Bormann Missile Defense Criticism –Sussman
Notes
1) It’s really just a specific security critique that operates more on a Foucauldian level; I.E. discourses of reality are create “the real”, as opposed to reality shaping discourse

2) The cards are specific to plans for a working “Panopticon-ish” type of Missile Defense, how well you can articulate SBL’s or SMD to be that is up to you

3) Before 2007, obviously satellite-stuff happened with China, so it does not assume that, if I were Aff I would make a deal about that to prove my reality shapes discourse claims, but if I were Neg I would also use that the other way around, but really that’s just me, do what you want… 

4) Bormann rocks, but you can merge your astro-politics file with this, I would also suggest using this in conjunction with the SPH K, two really specific critiques that would rock together

5) Enjoy
***1NC***
Missile Defense comes of threat construction originally created to reify the American identity of normality, and is described through harsh security rhetoric that de-legitimizes the other

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Pg. 3-4  Sussman)
When proposing to analyse the discursive articulations of foreign policy threats, two notions stand out as significant. First, discursive practices are constitutive of that which determines the meaning of foreign policy phenomena to begin with. These practices are sites, or platforms, where the politics of identity performs in its reconstruction of boundaries along the lines of foreign and domestic, inside and outside, self and other. Second, the foreign policylidentity interrelationship is embedded in a system of knowledge about the other as well as in the formation of rules of how to respond to the other. It is here that NMD as a military strategy is rendered as one acceptable means to protect the US against a certain, identified other. Following this, and taking both points together, forms the key assumption in this book: The threats to US security are neither objective nor obvious, so that - and this should be clear - the plans for missile defence can be understood as having meaning for the US beyond the conventional strategic explanations. This argument pursues some themes suggested by the works of Michel Foucault, and in the following I want to be explicit regarding my journey from NMD, to discourse and identity, and back. It is fair to say that Foucault has increasingly been invoked in analyses on security discourses in which his work is used to invite us to think about the connection between the constitution of identities and certain (disciplinary) practices. 1 Through his exploration of medical, psychiatric and punitive strategies, Foucault questions how discourses of a certain trope establish the confines in which the subject, the self, is constructed and operates.2 While the construction of the self encompasses an array of practices, the main idea, in short, is this: representations that give meaning to the self are to be found outside the self; the notion of 'normality', for instance, becomes meaningful through that which it is not - 'abnormality'. In other words, the boundaries drawn around 'abnormal' behaviour are also the ones from which the meaning of 'normality' is deduced. Some of these binary oppositions are not only distinct from each other, but are always subject to a certain hierarchical order (Derrida 1978). One term of the dichotomy is always considered the negative and undesirable version of the first one, which leaves one other term as privileged and positive. In this sense, the articulation of the other as mad, for instance, is not only required to come to understand the self as normal, but it furthermore manifests a hierarchical and undesirable meaning of otherness upon which policies of implementation are formulated, legitimised and institutionalised (the disciplining art). In other words, the other as mad is excluded, contained and affixed through medical institutions, laws and rules, which simultaneously protects and fixes the normality of the self (Connolly 1991). Thus, fixing an account of madness involves constructing knowledge into categories of normality and deviance (e.g., through medical practices).

Discursive security practices, specifically in the context of Missile Defense, posits the constructed threat within a prison of the mind, re-constructed to be not a truth, but a projection of the sovereign; this destroys individualized identity
Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Pg. 5-6, Sussman)
In Foucault's terms, the knowledge about self and other inexorably related to power in that it mobilises procedures and rules • assert particular boundaries through the construction of knowledge )out the other.3 As the author argues, 'it is a question of what govns statements, and the way in which they govern each other so as to institute a set of propositions which are scientifically acceptable, and :nce capable of being verified or falsified by scientific procedures 1980, 112). In his analysis of criminality and the prison 1979), he proposes that certain (institutionalised) practices of discipline come prior to the essence of the 'criminal' as a meaningful category. The prison (as the epitomised 'place' of discipline) is a site that accumulates knowledge about criminality while similarly reinstating that knowledge through its disciplining actions. Foucault shows that a set of discursive practices produces subjects (the 'normal'), as opposed to treating them as though they existed prior to that discourse. Hence, what is important about discursive practice and its meaninggiving of the subject is this: Foucault's account of the enabling condition of the self - that which makes possible a range of specific social identities - begins, at least for this book, with an abandonment on the focus on one particular agency, actor or unit in favour of a look towards processes and performances.4 It is not the sovereign subject (e.g., the self) or the object (e.g., the other) that ought to be scrutinised exclusively, but rather the historical and linguistic practices in which both subjects and objects are constructed (George 1994). Drawing on Foucault for whom the individual author or agent - and thus intentionality counts for very little, this suggests that subjects who institute actions (see intentionality) are themselves instituted effects of prior actions. In his article 'What is an author?', Foucault (1991,119) critically suspends the idea of an a priori existence of a subject. Instead, he proposes to query 'under what conditions, and in what forms can something like a subject appear in the order of discourse' and argues: The author is not an indefinite source of signification which fill a work; the author does not precede the works; he is a certain functional principle by which, in our culture, one limits, excludes, and chooses ... One can say that the author is an ideological product, since we represent him as the opposite of his historically real function. (Foucault 1991, 119-120)

The alternative is a rejection of the affirmative’s heroic conception of American deterrence logic used to justify the creation of missile defense

Only by challenging the otherizing rhetoric used to justify NMD can we change the existence of boundaries within the system of international relations; our discourse is a stepping stone to re-creating existence

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
What should be clear by now is this: Identity is not 'out there' to be discovered, but is fabricated. The same is true for foreign policy 'issues'; treating them as calculable facts presupposes a particular subjectivity, a fixed background of social practices and meanings that make it possible to recognise something as a foreign policy problem. I want to suggest instead that a foreign policy analysis must consider how meanings are produced and how events have come to be understood as a problemY This leads to an approach that focuses on an inquiry of how meanings have become attached to various subjects or objects such that they constitute particular 'interpretive dispositions' which create certain possibilities and preclude others (Campbell 1993b, 298). In addressing the concern of a changed mode of inquiry, this book proposes a discursive 'how' approach to foreign policy and identity. Discourse theory has to do with understanding and interpreting those taken-for-granted, produced meanings - here, of NMD. Applied to the following passages, it is seen as a form of inquiry that attempts to illuminate the ways in which the politics of identity are performed within US foreign policy that interprets events, places and people as danger to its existence. This performance results in a security framework that is sought to meet the identified security challenge. More importantly, this particular security strategy says something about the terms that constitute a threat as well as about in whose name it speaks (i.e., who is threatened). Considering this, two questions guide my proposed reading of NMD: one that is concerned with the discursive practice by which foreign policy both exposes and reassures US identity, and one that depicts how this practice is made possible through an existent system of discourses that manifests itself in a particular security framework. I want to begin, however, by putting discourse theory in a clarifying context. Whilst outlining both the structuralist and poststructuralist notions of discourse, I focus on the distinctive approach of Michel Foucault that provides much of the basis for the subsequent analysis of US foreign policy and the US plans for a national missile defence system. To begin with, the nature of reality is a state of flux - changeable, fluid and unstable. This means that reality cannot be grasped by 'rational scientific answers' (George 1994, 140).12 Claims to know the world and its reality are nothing but a narrative fiction. These narratives consist of stories told in one specific way so as to provide certainty about a specific assumption and locate meaning within a specific context. By repeating the terms of these stories, a set of dominant discourses has emerged as a way of making sense, with the task of reducing that flux of existence and creating a strategic framework of coherence and stability. Drawing on this view, discourse theory does not attempt to find these uncertain foundations, or to re-invent another fixed existence, but instead it focuses on the process of giving meaning to that flux. It questions how a certain set of statements about reality has become the dominant way of understanding it. Thus, to engage in a discourse means to engage in the (re)making of the meaning of existence. It offers to rethink how we get to know about the world. Having argued that there are no categories which in themselves can explain certain political processes a priori, a discourse generates the categories of meaning by which that reality can be understood and explained (George 1994). As such: [To] be engaged in a discourse is to be engaged in the making and remaking of meaningful conditions of existence. A discourse, then, is not a way of learning 'about' something out there in the 'real word'; it is rather, a way of producing that something as real, as identifiable, classifiable, knowable, and therefore, meaningful. Discourse creates the conditions of knowing. (Klein quoted in. George 1994, 30) As the above quotation highlights, discourse does not look to individual or collective subjects as the loci of meaning, but instead turns to a complex web of possible meanings that are interrelated (Doty 1993). The analytic form that follows this approach is a process of looking at certain signifying practices as discursive forms. In this sense, a discourse is a system of statements that creates a framework in which individual statements make sense. Using the idea of statements, however, does not mean that discourse is merely synonymous with language; discourse theorists do not claim that things are created simply by uttering words. Clearly, language does not create entities, yet, reality is mostly accessible through the descriptions made in language. And those descriptions have to be located in some signifying practice. Thus, discursive statements refer to a 'broader matrix of social practices that gives meaning to the way in which people understand themselves and their behaviour' (George 1994, 29). A discourse can be seen as providing discursive space, i.e., concepts, categories and metaphors by which meaning is created (Doty 1993). This means that discourse analysts treat a wide range of linguistic and non-linguistic material - such as speeches, reports, manifestos, historical events, interviews, policies and ideas - as 'texts' that enable subjects to experience the world of objects, words and practices

***2NC Framework***

2NC Pre-Requisite

Competing policy options are irrelevant lest we discuss the “why” and not the “how”, de-constructing the “why” behind Missile Defense is a pre-requisite to technical policy debates, and in fact inform them
Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
The fact that the United States is deploying a national missile defence system is, in itself, unremarkable; more interesting and important is how the system is rendered meaningful as a significant strategic imperative the current US thinking on security. Hence, an understanding of the trading preferences for NMD, which reconciles claims to feasibility, costs and threat predictions, is, of course, necessary but not sufficient. Instead, proposed an intervention to the existing NMD debate and one that provides a perspective outside the positivist logic of investigation 'as' explanation. That is to say, it is not the 'why' questions of causality that are of interest but the 'how' questions of performativity. Such questions ask how meanings are produced and have been attached to certain subjects, objects and events, thus, creating certain possibilities of interpretation whilst precluding others. In pursuing a reading that seeks to understand the conditions of possibility for the decisions that led to the support of NMD, I turned to the concept of identity. This manifested itself in an analysis that advanced an interpretation of the way a specific foreign policy discourse on threat is constructed, how US identity is constituted, how narratives on the other are articulated and how an ensemble of those narratives is rendered as coherent, acceptable and exclusive. The point at which I entered the NMD debate was at the proposition that the defence system is of interest for the US 'elsewhere'; that is to say, the statements in support of the antimissile project - notably the way rogue states have been problematised as a foreign policy threat to national security - give clues as to an important ritualised social act of NMD: the domains of inside/outside, self/other, and domestic! foreign that are constituted through the writing of missile threats and are a central component of the politics of US identity. Consulting Michel Foucault, whose theoretical presence weighs heavily in this book, I proposed to question the increasing interest in NMD by investigating how the defence strategy has come to be prioritised and to what effect. 

2NC Discourse Shapes Reality/Also Realism Takeout
Through writing and discussion it is possible to create reality, as reality is the cyclical result only of our interpretation of “reality

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)

I began the previous section by saying that neither reality nor identity pre-exist. The underlying notion here is that the material world does not convey any meaning in itself, but is given such meaning through systems of signs (language, imageries, texts and so forth). I want to extend this notion by adding that discourses do neither just exist 'out there' in the world. Rather, they constitute a system of statements, practices, codes and rules that are articulated in their regular use in certain discursive modes of signification. Discourses (re)produce knowledge about the things defined by discourse already, as much as a discursive statement is made meaningful through such an existing system of discursive knowledge. As such, Foucault suggests that discourses must not be treated as autonomous scientific statements, but are part of a historical system of knowledge. This relationship is of a circular nature, in which the constitutive role of discursive practices is both an effect and a reinstatement of knowledge that is already established (Foucault 1972). For Foucault, the crucial part of a discourse analysis is therefore to trace the ways in which past formation of statements constitute present premises. It is this notion of meaning-giving and the processes leading to concepts of accepted knowledge which are captured in Foucault's genealogical analysis (Brown 1998). A genealogy is an analysis that lays bare the discursive practices by which contemporary subjects and objects have been constituted in terms of dominant knowledge in a unified, single meaning (Foucault 1980). Given Foucault's focus on the process in which statements are rendered meaningful and emerge as the dominant understanding of reality, genealogy is in this sense first and foremost concerned with the ways in which certain discourses have come to be prioritised (Howarth 2000). Foucault writes, 'the genealogical side of discourse ... deals with series of effective formation of discourse: it attempts to grasp it in its power of affirmation, by which I do not mean a power opposed to that of negation, but the power of constituting domains of objects, in relation to which one can affirm or deny true or false propositions' (Foucault 1972, 234). Nothing in this genealogical approach is given; rather, objects and subjects of history are discursively constructed via a logocentric process process is given by Foucault (1979) in particular in his writings about power, regulation and control in Discipline and Punish. In this work, Foucault investigates the historical processes that have mobilised techniques of discipline and punitive rules in order to reassert a particular meaning of the 'delinquent' and 'pervert' within these rules and procedures. Foucault himself understands his analysis to be 'a genealogy of the present scientificolegal complex from which the power to punish derives its bases, justifications and rules' (1979, 77)Y As Foucault (1980, 83) further elaborates, genealogies are the stories of '[local], discontinuous, disqualified, illegitimate knowledges against the claims of a unitary body of theory which would filter, hierarchise, and order ... in the name of some true knowledge and some arbitrary idea of what constitutes a science and its objects'. What this means is an investigation into the play of dominating statements that single out the meaning of the phenomenon accepted as 'true knowledge'. In this play, discursive practices indicate a process in which some statements are excluded through the power that governs other statements as more 'acceptable' in the creation of the phenomenon.16 In one clarifying illustration, Foucault uses the example of the sciences and their claim of new empirical and verifiable forms of knowledge. The author proposes that scientific discoveries do not necessarily bear new knowledge, but can be understood as a change of dominance in the statements that determine which knowledge is to become most acceptable and true in the claim for new discoveries. In other words, those affirmed scientific evidences are not an alteration of the content in scientific knowledge as such but they represent a modification in the rules of formation of statements, which are accepted as scientifically true. In revealing the process of how the premises for such transformation are replicated to privilege a particular discursive constitution of the self, genealogies trace 'continual yet discontinuous histories, histories without direction yet also without end, histories of varied and protean systems of subjection' (Brown 1998, 37). In conclusion, to say that a study is 'genealogical' means that it applies a historical method. Yet, genealogy is not understood as a history of the past in its meaning of tracing origins, but one of the present in terms of the past. It attempts to show how the past exists only by virtue of being reproduced from the present, but similarly, how this present itself is contingent upon that very past. It is not a history of causal explanation, but one of logical spaces and their implications over time. James Der Derian's (1987) account of diplomacy, as well as Jens Bartelson's (1995) writing on sovereignty, have taken a lead in the scrutiny of the past discursive establishment of 'systems of knowledge' that have come to be considered true and uncontested in the present. Infused by Foucault's impact on the circularity of influence between power over statements and knowledge, both authors have confronted respectively the issue of diplomacy and sovereignty in their attempt to reconceptualise the diplomatic/sovereignty process. How was diplomatic culture (and in Bartelson's case, sovereignty) constructed and continues to be projected as universally acceptable? Both authors convey an analysis that interprets how the power of diplomacy/sovereignty constitutes, and was sustained by, a discursive practice and thereby provide a 'history of the present' in which context the authors investigate the rationality of modern diplomatic/sovereignty theory. The emphasis of his analysis lies on the broader historical-political process whereby both concepts (diplomacy and sovereignty) are discursively constructed and its boundaries legitimised while similarly rejecting other rules as threatening to the ordered nature (George 1994).17 To summarise: first, there is the underlying notion that phenomena are given meaning only discursively; and second, this practice of meaning-giving is embedded in a contextual framework or system of knowledge that has become accepted in the past as a set of rules upon which to judge present and future discourses as more meaningful and true than others.

2NC De-Codification

Note: This could also be an alt solvency card
De-codifying highly technical understandings of Missile Defense is a pre-requisite to the affirmative; only when we deconstruct the exclusionary technological code of the affirmative can we truly “debate” about its merit
Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
I argue that the debate about missile defence, and as criticised in this book, exists mostly between the lines. It is implicit in documents which the average citizen does not read, let alone understand. The Quadrennial Defense Review, the National Intelligence Estimates, and the daily publications by the Department of Defense have encoded the political aspect of missile defence in speeches about technology and rogues, with the technology fortifying the rogues as a 'true' threat whilst the discourses on the rogues ascertain the reality of a 'true' need for technology. The current national missile defence program had formally been recast from an 'acquisition' program to one producing a technological base from which future programs might follow. This in effect made NMD more akin to an advanced technological and military research program than a forum intended to produce a political debate about missile proliferation that it sought to defend against. Frankly, there is little discussion outside the technological realm in publications for non-experts. This 'isolation of technical knowledge' is representational of a body of truth that has come to exist independently of any other truth or knowledge (Cohn 1987, 712). Linked to what has been outlined here as techno strategic language, the debate about missile defence against proliferation takes place without asking what it actually does for proliferation and therefore marginalises the complexities of the missile problematique. This leads us to believe that the discourses of technology have virtually become the only legitimate form of response to the question of how to achieve security. In correspondence with Foucault, the production of truth is centred on scientific discourse and the institutions which produce it; and to produce scientific and empirical knowledge, reason and rationale has therefore become the dominant form of what we take political practice to be. In this sense, technology assumes the role of a form of categorisation in that it is a process utilised to reduce the complexities of security, and indeed, produce the truth about a real threat demanding security that is otherwise illusive.
2NC How We See Missiles

Missiles can be seen both as an offensive weapon and a symbol of vulnerability; only through the speech act of the 1AC have they demonstrated them as the first

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
There are many ways to 'see' a missile: It can be a peacekeeper, an offensive weapon, a token of security or a symbol of vulnerability (Gusterson 1996). In the latter sense, the director of counter-proliferation research at the National Defense University, Robert Joseph, sees long-range missiles as 'particularly valuable instruments of coercion to hold American and allied cities hostage and thereby deter us from intervention' (House Armed Service Committee 2000, 69). Some see ballistic missiles as a symbol of the risks of proliferation (Schmid 2001). Others, however, such as the National Institute for Public Policy (NIPP), see ballistic missiles as political instruments that do not even have to be launched in order to be understood in a threatening way. Instead, 'possessing a ballistic missile obviously implies to potential enemies that it can be used' (NIPP 2000, 1). For the Institute, threats need not be made explicit and to consider the possibility of a missile launch is sufficient enough to represent a threat. Whereas, scholars such as Navias (1991, 3) see ballistic missiles 'simply' as a dangerous weapon plainly because of their capabilities as marked by 'a missile's rapidity to hit, the difficulty to destroy it, and the destructiveness of its payload'. NMD proponents, on the one hand, see missiles as threatening because more than 38 countries possess them, with more countries likely to acquire missiles in the coming decade and possibly willing to use them in an offensive attack against the US. The NMD critics, on the other hand, as represented, for example, by Lindsay and O'Hanlon (2001, 51) from the Brookings Institute, might also see the image of the US 'amid a sea of hostile countries armed with missiles' as alarming, yet question whether this really describes the world we [Americans] live in.

Missiles are objects, only through discourse can we give them meaning, especially in the case of a need to defend against them; presenting them as a threat re-entrenches cold war rhetoric

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
What is clear is that there is no pre-given offensive, or threatening meaning to a ballistic missile. Rather what a missile is in a foreign policy context derives from a multiplicity of interconnected meanings. These meanings have been allocated to this weapon in a series of discourses pending on a particular circumstance or experience.lO To be sure, a ballistic missile in its function as a means of delivering a destructive payload provides it with the given meaning of a general risk. Nevertheless, the mere fact of a missile installation 'does not, and cannot, determine that meaning' (Weldes 1999a, 1). Instead, the US objection to missiles as a serious foreign policy crisis is based upon a more elaborate set of meanings, which become attached to a situation, event, or people. As such, the perception of missiles as threatening can be seen as part of 'a structure of well-established meanings and social relations out of which representations of the world are created' (Weldes 1999a, 10).11 According to Weldes, these representations belong to an existing construct, a vision or a map, utilised to make sense of the world. In her view, this way of making sense is truly indispensable for state performances. States, or the officials acting as the state, need to establish an understanding about that which is of national interest, that which needs to be protected and that which needs to be secured against. In order to ascertain this essential understanding, state officials must have some knowledge of the surroundings and some specification of their goals. Applying these thoughts to the case of the Cuban Missile Crisis, US officials functioned within the familiar postwar US security imaginary (or map), which permitted the representation of the international system as one of the Cold War and to understand the Cuban missiles as a crisis known in its meaning for US national security therein. 12
***2NC Links***

2NC Exclusion

NMD is justified by a dialogue of exclusion and entrenched security; this creates theoretical boundaries that leads to otherization
Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Pg. 7-8, Sussman)
Let me emphasise this further: If identity is asserted through a series of performances or practices, and yet, is never fixed but continues to perform through a variety of discourses then the question of a subject or an agency cannot be answered through assumptions about an existing identity prior to those performances. Judith Butler and Joan Scott (1992, 9) poignantly stress that 'no subject is its own point of departure' and, thus, agency is only a political prerogative and as such, requires attention to an inquiry into the agency's condition of possibility. Butler and Scott (1992, 13) explain, there 'need not be a doer behind the deed but the doer is variably constructed through the deed'. As a result, the enabling conditions for an assertion of identity are provided by a series of performances, discourses and rules that regulate the invocation of that identity as well as practices that establish the very terms of its intelligibility by which that identity can mediate.s As Campbell (1998a, 222) summarises, 'the identity assumptions of poststructuralism constitute a problematisation of sovereign accounts of politics common to the maintream by shifting from a concern with the a priori assumptions of agency and pre-given subjects to the problematic of subjectivity and its political constitution' As argued so far, identity and difference are not given, but produced. this implies that the practice of exclusion into spheres of difference (and otherness) cannot be bound to a particular event or actor, since their essence does not exist prior to the categories that give meaning to them. therefore, the process of inscribing boundaries of meaning between self and other has to be seen as a historically constructed system, in which certain knowledge becomes a dominant practice (Bleiker 1997). In other words, in order to expose how present strategies of securing self against other and inside against an outside are arbitrarily constructed, one needs to reveal the way differences have been produced and stories told in the past. NMD, I argue in this book, constitutes a site that contains knowledge about self and other. As such, NMD is not only informed by discursive articulations in the past - a thinking of security, or secured by culture, that makes possible a context within which one can relate foreign policy problems (e.g., 'deterrence worked in the past but rogues cannot be deterred'). It furthermore mobilises this knowledge into disciplining action (e.g., 'forward leaning defence works against rogues'), which in turn verifies and reproduces knowledge about the other, an event, or a place in the world that NMD then purports to counter.
2NC “City on a Hill”

American identity posits itself as a “city on a hill” warding off old threats in a nationalistic story of “self-determination”; this story denies other entities the same freedoms

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Pg. 9-10, Sussman)
America' emanates predominantly from the collision of European habits of thought and action that the author sees as leading to an American identity of 'exceptionalism'. She argues that this kind of understanding of the self is rooted in a particular sense of freedom; a feeling of selfdetermination, which is always experienced in relation to an other that has been left behind by the European settlers. More to the point, this suggests that the notion of an American self originates from an opposition to a, here, European other.7 America as the 'New England' is deployed against the fundamental trope of an old Europe that has been repudiated for a different vision of life. In fact, the very founding text of 'America', the Declaration of Independence, is a signifier par excellence for the practices of identity thereafter. It is here that the project 'America' is most exclusively conceived as a struggle against the other, a fight against, as it reads, 'sufferance', 'injuries and usurpations' and 'absolute tyranny' through the British Crown (Declaration of Independence 1998) . In this sense, America has come into being through a process of imagining the absent, the elusive and that which it is not. More importantly, it has done so on a level that concerns the structures of society: assuming this process means in effect that America must be seen less as a fixed territory but more as a project - a memory, a tale, a making, an invention and a distinctive American tradition that is constitutive of a certain vision of the 'city on the hill' and the 'new frontier'. At the same time though, narrating the American nation via the identity story, as carried out in the Declaration of Independence, must not be reduced to some 'ideological expressions, oriented towards supporting a particular apparatus of state power' (Shapiro 1999,47). It must not be limited to seeing the past stories as a reason that induces current politics in the name of a particular set of values, norms and ideas. Instead, these mythical identity stories can be conceived as a framework of meaning and language that provides interpretative contentions between a historical trajectory and present (in)coherence within society.
2NC Empirical Examples

NMD Justification is empirically caught within a dialogue of otherizing rhetoric re-entrenching violent US Nationalist policies; specifically the brilliant pebbles project, and the strategic defense initiative

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Pg. 10-11, Sussman)
Thus, not only is the condition of the American self anchored in a self/ other dichotomy, it is furthermore characterised by projecting this founding act' in continuing re-articulations of an other in manifold ways. assuming such perpetuity makes the notion of US identity inherently problematic. If, 'what America is' is innately fluid, then 'being American' and only be fixed by a continued differentiation of those who are the object of that performativity of American self. Seen in this grid of identity performance, the strategy of NMD does not only reflect a projection of an American self in the way that hannah Arendt has deduced from the very founding act of America, it also makes the defence project an important performative space on which the American self can be further explored and reassured. These performances are very apparent and historically contingent: Ronald reagan, for instance, spoke of his Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI, a forerunner of the current NMD project) as an example of the creative promise of what he termed the 'second American revolution' and a bold vision' of Western pioneers (Reagan quoted in Linenthal1989, 9). this Brilliant Pebbles Program, which was to become the space-based component of the missile defence project, was seen as emblematic of a national purpose that 'equated technological pre-eminence with military, ideological, and cultural supremacy' (Linenthal 1989, 45). Some even argue that SDI implied 'the American desire to return to the years of American superiority from 1945 to 1950'. Others go so far as to draw an analogy with the vision of the first settlers, seeing especially the inherent potential for the exploration of space as a similarity to the american wish for self-reliance and freedom (Linenthal 1989, 77-78). there are even apparent parallels between Reagan's SDI and the Monroe doctrine of 1823, in the sense of defending the values of Western civilsation. The Monroe Doctrine had originated in an opposition against the Old World as part of the founding act and was carried out in a US civilisation that was pitted against the 'savage, native Americans' or the backward' Latin Americans (Ryan 2000, 14).8 The doctrine stated that any European intervention in the Western Hemisphere would be regarded is an unfriendly act (Dobson and Marsh 2001). As a performance that Edward Said (1979) understood as 'Orientalism' in its tendency to discursively establish a world of East and West, the Monroe Doctrine provided a clear bipolar division in that it warned the Old World against any intentions to colonise the Western Hemisphere. This division of worlds as repeatedly contributed to a US sense of exceptionalism as introduced here by Arendt, because of an assumption that the Old World was based on differing moral grounds - diverse religions, beliefs and lifestyles (Ryan 000). Furthermore, Reagan much advertised the defensive component of his military project, recalling not only the myth of America as the innocent and benign, but also envisioning his defence initiative as a benevolent creation designed for the good of the world, or, as written in the Monroe doctrine, for the good of the Western Hemisphere. The defence plan was portrayed as non-aggressive and former Representative Ken Kramer even referred to SDI as the 'Manhattan Project for Peace' (Kramer quoted in Pressler 1986, 67). From there, it was not far to link the rhetoric of missile defence to the disseminated characteristics of democratic principles (Caspar Weinberger in Linenthal 1989, 66) - so it was propagated that missile defence would adhere to, and even be constitutive of, the principles of US democracy in its responsibility laid under the American oath to preserve, protect and defend the US. The pervasive practices of self and other are epitomised in the National Security Council document number 68 of 1950 (NSC-68). Whilst this key security document fundamentally singles out disorder and anarchy - in the form of Communism - as a threat against the US and all Western societies, it furthermore establishes how to contain this opposite, Soviet system. Therefore, NSC-68 identifies both location and character of the threat that renders national security necessary. Once the dichotomy between a desirable system, such as the free, democratic and liberaleconomic US society, and the opposing, negative Soviet system was marked, it determined an implicit legitimacy, or self-fulfilling prophecy for the US to protect its higher-valued community. The Reagan initiative constituted an equal vehicle to formulate a Soviet otherness. Although the Soviet Union had begun to research and develop on similar defence mechanisms (indeed, the Soviet Union had already in place a functioning antiballistic missile system), its efforts were not seen as adhering to comparable principles at all. Instead, it provided a possibility to denounce the Soviet attempt, and therewith the Soviets, as 'Dark Star', or 'Red Star Wars' (Linenthal 1989,51). But let me say more about the intersection of identity and security, before re-assembling the positions of NMD and identity.

2NC Small Instances

Reaction to small attacks/miscalculations that involve offensive/defensive deterrence re-entrench fear politics

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
Although it was not the US that had been invaded, this event was seen as a fact that could be understood as something dangerous. Yet, as Campbell (1998, 1) asserts, 'danger is not an objective condition' and thus nothing can of itself constitute a danger or threat, but is dependent on those to whom it may become threat~ Pursuing this line of thought further, it is not difficult to argue that threats, such as from Iraq (or North Korea for that matter) cannote exist in, and of, themselves but are understood as such only discursively. in other words, what a threat is does not already exist outside discourse but only becomes a threat through an act of interpretation within a particular, known context. If there is no pre-given meaning of threat then nothing can be intrinsically more or less dangerous than something else Instead, what constitutes a danger or what becomes threat to someone, and that which does not, is confined to an estabished framework of meaning that exhibits the (strenuous) relationship between what is interpreted and the 'real' facts that compose the object or the event. For example, if we were merely to compare the numbers and type of weapons and military force at the disposal of both the US and North Korea, one might conclude that this would surely make the former 'more dangerous' than the latter. Yet, the context in which we see these weapons within our knowledge of the North Kor~an regime leads to a different interpretation. How have we come to believe, for example, that a North Korean nuclear arsenal is more threatening than that of the US? Why would the world be safer with American weapons, not needed to be rid of North Korean ones? It suffices to say that this act of interpretation reflects certain characteristics that are intrinsic less on the 'object of concern' (here, North Korean missiles) but more to the interpreter (here, the US foreign policy establishment; Campbell 1998a).5
2NC Russia/China

Reports of China and Russia development are taken out of context; accidental launch is less likely than an asteroid collision (haha); interpreting it any more plays into fear politics

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
The influence of 'what if' statements and worse case scenarios in highly published security pamphlets is powerful: the National Intelligence Council projected in its 1999 estimate that the US would most likely face an ICBM threat in the next fifteen years from Russia, China, North Korea, probably from Iran and possibly from Iraq (NIE 1999). Taking a closer look at these threat assessments, Russia and China are currently the only countries in possession of an ICBM capability that can, with certainty, reach the North American continent. With regard to both states, the report further stipulates that the Russian threat will continue to be 'the most robust and lethal' as Russia will maintain 'as many nuclear weapons on ballistic missiles as its economy will allow'. China, on the other hand, is said to be likely to have 'tens of missiles capable of targeting the United States' (NIE 1999). The previously commissioned Rumsfeld Report (1998) had been taken into account for this particular intelligence estimate and suggested that the US was vulnerable to these missiles in a situation described as a 'possible accidental, unauthorised and erroneous' attack by China or Russia. With reference to Russia in particular, it was argued that there is an increasing risk of 'an accident or loss of control' over Russian ballistic missile forces if the political situation in Russia 'were to deteriorate'. Alternative understandings and juxtapositionings are possible _ consider the following counter-arguments: Wilkening (2000) finds that more probable and likely threats exist than the assumed accidental attack by certain states. In his research the author argues that, in fact, an accidental collision between an asteroid and the Earth is ~ore likely than an unauthorised attack by China or Russia. It is known that China has both warheads and fuel stored separately from their missiles, which makes the risk of an accidental launch very unlikely. Furthermore, compared to Russia, the Chinese strategic nuclear arsenal of twenty singlewarhead ICBMs is only a fraction the size of Russia's and far less sophisticated (Gertz 1998). And finally, in response to arguments that Russian missiles may constitute a 'lethal' threat as well as the concerns about a failure in the security maintenance that have been raised many times due to the regime's economic weakness, other developments have seemingly been excluded in the threat assessment: It should be borne in mind, for example, that despite the fact that Russia's arsenal remains still very large since the end of the Cold War, the number of Russian [CBM launches has been reduced by half from 1989 to 1996 (from 1,378 to 775).7 It seems, as Doty (1996, 13) has aptly put it, that alternative representations indeed exist though they are 'either marginalized or ;ystematically silenced'. Why would the reduction in missile launches be less meaningful than the hypothetical case of an accidental launch?

2NC Iran/North Korea

Incantations of an Iran/North Korea threat are not proven true; these claims are at the root of the problem

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
With regard to Iran, it has yet to test any ICBM capability, whilst Iraq's ballistic missile program lags even farther behind than those of North Korea and Iran (Lindsay and O'Hanlon 2001 ).9 Conventionally, missiles such as the Iraqi Scud are still so inaccurate that it would require approximately 3,700 of them armed with conventional weapons to achieve a 50 per cent chance of destroying a soft command centre. As US General Norman Schwartzkopf put it, the Scud (in the hands of one rogue state) is the 'military equivalent of a mosquito' (Schwartzkopf quoted in Mueller and Mueller 2000, 169). Without going into much technical detail, one has to bear in mind that a missile in its function as a 'means of delivery' for biological or chemical agents needs to disperse its payload in a spray at a very low altitude - something which requires a warhead of enormous sophistication. Iran, for instance, has only recently - in 2000 - successfully tested its medium-range missile, which is 'only' capable of reaching targets in Saudi Arabia, Israel and Turkey. The missile has never been tested to its claimed range of an ICBM and is highly inaccurate with again only about a 50 per cent chance of landing within 4 km of its target (Eisendrath, Marsh and Goodman 2001). Taking Iran, Iraq and North Korea (as well as progressively Syria and Libya) together, it is also important to note that their military spending has fallen by 70 per cent since the late 1980s. This also means that their arms imports are barely 10 per cent of what they once were. The Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) has found that armoured threats, like that posed by Iraq in 1990, are rapidly diminishing. The DIA also calculates that by 2005 such threats are likely to be less than 20 per cent as large as those of the early 1990s. More generally speaking, without the technical support, funds and arms once provided by superpower patrons themselves, yesterday's rogue 'giants' have lost the capacity to equip, train, sustain or employ armed forces of the size and quality typical of the 1980s (General Accounting Office 1999) These figures stand almost in no relation to the weapons available to the us. When contemplating the need for national missile defence, it is true to say that Americans are not really defenceless at all, even if they were threatened directly on a large scale. In the case of North Korea, for instance, the modern South Korean military force that was at times supported by some 35,000 US troops in South Korea, plus the simple prospect that the US might use its nuclear capabilities, are arguably already a good defence against any North Korean action. As an official was paraphrased, the North Koreans know that a missile attack on the US 'would result in the vaporization of Pyongyang' (in Sanger 2006). Moreover, the military spending of the US in relation to rogue states reflects this - whereas in 1985 the US spent 'only' 65 per cent as much on defence as potential rogue states did taken togetheJ; it spent more than twice as much as these states in 2001. In other words, US military spending has improved by a factor of more than three in relation to rogues - from only 65 per cent of their total in the 1980s to more than 200 per cent today. In real numbers that means America already pays out more annually on missile defence, roughly $4.5 billion per year, than the estimated total military budgets of Iraq and North Korea combined. And this is without considering any additional features, such as satellite networks (Eisendrath, Marsh and Goodman 2001). The sobering juxtapositioning presented here tend to have little impact on the pervasive 'what if' predictions and worse case scenarios. The inevitable effect of such constant reminders of immanent threats is a result from the identification of any possibility of vulnerability. The effect is summoned best in the words Joseph Cirincione, the director of the Carnegie Endowment's non-proliferation project, who noted that the increasing ICBM threats by so-called 'rogue states' have absolutely nothing to do with any acceleration of missile development in those :ountries that were only recently relabelled as forming an 'axis of evil'. [nstead, we can observe a series of changes in the criteria that the intelligence agencies consider as threatening (again, the process of problematisation lies with the interpreter and not the interpreted). What poses 1 threat, as opposed to a risk, is the judgment of a possible 'offensive intention', thus, the hostile objective of a state to use any existent and future capabilities and, more importantly, direct them against the US. This said, the assumptions of threat have to be understood as a very specific discourse. The group of rogue states is problematised as a potential foreign policy problem not only on the basis of missile capabilities, but also because of a behaviour that has been identified as rogue and understood as hostility on the international level. Considering this, there are two questions that need to be investigated. First, how has the weapon at play, the ballistic missile, come to be associated with a threat to the US in the first place? Here we should consider that, for instance, the designated threatening states have never deployed a missile in the direction of the North American continent. Secondly, how is a group of states associated with hostile and irrational behaviour, and what do these attributes comprise of?

2NC Rumsfeld Report

The Rumsfeld report misidentifies the capabilities of “rogue states” and replicates militaristic discourse

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
The Rumsfeld Report (1998) furthermore identified North Korea, Iraq and Iran as enemies of the US with an interest in building ICBMs that could threaten the American people. The unclassified summary stated that any of these nations, given a high priority program, enough money and technology, could obtain within five years - by exchange among themselves, or from Russia and China - the ability to build·a few, inaccurate ICBMs that could carry a nuclear warhead to the US. Turning towards the above 'facts' surrounding North Korea, Iran and Iraq, one might say that a rogue state, by definition of being 'rogue', does not possess long-range missiles that are capable of reaching the US. As John and Karl Mueller (2000) point out, the concern to list ballistic missiles as a litany of post-Cold War dangers is substantially misplaced when applied to rogue states. With regard to the anticipated acquisition of capabilities, one must remember how small and economically weak North Korea is - a country intermittently hit by famine with a GNP only 4 per cent that of Taiwan (Eisendrath, Marsh, Goodman 2001). It should, moreover, be considered that the US has indeed shown a, more or less successful, record of negotiations with North Korea that has halted the testing facilities in the past.8

2NC Prolif

Proliferation and missile defense rhetoric is lost within a larger scheme of orientalist US discourse as representation of superiority

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
What these questions highlight is that the evidence of 'risk' in terms of the mere existence of military capabilities is not what constitutes a threat. The principal impetus behind the perception of a threat by an other is thus less a performance of that foreign entity, than a performance of the one in whose name that perception speaks, and of the one in whose name the policies against that foreign other operate. Thus, from a US perspective, the deployment of ICBMs by certain states has come to mean something that is understood as threatening. So how has the 'proliferation image', as Mutimer (2000, 79) calls it, been located in such a way as to be understood as meaningful, and more so, as threatening in relation to only a handful of states? This question is addressed best with reference to the concept of identity, about which we know that it is 'established in relation to a series of differences that have become socially recognised' (Connolly 1991, 64). In this sense, the image of rogue states has come to constitute the world by rendering objects as meaningful as objects of a certain kind _ that of a hostile weapon state. The articulation of something as rogue is exactly what draws the lines of superiority and inferiority, between us and them, in relation to Western society, values and culture. The ways in which such hierarchical demarcation can be performed and how it can become indispensable for the object of the self is of course most magnificently illustrated in Edward Said's (1979) work, Orientalism.14 Said illustrates the constitution of an Eastern other in the example of the British occupation of Egypt in 1882. The author reveals how the necessity of a British invasion was justified in the form of supremacy that is associated with a certain accepted, and comes to mind as 'our', knowledge of Egypt. As he puts it, 'Egypt is what England knows' (1979, 39; emphasis added). To 'know' means to have the power to dominate and have authority to determine the lines of supremacy versus inferiority. Furthermore, that knowledge is reinforced by action. The occupation of Egypt, for instance, underscored the image of British superiority and supremacy at the same time as it undermined Egypt's authority and legitimacy (what Said considers to be the 'vindication of Western imperialism'). The very power and scope of the 'Orientalism' discourse produced a fair amount of mythology of the mysterious East, notions of Asian inscrutability, and primitive tribal tales, which contributed to a particular logic of classification by which Western society can judge and legitimise its action towards the East (Said 1979). As Said (1979, 39) pertinently observes, 'men have always divided the world up into regions having either real or imagined distinction from each other'. Understood in this way, Said's 'Orientalism' as part of the East versus West logic constitutes a system of representation, framed by a whole set of rules and procedures that allowed the construct of the Orient to bring the West into being, and that can be applied to other cases.15 The Western self is constituted by estranging the non-Western other; indeed it is naturalised by pathologising the Other (Campbell 1998a). As Campbell argues: At one time or another, European and American discourse has inscribed women, the working class, Eastern Europeans, Jews, blacks, criminals, coloreds, mulattos, Africans, drug addicts, Arabs, the insane, Asians, the Orient, the Third World, terrorists, and others through tropes that have written their identity as inferior, often in terms of their being a mob or horde (sometimes passive and sometimes threatening) that is without culture, devoid of morals, infected with disease, lacking in industry, incapable of achievement, prone to be unruly, inspired by emotion, given to passion, indebted to tradition, or ... whatever 'we' are not. (Campbe111998a, 89) With Said's contribution in mind, two elements are particularly valuable for seeing NMD as a similar identity-producing performance. On the one hand, following the notion of 'Orientalism', one can explore the ways in which missile defence constitutes the articulation of a rogue other through which, the opposite, US identity comes into being. On the other hand, the rogue object is made intelligible as rogue within the security context of worldwide proliferation. Put differently, the making of the rogue other is not an 'innocent exercise' but is most inexorably linked to how the self is understood (Shapiro 1988, 101). As Shapiro (1988, 101-102) summarises aptly: A self construed with a security-related identity leads to the construction of Otherness on the axis of threats or lack of threats to that security, while a self identified as one engaged in 'crisis management' - a current selfunderstanding of American foreign policy thinking - will create modes of Otherness on a ruly versus unruly axis.

2NC Realism 
Suggestions that realism is inevitable, or that international relations are unchanging are based within the ideology of policy optimism, which excludes the core of the debate on the consensus of “experts” this is a reason to reject their inevitability claims

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
Much of the modern studies on foreign policy and national security are pre-occupied with what Hugh Gusterson (1996, 222) describes as 'policy positivism'. The term suggests that the overall majority of the security literature is predicated on a so-called 'expert' debate (especially in the realm of military technologies) that has as its purpose the production of knowledge aimed primarily at a specific policy outcome. The invocation of such positivist agenda carries a huge burden for foreign policy analyses. This is so precisely because the process of composing a policy tends to take for granted a whole set of assumptions, which remain largely unquestioned, and encodes and reifies those same presuppositions. The argument of 'policy positivism', in other words, tends to assume a technical and situational context similar to the one already existing at the time, and goes on to examine policy problems that are present within that context to derive their meaning from it (Luke 1989). As an inexorable result, such policy positivism - more often than not - underpins the debate over the subject matter itself. It excludes the, perhaps less obvious, possibilities of seeing why and how certain policies have become of interest. One only needs to examine, as in Gusterson's case, the trope of nuclear weapons, which has more often than not been reduced to its association with the strategy of deterrence. The weapons have become meaningful because of their role for a certain security strategy. Thus, nuclear weapons are seen as a legitimised tool for producing sophisticated technologies to deter, or threaten, an opponent. This process ignores, however, the fact that deterrence itself is only a hypothetical construct to make Sense of certain assumptions about military capabilities. As a consequence, the discussion over nuclear proliferation itself has been limited to a set of presuppositions whereby a concern about the weapons' destructiveness outside the assumed context has been pushed to the margins. Addressing this notion, Gusterson (1996, 222) proposes that we must confront policy positivism as a dictum of 'a single, or most 'realistic' set doubt any of the risks involved in countries acquiring missiles). David Campbell (1998a) makes the compelling case that Iraq, for instance, became a danger to the US, a so-called foreign policy problem, when it invaded Kuwait in 1990. 

***2NC Impacts***

2NC North Korean War
The unreal “idea” of a North Korean provocation fuses reality with thought by provoking the actual creation of Missile Defense which then legitimizes an actual North Korean provocation; it is a circular justification
Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)

It is tempting to write off the game as simply conveying a playful sense of how NMD will work in a given reality of missile threats. However, we should suspect there are other ways of reading the game. contrary to the notion that it is the game which equals reality, perhaps we should consider, conversely, that it is the North Korean hostility and US defence capabilities that are precisely foretold in the narrative of the storyline and the playing of the game. 1 argue that playing the game is a technique of activating NMD, 'virtualising' its rationale and confirming its strategic conditions as 'real'.2 In this chapter, I attend to the ways in which this takes place. To begin with, the missile game is an example of producing a certain reality (see North Korea) by allowing the players to internalise and adopt the assumed conditions of NMD (as played out in the game). Put crudely, NMD inscribes, pervades and predetermines the characteristics of a reality that warrants a specialised form of response.3 The blurring of lines between the virtual in the game and reality 'out there' is striking - as Paul Virilio (1989, 83) remarks, 'the fusion is complete, the confusion perfect' - and its purpose clear: The virtual and worst-case hypothesis of an attack by North Korean intercontinental ballistic missiles is an assumption that gives claims to, and rationale for, the very real construction of a missile defence system. Furthermore, and inexorably linked to the first point, the animated missile game advocates a certain discipline and control. Playing the shooting down of missiles is an exercise in the utility of claims to knowledge about the behaviour and intention of a threatening other and the role of a defending self. The process of verifying these kinds of knowledge claims is epitomised in Foucault's notion of 'regimes of truth' and which I draw on in this section in order to expose how the military defence project constitutes a system that fabricates 'true' and 'accepted' statements about threats to US security. Through what is labelled 'techno strategic discourse' (Cohn 1989) that allocates and accumulates knowledge claims pervasively, NMD creates a regime of truth that appears omnipresent in its technologised ritual of language, virtual games and experts.
2NC Standing Reserve

Reliance on technological expertise turns objects and non-experts into a standing reserve; a calculable code of technology to be manipulated by “experts” as justification for conflict
Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
Thus, technology does not equal 'hard facts'. The most direct bearing on this arises because technology consists not just of facts but also of a particular knowledge about these facts. This knowledge is sustained and reproduced by scientific language and its experts that propagate what this technology is for, what it does and what it tries to explain.10 As Foucault (1991) has observed in relation to scientific discourses, we live in an age of experts and intellectuals who regulate the exchanges of power and knowledge within technocratic societies. Whatever 'they say' is presumed to carry a special, valid authority. As Carol Cohn adds, the particular coded language allows experts to think and act as they do and to give meaning to the security system as it is. It belongs to a mode of discursive practices articulated by scientific experts, or 'defence intellectuals', who are charged with deciding what counts as true. These experts determine the language in which the truth is understood and, most essentially, move the debate about NMD to a level of technological abstraction that is considered the exclusive trope for discussing proliferation. In this regard, technology provides an agency through which certain concerns can be communicated in a certain way for a certain purpose. Put in such context, objects come into existence in a calculable, empirical and accepted manner. This being so, technology has created a category, a pool of knowledge that can be redeployed in a continuous exercise and can re-invent itself permanently in a ritual-like manner (Campbell and Dillon 1993)Y When researching into NMD, one is overwhelmed - though less surprised - by the coverage of technological details. News and information that reach us about national missile defence, indeed what we are told about the defence strategy, is almost exclusively channelled in terms of successful interceptor test flights, the acquisition of new, sophisticated technologies and contracts for the military establishments to further investigate the purpose of missile defence. One only needs to look at the regular news updates published by the US Department of Defense and the MDA to find ample cases. Our understanding of the purpose of missile defence is guided by headlines that portray the program as an exclusively technical endeavour. Examples abound; for instance, the Missile Defense Agency reports that the 'Aegis missile defence flight test [was] successful' (BMDO 2003c) and that the 'Missile defence agency conducts flight mission 6' (BMDO 2003b). In more popular publications we can read that 'Successful tests may restore credibility to the program' (LA Times 26 March 2001) and that the 'PAC-3 did two out of nine engagements' (Inside the Pentagon 2003). And most importantly, recent analyses, which include the Rumsfeld Report of 1998 and the National Intelligence Estimate of 1999, constitute commissioned research by experts, propagating much of their findings in experts' language. The NIE (1999) reports that 'Pakistan has Chinese-supplied M-ll short-range ballistic missiles (SRBMs) and Ghauri MRBMs from North Korea' or mentions a North Korean 'space launch vehicle' which 'did not demonstrate a payload capable of surviving atmospheric re-entry at ICBM range'. In the meantime, the Rumsfeld Report (1998) informs us about 1 '10,000 km-range Iranian missile [that] could hold the US at risk in m arc extending northeast of a line from Philadelphia'.
2NC Proliferation

Articulation of a proliferation threat works into the framework of pre-given meanings that are justifications for pre-emptive security logic

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
Placing these findings into the framework of the current US missile defence plans, one can make similar observations. Stripping missiles of their supposed pre-given threatening or offensive meaning, one can read the arguments of a ballistic missile threat as a representation of events that are placed in a framework of familiar objects and meanings. In the case of NMD and the articulation of a 'crisis' of missile proliferation, the understanding of threat is less derivative of an experience with missile attacks themselves but more so from the rogue context - the weapon state - in which they are situated. This is emphasised when looking at the 'history' of missile attacks against the US. The US has come to feel threatened by a possible missile attack, though an enemy ballistic missile has never landed on US territory. There are cases, of course, in which the US was involved in military conflict that saw the exchange of ballistic missiles. Yet, the instances when troops were targeted are limited to hostilities within an existing conflict situation and, thus, do not necessarily bear a resemblance to a hostile motivation towards the US in itself, let alone a surprise attack towards the American continent that would demand an all-embracing defence mechanism. For instance, in 1986 Libya fired two short-range ballistic missiles at a US Coast Guard navigation station off the coast of Italy - yet, one would argue that it did so in response to a prior US air strike. Another example constitutes the US-led Operation Desert Storm in the Gulf region, where the US was attacked by Iraqi Scud missiles whilst fighting against the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in 1990. Having been exposed to a missile attack of a similar kind to the ones above, and thus, limited to an existing conflict abroad, one must furthermore question the anticipated missile threat in terms of the casualties it has caused. Although every death caused by a missile is tragic and unnecessary, the examples of missile deployments used here initiated less death and injury than could have been caused through accidents in everyday life. Even though US Patriot interceptor missiles were largely ineffective during the Gulf War, the 27 to 30 Iraqi Scud missiles that showered down on Israel caused one death directly - and three by heart attack (though a Scud killed 28 US troops directly when it hit a barracks in Saudi Arabia) (Mueller and Mueller 2000). For purposes of comparison, a single suicide bomber could expect to kill and injure dozens of people.13 Regardless of this, President George W. Bush issued a directive in 2003 regarding his approach to immediately defend the US homeland and its people from a possible missile attack by formulating his objective to 'devalue missiles as tools of extortion and aggression' (White House Speech 2003). It should be clear, then, that the acquisition of a missile capability cannot mean a status of threat conducive to NMD. The frameworks of meaning in which missiles are located in the post-Cold War era are constitutive of something else - the Soviet aggression through which missiles became threatening has been replaced by the representation of an unknown security challenge by rogue states.

2NC Error Replication
The 1AC is trapped in an error-replicating cycle of nationalistic interventionist rhetoric used to justify the Iraq War, and the ones the 1AC claims to “solve for”

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)

So how do we get from regimes of truth to NMD/identity? The answer to this is simple: It has to do with the argument that NMD as a regime encapsulates an ensemble of practices, rules and statements that give rise to - and simultaneously verify and reproduce - an 'accepted' image of us self and rogue other. In the course of establishing these norms, certain orientations and actions are legitimised (missile defence), whilst others remain unacceptable. Once more, NMD resembles an exercise that allows certain empirical data to be read as acceptable knowledge about self and other. Take, for instance, the claims about Iraq as rogue. Whereas previously the rules of interpreting the 'data' on the Iraqi regime did not result in a problematisation of Iraq as a threat in the 1980s, the modification of these rules, however, has led the US to see the Iraqi leadership as a foreign policy problem in the 1990s and onwards (Campbell 1998). The question to raise then is one that asks for the rules that prioritise a set of statements and construe these as true. Responding to this challenge, I suggest that the condition for some statements within US thinking of security to be sanctioned, and others to be accorded the value of truth, is the process of technologisation. Akin to the Foucauldian reading of the establishment of punitive rules in relation to criminality, technology has served to make available a certain understanding of the institutions of security with that of specific foreign policy threats.7 The practice of defence, for instance, is a fabricated ritual in which the articulation of an other as threatening, and the responding strategy thereto, are institutionalised through the build-up of military forces with the aim to defend. In this way, the contentious relationship between US self and threatening other is made possible through a 'technostrategic discourse' and the 'intertwined, inextricable nature of technological and strategic thinking' (Cohn 1987, 690, footnote 6). Looking at the theme of technology more closely, perhaps the most prevalent assumption that highlights the pervasiveness of technostrategic iiscourse is the one that sees technological achievements and progress IS a natural development. This has been reflected in a special report by the MDA (Ballistic Missile Defense Organization 2003a), which is ntriguingly entitled 'Missile defence agency sensors: Making the unknown mown', and relates the necessity for NMD development to the five natlral human senses:

***2NC Alternative***

2NC Discourse Solvency/Realism Solvency
Only by challenging discursive and exclusionary logic within an academic forum can we hope to fix it; we can also change realism… that could be important right?
Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)

In The Order of Things, Foucault (1973, xiv) states his intention to explore discourse 'not from the point of view of the formal structures of what they are saying, but from the point of view of the rules that come into play in the very existence of such discourse'. These statements, however, are not only the product of discursive practices that are governed by historically contingent rules of formation, but similarly reinstate those rules. Consequently, Foucault avoids defining, or unifying, discursive formations around a set of objects, or concepts and themes, seeing them as part of a complex interrelationship to their discursive existence. He argues that objects, in this case, are never given by a world of facts, but are constructed through a series of practices. To use the author's words, discourses are thus 'practices that systematically form the objects of which we speak' (Foucault 1972, 49). Approached in this way, Foucault's discussion of discourses dispenses with the accounts of positivist, realist and objectivist notions that reduce discourses to a pre-existing reality (Howarth 2000). In contrast, Foucault seeks to account for the creation of objects and statements within discourse by relating them to the set of rules that enable them to form as objects and statements. This is significant in that he stresses the constitutive role of discursive practices in forming and determining objects and statements, rather than the opposite. In relation to identity this means that if meaning is constructed and there is no pre-existing objective reality before discursive signification, there are also no pre-given identities before meaning. Foucault does not assert that there are no entities prior to statements (there is a physical existence to a subject), but that the identity of subjects/objects is given by statements made about them.14 I began the previous section by saying that neither reality nor identity pre-exist. The underlying notion here is that the material world does not convey any meaning in itself, but is given such meaning through systems of signs (language, imageries, texts and so forth). I want to extend this notion by adding that discourses do neither just exist 'out there' in the world. Rather, they constitute a system of statements, practices, codes and rules that are articulated in their regular use in certain discursive modes of signification. Discourses (re)produce knowledge about the things defined by discourse already, as much as a discursive statement is made meaningful through such an existing system of discursive knowledge. As such, Foucault suggests that discourses must not be treated as autonomous scientific statements, but are part of a historical system of knowledge. This relationship is of a circular nature, in which the constitutive role of discursive practices is both an effect and a reinstatement of knowledge that is already established (Foucault 1972). For Foucault, the crucial part of a discourse analysis is therefore to trace the ways in which past formation of statements constitute present premises. It is this notion of meaning-giving and the processes leading to concepts of accepted knowledge which are captured in Foucault's genealogical analysis (Brown 1998). A genealogy is an analysis that lays bare the discursive practices by which contemporary subjects and objects have been constituted in terms of dominant knowledge in a unified, single meaning (Foucault 1980). Given Foucault's focus on the process in which statements are rendered meaningful and emerge as the dominant understanding of reality, genealogy is in this sense first and foremost concerned with the ways in which certain discourses have come to be prioritised (Howarth 2000). Foucault writes, 'the genealogical side of discourse ... deals with series of effective formation of discourse: it attempts to grasp it in its power of affirmation, by which I do not mean a power opposed to that of negation, but the power of constituting domains of objects, in relation to which one can affirm or deny true or false propositions' (Foucault 1972, 234). 
2NC Impact Take-Out
There is no imminent threat, nor interest for the United States other than that of continuing the narrative of dominance that is gained from the creation of missile defense; the only thing that matters is a de-construction of narratives
Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
How has the defence system produced a thinking on security that has been considered as 'appropriate' or 'acceptable' whilst equally possible (and existing) alternatives have been pushed to the margins, or even excluded from the terms of the debate? In order to attend to this question, the book introduced the dominant and official texts, reviews, estimates and doctrines of NMD. These official accounts provided the basis of a discursive reading and included the official threat assessment that is said to give priority to defence over deterrence, the historical background to NMD that showed the continuity of the defence vision in the US mode of security, the NMD structure that highlighted the high level of technological sophistication at stake, and the critically observed effects on arms control and non-proliferation that the system's deployment is feared to have. All in all, the purpose of this outline of strategic texts was to demonstrate that neither the articulation of imminent threat nor the exclusiveness of a defence strategy over alternative modes of engagement is apparent. In view of this conundrum, and returning to the proposal that NMD is of interest to the US elsewhere, a rereading was suggested by using an approach that focused on the performances of identity in relation to US foreign policy discourses and the disciplining aspects of strategies of security. Recalling that identity needs difference in order to gain meaning, the book juxtaposed the dominant understandings of the palpable threats to US national security and exposed instead the ways in which articulations of difference have permeated US defence thinking.  By drawing on Foucault's concept of systems of knowledge, and regimes of truth therein, the book investigated how NMD constitutes a system that is informed by knowledge about existing boundary-producing practices whilst creating effects of 'truth' about these practices and justifications for disciplining actions that establish a secure other (here, as military violence). Such an approach involved rethinking an analysis of NMD with two purposes. First, to show how NMD represents a system of statements that are considered as palpable in the already existing framework of US security thinking, and second, to highlight how NMD itself was able to emerge as the most acceptable strategy. A key element in this was the notion of technostrategic discourse to suggest the ways in which the security realm is dominated by, and comes to existence through, the images of technology, expert language and scientists who determine what is seen as an 'appropriate' and 'acceptable' action thereto. The search for how NMD is made possible was extended to include the ways in which the terms of security, and of the defence project therein, connect to practices of 'the everyday' and tap into our political imageries informed by popular culture. I argued that identity permeates all spheres of society, and moving from the trite interstate analysis known from traditional theories, this book explored the interconnections between the ways in which NMD is made meaningful and the performances in fictional film md popular sports. Lastly, and to emphasise the continuity of reproducing identity through difference and the desire to fix the perceptions of self and other in the forging of US foreign and security policy, I proTided an insight into the policy of pre-emption as the latest amendment in the defence debate. Drawing on official statements and texts, it became clear that pre-emption has nothing new to offer in terms of the way in which US identity is practiced. The idea of a 'first-strike' option is based in a similar process of problematisation as NMD in that it is informed by a certain knowledge about the other that leads to suggest the need for a permanent military preparedness. At the same time, so it was argued, pre-emption reflects the notion of 'fixing the other' whereby the uncerlinties of danger - the terrorists, rogue states, missiles and weapons f mass destruction - are all reduced to a 'one-size-fits-all' security issue lat implies that there is an ever-present evil and rogue other 'out there'.

***2NC Perm***

2NC Link Disad
Inclusion of militaristic foreign policy fixes to the alternative fail as they participate in the same fear politics that are being critiqued

Bormann ‘6 – (Natalie, PhD International Politics and Philosophy University of Edinburgh, National Missile Defence and the Politics of US Identity, Manchester University Press, 2006, Sussman)
The intersection of foreign policy and identity, as I suggested earlier, has implications for the reading of threat in reference to the NMD debate. Whilst there is an empirical analysis of a contemporary security strategy at stake (the 'facts'), the need for a defence system rests on an interpretation of threat, which says less about the 'facts' than about the interpreter. Thus, the most relevant thing to be said about my intervention here is that certain ways of posing a question are more fruitful than others. In addition to the 'what' question (as in 'what threat'), there is a strong concern with the 'how' question of threat: How has the specific perception of a hostile missile threat been made possible, and how has the illustration of North Korea as a threat to the US been understood as requiring a complex military strategy? How is the vision of a future missile capability of a certain nation problematised? NMD constructs a discursive or social space that gives rise to a performance that renders these questions as meaningful. The threatening capabilities of the socalled 'rogue states' do not exist independently - nor do their supposed hostile intentions towards the US. Admittedly, this is not to say that North Korea might not conduct research into more capable missile technologies, as witnessed in the staged ICBM test flight of 1998 and, more recently, 2006. This is also not to say that this does not constitute real and physical risks in the world - any missile launch and subsequent hit constitutes such physical danger. To be sure, the spread of missile technology cannot, and must not, be ignored and the acquisition of the latest ballistic missile programs by more states does indeed testify an observable development in proliferation. This book does not claim otherwise. However, this is to say that the assessment that an emerging missile state poses a threat (as opposed to a mere risk) to the US is neither apparent nor inevitable
