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******Generic  Defenses of Nuclear War*****

Nuclear War Kills K Alt

Nuclear war would obliterate the alt – it would cause an increase in political repression and would crush meaningful dissent

Martin in 02 
(Brian, Professor @ Univ. of Wollongong, “Activism after nuclear war?””, 9/3/02, http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/02tff.html)

In the event of nuclear war, as well as death and destruction there will be serious political consequences. Social activists should be prepared. The confrontation between Indian and Pakistani governments earlier this year showed that military use of nuclear weapons is quite possible. There are other plausible scenarios. A US military attack against Iraq could lead Saddam Hussein to release chemical or biological weapons, providing a trigger for a US nuclear strike. Israeli nuclear weapons might also be unleashed. Another possibility is accidental nuclear war. Paul Rogers in his book Losing Control says that the risk of nuclear war has increased due to proliferation, increased emphasis on nuclear war-fighting, reduced commitment to arms control (especially by the US government) and Russian reliance on nuclear arms as its conventional forces disintegrate. A major nuclear war could kill hundreds of millions of people. But less catastrophic outcomes are possible. A limited exchange might kill "only" tens or hundreds of thousands of people. Use of nuclear "bunker-busters" might lead to an immediate death toll in the thousands or less. Nuclear war would also lead to increased political repression. Martial law might be declared. Activists would be targeted for surveillance or arrest. Dissent would become even riskier. War always brings restraints on civil liberties. The political aftermath of September 11 - increased powers for police forces and spy agencies, increased intolerance of and controls over political dissent - is just a taste of what would be in store in the aftermath of nuclear war.
Nuclear war would cause repression and kill peace movements

Martin in 82 
(Brian, Prof. at Univ. of Wollongong, Bulletin of Peace Proposals, Vol. 13, No. 2, 1982, pp. 149-159, http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/82bpp.html)

In addition to the important physical effects of nuclear war there would be important indirect political effects. It seems very likely that there would be strong moves to maintain or establish authoritarian rule as a response to crises preceding or following nuclear war. Ever since Hiroshima, the threat of nuclear destruction has been used to prop up repressive institutions, under the pretext of defending against the 'enemy'.[3] The actuality of nuclear war could easily result in the culmination of this trend. Large segments of the population could be manipulated to support a repressive regime under the necessity to defend against further threats or to obtain revenge. A limited nuclear war might kill some hundreds of thousands or tens of millions of people, surely a major tragedy. But another tragedy could also result: the establishment, possibly for decades, of repressive civilian or military rule in countries such as Italy, Australia and the US, even if they were not directly involved in the war. The possibility of grassroots mobilisation for disarmament and peace would be greatly reduced even from its present levels. For such developments the people and the peace movements of the world are largely unprepared.

*****AT: Threat Con*****

AT: Threat Construction
Debates about threats in the academic world result in better policy-making—real threats can be confronted and risks can be weighed. 
Walt 91  
(Professor of Political Science, University of Chicago – 1991, Stephen, INTERNATIONAL STUDIES QUARTERLY, p.  229-30)

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

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

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

AT: Threat Construction

Confronting threats early prevents escalation—WWII proves.   

Yoon 03 
(Professor of International Relations at Seoul National University; former Foreign Minister of South Korea – 2003, Young-Kwan, “Introduction: Power Cycle Theory and the Practice of International Relations”, International Political Science Review 2003; vol. 24; p. 7-8)
In history, the effort to balance power quite often tended to start too late to protect the security of some of the individual states. If the balancing process begins too late, the resulting amount of force necessary to stop an aggressor is often much larger than if the process had been started much earlier. For example, the fate of Czechoslovakia and Poland showed how non-intervention or waiting for the “automatic” working through of the process turned out to be problematic. Power cycle theory could also supplement the structure-oriented nature of the traditional balance of power theory by incorporating an agent-oriented explanation. This was possible through its focus on the relationship between power and the role of a state in the international system. It especially highlighted the fact that a discrepancy between the relative power of a state and its role in the system would result in a greater possibility for systemic instability. In order to prevent this instability from developing into a war, practitioners of international relations were to become aware of the dynamics of changing power and role, adjusting role to power. A statesperson here was not simply regarded as a prisoner of structure and therefore as an outsider to the process but as an agent capable of influencing the operation of equilibrium. Thus power cycle theory could overcome the weakness of theoretical determinism associated with the traditional balance of power. The question is often raised whether government decision-makers could possibly know or respond to such relative power shifts in the real world. According to Doran, when the “tides of history” shift against the state, the push and shove of world politics reveals these matters to the policy-maker, in that state and among its competitors, with abundant urgency. (2) The Issue of Systemic Stability Power cycle theory is built on the conception of changing relative capabilities of a state, and as such it shares the realist assumption emphasizing the importance of power in explaining international relations. But its main focus is on the longitudinal dimension of power relations, the rise and decline of relative state power and role, and not on the static power distribution at a particular time. As a result, power cycle theory provides a significantly different explanation for stability and order within the international system. First of all, power cycle theory argues that what matters most in explaining the stability of the international system or war and peace is not the type of particular international system (Rosecrance, 1963) but the transformation from one system to another. For example, in the 1960s there was a debate on the stability of the international system between the defenders of bipolarity such as Waltz (1964) and the defenders of multi-polarity such as Rosecrance (1966), and Deutsch and Singer (1964). After analyzing five historical occasions since the origin of the modern state system, Doran concluded that what has been responsible for major war was not whether one type of system is more or less conducive to war but that instead systems transformation itself led to war (Doran, 1971). A non-linear type of structural change that is massive, unpredicted, devastating to foreign policy expectation, and destructive of security is the trigger for major war, not the nature of a particular type of international system


*****AT: Martin/Extinction Politics*****

AT: Martin

Martin votes aff – nuclear use would jack alt solvency and he thinks that the increasing reliance on nuclear weapons by the United States and Russia in conventional conflicts makes conflict more likely
Martin in 02 
(Brian, Professor @ Univ. of Wollongong, “Activism after nuclear war?””, 9/3/02, http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/02tff.html)

In the event of nuclear war, as well as death and destruction there will be serious political consequences. Social activists should be prepared. The confrontation between Indian and Pakistani governments earlier this year showed that military use of nuclear weapons is quite possible. There are other plausible scenarios. A US military attack against Iraq could lead Saddam Hussein to release chemical or biological weapons, providing a trigger for a US nuclear strike. Israeli nuclear weapons might also be unleashed. Another possibility is accidental nuclear war. Paul Rogers in his book Losing Control says that the risk of nuclear war has increased due to proliferation, increased emphasis on nuclear war-fighting, reduced commitment to arms control (especially by the US government) and Russian reliance on nuclear arms as its conventional forces disintegrate. A major nuclear war could kill hundreds of millions of people. But less catastrophic outcomes are possible. A limited exchange might kill "only" tens or hundreds of thousands of people. Use of nuclear "bunker-busters" might lead to an immediate death toll in the thousands or less. Nuclear war would also lead to increased political repression. Martial law might be declared. Activists would be targeted for surveillance or arrest. Dissent would become even riskier. War always brings restraints on civil liberties. The political aftermath of September 11 - increased powers for police forces and spy agencies, increased intolerance of and controls over political dissent - is just a taste of what would be in store in the aftermath of nuclear war.
Martin concludes in favor of the perm – anti-nuclear strategies based in mainstream thinking are necessary for solvency

Martin in 82 
(Brian, Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 19, No. 4 (1982), pp. 287-300)
The greater the magnitude of disaster that nuclear war poses, the greater the injunction to avoid dangerous destabilizing tactics and strategies. It may be for this reason that governments have not made greater attempts to disabuse people of the notion that nuclear war is the end of civilisation or life on earth. The more extreme the disaster, the more apathetic people become and the less likely they are to challenge the powers that be. Military and political planners do not think in these terms, naturally, and so on occasion publicly promote measures for civil defence or for fighting limited nuclear wars, so stimulating a hornet's nest of citizen concern and opposition. Doomsdayism has often been linked with conservative or reformist politics, as in the case of claims of environmental doom.26 A more realistic assessment of the consequences of nuclear war needs to be accompanied by a non-reformist political strategy for challenging the war system. Such a strategy might for example be built around campaigns for social defence, for peace conversion, for freedom, justice and equality, and for creating non-hierarchical political and economic institutions.27At the same time, present campaigns based on the power of knowledge and logic would remain important: although insufficient, they are still necessary.


AT: Martin

The threat of nuclear extinction catalyzes movements – it’s the only thing that can overcome psychological denial

Pittock in 84 
(A. Barrie, “Comment on Brian Martin’s “Extinction Politics””, SANA Update, No. 20, Sept. 1984, pp 13-14)

It is difficult to assess the motivation behind Brian's consistent bias towards dismissing the possibility of extinction, but perhaps there is a hint at it in his protest that believing in such a possibility fosters resignation. In my experience most people already feel rather helpless to influence the political process - what they need in order to act politically is the motivation of feeling personally threatened or outraged to the point of anger, plus a sense of hope which we in the peace movement must provide. The key political impact of nuclear winter and the possibility of extinction, however, lies in the way it forces proponents of reliance on nuclear weapons back on deterrence as the only possible rationalisation, and at the same time makes the risks inherent in nuclear deterrence unacceptable to rational human beings. There can in my view be no more radicalising realisation than that the logic of reliance on nuclear weapons leads to extinction, if not now, then some time in the foreseeable future. The possibility of extinction makes a qualitative difference to how we view nuclear weapons. To sum up, I am in broad agreement with most of the positive things Brian advocates here and elsewhere, but I disagree with the way he has, in my opinion, biased the evidence on the effects of nuclear war to fit his psychological theory as to what motivates people. I believe it is time he faced up to the grim realities of nuclear war, worked through psychological denial, and gave other people credit for being able to do likewise.

Nuclear extinction is a massive risk and would not be limited to the north – the neg is just wrong about the effects

Pittock in 84 
(A. Barrie, “Comment on Brian Martin’s “Extinction Politics””, SANA Update, No. 20, Sept. 1984, pp 13-14)

It is unfortunate that Brian Martin, in SANA Update (May 1984) and elsewhere, uses such emotive terms as "extinction politics" and "doomsday beliefs", which display a lack of respect for, and a tendency to make categorical generalisations about, many and varied statements and positions about the effects of nuclear war held by sincere and thoughtful people. It is ironic that Brian notes disapprovingly that "By the 1950's, a large number of people had come to believe that the killing of much or all of the world's population would result from global nuclear war", when in point of fact it was in the mid-50's that the combined arsenals of the superpowers probably did reach the level at which they were for the first time capable of causing a global climatic disaster (Sagan, 1983). It is arrogant of scientists to dismiss people's gut feelings when scientists themselves were then, and may well still be, largely ignorant of the effects. In the face of scientific ignorance "common sense" is often a good guide. Brian quotes Nevil Shute's novel On the Beach as if it had no shred of scientific basis, completely ignoring the explicit scenario which Shute drew up in which large numbers of nuclear weapons coated with cobalt were exploded with the deliberate intention of increasing nuclear fallout. Again, it is ironic that a recent study conducted at the Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (Knox, 1983) shows that fallout estimates for a major nuclear war have been under-estimated by about a factor of five hitherto, and that attacks on nuclear power stations and fuel cycle installations could increase long-term fallout by another factor of ten or so. Next Brian attacks Jonathan Schell for discussing the implications of human extinction in The Fate of the Earth. Brian never acknowledges that Schell quite explicitly said that human extinction is not a certainty (see Schell p. 93), and ignores the powerful arguments which Schell advances for regarding the mere possibility of human extinction as important. These are developed further in Schell's more recent articles in The New Yorker (Jan. 2 & 9, 1984). Brian then claims that the scientific basis of the ozone depletion problem has "almost entirely evaporated". In fact, while we now know that the nuclear winter effect is almost certainly far more serious than ozone depletion, the ozone depletion problem has not been dismissed except in so far as the trend to smaller warheads may limit the quantity of oxides of nitrogen injected into the 2 stratosphere by the nuclear explosions themselves. Ozone depletion could in fact end up being more serious due to injections of combustion products, including smoke, into the stratosphere. Brian claims that the impact on populations nearer the Equator, such as in India, "does not seem likely to be significant". Quite to the contrary, smoke clouds are likely to spread into the tropics within a matter of weeks and would probably lead to below freezing temperatures for months on end. Populations and the ecology in such regions are the least able to withstand such a climatic onslaught and must be very seriously affected. Then he says that major ecological destruction "remains speculative at present". Is he suggesting that a sudden and prolonged plunge to below freezing temperatures, with insufficient light for photosynthesis, might have little harmful effect, or is he denying the reality of "nuclear winter"? There have been a number of specific criticisms of the various published papers on nuclear winter, but after more than two years in print there has been no criticism which has substantially altered the basic conclusions. The most prominent criticism has come from John Maddox, editor of Nature (307, 121: 1984), who completely failed to take account of the vital difference in optical properties of soot and volcanic dust (La Marche and Hirschboeck, 1984).


*****AT: Nuclearism*****

AT: Nuclearism

Must get inside the structure of nuclearism or genuflect toward the abyss – desire for perfection is the motive that guides both fanatical nuclearism and denucleation

Williams—Ass’t Prof. of Speech Communication at Northeast Missouri State—1988

(David, Winter, Journal of the American Forensic Association, Vol. 24, pg. 201-2)

Nuclear criticism must operate from within the structure of nuclearism, in particular, and ideology, in general. It should not “debunk” nuclearism from a place of privilege outside of the structure of meaning, for to do so would be tacitly to acknowledge a transcendent Name (in the name of which…) and, in the process, to re-assert the dramatic conversion of difference into conflict into war. Both Serge Doubrovsky and Wayne Booth have pointed out the only-too-human tendency of critics to elevate their own differences to the level of strident logomachies, of full-scale critical wars. Rather, the denucleation of the nuclear mind-set must occur from within: the Name must be shown to be already a dissembler, a pretender to the seat of certitude. Yet in doing this, nuclear criticism must itself be decentered, not a replication of orders of privileged centers. The problem obviously is how to “attack” ideological configurations without begin ideological and yet without losing all assertiveness, all affirmation. 3) In de-nucleating nuclearism, nuclear criticism may commit “pyrotechne,” the destruction of the art of rhetoric, as that art has evolved in the Platonic tradition. That is, if, as Phaedrus seems to suggest, a true art of rhetoric must proceed from perceptions of the truth, then that truth, that center or nucleus, is the condition for an ethical rhetorical techne. Nuclear criticism explodes the nucleus, and our traditional conceptions of rhetorical techne must be consumed in the flames. Accordingly, we must reconceptualize much of our traditional thinking about rhetoric itself, especially in its relation to the “truths” of privilege. Perhaps Sophistic rather than Platonic models should guide our thinking. We need to keep in mind, for instance, that while rhetoric may still be “epistemic,” the value of the episteme is deconstructed. The dilemma for criticism is that strategies which aim at “debunking” nuclearism, at assaulting it from a position of superior truth, not only fail to “get inside” the structure of nuclearism (and are therefore ineffectual in relation to it) but to the extent that critics do adopt de-nulceating methods, they are themselves immediately digested by the voraciousness of the tu quoque. In this sense, nuclear criticism may be interpreted as genuflecting toward the “abyss,” toward the destruction of all meaning and the effacement of self-identity. This genuflection toward the abyss is perhaps one of the more important problematics of nuclear criticism, for it replicates the essential order of desire of nuclearism itself, the desire for perfection, for the telos. In the cult of nuclearism this order of desire becomes manifest in the quest for the perfect weapons of destruction and, by implication, fro the perfect destruction. There is an order of motivation in the language of nucleariasm which entreats us toward our own doom. And it is the same order of motivation—the perfectionist impulse—which, in the language of deconstruction or the language of logology, entreats us toward the thorough dismantling of the structures of meaning. The same structure of motives guides both fanatical nuclearism and fanatical deenucleation, and in consequence nuclear criticism may be seen as genuflecting toward its own abyss, toward obliteration in destructive nihilism. 4) While acknowledging the tendency toward pyrotechne, toward destructive nihilism, nuclear criticism needs to attest to its affirmative stance; it needs to emphasize its liberating quality. A politically enabling nuclear criticism must arise like a Phoenix from the ashes of our nuclear imaginations. It must arise from its dismantling of determined meaning renewed, replenished, and reborn, and given the work of deconstructionists and Burkeians there are reasons to believe that this might be possible (Raschke; Williams "Under the Sign"). For instance, Atkins writes of deconstruction, "Without a final authority, determinate meaning is impossible; meaning is scattered, dispersed, disseminated. We are, it seems, thus freed by the endlessness of interpretation from the dominion of pre-existent meaning, authority, and a sense that reality is completed" (123). Michael Ryan makes a similar argument in Marxism and Deconstruction (6-8). Similarly, Burke's logological and dramatistic perspective emphasizes a freeing of oneself from the coercions of linguistic hegemony; unlike that of the deconstructionists, however, Burke's program would seem to claim a privileged ontological grounding ("Dramatism and Logology;" also see Williams "Under the Sign"), even though the privileged ontology is "firmly" grounded on the paradox of substance in general and dialectical substance in particular (A Grammar 21 ~ 23,33-35). ~Ultimately, the deconstructive "affirmation" of interpretation and the dramatistic "affirmation" of symbolic being might not be incompatible , indeed the very phrase “rhetorical criticism” may be read as an oxymoron which suggests both the deconstructive tendencies of critcism and the ontological "affirmations" of rhetoric (Williams "The Assent of Rhetoric"). It is this apophatic posture which affirms Life through the grounds of Death and finds Rhetoric in the ashes of Silence. To borrow from Burke) the ontology of humans as symbol-using animals might be "affirmed" through the dialectics of "negative logology." If such ontological status can be preserved within the liberating movements of a deconstructive nuclear criticism, then the genuflection toward nihilism and the destruction of rhetoric may remain just that: an unfulfilled gesture, a thwarted desire, a salvation of nuclear criticism from its own pathological perfection. 5) Nuclear criticism must be rhetorically forceful and publicly accessible. It must be assertive, not consumed by its own de-substantiation, yet it must retain its rhetorical force without replicating the structures of oppposition which culminate in nuclearism. In relation to these requirements, the models from Derrida and Burke reveal their limitations, since neither is generally accessible nor, at this point, politically forceful. In addition to the obvious problem of accessibility, both deconstruction and dramatism/logology suffer embarrassments in strong political assertion. For deconstruction, such assertions are undermined by the theoretical necessity that they too are always already deconstructed. Similarly, Burke has been criticized for maintaining a fairly a-political posture even in the current pell-mell rush toward destruction (Simons). Given the strategic nature of deconstruction and logology, however, such embarrassments may not be terminal; or, perhaps, in being terminal may not be fatal or conclusive, for there is always a remainder, a trace with which to begin again. Nuclear criticism must learn from these critical approaches and find an accessible and strong voice with which to speak.

AT: Nuclearism

Pure resistance alone fails – anti-nuclear movements must engage tactical state-based goals in order to succeed

Lifton and Falk in 82 (Robert J. and Richard, Former Prof. @ Harvard, Indefensible Weapons, p 248)

Since popular movements are difficult to sustain (Americans being particularly prone to quick disillusionment), it is essential that its guiding spirits possess and impart a vision of what needs to be done, and how to do it. There is a special requirement present here, as well. To oppose nuclearism effectively does impose a difficult and special requirement that we connect tactical demands with a commitment to perseverance in pursuit of essential long-range objectives. Either without the other will collapse: the moral passion that gives grassroots politics its edge depends largely on an overall repudiation of nuclearism in any form, while the emphasis on attainable goals builds needed popular confidence that victories over nuclear forces are possible, that ordinary people can mobilize and wield decisive power, and that a path can be eventually found to overcome once and for all, the nuclear menace.

Complete rejection causes a crash landing – powerful elites will become more aggressive in the absence of the permutation

Lifton and Falk in 82 (Robert J. and Richard, Former Prof. @ Harvard, Indefensible Weapons, p 264-5)

This great struggle for global transformation encompasses normal politics, but it is also far broader than any strictly political experience, resembling more the emergence of a new religion or civilization on a global scale than a change, however radical, in the personnel or orientation of political leaders. In essence, as the transformation proceeds, the ground of politics will shift, and by shifting, will cause turmoil and confusion as new tendencies grow stronger, while the old structures, despite being undermined, remain in place and may through the desperate efforts of their stalwarts, embark on even more aggressive and adventurist paths. The avoidance of a crash landing of the old order is obviously a high priority under these circumstances. One form of constructive politics in such a setting are forms of thought and action that incorporate positive aspects of the past rather than insisting on its utter repudiation of a complete break. The pain of transition could be considerably eased by regarding attitudes of reconciliation as a cardinal virtue alongside those of perseverance and commitment.

Piecemeal change can solve – it can help catalyze larger systemic change

Lifton and Falk in 82 (Robert J. and Richard, Former Prof. @ Harvard, Indefensible Weapons, p 264-5)

Yet we need not wait. There are many things we can do to make the world safer and saner, thereby also creating opportunities for more fundamental changes to occur. We can greatly reduce the risks of nuclear war, as well as dramatically reduce the drain upon the world's precious resources. It is possible to foster a political climate in which leaders are induced to take steps, gradual and partial in character, but highly significant in their cumulative effect. The antinuclear movement, while finally demanding the impossible, is tactically focused on attainable goals: freezing the arms race, renouncing first use options and limited war doctrine, opposing the deployment of specific weapons systems (for example, neutron bomb, Pershing II, cruise missile), establishing nuclear weapons free zones (such as the Indian Ocean, the Korean peninsula, Europe), prohibiting all further flight testing of missiles, and underground testing of warheads.


AT: Nuclearism

Pure criticism fails – the negative must generate a new mythology of nuclearism in order to solve

Williams—Ass’t Prof. of Speech Communication at Northeast Missouri State—1988

(David, Winter, Journal of the American Forensic Association, Vol. 24, pg. 201-2)

 Nuclear criticism must work to generate a new "myth" of human relations and national interactions. That is, while nuclear criticism must dismantle the language of nuclearism it must also search through that wreckage for the materials with which to construct a new myth of peace. A question posed in 1947 by Kenneth Burke points toward the requirements of such a myth. Burke asked, "Does not the nature of our modern weapons inexorably demand that, if we are going to have peace at all, it must be a peace without pacification, that is, a peace without war, a peace before war?" ("Ideology and Myth" 202). This new myth must engender a vision of peace without pacification, for myth, "like poetry, gravitates to the side of image" (Burke "Ideology and Myth" 195; see also Balthrop 341- 45). The new myth would be assertive; it would be argumentative, and it would be at least incipiently ideological. In this sense, nuclear criticism would no longer be purely negative; just as negative theology culminates in a new myth of God, in a new image of godliness, and just as "negative logology" culminates in a new myth of humanity, in a new image of the symbol using animal, so too must nuclear criticism function as a sort of "negative epistemology" which culminates in a new myth of peace without pacification, in an image of peaceful human and international relations. In rejecting oppositional dialectics and in rejecting philosophies of certitude and fundaments, nuclear criticism cannot also reject the functional importance of myths in human societies. . As Burke writes, "'Myths' may be wrong, or they may be used to bad ends-but they cannot be dispensed with. In the last analysis, they are our basic psychological tools for working together" ("Revolutionary Symbolism" 87). In the post-Hiroshima nuclear world, Burke saw the need to construct a new myth far human and international relations, a myth which would function "as the non-political ground of the political, not as antithetical to it, but as the 'pre-political' source out of which it is to be derived." The search must be far a myth in which various ideological perspectives co-mingle, a pre-political myth which culminates in non-conflictual resolutions of dialectical oppositions.8 This brief set of injunctions for the development 'Of an effective nuclear criticism offers no assured answers, but it is hoped that it addresses the right concerns. In the struggle between philosophies of nuclearism and nihilistic philosophies of pyrotechne, humanity may prefer the certitudes of apocalyptic mythologies. Given that, it is imperative that a nuclear criticism evolve which deconstructs nuclearisms wherever it finds them, but in doing so does not point us toward the solipsistic silence of the abyss.

*****AT: Chaloupka Psychoanalysis*****

AT: Chaloupka – Perm Good
Only the perm can solve - the alternative in isolation kills movements 
Krishna in 93 
(Krishna, Sankaran, University of Hawaii at Manoa, The Importance of Being Ironic: A Postcolonial View on Critical International Relations Theory , Alternatives, 18:3 (1993:Summer) p.385

In offering this dichotomous choice, Der Derian replicates a move made by Chaloupka in his equally dismissive critique of the more mainstream nuclear opposition, the Nuclear Freeze movement of the early 1980s, that, according to him, was operating along obsolete lines, emphasizing "facts" and "realities" while a "postmodern" President Reagan easily outflanked them through an illusory Star Wars program. (See KN: chapter 4) Chaloupka centers this difference between his own supposedly total critique of all sovereign truths (which he describes as nuclear criticism in an echo of literary criticism) and the more partial (and issue-based) criticism of what he calls "nuclear opposition" or "antinuclearists" at the very outset of his book. (KN: xvi) Once again, the unhappy choice forced upon the reader is to join Chaloupka in his total critique of all sovereign truths or be trapped in obsolete essentialisms. This leads to a disastrous politics, pitting groups that have the most in common (and need to unite on some basis to be effective) against each other. Both Chaloupka and Der Derian thus reserve their most trenchant critique for political groups that should, in any analysis, be regarded as the closest to them in terms of an oppositional politics and their desired futures. Instead of finding ways to live with these differences and to (if fleetingly) coalesce against the New Right, this fratricidal critique is politically suicidal. It obliterates the space for a political activism based on provisional and contingent coalitions, for uniting behind a common cause even as one recognizes that the coalition is comprised of groups that have very differing (and possibly unresolvable) views of reality. Moreover, it fails to consider the possibility that there may have been other, more compelling reasons for the "failure" of the Nuclear Freeze movement or anti-Gulf War movement Like many a worthwhile cause in our times, they failed to garner sufficient support to influence state policy. The response to that need not be a totalizing critique that delegitimizes all narratives. The blackmail inherent in the choice offered by Der Derian and Chaloupka, between total critique and "ineffective" partial critique, ought to be transparent. Among other things, it effectively militates against the construction of provisional or strategic essentialisms in our attempts to create space for an activist politics. In the next section, I focus more widely on the genre of critical international theory and its impact on such an activist politics.

AT: Chaloupka – He’s Dumb

Turn: Chaloupka Doesn’t Know Anything About Our Case. Misapplying His Analysis To Us Leads To Error-replication. 

Emery Roe, Executive Coordinator Center for Sustainable Resource Development College of Natural Resources, University of California, Berkeley, Policy Optics for Rethinking Poverty, Defense and the Environment Entirely, 2000 http://www.cnr.berkeley.edu/csrd/publications/text/roepo.html

Very little of the above has relied on the work of those professionals and scholars who have worked long and hard on issues of poverty, defense and environment. Yet, current writing about these topics is dominated by these experts, and with what seems to be good reason. Just look at what happens when you choose to write without reference to experts. My library copy of Andrew Ross’ Strange Weather >has the following sentence underlined by a previous reader: "Ecologists have drawn attention to the environmental contexts that fall outside of the mechanistic purview of the scientific world-view." Off in the margin is scrawled: "Ecology is> a science, you moron." Ross makes quite a virtue of his ignorance. "This book," he writes, "is dedicated to all of the science teachers I never had. It could only have been written without them." Well, yes, his book is certainly that. William Chaloupka, another culture critic, wrote Knowing Nukes>, a book about nuclear weapons, without reference whatsoever to the literature produced by nuclear weapons analysts and theorists. His cultivated ignorance leads him to endorse the argument that so-called "smart" weapons have made soldiers obsolete in modern warfare: In his Critique of Cynical Reason>, Peter Sloterdijk better situates the demise of the warrior...[T]echnology finishes the task of displacing the heroic subject: "There are modern artillery systems that in strategic jargon are called 'intelligent munitions' or 'smart missiles,' that is, rockets that perform classic thought functions (perception decision making) in flight and behave 'subjectively' toward the enemy target." The "human factor" present with "the self-sacrificing kamikaze pilots" or the manned bomber is "fully eliminated." This is an elimination of special status: "With the 'thinking missile,' we reach the final station of the modern displacement of the subject." The argument, however, is wrong. Indeed, it is exactly opposite of what has occurred. Take the Gulf War. Many people believe that "continuing the trend toward a high-tech military using primarily 'smart' weapons will allow the United States to fight and win with minimal U.S. casualties," according to defense analysts, Gene Rochlin and Chris Demchak. What the Gulf War actually demonstrates, in their view, is the "necessity for establishing and maintaining an immense social organization in order to provide the degree of support necessary for effective use of the newer weapons". They go on to argue: If the focus on high tech continues to be directed at the weapons themselves, the massive social system behind these weapons will remain invisible to public debate. One possible consequence is a political belief that wars can be fought with smaller forces by continuing to substitute technology for people. The cycle of the past decade of American defense budgets would then be replayed, with purchases of weapons given priority over the operations, maintenance, and personnel budgets to sustain them. But without the massive support provided in the Gulf, there is every likelihood that the next war will be quite a bit more costly in lives--unless the opponent is smaller and less capable than Iraq was presumed to be. In other words, not only is Chaloupka wrong, but if we believed him, we would likely increase>the chances of lives lost in the next "smart" war.
 
 AT: Chaloupka - Alt Answers

The alt’s rejection of symbolic iconography is premature and incomplete – it ignores the ongoing nuclear violence present at multiple sites

Caputi in 95 
(Jane Caputi, University of New Mexico, “Nuclear Visions,” American Quarterly, Vol. 47, No.1 (March 1995))

Knowing Nukes opens with Chaloupka applauding one instance of what he perceives to be an "expressive inarticulateness" found in the atomic iconography of high school students in Richland, Washington (site of the Hanford nuclear reservation). The school's symbol is a mushroom cloud and its football team is named "the Bombers." Students defend these as having nothing to do with destruction or weaponry, indeed as signifying nothing "other than Richland High School" (xii). Or, "You've heard of a family crest; our crest is a nuclear bomb" (xii). Chaloupka roots these attitudes not in psychic numbing, self-serving apathy, or the steady swallowing of too much nuclear propaganda (a tradition in Hanford since the 1940s) but in the students' refusal to "accept symbols as having an obvious meaning." That is, he attributes this perception to their quintessentially postmodern consciousness. Here Chaloupka's argument is far too partial for its own good. Symbols indubitably always hold multiple and frequently paradoxical meanings. Still, it is radically incomplete to analyze Richland's nuclear iconography without taking into account the decades of poisoning of the local area by the government-sponsored Hanford facility. In 1990, a panel of radiation and health experts concluded that one in every twenty residents of ten counties surrounding the facility had absorbed "significant" levels of radiation in the three years from 1944 to 1947, when officials secretly authorized the largest release of radiation from a weapons facility that has yet been made pUblic. In 1991, the Department of Energy disclosed that 444 billion gallons of waste had been dumped into soils surrounding Hanford, mostly in the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s. Until 1971, when the practice was ended, millions of gallons of water from the Columbia River were pumped through the cores of eight of Hanford's nine nuclear reactors. The factors have combined to make "the Columbia the most reactive river in the world." Those most at risk are the members of the eight Native American tribes who live on the river and long have depended upon it for food and water. As I have argued elsewhere, such comments as those of the Richland students mirror far more the entrenched denial and attendant embrace of an institutionally powerful abuser, similar to that found in many incestuous families, than they reflect any sophisticated postmodern irony. 3

Chaloupka ignores gendered and indigenous perspectives on nuclear violence

Caputi in 95 
(Jane Caputi, University of New Mexico, “Nuclear Visions,” American Quarterly, Vol. 47, No.1 (March 1995))

While Chaloupka looks almost exclusively to European men such as Baudrillard, Derrida, and Foucault to offer essential insights, he ignores relevant perspectives from those who occupy less privileged realms (and use far more accessible language) but long have "problematized" nuclearism by deconstructing its signs and wrenching it out of traditional Western paradigms. For example, European-American feminist thinkers (including Diana E. H. Russell, Charlene Spretnak, and Carol Cohn) have pointed to the investiture of patriarchal (rapist and domineering) desire/sexuality into nuclear weaponry.4 Simultaneously, feminists of color (including June Jordan, Alice Walker, and Winona LaDuke) have pointed to a continuing legacy of colonialism, environmental racism, and genocide against peoples of color, particularly indigenous peoples, who have been disproportionately afflicted by the acknowledged and unacknowledged atomic experimentation and development.5

*****AT: Positive Peace*****

AT: Positive Peace

Positive peace research can’t be confined to structural violence – it renders it unable to speak to outbreaks of violence in the world and unable to resist things like the war on terror

Lawler in 02 
(Peter, Senior lecturer in international relations, University of Manchester, Peace Review; Mar2002, Vol. 14 Issue 1, p7)

The shocking events of September 11, 2001 and their still unfolding aftermath provide a challenging backdrop to any re� ection upon the prospects and problems of peace research. In preparing these brief comments I wandered around various webpages provided by key North American and European peace studies centers and organizations. I was looking for a distinctive peace studies take on recent events. Instead, I came away with the impression that no such thing existed other than a generalized mood of shock and concern. Especially on U.S. sites, there was a rather abstracted tone of opposition to the military strikes on Afghanistan. It struck me that the debate around the current “war on terrorism” shares a particular feature with debates surrounding other recent wars: the marked absence of a distinctive voice of peace research. A number of explanations suggest why this is so. In part, at least, it may be no fault of peace researchers themselves, but a by-product of overt and covert control of public discourse. Arguably, it is also the product of peace research’s own history, notably the shifting of the definition of violence from direct to structural causes and the concomitant redefinition of “peace” away from the narrow negative idea of the absence of war towards various forms of a wider positive definition. One by-product of this is a healthy eclecticism within peace studies that obviously militates against the possibility of a singular discursive presence. But it is also is my suspicion that the relative silence of peace studies is the fellow traveller of a deeper and as yet unresolved historical discomfort with public reflection on the ethical foundations and purpose of peace studies itself. Put more starkly, contemporary peace research has much to say about the idea of peace, but it has much less to say these days about the problems that spawn such research: war. In what follows I want to explore brie� y the relationship between peace research and war and, perhaps perversely, try to argue for a return to war in the minds of peace researchers. In so doing I do not intend to simply suggest that peace research marches backwards or that peace research should abandon the very necessary task of looking beyond war. Rather, I want to argue for the recovery of a presence for peace research in public debates about war. More controversially, I want to propose that such a presence is not confined to opposing war but engages with debates about the ethics of going to and fighting wars. My thoughts on these matters emerge very much out of my own personal engagement with peace research and, as a consequence, I hope the reader will forgive my rather biographical tone.

AT: Positive Peace

Positive peace and structural violence are empty terms – they have to articulate a theory of violence in order to be analytically relevant

Lawler in 02 
(Peter, Senior lecturer in international relations, University of Manchester, Peace Review; Mar2002, Vol. 14 Issue 1, p7)

My principal concern at the time was with the growing preoccupation of much of peace research (or peace studies) with the issue of “structural violence” and the pursuit of such goals as justice, human ful fi lment, or a more just world order—in short, the realization of positive peace. As laudable and important as such objectives clearly are, I was unconvinced at the time that peace research brought anything distinctive to them. Such concerns now lay at the heart of a wide range of social scienti fi c disciplines. Furthermore, the rapid expansion of post-positivist theorizing across the social sciences, perhaps most importantly in the  fi elds of international relations and security studies, had eroded the normative distinctiveness of peace research to a signi fi cant extent. I went on to suggest that peace research might reacquire focus by self-consciously serving as a conduit between theoretical and conceptual developments across the social sciences and the continuing problem of direct violence within and between states. By this I did not mean that peace research should simply reduce itself to con� ict analysis or return to the quasi-scientism of its foundational years. Rather, I envisaged a normatively informed peace research engaging critically with orthodox discourses (in the Foucauldian sense) of security and strategy. In more practical terms, I envisaged peace research as a site for cutting-edge research into the resolution of the various extremely violent conflicts that have marked the post-Cold-War era. Although such an engagement clearly requires consideration of the structural impetuses to the outbreak of violence, I did not see the analysis of the origins and development of such things as exploitation and poverty as the appropriate primary focus of peace research. Why? Because I felt this contributed to the dissipation of peace research’s impact. This would continue the problem of peace research being perceived as the conceptually impoverished cousin of various other disciplines, such as political economy, sociology and so on, where research into such issues is vastly more diverse and developed. My book hardly � ew off the shelves in vast numbers, nor did my observations cause much of a ripple in peace research circles. Galtung’s own response was con fi ned to a couple of dismissive sentences in the introduction to one of his recent books. Most reactions to my argument arose in the context of presentations by myself at conferences, seminars and such. Of those who did comment, in writing or to me personally, a minority supported my sentiments but the majority took the view that I was arguing for peace research effectively to shift back to a focus on negative peace and this could hardly be a forward step. Some accused me of being conservative, reactionary even. I now teach and research primarily in the  fi eld of international relations and here, by contrast, the perception that I am a critic of peace research, and Galtung in particular, has generally met with either approval or acute disinterest. This is in spite of the fact that many, although by no means all, of my disciplinary colleagues apparently share the normative sentiments of many peace researchers. In other words, for many international relations scholars, peace research continues to have an image problem. True, the crassest form of an international relations critique of peace research still falls back on the tired dualism of realism versus idealism, with peace research  fi rmly and pejoratively located within the latter. A more serious critique, however, revolves around three common perceptions of peace research: the absence of a substantial theoretical or conceptual core, a tendency to deploy uncritically key terms such as “structural violence” or “positive peace,” and an unclear standpoint with regard to direct violence, particularly the use of violence in the pursuit of justice or other values. These themes, threaded through my own analysis of Galtungian peace research, led me to the conclusion that, in spite of an overt value orientation, peace research could not provide an adequate account of its own normative nature.

AT: Positive Peace

War makes it impossible to achieve positive peace – causality runs both ways

Goldstein in 01 
(Joshua, Professor of International Relations at American University, War and Gender, 2001, p 412)

First, peace activists face a dilemma in thining bout causes of war and working for peace.  Many peace scholars and activists support the approach, “if you want peace, work for justice.”  Then, if one believes that sexism contributes to war, one can world for gender justice specifically (perhaps among others) in order to pursue peace.  This approach brings strategic allies to the peace movement (women, labor, minorities), but rests on the assumption that injustices cause war.  The evidence in this book suggests that causality runs at least as strongly the other way.  War in not a product of capitalism, imperialism, gender, innate aggression, or any other single cause, although all of these influence wars’ outbreaks and outcomes.  Rather, war has in part fueld and sustained these and other injustices.  So, “if you want peace, work for peace.”  Indeed, if you want justice (gender and others), work for peace.  Causality does not run just upward through the levels of analysis, from types of individuals, societies, and governments up to war.  It run downward, too.  Enloe suggests that changes in attitudes toward war and the military may be the most important way to “reverse women’s oppression.” The dilemma is that peace work focused on justice bring to the peace movement energy, allies, and moral grounding, yes, in light of this book’s evidence, the emphasis on injustice as the main cause of war seems to be empirically inadequate.

AT: Positive Peace

Permutation is key to solvency – only coalitional approaches to knowledge about conflict and violence can overcome the disciplinary boundaries of the status quo

Kanisin in 03 
(Githathevi Kanisin, Berghof Center for Constructive Conflict Management, “Consilience of Knowledge for Sustained Positive Peace”, March 2003, http://www.berghof-handbook.net/uploads/download/kanisin_handbook_resp.pdf)

Following an analysis of the different approaches to conflict resolution, this paper argues that the distinctions made in the Articles between conflict resolution and conflict transformation are untenable, leading us to inquire into the real distinction between both concepts. The concluding section of this paper is based on the observation that more and more peace research work is enlightened, as the nature of the problem posed is how to achieve a state of sustained positive-peace? But, though we acknowledge the complementarity of the conflict settlement, conflict resolution and conflict transformation approaches, conditioned thinking continues to manifest in our holding on to mutual exclusivity of the efforts under the aforementioned approaches in dealing with the problem of protracted and violent conflicts. Consilience of knowledge in the field is proposed. Knowledge trancends rigid forms and structures and at this level the paper considers the possibility of consilience of the approaches to protracted violent conflicts. Consilience seems the natural way forward if a majority of researchers in the field of peace and conflict studies consider the problem as how a sustained positive peace is possible? In this regard, I echo the call by Galtung that we ‘should not be steered by traditional borderlines….often randomly drawn and as dysfunctional as the borderlines drawn by the colonial powers on the map of Africa, impeding rather than facilitating insights (1976, p 246).

*****Generic IR K Answers*****

Liberalism Will Persist

The liberal international order will persist indefinitely – multiple reasons

Ikenberry 10 
(G. John, Albert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University and a Global Eminence Scholar at Kyung Hee University, Korea“The Liberal International Order and its Discontents,” Millennium – Journal of International Studies 2010; 38; 509)

There are also reasons to think that this liberal order will persist, even if it continues to evolve. Firstly, the violent forces that have overthrown international orders in the past do not seem to operate today. We live in the longest period of ‘great power peace’ in modern history. The great powers have not found themselves at war with each other since the guns fell silent in 1945. This non-war outcome is certainly influenced by two realities: nuclear deterrence, which raises the costs of war, and the dominance of democracies, who have found their own pathway to peace. In the past, the great moments of order-building came in the aftermath of war when the old order was destroyed. War itself was a ratification of the view that the old order was no longer sustainable. War broke the old order apart, propelled shifts in world power and opened up the international landscape for new negotiations over the rules and principles of world politics. In the absence of great power war it is harder to clear the ground for new ‘constitutional’ arrangements. Secondly, this order is also distinctive in its integrative and expansive character. In essence, it is ‘easy to join and hard to overturn’. This follows most fundamentally from the fact that it is a liberal international order – in effect, it is an order that is relatively open and loosely rulebased. The order generates participants and stakeholders. Beyond this, there are three reasons why the architectural features of this post-war liberal order reinforce downward and outward integration. One is that the multilateral character of the rules and institutions create opportunities for access and participation. Countries that want to join in can do so; Japan found itself integrating through participation in the trade system and alliance partnership. More recently, China has taken steps to join, at least through the world trading system. Joining is not costless. Membership in institutional bodies such as the WTO must be voted upon by existing members and states must meet specific requirements. But these bodies are not exclusive or imperial. Secondly, the liberal order is organised around shared leadership and not just the United States. The G-7/8 is an example of a governance organisation that is based on a collective leadership, and the new G-20 grouping has emerged to provide expanded leadership. Finally, the order also provides opportunities for a wide array of states to gain access to the ‘spoils of modernity’. Again, this is not an imperial system in which the riches accrue disproportionately to the centre. States across the system have found ways to integrate into this order and experience economic gains and rapid growth along the way. Thirdly, rising states do not constitute a bloc that seeks to overturn or reorganise the existing international order. China, India, Russia, Brazil, South Africa and others all are seeking new roles and more influence within the global system. But they do not constitute a new coalition of states seeking global transformation. All of these states are capitalist and as such are deeply embedded in the world economy. Most of them are democratic and embrace the political principles of the older Western liberal democracies. At the same time, they all have different geopolitical interests. They are as diverse in their orientations as the rest of the world in regard to energy, religion and ideologies of development. They are not united by a common principled belief in a post-liberal world order. They are all very much inside the existing order and integrated in various ways into existing governance institutions. Fourthly, the major states in the system – the old great powers and rising states – all have complex alignments of interests. They all are secure in the sense that they are not threatened by other major states. All worry about radicalism and failed states. Even in the case of the most fraught relationships – such as the emerging one between the United States and China – there are shared or common interests in global issues related to energy and the environment. These interests are complex. There are lots of ways in which these countries will compete with each other and seek to push ‘adjustment’ to problems onto the other states. But it is precisely the complexity of these shared interests that creates opportunities and incentives to negotiate and cooperate – and, ultimately, to support the open and rule-based frameworks that allow for bargains and agreements to be reached. Overall, these considerations suggest that the leading states of the world system are travelling along a common pathway to modernity. They are not divided by great ideological clashes or emboldened by the potential gains from great power war. These logics of earlier orders are not salient today. Fascism, communism and theocratic dictatorships cannot propel you along the modernising pathway. In effect, if you want to be a modern great power you need to join the WTO. The capitalist world economy and the liberal rules and institutions that it supports – and that support it – are foundational to modernisation and progress. The United States and other Western states may rise or fall within the existing global system but the liberal character of that system still provides attractions and benefits to most states within it and on its edges.

*****AT: Imperialism Impacts*****

AT: Imperialism
The (aff/neg) overgeneralizes imperialism – you should decide the goodness of our advocacy on its merits and how it is able to stand for oppressed peoples
Shaw 01 
(Martin Shaw, Professor of Itnl Relations at the University of Sussex, “The Problem of the Quasi-Imperial State Uses and Abuses of Anti-Imperialism in the Global Era,” April 2001, http://www.martinshaw.org/empire.htm)

It is worth asking how the politics of anti-imperialism distorts Western leftists' responses to global struggles for justice. John Pilger, for example, consistently seeks to minimise the crimes of Milosevic in Kosovo, and to deny their genocidal character - purely because these crimes formed part of the rationale for Western intervention against Serbia. He never attempted to minimise the crimes of the pro-Western Suharto regime in the same way. The crimes of quasi-imperial regimes are similar in cases like Yugoslavia and Indonesia, but the West's attitudes towards them are undeniably uneven and inconsistent. To take as the criterion of one's politics opposition to Western policy, rather than the demands for justice of the victims of oppression as such, distorts our responses to the victims and our commitment to justice. We need to support the victims regardless of whether Western governments take up their cause or not; we need to judge Western power not according to a general assumption of 'new imperialism' but according to its actual role in relation to the victims.

The task for civil society in the West is not, therefore to oppose Western state policies as a matter of course, à la Cold War, but to mobilise solidarity with democratic oppositions and repressed peoples, against authoritarian, quasi-imperial states. It is to demand more effective global political, legal and military institutions that genuinely and consistently defend the interests of the most threatened groups. It is to grasp the contradictions among and within Western elites, conditionally allying themselves with internationalising elements in global institutions and Western governments, against nationalist and reactionary elements. The arrival in power of George Bush II makes this discrimination all the more urgent.

In the long run, we need to develop a larger politics of global social democracy and an ethic of global responsibility that address the profound economic, political and cultural inequalities between Western and non-Western worlds. We will not move far in these directions, however, unless we grasp the life-and-death struggles between many oppressed peoples and the new local imperialisms, rather than subsuming all regional contradictions into the false synthesis of a new Western imperialism.


*****FRAMEWORK EXTENSIONS*****

Neg Framework Fails/No Shared Yardstick

The aff/neg’s free-for-all framework is destined to fail – the absence of shared yardsticks for argument and the mis-match of interpretational scope means they can never build any consensus

Panke in ’10 
(Diana Panke, Lecturer of Politics at the University College Dublin, Review of International Studies, Volume 36, Issue 01, January 2010, pp 145-168 

Discourses take place in many political, judicial and societal arenas within and beyond nation-states. They are alternatives to bargaining, voting or authoritative decision making and can foster consensus in pre- or post-agreement interactions.1 Compared to pre- agreement interactions, post-agreement interactions are rarely in the center of attention, although discourses matter in these settings, too. Judicial discourses take frequently place in international courts, such as the European Court of Justice (ECJ), the Court of the Andean Community, the Court of the European Free Trade Association. International judicial discourses are good laboratories to analyse dynamics of arguing. The density of exchanged arguments is very high and judicial discourses are, in this sense, most likely settings for successful arguing. At the same time, effective arguing is very difficult before courts, since the parties have eminently strong interests, because they maintained non-compliance despite being detected and did not negotiate pre-judicial settlements. In this sense, non-complying states are not open to persuasion. Drawing on the example of the ECJ with its mixed record of effective judicial discourses, this article analyses the conditions under which judicial discourses promote compliance. This requires tackling the more general question: Under which conditions can discourses foster consensus and when do they fail? The key to the answer is that the quality of arguments matters. If actors share a common standard for the assessment of the goodness of exchanged arguments, they can filter unconvincing and bad from convincing and good points and thereby incrementally develop a consensus. If they don’t have a common yardstick to evaluate the quality of claims, intersubjective validity cannot be achieved. Consequently, actors talk at crosspurposes although they exchange arguments and discourses end in dissent.

The argument proceeds in five steps. The next section introduces the EU infringement procedure, demonstrates that judicial discourses take place for all cases that reach the ECJ, and illustrates that not all judicial discourses succeed in quickly fostering compliance (II). Why is it that arguing takes place in all cases but is not always effective? The subsequent section develops a theoretical explanation (III). Unlike Habermasian arguing or social psychology approaches on persuasion, 2 this article inquires into the quality of arguments in order to explain the varying success of discourses. Not every argument is per se good and suited to convince others. Arguing is only effective if actors exchange arguments and share a yardstick based on which they can commonly evaluate the quality of claims. Under these restrictive scope conditions, participants of a discourse can equally sort good from unconvincing arguments and thereby incrementally develop a consensus. If the parties lack a common standard with which they can intersubjectively assess the goodness of exchanged ideas, they talk at cross-purposes and discourses end in dissent – even though we might observe pure arguing. As a consequence, persuasion fails and non-compliance prevails. The German drinking water case illustrates this theoretical claim (IV). Germany violated the European drinking water directive (DWD) though a legal transposition that restricted the applicatory scope of the DWD and granted de facto many exceptions. While this saved compliance costs, it hampered the effectiveness of EU law. The European Commission opened an infringement procedure and referred the case to ECJ. A judicial discourse started, but failed in the first stage, since the parties lacked a common standard on which the quality of exchanged arguments could be equally evaluated and talked at cross-purposes. Later on, the advocates used arguments to which they could mutually relate in a meaningful manner and the judicial discourse became effective. Non-compliance could no longer be defended with good arguments and the argumentatively entrapped government quickly adapted the German drinking water policy in line with a demanding water quality approach. Alternative constructivist arguing and persuasion approaches as well rationalist enforcement, bargaining and principle-agent theories cannot sufficiently account for these compliance dynamics (V). The article concludes with the finding that intersubjective validity of arguments is the key to successful discourses. This requires that arguments are exchanged, that actors share quality yardsticks, and that the type of arguments fits shared evaluative standards. Only then, participants can commonly sort unconvincing and bad from good and convincing claims and incrementally arrive at a consensus. For example, truth-claims require a shared scientific paradigm; normative arguments a shared idea on righteousness. If either common evaluative standards are lacking or do not fit the type of arguments, discourses fail because the actors cannot meaningfully relate to each other but argue at cross-purposes. Common lifeworlds are important for effective arguing,3 since they inhibit shared reference standards for the evaluation of the quality of ideas. The presence of a European lifeworld is helpful, but not sufficient for effective arguing. Even in the EU, every discourse risks dissent, because a European lifeworld competes with domestic or party-political ones. Hence, if the meaning of a particular norm is contested, such as in the German drinking water case, a shared European lifeworld is too broad to decide which competing interpretation is superior. In such hard cases for effective arguing, judicial discourses offer an expedient: Judicial methods of interpretation serve as additional yardsticks to evaluate the quality of arguments. Yet, they only foster consensus, if actors exchange arguments and share methods of legal reasoning whose interpretational scope fit the interpretational scope of the problem at stake.

Neg Framework Fails/No Idea Solvency

There’s zero chance of ideational change in the neg’s framework – the lack of agreement over truth or righteousness between the competing paradigms means that they’re a non sequitur to the claims we’ve advanced

Panke in ’10 
(Diana Panke, Lecturer of Politics at the University College Dublin, Review of International Studies, Volume 36, Issue 01, January 2010, pp 145-168 

Judicial discourses accelerate argumentative speech acts. Yet, exchanging arguments is not sufficient to induce ideational changes, since not every argument is persuasive per se. Only good arguments can be convincing and possibly end norm violations. What characterises a good argument? Which ideas might change actors’ compliance interests? Simply put, the answer is that good arguments have to be intersubjectively valid. This requires that arguments are exchanged and that actors share a yardstick which allows them to equally assess the quality of arguments in a discourse. Truth, righteousness and appropriateness are three standards to intersubjectively evaluate the goodness of communicated ideas.19 If actors share a common conception of how to assess the quality of truth, normative and value-based claims, they can commonly factor out good from less compelling factual, normative or value-based arguments, substitute old by better ideas, and incrementally arrive at a consensus. A truth paradigm encompasses ontological, epistemological and methodological elements. Exchanged causal or factual arguments are conducive to ideational change and consensus, if the actors adhere to the same scientific paradigm and share expertise on the subject matter.20 Similarly, norm generating discourses can end in consensus, if actors share a standard of righteousness on which they measure how certain aims, procedures or scopes of norms express or hamper the fulfillment of their common interest. However, sharing a standard of righteousness does not help to solve questions of truth or vice versa. Common evaluative standards have to fit the type of arguments made. Unlike these discourses, judicial discourses deal with contested norms rather than truth claims or common interests.21 Once norms are contested, a dilemma emerges: in order to argumentatively solve norm interpretation conflicts, it would be necessary that actors consent on which common interest is expressed by a norm’s aim, procedure or scope, while the very fact that a case has been carried to Court indicates that there is dissent. Nevertheless, the parties of norm interpretation disputes are not trapped in talking at cross-purposes. Judicial discourses offer an expedient: different judicial methods of interpretation allow specifying what norms are about and to which situations they should be applied. In this sense, judicial methods of reasoning serve as additional yardsticks to commonly measure the quality of arguments. They differ in their interpretational scope. The broadest scope has the historical method of judicial interpretation, which specifies scope and content of legal norms through references to the initial will of the norm-creators.22 The teleological method is only slightly more specific, since it specifies the purpose and content of a norm though analysing the general aim of the broader legal context: What is the purpose of the treaties and how does it relate to the norm in question?23 The directive-immanent teleological interpretational device is more specific than the general teleological means, since it specifies content and scope of a disputed issue (for example, is exception X acceptable?) by analysing the general aim of the norm at hand. The general systematic method is a bit more specific than the general teleological one. It inquires into the broader legal context in order to solve interpretational questions of a norm embedded in the context: Is there another legal norm that delimits or specifies the meaning of the norm in question? The directive-immanent systematic method of legal interpretation is suited to solve more detailed interpretational issues by analysing the paragraph or article in question in the context of the whole legal norm: Are new concepts introduced in other paragraphs that define or delimit the issue in question? Are there exceptions in other parts of the norm that impact scope and content of the interpretational issue at hand? The wording method aims at solving interpretational differences of great detail by analysing the exact phrasing of the paragraph in question: Are new concepts introduced? How are they defined? Are exceptions specified?


Neg Framework Fails/Aff Choice Good

The neg can’t create change – they need to adopt a framework for the debate that matches the interpretational scope that the aff has proposed
Panke in ’10 
(Diana Panke, Lecturer of Politics at the University College Dublin, Review of International Studies, Volume 36, Issue 01, January 2010, pp 145-168 

A shared standard of truth is not helpful in effectively solving conflicts over values or vice versa.24 Similarly, not every judicial method of interpretation is suited to solve every interpretational problem. The interpretational scope of problems and judicial methods has to match; otherwise actors simply talk at cross-purposes. Some disputed issues are complex and characterised by imprecise, ill-defined concepts concerning aims, procedures and applicatory scopes, many cross-references, several relevant paragraphs or articles, and complex exceptional clauses. Other interpretational problems have narrow interpretational scopes: Contested issues are highly specific and characterised by relatively precise concepts, few and accurate cross-references and clear-cut exceptional rules. Judicial interpretational techniques also vary in their scope. Some are broad, capture norms comprehensively and are suited to solve complex issues (for example, historical or teleological methods), others are narrow, focus on detailed interpretational difficulties and are suited to solve issues of detail (systematic method) or of great detail (wording method). Successful judicial discourses that produce intersubjectively valid consensual outcomes require firstly that the parties exchange arguments, secondly that they share a judicial method and thirdly that the latter matches the interpretational scope of problem at stake.25 If these conditions are met, the parties do not talk at cross-purposes but can relate to their arguments in a meaningful manner, can commonly sort good judicial arguments from less convincing ones, and can incrementally develop consensual norm definitions.


Neg Framework Fails/No Validity

Their framework won’t generate consensus or change – common evaluative and interpretive methods are necessary to demonstrate intersubjective validity and persuasion

Panke in ’10 
(Diana Panke, Lecturer of Politics at the University College Dublin, Review of International Studies, Volume 36, Issue 01, January 2010, pp 145-168 

As an alternative to bargaining, discourses are important in international pre- and post-agreement interactions.109 Empirical studies have demonstrated that arguing can be more than just cheap talk.110 Yet, discourses on the local, national, regional and international level inevitably face the risk of dissent, as a glance on the EU infringement proceeding revealed. In order to solve the puzzle of the varying success of discourses, this article inquired into the contextual preconditions for effective arguing. It started from the claim that the exchange of arguments alone is not sufficient to foster consensus and that the quality of arguments is often neglected but very important to explain the varying effectiveness of discourses. Hence, it analysed under which conditions arguments can be intersubjectively valid and are, thus, suited to persuade others. Most importantly, participants of a discourse need a common yardstick for the evaluation of the quality of speech acts. Yet, sharing an evaluative standard is not sufficient for sorting bad or irrelevant arguments from good and persuasive ones, so that a consensus can be incrementally achieved. It is crucial that the common yardstick fits the type of arguments made. Truth-related arguments require a common scientific paradigm; normative arguments require a shared standard of appropriateness, and so on and so forth. If a common reference system matching the type of arguments made is absent, intersubjective validity cannot be achieved. Consequently, actors will talk at cross-purposes instead of incrementally developing a consensus. Applied to judicial discourses, effective arguing requires that arguments are exchanged and both parties share a judicial method of interpretation fitting to the interpretational scope of the contested issue. A broad method, such as the teleological one, suits issues with broad interpretational scope, while methods with narrow interpretational scope, such as the wording one, fit well to very precise issues. Effective judicial arguing fosters consensus on the interpretation of a formerly disputed norm and entraps governments. If they at a minimum accept the legal expertise of their own advocate, lead ministries learn from successful judicial discourses that their initial norm interpretations cannot be justified any longer with good arguments. Since non-compliance becomes irrational (violating believes on which interpretations enforcement authorities might accept) or inappropriate (violating integrity, consistency or credibility norms) or both, the actors quickly shift into compliance.

