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The idea that only some countries can handle nuclear weapons is assumed under a racist and colonial lens

High Gusterson, @ MIT Antrhopology Department, ‘2  [The Second Nuclear Age,  http://insct.syr.edu/Research%20and%20Events/Gusterson%20-%20the%20Second%20Nuclear%20Age.doc ]

To return to the discussion at the beginning of the paper, a key difference between the first and second nuclear ages, as Paul Bracken observes, concerns the larger number of players in the second nuclear age, the disappearance of the binary superpower conflict, and the emergence of proliferation, both to smaller states and to subnational actors, as a central issue in the system.  The American national security state has been quick to recognize the aporia between the first and second nuclear ages and to remake its policies to take account of new threats and possibilities.  Under the Clinton Administration we saw a (neo)liberal stategy to exercise nuclear hegemony in the international system; under George W. Bush we are seeing an imperial strategy.   We should not lose sight of the fact that both were strategies for hegemony. Clinton’s overarching goal was to create a liberal international order that would facilitate the flow of goods and services in a globalized economy while controlling the underside of globalization in the form of a global black market for nuclear materials.  He also sought to isolate “rogue states” from international civil society.  Under Clinton the weapons labs were quick to absorb their former rivals in Russia into a cooperative clientilistic relationship and to develop global surveillance programs to interdict the flow of nuclear technology to states conceived through an orientalist lens as insufficiently mature to wield nuclear weapons. While the right wing in the weapons labs wanted to break out of the test ban regime with a new generation of mini-nukes optimized for a new global struggle against rogue states, Clinton held back on this for fear of the damage it would inflict on his vision of a liberal global order.  Ever the genius at triangulation, Clinton found a way to surrender nuclear testing to the international community without giving up American nuclear domination, and a way to take testing away from the weapons labs while restoring their livelihood.  By combining the test ban treaty with the Science Based Stockpile Stewardship Program, he sought to turn a test ban from an arms control initiative into a strategic firebreak between the advanced information economy of the U.S. and the industrial economies of possible nuclear challengers.  Stockpile stewardship helps bring nuclear weapons deeper into the information age so that, increasingly, the essence of nuclear weapons is seen, like DNA, to consist of code.  It is only in the context of this conceptualization that we can, for example, understand the extraordinary hysteria over allegations that the Chinese-American scientist Wen Ho Lee shared with China discs containing bomb simulation codes. By contrast with Bill Clinton George W. Bush seems, as far as we can tell, to be planning to develop mininukes and to withdraw from the nuclear test ban treaty.  His is a unilateralist strategy to sum simulation technologies and nuclear testing rather than substitute one for the other, and to staunch nuclear proliferation by means of preemptive strikes on proliferators rather than through international regimes of surveillance and interdiction.  His vision is not of a liberal international order dominated by the United States, but of an American international imperium.  It seems to be a rule that, among the many ways nuclear weapons corrupt those who develop them, they turn their owners into hypocrites.  The hypocrisy of the cold war was at least fairly transparent, as each superpower claimed that its own genocidal weapons were vital and virtuous, while the almost identical genocidal weapons of the enemy were hideous and evil.  The hypocrisy of the second nuclear age is less transparent, and therefore in need of demystification.  Our leaders, interpreting the world through an orientalist lens, behave as if the nuclear weapons of the advanced industrial powers are part of the natural order of things while the attempt by some developing countries to develop one ten thousands the destructive power currently wielded by the United States represents a calamitous threat to global civilization.  Indeed, to listen to some of the official rhetoric around the recent war in Iraq, one would have thought that Iraq was trying to acquire uniquely evil weapons, not weapons that the U.S. and the UK already possess in abundance.  This nuclear orientalist ideology, as old as colonialism and as new as the information age, is a fine place for anthropologists to enter the nuclear debate.
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Racialized international politics ensures a continuation of misunderstanding between the conceived “North” and “South”.  In the context of the affirmative, the racial understanding of proliferating countries is inextricably linked with the proliferation itself.  Questioning these prior representations in international relations is necessary to deconstruct how the “North” and “South” will continue to engage one another.
Roxanne Doty, Prof. of Political Science @ ASU [Woot], ’96 [Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representations in North-South Relations, p. 166-71]
One of the deadly traces that has been deposited in our current "reality" and that figures prominently in this study is "race." The inventory of this trace has been systematically ignored by international relations scholarship. It seems fair to suggest that most international relations scholars as well as makers of foreign policy would suggest that "race" is not even a relevant issue in global politics. Some might concede that while "race" may have been a significant factor internationally during particular historical periods—as a justification for colonialism, for example— ”we“ are past that now. The racial hierarchy that once prevailed internationally simply no longer exists. To dwell upon "race" as an international issue is an unproductive, needless rehash of history. Adlai Stevenson rather crudely summed up this position when he complained that he was impatiently waiting for the time “when the last black-faced comedian has quit preaching about colonialism so the United Nations could move on to more important issues link disarmament. This view is unfortunately, although subtly, reflected in the very definition of the field of international relations whose central problems and categories have been framed in such a way as to preclude investigation into categories such as race that do not fit neatly within the bounds of prevailing conceptions of theory and explanation and the legitimate methods with which to pursue them. As Walker (1989) points out, current international relations research agendas are framed within an understanding that presumes certain ontological issues have been resolved. Having already resolved the questions of the “real” and relevant entities, international relations scholars generally proceed to analyze the world with an eye toward becoming a “real science.” What has been defined as “real” and relevant has not included race. As this study suggests, however, racialized identities historically have been inextricably linked with power, agency, reason, morality, and understandings of “self” and “other.” When we invoke these terms in certain contexts, we also silently invoke traces of previous racial distinctions. For example, Goldberg (1993: 164) suggests that the conceptual division of the world whereby the “third world” is the world of tradition, irrationality, overpopulation, disorder, and chaos assumes a racial character that perpetuates, both conceptually and actually, relations of domination, subjugation, and exclusion. Excluding the issue of representation enables that continuation of this and obscures the important relationship between representation, power, and agency. The issue of agency in international affairs appears in the literature in various ways, ranging from classical realism’s subjectivist privileging of human agents to the more recent focus on the “agent-structure problem” by proponents of structuration theory (e.g., Wendt [1987], Dessler [1989]). What these accounts have in common is their exclusion of the issue of representation. The presumption is made that agency ultimately refers back to some pre-discursive subject, even if that subject is socially constructed within the context of political, social, and economic structures. In contrast, the cases examined in this study suggest that the question of agency is one of how practices of representation create meaning and identities and thereby create the very possibility for agency. As Judith Butler (1990: 14-49] makes clear and as the empirical cases examined here suggest, identity and agency are both effects, not preexisting conditions of being. Such an anti-essentialist understanding does not depend upon foundational categories—an inner psychological self, for example. Rather, identity is re-conceptualized as simultaneously a practice and an effect that is always in the process of being constructed through signifying practices that expel the surplus meanings that would expose the failure of identity as such. For example, through a process of repetition, U.S. and British discourses constructed as natural and given the oppositional dichotomy between the uncivilized, barbaric "other" and the civilized, democratic "self" even while they both engaged in the oppression and brutalization of "others." The spector of the “other"' was always within the “self'." The proliferation of discourse in times of crisis illustrates an attempt to expel the "other," to make natural and unproblematic the boundaries between the inside and the outside. This in turn suggests that identity and therefore the agency that is connected with identity are inextricably linked to representational practices.
"Race" has not just been about certain rules and resources facilitating the agency of some social groups and denying or placing severe limitations on the agency of other social groups. Though it has been about these things, this is only one aspect of what "race" has historically been about. "Race" has most fundamentally been about being human. Racist discourses historically have constructed different kinds and degrees of humanness through representational practices that have claimed to be and have been accepted as "true" and accurate representations of "reality." Racist discourses highlight, perhaps more than any other, the inextricable link between power and truth or power and knowledge. A theory of agency in international relations, if it is to incorporate issues such as "race," must address the relationship between power and truth. 
1NC

This realization in turn implies a reconceptualization of power and how it works that transcends those present in existing theories of international relations.
The cases examined in this study attest to the importance of representational practices and the power that inheres in them. The infinity of traces that leave no inventory continue to play a significant part in contemporary constructions of "reality." This is not to suggest that representations have been static. Static implies the possibility of fixedness, when what I mean to suggest is an inherent fragility and instability in the meanings and identities that have been constructed in the various discourses I examined. For example, to characterize the South as "uncivilized" or "unfit for self-government” is no longer an acceptable representation. This is not, however, because the meanings of these terms were at one time fixed and stable. As l illustrated, what these signifiets signified was always deferred. Partial fixation was the result of their being anchored by some exemplary mode of being that was itself constructed at the power/knowledge nexus: the white male at the turn of the century, the United States after World War ll. Bhabha stresses "the wide range of the stereotype, from the loyal servant to Satan, from the loved to the hated; a shifting of subject positions in the circulation of colonial power" (1983:31). The shifting subject positions—from uncivilized native to quasi state to traditional "man" and society, for example —are all partial fixation; that have enabled the exercise of various and multiple forms of power. Nor do previous opposition; entirely disappear. What remains is an infinity of traces from prior representations that themselves have been founded not on pure presences but on difference. “The present becomes the sign of the sign, the trace of the trace," Derrida writes {1982:24}. Differance makes possible the chain of differing and deferring {the continuity} as well as the endless substitution {the discontinuity of names that are inscribed and reinscribed as a pure presence. the center of the structure that itself escapes structurality.

North-South relations have been constituted as a structure of deferral. The center of the structure{alternatively white man, modern man, the United States, the West, real names} has never been absolutely present outside a system of differences. It has itself been constituted as trace-the simulacrum of a presence that dislocates itself, displaces itself, refers itself {ibid]. Because the center is not a fixed locus but a function in which an infinite number of sign substitutions come into play, the domain and play of signification is extended indefinitely {Derrida 1978: 280}. This both opens up and limits possibilities, generates alternative sites of meanings and political resistances that give rise to practices of reinscription that seek to reaffirm identities and relationships. The inherently incomplete and open nature of discourse makes this reaffirmation an ongoing and never finally completed project. In this study I have sought, through an engagement with various discourses in which claims to truth have been staked, to challenge the validity of the structures of meaning and to make visible their complicity with practices of power and domination. By examining the ways in which structures of meaning have been associated with imperial practices, I have suggested that the construction of meaning and the construction of social, political, and economic power are inextricably linked. This suggests an ethical dimension to making meaning and an ethical imperative that is incumbent upon those who toil in the construction of structures of meaning. This is especially urgent in North-South relations today: one does not have to search very far to find a continuing complicity with colonial representations that ranges from a politics of silence and neglect to constructions of terrorism, lslamic fundamentalism, international drug trafficking, and Southern immigration to the North as new threats to global stability and peace.
The political stakes raised by this analysis revolve around the question of being able to "get beyond" the representations or speak outside of die discourses that historically have constructed the North and the South. I do not believe that there are any pure altematives by which we can escape the infinity of traces to which Gramsci refers. Nor do I wish to suggest that we are always hopelessly imprisoned in a dominant and all-pervasive discourse. Before this question can be answered—indeed, before we can even proceed to attempt an answer--attention must be given to the politics of representation. The price that international relations scholarship pays for its inattention to the issue of representation is perpetuation of the dominant modes of making meaning and deferral of its responsibility and complicity in dominant representations. 

Link – Racism
Plan is indebted to orientalist and hierarchical undertones.
Andreas Behnke, Prof. of Poli Sci @ Towson, 2k [January, International Journal of Peace Studies 5.1, “Inscriptions of the Imperial Order,”http://www.gmu.edu/academic/ijps/vol5_1/behnke.htm]

While sticking to our critical hermeneutics, we might nonetheless flesh out the 'identification' of the South as a constitutive Other. In November 1997, the RAND Corporation presented an 'authoritative study' on NATO's Mediterranean Initiative to the Alliance's top political and military authorities. Its institutionalized intertextual relationship with NATO's discourse was established through the Opening Speech by Secretary General Solana at the RAND conference at which the report was submitted (Solana 1997c), and a summary by the NATO Office of Information and Press in NATO Review (de Santis, 1998:32). Among the many issues and topics of the report, three aspects will receive particular attention here. Firstly, the report constitutes a paradigmatic case of 'securitization' by rendering a particular region 'accessible' to the strategic gaze of a military alliance.10 Secondly, the RAND study's 'problematization' of the 'proliferation' of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) draws on and reproduces a specific mode of differentiation between the West and the South which is deeply indebted to 'orientalist' clichés. Thirdly, the resulting mode of exchange (of information, trust, and knowledge) is implicitly conceived as a hierarchical and monological one. Overall, the report emulates and reinforces NATO's imperial gesture in the Mediterranean Initiative.
Link – Racism

The representation of potential nuclear weapons states as rogue and incapable of developing their own weapons is based on Western-centric racism and ignores the double-standard of nuclear possession
Mutimer 2k [David, associate professor of political science at York University and Deputy Director of the Center for International and Security Studies, The Weapons State, pg 88-89]

At its 1992 Summit, the UN Security Council determined that the pn'lif'eration of weapons was a threat to international peace and security. There are two indications in the council's communique of what makes proliferation a  threat: first, that the accumulation of (conventional) anns should not be excessive and, second, that the spread of arms should not disrupt regional or global stability.26 By characterizing the threatening effects of proliferation those that disrupt stability, the proliferation image constitutes the space for the sort of state behavior that will cause serious concern for the guardians of international probity. It begins, in other words, to produce important subject positions within the "proliferation" image. The work of Michel Foucault increasingly defines the way in which we think about the constitution of the subject in modern society. Through his work, Foucault examines ways in which discourses of normality establishes the confines in which the subject may operate. Normal behavior is defined largely through identification of the fonns of abnormality that constitute its limits, which, in turn, are rigidly policed. The proliferation discourse defines normality in terms of regional and global stability, and hence abnormality (or behavior that causes serious concern) in terms of threats to or disruptions of that stability. It is a constitution of the normal international subject policed by the UN Security Council and by the advanced industrial states through their export control regimes. One notable feature of Foucault's accounts of the constitution of the modern subject is the complicity of various academic disciplines in defining the contours of the normal.27 The idea of stability as the normal condition in international life also reveals academic complicity, having been produced and reproduced by the discipline of international relations. As I argue in Chapter 3, a particular characterization of balance has been defined in the practice of international relations scholarship largely with reference to the relationship among the Soviet Union, the United States, and the world order during the Cold War. This understanding of balance, particularly of balance of power, in turn, gives rise to stability as the normal condition of international life. Balances need to be maintained; instabilities upset these balances and produce disorder. By extension, those states that act to upset stable balances can be labeled in some way deviant. I argue in Chapter 3 that the most important implication of framing security problems in terms of a balance that needs to remain stable is that it highlights dyadic relationships. During the Cold War the dyadic understandings of balance were reasonably appropriate to the superpower confrontation, as two roughly equivalent superpowers were anchoring two roughly equivalent alliances. Even then, however, the image downplays and hides those outside the central balance, rendering non-European states and regions either as invisible or as mere appendages to the superpower confrontation. To imagine third parties as autonomous would be to introduce problematic third- and higher-order masses into the metaphorical balance. The regional security systems that today are of greatest "proliferation" concern to those, mainly in the North and West, who use the image, transgressions thus, for example, the definition of rogue as rascal. Similarly, the outlaw is a common figure in U.S. romantic Western literature. Outlaws roamed the frontiers of the central United States, at once dangerous and admired for the rugged individualism they portrayed. Little of this romanticism seems to remain in the use of rogues in official discourse, however. U.S. Secretary of State Warren Christopher did not seem to admire the rugged individualism of potential rogues, for instance, when he told the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that "nuclear weapons give rogue states disproportionate power, destabilize entire regions, and threaten human and environmental disasters. They can turn local conflicts into serious threats to our security. In this era, weapons of mass destruction more readily available and there are fewer inhibitions on their use."39 Nevertheless, the use of rogue carries with it marked condescension. Rogues are, as often as not, young men, indeed even little boys. who acting naughtily-in the former case often in a sexual manner. One of many ironies that emerge in stories of proliferation is that at the same time the primary international rogue, Iraq, was under intense U.S. pressure because of its refusal to allow UNSCOM unfettered access to its presidential palaces, the U.S. president was being labeled a rogue for reports he had perhaps allowed too much access to presidential parts. "Some the President's intimates note his remarkable ability to compartmentalize his life: The policy wonk who genuinely admires his wife resides in space; the rogue who risks political standing through personal indiscretion occupies another. "40 Put another way, the mature adult resides on the one side and the rather indiscreet little boy on the other. The use of rogue to label states behaving in ways deemed unacceptable identifies those states as immature compared with the mature states doing the labeling-foremost aruong these the United States. Such an entailment fits well with the practices established for proliferation control. The mature elders gather together to determine which states are sufficiently responsible to be trusted with advalaced technologies and military equipment-indeed, the practice smacks of Star Trek's Prime Directive. This notion of maturity is then reflected in academic commentary on temporary security, as Charles Krauthammer's characterization of weapon state threat illustrates: "relatively small, peripheral and backward states will be able to emerge rapidly as threats not only to regional, but world, security."41 Similarly, a repeated concern in the literature has that new nuclear states would lack the maturity to control their weapons adequately, unlike the old nuclear states.4'
Link – Cold War Dichotomies
US attempts at regulating who does and doesn’t have nuclear weapons only perpetuates Cold-War dichotomies
Mutimer 2k [David, associate professor of political science at York University and Deputy Director of the Center for International and Security Studies, The Weapons State, pg 39]

Arms race instabilities resulted from the acquisition of weapons seen to trigger a new round of arms building by the other side. The U.S. "Star Wars" proposal was arms race destabilizing, for it tended to prompt both an increase in the Soviet arsenal to overwhelm any U.S. defense and the development of countenneasures. Crisis instabilities were even more dangerous, as they were changes that increased the'likelihood of nuclear war in the event of a crisis-that is, changes that could lead to the dangerous tumble into war and then to nuclear war. Multiple independently targetable re-entry vehicle (MIRV) technology, for example, was criticized for introducing crisis instabilities. On the ground, a missile with 10 MIRVed warheads- the US MX, for example-could be destroyed by a single incoming warhead. Once lannched, however, that single missile could strike 10 targets-Soviet missile silos, for instance. In a crisis, the argument ran, a greater incentive would exist to launch a MIRVed missile than one with only one warhead because of this unfavorable ratio. The practice of "arms control" relied heavily on this understanding of balance and the need to maintain stability. Arms control agreements aimed to create stable balances between the arsenals of the two poles and to establish mechanisms that would prevent crises from destabilizing the central balance of power. It is no exaggeration, I think, to maintain that without an understanding of balances privileging stability, the practice of arms control would have been impossible. Their centrality, both to the theory of deterrence and to the practice of arms control, made the notions of balance and stability important resources in the reimagination of security following the end of the Cold War. This use of balance and stability has two important implications. First, relying on these resources when framing other security problems tends to reproduce the dyadic structure of the Cold War and of balance-of-power theory in international relations. Second, notions of balance and stability were crucial in differentiating "arms control" as a practice from those practices warranted by the ~'disannament" image.
Link – Threat Construction

Representations of proliferation are the very acts which allow those threats to exist 
Mutimer 2k[David, associate professor of political science at York University and Deputy Director of the Center for International and Security Studies, The Weapons State, pg 16-17]
A further point is to be made concerning Campbell's work. The focus of Writing Security is not, in fact, on the way in which danger is interpreted- the manner by which the interpretation of risk and the consequent creation of threat occur. Rather, Campbell's argument shows the way in which the interpreting subject-in this instance the United States-is itself created by those acts of identifying danger. If we can accept that both the threats and the subjects of international security are created in acts of interpretation, it should be clear that the interests those subjects pursue are also consequences of these same acts. It would be difficult to argue that interests remain fixed when the bearer of those interests does not. Jutta Weldes has made the case with respect to interests: In contrast to the realist conception of "national interests" as objects that have merely to be observed or discovered, then, my argument is that national interests are social constructions created as meaningful objects out of the intersubjective and culturally established meanings with which the world, particularly the international system and the place of the state in it, is understood. More specifically, national interests emerge out of the representations . .. through which state officials and others make sense of the world around them. 13 These "representations through which state officials and others make sense of the world around them" are central to my argument in this book. Rather than take the objects of study as given, I ask questions about the construction of a particular object, a particular set of identities and interests, and the specific practices through which proliferation is confronted. The key to answering these questions is to identify the way in which the problem is represented or, to use the language I deploy later, the image that is used to frame the issue in question. This image serves to construct the object of analysis or policy, to identify the actors, and to define their interests. It is therefore the image that enables the practices through which these actors respond to the problem of proliferation.

Link – North Korea

Current international politics frames the North Korea as a security threat by hegemonizing the idea of North Korea as solely a security threat
Shim, 2008  [David, Phd Candidate @ GIGA Institute of Asian Studies, Paper prepared for presentation at the 2008 ISA, Production, Hegemonization and Contestation of Discursive Hegemony: The Case of the Six-Party Talks in Northeast Asia, www.allacademic.com/meta/p253290_index.html]

Laclau and Mouffe’s (2001: chapter 2) concept of hegemony, which is used here, rely on a notion developed by Antonio Gramsci (1971). Gramsci broadened the traditional notion of hegemony beyond the view of mapping hegemony in terms of leadership and dominance, which are based on material capabilities, by introducing inter-subjective and ideological aspects into this concept. Accordingly, hegemony contains the ability of a class (bourgeois) to project the world view over another (workers, peasantry) in terms of the former, so that it is accepted as common sense or reality. His merit was to conceptualize hegemony in terms of power without the use of force to reach consent by the dominated class through education and, what he calls, the role of intellectuals (“men of letters”) such as philosophers, journalists and artists (Gramsci 1971: 5-43). The process of fixing meaning, that is, in terms of Laclau and Mouffe (2001: 105), when an element (sign with unfixed meaning) is transformed through articulation into a moment (sign with fixed meaning), is hegemonic, since it reduces the range of possibilities and excludes alternative meanings by determining the ways in which the signs are related to each other. That is to say, when meaning is fixed, i.e. hegemonized, it determines, what can be thought, said or done in a meaningful way. 13 Applied to this case, the exclusive character of a hegemonic discourse makes it unintelligible to make sense of North Korea’s nuclear program in terms of, for instance, energy needs, because – as it is argued – practices of problematization hegemonized the ways of thinking, acting and speaking about North Korea. Discursive hegemony can be regarded as the result of certain practices, in which a particular understanding or interpretation appears to be the natural order of things (Laclau/Mouffe 2001). This naturalization consolidates a specific idea, which is taken for granted by involved actors and makes sense of the(ir) world. As Hall (1998: 1055-7) argues, common sense resembles a hegemonic discourse, which is a dominant interpretation and representation of reality and therefore accepted to be the valid truth and knowledge. Referring to the productive character of discursive hegemony, the Six-Party Talks can be regarded as an outcome of the dominating interpretation of reality (cf. also Jackson 2005: 20; Cox 1983; Hajer 2005). The hegemonic discourse regarding North Korea provides the framework for a specific interpretation in which the words, actions or policies of it are attached with meaning, that is, are problematized. As Jacob Torfing argues “a discursive truth regime […] specifies the criteria for judging something to be true of false”, and further states, that within such a discursive framework the criteria for acknowledging something as true, right or good are negotiated and defined (Torfing 2005a: 14; 19; cf. also Mills 2004: 14-20). However, important to note is, if one is able to define this yardstick, not only one is able to define what is right, good or true, but also what kinds of action are possible. In other words, if you can mark someone or something with a specific label, then certain kinds of acts become feasible.14 Basically, it can be stated that discursive hegemony depends on the interpretation and representation by actors of real events since the interpretation of non-existent facts would not make sense. But the existence of real events does not necessarily have to be a prerequisite for hegemonizing interpretational and representational practices because actions do not need to be carried out, thus, to become a material fact, in order to be interpreted and represented in a certain way (Campbell 1998: 3). Suh Jae-Jung (2004: 155) gives an example of this practice. In 1999 US intelligence agencies indicated to preparing measures taken by North Korea to test fire a missile. Although the action was not yet executed, it was treated as a fact, which involved and enabled certain implications and material consequences such as the public criticism of North Korea, the issuance of statements, diplomatic activity and efforts to hegemonize and secure this certain kind of reality, i.e. to build a broad majority to confirm this view on North Korea. In other words, the practices of problematizing North Korea took place even before an action was done. 

Link – Iran
Be skeptical of their interpretations of Iran’s actions.  The reports of Iranian proliferation are shaped more by pre-conceived Orientalist assumptions than actual evidence
Foad Izadi & Hakimeh Saghaye-Biria, Comm & Public Affairs @ LSU Baton Rouge, ‘7 [Journal of Communication Inquiry 31.2, “A Discourse Analysis of Elite American Newspaper Editorials,” p. sage]

The focus of all the editorials revolved around the United States’s responsibility to fight the spread of nuclear weapons to Iran. The editorials attempted to show that Iran had violated its international obligations under the NPT. The two themes of Oriental untrustworthiness and Islam as threat appear to function as the ideological underpinning of this construction of us versus them. Whereas it downplays or denies Iran’s right to all nuclear technology applicable to peaceful purposes, a most central tenet of the NPT was left outside the editorials’discourse:nuclear disarmament. Under the terms of the NPT, the five original nuclear powers, who are parties to the NPT, were permitted to keep their nuclear arsenal but pledged to negotiate “in good faith”the end of the nuclear arms race and the elimination of their nuclear arsenals in return for other nations not seeking nuclear weapons (IAEA, n.d., pp. 1, 4). As stated by the Washington-based Institute for Public Accuracy (2005b), 35 years after the adoption of the NPT, the nuclear weapon states have failed to live up to their part of the treaty: [They] cynically [interpret] the NPT as a mechanism for the permanent maintenance of an international system of nuclear apartheid in which only they can possess nuclear weapons....Now the Bush administration wants to add a second tier to its nuclear double standard by denying uranium enrichment—needed for both nuclear power and weapons—to countries which don’t already have it.  Today, the United States is spending about $40 billion annually on nuclear  weapons. U.S. nuclear weapons spending has grown by 84% since 1995. The United States was to spend about $7 billion in 2005 to maintain and modernize nuclear war- heads, excluding the billions of dollars it will spend to operate and modernize its delivery and command and control systems. The U.S. arsenal has 10,000 nuclear  warheads, and some 2,000 on “hair-trigger alert,”each one many times more powerful than the atomic bombs dropped on Hiroshima and Nagasaki (Institute for Public Accuracy, 2005a) The New York Times reported on February 7,2005,that the Bush administration has “begun designing a new generation of nuclear arms meant to be sturdier and more reliable and to have longer lives”(Broad, 2005, p. A1). Former U.S. Senator Sam Nunn criticized the administration’s decision,saying that the United States has not set a good example for nuclear nonproliferation (Agence France-Presse, 2005). El Baradei has also criticized the U.S. nuclear policy (Giacomo, 2003). “The U.S. government demands that other nations not possess nuclear weapons; meanwhile, it is arming itself....In truth there are no good or bad nuclear weapons. If we do not stop applying double standards, we will end up with more nuclear weapons,”El Baradei said. Writing in the editorial section of The Washington Post, former President Jimmy Carter (2005) criticized the nuclear powers for refusing to meet their NPT nuclear disarmament commitments. He argues,  The United States is the major culprit in this erosion of the NPT. While claiming to be protecting the world from proliferation threats in Iraq, Libya, Iran and North Korea,  American leaders not only have abandoned existing treaty restraints but also have  asserted plans to test and develop new weapons, including anti-ballistic missiles, the  earth-penetrating “bunker buster”and perhaps some new “small”bombs. They also have abandoned past pledges and now threaten first use of nuclear weapons against  non-nuclear states. (p. A17)  Whereas Iran’s alleged violation of its commitments under the NPT is important,  the failure of the United States and the other nuclear weapon states to follow through  on their promise to work toward the elimination of nuclear weapons is not deemed  worthy of discussion.  Conclusion This study supports Karim (2000) and McAlister’s (2001) findings that, today, Orientalist depictions of Muslim countries and their political issues concentrate around the idea that Islam is a source of threat. This study also finds that in the case of Iran’s nuclear program, the issue of trust plays a more central role than the actual existence of evidence for Iran’s possession of a clandestine nuclear weapons program. The present critical discourse analysis also reveals how the three elite newspapers’editorials selectively framed the issues surrounding the Iranian nuclear dispute by employing linguistic, stylistic, and argumentative maneuvers. Despite their differences in their policy recommendations, none challenged the underlying assumptions that Iran has a clandestine nuclear weapons program,that the Islamic nature of its government is a threat, and that it should not be trusted with sensitive nuclear technology. Their inattention to the inconsistent nonproliferation policies of the United States and other European nuclear powers shows the limits of media criticism of official policies
Turns Case

Attempts to stabilize the problem of proliferation only serves to exacerbate it 

David Mutimer 1994 (Reimagining Security: The Metaphors of Proliferation, August 1994,)

There is a third, and rather ironic, entailment to the 'stability' and 'balance' metaphors—they can lead to the promotion of the spread of nuclear weapons to a greater number of states. The logic of the 'balance' between the superpowers, it has been argued, is that mutual assured destruction with nuclear weapons introduces a caution conducive to 'stability'. If the metaphors of the Cold War are adopted to imagine the new international security environment, there seems little way to escape the conclusions of this argument, that nuclear weapons can be stabilisers. Indeed, it has led John Mearsheimer to argue:
As part of the 'managed proliferation' of nuclear weapons in Europe, Mearsheimer suggests provision of nuclear arms to Germany. On this and on other points Mearsheimer's argument has been widely, and justifiably, attacked. But what is interesting about it is the way in which it makes the entailments of the 'stability' and 'balance' metaphors so clear.

What is important is to assure that the numbers of weapons are distributed so that the balance among them is stable — regardless of who holds the weapons. The problems of history and politics which would be raised by German nuclear weapons are blithely ignored, because the metaphors informing Mearsheimer's conceptualisation hide them entirely. Most of us are sufficiently sensitive to these problems that Mearsheimer's argument is jarringly uncomfortable. However, the problem persists in all uses of the PROLIFERATION image, and yet it is only when the problems are as dramatic as in this case that the implications of the image are widely rejected.

Alt Solves/Turns Case
The discourse of proliferation as a threat helps allow that threat to be subjectively acknowledged – distancing oneself from the question of how to address proliferation is necessary to break the cycle of violence
Mutimer 2k [David, associate professor of political science at York University and Deputy Director of the Center for International and Security Studies, The Weapons State, pg 18-19]

Charles Taylor has provided a clear example of the nature of constitutive intersubjective meanings in practices: "Take the practice of deciding things by majority vote. It carries with it certain standards, of valid and invalid voting, and valid and invalid results, without which it would not be the practice that it is.''1' All those who participate in the practice must share an image of the practice in which they are engaged. They must share a certain collection of rules for fair and unfair voting, as well as knowing what essential behaviors they are expected to perform. They must also understaud that they are independent agents but also parts of a collective who can decide as a whole through the aggregation of independent decisions. As Taylor concludes, "In this way, we say that the practices which make up a society require certain self-descriptions on the part of the participants."19 The image of majority voting constitutes the practice of voting by enabling the actors and actions necessary for the practice and defining the relationships between the actors and those between the actors and the practice. The same is true for the practices in which states engage, which are the object of study in international relations. A practice such as waging war, perhaps the definitive practice of the traditional study of international relations, is conducted in terms of certain standards, as is voting.20 Intersubjectively held meanings establish the conditions under which war may or may not be waged, as well as establishing which violent conduct is and which is not to be counted as war. The image constitutive of war is socially held, adjudged, contested, and taught. Thus, when the United States went to war in Vietnam, it was recognized by the society of states to be waging war, despite its subjective labeling of the violence as a police action. On the other hand, the U.S. War on Drugs was recognized by those same states to be metaphorically warlike rather than an instance of the practice of waging war, despite the use of military and paramilitary violence. If intersubjective meanings constitute practices, engaging in practices involves acting toward the world in the terms provided by a particular set of intersubjective meanings. Practices ,can therefore be said to carry with them sets of meanings. If we investigate state action in terms of practices, we can ask questions about the constitutive intersubjective meanings, about the world these practices make through reproducing meaning. As Roxanne Doty has argued, "Policy makers ... function within a discursive space that imposes meanings on their world and thus creates reality. "21 At this point I reconnect to the argument with which this chapter began, because the reality that is created in this discursive space involves the identification of the objects of action, the actors, and the interests that are pursued. The intersubjective understandings that constitute practices can be thought of, adapting Boulding's usage, as images that frame a particular reality. This framing is fundamentally discursive; it is necessarily _tied to the language through which the frame is expressed. A problem-for example, that of the proliferation of weapons-is not presented to policymakers fully formed. Weapons proliferation as a problem does not slowly dawn on states but rather is constituted by those states in their practices. What is more, this practically constituted image of a security problem shapes the interests states have at stake in that problem and the forms of solutions that can be considered to resolve it. To understand how an image shapes interest and policy, it is useful to consider the place of metaphor in shaping understanding.
Alt Solves/Turns Case
Interrogation of racist representions are a prior question toward addressing proliferation
Diana Brydon, University of Western Ontario, ‘6 [Postcolonial Test 2.1, “Is There a Politics of Postcoloniality?” http://journals.sfu.ca/pocol/index.php/pct/article/viewArticle/508/175]

For Hasseler and Krebs, then, the politics of postcoloniality are academic politics, with implications for change largely confined to the university. For many, that politics is insufficient, and the results that it can be expected to achieve will be modest and happen too slowly. I am more ambivalent. Postcolonial study is not just about English studies but about knowledge formations and their consequences, within and beyond university study. At the same time, what politics needs from university researchers is sound research that can be trusted and the authority of an arms-length distance from the marketplace and from the state, so that rational strategies for political action may be based on objective information and analysis. At a time when media credibility is at an all-time low, and scientific research is itself being questioned for its partisan and partial nature, scholarship in the humanities needs to reclaim an ethical ground that through postmodernism it voluntarily relinquished. Thus it is urgent that university researchers combat corporate funding of research and the privatization of universities, including the transformation of knowledge into product and students into consumers. It is also necessary for postcolonial work to challenge the stereotypes and assumptions that make inequities seem both natural and deserved, thus preparing the ground for a politics through which Achebe’s desired conversations may begin to happen. While literary study has a role to play in this task, the insights of other disciplines are also needed to contribute to this recontextualization.

Politics will not be valued or understood until those aspects that distinguish it from other human endeavors are recognized along with the ways in which it is enmeshed within other activities. “The personal is political” was an effective slogan for different times, when it challenged notions of the autonomy of the individual to insist on the Marxian insight that any choices we might make are always made within contexts not of our own choosing. Feminists in the 1960s found it helpful in fighting sexism. But today it has been turned on its head, often being employed to reinforce the very focus on autonomous individual choice that it was designed to combat. Today, employment of the phrase tends to obscure rather than illuminate the crucial connections that must be made between different aspects of our lives. It reduces politics to individual preference. As an editorial in Z Magazine puts it:

The “personal is political” — meaning that personal outcomes are largely a product of systemic relations and of structures beyond each individual that need to be addressed — came to mean, instead, that all political phenomena arise from the accumulated personal choices of individuals, so that what needed to be addressed to win better circumstances was primarily people’s personal choices.

The concepts of agency and of choice need to be rescued from such draining contexts today.

In valuing politics as politics, we need not devalue other kinds of human creativity. Ultimately, my own interest lies in the ways that literary texts both engage and exceed the political. Many critical texts, from a variety of ideological perspectives, have recently appeared addressing the question of postcolonial aesthetics. But the task of thinking through aesthetics and politics together remains one of the challenges before us.

Although the ultimate orientation of a postcolonial politics is toward negotiating political change in the organizations of governance, power and wealth in the world, the more immediate task is creating the kinds of knowledge base and the kinds of subjects who can work together creatively toward achieving such goals. We always need to remind ourselves of the long and short term goals of our work. By drawing attention to the notion of “ends” I am directing attention to the functions of postcolonial work but also highlighting its imbrication within utopian projects as varied and contradictory as Marxism and Christianity. The language of postcolonial theory is heavily imbued with potent metaphors from economics and religion. How do we negotiate across these conflicting agendas? “The Ends of Postcolonialism,” my original conference title, carries eschatological echoes from monotheistic religious, liberal and utopian discourses, each of which implies that history is progress toward “an end,” a final point of consummation. These are echoes I wish to disclaim but which must be investigated before they can be discarded because the whole enterprise is imbued with them, heavily imbued with them. The notion of bearing witness, for example, grounds much work within the field in a way that seems to delink the concept from its roots in religious experience, but can such associations be so easily delinked? Or should they be? In what ways does the postcolonial politics of bearing witness move this concept out of religious discourse into the realm of the political? What are the implications of such transference for the practice of a politics of postcoloniality? 
AT: Perm
Making exceptions for US exceptionalist rhetoric legitimizes leaders to manipulate the public for support of its labeling others as violent and threatening
Robert Jay Lifton, American psychiatrist and author, chiefly known for his studies of the psychological causes and effects of war and political violence and for his theory of thought reform. He was an early proponent of the techniques of psychohistory, 2003, Superpower Syndrom: America’s Violent Confrontation with the World, book ocr.

Most Americans have adapted to the threat of 9/11 in the manner they did to nuclear fear: that is, by resorting to a kind of double life. They go about their routines, their jobs, and family involvements in their usual ways, while in another part of the self they are aware that, in a moment and without warning, they and everything and everyone around them could be annihilated. This limited, everyday dissociation permits us all to carry on reasonably effectively in our lives. But it cannot fully overcome lingering anxiety, which may be painfully activated by events or images, nearby or far away, associated in people's minds with terrorism. The depth of this fear and the ease with which it may reassert itself leaves Americans open to significant emotional manipulation by leaders all too ready to enlist them in an apocalyptic superpower mission that they might otherwise call into question, even strongly oppose. Such primal experiences of fear prepare people to resonate to the persistent drumbeat of the administration's "war on terrorism.

AT: Perm

The affirmative’s speech act of absolute claims makes the perm impossible to support
Robert Jay Lifton, American psychiatrist and author, chiefly known for his studies of the psychological causes and effects of war and political violence and for his theory of thought reform. He was an early proponent of the techniques of psychohistory, 2003, Superpower Syndrom: America’s Violent Confrontation with the World, book ocr.

Stepping out of that syndrome would also include surrendering the claim of certainty, of ownership of truth and reality. That ownership gives rise to deadly righteousness, with a claim to illumination so absolute as to transcend ordinary restraints against mass violence. The healthier alternative is an acceptance of some measure of ambiguity, of inevitable elements of confusion and contradiction, whether in relation to large historical events or in matters of personal experience. This would include a more nuanced approach to Islam and Islamist thought and behavior that allows for the possibility of evolution and change. It is often claimed that no such acceptance of ambiguity is possible because superpowers, like nations, like people, are uncomfortable with it, that the tendency is always to seek clarity and something close to certainty. But this assumption may well underestimate our psychological capabilities. Ambiguity, in fact, is central to human function, recognized and provided for by cultural institutions and practices everywhere. American society in particular has cultivated the kinds of ambiguity that go with multiplicity and with shifting populations and frontiers. I have tried in my past work to formulate a version of the self as many-sided, flexible, and capable of change and transformation. This protean self (named after Proteus, the Greek sea god who was capable of taking on many shapes) stands in direct contrast to the fundamentalist or apocalyptic self. Indeed, the closed fundamentalist self and its apocalyptic impulses can be understood as a reaction to protean tendencies, which are widely abroad in our world as a response to the complexities of recent history. Any contemporary claim to absolute certainty, then, is compensatory, an artificial plunge into totalism that seeks an escape from the ambiguity that so pervades our historical legacy.
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