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Notes
What is the K?

This kritik applies to only affs that reduce weapons.  The argument is that arms reductions blame the cause of violence on weapons, not the people that shoot them or the politicians that start the war.  It’s the classic “guns don’t kill people, people kill people argument.”  It works best for nuclear weapons affs, because that’s what most of the cards are in the context of.   

An assumption that the authors rely on, and an argument you need to win, is that nuclear war/X weapon causes extinction.  Schwartz and Derber argue that, since even a limited nuclear war will cause extinction, anything short of full disarmament is meaningless.  

There are several impacts.  Most are self-explanatory.  The 1NC impact argues that arms reductions make the government look good, which allows them to continue human rights abuses, militarism, belligerency, etc. The K also turns the case for two reasons: first, it proves the case doesn’t really stop the United States from launching a nuclear attack since they don’t disarm all weapons; second, because it replaces abuses in the plan’s country (Iraq, Afghanistan, Japan, etc.) with other abuses in other third world countries.  

What’s the alt?

The alternative is, basically, to recognize that people, not weapons, are the cause of violence.  You should argue that the alt allows us to reclaim political and ethical agency as individuals – i.e., even if we don’t win that we change policy or get rid of nuclear weapons, we are taking an important first step in deconstructing the “colonization of nuclearism” – fear of nuclear weapons in society.  

What about aff answers?

As stated above, the neg needs to win that nuclear war causes extinction.  Therefore, win that it does not – it proves that weapon reductions matter, because less people would die in a war.  Also, use common sense – say that arms limitations are important because it prevents us from using weapons that are bad because of the reasons isolated in your 1AC advantages.  

~ Luke and Andrew 

1NC
De-emphasizing the US weapon arsenal is a form of anti-weapon weaponitis -- The US will gladly announce a de-emphasized weapon posture in order to ensure continued military dominance. The impact is US military domination, belligerent nonproliferation pressure, and otherization

Bond-Graham, 09 --- Darwin Bond-Graham, Sociology @ University of California Santa Barbara, Foreign Policy In Focus contributor ,Foreign Policy In Focus, 1/15, “Anti-nuclear Nuclearism”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/anti-nuclear_nuclearism .

The Obama administration is likely to continue a policy that we call “anti-nuclear nuclearism.” Anti-nuclear nuclearism is a foreign and military policy that relies upon overwhelming U.S. power, including the nuclear arsenal, but makes rhetorical and even some substantive commitments to disarmament, however vaguely defined. Anti-nuclear nuclearism thrives as a school of thought in several think tanks that have long influenced foreign policy choices related to global nuclear forces. Even the national nuclear weapons development labs in New Mexico and California have been avid supporters and crafters of of it.

As a policy, anti-nuclear nuclearism is designed to ensure U.S. nuclear and military dominance by rhetorically calling for what has long been derided as a naïve ideal: global nuclear disarmament. Unlike past forms of nuclearism, it de-emphasizes the offensive nature of the U.S. arsenal. Instead of promoting the U.S. stockpile as a strategic deterrence or umbrella for U.S. and allied forces, it prioritizes an aggressive diplomatic and military campaign of nonproliferation. Nonproliferation efforts are aimed entirely at other states, especially non-nuclear nations with suspected weapons programs, or states that can be coerced and attacked under the pretense that they possess nuclear weapons or a development program (e.g. Iraq in 2003).

ffectively pursuing this kind of belligerent nonproliferation regime requires half-steps toward cutting the U.S. arsenal further, and at least rhetorically recommitting the United States to international treaties such as the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT). It requires a fig leaf that the United States isn’t developing new nuclear weapons, and that it is slowly disarming and de-emphasizing its nuclear arsenal. By these means the United States has tried to avoid the charge of hypocrisy, even though it has designed and built newly modified weapons with qualitatively new capacities over the last decade and a half. Meanwhile, U.S. leaders have allowed for and even promoted a mass proliferation of nuclear energy and material, albeit under the firm control of the nuclear weapons states, with the United States at the top of this pile.

Many disarmament proponents were elated last year when four extremely prominent cold warriors — George P. Shultz, William Perry, Henry Kissinger, and Sam Nunn — announced in a series of op-eds their commitment to "a world free of nuclear weapons." Strange bedfellows indeed for the cause. Yet the fine print of their plan, published by the Hoover Institute and others since then, represents the anti-nuclear nuclearist platform to a tee. It’s a conspicuous yet merely rhetorical commitment to a world without nuclear weapons. These four elder statesmen have said what many U.S. elites have rarely uttered: that abolition is both possible and desirable. However, the anti-nuclear posture in their policy proposal comes to bear only on preventing non-nuclear states from going nuclear, or else preventing international criminal conspiracies from proliferating weapons technologies and nuclear materials for use as instruments of non-state terror. In other words, it’s about other people's nuclear weapons, not the 99% of materials and arms possessed by the United States and other established nuclear powers.

This position emphasizes an anti-nuclear politics entirely for what it means for the rest of the world — securing nuclear materials and preventing other states from going nuclear or further developing their existing arsenals. U.S. responsibility to disarm remains in the distant future, unaddressed as a present imperative.

1NC
Our alternative is to recognize that the problem is war-- we should decide to make peace before we fight against nuclear weapons

Futterman 94 – J.A.H. Flutterman, MD, Physicist @ Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, “Meditations on the Morality of Nuclear Weapons Work,” http://www.dogchurch.org/scriptorium/nuke.html
But if war is humanity's heroin, nuclear weaponry is its methadone. That is, the treatment has potentially dangerous side effects. I am partly referring to the doctrine of deterrence by Mutual Assured Destruction, MAD. It is MAD, because it is intrinsically unstable, as those who lived through the Cuban Missile Crisis may recall. The Strategic Defense Initiative, (or Star Wars) was an attempt to move toward something more stable, and its successor, the Ballistic Missile Defense Organization (BMDO), may in time succeed, provided it is managed as a research program rather than as a political football. But even a successful BMD will not make the world stable against massively destructive war — it will merely make it more stable than it is now. BMD is a technical fix that does not address the real cause of the instability.

As long as war is the ultimate arbiter of international disputes, nations will arm themselves with ultimate weapons. And that means, that if something worse than nuclear weapons can be discovered and developed, it will be. And then we will find something worse than that, and so on perhaps until we, ourselves, prematurely punctuate the end of our universe with as big a bang as the one which began it. Nuclear weapons may actually be giving us a chance to learn to get along with each other before we get something really dangerous, a kind of world-historical warning shot.[8] The problem is not nuclear weapons, the problem is war.

Yes I know — I sound like the NRA, "Guns don't kill people. People kill people." I'm making a different argument. If you take a gun from a homicidal individual, he or she will usually not invent and build something worse. Nations will, whether or not you take away their nuclear weapons.

Now if the problem is war, the solution is peace, which nuclear deterrence by itself cannot achieve. Nuclear deterrence brings about only the absence of certain kinds of war.[9] Perhaps we can look for an opportunity to go beyond deterrence. Perhaps we can look at the international situation and the conditions necessary for peace.

During the Cold War, the military posture of the US and the Soviet Union was compared to that of two boys sitting in a pool of gasoline and threatening each other with matches. I suggest a more descriptive simile would be to imagine our countries as partners in a poorly arranged marriage on a one-hut island. God knows we would never have chosen each other, but divorce was not an option, because there was no place else to go. Neither was shooting our spouse. The only gun we had was a shotgun (our nuclear arsenal), and its pellets (environmental damage) would have ricocheted and hit us and the kids. The spouse had a shotgun, too, and quick enough reflexes to shoot back. In the middle of this impasse, the children got tired of being used by the parents to get at each other, and became hard to control. Some began to play the parents against one another, or against the other kids. Some of the kids made their own shotguns in an effort to be grown up and push the other kids around. Meanwhile the price of weaponry kept going up, and our other needs — taking care of the hut and island — became more pressing as the place kept getting more crowded.

Now one spouse has died, leaving her shotgun to her descendants, and family relations are a mess. At least since we've had shotguns around, no free-for-all knife fights (conventional World Wars) have broken out. The question now is to what extent we and the former Soviet forces can put down our nuclear "shotguns" without encouraging the "naughty child" nations who have made or are planning to make "shotguns" of their own to see what they can do with them.

The simile makes it clear that we need to work on international relationships. The relations between countries are often abusive affairs, in which power elites cynically use their own and other countries for short term gain. Lasting trust under such circumstances is unlikely. War is not. Just as peace cannot exist in a family in which members abuse one another, world peace cannot coexist with tyranny — of governments over people, or of governments over one another. Ultimately, we will choose one of Patrick Henry's alternatives. It will be liberty, or it will be death, whether we like it or not.

It will also be power, or rather empowerment of the powerless. Of course, established power groups fear empowering someone else. As the saying goes, "One with a full house rarely asks for a new deal." Consider how we Americans are doing with economic empowerment of our embattled inner-city black communities. [10] When people die younger and are incarcerated more frequently than their neighbors, they are not at peace, nor can they let their neighbors be. Federal programs can help, but making peace will take personal involvement, neighbor to neighbor. And deterrence of those who would attack their neighbors. [11]
Internationally, peace requires empowerment of some groups that seem eager to earn the hatred of the civilized world — like the Palestinians. Now that nuclear deterrence and economic necessity have combined to bring about more freedom, empowerment, and therefore peace in Europe, the Middle East is one of the next hot-spots for triggering a nuclear war. In order to have peace, the world must empower the Palestinians to determine their political and economic destiny, while at the same time it must deter them from warring with Israel. Such empowerment and deterrence will require the active involvement of the Islamic nations who thus far have been unwilling to empower the Palestinians to engage in much beyond stone-throwing and terrorism. May the Palestinians awaken to how they have been used by their brethren.

So we need to make peace, at home and abroad. Before you demonstrate to make your town a nuclear-free zone or to stop nuclear testing, [12] consider what you can do to enlarge someone's freedom, or to help them obtain the power to determine a better life for themselves. In other words, rather than fight against nuclear weapons or even against war, try making peace.

Meanwhile, I do what I can to make waging unlimited war dangerous, and preparation for it expensive. I can provide palliative treatment, but you, physicians/patients, must heal yourselves. Or to put it more bluntly, as long as we continue to express our human nature in disenfranchising, disempowering ways, we will cling to armament — nuclear or worse — to distance ourselves from our own nearness to war.

Links- Weapon Reductions

Focus on weapons reductions covers the political and personal motivations that make war possible

Schwartz and Derber 93 -- William A. Schwartz, a professor of property law at Yeshiva University's Cardozo School of Law, and Charles Derber,  Professor of Sociology at Boston College, THE NUCLEAR SEDUCTION: WHY THE ARMS RACE DOESN’T MATTER- AND WHAT DOES, University of California Press, 1993.  p. 1-2.  

A nuclear sword, we all know, hangs over the earth. But where does the danger of nuclear war come from? What makes it worse? How can we reduce it? 

For many years, a striking consensus has reigned: the nuclear arms race between the superpowers is the main source of danger. The arms race is “the central concern of the closing years of the century," the cause célebre of our time. A U.S. senator says that "the very survival of our planet, the survival of the human race, is at stake," a common view.  
The right, the center, and the left disagree, of course, about how the United States should run the arms race. The right urges us to build weapons like the MX missile, the Stealth bomber, and "Star Wars"; the center, to sign arms control treaties like NF and START with the Soviet Union; and the left, to stop and then reverse the arms race through a test ban, a "freeze," and huge reductions in nuclear arsenals. But all focus on the hardware, the weapons themselves. Most of the nuclear debate concerns which weapons should be deployed and which destroyed. 

But short of near total nuclear disarmament, we believe that no change in the arms race can in fact make a profound difference. MX, Star Wars, IN,F, a freeze, or even a 90 percent reduction in nuclear arsenals cannot reliably change the horror of a nuclear war. They cannot much affect the risk that the nuclear states will plunge us into that hor- ror. They cannot make the world much safer or more dangerous than it already is. 

The nuclear danger is real—even more ominous, as we will show, than most people appreciate. But the fixation on weapons has obscured the real menace: the political conflict and violence raging around the world that could one day burn out of control and set off a nuclear cataclysm. As the world debates largely irrelevant missiles and arms control treaties, the superpowers are fanning the flames of conflict and war from Afghanistan to Nicaragua, Lebanon to Cambodia. Forty years of history reveal that such conflicts can suddenly veer out of control and even erupt into open superpower confrontation. Yet in a time of unprecedented public concern about nuclear war, few—even in the peace movement—protest the nuclear hazards of their governments’ foreign intrigues and interventions. 

Those of us concerned with the nuclear threat have long been like the apocryphal drunk who searches for his lost keys hour after hour under a lamppost-because it‘s light there. The giant weapons systems are seductive, the obvious place to look for answers to the nuclear peril. The light there is good. But there is little to be found.  lf we want the keys to a safer world, we must turn the light to the real conflicts and battlefields where the superpowers and their clients confront each other every day, often hidden from public view, and where they periodically collide in terrifying crises that threaten to provoke worldwide catastrophe. 
Links- Discourse

Normative discourse focuses on weapons as the cause of insecurity --- this “weapons paradigm” drastically exaggerates the role weapons play in causing violence

Schwartz and Derber 93 -- William A. Schwartz, a professor of property law at Yeshiva University's Cardozo School of Law, and Charles Derber,  Professor of Sociology at Boston College, THE NUCLEAR SEDUCTION: WHY THE ARMS RACE DOESN’T MATTER- AND WHAT DOES, University of California Press, 1993.  P. 2. 

Public issues generally develop a "culture," a consensus about the key questions, the level of analysis, and the language of debate. Since these assumptions are shared, they rarely come up for discussion. The common perspective that guides discourse on nuclear war and peace is what we call the “weapons paradigm.” It magnifies the importance of the weapons themselves far beyond their real significance. It views weapons as the basic source of security or insecurity, power or weakness, peace or war. It pegs the arms race as the problem and some change in that race as the solution. 

If nuclear weapons were like conventional ones, then their number and technical characteristics would of course matter. But nuclear weapons are different. They are so powerful that both superpowers long ago acquired the means to utterly destroy each other along with much of the rest of the planet. For decades the arms race and arms control have changed only the number of times that we can bounce the radiating rubble of the world. 

Links - Arms Control

Strive for arms control reinforces hegemonic and securitizing discourse into international relations frameworks – a critical theory of arms control that investigate the justifications presented in the 1AC solves

Cooper 06 -- NEIL COOPER, Reader in International Relations at the Department of Peace Studies of the University of Bradford “Putting disarmament back in the frame” Review of International Studies, 2006.  p. 361-364

However, whilst it is important (if only to counter the pessimistic discourse surrounding this issue) to recognise the various disarmament outcomes that have been generated under the current arms limitation system, it is also important to recognise the context in which these have occurred. In particular, both disarmament and broader arms limitation initiatives are now taking place as part of an asymmetrical arms limitation system that has replaced the emphasis on balance between the superpowers that dominated Cold War practice.34 
It is sufficient at this juncture to note that what characterizes this system of arms limitation is the way in which it is structured to consolidate and preserve the military superiority of the US in particular and the West in general. Moreover, rather than reinforcing security this profound military imbalance promotes insecurity – both by creating incentives for other actors to pursue asymmetric technologies (NBC) or strategies (terrorism) that offset the US’s conventional superiority,35 and by diverting resources that could be expended on human security to militarism. At best, the contemporary arms limitation system aims to keep the lid on such contradictions by setting in place a variety of disciplinary mechanisms that attempt to constrain asymmetric military responses whilst simultaneously preserving the asymmetrical advantages of the West. At worst, in attempting to contain pressures that may ultimately be uncontainable, the contemporary arms limitation system may promote an illusion of relative security whilst positively fostering a variety of insecurities. However, a few more comments are in order before we proceed to consider this system of asymmetrical arms limitation in more detail.  Stuart Croft and arms control as threat construction
The corollary of the preceding critique of arms control theory is of course a requirement to develop conceptual frameworks (and framings) that are capable of simultaneously challenging the hegemonic discourse within the discipline and of producing greater explanatory value. To date this attempt has been most convincingly pursued by critical theorists and postmodernists such as Mutimer,36 and Krause and Latham.37 Even within the mainstream literature on arms limitation however, there has been some attempt to reconceptualise arms limitation practice. Most notably, Stuart Croft in Strategies of Arms Control explicitly rejects the distinction between arms control and disarmament as a basis for framing discussions of arms limitation.38 Instead he develops a typology based around five different strategies of arms control: arms control at the conclusion of major conflicts, arms control to strengthen strategic stability, arms control to create norms of behaviour, arms control to manage the proliferation of weapons and arms control by international organisation. This certainly represents an improvement on more traditional discussions of arms limitation. However, there are also a number of problems with his analysis. First, Croft locates his typology in a broader analysis that emphasises the idea that arms control as an activity has been constantly widening (in the sense that there has been a gradual accretion of strategies deployed to achieve it) and that arms control agreements have become ever ‘deeper’ (in the sense that agreements have become more detailed, arrangements for verification have become both more common and more sophisticated, and the likelihood of agreements taking on the qualities of a regime have increased). Consequently, although Croft states that he is determined to avoid making judgements on the success or failure of arms control both as theory and practice, he nevertheless manages to produce a profoundly teleological (and indeed optimistic) account of the history of arms control/arms limitation.   However, there has not been a straightforward accretion of arms limitation activity. Partly this is because the relevance of many arms control agreements has simply declined with the advent of new military technology. But even where this has not been the case, politics and power have constantly intruded both to kill off arms limitation initiatives and to influence their depth. Examples include Japanese and German disarmament after the Second World War, and the US decision to renounce the ABM Treaty. Similarly, the two page SORT Treaty highlights how the inexorable increase in depth described by Croft in 1996 was, at best, a function of historically contingent Cold War practices rather than some evolutionary manifest destiny.39 Second, Croft states that investigation of the motivation for arms limitation is outside the remit of his book. Despite noting the influence of politics and power on arms limitation then, what Croft presents is a largely mechanistic and apolitical analysis of the subject. Indeed, the development of arms limitation practice is depicted as an essentially autonomous process – as if, to paraphrase Cox, arms limitation were not always for some purpose and for someone.40 This is not untypical of the majority of the literature in this field which tends to focus on the technical minutiae of military strategy, diplomatic texts or policy battles. The problems that arms limitation deals with are generally taken as given and the purpose of such activity (just like arms control theory itself) is to engage in producing ‘problemsolving’ solutions to these issues. What Croft, and mainstream arms controllers in general ignore, is the role that arms limitation activity plays in both reflecting broader constructions of threat and in reinforcing them. Moreover, whilst the idea that arms limitation represents an arena where political power is exercised is taken as axiomatic, power is generally understood to be expressed in the relations between states (or internal bureaucracies) negotiating (or sometimes imposing) specific treaties, and measured in terms of who wins or loses in these negotiations. The myriad ways in which hegemonic power is expressed through developments in the dominant modes of arms limitation thinking and practice rarely intrude. For example, the power expressed as a result of the role played by discourse and action over arms limitation in affirming hegemonic projects of securitisation; the power manifested in the specific ways in which the system of arms limitation contributes to maintaining particular military and social hierarchies whether internally, within the state, or throughout the global system; and the relationship between the interests of power and the ways in which arms limitation reflects and reinforces powerful political, economic and cultural tools of legitimation/delegitimation surrounding military technology. 
In other words (from a critical security studies perspective at least), the key questions surrounding arms limitation are not so much who wins or loses in negotiations over a specific treaty or how effective/ineffective that treaty turns out to be. Rather, the principal concern is with how the dominant discourse and practice of arms limitation (not always the same thing) contributes to processes of securitisation and othering as well as military and broader hegemonic practices. 

Links – Nuclear Weapons

Aff shuts out possibilities because they feel the weapons are the problem – they rationalize to stop development instead of fixing our problems

Martin 86, Brian, associate professor in Science, Technology and Society at the University of Wollongong, Australia, Peace Studies, No. 3, June/July 1986, pp. 36-39, http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/86ps.html
An analogy can be drawn with the movement against nuclear power. Initially the objections to nuclear power were very limited: the hazards of nuclear reactor accidents, the environmental implications of heating up local water resources, the dangers of transportation of nuclear materials. These objections could have been answered by technical fixes, such as better safety precautions. But as a social movement developed around the world in the mid-1970s, the basis for concern broadened. It was realised that expansion of the nuclear fuel cycle could promote the proliferation of nuclear weapons, lead to attacks on civil liberties and create an entrenched political and economic system built around the nuclear industry. The campaign became one of stopping nuclear power entirely, not just making it safer.

As long as the anti-nuclear power movement was simply one of opposition, it was vulnerable to attack on the grounds that nuclear power was, or would become, an essential energy source, and also that nuclear power compared favourably with polluting alternatives such as coal. A great stride forward came with the elaboration of alternatives to nuclear power, notably the soft energy path. Energy efficiency and renewable energy sources can be promoted as a positive alternative, and activists could do much to promote them locally. At the same time, the critique of nuclear power as a 'hard energy source' was extended to other energy sources - including coal, oil and solar satellites - which are large scale, capital intensive, environmentally risky and dependent on control by experts and elites.
2NC Impact Calc 

Outweighs and turn their case --- the focus on weapons at the expense of state violence more broadly ensures that the state will ignore their appeal while larger and deadlier weapons get built
Martin 86, Brian, associate professor in Science, Technology and Society at the University of Wollongong, Australia, Peace Studies, No. 3, June/July 1986, pp. 36-39, http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/86ps.html
Nuclear disarmament is a key theme of the Australian peace movement. There are, for example, the various People for Nuclear Disarmament groups, the Nuclear Disarmament Party, and the major Nuclear Disarmament Conference held in Melbourne in August 1985. I argue that it is dangerously narrow to focus so much on nuclear weapons, and also to focus so much on disarmament. 

The basic problem with focussing on nuclear weapons is that they are only one product of the war system. The history of modem warfare is one of recurrent technical innovation to increase the killing power of weaponry. This process has been routinised in the past century through the heavy sponsorship of science and technology by the state. In effect, much of the knowledge and skills produced and used by science and technology is tied to the military aims of separate states.[1] It so happens that nuclear weapons are currently the most prominent of technological threats to human life. But the driving force behind the development of weapons of mass destruction is the state-technology system, not the weapons themselves.

As a potential solution to the problem of mass killing in warfare, the locus on nuclear weapons has several limitations: 

The killing power of conventional weapons has been increasing at a great rate for decades. A large-scale conventional war between major industrialised powers could kill many tens or even hundreds of millions of people.

Even if all nuclear weapons were dismantled tomorrow, the capacity to produce new nuclear weapons would remain. With technological advances in uranium isotope separation, in a few years time it may be possible for small states and non-state groups to produce nuclear weapons without great difficulty or expense.

Chemical and especially biological weapons have the potential to kill large numbers of people. Future biological weapons could easily pose as great a threat as present nuclear weapons.

Quite a few people realise that getting rid of nuclear weapons is not enough, but nevertheless think that concentrating on nuclear weapons is essential. One view is that cutting back on nuclear weapons should be seen as only the first stage of efforts against war. The problem with this is that most people, including members of peace groups, get caught up with the immediate demands. The peace movement in the late 1950s and early 1960s made the cessation of nuclear testing in the atmosphere a major demand, with the result that the Partial Test Ban Treaty in 1963 took a lot of the wind out of the movement.

Another stance is that the threat posed by nuclear weapons is so enormous and unprecedented that focussing on nuclear weapons is necessary to buy time for any other social action: if there is a nuclear war we will not be around to worry about poverty or sexism. In response I would argue that there is no automatic reason why 'buying time' is best achieved through a narrow concern about nuclear weapons. The effectiveness of social movements does not derive simply from the size of the threat to human life that they are protesting about, but rather from a whole range of factors, including the possibility of reforms, the bandwagon effect and the organisation of the movement.
Another argument is that a wider alliance can be built by focussing on nuclear weapons and not alienating people by bringing up other demands. The problem with that case is reliance on the lowest common denominator makes it difficult to achieve anything more than pious declarations. The heads of all the major weapons states tell us that they are in favour of 'peace', but that doesn't achieve anything.

The major problem with the concentration on nuclear weapons is that it encourages a technical fix approach such as the nuclear freeze or other agreements made by governments. The evidence is overwhelming that arms negotiations hold little potential for changing the war system, irrespective of popular pressure applied to governments.[2]
Quite a number of historical examples show the limitations for social movements of making demands which are too narrow. For example, the progressive movement in the United States around the turn of the century was a powerful reform movement. One of its major concerns was the abuses perpetrated by large corporations: monopoly, exploitation, etc. The focus was on large corporations, and the solution sought was 'trust-busting', in other words, using government intervention to break up the monopolies. As in the case of nuclear disarmament negotiations, there was more sound than action from politicians who took up the progressive cause. But the basic limitation of the approach was seeing the problem in the trusts rather than deeper in the capitalist system. It hardly needs mentioning that although some monopolies were broken up at the time, the size and power of US-based transnational corporations is greater than ever today.

A similar difficulty faced the first wave of the feminist movement when around the turn of the twentieth century it made achieving the vote for women the major target. Barring women from voting was useful but - as later events showed - not essential to continued male domination. After the feminist movement achieved its immediate aim of the vote, it went into decline for decades. This is the great danger of focussing too much on 'achievable' reforms.

'Disarmament' is the other side of the central attention placed on nuclear disarmament. Disarmament is normally conceived as a reversal of the armament process and as something that is undertaken by governments. The major limitation here, once again, is that concentrating on disarmament does not address the driving forces behind the war system. If the system of states, with each state founded on claims to a monopoly on 'legitimate' violence, is at the basis of the war system, then it is futile to expect to turn back the armament process by appealing to the rationality or political concerns of state elites.[3] And yet that is exactly what the Australian peace movement has attempted to do.

The main strategy of the Australian peace movement - inasmuch as a main strategy can be perceived - is to apply pressure to the Australian government to push for cutting free of the nuclear weapons connection. The major rallies have been largely aimed at getting as many people on the streets as possible, to impress the public and the government with the breadth of concern. 

Efforts to support the Democrats or the Nuclear Disarmament Party are designed to apply electoral pressure on the government to sever its links to the US nuclear system. The trouble with this is that the peace movement has no alternative to military defence which it can proceed to implement itself. By focussing on nuclear disarmament, the movement ties itself to a 'see and plea' approach of the sort which has failed time and time again. 

Will getting millions of people into the streets force the government to take action? There were a million in the streets of New York in 1982. Furthermore, opinion polls show that a large majority of US people favour a nuclear freeze. Have the US policy-makers responded? Not in terms of the substance of their policies.

Turns Case/A2: Case Solves

The K turns case – anything short of complete nuclear disarmament is meaningless because even a small arsenal of nuclear weapons could collapse civilization – a focus on nuclear disarm trades off with meaningful conventional weapons reductions

Schwartz and Derber 93 -- William A. Schwartz, a professor of property law at Yeshiva University's Cardozo School of Law, and Charles Derber,  Professor of Sociology at Boston College, THE NUCLEAR SEDUCTION: WHY THE ARMS RACE DOESN’T MATTER- AND WHAT DOES, University of California Press, 1993.  P. 13-15.  

The existence of nuclear weapons is a fundamental feature of the modem world. Their possession—by the human race generally or by any particular nation—definitively matters. They have completely changed the consequences of full-scale war between the dominant world powers, posing a threat to the very survival of civilization and the natural order. Correspondingly, international nuclear disarmament, or even unilateral denuclearization of individual states, would be singular historical events. 

The fallacy of weaponitis lies in attributing great significance to the size and technical characteristics of the superpowers’ nuclear stockpiles, and especially to the margins of each arsenal—incremental additions to or subtractions from the immense current force, such as building MX missiles or removing Pershing II and cruise missiles from Europe.' With conventional military technology, such concerns about weapons make sense. From the ancient discovery of the club, reenacted in 2001: A Space Odyssey to the horrors of modern saturation bombing, the types and quantities of conventional weaponry have undeniably affected military and political power. Conventional arms races matter because conventional wars are processes of attrition. The guns, tanks, and planes of one side oppose and try to neutralize the weapons and lighters of the other. One side‘s forces must deplete those of the enemy before a threat of destruction can be posed to the enemy’s inner society. 

Because no single weapon or small arsenal of weapons determines the result, the quality and size of the overall fighting forces matter. The side with more or better weapons does not always win, of course, because technical factors must share the military stage with psychological, social, economic, and political ones. In modern guerrilla warfare, for example, primitively armed local organizations sometimes defeat huge, highly advanced military powers. But the military balance has determined much of human history. Firearms helped European settlers conquer Native Americans. Germany’s buildup of naval power prior to World War l increased the military threat to Britain. Large, technically advanced interventionary forces supported American power in Korea and other Third World conflicts after World War ll. 

At the beginning of the nuclear age, too, the weapons paradigm made sense. The atomic bomb was a new weapon, and it revolutionized war and politics. The reason was the immense power of an individual atomic weapon, especially the later hydrogen weapon—So powerful that a single warhead could destroy a city. As Bemard Brodie wrote in 1959: "People often speak of atomic explosives as the most portentous military invention ‘since gunpowder.  But such a comparison inilates the importance of even so epoch-making an event as the introduction of gunpowder." 

Consider what a single large warhead could do to Chicago:

One twenty-megaton nuclear bomb explodes just above ground level, ar the corner of LaSalle and Adams. ln less than one millionth of a second the temperature rises to 15 0,000,000 degrees Fahrenheit, four times the temperature of the center of the sun. A roar follows but no one is alive to hear it. Chicago has disappeared. The crater is 600 feet deep, one—and-one-hall miles in diameter. Within a five-mile radius, skyscrapers, apartment buildings, roads, bridges, trains, subways, planes, hospitals, ambulances, auto- mobiles, gas mains, trees, earth, animals, people — aIl have vanished .... The fireball is hotter than five thousand suns. The firestorm roars out in all directions, absorbing all available oxygen, thereby suffocating or incinerating all the living in its path. Before it burns out it will devastate 1,400,000 acres and most of the people on them. 

The firestorm is followed by the shockwave, the latter at close to the speed of sound. Then the mushroom cloud, reaching twenty miles in height, and the beginning of lethal radioactive fallout 

All weapons are subject to diminishing returns, but with weapons this powerful the point of saturation—when increasing the number or quality of weapons adds little to military potential or risks—was reached very soon, perhaps as early as 1955 and no later than the early 1960s, although the date is unimportant now. Both sides had by then acquired so much destructive power that only secondary importance would attach to any further quantitative or qualitative improvements in the leading weapons of the day. The same was true for even large reductions in weapon stockpiles. The weapons paradigm was already obsolete. 

For with nuclear weapons, a nation’s armed forces no longer must be defeated, or even seriously confronted, before its inner society can be destroyed, because the penetration of so few warheads is needed to ac- complish the task. General war would no longer be a drawn-out pro- cess of attrition but an orgy of mutual devastation. Additional weapons on one side could do little to inflict greater damage on the other. 

Impact – Empire

Arm control diplomacy expands us empire – its reverse causal, improvements in our weapons constrain military force

Bond-Graham, 09 --- Darwin Bond-Graham, Sociology @ University of California Santa Barbara, Foreign Policy In Focus contributor ,Foreign Policy In Focus, 1/15, “Anti-nuclear Nuclearism”, http://www.fpif.org/articles/anti-nuclear_nuclearism .


Since the Cold War's end elite strategists have become increasingly divided over the question of nuclear weapons. A hard core of hawks in the Congress and military, the nuclear weapons laboratories, and academia have maintained that a large, continuously improved arsenal, and an aggressive “nuclear posture” remain necessary for the “security” of the United States: arms control treaties and diplomacy be damned. Meanwhile, a growing number of reformers has argued that nuclear weapons pose more of a problem than a solution for the maintenance of US hegemony. The solution, they claim, is for the US to lead an open-ended campaign of global arms control diplomacy, beginning with Russia, but extending to all nations. This exercise of soft power, they hope, will legitimate and facilitate the aggressive nonproliferation measures —including sanctions, and war— that they believe are ultimately necessary to prevent the emergence of new nuclear states, and the spread of fissile materials into the hands of “terrorists.” Like their hawkish counterparts, the chief concern among this new nuclearist school is to prevent developments that would inhibit the reach and continued expansion of US empire.
The 1990s was an era of failures and half-measures for US nuclear policy makers on all sides of this debate. While Bush I implemented a ban on full-scale nuclear testing (which continues to this day) and while the START I treaty proceeded to eliminate a significant portion of the rival superpower's vast nuclear overkill capacities, major transformations were deferred in favor of what the Clinton administration, under the leadership of defense secretary William Perry, called a “lead but hedge” strategy. The US would ostensibly “lead” in the overall de-emphasis of atomic weapons, hoping that this would trickle down and dissuade lesser nations from acquiring nuclear weapons. Contrarily, however, the US would also “hedge” by maintaining an unrivaled nuclear arsenal and strike capacity, to say nothing of its increasingly gross conventional superiority in arms.
More so, the Clinton administration bowed to the core demands of the US nuclear weapons establishment by fully funding a multi-billion dollar scheme called Stockpile Stewardship and Management, a highly euphemistic program that proclaimed to safeguard the aging stockpile, but that actually built a virtual nuclear weapons research, development and testing apparatus at the Los Alamos and Lawrence Livermore nuclear weapons labs. In the words of the Western States Legal Foundation's executive director Jacqueline Cabasso, it was essentially an “anti-disarmament program.” The qualitative improvement of the US arsenal proceeded in spite of stern warnings from a minority of imperial strategists who warned that this would seriously undercut the long-term goal of nonproliferation. It would constrain the exercise of military force by opening the US to claims of hypocrisy in security matters. The 2003 invasion of Iraq represented the nadir of this confused and controversial imperial strategy.

Impact – Violence

Their exclusive focus on weapons serves to obfuscate and naturalize more pernicious forms of state violence --- collapses the reformist potential of their demand
Beier 6 -- J. Marshall Assistant Professor of Political Science, McMaster University, McMaster University, Disarming Politics: Arms, Agency, and the (Post)Politics of Disarmament Advocacy, Canadian Political Science Association, http://www.cpsa-acsp.ca/papers-2007/Beier.pdf

Post-Politics and Disarmament Advocacy


Novel though it may be, the re-siting of agency taking place at the heart of the RMA does not bring subjectivity fully into view. Claims made on behalf of PGMs have yet to go so far as to suggest that the weapons decide on the terms of their own use – though the crucial role of those who actually despatch them is mystified, it is not denied. Key to how imaginaries founded in and sustained by briefing videos and like (re)presentations depoliticize war, then, is that the effect has been to cast weapons as agents, but without completing the anthropomorphic turn that would inscribe them also as sites of ethical responsibility. However, this does not merely imply a bifurcation of the subject, the sum of which is nevertheless as visible as divisible. Rather, the severed whole has become something less than the sum of its parts in the alienation of the purposive subject from the operant site of agency: a crucial element of whole subjectivity is lost to the extent that a deep ambivalence about responsibility is engendered. A cruise missile, it should be remembered, intends nothing. Our gaze is therefore fixed on a weapon-agent that can be no more than a grammatical subject separated from ethical subjecthood in what appears at first as a profoundly depoliticizing move. But more than this, the mystified site of ethical subjecthood is insulated from responsibility for any dire consequences that might be visited upon noncombatants. Read through the imaginaries of the RMA, such events become the exceptions in which something has gone awry. ‘Responsibility’ consequently lacks for an intelligible tether to either the weapon-agent or the fragmented subjectivity associated with it, but does not fully become a free floating signifier since it may yet plausibly attach to the victims.15

Although turned to a more progressive purpose, the rhetorical/discursive strategies of the landmine ban effect and work through a similar disturbance of sites of responsibility. The success of the mine ban movement owes in no small measure to the marking of antipersonnel landmines as ‘bad’ weapons – a move that has enabled even states that have widely used mines to join in denouncing them as a humanitarian scourge without simultaneously repudiating recourse to militarized violence more generally. At the campaign level and with the specific practical objective of securing the broadest possible ban on landmines, this was a very well conceived approach. Indeed, had this strategy not been adopted, it is unlikely that the movement would have swayed many – if any – states to the cause.
But practically expedient though it may be, it is also contingent on putting responsibility out of sight. Like errant cruise missiles, landmines intend nothing. What makes them bad, then, speaks not of disposition, but rather a technological limitation resulting in an objective property of indiscriminacy. While this might at first seem suggestive of the need for a technological solution, the mine ban movement quite rightly worked to foreclose the possibility of recourse to ‘smart mines’ in deference to the goal of a complete prohibition. This would appear to mark it quite decidedly apart from the war- enabling technologies of the RMA and their part in refashioning the bases of legitimacy in contemporary warfare. The mystification of responsibility so crucial to the ban, however, reveals some disturbing points of intersection.

On first gloss, the approach of the mine ban movement seems quite clearly to disavow any recourse to ‘better’ technology as a fix for landmine indiscriminacy. The importance of this cannot be overstated since, as has been the case with the RMA, distinguishing between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ weapons raises the specter of a like distinction in terms of the conduct of those who use them – a distinction not always well sustained by the actual consequences of their use. In refusing to concede that some mines might be less pernicious than others, therefore, the movement has simultaneously denied all bases of legitimacy in mine use that might otherwise have been claimed by the technologically advantaged. But things become rather more problematic when considered from without the narrow context of the landmines issue. While the rhetorical casting of mines as bad proved a remarkably effective strategy in pursuit of a ban, it only makes sense if it in fact is imagined that there are somewhere ‘good’ weapons. Since it is not killing per se but killing with landmines that is rendered indefensible, the use of other presumably more discriminating weapons is lent a certain legitimacy it might not otherwise have enjoyed. And this is revealing of the important sense in which the core claims of the mine ban contribute to the reproduction of essential ideational bases of the ‘new American way of war.’ Inviting none of the cynicism about motives that might have attached to a wholly state-led initiative, the central involvement of civil society actors in the mine ban movement – well known and respected peace and human rights advocacy groups among them – both naturalizes andvalorizes a much larger constellation of claims to meaningful discriminacy, whether overt or subsumed.

Pressing for a ban on landmines thus involved the complete disaggregation of this one issue not only from peace activism in general but from the more particular realm of disarmament advocacy as well, parceling it off in such a way as to suggest that there are more effective ways to do the sorts of things landmines are intended to do. Although the success of the campaign is often tied to the support given it by the late Princess of Wales, that really speaks more to its public face and the winning of popular opinion. Much more important in making the case to states was a group of retired high-ranking US military officers – including General Norman Schwarzkopf – who backed the ban on grounds that landmines, besides resulting in unintended dire human consequences, were no longer appropriate to contemporary warfare and could even frustrate its prosecution; other weapons, they argued, could do the job much more effectively.16 Espoused by the general who came to international fame alongside Gulf War briefing videos, this position is inseparable from popular imaginaries about PGMs and surgical strikes – indeed, its very intelligibility owes to them. And while it would certainly be too much to suggest that unequally shifting arbiters of legitimacy in war are sustained by this form of disarmament advocacy, the mine ban movement’s foregrounding of the dire human consequences of indiscriminacy nevertheless merges neatly with the imaginaries of the RMA. In combination with this, the movement’s enthusiastic endorsement of Schwarzkopf’s position is telling of the post-political frame in which efforts to ban landmines have been confined.
As Žižek (1999) describes it, post-politics is, in essence, the obliteration of the political through the reduction of the overall demand of a particular group to just that demand. That is to say, it is the reduction of a call for better working conditions, for example, to that very specific issue alone, divesting it of its politicized content as part of a broader push for social justice and therefore also divesting it of the potential to, as Žižek (1999: 204) puts it, ‘function as a metaphoric condensation of...opposition...so that the protest CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...
CONTINUED - NO TEXT REMOVED...

is no longer actually just about that demand, but about the universal dimension that resonates in that particular demand.’ This is 
key to an understanding of politics as something more than ‘administration of social matters’ – for Žižek (1999: 199; emphasis in original), ‘the political act (intervention) proper is not simply something that exists well within the framework of the existing relations, but something that changes the very framework that determines how things work.’ Post-politics takes place within the status quo framework, containing particular demands – even to the extent of answering them – in such a way as to prevent their ‘metaphoric universalization’ (Žižek: 204). The rhetorical/discursive disaggregation of landmines from state practices of organized violence more broadly finds it on just such a post-political terrain, severing at least this particular exercise of disarmament advocacy from any appeal against militarism writ large. The central validity claims of the ban, having cast landmines as the agents of dire human consequences, also divorce it from appeals against the killing of noncombatants with other weapons, including errant PGMs.
Conclusion: Disarming Politics

At base, the essence of the case advanced by the movement to ban them was that antipersonnel landmines are bad weapons because they do not discriminate – that is the position that ultimately accounts for the remarkable success of the campaign to ban them. But the idea of bad weapons, as opposed to bad practices, has some important implications and effects. First, and most fundamentally, it confines disarmament advocacy to a decidedly post-political terrain of engagement whereon it is possible to imagine a ban on landmines without in any way disturbing the militarized practices that led to the circumstance that there are presently more than a hundred million mines lying in wait in conflict- and post-conflict zones around the world. Indeed, militarized practices are not only moved off the critical agenda, but are actually reinforced to the extent that the crux of the case turns on the idea that landmines are problematic for their unintended consequences. That has the effect of reconfirming as legitimate both their intended effects and the broader purposes they had been intended to serve by those effects. The demand that landmines be banned is therefore reduced to just that particular demand. And perhaps the best indication of this is that the movement has been unable to parlay its success with landmines into a much hoped-for ban on small arms and light weapons.

But what is perhaps the most troubling implication of the mine ban rhetoric follows from this: agency is shifted to weapons themselves in casting landmines as ‘bad’ and as the site of responsibility for the dire human consequences that have been associated with them. That mystifies the site of responsibility such that when a ‘good’ weapon – a cruise missile, for example – hits other than its intended target questions about responsibility stop at the weapon itself and can be resolved by pointing to a malfunction. In this way, responsibility is contained and managed. The broader significance of the shifting of agency toward weapons comes more fully to light via the rhetorics of the RMA and the imaginaries it sustains: in particular, well popularized understandings of smart bombs and surgical strikes. The whole discourse of ‘smart bombs’ also ascribes individualized agency to weapons. That they are not actually smart matters little when popular imaginaries take at face value the discursive and aesthetic renderings together with attending rhetorics. In instances of implausibly deniable ‘collateral damage’ the weapon is at fault because it has been rendered an autonomous agent. Similarly placing blame for dire human consequences on weapons, mine ban rhetoric upholds the viability of this. In common with the landmines taboo, the new American way of war turns also on the matter of meaningful discrimination between combatants and noncombatants and of who, or, more precisely, what fails to discriminate.

All that is unique, important, and laudable about the Ottawa Process raises urgent questions about disarmament advocacy. What seems clear is that the rhetorical/discursive and aesthetic renderings of the RMA are key to understanding both the successes and the limits of the campaign to ban landmines and, with it, something of the future of disarmament advocacy more broadly. The extent to which it stands as a workable model for future initiatives would seem to be contingent upon the degree to which its success owes to the nexus between a re- emergent discriminacy norm and the advent of weapon-agents. As the frustrated hopes for a follow-on success in the area of small arms and light weapons suggest, this might not be easily replicable. In any event, it would seem to fix quite restrictive limits on the range of weapons that might be singled out for prohibition, whilst ironically depopulating war once more by objectifying victims and confounding the easy identification of whole subject positions whence issue the injuring practices of war.

Confined to a post-political terrain of engagement, the most profound limitation of the approach taken in the landmine ban resides in the forfeiture of any thoroughgoing critique of militarized practices. As noted above, it is probably too much to say that the mine ban movement’s adoption of weapon-agent discursive strategies played any significant part in preparing the ideational ground for the sanitized rhetorics of discriminacy in Afghanistan and Iraq. It is, however, implicated in the very imaginaries that sustain those rhetorics and may, no less, have been enabled by them. Besides mystifying sites of agency and responsibility, this undergirds claims to meaningful discriminacy that have become an increasingly important part of cultivating legitimacy in recourse to war. What is more, it also effectively abandons those bodies marked as combatants, unlawful or otherwise. And while it is widely accepted that combatants, by virtue of their direct participation in Clausewitz’s ‘other means,’ enjoy no special right of protection, this may be to lose sight once more of the ineluctable fact of war’s embeddedness in broader socio-political contexts and practices. It is imperative, from this perspective, to bear in mind that the ascription ‘combatant’ may be no less socially and politically contingent than that of ‘unlawful combatant.’ We are thus enjoined to consider the significance of conscription and the unequal social determinants characteristic and enabling of much recruitment. These are just some of the thornier implications of undertaking efforts toward disarmament on the terms of the RMA and new ways of war – implications that call for careful reflection on the fundamental values and ultimate objectives of activist and advocacy work in this important area. Such are the disarming politics of our moment.

Impact – Violence 

Aff is a slick PR tool that makes it easier to bomb third world countries

Schwartz and Derber 93 -- William A. Schwartz, a professor of property law at Yeshiva University's Cardozo School of Law, and Charles Derber,  Professor of Sociology at Boston College, THE NUCLEAR SEDUCTION: WHY THE ARMS RACE DOESN’T MATTER- AND WHAT DOES, University of California Press, 1993.

Moreover, if intellectuals in government, private think tanks such as the Rand Corporation, and academia want to stay friendly with the powers that be and remain on their lucrative contract lists, they must frame inquiry into the nuclear issue, like other issues, in an ideologically acceptable manner. Weaponitis does the job nicely, even when disagreements about technical details emerge within the paradigm. Denouncing, say, road-mobile ICBMs in favor of rail-mobile ones may at worst annoy government officials holding a different view. Denouncing American foreign policy, beyond narrow limits, can get one blacklisted.

For the government itself, and for those who support the essentials of its long-standing, bipartisan foreign policy, weaponitis has an irresistible virtue: in a society deeply alarmed by the possibility of nuclear war, it diverts attention from Third World U.S. military interventionism and toward the far less important nuclear arms competition. Arms control plays a particularly important role in this process, as we noted in Chapter 9. It is a widely popular, seemingly progressive, and highly visible activity that the state can use to show its commitment to reducing the nuclear danger. The executive branch manages the negotiation process and the information flow about it. The Soviets can be blamed for problems even when the Americans are balking. Years can be spent working out treaties on minor issues such as the Euromissiles, with tremendous public relations bonanzas at the end if the efforts succeed. And all the while Soviet and American leaders can bomb Third World countries, support unstable dictatorships, arm belligerents, pursue foreign policy as usual, and still receive relatively good press on the nuclear question because of their "commitment to arms control." This manipulation cleverly coopts the peace movement's critique of the arms race into a slick government public relations tool. It is an effective way to manage an issue that could explode into serious popular dissent and unrest if the public grasped where the real hazards lie.

For American politicians, particularly in the large political center, arms control is a uniquely comfortable politics. It provides a popular, nearly risk-free agenda for "addressing" the nuclear problem. Liberal arms control supporters earn much political support this way, even from progressives, while countenancing and sometimes actively encouraging military interventions in Afghanistan, Lebanon, Cambodia, and the Persian Gulf in a time of enormous public concern about  war  and  peace.

Impact – Militarism

Weaponitis creates perpetual war, militarism, and overstretch

Johnson 09 -- (Chalmers Johnson, professor emeritus - UC, San Diego AND consultant for the CIA from 1967-1973, 7-31-09, http://www.zmag.org/znet/viewArticle/22171

However ambitious President Barack Obama's domestic plans, one unacknowledged issue has the potential to destroy any reform efforts he might launch. Think of it as the 800-pound gorilla in the American living room: our longstanding reliance on imperialism and militarism in our relations with other countries and the vast, potentially ruinous global empire of bases that goes with it. The failure to begin to deal with our bloated military establishment and the profligate use of it in missions for which it is hopelessly inappropriate will, sooner rather than later, condemn the United States to a devastating trio of consequences: imperial overstretch, perpetual war, and insolvency, leading to a likely collapse similar to that of the former Soviet Union.

According to the 2008 official Pentagon inventory of our military bases around the world, our empire consists of 865 facilities in more than 40 countries and overseas U.S. territories. We deploy over 190,000 troops in 46 countries and territories. In just one such country, Japan, at the end of March 2008, we still had 99,295 people connected to U.S. military forces living and working there -- 49,364 members of our armed services, 45,753 dependent family members, and 4,178 civilian employees. Some 13,975 of these were crowded into the small island of Okinawa, the largest concentration of foreign troops anywhere in Japan.

These massive concentrations of American military power outside the United States are not needed for our defense. They are, if anything, a prime contributor to our numerous conflicts with other countries. They are also unimaginably expensive. According to Anita Dancs, an analyst for the website Foreign Policy in Focus, the United States spends approximately $250 billion each year maintaining its global military presence. The sole purpose of this is to give us hegemony -- that is, control or dominance -- over as many nations on the planet as possible.

Impact – Militarism
We have multiple DAs to your type of knowledge – the militarization of our thinking

Cohn 87 -- Carol Cohn, Director of the Consortium on Gender, Security and Human Rights, BULLETIN OF ATOMIC SCIENTISTS, JUNE, VOLUME 43, pp. 17–24.  

I think it would be a mistake, however, to dismiss these early impressions. While I believe that the language is not the whole problem, it is a significant component and clue. What it reveals is a whole series of culturally grounded and culturally acceptable mechanisms that make ir possible to work in institutions that foster the proliferation of nuclear weapons, to plan mass incinerations of millions of human beings for a living. Language that is abstract, sanitized, full of euphemisms; language that is sexy and fun to use; paradigms whose referent is weapons; imagery that domesticates and deflates the forces of mass destruction; imagery that reverses sentient and nonsenticnt matter, that conflatcs birth and death, destruction and creation—all of these arc part of what makes it possible to be radically removed from the reality of what one is talking about, and from the realities one is creating through the discourse. Close attention to the language itself also reveals a tantalizing basis on which to challenge the legitimacy of the defense intellectuals' dominance of the discourse on nuclear issues. When defense intellectuals are criticized for the coldblooded inhumanity of the scenarios they plan, their response is to daim the high ground of rationality. They portray those who are radically opposed to the nuclear status quo as irrational, unrealistic, too emotional—"idealistic activists." But if the smooth, shiny surface of their discourseits abstraction and technical jargon—appears at first to support these claims, a look below the surface does not. Instead we find strong currents of homoerotic excitement, heterosexual domination, the drive toward competence and mastery, the pleasures of membership in an elite and privileged group, of the ultimate importance and meaning of membership in the priesthood. How is it possible to point to the pursuers of these values, these experiences, as paragons of cool-headed objectivity? While listening to the language reveals the mechanisms of distancing and denial and the emotional currents embodied in this emphatically male discourse, attention to the experience of learning the language reveals something about how thinking can become more abstract, more focused on parts disembedded from their context, more attentive to the survival of weapons than the survival of human beings. Because this professional language sets the terms for public debate, many who oppose current nuclear policies choose to learn it. Even if they do not believe that the technical information is very important, some believe it is necessary to master the language simply because it is too difficult to attain public legitimacy without it. But learning the language is a transformative process. You are not simply adding new information, new vocabulary, but entering a mode of thinking not only about nuclear weapons but also about military and political power, and about the relationship between human ends and technological means. The language and the mode of thinking are not neutral containers of information. They were developed by a specific group of men, trained largely in abstract theoretical mathematics and economics, specifically to make it possible to think rationally about the use of nuclear weapons. That the language is not well suited to do anything but make it possible to think about using nuclear weapons should not be surprising. Those who find U.S. nuclear policy desperately misguided face a serious quandary. If we refuse to learn the language, we condemn ourselves to being jesters on the sidelines. If we learn and use it, we not only severely limit what we can say but also invite the transformation, the militarization, of our own thinking. I have no solutions to this dilemma, but I would like to offer a couple of thoughts in an effort to push it a little further—or perhaps even to reformulate its terms. It is important to recognize an assumption implicit in adopting the strategy of learning the language. When we outsiders assume that learning and speaking the language will give us a voice recognized as legitimate and will give us greater political influence, we assume that the language itself actually articulates the criteria and reasoning strategies upon which nuclear weapons development and deployment decisions are made. This is largely an illusion. I suggest that technostrategic discourse functions more as a gloss, as an ideological patina that hides the actual reasons these decisions arc made. Rather than informing and shaping decisions, it far more often legitimizes political outcomes that have occurred for utterly different reasons. If this is true, it raises serious questions about the extent of the political returns we might get from using it, and whether they can ever balance out the potential problems and inherent costs. I believe that those who seek a more just and peaceful world haw a dual task before them—a dcconstructnc projcct and a reconstructive project that are intimately linked. Deconstruction requires close attention to, and the dismantling of, technostrategic discourse. The dominant voice of militarized masculinity and decontextualized rationality speaks so loudly in our culture that it will remain difficult for any other voices to be heard until that voice loses some of its power to define what we hear and how we name the world.

Alt Solvency – Individual Action Key

State based politics fuels elitism – individual action and resistance to corporate idealism is critical to reducing the threat of nuclear weapons – our survival depends on it

Lichterman 09 -- Andrew Lichterman, lawyer and policy analyst Western States Legal Foundation, Disarmament work amidst a global economic crisis, 8-6-09.  http://disarmamentactivist.org/wpcontent/uploads/2009/08/Lichterman%20Hiroshima%20Day%202009.pdf

We also must take back our politics from the technocrats and professionals, people with little to sell us except how to sell. Their language of “branding” and “entrepreneurship” pervades the political culture, reaching now far into the so-called “nonprofit” sector and even down to community groups. Far too many mouth the words without thinking about what they mean. They are in fact expressions of the corporate attitudes and practices that have pushed our economy into bankruptcy and our ecosphere to the brink of disaster. The path to a more just and peaceful world will be one of cooperation and solidarity, not more competition. The road to Martin Luther King’s revolution in values will not be “branded” or advertised. 

We face this dangerous and difficult moment without much in the way of recent analysis and discussion that helps us understand the relationship between nuclear weapons and the structures of a global society and politics that are in crisis and are changing fast. In these circumstances, we must discard much of the “expert” analysis, beginning again with what we know about nuclear weapons, what every human being can know about them. As the Russell- Einstein Manifesto put it over a half century ago, “remember your humanity and forget the rest.” 

Nuclear weapons represent the threat of unlimited violence, and of willingness to sacrifice the people for the State.6 The decision to acquire nuclear weapons raises to the level of an absolute the willingness of those in power to risk all of us, and everything, to achieve their ends. 

And it is a decision that in every case has first been taken in secret, with neither the means nor ends open to question, much less choice, by the vast majority of those affected. Both the decision to acquire nuclear weapons and the manner in which it always is taken should tell us that the “state” that we live in significant ways does not “represent” us. We must understand that it represents someone, or something, else– and that our very survival may depend on finding out who or what, and doing something about it. 

 This is what it means for the state we live in to have nuclear weapons, at the simplest and most basic level. It is in this context that educating ourselves and others about the terrible realities of nuclear warfare can have positive meaning. This must not, however, be the end of the discussion, but the beginning. Stopping here, we risk contributing to a climate of fear and hopelessness that can demoralize those we hope to organize, and that can reinforce the fearbased ideologies of those who offer more armaments as the only “practical” form of “security” in a dangerous world. Starting here, we can begin to understand the violence that sustains both stratified societies and the inequities of the global system as a whole. 

Alt Solvency - Nonviolence

Our alternative is a better starting point. Refuse to participate in acts of violence, despite 

best intentions, and instead to endorse a widespread global movement toward nonviolence.

Santos 03 Boaventura de Souse Santos, director of center for social studies at the University of Coimbra, “Collective Suicide?,” bad subjects #63, april 2003. eserver.org/bs/63/santos.html.

At all these moments, a death drive, a catastrophic heroism, predominates, the idea of a looming collective suicide, only preventable by the massive destruction of the other. Paradoxically, the broader the definition of the other and the efficacy of its destruction, the more likely collective suicide becomes. In its sacrificial genocide version, neoliberalism is a mixture of market radicalization, neoconservatism and Christian fundamentalism. Its death drive takes a number of forms, from the idea of "discardable populations", referring to citizens of the Third World not capable of being exploited as workers and consumers, to the concept of "collateral damage", to refer to the deaths, as a result of war, of thousands of innocent civilians. The last, catastrophic heroism, is quite clear on two facts: according to reliable calculations by the Non-Governmental Organization MEDACT, in London, between 48 and 260 thousand civilians will die during the war and in the three months after (this is without there being civil war or a nuclear attack); the war will cost 100 billion dollars, enough to pay the health costs of the world's poorest countries for four years.
Is it possible to fight this death drive? We must bear in mind that, historically, sacrificial destruction has always been linked to the economic pillage of natural resources and the labor force, to the imperial design of radically changing the terms of economic, social, political and cultural exchanges in the face of falling efficiency rates postulated by the maximalist logic of the totalitarian illusion in operation. It is as though hegemonic powers, both when they are on the rise and when they are in decline, repeatedly go through times of primitive accumulation, legitimizing the most shameful violence in the name of futures where, by definition, there is no room for what must be destroyed. In today's version, the period of primitive accumulation consists of combining neoliberal economic globalization with the globalization of war. The machine of democracy and liberty turns into a machine of horror and destruction.
In opposition to this, there is the ongoing movement of globalization from below, the global struggle for social justice, led by social movements and NGOs, of which the World Social Forum (WSF) has been an eloquent manifestation. The WSF has been a remarkable affirmation of life, in its widest and most inclusive sense, embracing human beings and nature. What challenges does it face before the increasingly intimate interpenetration of the globalization of the economy and that of war?
I am convinced that this new situation forces the globalization from below to re-think itself, and to reshape its priorities. It is well-known that the WSF, at its second meeting, in 2002, identified the relationship between economic neoliberalism and imperial warmongering, which is why it organized the World Peace Forum, the second edition of which took place in 2003. But this is not enough. A strategic shift is required. Social movements, no matter what their spheres of struggle, must give priority to the fight for peace, as a necessary condition for the success of all the other struggles. This means that they must be in the frontline of the fight for peace, and not simply leave this space to be occupied solely by peace movements. All the movements against neoliberal globalization are, from now on, peace movements. We are now in the midst of the fourth world war (the third being the Cold War) and the spiral of war will go on and on. The principle of non-violence that is contained in the WSF Charter of Principles must no longer be a demand made on the movements; now it must be a global demand made by the movements. This emphasis is necessary so that, in current circumstances, the celebration of life can be set against this vertiginous collective suicide. The peace to be fought for is not a mere absence of war or of terrorism. It is rather a peace based upon the elimination of the conditions that foster war and terrorism: global injustice, social exclusion, cultural and political discrimination and oppression and imperialist greed.
A2: Perm – Co-opts Alt

Perm gets co-opted— any focus on weapons will foreclose discussion on alternate paradigms

Schwartz and Derber 93 -- William A. Schwartz, a professor of property law at Yeshiva University's Cardozo School of Law, and Charles Derber,  Professor of Sociology at Boston College, THE NUCLEAR SEDUCTION: WHY THE ARMS RACE DOESN’T MATTER- AND WHAT DOES, University of California Press, 1993. P. 230-231

Similarly, to dominate the nuclear debate after existential deterrence took hold in the 1950s, the experts on throw weight, hard target kill capability, and the like had to make it appear that such matters continued to be important. They erected an imposing edifice of deterrence theory and related historical lore that only the specialists can fully master and that makes the details of die hardware seem vitally important. Looking at the nuclear problem from a different, more political, point of view would cede the issue to other intellectual approaches-and to other intellectuals. 

Moreover, if intellectuals in government, private think tanks such as the Rand Corporation, and academia want to stay friendly with the powers that be and remain on their lucrative contract lists, they must frame inquiry into the nuclear issue, like other issues, in an ideologically acceptable manner.  Weaponitis does the job nicely, even when disagreements about technical details emerge within the paradigm. Denouncing, say, road-mobile lCBMs in favor of rail—mobile ones may at worst annoy government officials holding a different view. Denouncing American foreign policy, beyond narrow limits, can get one blacklisted. 

Focused and unconditional rejection of the plan is key – debating questions of alternative solvency traps us into debates about weapons systems – co-opts alt solvency

Schwartz and Derber 93 -- William A. Schwartz, a professor of property law at Yeshiva University's Cardozo School of Law, and Charles Derber,  Professor of Sociology at Boston College, THE NUCLEAR SEDUCTION: WHY THE ARMS RACE DOESN’T MATTER- AND WHAT DOES, University of California Press, 1993.  P. 231-232.
For American politicians, particularly in the large political center, arms control is a uniquely comfortable politics. It provides a popular, neatly risk-free agenda for "addressing" the nuclear problem. Liberal arms control supporters earn much political support this way, even from progressives, while countenancing and sometimes actively encouraging military interventions in Afghanistan, Lebanon, Cambodia, and the Persian Gulf in a time of enormous public concern about war and peace. 

The downside of weaponitis for the politicians is an occasional peace movement victory, perhaps the scaling back or someday even the cancellation of a weapons system, and a few arms control treaties concluded under public pressure. In most cases the actual result is programs to build enormously costly nuclear systems with a cleaner political bill of health, such as the purportedly stabilizing Midgetman missile to "re- place" the MXS not built, or the variety of conventional and nuclear arms destined to “compensate" for the Euromissiles banned under INF. These are all small potatoes. They do not greatly affect American foreign policy or American power in the world. 

The real threat of the anti-nuclear war movement has always been that it might politicize and encourage a mass revolt against American militarism in the Third World. This could well occur if the U.S. population realized that the victims include not only Salvadorans, Nicaraguans, Lebanese, Libyans, Grenadans, Angolans, and so on, but potentially themselves and their families as well. As long as concerned citizens busy themselves with learning MX missile throw weights and Pershing II flight times, demonstrating at nuclear weapons bases, and pressuring Congress about Star Wars, this threat is coopted. 

These functions of weaponitis have not gone completely unnoticed within the anti-nuclear weapons movement. Activist Tom Atlee observes that weapons Systems and arms control proposals ----- technically complex and easily multiplied year after year—are ideal for keeping the opposition busily ineffective. He asks, “Could it be that our friends in the Military Industrial Complex Establishment (let`s call them MICE, shall we?) long ago figured out how to keep us (in the peace movement) hopping around on their playing Held, dutifully following their game plan—without us realizing we were being manipulated? The method is simple. "The MICE entice us into debates about weapons systems .... The catch is that even when we ‘win’ one of these debates, the MICE always come up with new weapons systems . . . for us to argue about. And since it takes the American public months or years just to figure out what each debate is about, the MICE have plenty of time to start a new development before the old one runs out of steam. So we never catch up to the MICE .... It is their game and they rig it in their favor."  

A2: Perm – Severance 

The perm is severance -- the alt necessarily rejects the aff – we reject the claim that arms reduction advance the peace movement

Schwartz and Derber 93 -- William A. Schwartz, a professor of property law at Yeshiva University's Cardozo School of Law, and Charles Derber,  Professor of Sociology at Boston College, THE NUCLEAR SEDUCTION: WHY THE ARMS RACE DOESN’T MATTER- AND WHAT DOES, University of California Press, 1993.  P. 7-8. 
The arms race is vile. But concerned citizens must abandon the delusion that controlling, stopping, or even reversing it—whatever the other benefits—could help reduce the threat of nuclear war.


We do not try to explain the origins and history of the arms race or of the Third World policies of the superpowers. After reading this book, those who seek to prevent a final calamity will, we hope, want to learn more about the true nature of the Cold War, the record of and interests behind U.S. foreign policy, and the role the United States government plays in the Third World, topics well covered elsewhere.

NAGGING DOUBTS

Despite a near consensus that identifies the problem of nuclear war not with the violence actually occurring in the world but with the size, accuracy, and throw weight of redundant missile systems, a few voices have always raised doubts about the conventional wisdom. Bernard Brodie, the father of nuclear strategy, knew as early as 1946 that "margins of superiority in nuclear weapons or the means of delivering them might count for little or nothing in a crisis so long as each side had reason to fear the huge devastation of its peoples and territories by the other," a notion that "any reflective observer of the time would have found more or less self-evident." In l978, near his death, he wrote: “I could never accept . . . that the balance of terror between the Soviet Union and the United States has been or ever could be ‘delicate."’ To take another early example, in 1956 even Secretary of the Air Force Donald Quarles suspected that war had become an “unthinkable catastrophe” from which "neither side can hope by a mere margin of superiority in airplanes or other means of delivery to escape." '° As the arms race has produced ever more redundant increments of B introduction destructive power and technological wizardry, more nagging doubts have occasionally surfaced. For example, at the beginning of his 1983 book on nuclear Command and control, Paul Bracken notes that “the arsenals of both countries are now so large that reductions in nuclear armaments, even deep reductions, would leave so many remaining weapons that the difference might be negligible should a war break out.“ His approach, far more reasonable than those focusing on the weapons hardware itself, is to analyze the "management of nuclear forces at the moment they would go on alert, and as they would perform during a war," with the hope that one could thereby “identify potential flash- points and triggers that might lead to catastrophe".
The Harvard Nuclear Study Group similarly cautions that "it is usually misleading to concentrate one‘s attention on the numbers of nuclear weapons when analyzing the likelihood of war." The group criticizes the "widely assumed" notion that "changes in the numbers of weapons in the superpower arsenals—either upward or downward—are the major determinant of the risks of war." But like Bracken and almost all other analysts, these authors attach great importance to the characteris- tics of new nuclear systems even though they recognize the irrelevance of raw numbers. Thus the "vulnerability of weapons" and other technical factors are central considerations. Indeed, despite their annoyance at the "common fixation on numbers of weapons," by far the greatest part of their book is about the contpvsition of U.S. and Soviet nuclear arsenals.”

A2: Perm – Destroys Anti-Imperialist Movement

The alt is competitive. We should build a mass anti-imperialist movement NOT an anti-nuclear mass movement. Success of our alt is critical to spread a sentiment of anti-nuclearism

Vanaik 9 (Achn, fellow of the Transnational Institute and Professor of International Relations and Global Politics, 4/22, http://www.tni.org/detail_page.phtml?act_id=19420)

But aside from such hopes the larger question is what should be the strategic line of march particularly in the US of the anti-nuclear peace movement? This must lie in its participation in a wider, more encompassing anti-war/anti-imperialist movement. For all its unassailable military strength the US can be (and has been) politically defeated. Over the last century and a half there has emerged (especially after WWII) a growing disjunction between military power and political power/success that has thrown up strategic and intellectual problems that, Waltz and others in the realist/neorealist school, cannot adequately handle because their understanding of power is so under- and poorly-theorised.11 The political defeat of US ambitions in west Asia sends the message that the most extreme form of military power—nuclear weapons—is not a source of decisive or even significant political strength. Successes in building an anti-war/anti-imperialist struggle then facilitate the spread of a sentiment of anti-nuclearism. If it is accepted that this must be the key strategic line to adopt, then it follows that it is the deficiencies pertaining to the building of such a mass anti-imperialist movement today that are most important to correct, not so much the deficiencies in building an anti-nuclear mass movement. And in this regard the role and impact of the NPT are of even less, if not nil, consequence.

A2: Framework – Aff Fails

Their defense of policy-making obscures questions of responsibility -- the alt is necessary to broaden policy making past securitizing frameworks

Burke 07 -- Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer of International Relations at the University of New South Wales, THEORY AND EVENT, Volume 10, No. 2, 2007.  

But is there a way out? Is there no possibility of agency and choice? Is this not the key normative problem I raised at the outset, of how the modern ontologies of war efface agency, causality and responsibility from decision making; the responsibility that comes with having choices and making decisions, with exercising power? (In this I am much closer to Connolly than Foucault, in Connolly's insistence that, even in the face of the anonymous power of discourse to produce and limit subjects, selves remain capable of agency and thus incur responsibilities.88) There seems no point in following Heidegger in seeking a more 'primal truth' of being -- that is to reinstate ontology and obscure its worldly manifestations and consequences from critique. However we can, while refusing Heidegger's unworldly89 nostalgia, appreciate that he was searching for a way out of the modern system of calculation; that he was searching for a 'questioning', 'free relationship' to technology that would not be immediately recaptured by the strategic, calculating vision of enframing. Yet his path out is somewhat chimerical -- his faith in 'art' and the older Greek attitudes of 'responsibility and indebtedness' offer us valuable clues to the kind of sensibility needed, but little more.    

When we consider the problem of policy, the force of this analysis suggests that choice and agency can be all too often limited; they can remain confined (sometimes quite wilfully) within the overarching strategic and security paradigms. Or, more hopefully, policy choices could aim to bring into being a more enduringly inclusive, cosmopolitan and peaceful logic of the political. But this cannot be done without seizing alternatives from outside the space of enframing and utilitarian strategic thought, by being aware of its presence and weight and activating a very different concept of existence, security and action.90

This would seem to hinge upon 'questioning' as such -- on the questions we put to the real and our efforts to create and act into it. Do security and strategic policies seek to exploit and direct humans as material, as energy, or do they seek to protect and enlarge human dignity and autonomy? Do they seek to impose by force an unjust status quo (as in Palestine), or to remove one injustice only to replace it with others (the U.S. in Iraq or Afghanistan), or do so at an unacceptable human, economic, and environmental price? Do we see our actions within an instrumental, amoral framework (of 'interests') and a linear chain of causes and effects (the idea of force), or do we see them as folding into a complex interplay of languages, norms, events and consequences which are less predictable and controllable?91 And most fundamentally: Are we seeking to coerce or persuade? Are less violent and more sustainable choices available? Will our actions perpetuate or help to end the global rule of insecurity and violence? Will our thought?

A2: Framework – A2: Moots 1AC

We’re not wishing away the 1ac - debate has political effects and you should not ignore them – we critique the idea that we are just observers. Impartial attachment sustains nuclear weapons.

Singha and Sethia 7 -- Jasjit Singha & Manpreet Sethia, CSIS, International Centre for Peace and Development, Futures 39, p. 963–972.  

The persistence of nuclear weapons long after there is any conceivable justification for their existence is symptomatic of a deeper human dilemma. The very fact that we as human beings can remain complacent and patient in the face of such a gross violation of common sense and human welfare, taken in by facile arguments, lured by  assurances that nothing will ever happen, points to a more fundamental problem in the way we think and live. That problem can be traced back to the division between mind and matter conceptualized by Descartes in the 17th Century and embodied in notion of the scientist as a detached observer of the world around him. Somewhere along the way, we have all acquired the scientific outlook of regarding the world around us with impartial detachment, even when that world along with its people and institutions are actively taking steps to destroy themselves and ourselves in the process. Reason has its limits, especially the reason arising from narrow perspectives and egoistic interests, which have no legitimate place in science. Here we sit discussing, analyzing and debating an issue dispassionately when our very lives and those of our children are at stake. It is not a question of morality or idealism. It is a question of pragmatism. The nuclear issue touches upon the very roots of our thinking process. It is a result of the destructive power arising from infinite division, a symbol of the violence arising from the egoistic division of reality into self and not-self. Science has reached the point at which the undivided wholeness of life is revealed. We need to accept and respect that reality and learn to act on it. 

A2: Nuclear War Survivable – Generic

Nuclear war would create a dust-induced winter that causes extinction

Phillips 2000 - Alan Phillips, PhD, Physics, Cambridge, Nuclear Winter Revisited, Oct. 2000, www.peace.ca/nuclearwinterrevisited.htm.  

Altogether, nuclear winter would be an ecological disaster of the same sort of magnitude as the major extinctions of species that  have occurred in the past, the most famous one being 65 million years ago at the cretaceous extinction.  Of all the species living at the time, about half became extinct.  The theory is that a large meteor made a great crater in the Gulf of California, putting a trillion tons of rock debris into the atmosphere.  That is a thousand times as much rock as is predicted for a nuclear war, but the soot from fires blocks sunlight more effectively than rock debris.  In nuclear winter there would also be radioactive contamination giving worldwide background radiation doses many times larger than has ever happened during the 3 billion years of evolution.  The radiation would notably worsen things for existing species, though it might, by increasing mutations, allow quicker evolution of new species (perhaps mainly insects and grasses) that could tolerate the post-war conditions.  (I should just mention that there is no way the radioactivity from a nuclear war could destroy "all life on earth".  People must stop saying that.  There will be plenty of evolution after a war, but it may not include us.

Human extinction likely – even if people survive mass inbreeding wipes them out

Bochkov 84 -- Academician Bochkov, Member of the Medical Academy of Sciences and Director of the Institute of Genetics at the USSR Academy of Sciences, “The Cold and the Dark: The World After Nuclear War”, p. 141-142.  

Academician Bochkov: When we talk about the ecological and biological consequences of a nuclear war, we are of course focusing on humankind. Thus, in thinking about the possibilities of human survival after a nuclear catastrophe, we should not be afraid to reach the conclusion that the conditions that would prevail would not allow the survival of human beings as a species. We should proceed from the assumption that man has adapted to his environment during a long evolutionary process and has paid the price of natural selection. Only over the past few thousand years has he adapted his environment to his needs and has created, so to speak, an artificial environment to provide food, shelter, and other necessities. Without this, modem man cannot survive. Compared to the dramatic improvements made in the technological environment, biological nature has not changed in the recent past. In the statements of Dr. Ehrlich and Academician Bayev, we have heard about the many constraints there would be on the possibility of man's survival after a nuclear catastrophe. Because we also have to look at the more long-range future, I would like to point out that most long-term effects of a nuclear war will be genetic. If islands of humanity—or as Dr. Ehrlich has said, groups of people on islands somewhere in the ocean—should survive, what will they face in terms of genetic consequences? If the population drops sharply, the question then arises of the critical numbers of a population that would be necessary to ensure its reproduction. On the one hand there will be minimum numbers of human beings; on the other hand, because of the small numbers, there will be isolation. There will definitely be inbreeding, and lethal mutations will come to the fore as a result of this, because of fetal and neonatal exposure to radiation and because of exposure to fallout. New mutations will arise and genes and chromosomes will be damaged as a result of the radiation, so there will be an additional genetic load to bear. There will be natural aberrations and death at birth, so that the burden of hereditary illnesses will be only part of a large load. This undoubtedly will be conducive to the elimination of humanity, because humankind will not be able to reproduce itself as a species.

A2: Nuclear War Survivable – Climate Change

A) Nuclear war blocks out sunlight, causing earth temperatures to drop at least 20°C by turning off the greenhouse effect

Sagan and Turco 90 -- Carl Sagan, astrophysicist and astronomer at Cornell University, and Richard Turco, founding director of UCLA's Institute of the Environment, “A Path Where No Man Thought: Nuclear Winter and the End of the Arms Race,” pg 23-24.  

In a nuclear war, powerful nuclear explosions at the ground would propel fine particles high into the stratosphere. Much of the dust would be carried up by the fireball itself. Some would be sucked up the stem of the mushroom cloud. Even much more modest explosions on or above cities would produce massive fires, as occurred in Hiroshima and Nagasaki. These fires consume wood, petroleum, plastics, roofing tar, natural gas, and a wide variety of other combustibles. The resulting smoke is far more dangerous to the climate than is the dust. Two kinds of smoke are generated. Smoldering combustion is a low-temperature   flameless burning in which fine, oily, bluish-white organic particles are produced. Cigarette smoke is an example. By contrast, in flaming combustion—when there's an adequate supply of oxygen—the burning organic material is converted in significant part to elemental carbon, and the sooty smoke is very dark. Soot is one of the blackest materials nature is able to manufacture. As in an oil refinery fire, or a burning pile of auto tires. or a conflagration in a modern skyscraper—more generally in any big city fire—great clouds of roiling, ugly, dark, sootv smoke would rise high above the cities in a nuclear war, and 'spread first in longitude, then in latitude.The high-altitude dust particles reflect additional sunlight back to space and cool the Earth a little. More important are the dense palls of black smoke high in the atmosphere; they block the sunlight from reaching the lower atmosphere, where the greenhouse gases mainly reside. These gases are thereby deprived of their leverage on the global climate. The greenhouse effect is turned down and the Earth's surface is cooled much more.Because cities and petroleum repositories are so rich in combustible materials, it doesn't require very many nuclear explosions over them to make so much smoke as to obscure the entire Northern Hemisphere and more. If the dark, sooty clouds are nearly opaque and cover an extensive area, then the greenhouse effect can be almost entirely turned off. In the more likely case that some sunlight trickles through, the temperatures nevertheless may drop 10 or 20°C or more, depending on season and geographical locale. In many places, it may at midday get as dark as it used to be on a moonlit night before the nuclear war began. The resulting environmental changes may last for months or years.If the greenhouse effect is a blanket in which we wrap ourselves to keep warm, nuclear winter kicks the blanket off. This darkening and cooling of the Earth following nuclear war— along with other ancillary consequences—is what we mean by nuclear winter. (A more detailed discussion of the global climate and how nuclear winter works is given in Appendix A.)
B) Even a 10 Celsius change in average Earth temperature risks extinction

Sagan and Turco 90 -- Carl Sagan, astrophysicist and astronomer at Cornell University, and Richard Turco, founding director of UCLA's Institute of the Environment, “A Path Where No Man Thought: Nuclear Winter and the End of the Arms Race,” pg 23-24.  

Life on Earth is exquisitely dependent on the climate (see Appendix A). The average surface temperature of the Earth— averaged, that is, over day and night, over the seasons, over latitude, over land and ocean, over coastline and continental interior, over mountain range and desert—is about 13°C, 13 Centigrade degrees above the temperature at which fresh water freezes. (The corresponding temperature on the Fahrenheit scale is 55°F.) It's harder to change the temperature of the oceans than of the continents, which is why ocean temperatures are much more steadfast over the diurnal and seasonal cycles than are the temperatures in the middle of large continents. Any global temperature change implies much larger local temperature changes, if you don't live near the ocean. A prolonged global temperature drop of a few degrees C would be a disaster for agriculture; by 10°C, whole ecosystems would be imperiled; and by 20°C, almost all life on Earth would be at risk.* The margin of safety is thin.

Aff Answers – Arms Reductions Good

Arms reductions are meaningful --- changes in weapon doctrine prevent us from using those weapons – Cold War proves
McLauchlan 91 -- Gregory McLauchlan, Associate professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, Ph.D. from UC – Berkeley, “Review: Does the Nuclear Arms Race Matter?” Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 28, No. 3 (Aug., 1991), Published by: Sage Publications, Ltd. p. 328.

The authors argue that the difference between any nuclear war and conventional war is the danger the former will escalate out of control. Unfortunately, not all political elites and military planners have accepted this distinction. The core of many of these questions comes down to the issue of perception. The arms race matters if people think it matters. Nuclear weapons are more likely to be used if leaders think this can be kept within limits. While in reality changes in the strategic balance are not militarily meaningful, leaders might think they are. 

Are leaders subject to such misperceptions? Do they believe their own rhetoric that weapons matter? Schwartz and Derber think for the most part they do not. Citing the research of Steven Kull (1983) and others on attitudes of US strategic planners, and historical studies of international superpower crises, they conclude that leaders have generally been well aware of the risks and consequences of nuclear war. When leaders have made nuclear threats (overt or implied), these have been based on political calculations and risks, not technological assessments. Moreover, they offer evidence that in crises leaders have generally exercised a certain degree of caution, as if suddenly realizing their peacetime rhetoric regarding the strategic balance, counterforce strategies, ‘limited nuclear options' etc.. mattered for nothing. Such `nuclear schizophrenia` seems to characterize a great deal of superpower behavior, especially by US leaders. 

But perceptions are shaped not only by weapons, but also by strategies and doctrine. How do we account for the proliferation of new variations of nuclear strategy in the 1970s and 1980s, including a renewed   emphasis on both fighting limited nuclear war and counterforce strategies, in a period when the nuclear stockpiles of the super- powers had reached a total of some 50.000 weapons? Schwartz and Derber are too willing to treat nuclear strategy and doctrine as epiphenomenal, and verge on the suggestion that developments in strategy and doctrine are in essence part of a cleverly calculated superpower competition of appearances and bluff. The danger here is that an undeserved rationality may be imputed to the nuclear past (and present). 

Arms controls take away our ability to use those weapons
McLauchlan 91 -- Gregory McLauchlan, Associate professor of sociology at the University of Oregon, Ph.D. from UC – Berkeley, “Review: Does the Nuclear Arms Race Matter?” Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 28, No. 3 (Aug., 1991), Published by: Sage Publications, Ltd. p. 328
Nuclear strategy and doctrine - however illusory some of these might be — have mattered more in the history of the arms race than the discussion in The Nuclear Seduction implies. What should peace movements do in the face of provocative or irrational nuclear strategies? The authors argue they should expose the falseness and danger of the strategy, but that opposing weapon systems only gives credence to claims that weapons matter. The former is certainly necessary, but it is also clear that the proliferation of nuclear strategies has followed closely on the heels of technological advances in nuclear weaponry. If we take away the weapons, peace movements and arms controllers have argued, we take away the basis for some of the most dangerous nuclear doctrines. Weapon systems can be opposed on grounds broader than those characterized as weaponitis, as many have argued. 

Aff Answers – Fear Good 

Fear of nuclear weapons is key to stopping WMD use and prevents military adventurism

Futterman 94 – J.A.H. Flutterman, MD, Physicist @ Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, “Meditations on the Bomb”, 

http://www.dogchurch.org/scriptorium/nuke0 

I could say that if I didn't do it, someone else would, but that answer was rejected at Nuremberg. (It's also a better reason to leave the weapons program than to stay.) I continue to support the u business with my effort for many reasons, which I discuss throughout this piece. But mostly, I do it because the fear of nuclear holocaust is the only authority my own country or any other has respected so far when it comes to nationalistic urges to make unlimited war. As William L. Shirer states in his preface to The Rise and Fall of the Third Reich (Touchstone Books, New York, 1990), "Adolf Hitler is probably the last of the great adventurer-conquerors in the tradition of Alexander, Caesar, and Napoleon, and the Third Reich the last of the empires which set out on the path taken earlier by France, Rome and Macedonia. The curtain was rung down on that phase of history, at least, by the sudden invention of the hydrogen bomb, of the ballistic missile, and of rockets which can be aimed to hit the moon." Now this contrasts with the argument of those who would "reinvent government" by putting up bureaucratic roadblocks to maintaining the reliability of the US nuclear arsenal through research and testing. They reason that if the reliability of everyone's nuclear arsenals declines, everyone will be less likely to try using them. The problem is that some "adventurer-conqueror" may arise and use everyone's doubt about their arsenals to risk massive conventional war instead. An expansionist dictatorship might even risk nuclear war with weapons that are simpler, cruder, less powerful, much riskier (in terms of the possibility of accidental detonation) but much more reliable than our own may eventually become without adequate "stockpile stewardship."[14] But the inhibitory effect of reliable nuclear weapons goes deeper than Shirer's deterrence of adventurer-conquerors. It changes the way we think individually and culturally, preparing us for a future we cannot now imagine. Jungian psychiatrist Anthony J. Stevens states, [15] "History would indicate that people cannot rise above their narrow sectarian concerns without some overwhelming paroxysm. It took the War of Independence and the Civil War to forge the United States, World War I to create the League of Nations, World War II to create the United Nations Organization and the European Economic Community. Only catastrophe, it seems, forces people to take the wider view. Or what about fear? Can the horror which we all experience when we contemplate the possibility of nuclear extinction mobilize in us sufficient libidinal energy to resist the archetypes of war? Certainly, the moment we become blasé about the possibility of holocaust we are lost. As long as horror of nuclear exchange remains uppermost we can recognize that nothing is worth it. War becomes the impossible option. Perhaps horror, the experience of horror, the consciousness of horror, is our only hope. Perhaps horror alone will enable us to overcome the otherwise invincible attraction of war." Thus I also continue engaging in nuclear weapons work to help fire that world-historical warning shot I mentioned above, namely, that as our beneficial technologies become more powerful, so will our weapons technologies, unless genuine peace precludes it. We must build a future more peaceful than our past, if we are to have a future at all, with or without nuclear weapons — a fact we had better learn before worse things than nuclear weapons are invented. If you're a philosopher, this means that I regard the nature of humankind as mutable rather than fixed, but that I think most people welcome change in their personalities and cultures with all the enthusiasm that they welcome death — thus, the fear of nuclear annihilation of ourselves and all our values may be what we require in order to become peaceful enough to survive our future technological breakthroughs.

Aff Answers – Fear Good 

Fear motivates people to pursue constructive means to sustain peace and prevent large-scale catastrophe

Lifton 01 -- Robert Jay Lifton, Distinguished Professor of Psychiatry and Psychology at John Jay College, Illusions of the second nuclear age, World Policy Journal. New York: Spring 2001. Vol. 18, Iss. 1;  pg. 25-31.  

The trouble is that in other ways the dangers associated with nuclear weapons are greater than ever: the continuing weapons-- centered policies in the United States and elsewhere; the difficulties in controlling nuclear weapons that exist under unstable conditions (especially in Russia and other areas of the former Soviet Union);2 and the eagerness and potential capacity of certain nations and "private" groups to acquire and possibly use the weapons. In that sense, the nuclear quietism is perilous. Or, to put the matter another way, we no longer manifest an appropriate degree of fear in relation to actual nuclear danger. While fear in itself is hardly to be recommended as a guiding human emotion, its absence in the face of danger can lead to catastrophe. We human animals have built-in fear reactions in response to threat. These reactions help us to protect ourselves-to step back from the path of a speeding automobile, or in the case of our ancestors, from the path of a wild animal. Fear can be transmuted into constructive planning and policies: whether for minimizing vulnerability to attacks by wild animals, or for more complex contemporary threats. Through fear, ordinary people can be motivated to pursue constructive means for sustaining peace, or at least for limiting the scope of violence. Similarly, in exchanges between world leaders on behalf of preventing large-scale conflict, a tinge of fear-sometimes more than a tinge- can enable each to feel the potential bloodshed and suffering that would result from failure. But with nuclear weapons, our psychological circuits are impaired. We know that the weapons are around-and we hear talk about nuclear dangers somewhere "out there" -but our minds no longer connect with the dangers or with the weapons themselves. That blunting of feeling extends into other areas. One of the many sins for which advocates of large nuclear stockpiles must answer is the prevalence of psychic numbing to enormous potential suffering, the blunting of our ethical standards as human beings. In the absence of the sort of threatening nuclear rhetoric the United States and Russia indulged in during the 1980s, we can all too readily numb ourselves to everything nuclear, and thereby live as though the weapons pose no danger, or as though they don't exist. 

Aff Answers – Fear Good 

Fearing nuclear weapons is the only way to prevent extinction.

Futterman 94 – J.A.H. Flutterman, MD, Physicist @ Lawrence Livermore Laboratory, “Meditations on the Morality of Nuclear Weapons Work,” http://www.dogchurch.org/scriptorium/nuke.html

But the inhibitory effect of reliable nuclear weapons goes deeper than Shirer's deterrence of adventurer-conquerors. It changes the way we think individually and culturally, preparing us for a future we cannot now imagine. Jungian psychiatrist Anthony J. Stevens states, [15] "History would indicate that people cannot rise above their narrow sectarian concerns without some overwhelming paroxysm. It took the War of Independence and the Civil War to forge the United States, World War I to create the League of Nations, World War II to create the United Nations Organization and the European Economic Community. Only catastrophe, it seems, forces people to take the wider view.  Or what about fear? Can the horror which we all experience when we contemplate the possibility of nuclear extinction mobilize in us sufficient libidinal energy to resist the archetypes of war? Certainly, the moment we become blasé about the possibility of holocaust we are lost. As long as horror of nuclear exchange remains uppermost we can recognize that nothing is worth it. War becomes the impossible option. Perhaps horror, the experience of horror, the consciousness of horror, is our only hope. Perhaps horror alone will enable us to overcome the otherwise invincible attraction of war." Thus I also continue engaging in nuclear weapons work to help fire that world-historical warning shot I mentioned above, namely, that as our beneficial technologies become more powerful, so will our weapons technologies, unless genuine peace precludes it. We must build a future more peaceful than our past, if we are to have a future at all, with or without nuclear weapons — a fact we had better learn before worse things than nuclear weapons are invented. If you're a philosopher, this means that I regard the nature of humankind as mutable rather than fixed, but that I think most people welcome change in their personalities and cultures with all the enthusiasm that they welcome death — thus, the fear of nuclear annihilation of ourselves and all our values may be what we require in order to become peaceful enough to survive our future technological breakthroughs.[16]
Fearing weapons is the only way to prevent nuclear omnicide

Harvard Nuclear Study Group, 83 -- “Living With Nuclear Weapons,” p. 47)

The question is grisly, but nonetheless it must be asked. Nuclear war [sic] cannot be avoided simply by refusing to think about it. Indeed the task of reducing the likelihood of nuclear war should begin with an effort to understand how it might start. When strategists in Washington or Moscow study the possible origins of nuclear war, they discuss “scenarios,” imagined sequences of future events that could trigger the use of nuclear weaponry. Scenarios are, of course, speculative exercises. They often leave out the political developments that might lead to the use of force in order to focus on military dangers. That nuclear war scenarios are even more speculative than most is something for which we can be thankful, for it reflects humanity’s fortunate lack of experience with atomic warfare since 1945. But imaginary as they are, nuclear scenarios can help identify problems not understood or dangers not yet prevented because they have not been foreseen.

Absent fear of war and weapons, use of weapons becomes inevitable.

Beres, 98 -- Professor of Political Science at Purdue University. Louis Rene, American University International Law Review, lexis.

Fear and reality go together naturally. Unless both Indian and Pakistani decision-makers come to acknowledge the mutually intolerable consequences of a nuclear war in South Asia, they may begin to think of nuclear weapons not as instruments of deterrence, but as "ordinary" implements of warfighting. 40 With such an erroneous view, reinforced by underlying commitments to Realpolitik 41 and nationalistic fervor, 42 they might even begin to take steps toward the atomic brink from which retreat would no longer be possible. "In a dark time," says the poet Theodore Roethke, "the eye begins to see." 43 Embedded in this ironic observation is an important mes [*515]  sage for India and Pakistan. Look closely at the expected consequences of a nuclear war. Look closely at the available "arsenal" of international legal measures, at available treaties, customs, and general principles. 44 Do not be lulled into complacence by anesthetized and sanitized accounts of nuclear warfighting. Acknowledge the mutually beneficial expectations of world order. 45
Aff Answers – Realism Inevitable

Attempts to eliminate the security paradox fail—human nature makes realism inevitable.

Morgenthau, 98 -- Hans Morgenthau, Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for the Study of American Foreign Policy at the University of Chicago, Winter 1998, Naval War College Review 51.1, p. 16, ebsco.
This is another example of the belief that the difficulties which confront us, the risks which threaten us, the liabilities which we must face in international affairs are the result of some kind of ephemeral, unique configuration; that if you do away with the latter you will have done away with the liabilities, the risks, and the difficulties as well. This belief is mistaken; for it is the very essence of historic experience that whenever you have disposed of one danger in foreign policy another one is going to raise its head. Once we had disposed of the Axis as a threat to American security, we were right away confronted with a new threat: the threat of the Soviet Union. I daresay if we could, by some kind of miracle, do away tomorrow with the threat which emanates from the Soviet Union, we would very soon be confronted again with a new threat--and perhaps from a very unexpected quarter. At the foundation of the realist's approach to foreign policy there is the conviction that the struggle for power on the international scene--as the struggle for power on all levels of social interaction--is not the result of some historic accident, of some passing social, constitutional, legal, or economic configuration (think, for instance, of the utopian expectations of Marxism), but that it is part and parcel of human nature itself; that the aspirations for power are innate in human nature; that it is futile to search for a mechanical device with which to eliminate those aspirations; that the wise approach to political problems lies in taking the perennial character of those aspirations for granted--in trying to live with them, to redirect them into socially valuable and beneficial channels, to transform them, to civilize them. This is as much as a man can do with this psychological and social heritage, which he cannot escape. In other words, a realistic approach to foreign policy starts with the assumption that international politics is of necessity a struggle for power; that the balance of power, for instance, is not the invention of some misguided diplomats but is the inevitable result of a multiplicity of nations living with each other, competing with each other for power, and trying to maintain their autonomy. Now let me turn to some practical problems which illustrate the characteristics of realism in foreign policy as over against the utopian or idealistic approach. Take, again, the balance of power. The balance of power, you may say, is for foreign policy what the law of gravity is for nature; that is, it is the very essence of foreign policy. I remember very well that when I used the term “balance of power” at the beginning of my academic career in the early 30's I met with an unfavorable reaction. “Balance of power” was then a kind of dirty word--something which respectable scholars would not use, at least not in an affirmative sense. It was something not to be investigated, not to be practiced; it was something to be abolished. I remember again very well a lecture I gave in Milwaukee (I think it was in 1944) in which I made the point I just made: that when the war was over there would of necessity be a new balance of power, a new set of problems which we would have to solve--and that more likely than not it would be the Soviet Union which would raise the problems. Many in the audience seemed to believe that I was a kind of Fascist agent who was trying to perpetuate an evil that they were just in the process of getting rid of.

Turn—any move away from realism relies on a leap of faith that would lead to more violence.

Murray 97 – Alastair Murray, Professor of International Relations. RECONSTRUCTING REALISM: BETWEEN POWER POLITICS AND COSMOPOLITAN ETHICS, 1997.  

This highlights the central difficulty with Wendt’s constructivism. It is not any form of unfounded idealism about the possibility of effective a change in international politics. Wendt accepts that the intersubjective character of international institutions such as self-help render them relatively hard social facts. Rather, what is problematic is his faith that such change, if it could be achieved, implies progress. Wendt’s entire approach is governed by the belief that the problematic elements of international politics can be transcended, that the competitive identities which create these elements can be reconditioned, and that the predatory policies which underlie these identities can be eliminated. Everything, in his account, is up for grabs: there is no core of recalcitrance to human conduct which cannot be reformed, unlearnt, disposed of. This generates a stance that so privileges the possibility of a systemic transformation that it simply puts aside the difficulties which it recognises to be inherent in its achievement. Thus, even though Wendt acknowledges that the intersubjective basis of the self-help system makes it reform difficult, this does not dissuade him. He simply demands that states adopt a strategy of ‘altercasting’, a strategy which ‘tries to induce alter to take on a new identity (and thereby enlist alter in ego’s effort to change itself) by treating alter as if it already had that identity’. Wendt’s position effectively culminates in a demand that the state undertake nothing less than a giant leap of faith. The fact that its opponent might not take its overtures seriously, might not be interested in reformulating its own construction of the world, or might simply see such an opening as a weakness to be exploited, are completely discounted. The prospect of achieving a system transformation simply outweighs any adverse consequences which might arise from the effort to achieve it. Wendt ultimately appears, in the final analysis, to have overdosed on ‘Gorbimania’.

Aff Answers – Nuclear War Survivable – Generic

Nuclear war is survivable – apocalyptic theories have no scientific basis

Nyquist 99 -- J.R. Nyquist, regular geopolitical columnist for Financial Sense Online, regular columnist for WorldNetDaily from 1999 until 2001, “Is Nuclear War Survivable?”, 1999. http://www.wnd.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=19722. 

As I write about Russia's nuclear war preparations, I get some interesting mail in response. Some correspondents imagine I am totally ignorant. They point out that nuclear war would cause "nuclear winter," and everyone would die. Since nobody wants to die, nobody would ever start a nuclear war (and nobody would ever seriously prepare for one). Other correspondents suggest I am ignorant of the world-destroying effects of nuclear radiation. I patiently reply to these correspondents that nuclear war would not be the end of the world. I then point to studies showing that "nuclear winter" has no scientific basis, that fallout from a nuclear war would not kill all life on earth. Surprisingly, few of my correspondents are convinced. They prefer apocalyptic myths created by pop scientists, movie producers and journalists. If Dr. Carl Sagan once said "nuclear winter" would follow a nuclear war, then it must be true. If radiation wipes out mankind in a movie, then that's what we can expect in real life. But Carl Sagan was wrong about nuclear winter. And the movie "On the Beach" misled American filmgoers about the effects of fallout. It is time, once and for all, to lay these myths to rest. Nuclear war would not bring about the end of the world, though it would be horribly destructive. The truth is, many prominent physicists have condemned the nuclear winter hypothesis. Nobel laureate Freeman Dyson once said of nuclear winter research, "It's an absolutely atrocious piece of science, but I quite despair of setting the public record straight." Professor Michael McElroy, a Harvard physics professor, also criticized the nuclear winter hypothesis. McElroy said that nuclear winter researchers "stacked the deck" in their study, which was titled "Nuclear Winter: Global Consequences of Multiple Nuclear Explosions" (Science, December 1983). Nuclear winter is the theory that the mass use of nuclear weapons would create enough smoke and dust to blot out the sun, causing a catastrophic drop in global temperatures. According to Carl Sagan, in this situation the earth would freeze. No crops could be grown. Humanity would die of cold and starvation. In truth, natural disasters have frequently produced smoke and dust far greater than those expected from a nuclear war. In 1883 Krakatoa exploded with a blast equivalent to 10,000 one-megaton bombs, a detonation greater than the combined nuclear arsenals of planet earth. The Krakatoa explosion had negligible weather effects. Even more disastrous, going back many thousands of years, a meteor struck Quebec with the force of 17.5 million one-megaton bombs, creating a crater 63 kilometers in diameter. But the world did not freeze. Life on earth was not extinguished. Consider the views of Professor George Rathjens of MIT, a known antinuclear activist, who said, "Nuclear winter is the worst example of misrepresentation of science to the public in my memory." Also consider Professor Russell Seitz, at Harvard University's Center for International Affairs, who says that the nuclear winter hypothesis has been discredited. Two researchers, Starley Thompson and Stephen Schneider, debunked the nuclear winter hypothesis in the summer 1986 issue of Foreign Affairs. Thompson and Schneider stated: "the global apocalyptic conclusions of the initial nuclear winter hypothesis can now be relegated to a vanishingly low level of probability." OK, so nuclear winter isn't going to happen. What about nuclear fallout? Wouldn't the radiation from a nuclear war contaminate the whole earth, killing everyone? The short answer is: absolutely not. Nuclear fallout is a problem, but we should not exaggerate its effects. As it happens, there are two types of fallout produced by nuclear detonations. These are: 1) delayed fallout; and 2) short-term fallout. According to researcher Peter V. Pry, "Delayed fallout will not, contrary to popular belief, gradually kill billions of people everywhere in the world." Of course, delayed fallout would increase the number of people dying of lymphatic cancer, leukemia, and cancer of the thyroid. "However," says Pry, "these deaths would probably be far fewer than deaths now resulting from ... smoking, or from automobile accidents." The real hazard in a nuclear war is the short-term fallout. This is a type of fallout created when a nuclear weapon is detonated at ground level. This type of fallout could kill millions of people, depending on the targeting strategy of the attacking country. But short-term fallout rapidly subsides to safe levels in 13 to 18 days. It is not permanent. People who live outside of the affected areas will be fine. Those in affected areas can survive if they have access to underground shelters. In some areas, staying indoors may even suffice. Contrary to popular misconception, there were no documented deaths from short-term or delayed fallout at either Hiroshima or Nagasaki. These blasts were low airbursts, which produced minimal fallout effects. Today's thermonuclear weapons are even "cleaner." If used in airburst mode, these weapons would produce few (if any) fallout casualties. On their side, Russian military experts believe that the next world war will be a nuclear missile war. They know that nuclear weapons cannot cause the end of the world. According to the Russian military writer, A. S. Milovidov, "There is profound error and harm in the disoriented claims of bourgeois ideologues that there will be no victor in a thermonuclear world war." Milovidov explains that Western objections to the mass use of nuclear weapons are based on "a subjective judgment. It expresses mere protest against nuclear war." Another Russian theorist, Captain First Rank V. Kulakov, believes that a mass nuclear strike may not be enough to defeat "a strong enemy, with extensive territory enabling him to use space and time for the organizations of active and passive defense. ..." Russian military theory regards nuclear war as highly destructive, but nonetheless winnable. Russian generals do not exaggerate the effects of mass destruction weapons. Although nuclear war would be unprecedented in its death-dealing potential, Russian strategists believe that a well-prepared system of tunnels and underground bunkers could save many millions of lives. That is why Russia has built a comprehensive shelter system for its urban populace. On the American side as well, there have been studies which suggest that nuclear war is survivable. 

Aff Answers – Nuclear War Survivable – Rural Areas

No risk of extinction – many areas of the world would remain free of radioactive contamination and the majority of the population would survive

Martin 82 -- Brian Martin, PhD in theoretical physics, associate professor in Science, Technology and Society at the University of Wollongong, “Critique of Nuclear Extinction,” Journal of Peace Research, 1982. http://jpr.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/19/4/287.

To summarise the above points, a major global nuclear war in which population centres in the US, Soviet Union, Europe and China ware targeted, with no effective civil defence measures taken, could kill di- rectly perhaps 400 to 450 million people. Induced effects, in particular starvation or epidemics following agricultural failure or economic breakdown, might add up to several hundred million deaths to the total, though this is most uncertain. Such an eventuality would be a catastrophe of enormous proportions, but it is far from extinction. Even in the most extreme case there would remain alive some 4000 million people, about nine-tenths of the world's population, most of them unaf- fected physically by the nuclear war. The following areas would be relatively unscathed, unless nuclear attacks were made in these regions: South and Central America, Africa, the Middle East, the Indian subcontinent, Southeast Asia, Australasia, Oceania and large parts of China. Even in the mid-latitudes of the northern hemisphere where most of the nuclear weapons would be exploded, areas upwind of nuclear attacks would remain free of heavy radioactive contamination, such as Portugal, Ireland and British Columbia.

Nuclear war on any scale is survivable- many reasons

Gay 87 -- William Gay, Professor, Nuclear War, 1987, p. 15.

Moreover, they omit or dismiss several factors which militate against biocide.  Given the presence of some national blast protection programs, the precautions of the survivalist movement, the lesser effect of a nuclear war in the non-involved hemisphere of the globe, and the presumed existence of some governmental and non-governmental underground shelters capable of sustaining inhabitants for years, many analysts content that human annihiliation is not highly probable even after a major nuclear war, let alone a minor power, low-yield confrontation.  

Increased size and power are irrelevant- nukes can’t increase in deadliness

Kearny 87 -- Cresson H. Kearny, research engineer at Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Nuclear War Survival Skills”, 1987.  http://www.oism.org/nwss/s73p905.htm.

Myth: because some modern H-bombs are over 1000 times as powerful as the A-Bomb that destroyed most of Hiroshima, these H-Bombs are 1000 times as deadly and destructive.

Facts: A nuclear weapon 1000 times as powerful as the one that blasted Hiroshima, if exploded under comparable conditions, produces equally serious blast damage to wood-frame houses over an area up to about 130 times as large, not 1000 times as large.

Aff Answers – Nuclear War Survivable – Linear Calculations Bad

Their evidence assumes that nuclear war will have the same effect as Hiroshima on a larger scale- these linear calculations are fallacious and cannot determine the effects of nuclear war

Martin 82 -- Brian Martin, professor in Science, Technology and Society at the University of Wollongong, “The Global Health Effects of Nuclear War,” Current Affairs, December 7, 1982. http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/82cab/index.html#explosive.

Many people believe that the capacity of nuclear weapons for 'overkill' means that all or most of the people on earth would die in a major nuclear war. In spite of the prevalence of this idea, there is little scientific evidence to support it. Many calculations of 'overkill' appear to be made using the nuclear attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki as a baseline. Estimates of the number of people killed at Hiroshima from a 13kt bomb range from 63,000 to over 200,000. Adopting a figure of 130,000 for illustrative purposes gives ten people killed for each tonne of nuclear explosive. By linear extrapolation, explosion of a third of a million times as much explosive power, 4000Mt, would kill a third of a million times as many people, namely 40,000 million, or nearly ten times the present world population. But this factor of ten is misleading, since linear extrapolation does not apply. Suppose the bomb dropped on Hiroshima had been 1000 times as powerful, 13Mt. It could not have killed 1000 times as many people, but at most the entire population of Hiroshima perhaps 250,000. Re-doing the 'overkill' calculation using these figures gives not a figure of ten but of only 0.02. This example shows that crude linear extrapolations of this sort are unlikely to provide any useful information about the effects of nuclear war. 'Overkill' can be meaningful if applied to specific targets which will be attacked by several nuclear weapons.[50] But applied to the entire world population the concept of 'overkill' is misleading. By the same logic it might be said that there is enough water in the oceans to drown everyone ten times. It has been argued[51] that if the megatonnage in nuclear arsenals were increased by ten or 100 times and used in war, the fallout would be sufficient to threaten the life of most people on earth. Since total megatonnage has been decreasing in recent years, this particular possibility remains hypothetical, at least at the moment.
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