject matter, the Orient. 

Impact—Nuclear Racism

Impact—If nuclear racism is not stopped in its tracks right now, our future will be unstable 

Gopal, Prof. of History at Jawaharlal Nehru Univ., ’98 [Sarvepalli, International Social Science Journal 50.157, “Images of world Society: a Third World View,” p. Blackwell-Synergey]
It is clear, too, that no world society, even if it comes into existence, can endure, so long as a few countries possess nuclear weapons and seek to prevent, by political and economic sanctions, other countries from securing them. Knowledge and technological capacity cannot be withheld; so only pressure can be applied to enforce non-proliferation. Nations which are close allies of the nuclear powers may agree to such renunciation, at least in the short term; but there is no logic in this position and it cannot therefore be maintained for long. In particular, those countries which attach value to independence and self-reliance cannot be expected to abide by a position which enables some countries to build up nuclear stockpiles while forbidding others even to undertake nuclear testing. This implies the acceptance of a hierarchy, of a new category of haves and have-nots, which cannot be part of an image of a fair and equitable world society. There are two alternatives, both of which have their limitations. The hope of non-proliferation can be abandoned, and the new political world order would be one where all countries which can afford nuclear weapons and are capable of producing them would possess them. This would have the merit of not placing the decision of whether we are to be destroyed by a nuclear catastrophe in the hands of a few governments as at present. Indeed, it has been argued, for example by Ali Mazrui, that if some countries of the Third World possessed nuclear weapons, this would not only restore a measure of egalitarianism in world affairs but would strengthen the forces working for peace. Multipolarity, in nuclear as in other matters, has its advantages. But there is also the obvious danger that, the more people who can plunge the world into a holocaust, the greater its likelihood. Merely listing the names of some of those now on the threshold of nuclear status – South Africa, Pakistan, India, Israel, Brazil – is to see that to extend the spread of nuclear weapons is not necessarily to diminish the likelihood of their use. The other alternative is to persuade those who now possess nuclear weapons to abandon them; non-proliferation can only succeed if there is denuclearization. But to state this is enough to show how improbable it is. So, in the case of the spread of nuclear weapons as in that of recasting the United Nations Organization, the answer is not clear. But the answer has to be found if a world society is not always to survive uncertainly on the brink of disaster. A world society, of course, is not just the product of relations between the constituent states; perhaps even more important than international politics are domestic conditions. It goes without saying that our future can be neither just nor stable as long as racism is prevalent and in some areas is even the basis of state policy. Apartheid is not only an intolerable violation of human dignity and freedom; it fouls the atmosphere everywhere and endangers world peace. The inequality between races does not always take so flagrant a form, but the poison is widespread and needs to be eradicated before we can even consider laying firm foundations for a world society. There are other forms of inequality which, if less criminal than racism, also call for our attention. The current efforts to secure for women a proper status in society will obviously have to continue. If the worth of a civilization is properly assessed by the way it treats its women, this criterion will apply to the world community as well.
Alt—Shift Focus

We must interrogate the affirmative’s East/West dichotomy by moving our focus away from the differences between cultures 
Marrouchi 98 (Mustapha, professor postcolonial literature LSU, Counternarratives, Recoveries, Refusals,

boundary 2, Vol. 25, No. 2, Edward W. Said., pg. 205-257)

The indeterminacy in the authority of Western knowledge brought about by Orientalism has provoked us to rethink the modern West from the perspective of the Other, to go beyond Orientalism itself in examining the implications of its demonstration that the East/West opposition is an externalization of an internal division in the modern West. Even if Said's work performs this task inadequately, the proliferation of writing back with a vengeance would be unimaginable without it." "There has been a revolution," Said claimed in 1995, sixteen years after the publication of Orientalism, "in the consciousness of women, minorities and marginals so powerful as to affect mainstream thinking world-wide. Although I had some sense of it when I was working on Orientalism in the 1970s, it is now so dramatically apparent as to demand the attention of everyone seriously concerned with the scholarly and theoretical study of culture." In addition, Said may be the only cultural critic living today who has acquired both the resources to survive and the "cultural capital," in Pierre Bourdieu's formula, to thrive as a writer in revolt. Selective appropriation, incorporation, and rearticulation of Western ideologies, cultures, and institutions alongside an Arab tur'ath (heritage) have been some of the strategies he deploys and employs. He has succeeded because he possesses the high-quality skills required to engage in critical practices and, more important, the self-confidence, discipline, and ijtih'ad (perseverance) necessary for success without an undue reliance on the mainstream for approval and acceptance. My way of doing this has been to show that the development and maintenance of every culture require the existence of another different and competing alter ego. The construction of identity-for identity, whether of Orient or Occident, France or Britain, while obviously a repository of distinct collective experiences, is finally a construction- involves establishing opposites and "others" whose actuality is always subject to the continuous interpretation and reinterpretation of their differences from "us." 
Alternative #1
Obama’s xenophobia is interfering with a world of nuclear proliferation which is key to a stable planet

Tepperman, Editor of Newsweek, 9 (Jonathan, August 29, 2009, Why Obama Should Learn to Love the Bomb, Newsweek http://www.newsweek.com/2009/08/28/why-obama-should-learn-to-love-the-bomb.html) 
On Sept. 24, President Barack Obama will bring together 14 world leaders for a special U.N. Security Council meeting in New York. On the agenda: how to rid the world of nuclear weapons. The summit is the latest step in the administration's campaign to eliminate nukes, a priority Obama stressed on the campaign trail and formally announced in April during his speech in Prague. U.S. attempts to stop Iran from acquiring the bomb and to pry the weapons out of North Korea's fingers are also key parts of this campaign.

These efforts are all grounded in the same proposition: that, as Obama has said several times, nuclear weapons represent the "gravest threat" to U.S. security. This argument has a lot going for it. It's strongly intuitive, as anyone who's ever seen pictures of Hiroshima or Nagasaki knows. It's also popular; U.S. presidents have been making similar noises since the Eisenhower administration, and halting the spread of nukes (if not eliminating them altogether) is one of the few things Obama, Vladimir Putin, Hu Jintao, and Benjamin Netanyahu can all agree on. There's just one problem with the reasoning: it may well be wrong.

A growing and compelling body of research suggests that nuclear weapons may not, in fact, make the world more dangerous, as Obama and most people assume. The bomb may actually make us safer. In this era of rogue states and transnational terrorists, that idea sounds so obviously wrongheaded that few politicians or policymakers are willing to entertain it. But that's a mistake. Knowing the truth about nukes would have a profound impact on government policy. Obama's idealistic campaign, so out of character for a pragmatic administration, may be unlikely to get far (past presidents have tried and failed). But it's not even clear he should make the effort. There are more important measures the U.S. government can and should take to make the real world safer, and these mustn't be ignored in the name of a dreamy ideal (a nuke-free planet) that's both unrealistic and possibly undesirable.

The argument that nuclear weapons can be agents of peace as well as destruction rests on two deceptively simple observations. First, nuclear weapons have not been used since 1945. Second, there's never been a nuclear, or even a nonnuclear, war between two states that possess them. Just stop for a second and think about that: it's hard to overstate how remarkable it is, especially given the singular viciousness of the 20th century. As Kenneth Waltz, the leading "nuclear optimist" and a professor emeritus of political science at UC Berkeley puts it, "We now have 64 years of experience since Hiroshima. It's striking and against all historical precedent that for that substantial period, there has not been any war among nuclear states."

To understand why—and why the next 64 years are likely to play out the same way—you need to start by recognizing that all states are rational on some basic level. Their leaders may be stupid, petty, venal, even evil, but they tend to do things only when they're pretty sure they can get away with them. Take war: a country will start a fight only when it's almost certain it can get what it wants at an acceptable price. Not even Hitler or Saddam waged wars they didn't think they could win. The problem historically has been that leaders often make the wrong gamble and underestimate the other side—and millions of innocents pay the price.

Nuclear weapons change all that by making the costs of war obvious, inevitable, and unacceptable. Suddenly, when both sides have the ability to turn the other to ashes with the push of a button—and everybody knows it—the basic math shifts. Even the craziest tin-pot dictator is forced to accept that war with a nuclear state is unwinnable and thus not worth the effort. As Waltz puts it, "Why fight if you can't win and might lose everything?"

Why indeed? The iron logic of deterrence and mutually assured destruction is so compelling, it's led to what's known as the nuclear peace: the virtually unprecedented stretch since the end of World War II in which all the world's major powers have avoided coming to blows. They did fight proxy wars, ranging from Korea to Vietnam to Angola to Latin America. But these never matched the furious destruction of full-on, great-power war (World War II alone was responsible for some 50 million to 70 million deaths). And since the end of the Cold War, such bloodshed has declined precipitously. Meanwhile, the nuclear powers have scrupulously avoided direct combat, and there's very good reason to think they always will. There have been some near misses, but a close look at these cases is fundamentally reassuring—because in each instance, very different leaders all came to the same safe conclusion.

Take the mother of all nuclear standoffs: the Cuban missile crisis. For 13 days in October 1962, the United States and the Soviet Union each threatened the other with destruction. But both countries soon stepped back from the brink when they recognized that a war would have meant curtains for everyone. As important as the fact that they did is the reason why: Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev's aide Fyodor Burlatsky said later on, "It is impossible to win a nuclear war, and both sides realized that, maybe for the first time."

The record since then shows the same pattern repeating: nuclear-armed enemies slide toward war, then pull back, always for the same reasons. The best recent example is India and Pakistan, which fought three bloody wars after independence before acquiring their own nukes in 1998. Getting their hands on weapons of mass destruction didn't do anything to lessen their animosity. But it did dramatically mellow their behavior. Since acquiring atomic weapons, the two sides have never fought another war, despite severe provocations (like Pakistani-based terrorist attacks on India in 2001 and 2008). They have skirmished once. But during that flare-up, in Kashmir in 1999, both countries were careful to keep the fighting limited and to avoid threatening the other's vital interests. Sumit Ganguly, an Indiana University professor and coauthor of the forthcoming India, Pakistan, and the Bomb, has found that on both sides, officials' thinking was strikingly similar to that of the Russians and Americans in 1962. The prospect of war brought Delhi and Islamabad face to face with a nuclear holocaust, and leaders in each country did what they had to do to avoid it.

Nuclear pessimists—and there are many—insist that even if this pattern has held in the past, it's crazy to rely on it in the future, for several reasons. The first is that today's nuclear wannabes are so completely unhinged, you'd be mad to trust them with a bomb. Take the sybaritic Kim Jong Il, who's never missed a chance to demonstrate his battiness, or Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, who has denied the Holocaust and promised the destruction of Israel, and who, according to some respected Middle East scholars, runs a messianic martyrdom cult that would welcome nuclear obliteration. These regimes are the ultimate rogues, the thinking goes—and there's no deterring rogues.

But are Kim and Ahmadinejad really scarier and crazier than were Stalin and Mao? It might look that way from Seoul or Tel Aviv, but history says otherwise. Khrushchev, remember, threatened to "bury" the United States, and in 1957, Mao blithely declared that a nuclear war with America wouldn't be so bad because even "if half of mankind died … the whole world would become socialist." Pyongyang and Tehran support terrorism—but so did Moscow and Beijing. And as for seeming suicidal, Michael Desch of the University of Notre Dame points out that Stalin and Mao are the real record holders here: both were responsible for the deaths of some 20 million of their own citizens.

Yet when push came to shove, their regimes balked at nuclear suicide, and so would today's international bogeymen. For all of Ahmadinejad's antics, his power is limited, and the clerical regime has always proved rational and pragmatic when its life is on the line. Revolutionary Iran has never started a war, has done deals with both Washington and Jerusalem, and sued for peace in its war with Iraq (which Saddam started) once it realized it couldn't win. North Korea, meanwhile, is a tiny, impoverished, family-run country with a history of being invaded; its overwhelming preoccupation is survival, and every time it becomes more belligerent it reverses itself a few months later (witness last week, when Pyongyang told Seoul and Washington it was ready to return to the bargaining table). These countries may be brutally oppressive, but nothing in their behavior suggests they have a death wish.
Still, even if Iran or North Korea are deterrable, nuclear pessimists fear they'll give or sell their deadly toys to terrorists, who aren't—for it's hard to bomb a group with no return address. Yet look closely, and the risk of a WMD handoff starts to seem overblown. For one thing, assuming Iran is able to actually build a nuke, Desch explains that "it doesn't make sense that they'd then give something they regard as central to their survival to groups like Hizbullah, over which they have limited control. As for Al Qaeda, they don't even share common interests. Why would the mullahs give Osama bin Laden the crown jewels?" To do so would be fatal, for Washington has made it very clear that it would regard any terrorist use of a WMD as an attack by the country that supplied it—and would respond accordingly.

A much greater threat is that a nuclear North Korea or Pakistan could collapse and lose control of its weapons entirely. Yet here again history offers some comfort. China acquired its first nuke in 1964, just two years before it descended into the mad chaos of the Cultural Revolution, when virtually every Chinese institution was threatened—except for its nuclear infrastructure, which remained secure. "It was nearly a coup," says Desch, "yet with all the unrest, nobody ever thought that there might be an unauthorized nuclear use." The Soviets' weapons were also kept largely safe (with U.S. help) during the breakup of their union in the early '90s. And in recent years Moscow has greatly upped its defense spending (by 20 to 30 percent a year), using some of the cash to modernize and protect its arsenal.

As for Pakistan, it has taken numerous precautions to ensure that its own weapons are insulated from the country's chaos, installing complicated firing mechanisms to prevent a launch by lone radicals, for example, and instituting special training and screening for its nuclear personnel to ensure they're not infiltrated by extremists. Even if the Pakistani state did collapse entirely—the nightmare scenario—the chance of a Taliban bomb would still be remote. Desch argues that the idea that terrorists "could use these weapons radically underestimates the difficulty of actually operating a modern nuclear arsenal. These things need constant maintenance and they're very easy to disable. So the idea that these things could be stuffed into a gunnysack and smuggled across the Rio Grande is preposterous."

The risk of an arms race—with, say, other Persian Gulf states rushing to build a bomb after Iran got one—is a bit harder to dispel. Once again, however, history is instructive. "In 64 years, the most nuclear-weapons states we've ever had is 12," says Waltz. "Now with North Korea we're at nine. That's not proliferation; that's spread at glacial pace." Nuclear weapons are so controversial and expensive that only countries that deem them absolutely critical to their survival go through the extreme trouble of acquiring them. That's why South Africa, Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan voluntarily gave theirs up in the early '90s, and why other countries like Brazil and Argentina dropped nascent programs. This doesn't guarantee that one or more of Iran's neighbors—Egypt or Saudi Arabia, say—might not still go for the bomb if Iran manages to build one. But the risks of a rapid spread are low, especially given Secretary of State Hillary Clinton's recent suggestion that the United States would extend a nuclear umbrella over the region, as Washington has over South Korea and Japan, if Iran does complete a bomb. If one or two Gulf states nonetheless decided to pursue their own weapon, that still might not be so disastrous, given the way that bombs tend to mellow behavior.

Put this all together and nuclear weapons start to seem a lot less frightening. So why have so few people in Washington recognized this? Most of us suffer from what Desch calls a nuclear phobia, an irrational fear that's grounded in good evidence—nuclear weapons are terrifying—but that keeps us from making clear, coldblooded calculations about just how dangerous possessing them actually is. The logic of nuclear peace rests on a scary bargain: you accept a small chance that something extremely bad will happen in exchange for a much bigger chance that something very bad—conventional war—won't happen. This may well be a rational bet to take, especially if that first risk is very small indeed. But it's a tough case to make to the public.

Still, it's worth keeping in mind as Obama coaxes the world toward nuclear disarmament—especially because he's destined to fail. The Russians and Chinese have shown little inclination to give up their nukes, for several reasons—chief among them that the U.S. is vastly more powerful in conventional terms, and these weapons are thus their main way of leveling the playing field. Moscow and Beijing would likely be unmoved by anything short of a unilateral U.S. disarmament, which no one in Washington contemplates. And even if Russia and China (and France, Britain, Israel, India, and Pakistan) could be coaxed to abandon their weapons, we'd still live with the fear that any of them could quickly and secretly rearm. Meanwhile, the U.S. campaign to slow Iran's weapons program and reverse North Korea's is also unlikely to work. States want nukes if they feel their survival is in jeopardy. The Obama administration may have dropped talk of regime change, but it continues to threaten Pyongyang and Tehran. That ensures the standoff will continue, for so long as these states feel insecure, they'll never give up their nuclear dreams.

Given this reality, Washington would be wiser to focus on making the world we actually live in—the nuclear world—safer. This involves several steps, few of which the Obama administration has mentioned but which it should emphasize in its Nuclear Posture Review due at the end of the year. To start, the logic of deterrence works only if everybody knows who has a nuclear arsenal and thus can't be attacked—as Peter Sellers puts it in Stanley Kubrick's Dr. Strangelove, "The whole point of a Doomsday Machine is lost if you keep it a secret!" So the United States should make sure everyone knows roughly who has what, to keep anyone from getting dangerous ideas. On a similar note, the United States should put more effort into advancing what Harvard's Graham Allison calls "nuclear forensics," an emerging discipline that would allow scientists to trace any nuclear device exploded anywhere, by anybody—be it a state or a terrorist—back to its manufacturer and point of origin (since this would convince rogues they can't risk selling bombs to bad guys).

A politically tougher but equally important step would be to make sure that any nuclear weapons state has what's called a "survivable second strike option," a means of ensuring that even if attacked, it could still shoot back, since this is the best way to persuade its enemies not to bother trying to incapacitate it through a surprise attack (as Joseph Cirincione of the Ploughshares Fund points out, this can be done with a small arsenal and need not necessitate a big buildup). Finally, Washington should continue doing what it's done with Russia and Pakistan to help those regimes keep their weapons safe. The administration has announced plans to help secure loose nukes, and that's all to the good. But it should be prepared to offer the same technology and training to other new nuclear states if they emerge—even if they're U.S. enemies. Critics will scream that doing so would reward bad behavior and encourage it in others. It might. But it would also help keep everyone safe from an accidental launch, which seems a lot more important. None of these steps will be easy to pitch to the public, even for a president as gifted and nimble as Obama. But as he heads into a rare nuclear summit in late September, the least he could do is hold a frank debate on what's really the best strategy for securing the world from—or with—these weapons. Given the stakes, he can hardly afford not to.

Alternative #2
American cinema represent how a world could work without Orientalism

Brosky ‘6 (Kenneth, July 4, 2006, American Orientalism in the Media; Associated content; http://www.associatedcontent.com/article/41483/american_orientalism_in_the_media.html)

There is less hope in the American cinema, but all is not bleak. In the “bad” department, there’s the new flick Sahara. This Indiana Jones rehash is about a group of would-be treasure hunters—three Western and one Oriental—searching for a lost Confederate ship in the middle of the Sahara Desert. Ignoring the obvious plot problems, the critical consensus, much like Indiana Jones, is that the movie is dumb fun. The problems occurs when one first realizes that all of the bad guys are Africans dressed in Hollywood-esque robed garbs. The only people who die in the movie—including the minority woman accompanying our heroes—are black. This poses some problems: what does it say about the Americans, who are seemingly indestructible even when suffering insurmountable odds (remember, the only dark-skinned associate they had is killed)? Moreso, what is a Confederate ship doing in the middle of the Sahara Desert? But there is hope. With the release of Kingdom of Heaven, screenwriter/director Ridley Scott has accomplished something very few white filmmakers have been able to do: he’s pleased the Muslims. And here’s the secret to doing this, something that a seemingly large amount of Americans seem impossible: he listened to them. When the initial screenplay worried major American Muslim groups, Scott brought in a number of Muslim scholars for the final draft in order to ensure not only a fair representation, but also historical accuracy (Germain 1). I think what’s important to remember in the case of Scott is he has an enormous amount of power in the world of Hollywood, thanks to his large success with blockbuster films like Gladiator. Where other more financially shaky directors may not have been able to make such a wild suggestion (and here I use sarcasm) to bring in Muslim scholars, Scott was able to do so, quite frankly, because he wanted to. The end result? “It’s one of the better representation of Muslims we’ve seen out of Hollywood,” according to Laila al-Qatami, head of the American-Arab Anti- Discrimination Committee (Germain 1). It’s amazing, I think, how close our society can get to eliminating Orientalism when we simply try to.
AT: Too Poor

AT: Third World Countries Are Too Poor to Afford Nuclear Weapons
Gusterson 99  (Hugh Massachusetts Institute of Technology “Nuclear Weapons and the Other in the Western Imagination” Cultural Anthropology 14(1):111-143. Copyright © 1999, American Anthropological Association.)

It is often said that it is inappropriate for Third World countries to squander money on nuclear (or conventional) weapons when they have such pressing problems of poverty, hunger, and homelessness on which the money might more appropriately be spent. Western disapprobation of Third World military spend​ing was particularly marked when India conducted its "peaceful nuclear explo​sion" in May 1974. At the time one Washington official, condemning India for having the wrong priorities, was quoted as saying, "I don't see how this is going to grow more rice" (New York Times 1974a: 8). The next day the New York Times picked up the theme in its editorial page:
The more appropriate reaction [to the nuclear test] would be one of despair that such great talent and resources have been squandered on the vanity of power, while 600 million Indians slip deeper into poverty. The sixth member of the nu​clear club may be passing the begging bowl before the year is out because Indian science and technology so far have failed to solve the country's fundamental prob​lems of food and population. [New York Times 1974b]
Similar comments were made after India's nuclear tests of 1998. Mary McGrory, for example, wrote in her column in the Washington Post that "two large, poor countries in desperate need of schools, hospitals, and education are strewing billions of dollars for nuclear development" (1998b:Cl); and Rupert Cornwell, writing in the British Independent, said that "a country as poor as India should not be wasting resources on weapons that might only tempt a preemptive strike by an adversary; it is economic lunacy" (1998:9).
Such statements are not necessarily wrong, but, read with a critical eye, they have a recursive effect that potentially undermines the rationale for military programs in the West as well. First, one can interrogate denunciations of profli​gate military spending in the Third World by pointing out that Western coun​tries, despite their own extravagant levels of military spending, have by no means solved their own social and economic problems. The United States, for example, which allots 4 percent of its GNP (over $250 billion per year) to mili​tary spending against India's 2.8 percent (Gokhale 1996), financed the arms race of the 1980s by accumulating debt—its own way of passing the begging bowl—at a rate of over $200 billion each year. Meanwhile in America advocates for the homeless estimate that 2 million Americans have nowhere to live,8 and another 36 million Americans live below the official poverty line (Mattern 1998). The infant mortality rate is lower for black children in Botswana than for those in the United States (Edelman 1991). As any observant pedestrian in the urban United States knows, it is not only Indians who need to beg.

Second, American taxpayers have consistently been told that nuclear weap​ons are a bargain compared with the cost of conventional weapons. They give "more bang for the buck." If this is true for "us," then surely it is also true for "them": if a developing nation has security concerns, then a nuclear weapon ought to be the cheapest way to take care of them (Rathjens 1982:267).
Third, critics of U.S. military spending have been told for years that mili​tary spending stimulates economic development and produces such beneficial economic spin-offs that it almost pays for itself. If military Keynesianism works for "us," it is hard to see why it should not also work for "them." And indeed, "Indian decision-makers have perceived high investments in nuclear research as a means to generate significant long-term industrial benefits in electronics, min​ing, metallurgy and other non-nuclear sectors of the economy" (Potter 1982:157).

In other words, "they" may use the same legitimating arguments as "we" do on behalf of nuclear weapons. The arguments we use to defend our weapons could as easily be used to defend theirs. We can only argue otherwise by using a double standard.

AT: Deterrence Unstable

AT: Deterrence Will Be Unstable in the Third World
Gusterson 99  (Hugh Massachusetts Institute of Technology “Nuclear Weapons and the Other in the Western Imagination” Cultural Anthropology 14(1):111-143. Copyright © 1999, American Anthropological Association.)

During the Cold War Americans were told that nuclear deterrence pre​vented the smoldering enmity between the superpowers from bursting into the full flame of war, saving millions of lives by making conventional war too dan​gerous. When the practice of deterrence was challenged by the antinuclear movement of the 1980s, Pentagon officials and defense intellectuals warned us that nuclear disarmament would just make the world safe for conventional war.9 Surely, then, we should want countries such as Pakistan, India, Iraq, and Israel also to enjoy the stabilizing benefits of nuclear weapons.

This is, in fact, precisely the argument made by the father of the Pakistani bomb, Abdul Qadeer Khan. He said at a press conference in 1998, alluding to the fact that Pakistan had a nuclear capability for many years before its actual nu​clear tests, "The nuclear weapon is a peace guarantor. It gave peace to Europe, it gave peace to us.... I believe my work has saved this country for the last twenty years from many wars" (NNI-News 1998). Western security specialists and me​dia pundits have argued, on the other hand, that deterrence as practiced by the superpowers during the Cold War may not work in Third World settings because Third World adversaries tend to share common borders and because they lack the resources to develop secure second-strike capabilities. On closer examina​tion these arguments, plausible enough at first, turn out to be deeply problem​atic, especially in their silences about the risks of deterrence as practiced by the superpowers. I shall take them in turn.
First, there is the argument that deterrence may not work for countries, such as India and Pakistan, that share a common border and can therefore attack one another very quickly.10 As one commentator put it,

In the heating conflict between India and Pakistan, one of the many dangers to be reckoned with is there would be no time for caution. While it would have taken more than a half-hour for a Soviet-based nuclear mis​sile to reach the United States—time at least for America to double-check its com​puter screen or use the hotline—the striking distance between India and Pakistan is no more than five minutes. That is not enough time to confirm a threat or even think twice before giving the order to return fire, and perhaps mistakenly incinerate an entire nation. [Lev 1998-.A19]
This formulation focuses only on the difference in missile flight times while ignoring other countervailing differences in missile configurations that would make deterrence in South Asia look more stable than deterrence as prac​ticed by the superpowers. Such a view overlooks the fact that the missiles de​ployed by the two superpowers were, by the end of the Cold War, MIRVed and extraordinarily accurate. MIRVed missiles—those equipped with Multiple In​dependently Targetable Reentry Vehicles—carry several warheads, each capa​ble of striking a different target. The MX, for example, was designed to carry ten warheads, each capable of landing within 100 feet of a separate target. The un​precedented accuracy of the MX, together with the fact that one MX missile could—in theory at least—destroy ten Soviet missiles, made it, as some arms controllers worried at the time, a destabilizing weapon that, together with its Russian counterparts, put each superpower in a "use-it-or-lose-it" situation whereby it would have to launch its missiles immediately if it believed itself un​der attack. Thus, once one adds accuracy and MIRVing to the strategic equation, the putative contrast between stable deterrence in the West and unstable deter​rence in South Asia looks upside down, even if one were to grant the difference in flight times between the Cold War superpowers and between the main adver​saries in South Asia.
But there is no reason to grant the alleged difference in flight times. Lev says that it would have taken "more than half an hour" for American and Russian missiles to reach their targets during the Cold War (1998: A19). While this was more or less true for intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs), it was not true for the submarine-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) the superpowers moved in against each other's coasts; these were about ten minutes of flight time from their targets. Nor was it true of the American Jupiter missiles stationed in Tur​key, right up against the Soviet border, in the early 1960s. Nor was it true of the Pershing lis deployed in Germany in the 1980s. When the antinuclear move​ment claimed that it was destabilizing to move the Pershings to within less than ten minutes of flight time of Moscow, the U.S. government insisted that any​thing that strengthened NATO's attack capability strengthened nuclear deter​rence. Here again one sees a double standard in the arguments made to legiti​mate "our" nuclear weapons.

Finally, even if we were to accept that the superpowers would have half-an-hour's warning against five minutes for countries in South Asia, to think that this matters is to be incited to a discourse based on the absurd premise that there is any meaningful difference between half an hour and five minutes for a country that believes itself under nuclear attack (see Foucault 1980a: ch. 1). While half an hour does leave more time to verify warnings of an attack, would any sane na​tional leadership feel any safer irrevocably launching nuclear weapons against an adversary in half an hour rather than five minutes? In either case, the time frame for decision making is too compressed.
In other words, the argument about missile flight times, quite apart from the fact that it misrepresents the realities of deterrence between the superpowers, is a red herring. What really matters is not the geographical proximity of the adver​sarial nations but, rather, their confidence that each could survive an attack by the other with some sort of retaliatory capability. Many analysts have argued that newly nuclear nations with small arsenals would lack a secure second-strike capability. Their nuclear weapons would therefore invite rather than deter a preemptive or preventive attack, especially in a crisis. Thus the New York Times editorialized that "unlike the superpowers, India and Pakistan will have small, poorly protected nuclear stocks. No nation in that situation can be sure that its weapons could survive a nuclear attack" (1998:14). Similarly, British defense analyst Jonathan Power has written that "superpower theorists have long argued that stability is not possible unless there is an assured second-strike capability. . . . Neither India and [sic] Pakistan have the capability, as the superpowers did, to develop and build such a second-strike capability" (1997:29).

This argument has been rebutted by Kenneth Waltz (1982, 1995a, 1995b), a leading political scientist seen as a maverick for his views on nuclear prolifera​tion. Waltz, refusing the binary distinction at the heart of the dominant dis​course, suggests that horizontal nuclear proliferation could bring about what he calls "nuclear peace" in troubled regions of the globe just as, in his view, it sta​bilized the superpower relationship. Waltz argues that, although the numbers of weapons are different, the general mathematical principle of deterrence—the appalling asymmetry of risk and reward—remains the same and may even, per​versely, work more effectively in new nuclear nations. Waltz points out that it would take very few surviving nuclear weapons to inflict "unacceptable dam​age" on a Third World adversary: "Do we expect to lose one city or two, two cit​ies or ten? When these are the pertinent questions, we stop thinking about run​ning risks and start thinking about how to avoid them" (1995a:8). Waltz argues that, while a first strike would be fraught with terrifying uncertainties in any cir​cumstances, the discussion of building secure retaliatory capabilities in the West has tended, ethnocentrically, to focus on the strategies the superpowers employed to do so: building vast arsenals at huge expense on land, at sea, and in the air. But Third World countries have cheaper, more low-tech options at their disposal too: "Nuclear warheads can be fairly small and light, and they are easy to hide and to move. People worry about terrorists stealing nuclear warheads be​cause various states have so many of them. Everybody seems to believe that ter​rorists are capable of hiding bombs. Why should states be unable to do what ter​rorist gangs are thought to be capable of?" (Waltz 1995a: 19). Waltz (1982, 1995a) also points out that Third World states could easily and cheaply confuse adversaries by deploying dummy nuclear weapons, and he reminds readers that the current nuclear powers (with the exception of the United States) all passed through and survived phases in their own nuclear infancy when their nuclear ar​senals were similarly small and vulnerable.

The discourse on proliferation assumes that the superpowers' massive in​terlocking arsenals of highly accurate MIRVed missiles deployed on hair-trig​ger alert and designed with first-strike capability backed by global satellite ca​pability was stable and that the small, crude arsenals of new nuclear nations would be unstable, but one could quite plausibly argue the reverse. Indeed, as mentioned above, by the 1980s a number of analysts in the West were concerned that the MIRVing of missiles and the accuracy of new guidance systems were generating increasing pressure to strike first in a crisis. Although the strategic logic might be a little different, they saw temptations to preempt at the high end of the nuclear social system as well as at the low end (Aldridge 1983; Gray and Payne 1980; Scheer 1982). There were also concerns (explored in more detail below) that the complex computerized early-warning systems with which each superpower protected its weapons were generating false alarms that might lead to accidental war (Blair 1993; Sagan 1993). Thus one could argue—as former Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara (1986) and a number of others have—that deterrence between the United States and Russia would be safer and more stable if each side replaced their current massive strategic arsenals with a small force of about one hundred nuclear weapons—about the size India's nu​clear stockpile is believed to be, as it happens. Further, Bruce Blair (Blair, Feiveson, and von Hippel 1997), a former missile control officer turned strate​gic analyst, and Stansfield Turner (1997), a former CIA director, have suggested that the readiness posture of American and Russian nuclear forces makes them an accident waiting to happen. The United States and Russia, they argue, would be safer if they stored their warheads separate from their delivery vehicles—as, it so happens, India and Pakistan do.11 In the words of Scott Sagan, a political scientist and former Pentagon official concerned about U.S. nuclear weapons safety,
The United States should not try to make new nuclear nations become like the su​perpowers during the Cold War, with large arsenals ready to launch at a moment's notice for the sake of deterrence; instead, for the sake of safety, the United States and Russia should try to become more like some of the nascent nuclear states, maintaining very small nuclear capabilities, with weapons components separated and located apart from the delivery systems, and with civilian organizations con​trolling the warheads. [Sagan 1995:90-91]12
Given, as I have shown, that the crisis stability of large nuclear arsenals can also be questioned and that it is not immediately self-evident why the leader of, say, India today should feel any more confident that he would not lose a city or two in a preemptive strike on Pakistan than his U.S. counterpart would in attack​ing Russia, I want to suggest that an argument that appears on the surface to be about numbers and configurations of weapons is really, when one looks more closely, about the psychology and culture of people. Put simply, the dominant discourse assumes that leaders in the Third World make decisions differently than their counterparts in the West: that they are more likely to take risks, gam​bling millions of lives, or to make rash and irresponsible calculations.

AT: Lack Tech Maturity

AT: Third World Governments Lack the Technical Maturity to Handle Nuclear Weapons
Gusterson 99  (Hugh Massachusetts Institute of Technology “Nuclear Weapons and the Other in the Western Imagination” Cultural Anthropology 14(1):111-143. Copyright © 1999, American Anthropological Association.)

The third argument against horizontal proliferation is that Third World na​tions may lack the technical maturity to be trusted with nuclear weapons. Brito and Intriligator, for example, tell us that "the new nuclear nations are likely to be less sophisticated technically and thus less able to develop safeguards against accident or unauthorized action" (1982:137). And the Washington Post quotes an unnamed Western diplomat stationed in Pakistan who, worrying that India and Pakistan lack the technology to detect an incoming attack on their weapons, said, the United States has "expensive space-based surveillance that could pick up the launches, but Pakistan and India have no warning systems. I don't know what their doctrine will be. Launch when the wind blows?" (Anderson 1998.A1).
In terms of safety technologies, U.S. weapons scientists have over the years developed Insensitive High Explosive (IHE), which will not detonate if a weapon is—as has happened with U.S. nuclear weapons—accidentally dropped. U.S. weapons scientists have also developed Permissive Action Links (PALs), elec​tronic devices that block the arming of nuclear weapons until the correct code is entered so that the weapons cannot be used if stolen and will not go off if there is an accident during routine transportation or storage of the weapons. Obvi​ously the United States could, if it were deeply concerned about safety problems in new nuclear nations, share such safety technologies, as it offered to do with the Soviets during the Cold War.13 It has chosen not to share its safety technolo​gies with such nations as India and Pakistan partly out of concern that it would then be perceived as rewarding proliferation.
Quite aside from the question of whether the United States itself could dis​creetly do more to improve the safety of nuclear arsenals in new nuclear nations, if one reviews the U.S. nuclear safety record, the comforting dichotomy be​tween a high-tech, safe "us" and the low-tech, unsafe "them" begins to look dis​tinctly dubious. First, the United States has not always made use of the safety technologies at its disposal. Over the protests of some weapons designers, for example, the Navy decided not to incorporate state-of-the-art safety technolo​gies into one of its newest weapons: the Trident II. The Trident II does not con​tain Insensitive High Explosive because IHE is heavier than ordinary high ex​plosive and would, therefore, have reduced the number of warheads each missile could carry. The Trident II designers also decided to use 1.1 class propellant fuel rather than the less combustible, hence safer, 1.3 class fuel, because the former would give the missile a longer range. After the Trident II was deployed, a high-level review panel appointed by President Bush recommended recalling and re​designing it for safety reasons, but the panel was overruled partly because of the expense this would have involved (Drell, Foster, and Townes 1991; Smith 1990).
Second, turning to the surveillance and early-warning systems that the United States has but threshold nuclear nations lack, one finds that these systems bring with them special problems as well as benefits. For example, it was the high-technology Aegis radar system, misread by a navy operator, that was di​rectly responsible for the tragically mistaken U.S. decision to shoot down an Ira​nian commercial jetliner on July 3, 1988, a blunder that cost innocent lives and could have triggered a war. Similarly, and potentially more seriously,At 8:50 a.m., on November 9, 1979, the operational duty officers at NORAD—as well as in the SAC command post, at the Pentagon's National Military Command Center (NMCC), and the alternate National Military Command Center (ANMCC) at Fort Richie, Maryland—were suddenly confronted with a realistic display of a Soviet nuclear attack apparently designed to decapitate the American command system and destroy U.S. nuclear forces: a large number of Soviet missiles ap​peared to have been launched, both SLBMs and ICBMs, in a full-scale attack on the United States. [Sagan 1993:228-229]
American interceptor planes were scrambled, the presidential "doomsday plane" took off (without the president) to coordinate a possible nuclear war, and air traffic controllers were told to bring down commercial planes before U.S. military commanders found that a training tape had mistakenly been inserted into the system (Sagan 1993:230).
More seriously still, on October 28, 1962, at the height of the Cuban Mis​sile Crisis when the United States was at a high level of alert and had its nuclear weapons cocked at the ready, another accident with a training tape caused U.S. radar operators to believe that a missile had been launched at Florida from Cuba. When there was no nuclear detonation, they realized they had mistaken a satel​lite for a missile (Sagan 1993:130-131). Also during the Cuban Missile Crisis, at a time when sentries at U.S. military bases had been told to be alert to Soviet saboteurs, a bear climbing a fence at a base in Duluth was mistaken for a saboteur, and the alarm set off throughout the region was, in Wisconsin, mis​taken for the nuclear war alarm. An officer had to drive onto the runway to block the nuclear-armed F-106As, already taxiing, from taking off (Sagan 1993:1,99).
Looking next at the U.S. safety record in transporting and handling nuclear weapons, again there is more cause for relief than for complacency. There have, for example, been at least twenty-four occasions when U.S. aircraft have acci​dentally released nuclear weapons and at least eight incidents in which U.S. nu​clear weapons were involved in plane crashes or fires (Sagan 1993:185; Wil​liams and Cantelon 1988:239-245). In 1980, during routine maintenance of a Titan II missile in Arkansas, an accident with a wrench caused a conventional explosion that sent the nuclear warhead 600 feet through the air (Barasch 1983:42). In another incident an H-bomb was accidentally dropped over North Carolina; only one safety switch worked, preventing the bomb from detonating (Barasch 1983:41). In 1966 two U.S. planes collided over Palomares, Spain, and four nuclear weapons fell to the ground, causing a conventional explosion that contaminated a large, populated area with plutonium. One hydrogen bomb was lost for three months. In 1968 a U.S. plane carrying four H-bombs caught fire over Greenland. The crew ejected, and there was a conventional explosion that scattered plutonium over a wide area (Sagan 1993:156-203).
None of these accidents produced nuclear explosions, but recent safety studies have concluded that this must partly be attributed to good luck. These studies revealed that the design of the W-79 nuclear artillery shell contained a previously unsuspected design flaw that could lead to an unintended nuclear ex​plosion in certain circumstances. In consequence the artillery shells had to be se​cretly withdrawn from Europe in 1989 (Sagan 1993:184; Smith 1990).
In other words, the U.S. nuclear arsenal has its own safety problems related to its dependence on highly computerized warning and detection systems, its Cold War practice of patrolling oceans and skies with live nuclear weapons, and its large stockpile size. Even where U.S. scientists have developed special safety technologies, they are not always used. The presumption that Third World coun​tries lack the technical competence to be trusted with nuclear weapons fits our stereotypes about these countries' backwardness, but it distracts us from asking whether we ourselves have the technical infallibility the weapons ideally require.
AT: Lack Political Maturity
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The fourth argument concerns the supposed political instability or irration​ality of Third World countries. Security specialists and media pundits worry that Third World dictators free from democratic constraints are more likely to de​velop and use nuclear weapons, that military officers in such countries will be more likely to take possession of the weapons or use them on their own initia​tive, or that Third World countries are more vulnerable to the kinds of ancient hatred and religious fanaticism that could lead to the use of nuclear weapons in anger. These concerns bring us to the heart of orientalist ideology.

The presumed contrast between the West, where leaders are disciplined by democracy, and the Third World, where they are not, is nicely laid out by non-proliferation expert William Potter:

Adverse domestic opinion may also serve as a constraint on the acquisition of nu​clear weapons by some nations. Japan, West Germany, Sweden, and Canada are examples of democracies where public opposition could have a decided effect on nuclear weapons decisions. . . . The fear of adverse public opinion, on the other hand, might be expected to be marginal for many developing nations without a strong democratic tradition. [Potter 1982:143]14
This contrast does not hold up so well under examination. In 1983 Western European leaders ignored huge grassroots protests against the deployment of the Cruise and Pershing II missiles. President Reagan, likewise, pressed ahead vig​orously with nuclear weapons testing and deployment in the face of one million people—probably the largest American protest ever—at the UN Disarmament Rally in New York on June 12, 1982, despite opinion polls that consistently showed strong support for a bilateral nuclear weapons freeze (McCrea and Mar-kle 1989:111). And the governments of Britain, France, and Israel, not to men​tion the United States, all made their initial decisions to acquire nuclear weap​ons without any public debate or knowledge.15 Ironically, of all the countries that have nuclear weapons, only in India was the question of whether or not to cross the nuclear threshold an election issue, with the Bharatiya Janata Party campaigning for office successfully in 1998 on a pledge to conduct nuclear tests. Pakistan also had a period of public debate before conducting its first nuclear test. Far from being constrained by public opinion on nuclear weapons, the Western democracies have felt quite free to ignore it.16 Yet the idea that Western democracies live with their nuclear arms half tied behind their backs recurs over and over in the discourse on nuclear proliferation.

By contrast, Third World countries are often represented in the discourse on proliferation as countries lacking impulse control and led by fanatical, brutal, or narcissistic leaders who might misuse nuclear weapons. Defense Secretary William Cohen, for example, referred to India and Pakistan as countries "engag​ing in chauvinistic chest-pounding about their nuclear manhood" (Abrams 1998). Richard Perle, a leading arms control official in the Reagan administra​tion, said,
Nuclear weapons, once thought of as the "great equalizer," must now be seen dif​ferently. They are one thing in the hands of governments animated by rational policies to protect national interests and a normal regard for human life. They are quite another in the hands of a brutal megalomaniac like Saddam who wouldn't blink at the mass destruction of his "enemies." . . . The most formidable threat to our well-being would be a Saddam in possession of true weapons of mass destruc​tion. ... In any contest in which one side is bound by the norms of civilized behav​ior and the other is not, history is, alas, on the side of the barbarians. [1990:A8]17

Similarly, Senator Edward Kennedy (Democrat, Massachusetts) warned that "nuclear weapons in the arsenals of unstable Third World regimes are a clear and present danger to all humanity. . . . Dictators threatened with attack along their borders or revolutions from within may not pause before pressing the button. The scenarios are terrifying" (1982:ix).

It is often also assumed in the discourse on proliferation that Third World nuclear weapons exist to serve the ends of despotic vanity or religious fanati​cism and may be used without restraint. In the public discussion of India's nu​clear tests in 1998, for example, it was a recurrent theme that India conducted its nuclear tests out of a narcissistic desire for self-aggrandizement rather than for legitimate national security reasons. This image persists in spite of the fact that India, with a declared nuclear power (China) on one border and an undeclared nuclear power (Pakistan) on the other, might be thought to have reasons every bit as compelling as those of the five official nuclear powers to test nuclear weapons. Strategic analyst Michael Krepon said on The News Hour with Jim Lehrer, "These tests weren't done for security purposes. . . . They were done for reasons of domestic politics and national pride. . . . We have street demonstrations to protest nuclear weapons. They have them to celebrate them" (1998). Mean​while, in an article entitled "Nuclear Fear and Narcissism Shake South Asia," a New York Times reporter, speaking of India as if it were a spoiled child, wrote that India, "tired of what it considers to be its own second-class status in world affairs . . . has gotten the attention it wanted" (Weisman 1998:16). Similarly, Senator Richard Lugar (Republican, Indiana) said that India tested in part be​cause "there was a lot of indifference, under-appreciation of India. . . . We were not spending quality time in the Administration or Congress on India" (Con​gressional Quarterly Weekly 1998:1367-1368). And when Edward Teller, the so-called father of the hydrogen bomb, was asked if India and Pakistan were fol​lowing his motto that "knowledge is good," he replied, "These explosions have not been performed for knowledge. It may be to impress people. It may be a form of boasting" (Mayer 1998:B1).

The Western discourse on nuclear proliferation is also permeated by a re​current anxiety that Third World nations will use nuclear weapons to pursue religious squabbles and crusades. Commentators particularly fear an "Islamic bomb" and a Muslim holy war. Said (1978:287) identified the fear of a Muslim holy war as one of the cornerstones of orientalist ideology. Senator Edward Kennedy worries about a scenario in which "Libya, determined to acquire nu​clear weapons, receives a gift of the Bomb from Pakistan as an act of Islamic solidarity" (1982:ix). Senator Daniel Patrick Moynihan warns that "you could have an Islamic bomb in no time, and God have mercy on us" (Associated Press 1998). Mary McGrory fears that "nothing is more important than keeping the 'Islamic bomb' out of the hands of Iran. Let it be introduced into the Middle East and you can kiss the world we know goodbye" (1998a: A3). The San Francisco Examiner quotes an analyst who explained Saddam Hussein's willingness to forego $100 billion in oil revenues rather than end his nuclear weapons program by saying, "The single most important reason is Saddam's vision of his role in history as a saviour of the Arab world. He is comparing himself with Saladin" (Kempster 1998.A17). Finally, syndicated columnist Morton Kondracke specu​lates about a despot "like the Shah of Iran" who "secretly builds an arsenal to in​crease his prestige":

Then he is overthrown by a religious fanatic resembling the Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini, who then uses some of the Shah's bombs to intimidate or destroy neighboring countries. And other bombs he passes on to terrorists that will use them to wage holy wars. Be glad that it didn't happen in real life. But something like it could. [1983]

The Western discourse on proliferation also stresses the supposedly an​cient quality of feuds and hatreds in South Asia and the Middle East. As British journalist Nigel Calder puts it, "In that troubled part of the world, where modern technology serves ancient bitterness and nuclear explosions seem like a just ex​pression of the wrath of God, imagining sequences of events that could lead to a regional nuclear conflict is not difficult" (1979:83). Explaining why Pakistan named its new missile the Ghauri, Senator Moynihan said, "Ghauri was a Mus​lim prince who invaded India in the twelfth century. These things don't go away" (1998). "Nuclear missiles named for ancient warriors will probably be deployed by two nations with a history of warfare, religious strife, and a sim​mering border dispute," said an ABC News reporter (Wouters 1998). In this vein it was widely reported in the U.S. media that the Indian Prithvi missile was named after an ancient warrior-king and that India's Agni missile was named for the god of fire (e.g., Marquand 1998). This widely circulated claim is particu​larly striking because, while it resonates with our stereotypes of Hindus en​slaved to religion and tradition, it is quite untrue. The word Prithvi means "world" or "earth," and Agni means fire itself and does not refer to a god. The Indians are naming their missiles after elements, not after warriors or gods (Ghosh 1998). Of course, if Western commentators were looking for a country that names its nuclear weapons after ancient gods and dead warriors, they need have looked no further than the United States, with its Jupiter, Thor, Poseidon, Atlas, Polaris, Minuteman, and Pershing missiles.

After dictators and religious fanatics, the Western imagination is most afraid of Third World military officers. The academics Brito and Intriligator, for example, tell us that Third World governments might acquire nuclear weapons "mainly for deterrence purposes but might not be able to control such weapons once they were available. . . . Unilateral initiatives by junior officers could lead to these weapons going off (Brito and Intriligator 1982:140). One finds the same presumption in the writings of Nigel Calder, who also worries about Third World military officers: "An American or Russian general in Europe is not go​ing to let off the first nuclear weapon on his own initiative, even in the heat of battle, but will the same discipline apply to ... a Pakistani general who has a pri​vate nuclear theory about how to liberate Kashmir?" (1979:77).

Oliver North notwithstanding, it is taken as so obvious it does not need ex​plaining that Third World junior officers, unlike our own, are prone to take dangerous unilateral initiatives. Calder's passage only makes sense if one ac​cepts the contrast it states as unquestionably natural. It is the kind of ideological statement that the French theorist Roland Barthes characterized as "falsely ob​vious" (1972:11). As Edward Said says, once a group has been orientalized, "virtually anything can be written or said about it, without challenge or demur-ral" (1978:287). This presumption that the Third World body politic cannot con​trol its military loins is, I believe, a coded or metaphorical way of discussing a more general lack of control over impulses, a pervasive lack of discipline, as​sumed to afflict people of color.

But what if one tries to turn these contrasts inside out, asking whether the historical behavior of the Western nuclear powers might also give rise to con​cerns about undemocratic nuclear bullying, religious fanaticism, and unilateral initiatives by military officers? Because of its contradictions, gaps, and silences, the discourse on proliferation can always be read backward so that our gaze is di​rected not toward the Other but toward the author. Then the flaws and double standards of the discourse are illuminated. Thus, instead of asking whether Third World countries can be trusted with nuclear weapons, one can ask, how safe are the official nuclear powers from coups d'etat, renegade officers, or reck​less leaders?

Pursuing this line of inquiry, one notices that France came perilously close to revolution as recently as 1968 and that in 1961 a group of renegade French military officers took control of a nuclear weapon at France's nuclear test site in the Sahara Desert (Aeppel 1987; Spector 1990:18). Britain, struggling to repress IRA bombing campaigns, has been engaged in low-level civil war for most of the time it has possessed nuclear weapons. The United States has, since it ac​quired nuclear weapons, seen one president (Kennedy) assassinated and another president (Reagan) wounded by a gunman.

There have been problems with the U.S. military also. During the Cuban Missile Crisis, a group of military officers at Malmstrom Air Force Base rigged their missiles so that they could launch their nuclear weapons independently of the national command and control structure and outside of normal procedures requiring multiple officers to enable a launch (Sagan 1993:81-91,1995:78-79). In January 1963 a U.S. Air Force officer admitted to having tampered with the safety devices on a bomber's nuclear weapons, illegally disabling them (Sagan 1993:189). During the 1950s, although this conflicted with presidential policy, "preventive nuclear attacks [against the Soviets] were clearly imagined, ac​tively planned and vigorously advocated by senior U.S. military leaders" (Sagan 1995:62). One of these leaders was General Curtis LeMay, who, by 1954, had "begun raising the ante with the Soviet Union on his own, covertly and extrale-gally" (Rhodes 1995:564), by sending U.S. reconnaissance flights over the USSR—technically an act of war—despite President Truman's orders not to do so. And General Horace Wade had the following to say about a successor to Le-may as head of the Strategic Air Command, General Thomas Power, in the early 1960s: "He was ... a hard, cruel individual... I would like to say this. I used to worry about General Power. I used to worry that General Power was not stable.

I used to worry about the fact that he had control over so many weapons and weapons systems and could, under certain conditions, launch the force" (U.S. Air Force 1978:307-309, quoted in Sagan 1993:150).

Although the United States is not a theocracy, the American people have their own sense of manifest destiny and divine calling that is not always so dif​ferent from that of the Islamic fundamentalists whose nuclear ambitions they so fear. Major General Orvil Anderson was a military officer who, in distinctly Manichean terms, publicly advocated a nuclear attack on the Soviet Union (and lost his job for it). He said, "Give me the order to do it and I can break up Rus​sia's A-bomb nests in a week. . . . And when I went up to Christ—I think I could explain to him that I had saved Civilization" (Stevens 1958, quoted in Sagan 1995: n. 25). Nor is Anderson's sense that the use of nuclear weapons would be sanctioned by God unique: in the course of my own research I have interviewed American nuclear weapons scientists who believe that Christ would have pushed the button to bomb Hiroshima and that nuclear weapons are part of God's plan to end the world as a prelude to the Day of Judgment and the Second Coming (Gusterson 1996, 1997; see also Mojtabai 1986). One can easily imag​ine the Western media's response if Indian or Pakistani generals or weapons sci​entists were to say such things!

Finally, U.S. leaders have sometimes treated nuclear weapons not as the ul​timate weapons of self-defense and last resort but as weapons that can be used to threaten adversaries in the pursuit of America's interests and values abroad. The Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962 (during which President Kennedy put the chance of nuclear war "somewhere between one out of three and even") is only the best known of these gambles (Sagan 1993:54). Other examples include the follow​ing: President Eisenhower threatened to use nuclear weapons against the Chi​nese, who did not then possess nuclear weapons of their own, in Korea in 1953 and in Quemoy-Matsu in 1954-55; Truman and Eisenhower sent military sig​nals that the use of nuclear weapons was a possibility during the first Berlin Cri​sis, in 1949, and the second Quemoy-Matsu crisis, in 1958; and Henry Kissinger repeatedly conveyed President Nixon's threats of nuclear escalation to the North Vietnamese between 1969 and 1972 (Bundy 1988:238-239, 266-270, 277-283, 384; Cheng 1988; Ellsberg 1981:v-vi). During the Vietnam War, Barry Goldwater ran for president as the Republican nominee advocating con​sideration of the use of low-yield tactical nuclear weapons to defoliate the jun​gles of Vietnam.

AT: Perm Do Both

By advocating the Perm the Aff continues to act in a traditional manner without truly taking the opinions of people into perspective

Bilgin Prof IR Bikent University ‘5 (Regional Security in the Middle East: A Critical Perspective, pg 203)

Overall, Part II sought to advance the aims of the book by presenting a critique of post-Cold War security thinking and practices. This was attempted by drawing the contours of post-Cold War debates on Security Studies and offering a critique from a critical perspective. Taking 'rethinking security' seriously requires not only broadening security, but also considering the practical implications of adopting a broader security agenda. One problem with simply broadening the security agenda from a statist perspective without re-conceptualising agency and practice is that these new issues are approached not from the perspective of individuals or social groups but from that of states, and are addressed through traditional practices. The Gulf states' approach to the issue of labour migration was identified as an example of adopting a broader security agenda from a statist perspective. The European Union's approach to security in the Euro-Med Region was criticised for broadening security but not from the perspective of regional actors.

AT: Prolif Bad

Hegemony causes proliferation – multipolarity will solve it 

Weber et al ‘7 Professor of Political Science and Director of the Institute for International Studies at the University of California-Berkeley (Steven with Naazneen Barma, Matthew Kroenig, and Ely Ratner, Ph.D. January/February Candidates at the University of California-Berkeley and Research Fellows at its New Era Foreign Policy Center, “How Globalization Went Bad,” Foreign Policy, Issue 158)  

Axiom 3 is a story about the preferred strategies of the weak. It's a basic insight of international relations that states try to balance power. They protect themselves by joining groups that can hold a hegemonic threat at bay. But what if there is no viable group to join? In today's unipolar world, every nation from Venezuela to North Korea is looking for a way to constrain American power. But in the unipolar world, it's harder for states to join together to do that. So they turn to other means. They play a different game. Hamas, Iran, Somalia, North Korea, and Venezuela are not going to become allies anytime soon. Each is better off finding other ways to make life more difficult for Washington. Going nuclear is one way. Counterfeiting U.S. currency is another. Raising uncertainty about oil supplies is perhaps the most obvious method of all. Here's the important downside of unipolar globalization. In a world with multiple great powers, many of these threats would be less troublesome. The relatively weak states would have a choice among potential partners with which to ally, enhancing their influence. Without that more attractive choice, facilitating the dark side of globalization becomes the most effective means of constraining American power. SHARING GLOBALIZATION'S BURDEN The world is paying a heavy price for the instability created by the combination of globalization and unipolarity, and the United States is bearing most of the burden. Consider the case of nuclear proliferation. There's effectively a market out there for proliferation, with its own supply (states willing to share nuclear technology) and demand (states that badly want a nuclear weapon). The overlap of unipolarity with globalization ratchets up both the supply and demand, to the detriment of U.S. national security. It has become fashionable, in the wake of the Iraq war, to comment on the limits of conventional military force. But much of this analysis is overblown. The United States may not be able to stabilize and rebuild Iraq. But that doesn't matter much from the perspective of a government that thinks the Pentagon has it in its sights. In Tehran, Pyongyang, and many other capitals, including Beijing, the bottom line is simple: The U.S. military could, with conventional force, end those regimes tomorrow if it chose to do so. No country in the world can dream of challenging U.S. conventional military power. But they can certainly hope to deter America from using it. And the best deterrent yet invented is the threat of nuclear retaliation. Before 1989, states that felt threatened by the United States could turn to the Soviet Union's nuclear umbrella for protection. Now, they turn to people like A.Q. Khan. Having your own nuclear weapon used to be a luxury. Today, it is fast becoming a necessity. North Korea is the clearest example. Few countries had it worse during the Cold War. North Korea was surrounded by feuding, nuclear armed communist neighbors, it was officially at war with its southern neighbor, and it stared continuously at tens of thousands of U.S. troops on its border. But, for 40 years, North Korea didn't seek nuclear weapons. It didn't need to, because it had the Soviet nuclear umbrella. Within five years of the Soviet collapse, however, Pyongyang was pushing ahead full steam on plutonium reprocessing facilities. North Korea's founder, Kim II Sung, barely flinched when former U.S. President Bill Clinton's administration readied war plans to strike his nuclear installations preemptively. That brinkmanship paid off. Today North Korea is likely a nuclear power, and Kim's son rules the country with an iron fist. America's conventional military strength means a lot less to a nuclear North Korea. Saddam Hussein's great strategic blunder was that he took too long to get to the same place. How would things be different in a multipolar world? For starters, great powers could split the job of policing proliferation, and even collaborate on some particularly hard cases. It's often forgotten now that, during the Cold War, the only state 'with a tougher nonproliferation policy than the United States was the Soviet Union. Not a single country that had a formal alliance  with Moscow ever became a nuclear power. The Eastern bloc was full of countries with advanced technological capabilities in every area except one— nuclear weapons. Moscow simply wouldn't permit it. But today we see the uneven and inadequate level of effort that non-superpowers devote to stopping proliferation. The Europeans dangle carrots at Iran, but they are unwilling to consider serious sticks. The Chinese refuse to admit that there is a problem. And the Russians are aiding Iran's nuclear ambitions. When push comes to shove, nonproliferation today is almost entirely America's burden.  
AT: Prolif Bad

Global proliferation will lead to global peace

Shahid ’10 (Kamran, June 16, 2010, “The Benefits of Having Nuclear Weapons”

http://tribune.com.pk/story/21445/the-benefits-of-having-nuclear-weapons/) 
The above comparison shows that both schools have distinct explanation of wars but both agree that lack of a centralised order, which constitutes the ‘self-help system’ of anarchy, is the root cause of conflicting international relations. One argues that nuclear proliferation is the ‘missing order’ of the international world, which has the potential to overcome anarchy and act as a central unifying force. It functions in two dynamic ways: it secures the borders of a nuclear nation state once and for all and as a consequence of that, discourages wars between, among and against nuclear states. Without spending huge funds on conventional wars this method conveys a sharp message to all small and big monsters that an attack on ‘our’ nuclear security will be punished with such density and speed that it will undermine ‘yo 
ur’ relative gains. Unlike conventional warfare the speed at which nuclear weapons promise to deliver nuclear destruction has made wars between nuclear states rationally impossible. It raises the stakes too high for war and compels states to resolve their conflicts politically rather than militarily.
If the liberals and realists are in the quest for ‘order’ which can administrate cooperation and peace among states, and prevent the world from conflicts and wars, then one argues that it is this ‘nuclear order’, or nuclear defensive force, which will be the central deterrent authority of the international system. In the presence of this ‘nuclear order’ no state can ‘cheat the international agreements’ (the liberal explanation of wars) nor lust for ‘relative gains’ (realist justification of war). No state will even to think of destroying the security and territorial unity of a nuclear state.
_________________
***Aff Answers*** 

Perm: Do Both

Permutation solves – taking concrete action to reverse imperialism is a prerequisite

Bilgin, IR Professor at Bikent, ‘5 (“Regional Security in the Middle East: A Critical Perspective” p 60-61)
Admittedly, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first step. In other words, from a critical security perspective, self-reflection, thinking and writing are not enough in themselves. They should be compounded by other forms of practice (that is, action taken on the ground). It is indeed crucial for students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice by pointing to possibilities for change immanent in world politics and suggesting emancipatory practices if it is going to fulfil the promise of becoming a 'force of change' in world politics. Cognisant of the need to find and suggest alternative practices to meet a broadened security agenda without adopting militarised or zero-sum thinking and practices, students of critical approaches to security have suggested the imagining, creation and nurturing of security communities as emancipatory practices (Booth 1994a; Booth and Vale 1997).

Although Devetak's approach to the theory/practice relationship echoes critical approaches' conception of theory as a form of practice, the latter seeks to go further in shaping global practices. The distinction Booth makes between 'thinking about thinking' and 'thinking about doing' grasps the difference between the two. Booth (1997:114) writes:

Thinking about thinking is important, but, more urgently, so is thinking about doing…. Abstract ideas about emancipation will not suffice: it is important for Critical Security Studies to engage with the real by suggesting policies, agents, and sites of change, to help humankind, in whole and in part, to move away from its structural wrongs.

In this sense, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first (albeit crucial) step. It is vital for the students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice.
Perm 

We can combine both advocacies – A strict adherence to Realism is the opposite of racism.
Gusterson ‘99  (Hugh Massachusetts Institute of Technology “Nuclear Weapons and the Other in the Western Imagination” Cultural Anthropology 14(1):111-143. Copyright © 1999, American Anthropological Association.)
So, where does this leave us? This article has set out to critique not a particular policy but the way our conversations about policy choices on the nuclear issue may unthinkingly incorporate certain neocolonial hierarchies and assumptions that, when drawn to our attention, many of us would disown. Nor is this just a matter of policing language, for the embedded orientalist assumptions I have been critiquing here underpin a global security regime that sanctifies a particular kind of Western military dominance in the world. Because I have set out to criticize a particular kind of policy talk rather than a specific policy, I will conclude not with a prescribed policy but by suggesting that there are three different discursive positions on proliferation, each pointing in the direction of a very different global security regime, that do not embody the double standard I have been concerned to criticize here. I call them "exclusion," "participation," and "renunciation."
The strategy of exclusion is based pragmatically in the conventions of realpolitik. It involves the candid declaration that, while nuclear weapons may be no more dangerous in the hands of Muslims or Hindus than in those of Christians, they are a prerogative of power, and the powerful have no intention of allowing the powerless to acquire them. This is a position that, in its rejection of easy racism and phony moralism, is at least honorable in its frankness. It is the position of New York Times columnist Flora Lewis in her remark that "the 'rights' of nations are limited, and the limits must be imposed by those who can. They may not be more virtuous, but they must strive for it. That is the reason to keep insisting on nonproliferation" (1990:23).

Prolif Bad

Proliferation leads to nuclear war 

Utgoff 02 (Deputy Director of the Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division of the  Institute for Defense Analyses., Survival, vol. 44, no. 2, Summer 2002, pp. 85–102 “Proliferation, Missile Defence and American Ambitions”)
In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot-outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed toward a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear ‘six-shooters’ on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.   
Prolif Bad—Middle East

The middle east really can’t be trusted to support weapons empirically proved.

Rubin 6, (Michael September 1, “Can Iran Be Trusted?” AEI Middle Eastern Outlook, http://www.meforum.org/1002/can-iran-be-trusted)

Diplomacy to resolve concerns over Iran's nuclear program continues with no clear resolution in sight. Most officials seek to avoid military confrontation. After receiving Iran's refusal to demands that it suspend uranium enrichment, both Moscow and Paris urged Washington not to escalate the dispute.[1] Serious U.S. analysts agree with the costs of military action. The Iranian government could ratchet up its sponsorship of terror, U.S. troops in Iraq could be vulnerable to Tehran's proxy militias, ordinary Iranian citizens could rally around the nationalist flag, and targeted bombing of Iranian facilities could delay the Islamic Republic's program, not end it.

But will diplomacy be enough to stop the Islamic Republic's acquisition of nuclear weapons? What enables diplomacy is trust that the opposing side will honor its commitments. Tehran's track record does not create confidence. In its formative revolutionary years, the reformist heyday, and even today, the Iranian leadership has had a consistent record of antipathy toward diplomatic convention and violation of agreements.
Prolif Bad—Nuclear War

Proliferation provides a justification for preemptive wars and redefines nuclear weapons as conventional weapon insuring their use

Weiss ’7, (Peter, Six Reasons Why Nuclear Weapons Are More Dangerous than Ever; 22 Am. U. Int'l L. Rev. 400 2006-2007) 

I am going to give you six reasons why the need to take Article VI  seriously is greater today than ever before.10 Number one, nuclear  weapons have become a justification for preemptive war. In my view, Congress would never have given the President the authority to  invade Iraq if Congress had not believed at the time that they were  doing it because of Saddam's nuclear weapons program." And that  kind of thinking is now likely to repeat itself. Who knows what  we're going to do about Iran or North Korea or the next country that  says to the world "if the eight countries that have them now think  they need nukes for their security, why not we?" All we know is that  "all options are on the table," including, at least in the case of Iran,  the nuclear option.'2     Number two, there is the effect that nuclear weapons have on civil  rights and civil liberties. The specter of the mushroom cloud over  Manhattan, as alluded to by Condoleezza Rice, has become the  justification for every derogation from long accepted "absolute"  norms, like     the  prohibition  of   torture1"  or  of   warrantless  wiretapping. 14 Number three, nuclear weapons have been redefined as virtually conventional weapons. For most of the years since the NPT came  into effect, nuclear weapons have been regarded as the very ultimate  weapon to be used only in the most extraordinary circumstances.15 If  you read the 2006 Quadrennial Defense Review Report, you will see  that nuclear weapons are now part of a triad of deterrent weapons to  be used in any number of situations. And not only the United States  is taking that position but it is spreading now to other countries.  President Chirac made a remarkable statement the other day in which  he said that France would not necessarily refrain from using nuclear  weapons in reply to terrorist attacks.'7 So all options are now on the  table, at the Elysee, as well as at the White House.     The fourth point is that nuclear weapons in the hands of terrorists  did not exist during the Cold War."8 This is a very real problem. Will  terrorists use nuclear weapons? Who knows? Terrorists do all kinds  of crazy things that they don't consider crazy. Also, President  Ahmadinejad of Iran is on record as saying Israel has to be wiped off  the map and "with the force of God behind it, we shall soon  experience a world without the United States and Zionism."19This is a problem that will not go away as long as the nuclear weapon  states declare their intention to hold on to their nukes forever.     Number five, which is related to number four, is the unwillingness  of the nuclear weapon states to honor their commitments under  Article VI and the "unequivocal undertaking" that they gave in the  2000 NPT Review Conference to abolish their nuclear arsenals, an  undertaking which, despite its unequivocal nature, they refused to  reaffirm at last year's conference.
1

