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Links – Nuclearism
Fearing the Bomb buys into a mode of nuclear opposition that grants control of the debate to nuclear proponents, preventing change

William Chaloupka, Political Science @ Montana, 1992, Knowing Nukes: The Politics and Culture of the Atom. Pg 1-2
Like few other issues, nuclearism strains to become more than an instance. It aspires to be context and case, to shape public and private life. It seeks a symbolic position of such force that other concerns would arise within the context of nuclear technology, sometimes even when explicit, connections are absent. The policies, practices, and discourses of nuclear technology seem to have a capacity to capture attention that rivals even their destructive capability. In short, nuclearism organizes public life and thought so thoroughly that, in another era of political theory, we would analyze it as an ideology. The framework of survival or defense has become pervasive in Western political cultures, dominating not only the budgets and debates of public life but the more private dimensions as well. In our time, when one dreams of public life, the fantasies may even be atomic. The level of compulsion attendant to nuclear questions could become a subject of interpretation; a critic could choose to discuss these questions as more fundamental than issues that merely confirm existing frameworks and habits. For citizens of nuclear states, nukes are the metaphors for success and failure, the constraints for experimentation, the analogy for all other “problems. Nonetheless, these same citizens seem reluctant to take nukes so seriously. The background for my project is a suspicion that a sort of conservatism, a slowness to move, characterizes even the most alarmist talk of nukes. The various positions on nuclearism are phrased within familiar political ways of speaking, despite their proponents’ considered judgment that precisely these undertakings have made the world so different, so dangerous. The nuclearism adopted by states and diplomats presumes a Machiavellian counterbalance of threats, while opponents presume the efficacy of humanist commitment. Despite obvious differences, both positions reinforce a contemporary, ideological ways of understanding politics.
Policymaking and nuclearism produces an unthinking loyalty to the state.

William Chaloupka, Political Science @ Montana, 1992, Knowing Nukes: The Politics and Culture of the Atom. 
In nuclearism, two related effects gather beneath the image of such seemingly progressive goals as arms control. First, the focus on survival that informs anti-nuclearism reflects a narrow view of life, overshadowing almost any potential reconstruction of the processes that actually constitute that life. To rephrase another Foucaultian position, nuclear technology does not merely repress life and negate prospects; it forms practices that actively shape what that life will be. The second effect follows from the first. Under the sign of “survival,” all sorts of surveillance, discipline, and covert operations can positively act to reshape that self (and along with it, social life). Unless we assume a psychological (rather than political) mechanism, we cannot then say that the fear or trauma of thinking about nuclearism necessarily induces a certain paralysis, or inability to act. The reluctance to politicize problems is always already present in a society that medicalizes, psychologizes, or otherwise professionalizes every worry. Under the nuclear Umbrella, that reluctance expands. The cult of the expert - always a depoliticizing ploy - accumulates when the experts can produce such extravagant displays as the mushroom cloud. In turn, those experts remind us that new forms of surveillance are obviously “called for” by the new, common facts of our social life. “Verification” - the new euphemism for surveillance - is now unanimously endorsed. Even critics of militarism answer qualms about verification with an oblivious commitment to the hyper-verification promised by efficient, omnipresent spy satellites. Rather than taking offense at such devices, arms control advocates praise them as the precondition for “trust.”
Links – Nuclearism

Prohibitions against the bomb create nukes as objects of desire—this latent yearning requires nuclear lash out

William Chaloupka, Political Science @ Montana, 1992, Knowing Nukes: The Politics and Culture of the Atom. P.61-2
This is my claim, then, in response to every attempt to strain meaning from these opaque machines: the computer and the robot are the metonymic processes we use to deal with the nuke. If the nuke has seemed unspeakable, then, we may have been using a metonymy. The computer and the robot—parts, implements, and artifacts of nuclearism —compose a Lacanian trajectory of desire. Displacing questions of censorship (and transgressive responses to its prohibitions) with possibilities of mastery, assimilation, and accomplishment, we deal with Lacan's "desire for something else," with metonymy.29 Programming the computer or robot, we have controlled the (uncontrollable) bomb. Familiar with our personal silicon, we simulate some kind of familiarity with remote isotopes controlled by forces inaccessible to us. We have walked, seemingly fearlessly, into a (silicon) valley of doom prohibited to us. As Deleuze and Guattari emphasize, this displacing process continually breaks away from the ego, canceling it with several identifiable processes. The law tells us: You will not marry your mother, and you will not kill your father. And we docile subjects say to ourselves: so that's what I wanted! . . . There we have a ... displacement. For what really takes place is that the law prohibits something that is perfectly fictitious in the order of desire or of the "instincts," so as to persuade its subjects that they had the intention corresponding to this fiction.30 Deleuze and Guattari repeatedly use that exclamation —"So that's what I wanted!" —to bring a metonymy to the fore. This process can be applied to our discussion of nukes. Faced with the Law, the egoistic expression of values, we exclaim, "nobody could possibly want nuclear war." But, unmistakably, war preparations are everywhere. The reverse logic of deterrence —the weird mission of preparing nukes never to be used — comes home to roost. Desire breaks out of the censorship planned for it. Even if nobody wants nuclear war, people are acting as if they do. So that's what I wanted! In this way, the simple repression of nuclearism that liberal humanism tries to turn into a first value, a base agreement, twists out of control. A metonymy forms under the sign of the exclamation heard constantly in American political talk over the last forty years: "Nuke 'em!"
Links – Nuclearism

Turn—they are the nuclear disciplinary machine, reducing subjects to strategic calculators that must think nuclear apocalypse into being. 

William Chaloupka, Political Science @ Montana, 1992, Knowing Nukes: The Politics and Culture of the Atom. Pg 21-22
An oppositional politics, fully capable of problematizing this (hyper-) exuberant nuclearism, is possible on bases other than such suspect categories as euphemism, survival, unspeakability, and numbing. Through out this book, I am trying to reposition antinuclearism within such a defensible political practice. At the very least, this implies an intellectual project: to paraphrase Foucault, there is a struggle over issues of knowledge, set off by nuclear criticism. The political mood of the language-and-politics position is well framed by nuclear criticism. More precisely, a political mood could yet form, one that would contrast sharply with an exiting nuclear opposition that in the United States, has adopted a paradoxical structure, as if driven to mirror that paradoxes of nukes themselves. Antinuke talk has been ponderous—so responsible and serious that it just obviously defeats itself, and must invent the defense that “people don’t really like to talk about nuclear war very much.” Paradoxically, opponents then test that humorlessness by asking citizens to become independent entrepreneurs of risk, weighing the likelihood and amplitude of possible disasters. It should not be surprising that such a politics works only intermittently if at all. To summarize: as obvious a goal as “survival” may be, it nonetheless carries with it a series of code and a rhetoric. Survival implies a global unquestionable project- a faith really- and it therefore brings along baggage we might not wish to carry. Following Foucault’s model of the specific intellectual, intervening in the relations of power and knowledge, we can identify some of this baggage. When we approach survival (and humanism, and liberalism in general) from that angle, we see some primary terms becoming far more problematic than we may have understood. The unspeakability of nukes—part of a characteristic liberal injunction to speak—turns out, instead, to point to a problem with the whole scheme of representation. Furthermore, our concern with technological dependence and accidents turns out to beg important issues of agency. In the wake of these discoveries, we should at least suspect that it is disciplinary power—more than technology, or reticence to speak or a too-awesome topic—that has been accumulating. And in the face of that accumulation, the injunction to aid survival and counter unspeakability by simply canceling euphemism is obviously just too limited a response. In upcoming chapters, I will try to suggest a different sort of opposition, informed by the theoretical considerations outlined above. Even if principled renunciations of the nuke—in the name of humanity or survival—have misfired, other interventions may be possible, may even be better. 
Links – Nuclearism

Their antinuclear movement is counterproductive—it ignores the psychological motivation behind our embrace of the bomb. The affirmative’s repression of nuclear weapons and literalized images of nuclear destruction only increase the appeal of global annihilation

 Ira Chernus, associate professor of religious studies at the University of Colorado, 1991 Nuclear Madness, p. 186-88
The antinuclear movement, treating the fantasy world of the nuclear experts as the only true reality, pushes the nation further toward unreality. It helps to repress the fantasy images of nuclear madness because it fails to engage those images as fantasies. Repression inevitably makes images more fascinating, more compelling, and perhaps more indispensable. Even most of the activists themselves seem bewitch by the undeniable richness, intricacy, glamour, and sheer power of nuclear imagery. To judge from their literature, which is filled with the most detailed journeys into this imagery, they are generally content to explore new byways within its familiar boundaries. They seem caught in the grip of the unique quality that is “absolutely essential to the notion of archetypes: their emotional possessive effect, their bedazzlement of consciousness so that it becomes blind to its own stance. When archetypal fantasies seem to be so literally real, so eminently reasonable, and so dedicated to a safe bomb, they are all the more difficult to resist. Refusing to recognize the role of fantasy in nuclear politics, the disarment movement cannot see the struggle over nuclear policy as essentially a struggle over fantasy images. So it cannot see the link between its former apocalyptic imagery and its former place in the national headlines. It cannot see that apocalyptic images, by their very nature, created a demand for immediate and drastic movement that propelled support for total disarmament. Nor can it see the link between its present support for incremental arms control and the perpetuation of the nuclear threat. It believes that it is working to end reliance on the Bomb in the only logical way. In fact, though, its policies work psychologically to foster reliance on the Bomb, because they reinforce the nation's commitment to the dual track and its "safe Bomb" fantasies. Every arms control agreement and every cleaned up weapons factory is viewed by the public as simply another step toward a risk-free nuclear arsenal. The nuclear fantasies of the early nineties all converge on an image of stasis that offers no motive for, and perhaps no possibility of, a transformation as radical as the abolition of nuclear weapons. This is obviously not what the disarmament movement intends; its conscious aim is to persuade us that we will not be safe as long as we have the Bomb. But it cannot see the counter-productive consequences of its day-to-day activities because, in its pursuit of "hard-headed realism," it cannot see the psychological facts that are so central to the nuclear age. Failing to distinguish between dynamic and static images, the movement cannot even consider what kind of images it should foster. It cannot understand how its embrace of static imagery represses the desire for genuine change. It cannot understand how the desire for change, deprived of any conscious political expression, can only express itself in the psychological underworld of madness. And it cannot consider what the antidote to nuclear madness might be, for it has no theoretical conception of that public disorder at all. The antinuclear movement might be able to offer a truly alternative analysis if it approached the issue in psychological terms. Yet it has generally relegated psychology and the role of images to the periphery of its concerns. Even when antinuclear thought does attain psychological sophistication and acknowledges the centrality of imagination—as in the work of Robert Jay Lifton—it remains caught in the bonds of radical finitude. Lifton recognizes that the nuclear dilemma has religious roots, and on occasion he looks to religious sources to confront the dilemma. He advocates "imagining the real," borrowing a phrase from the religious philosopher Martin Buber. For Buber, such imagining is a key to the I-Thou relationship, which opens one up to a sense of infinitude. 28 But for Lifton it seems to mean only a literal mental reconstruction of a literalized future scenario. Similarly, Lifton has touched on religion's capacity to form eschatological images of nothingness and world renewal, suggesting that a parallel capacity is necessary today. But again he advises literalized imagination: "Nuclear nothingness [is] literal nothingness . Literal nothingness may be a contradiction in terms. Yet nothingness can be suggested, approached." 29 The implication here is that the more literally it is approached, the better (even though on the very next page Lifton notes that when eschatological imagery is literalized it comes disturbingly close to the terrain of schizophrenia). So disarmament activists still stand within the bounds of radical finitude and therefore within nuclear madness, which remains in its essentials unchallenged. From inside that madness, nuclear proponents and opponents appear to stand at the two ends of the political spectrum. But an observer looking in from the outside might see the two groups standing just slightly to the left and right of the center of the spectrum. As long as the debate remains so essentially fraternal, there is little likelihood that the prevailing assumptions can be challenged. This is precisely the numbing effect of literalism: its power to bind us to the given and blind us to alternatives. Despite the political successes of the antinuclear movement and the popular success of works like The Day After and The Fate of the Earth, disarmament images can still be swallowed up into the potpourri of public fantasy because they fit so easily into that fantasy.
 The antinuclear movement thus has no foundation for opposing the essential premise of the state's national security policies, which is also the essential premise of madness: to keep on propagating ever-new and ever-changing images of annihilation while insisting on our own invulnerable omnipotence to the growing threat. With everyone except the so-called lunatic fringe agreeing on the dual track as the only reasonable course, its irrationalities are buried deeper than ever, and so are the seeds of anxiety hidden within it. The broad political consensus nourishing those seeds leads the nation further away from reality and deeper into the ontological insecurity of nuclear madness.


Links – Nuclearism
The end of the world as we don't know it--the 1ac description of nuclear war is a fiction that has never occured and cannot be described as having occured. the specter of nuclear annihilation exists only created by language.

Jacques Derrida, 1984, “No Apocalypse, Not Now: Full Speed Ahead, Seven Missiles, Seven Missives,” Diacritics, Vol. 14, No. 4, Summer 1984, p. 21-32, projectmuse

Third reason. In our techno-scientifico-militaro-diplomatic incompetence, we may consider ourselves, however, as competent as others to deal with a phenomenon whose essential feature is that of being fabulously textual, through and through. Nuclear weaponry depends, more than any weaponry in the past, it seems, upon structures of information and communication, structures of language, including non-vocalizable language, structures of codes and graphic decoding. But the phenomenon is fabulously textual also to the extent that, for the moment, a nuclear war has not taken place: one can only talk and write about it. You will say, perhaps: but it is not the first time; the other wars, too, so long as they hadn't taken place, were only talked about and written about. And as to the fright of imaginary anticipation, what might prove that a European in the period following the war of 1870 might not have been more terrified by the "technological" image of the bombings and exterminations of the Second World War (even supposing he had been able to form such an image) than we are by the image we can construct for ourselves of a nuclear war? The logic of this argument is not devoid of value, especially if one is thinking about a limited and "clean" nuclear war. But it loses its value in the face of the hypothesis of a total nuclear war, which, as a hypothesis, or, if you prefer, as a fantasy, or phantasm, conditions every discourse and all strategies. Unlike the other wars, which have all been preceded by wars of more or less the same type in human memory (and gunpowder did not mark a radical break in this respect), nuclear war has no precedent. It has never occurred, itself; it is a non-event. The explosion of American bombs in 1945 ended a "classical,"c onventional war; it did not set off a nuclear war. The terrifying reality of the nuclear conflict can only be the signified referent, never the real referent (present or past) of a discourse or a text. At least today apparently. And that sets us to thinking about today, our day, the presence of this present in and through that fabulous textuality. Better than ever and more than ever. The growing multiplication of the discourse- indeed, of the literature-on this subject may constitute a process of fearful domestication, the anticipatory assimilation of that unanticipatable entirely-other. For the moment, today, one may say that a non-localizable nuclear war has not occurred; it has existence only through what is said of it, only where it is talked about. Some might call it a fable, then, a pure invention: in the sense in which it is said that a myth, an image, a fiction, a utopia, a rhetorical figure, a fantasy, a phantasm, are inventions. It may also be called a speculation, even a fabulous specularization. The breaking of the mirror would be, finally, through an act of language, the very occurrence of nuclear war. Who can swear that our unconscious is not expecting this? dreaming of it, desiring it? You will perhaps find it shocking to find the nuclear issue reduced to a fable. But then I haven't said simply that. I have recalled that a nuclear war is for the time being a fable, that is, something one can only talk about. But who can fail to recognize the massive "reality"o f nuclear weaponry and of the terrifying forces of destruction that are being stockpiled and capitalized everywhere, that are coming to constitute the very movement of capitalization. One has to distinguish between this "reality"o f the nuclear age and the fiction of war. But, and this would perhaps be the imperative of a nuclear criticism, one must also be careful to interpret critically this critical or diacritical distinction. For the "reality" of the nuclear age and the fable of nuclear war are perhaps distinct, but they are not two separate things. It is the war (in other words the fable) that triggers this fabulous war effort, this senseless capitalization of sophisticated weacoponry, this speed race in search of speed, this crazy precipitation which, through techno-science, through all the techno-scientific inventiveness that it motivates, structures not only the army, diplomacy, politics, but the whole of the human socius today, everything that is named by the old words culture, civilization, Bildung, schol, paideia. "Reality,"l et's say the encompassing institution of the nuclear age, is constructed by the fable, on the basis of an event that has never happened (except in fantasy, and that is not nothing at all),* an event of which one can only speak, an event whose advent remains an invention by men (in all the senses of the word "invention")o r which, rather, remains to be invented. An invention because it depends upon new technical mechanisms, to be sure, but an invention also because it does not exist and especially because, at whatever point it should come into existence, it would be a grand premiere appearance. 
Links – Nuclearism

We will survive--the aff's appeal to survival as a justification for the plan is a political act creating humanity in terms of nuclear weapons and preventing an escape from inevitable self-destruction

William Chaloupka, Political Science @ Montana, 1992, Knowing Nukes: The Politics and Culture of the Atom. P.6-7
Focusing on the discontinuity entailed by nuclear technology (rather than on the search for continuities, as Kateb does), Foucault reconciled the role of the intellectual with the epistemological break required for "survival" to make sense as a political position. In a genealogy of nukes, the displacement of survival as key concept may be the crucial move toward oppositional politics. At least, that displacement marks the seriousness of the break with previous stances. Without that break, "survival" represents, at best, an appeal to a philosophically precarious doctrine of existence. At worst, it could be a selfish preference, little more than a narrowly narcissistic concern for physical health. Survivalists of every political stripe would respond that there is a general issue at stake, whether we like that issue, or whether the philosophical or psychological dimensions of that issue are felicitous or not. In other words, they are appealing to a brute condition, a stark threat that we cannot choose to ignore. The nuke —in league with the antinuke — does make it plain that we have common "species" interests, as the survivalists argue. But the issue is still not that simple. On one hand, this claim of species interest must confront the possibility that it is a vain or opportunistic claim. That is to say, it is not a self-evident condition. The concept of a self-aware species is a political act, inextricably bound to the possibility of political response —the possibility that all survivalist politics requires. On the other hand, such a position also must confront the fact that this species constitutes itself by identifying interests and solutions; there really is no "ordinary life" to return to after we settle survival issues. That political struggle already will have conditioned whatever life one would then resume. In other words, the species may have interests, but it is also the case that such a species is constituted, not found or remembered. In short, the call to survival not only addresses "real" lives (whatever those might be), but also constitutes those lives. What does it matter that this constituting activity has happened? Crucially, this constituted species sees itself as natural (what else could a species be?), but that perception is at odds with its situation. The context is far from "natural" (in the sense that no strong coherence underlies it); a better case can be made that it is contrived, contradictory, rule-bound, and, finally, absurd. Foucault's accomplishment, then, was not only to have joined with existentialists, Dadaists, and others who have so effectively "denaturalized" human history in this century. In addition, Foucault advanced these efforts by showing possibilities for freeing activity available only after history is denatured. For the species to act on the goal of survival embroils us in a simplistic, if still powerful, circle. The species must have always had some motivation to survive as a species, but its commitment to certain practices (especially rationality and science) is both unquestionable and the source of the threat amidst which the species finds itself lodged. Thus, the species must have mutated to produce such a result, and a mutated species might not be able to act on behalf of its survival. The absolutization of humanity proposes to lead us away from the twists, perversities, and gaps that continually preside over the nuclear age. Absurdity and contradiction have become elemental terms in our era. They are "hardened positions," to borrow a term, even if the notion of a hardened irony might be familiar only to Baudrillard. The species survival position cannot be comfortable in emphasizing those absurdities. But unless it does so, the survival position can scarcely discuss the nuclear age at all. From the approach I am taking, then, we might even call this diagnosis of unspeakability a rhetorically determined stance; antinuclearists have been forced to describe the age as unspeakable in order to continue to draw upon and defend an absolutized, natural humanity. As a consequence, the species survival position may not notice the broad effects of the age's distinctively spoken (speakable) character. Nuclear criticism could offer a better political response if it could expose the specific operations of power that enable some politics of opposition. Before considering that possibility, however, we must be more precise about this "unspeakability" that continually haunts talk of nukes.
Alt – Nuclearism

Our alternative is to laugh in the face of the bomb. Instead of fetishizing a fear of the bomb inherent in the affirmative, we need to deprive the bomb of all meaning. It cannot remain the defining aspect of international relations and politics, where no communication or dialogue is possible. Voting negative challenges the way the bomb defines the status quo culture of fear, using the power of the bomb against itself.

William Chaloupka, Political Science @ Montana, 1992, Knowing Nukes: The Politics and Culture of the Atom. 
In Stanley Kubrick's film Dr. Strangelove, the end of the world stands for hope.9 The seemingly inappropriate version of "We'll Meet Again" that accompanies the mushroom cloud conclusion sends news of a break with the past, as does the subtitle, How I Learned to Stop Worrying and Love the Bomb. It will be quite a different posture we will have to invent to engage the technology of our times in a politicizing mode. I am arguing that the liberal, humanistic discourse actually resolves questions, allowing us to reify our value choices and avoid politics. In the apocalyptic climax of Dr. Strangelove, the computerized plans of all sides are overcome. We have little trouble imagining that, at the end, some of us would not find insight into humanity, but would reenact subservient disciplines, even defending the coins in a soda machine. The heroism of other characters in that film repeatedly works against the human prospect. With a bit of human irrationality, a quandary of strategic moves gone awry, and the pragmatic, typically American, last-minute fix by the archetypal American bomber pilot (portrayed by Slim Pickens), humanity manages to destroy itself. So much for our calm, deliberate attempts to manage technology. Displacing those noble impulses is the ad hoc, impassioned fix by Pickens, who takes the bomb as his body, riding it down with the exuberance of a bronco rider. This works. When that happens, the questions of whether modern technology is "good" or "bad" are left far behind. Those questions and the deliberate, cautious choice associated with them neither destroy the world nor prevent its destruction. The real engagement of actual persons is, finally, the crux of the matter, even if it is revealed too late, as Pickens exuberantly rides the bomb out of the chute, ending our prospects altogether. Such an approach is available to us, one hopes to a better end. Once one is engaged with robots, computers, and even the bomb, a conversation is begun with what is best understood as a new agent in the world. We can begin to ask what has been produced in us, how that production has been accomplished, and how the production could be exposed. Activists could begin by understanding how some of our fables have posed a very strange plot. Citizens of the nuclear age are supposed to have been reassured and secured by (were even told to "sleep more soundly" amidst) hugely discomforting technologies that tend to hide or, even, walk autonomously away. The discourse that would raise those discomforts in a critical manner has hardly begun to be identified, but hints of it emerge from the art world, even from the most popular of art forms. Numerous strategies have been formulated. We could cancel alienation with expressive inarticulateness, or we could array the styles, images, and tropes of the culture against each other, reenacting implosion. To cite just one example from a recently popular rock song, R.E.M.'s apocalyptic ditty rings out with incongruous joyousness, even glee: "It's the end of the world as we know it (and I feel fine)."10 These are endless endings, last words that could never be heard, a fall followed by a winter beyond all experience, "an original end of sorts, the final fall of the fall, the spectacular fallout."11 In the face of such an ending, the nuclear critic can still assemble a package of interventions, rehearsing arguments that will be useful in universities, laboratories, and institutes. It has always been the task of radical political analysis to announce —often joyously —that the "world as we know it" has ended. But this time the task is trickier. Not only the world, but also the most fundamental ways "we know it" —language and discourse—have been undermined. When the most studious activists come to ask how we are doing these things, somehow beyond the great universalisms they had learned about and relied upon, we could have our arguments (our habits of problematization) ready. My last words: the seemingly irresponsible turns out to have long been appropriate, even unavoidable. The laughing, cynical, fractal, ironic cyborg —at last.

.

Impacts – Nuclearism

Nuclearism ensures social and cultural death

Ashis Nandy, Center for the Study of Developing Societies, 1997, “The Epidemic of Nuclearism: A Clinical Profile of the Genocidal Mentality,” http://pagesperso-orange.fr/sacw/saan/nandy2.html

Nuclearism does not remain confined to the nuclear establishment or the nuclear community. It introduces other psychopathologies in a society. For instance, as it seeps into public consciousness, it creates a new awareness of the transience of life. It forces people to live with the constant fear that, one day, a sudden war or accident might kill not only them, but also their children and grandchildren, and everybody they love. This awareness gradually creates a sense of the hollowness of life. For many, life is denuded of substantive meaning. The psychological numbing I have mentioned completes the picture. While the ordinary citizen leads an apparently normal life, he or she is constantly aware of the transience of such life and the risk of mega-death for the entire society. Often this finds expression in unnecessary or inexplicable violence in social life or in a more general, high state of anxiety and a variety of psychosomatic ailments. In other words, nuclearism begins to brutalise ordinary people and vitiates everyday life. 

Studies by the likes of William Beardslee, J. E. Mach and Eleonora Masini show that these traits express themselves even in adolescents and children. Even children barely eight or ten years old begin to live in what they consider to be a world without a future; they are fearful and anxious about their life, but unable to express that fear and anxiety directly, because in a nuclearised society the fear of nuclear death is made to look like an abnormal psychoneurotic state. 

Many neurotics and psychotics at first look like charming eccentrics. To start with, nuclearism may appear a smart game and the partisans of nuclear weaponry may look like normal politicians, scholars, or defence experts. After all, the Nazis killers, too, were usually loving fathers, connoisseurs of good music, and honest citizens. However, beneath those facade lies a personality that is insecure, doubtful about one's masculinity, fearful of the interpersonal world, and unable to love. The mindless violence such a personality anticipates or plans is a pathetic attempt to fight these inner feelings of emptiness, and the suspicion and the fear that one's moral self might already be dead within. You father the unthinkable because you have already psychologically orphaned yourself. You make contingency plans to kill millions because you fear that your inner-most core has already been cauterized against all normal feelings and human relations. Acquiring the power to inflict the death on millions, and by living with the fantasy of that power, you pathetically try to get some confirmation that you are still alive. However, that confirmation never comes. For in the process of acquiring that power, you may not be not dead physically, but you are already dead morally, socially and psychologically.
Links – Borders

Conceiving of the US as a nation that thinks, acts, or behaves in some cohesive manner only covers up historical atrocities and reinforces the states control over identity and space

Michael Shapiro, professor of political science at university of HI, 1997 “Violent Cartographies” p.20

It is important to recognize, however, that the normalizing power of the state, its control over identity and the interpretation of space, has always had competitors. Insofar as it has maintained control over its space and the identities of its citizens, it has done so through the continuous reproduction of its political identity. Among other things, its territorial map has been maintained with a series of containment strategies, which have ranged from force of arms to the literatures through which the territorial state has claimed coincidence with the nation it purports to represent. However, to say that the United states is a nation is to heed only the dominant cartography and to engage in a form of radical forgetfulness. Rather than forgetting, then, we can turn again to the historical construction of indigenous people within the European imagination and analyze it critically by exercising a genealogical frame to discern the emergence of interpretations of space implicated in understandings of selves and others. 

Geopower is at the heart of the imperial nation-state – Iraq is simply an imaginary cartographic inscription – an arbitrary area of land set aside for conquest – in the same regard all genocides ,war, and other forms of violence are the inevitable result of this violent cartography.

Gearóid Ó Tuathail, professor of government and international affairs at Virginia Tech, 1996 ”Critical Geopolitics”

Geography is about power. Although often assumed to be innocent, the geography of the world is not a product of nature but a product of histories of struggle between competing authorities over the power to organize, occupy, and administer space. Imperial systems throughout history. from classical Greece and Rome to China and the Arab world, exercised their power through their ability to impose order and meaning upon space. In sixteenth-century Europe, the centralizing states of the "new monarchs" began organizing space around an intensified principle of royal absolutism. In regions both within and beyond the nominal domain of the: Crown, the power of royal authority over space: was extended and deepened by newly powerful court bureaucracies and armies. The results in many instances were often violent, as the jurisdictional ambitions of royal authority met the determined resistance of certain local and regional lords. Within the context of this struggle, the cartographic and other descriptive forms of knowledge that took the name "geography" in the early modern period, and that were written in the name of the sovereign could hardly be anything else but political. To the opponents of the exp3nsionist court, "geography” was a foreign imposition, a form of knowledge conceived in imperial capitals and dedicated to the territorialization of space along lines established by royal authority. Geography was not something already posses~ by the earth but an active writing of the earth by an expanding, centralizing imperial state. It was not a noun but a verb, a geo-graphin8, an earth-writing by ambitious eodocolonizing and exocolonizing states who sought to seize space and organize it to fit their own cultural visions and material interests. More than five hundred years later, this Struggle between centralizing states and authoritative centers, on the one hand, and rebellious margins and dissident cultures, on the other hand, is still with us. While almost all of the land of the earth has now been territorialized by States, the processes by which this disciplining of space by modem states occurs remain highly contested. From Chechnya to Chiapas and from Rondonia to Kurdistan and East Timor, the jurisdictions of centralized nation-states strive to eliminate the contradictions of marginalized peoples and nations. Idealized maps from the center clash with the lived geographies of the margin, with the controlling cartographic visions of me former frequently inducing cultural conflict, war, and displacement. Indeed, the rise in the absolute numbers of displaced peoples in the past twenty-five years is testimony to the persistence of struggles over space and place. In 1993 the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees estimated that roughly 1 in every 130 people on earth has been forced into flight because of war and state persecution. In 1970 there were 2.5 million refugees in the world; today that figure is well over 18.2 million. In addition an estimated 24 million people are internally displaced within their own stales because of conflict. More recently, genocide in Rwanda left over 500,000 murdered and produced an unprecedented exodus of refugees from that state into surrounding states. Refugees continue to be generated by “ethnic cleansing" campaigns in the Balkans; economic collapse in Cuba; ethnic wars in the Caucasus; state repression in Guatemala, Turkey, Indonesia, Iraq, and Sudan; and xenophobic terror in many other states. Struggles over the ownership, administration, and mastery of space are an inescapable part of the dynamic of contemporary global politics.
Links – Borders
Nation state politics makes all ethics impossible. It causes the destruction ad oppression of marginalized nonstate people by damning them to our centers of power

Michael Shapiro, professor of political science at university of HI, 1997 “Violent Cartographies” p.195-7
Apart from its immediate legitimation for colonization. Mill’s interpretive complicity with the European “advance” exemplifies more generally the interrelationship of spatial practices and ethical sensibility. To be an object of moral solicitude, one must occupy space and have an identity that commands recognition of that occupation. Mill’s disparagement of American peoples is simply the modern, state-oriented cartography of violence. It is a moral complacency based on the universalization of a particular spatial imaginary and mode of dwelling within it, a failure to allow one’s particularities the instability and contingency that an ethical regard would suggest they deserve when confronted by alternatives. To disclose the structure of this spatial complacency and ethical insensitivity, Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari have represented the confrontation between the emerging state system and various tribal peoples with a geometric metaphor. The coming of the state, they suggest, created a disturbance in a system of “itinerant territoriality” While the normative geometry of these itinerantly oriented societies takes the form of a set of nonconcentric segments, a heterogeneous set of lineage based power centers integrated through structures of communication, the state is concentric in structure, an immobilized pattern of relations controlled from a single center. The state-oriented geometry produces a univocal code, a sovereignty model of the human subject that overcomes all segmental affiliations. For this reason, those, like Mill, schooled in the geometry of the state cannot discern a significant social and political normativity in segmentally organized groups. They see no collective coherence in peoples with a set of polyovcal codes based on lineage. In short, having changed the existing geometry, linear reason of stat dominates, privileging what is sedentary and disparaging and arresting what moves or flows across boundaries. It makes labor sedentary and counteracts vagabondage, and it gives the nomad no space for legitimate existence in various senses of the world space. This lack of legitimacy continues to be reflected in the inattention to spatial practices and marginalized identities in contemporary political and ethical discourses. Specifically, among what is silenced within state-oriented societies are nomadic stories, the narratives though which non-state peoples have maintained their identities and spatial coherence. In the context of what Deleuze and Guattari call the sate geometry, they are not able to perform their identities, to be part of modern conversations. Such cartographic and, by implication, ethnographic violence forecloses conversation. This violence of state cartography is elaborately described and powerfully conceptualized in Paul Carter’s account of the European encounter with Australian Aboriginal peoples. The European state system’s model of space involved boundaries and frontiers, and its advance during its colonizing period pushed frontiers outward. During the “stating” of Australia, when the European spatial imaginary was imposed, those on the other side of the frontier, the Aborigines, were given no place in a conversation about boundaries. Carter suggests what amounts to a Levinasian ethical frame for treating boundaries. The boundary could be seen as “a corridor of legitimate communication, a place of dialogue, where differences could be negotiated.” Indeed, by regarding a boundary as “the place of communicated difference” instead of proprietary appropriation (the European model), the Europeans would have summoned a familiar practice from the Aborigines. For Aborigines, boundaries are “debatable places,” which they regarded as zones for intertribal communication. As we know, however, Australia was ultimately “settled,” and the boundaries served not to acknowledge a cultural encounter but to establish the presence of the Europeans, practically and symbolically. This violence, which substituted for conversation, is already institutionalized in the form of what is represented as “Australia” just as other names and boundaries on the dominant geopolitical world map are rigidified and thus removed from the possibility of encounter. To the extend that community, society, and nation fail to reflect the otherness within, we have a cartographic uncounscious, an ethics of ethics that establishes a set of exclusionary practices that are represented in the seemingly innocent designations of people and place. The various discourses springing from this unconscious are legion; for example, as I noted earlier, “the ethics of international affairs” reaffirms the violences, the non-encounters and non-converstaions, that the state system perpetuates. It is time to unread the old map and begin the process of writing another one, a process without limit. 
Links – Borders

Link: The creation of mapped world which divides groups between boarders is a deliberate attempt by the United states to forget about its arbitrary origins and place order outside of ourselves.

Michael Shapiro, professor of political science at university of HI, 1997 “Violent Cartographies” 

Nevertheless, the forces of fragmentation persist, and those that are particularly threatening to representational practices of selfhood and nationhood as coherent and undivided are, among other things, “peripheral sexualities” (hence the recent furor over gays in the military, a conflict at the level of models of individuality) and various social antagonisms (hence the recent struggle over entitlements). Adding a dimension to Herman Melville’s insights about the masks of history Slavoj Zizek has argued, within a Lacanian frame, that the drive for coherent identity at either individual or collective identity levels is necessarily always blocked, As this drive to overcome incompleteness is played out at the collective level, the imposed story of coherence is a mask that covers a void. The fact of social antagonisms is displaced by a myth of un-diviedness. And rather than facing the disjuncture between fact and aspiration, the dissatisfaction is turned outward, becoming an enjoyment “in the form of a disparaging model of enemy others, dangerous character types, and outlaw nations.


As Zizek notes, it is not an external enemy that prevents one form achieving an identity with oneself, that coherence is always already impossible. But the non-acceptance of that impossibility produces fantasy in the form of “an imaginary scenario the function of which is to provide support filling out the subject’s constitutive void. When this kind of fantasy is elaborated at the level of the social, it serves as the counterpart to antagonism. It is an imagination of a unified and coherent society that supposedly came into being by leaving a disordered condition of struggle behind. 


This mythologizing of origin, which constructs the society as a naturally bounded and consensual community, it’s a political story that those seeking legitimacy for a national order seek to perpetuate. But the disorder continues to haunt the order. The mythic disorder of the state of nature, continues to haunt the polity. It is displaced outside the frontiers and attributed to the Other. 

In short, the anarchic state of nature is attributed to relations between states. This displacement amounts to an active amnesia, a forgetting of the violence that both founds and maintains the domestic order; it amounts to a denial of the disorder within the order. This tendency to deny domestic disorder in general and to overcome more specifically the disorder antagonisms in post-Vietnam War America-—stresses; between generations, between the military and civilian-order, between' the telling of-imperialist tales and postcolonial ones-—has been reflected in the media representation of post-Gulf War America. The triumphalists after the Gulf War have: been attempting to write out of U.S. history the post-Vietnam agonism in which tensions within the order-were acknowledged. They seek to banish a politics of intepretation and self-appraisal that was part of both official and popular culture during the post-Vietnam period. This is especially evident irrthe1 orchestration of Norman Schwarzkopf's career as a media personality.

Links – Military (Borders)
**The affirmative oversimplifies the issue by ignoring the implications of their geopolitical discourse and its relationship with economic, ideological, political, and military sources of power

Gearóid Ó Tuathail, professor of government and international affairs at Virginia Tech, 1996 ”Critical Geopolitics”

Confronting the operation of all these emergent constellations of geographical knowledge and power is a pressing intellectual and political challenge. In taking up this challenge, we would do well to remember that the general problematic of geopolitical discourse – the writing global space by intellectuals of statecraft – it is a complex and messy one that traverses all four substantive sources of social power identified by Michael Mann in his account of the mutual development of classes and nation-states from the eighteenth century. Geopolitical discourses are inevitably entwined with economic sources of power. The imperialist visions of classical geopoliticians, for example, were all shaped by economic interests, materialist motivations, and commercial aspirations, although the saliency of these factors varied considerably, from the relatively insignificant (Ratzel and Haushofer) to the moderate(Mackinder) and strongly significant (Bowman). Geopolitical discourses are also entwined with ideological sources of power. Religious, racial, nationalist, and patriarchal ideologies of identity and difference have all conditioned geopolitical discourse. Yet, while the politics of identity is important to the functioning of geopolitics as an ideology itself, it is not reducible to the questions of identity. Geopolitical discourses are furthermore entwined with the growth in political sources of social power, its founding intellectuals owing their very careers to the expanding infrastructural power of the polymorphous nation-state from the late nineteenth century onward. Finally, and perhaps most significantly, geopolitical discourse are entwined with the military as a distinct source of power in modernity. While the military as an institution monopolized a declining relative share of overall state revenues in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries (exempting wartime), it nevertheless expanded in absolute terms, professionalizing and bureaucratizing itself, all the while accumulating greater and greater destructive power. 
Links- Policy Reps (Borders)

Representations of public policy masks its violent context.
Michael Shapiro, professor of political science at university of HI, 1989 “International/Intertextual Relations” 

The emphasis on the representational practices that help to both create and vindicate public and foreign policy provides access to aspects of policy legitimation that are less obvious when we operate within the more traditional, psychological metalanguage of policy studies. For example, traditional social psychological approaches impoverish the understanding of policy legitimation insofar as they give us "policy" as a contentless set of opinions or choices and construct the perceiving citizen as a collection of beliefs, attitudes, and values. Within such a conceptual frame, both "policy" and the consciousness of the policy audience is radically dehistoricized and decontextualized. Psychologically oriented conceptual frames tend to be insensitive to the historically inherited discursive practices representing policy. Thus, the intelligibility that a policy discourse engages derives not merely from the cognitive orientations of individuals but from widely circulated "interpretive codes of connotation" (in Barthes' language) that operate effectively to the extent that there is a stock of signs held by the receivers of statements, which activate the interpretive codes.12 Representations of public policy, then, have an ideological depth to the extent that they engage a stock of signs with which people make then-everyday lives intelligible. Everyday life, as Althusser has argued, is thus ideological, not in the sense that people function within a false consciousness, but in an ontological sense; it allows subjects to recognize themselves and make intelligible Self-Other relations. Ideology within this Althusserian frame is therefore a kind of representational practice, a "lived relation to the real" and insofar as persons naturalize their lived structures of intelligibility, they fail to appreciate the historically developed structures of authority and legitimation resident in those structures. This renders them uncritically open to the persuasive force of representations that accommodate to the naturalized forms of the "real."   What a perspective; oriented toward ideology-as-representation suggests is that the understanding of policy and its legitimation requires us to historicize the production and acceptance of the prevailing representational practices and/perhaps more significantly, to understand the economies of those representational practices/ the meaning-constitutive attention getting, and valuational effects they enjoy. Part of this understanding is supplied by a particular view of the epistemology of figuration. Within a traditional view, the use of figuration such as sport talk used to represent violent conflict is the employment of a mode of representation to express something that is not a representation (that is, an unmediated presence.) But as both Derrida and de Man (among others) have shown, the real is always mediated by one or another representation: Recognizing this, the issue becomes not one of the fidelity of the representation to the real, but the kind of meaning and value a representation produces.14: The lending discourses, those from which imagery is taken in the figuring of a domain of meaning, do their valuational work whether; they contain active and thus recognized figures or dead and thus implicit, unrecognized ones.
Links – State Action (Borders)

Acting within the confines of the state cuts off true political participation.

Michael Shapiro, professor of political science at university of HI, 2004 “Methods of Nations” p.23-24

Dworkin's insensitivity to sovereignty as the enactment of power (power is evacuated in his notion that sovereignty is simply the space for administering justice and fairness) is also evident in his treatment of the linguistic register. Failing to heed what Foucault has called "the coercive structure of the signif ier|108 Dworkin reduces political equality to the opportunity that individuals have to express their political preferences. His failure to recognize the power of discourse is evident in his articulation of the seemingly unproblematic premise that "people have ... political preferences." 109 Dworkin's grammar here is analytically disenabling. It is more politically perspicuous to say that political preferences have people. By privileging subjective agency as his primary model of political enactment, bworkin bars access to the entrenched models of political intelligibility available to subjects. He recycles the traditional liberal democratic model of politics that only warrants those distributions of preference related to the policy issues that achieve public articulation—for example, preferences about limiting or extending welfare entitlements. Unless an unusual political movement takes place to change the discursive terrain within the "prosperous nations" control meanings, political participation remains circumscribed within the dominant language of politics, which constitutes what a "preference" can be and determines which subjects' noises constitute politically relevant expression. If instead of regarding a preference as an emanation from an individual consciousness, one sees it as an expression whose political legitimacy is warranted by the authoritativeness of a discursive terrain, the discourse-power relationship, which is inaccessible within Dworkin's frame, becomes manifest. Preferences have people because the conditions of possibility for being a politically relevant subject exist within the authoritative language of public policy.Ultimately, Dworkin offers a sophisticated and elaborate treatment of a wide variety of conditions impinging on the traditional dimensions of equality—equality of resources, of outcomes, of access, of psychological enablements, and of talents—assessing each in relation to the established ideals of a democratic liberalism that homogenizes citizen subjects. Aside from the limitations that his commitment to a state-oriented territoriality impose, Dworkin's reliance on an arithmetic version of equality, within which disparities among citizen bodies are effaced, constitutes his most egregious failure to countenance a political margin existing outside a statist policy monopoly.
Links – State Action (Borders)

The concept of the nation-state re-enforces a violent power relationship between "us" and "the other". These relationships create an ideological shortcut to suspend each of our own humanity. To assume the nation as imaginary allows us to break down the "ontological barbed-wire"

Michael Shapiro, professor of political science at university of HI, 2004 “Methods of Nations” p.33-35

Although I have begun this treatment of the nation-state with a literary voice, situated within the global literary culture in general and the Peruvian politico-intellectual culture in particular, there is a multitude of locations (loci of enunciation) from which diverse kinds of voices emerge and bear on the status of nation-states. There is also a variety of texts in diverse genres (modes of enunciation) that articulate the issues surrounding the status of nation-states. In this chapter I invoke a variety of loci and modes of enunciation for two reasons, one theoretical and the other historical. Theoretically, multiple positions are required because of the essential contestability of the meaning and status of the nation-state. Historically, the political, geographic, and economic prerogatives of the contemporary nation-state have been increasingly contested. In response, states have been required, now more than ever, to perform their identities, to maintain their ontological as well as their practical statuses as "nation-states." Although state control over the meaning of spaces and bodies is increasingly challenged by globalizing forces, "the concept-metaphor 'nation-state.'" as Gayatri Spivak puts it, continues to manifest a "ferocious re-coding power."4 While the initial aggregations forming the dominant model for subsequent states—the European state system established by the Treaty of Westphalia in 1648—involved military and fiscal initiatives, coercive and economic aspects of control have been supplemented by a progressively intense cultural governance, a management of the dispositions and meanings of citizen bodies, aimed at making territorial and national/cultural boundaries coextensive. State cultural governance has been aided and abetted by academic discourses on state sovereignty, which reify sovereignty, turning it into a unproblematic expression of modern politics. This has the effect that Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri address; it "weed[s] out every residue of social antagonism." Therefore, they note: The nation is kind of an ideological shortcut that attempts to free the concept of sovereignty and modernity from the antagonism and crisis that define them. National sovereignty suspends the conf lictual origins of modernity.., and it closes the alternative paths within modernity that had refused to concede their powers to state authority.5 This chapter addresses two concerns. At a simple level, the aim is to bypass that "ideological shortcut" and illustrate the contentious process accompanying the emergence and persistence of nation-states. At another, more elaborate and specific level, and in keeping with Vargas Llosa's critically disrupting mixed metaphor, the aim is to cut the "ontological barbed wire" surrounding the metaphysical nation-state in order to disclose the methods, a dense set of interpretive and material practices, through which the (misleading) nation segment of the hyphenated term, nation-state, achieves its standing. At the same time, those methods are contested with a treatment of the methods through which the nation-state's metaphysical standing is challenged. "Nations"— at least those that are arguably contained within states—should be regarded as dynamic and contentious domains of practice, not as autonomous entities to be treated as objects of analysis, as they are within the empiricist, "comparing nations" perspective that dominated political studies throughout the twentieth century.6 At a symbolic level, they are imaginaries (abstract domains of collective coherence and attachment), which persist through a complex set of institutionalized practices.7 However, to simply refer to the nation as an imaginary is insufficient for supplying a critical perspective on nation-states. Adding a historical perspective on the media through which the imaginary is created and sustained, which will occupy much of this chapter, moves in the direction of a historically and politically informed purchase on the contemporary nation-state. The "ontological barbed wire" to which Vargas Llosa refers has been installed by the largely symbolic, self-inscribing practices through which modern states claim nationhood. But the historical emergence of a nationalizing "statecraft." a term for a complicated territory- and people-managing mode of governmental practice, must be understood in the context of the variety of specific material as well as symbolic donditions shaping the contemporary political entities recognized as nation-states.  All analysis and accounts of past wars share at least one attribute; they Are performances sthat enter the interpretive struggles through which the History of a people is constructed. To locate a war in a people’s memoryscape Is, among other things to engage in a politics of interpretation.  But the grammar of this sentence is misleading because there are significant Ambiguities involved in identifying a “people for whom collective memory can be created; there are no definite boundaries of the “people” for whom war histories have resonance. Indeed, the process of fixing stories of past violent encounters plays a role in shaping the spaces and events that constitute the basis for being a “people.” Those histories that manage to attain a level of dominance and stability create the imaginative boundaries that contain a people; they exert an influence on the self-interpretations and modes of inclusion and exclusion of the people who embrace them. They provide the contexts for valued models of subjectivity or identity, for the proprieties of various collective actions such as committing the national body to war, and for constructing a spatial imaginary – the configuration of the world – within which actions have meaning.  There are two very different kinds of history-inscribing performances; two different kinds of academic discourses on past wars that bear on the focus of this chapter. One is strategic perspective and the other is an ethnographic perspective. The former seeks to deepen identity attachments by policing boundaries and locating dangers outside of them, while the latter seeks to attenuate identity commitments by reflecting on the boundary practices and history-making narrative through which they are shaped.  In general, those who study from a strategic perspective tend to remain embedded in the rationales reflected in official policy discourse.  
Alt – Borders

The alt is to reject the logic of the geopolitical map by imagining the fucnntioning of law as a universal particular to delegitimize the nation state and create the possibilitiy for less violent understandings of the world. Only through this process can we come face to face with the other, our mirror, and regocognize the true violence inherent to our current system of international relations. 

Michael Shapiro, professor of political science at university of HI, 1997 “Violent Cartographies” p.174-179

Michel Foucault was calling for such intervention when he noted that the purpose of critical analysis is to question, not deepen, existing struc- tures of intelligibility. Intelligibility results from aggressive, institution- alized practices that, in producing a given intelligible world, exclude al- ternative worlds. "We must," Foucault said, "make the intelligible appear against a background of emptiness, and deny its necessity. We must think that what exists is far from filling all possible spaces."7 Like Foucault, Derrida claimed that a recognition of practices of ex- clusion is a necessary condition for evoking an ethical sensibility. His in- sights into the instability and contentiousness of the context of an utter- ance, in his critique of Austin, provides access to what is effectively the protoethics of ethical discourse, the various contextual commitments that determine the normative implications of statements. To heed this observation, it is necessary to analyze two particular kinds of contextual commitments that have been silent and often unreflective predicates of ethical discourses. And it is important to do so in situations in which contending parties have something at stake—that is, by focusing on the ethics of encounter. Accordingly, in what follows, my approach to "the ethical" locates ethics in a respect for an-Other's identity performances with special attention to both the temporal or narrative dimension and the spatial dimension of those performances. Moreover, to produce a critical political approach to the ethics of the present, it is necessary to oppose the dominant stories of modernity and the institutionalized, geopolitical versions of space, which support existing forms of global proprietary control, for both participate unreflectively in a violence of representation. The ethical sensibility offered in the thought of Emmanuel Levinas provides an important contribution to the ethics-as-nonviolent- encounter thematized in my analysis. Levinas regarded war, the ultimate form of violence, as the suspension of morality; "it renders morality de- risory," he said. Moreover, Levinas's thought fits the more general anti- Clausewitzian/antirationalist approach to war thematized in prior chapters, for Levinas regarded a strategically oriented politics—"the art of foreseeing war and of winning it by every means," which is "enjoined as the very essence of reason"—as "opposed to morality."8 In order to oppose war and promote peace, Levinas enacted a linguis- tic war on the governing assumptions of Western philosophy. He argued that philosophy from Plato through Heidegger constructed persons and peoples within totalizing conceptions of humanity. The ethical regard, he insisted, is one that resists encompassing the Other as part of the same, that resists recognizing the Other solely within the already spoken codes of a universalizing vision of humankind. However problematic Levinas's notion of infinite respect for an alterity that always evades complete comprehension may be (an issue I discuss later), it neverthe- less makes possible a concern with the violence of representation, with discursive control over narratives of space and identity, which is central to my analysis. Edward Said emphasized the ethicopolitical significance of systems of discursive control, locating the violence of imperialism in the control over stories: "The power to narrate, or to block other narra- tives from forming and emerging, is very important to culture and im- perialism, and constitutes one of the main connections between them."9 Indeed, contemporary neoimperialism resides in part in the domi- nance of a spatial story that inhibits the recognition of alternatives. A geopolitical imaginary, the map of nation-states, dominates ethical dis- course at a global level. Despite an increasing instability in the geo- political map of states, the more general discourses of "international affairs" and "international relations" continue to dominate both ethical and political problematics. Accordingly, analyses of global violence are most often constructed within a statecentric, geostrategic cartography, which organizes the interpretation of enmities on the basis of an indi- vidual and collective national subject and on cross-boundary antago- nisms. And ethical theories aimed at a normative inhibition of these antagonisms continue to presume this same geopolitical cartography.10 To resist this discursive/representational monopoly, we must chal- lenge the geopolitical map. Although the interpretation of maps is usu- ally subsumed within a scientific imagination, it is nevertheless the case that "the cartographer's categories," as J. B. Harley has put it, "are the basis of the morality of the map."11 "Morality" here emerges most signif- icantly from the boundary and naming practices that construct the map. The nominations and territorialities that maps endorse constitute, among other things, a "topographical amnesia."12 Effacements of older maps in contemporary namings and configurations amount to a non- recognition of older, often violently displaced practices of identity and space. Among the consequences of this neglected dimension of cartog- raphy, which include a morality-delegating spatial unconscious and a historical amnesia with respect to alternatives, has been a radical cir- cumspection of the kinds of persons and groups recognized as worthy subjects of moral solicitude. State citizenship has tended to remain the primary basis for the identities recognized in discourses such as the "ethics of international affairs."13 The dominance and persistence of this discursive genre, an "ethics" predicated on absolute state sovereignty, is evident in a recent analysis that has attempted to be both critical of the ethical limitations of the sovereignty system and aware that "conflict has increasingly moved away from interstate territorial disputes."14 Despite these acknowledged sensi- tivities, the analysis proceeds within a discourse that reinstalls the domi- nance of geopolitical thinking, for it remains within its cartography and conceptual legacy. Arguing for a humanitarianism that avoids interstate partisanship, the writers go on to reproduce the geopolitical discourse on war, which grants recognition only to state subjects. Even as they criti- cize the language of "intervention" as a reaffirmation of a sovereignty discourse, they refer to the "Persian Gulf War" on the one hand and "in- surgencies" on the other. As I noted in chapter i, Bernard Nietschmann has shown that the map of global warfare changes dramatically when one departs from the lan- guage of sovereignty. Challenging the state-oriented language of war and unmapping the geostrategic cartography of "international rela- tions," Nietschmann refers to the "Third World War," which is "hidden from view because the fighting is against peoples and countries that are often not even on the map"—a war in which "only one side of the fight- ing has a name." Focusing on struggles involving indigenous peoples, Nietschmann proceeds to map 120 armed struggles as part of the "war." In his mapping, only 4 of the struggles involve confrontations between states, while 77 involve states against nations.15 In order to think beyond the confines of the state sovereignty orienta- tion, it is therefore necessary to turn to ethical orientations that chal- lenge the spatial predicates of traditional moral thinking and thereby grant recognition outside of modernity's dominant political identities. This must necessarily also take us outside the primary approach that contemporary philosophy has lent to (Anglo-American) ethical theory. As applied at any level of human interaction, the familiar neo-Kantian ethical injunction is to seek transcendent values. Applied to the inter- state or sovereignty model of global space more specifically, this ap- proach seeks to achieve a set of universal moral imperatives based on shared values and regulative norms. This dominant tradition has not yielded guidance for specific global encounters because it fails to acknowledge the historical depth of the identity claims involved in confrontations or collisions of difference— difference that includes incommensurate practices of space and conflict- ing narratives of identity. The tradition depends instead on two highly abstract assumptions. The first is that morality springs from what humanity holds in common, which is thought to yield the possibility of a shared intuition of what is good. The second is that the values to be apprehended are instantiated in the world and are capable of being grasped by human consciousness, wherever it exists. As Hegel pointed out in one of his earliest remarks on Kantian moral reasoning, Kant's system involves "a conversion of the absoluteness of pure identity... into the absoluteness of content."16 Because, for Kant, the form of a concept is what determines its Tightness, there remains in his perspective no way to treat "conflicts among specific matters."17 A brief account of an encounter between alternative spatial imaginar- ies helps to situate the alternative ethical frame to be elaborated later. It is provided by the reflections of the writer Carlos Fuentes after an un- anticipated encounter with a Mexican peasant. Lost while driving with friends in the state of Morelos, Mexico, Fuentes stopped in a village and asked an old peasant the name of the village. "Well, that depends," answered the peasant. "We call it the Village Santa Maria in times of peace. We call it Zapata in times of war." Fuentes's meditation on this response reveals the historical depth of forms of otherness that exist relatively un- recognized within modernity. He notes that the peasant has existed within a narrative trace that tends to be uncoded in the contemporary institutionalized discourses on space: That old campesino knew what most people in the West have ignored since the seventeenth century: that there is more than one time in the world, that there is another time existing alongside, above, underneath the linear time calendars of the West. This man who could live in the time of Zapata or the time of Santa Maria, depending, was a living heir to a com- plex culture of many strata in creative tension.18 Fuentes's reaction constitutes an ethical moment. Provoked by an Other, he engages in an ethnographic self-reflection rather than re- asserting modernity's dominant temporal and spatial imaginaries; he recognizes an Other who cannot be absorbed into the same. His reaction cannot therefore be contained solely within what constitutes the ethical life of his community. By encountering an alterity that is at once inside and wholly outside of the particular narrative within which his social and cultural self-construction has been elaborated, he is able to step back from the story of modernity that is continually recycled within the West's reigning discourses on time and space: "What we call 'modernity' is more often than not this process whereby the rising industrial and mercantile classes of Europe gave unto themselves the role of universal protagonists of history."19 Face to face with an otherness that these "protagonists," those who have managed to perform the dominant structures of meaning, have suppressed, Fuentes is able to recover the historical trace of that other- ness and, on reflection, to recognize that the encounter must yield more than mere affirmation for his practices of self. Most significantly, the encounter produces a disruption of the totalizing conceptions that have governed contemporary societies—for example, the illusion that they are unproblematically consolidated and that they have quelled recalcitrant subjectivities. Therefore, in order to elaborate the ethical possibilities toward which Fuentes's story points, we can consider an approach that assails such totalizations with the aim of providing an ethics of encounter. 
ALT: Vote negative to use your ballot as an act of resistance against the representational violence of the 1AC Our resistance of conceptual mastery and unmapping of state cartographies and static identity sotries facilitates perpetual global encounters with alterity

Michael Shapiro, professor of political science at university of HI, 1997 “Violent Cartographies” 
More generally, shedding the structure of past, violent inscriptions, Sorger is finally able to live in the present, to achieve a “presence of mind” in his reaching out to the world, to become capable of penetrating to the depths of space and of participating in the peaceful beauty of his present. Sorger’s ability to find peace in his present by finding a voice that struggled to free itself rom what Samuel Beckett has called, in a work with the same insight, “their vociferations” is exemplary. And, more generally, the writing and insights of both Taussig and Handke are exemplary; they reflect an ethical practice that is continuous with the approach to ethics elaborated throughout this chapter, which seeks to oppose an ethics of writing to a violence of representation and by analogy a commitment to respect for Alterity to the impulse toward war. There are no definite answers to the issues of identity and space that either bring people together peacefully and respectfully or drive them toward violent confrontation. An ethics and politics that accepts uncertainty would encourage encounter rather than conceptual mastery. It would transform the spaces of inclusion and exclusion that constitute peoples and their Others into domains in which place and person must be endlessly negotiated. It would regard the stories that have produced various consolidations of place and peoples as practices subject to that various consolidations of place and peoples as practices subject to that same negotiation. When various stories or versions of the present promote an end to ethics and politics – for example, those that proclaim the end of history – those who are interested in keeping ethics and politics alive must work on more promising stories. More specifically to the point of the genre in which I am presently functioning, those of us who write on global matters can only facilitate perpetual encounters by practicing a writing that is resistant to tall static maps and all fixed identity stories. The ethical regard toward which Levinas and Derrida have pointed and its enactment in the exemplary writing practices of htose who, like Taussig and Handke, resist representational violence can be approached if we allow those examples, along with others to which I have referred throughout this investigation, to migrate into our various practices of space and identity. Finally, apart from the impetus to write against conceptual closures, their injunctions and enactments amount to a call to unread the global histories and unmap the moral geographies that fix the silence of representation one simply reproduces when one remains unreflectively within the already said. 

Alt – Borders

Boarders within international relations are a metaphor for boarders within our mind. Openness is critical to relate to the other and create our own being.

David Campbell 1996, Challenging Boundaries

The challenge for a mode of representation adequate to our postmodern time is therefore to articulate an understanding of world politics attuned to the need to move beyond the sovereignty problematic, with its focus on geopolitical segmentarity, settled subjects, and economistic power, that appreciates the significance of flows networks, webs, and the identity formations located therein but does not resort simply to the addition of another level of analysis or of more agents to the picture.   Some attempts in this direction are being made outside of international relations in a burgeoning literature on globalization." What I want to suggest is that thinking in terms of a political prosaics that understands the transversal nature of politics and the an-archical condition of postmodern life is one way of approaching the issue. Such an effort, however, should not be thought of in terms of constructing a theory, much less a new theory of international relations. Rather, it is part of an aspiration to encourage genealogically inclined critique of the sort Foucault indicated in his thoughts on Kant and the Enlightenment: The critical ontology of ourselves has to be considered not, certainly, as a theory, a doctrine, nor even as a permanent body of knowledge that is accumulating; it has to be conceived as an attitude, an ethos, a philosophical life in which the critique of what we are is at one and the same time the historical analysis of the limits that are imposed on us and an experiment with the possibility of going beyond them. This ethos begins with the notion of "prosaics," derived from the Russian literary theorist Mikhail Bakhtin, which signifies two associated yet discrete concepts.65 The first is the antonym of "poetics" and comes from one of the central themes of Bakhtin's work: that the prose of the novel rather than poetics constituted the highest art form, because of the novel's ability to convey what Bakhtin called the heteroglossia of life.67 This focus upon the contribution of prose to human understanding finds a (perhaps unlikely) resonance in John Lewis Gaddis's argument concerning international relations theory at the end of the Cold War. Faulting the pretensions of social-scientific theory in the discipline—and particularly its failure to offer any insights on the end of the Cold War—Gaddis argues that like historians and novelists, "we 'model' human actions by falling back historians and novelists, ' we model' human actions by falling back upon the only known simulative technique that successfully integrates the general and the specific, the regular and the irregular, the predictable and the unpredictable: we construct narratives.''  Heteroglossia—the panoply of discordant voices, abundance or disorder, and the clash between centrifugal (unofficial) forces and centripetal (official) forces that, without apparent reason, seek to construct order out of the disorder that is the norm—is the basis for the second of the two notions of prosaics, that which understands these features as part and parcel of an antisystematic philosophy of the everyday and ordinary.6"
This attitude (in a manner that resonates with Derrida's notion of undecidability) is understood by the "all-purpose carrier" concept of "unfinalizabilitv?' which signifies the conviction that the world is a messy, open, and plural place. Concomitant with this is the importance of dialogue as something like a model of the world.7' But Bakhtin's notion of dialogue (and of dialogism as a nonteleological dialectics) exceeds the idea of argument or debate. Instead, the notion of dialogue brings into question certain assumptions linked to the conventional view of discussion, specifically those of interacting and autonomous monads. For Bakhtin, communication is so central to existence that to separate out particular identities from their conditions of possibility is an instance of "theoretism" (the mistaken belief that events should be understood in terms of rules or structures to which they purportedly conform).   For the conventional modes of understanding world politics these concepts have some significant ramifications. In the first instance, an interpretive disposition indebted to prosaics reverses the burden of proof to focus analysis on the intellectual and political constitution of order rather than disorder, and the constructed rather than discovered character of selfhood and ethics.74 The presumption of agency and the naturalness of autonomy are thus called into question. But even more importantly, Bakhtin's thoughts—akin again to a Derridean notion, this time of the trace—highlight the way in which individual and collective subjects are "extraterritorial, partially 'located outside' themselves," such that bakhtin can speak of the 'nonself-sufficiency’ of the self. With respect to individuals, Bakhtin maintains:  I achieve self-consciousness. I become myself only by revealing myself to another, through another, with another's help. The most important acts, constitutive of self-consciousness, are determined by their relation to another consciousness (a 'thou'). Cutting oneself off, isolating oneself, closing oneself off, those are the basic reasons for loss of self…It turns out that every internal experience occurs on the border, it comes across another, and this essence resides in this intense encounter . . . The very being of man (both internal and external) is a profound communication. To be means to communicate ... To be means to be for the other and through him, for oneself. Man has no internal sovereign territory; he is all and always on the boundary; looking within himself, he loos in the eyes of the other or through the eves of the other ... I cannot do without the other; I cannot become myself without the other; I must find myself in the other, finding the other in me (in mutual reflection and perception). These thoughts also have important implications for collective subjects (such as states, etc.), because they point to the limitations of "territory" and "boundary" as metaphors…stressing that "cultural entities are, in effect, all boundary.” As Bakhtin notes, "One must not, however, imagine the realm of culture as some sort of spatial whole, having boundaries but also having internal territory. The realm of culture has no internal territory: it is entirely distributed along the boundaries, boundaries pass everywhere, through its every aspect."78 And without boundaries, rigid segmentaritv (the levels of analysis problem) is no more. 

A2 Perm – Borders

A2 Perm - complete abandonment of statecentric cartography in all of its forms, including international affaiirs and international relations discourse, is required to challenge the sturctures of intelligibility. theories that are critical of the system yet still engage in its predicates only serve to reinforce the whole structure.

Michael Shapiro, professor of political science at university of HI, 1997 “Violent Cartographies” p.175-6
In order to oppose war and promote peace, Levinas enacted a linguistic war on the governing assumptions of Western philosophy. He argued that philosophy from Plato through Heidegger constructed persons and peoples within totalizing conceptions of humanity. The ethical regard, he insisted, is one that resists encompassing the Other as part of the same, that resists recognizing the Other solely within the already spoken codes of a universalizing vision of humankind. However problematic Levinas’s notion of infinite respect for an Alterity that always evades complete comprehension may be an issue I discuss later, it nevertheless makes possible a concern with the violence of representation, with discursive control over narratives of space and identity, which is central to my analysis. Edward Said emphasized the ethnopolitical significance of systems of discursive control, locating the violence of imperialism in the control over stories: “The power to narrate, or to block other narratives from forming and emerging, is very important to culture and imperialism, and constitutes on of the main connections between them. 

Indeed, contemporary neoimperialism resins in part in the dominance of a spatial story that inhibits the recognition of alternatives. A geopolitical imaginary, the map of nation-states, dominates ethical discourse at a global level. Despite an increasing instability in the geopolitical imaginary, the map of nation-states, dominates ethical discourse at a global level. Despite an increasing instability in the geopolitical map of states, the more general discourses of “international affairs” and “international relations” continue to dominate both ethical and political problematics. Accordingly, analysis of global violence are most often constructed within a state centric, geostrategic cartography, which organizes the interpretation of enmities on the basis of an individual and collective national subject on cross-boundary antagonisms. And ethical theories aimed at a normative inhibition of these antagonisms continue to presume this same geopolitical cartography. To resist this discursive/representational monopoly, we must challenge the geopolitical map. Although the interpretation of maps is usually subsumed within a scientific imagination, it is nevertheless the case that “the cartographer’s categories,” as J.B. Harle has put it, “are the basis of the morality of the map.” “Morality” here emerges most significantly form the boundary and naming practices that construct the map. The nominations and territorialities that maps endorse constitute, among other things, a “topographical amnesia.” Effacements of older maps in contemporary namings and configurations amount to a non recognition of older, often violently displaced practices of identity and space. Among the consequences of this neglected dimension of cartography, which include a morality delegating spatial unconscious and a historical amnesia with respect to alternatives, has been a radical circumspection of the kinds of persons and groups recognized as worthy subjects of moral solitude. State citizenship has tended to remain the primary basis for the identities recognized in discourses such as the “ethics of international affairs.”

Links – Warming
The project of global climate crisis management is a process of neoliberal security 
Timothy W Luke, Department of Political Science at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, 2008, The Politics of True Convenience or Inconvenient Truth: Struggles Over How to Sustain Capitalism, Democracy, and Ecology in the 21st Century, Environment and Planning, Vol. 40, pg 1811-1824

4 Conclusions: `I [we] need to wake-up'
The project of global climate crisis management, as outlined by Gore, marks one of the greatest efforts to expand, as Michel De Certeau claims, ``the empire of the evident in functionalist technocracy'' (1988, page 203). Indeed, as this overview of the struggle for capitalism, democracy, and ecology in the 21st century has sought to demonstrate, Al Gore's telling of `inconvenient truths' is being done in a manner that aspires to exert greater control over most planetary places, processes, and practices in the state of emergency threatened by worldwide climate changes. More draconian complexities, however, also could await those who follow Gore. Since only 1% of all cars and trucks registered in the USA are hybrids, only 5% of current light bulb sales are compact fluorescents, and only 2.3% of electricity generation comes from renewable sources of energy, voluntary changes motivated by ethical consumption thus far have not been, and in the future probably will not be, sufficient. The institutional problems of responding efficaciously to climate change, then, are immense. To cite one example, Joseph Romm, head of the Office of Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy in the US Department of Energy under President Clinton, argues that ``global warming will change American life forever and end politics as we know it'' in our lifetimes (2007, page 230). That is a rather big bite to swallow in suburbia, and few will want to have their helping of it. In his view, it is now imperative that ``the nation and the world embrace an aggressive multidecade, government-led effort to use existing and near-term clean- energy technologies'' (Romm, 2007, page 230). This program would entail planning out a fifty-year-long energy-generation and energy-conservation campaign, which stresses radical action immediately. During the mobilization, the USA and other major industrial countries must act so that: ``1. We replicate, nationally and globally, California's performance-based efficiency program and codes for homes and commercial buildings. From 1976 to 2005, electricity consumption per capita stayed flat in California, while it grew 60 percent in the rest of the nation. 2. We greatly increase the efficiency of industry and power generation and more than double the use of cogeneration (combined heat and power). The energy now lost as waste heat from U.S. power generation exceeds the energy used by Japan for all purposes. 3. We build 1 million large wind turbines (fifty times the current capacity) or the equivalent in other renewables, such as solar power. 4. We capture the carbon dioxide associated with 800 proposed large coal plants (four-fifths of all coal plants in the year 2000) and permanently store that CO2 underground. This is a flow of CO2 into the ground equal to the current flow of oil out of the ground. 5. We build 700 large nuclear power plants (double the current capacity) whilemaintaining the use of all existing nuclear plants. 6. As the number of cars and light trucks on the road more than triples to 2 billion, we increase their average fuel economy to 60 miles per gallon (triple the current U.S. average) with no increase in miles traveled per car. 7. We give these 2 billion cars advanced hybrid vehicle technology, so that they are capable of running on electricity for short distances before they revert to running on biofuels. We take one-twelfth of the world's cropland and use it to grow high- yield energy crops for biofuels. We build another half-million large wind turbines dedicated to providing the electricity for these advanced hybrids. 8. We stop all tropical deforestation, while doubling the rate of new tree planting'' (Romm, 2007, pages 22 ^ 23). Such foundational changes are not impossible, particularly if the world is truly facing the greatest emergency in human history, but they now surely seem improbable. Stratagems numbers (3) and (7) versus number (5), for example, have often been seen, at least in the USA, as politically antithetical, because windmills and nuclear plants have had different political supporters. It is not clear that stratagem number (1) is the best standard in the USA, much less the world, since standards other than those from California might be superior. Stratagem number (6) for cars and trucks is business as usual in current, sprawl-driven urbanization patterns; and, stratagem numbers (1) and (2) have been routinely dismissed for decades as cost ineffective in the USA and elsewhere, because many business groups oppose serious conservation. Finally, no one knows what will happen if stratagem number (4) is implemented, since this project must capture and sequester in gas and/or liquid forms massive quantities of CO2, or about 82 million barrels per day in 2004. This will require a massive new infrastructure, as elaborate and expensive as today's oil industry, to implement successfully, but without the same widely distributed demand for the product being processed as one finds for gasoline. Even so, Romm's truly radical plan also might be too little, too late. It openly aims at keeping global CO2 emissions higher than 2005 levels at 400 ppm, or the figures predicted for 2010, while anticipating they could very well increase to about 550 ppm. If the plan worked perfectly, global warming will continue steadily, and the Earth's overall degradation will become more evident to everyone. Therefore, while this vast economic and engineering effort unfolds, it also could very easily lose political support. Temperatures would rise 1 8C (1.88F) by 2015, they could rise another 1.5 8C (or 2.78F) by 2100, and much of Greenland's ice sheet would melt, increasing sea levels maybe by 20 ft (Romm, 2007, pages 22 ^ 24). At the same time, as Gore (2006a; 2006b) would affirm, even greater disasters could be avoided, and CO2 levels eventually might be brought back to 1990 levels of 356 ppm (Kolbert, 2006, page 202) early in the 22nd century with these interventions. However, this reindustrialization campaign would require a sustained systemic policing of world greenhouse gassing, energy conservation, and land use for almost ninety years, three human generations, or more than twice as long as the Cold War, to name a recent global struggle on a lesser scale. As the GROCC consortium of transnational capital, environmental NGOs, and academic mandarins are anticipating, Romm's plan is just one representative blueprint for administering sustainable degradation: it just needs a good solid business model. Who will build more efficient power plants, manufacture hybrid vehicles, construct more nuclear generating capacity, sequester captured, stored, and piped CO2, stop deforestation, and build wind turbines? It is no surprise that ninety major global firms want to, as the CEO of Alcoa asserts, ``all grow and prosper in a greenhouse gas-constrained world.'' Romm's design requires only a more comprehensive consensus among business and government leaders about selling the goods and services needed by a world where CO2 concentrations increase, temperatures rise dramatically, much of the world's existing ice fields melt, sea levels rise at least 20 ft, thousands of square miles of settled ground is flooded, and this chaos goes on for decades, if not centuries. Whether it is called `ethical consumption', `corporate social purpose', `green steward- ship', or `cradle-to-cradle design', this is the reality of `sustainable degradation', namely, how to profit from ecological crisis. Like Romm, Gore and his Alliance for Climate Protection are hoping to develop, with the GROCC, as Alcoa's Belda states, ``a global plan of action on climate change in ways that create more economic opportunities than risks'' or the type of plan ``needed to extend the climate change issue from one of talk to one of action''. More critical analyses, such as this one, must question the reduction of an entire planet to these national or, perhaps even, transnational policeable spaces. Oddly enough, many of those who accept such efforts at global policing pushed by authorities like Gore and the IPCC are the same people as those who reject outright other efforts at global policing by figures like President Bush (43) or Robert Kagan. There is far too much presumption of a power and knowledge not yet attained implied by Gore's na|« ve belief in `an Earth in Balance', reprocessed GIS images, and ecological moralizing PowerPoints as An Inconvenient Truth implies. Pictures alone do not make the Earth's ecologies fully legible, but they embolden those backing Gore's green ideology to lay down the basis of a new regulatory regime that ironically few, if any, democratic publics have elected to endure. Authority is clearly being asserted here in the global warming debates, but it is not very clear that it is being affirmed by voters, the public, or people in general. After all, we must remember that Live Earth was mostly a rock extravaganza, not a global plebiscite, and the Nobel Peace Prize is an honorary recognition, not a writ of sovereignty. Whose space gets policed transnationally when, how, and by whom remain important open questions.

Links – Warming 
Turns Case—ignores the ways in which they are embedded infrastructures in the production of climate change in the first place 

Timothy W Luke, Department of Political Science at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, 2005, The Death of Environmentalism or the Advent of Public Ecology, Organization Environment, Vol. 18, pg 489

Here, Shellenberger and Nordhaus (2004) perhaps start out on the right track. They observe that established environmental movements rarely question “the most basic assumptions” about what does and does not get counted as “environmental,” because these groups inherently define environmental problems “so narrowly” that almost all proposed solutions turn out to “be technical” (pp. 8-9). Yet, even as they pillory environmentalism for embracing technified tactics and/or accepting statist regulation, Shellenberger and Nordhaus take a major misstep. That is, they claim the only real escape from global warming, for example, as a severe “ecological surprise” (King, 1995) is to follow now the organizational lead blazed by “the successes” of right-wing political activists since the 1970s. This recommendation, in turn, entails riding a new “third wave of environmentalism” that “will be framed around investment” in new public-private partnerships “like those America made in the railroads, the highways, the electronic industry, and the Internet” (Shellenberger & Nordhaus, 2004, p. 28).

Even though one can sympathize with their disappointments over the conventional ecomanagerialism favored by the National Environmental Protection Acts since the 1970s, any clearheaded environmentalist must question solutions for global warming based on the putative models of America’s railroads, interstate highway system, or electronics industry, using so-called public-private investments. On one level, these big technological systems are the embedded infrastructures that spew greenhouse gases into the atmosphere, so they hardly provide ideal models for curbing global climate change. On another level, Shellenberger and Nordhaus do not have a clear sense of how deeply private interests burrow into larger public projects in the economy and environment (Fischer, 1990) to pursue special agendas that derail the common good to seize personal benefits. Admittedly, the railroads, the interstates, and electronic life both on and off the Net did change America. Nonetheless, it is unclear that such changes were positive, because these ambiguous transformations often served other narrower interests, like those of railroad tycoons, General Motors, Microsoft, or General Electric. This miscomprehension can be connected to the stark distortions built into the “ecosubpolitical” realms of contemporary capital and its collective infrastructures (Luke, 2005, pp. 202-206). It is in this realm that private interests and/or technical accreditation are pitted against truly collective public concerns.

As clusters of many different technologies, points of capital investment, and sites for reshaping the materiality of much industrial ecology within nature’s biophysical systems, as Hoffman (2003) maintains, markets provide no real secure guarantees for better environmental outcomes. Thus, Shellenberger and Nordhaus’s lament over the “death of environmentalism” cannot just pick markets over states, because this simplistic decision fails to deal “not just with material considerations of the physical sciences but also with considerations of what motivates individual and organizational action found within the social sciences” (Hoffman, 2003, p. 77).

Epistemology – Warming

Kritik comes first—a link argument proves the aff is based on a production of knowledge which favors certain understandings of reality while marginalizing others—our kritik calls into question the truth claims of the affirmative. 
Karin Bäckstrand, Wallenberg Research Fellow at the Department of Political Science at Lund University, and Eva Lövbrand, Department of Environmental Science at Kalmar University, 2006, Planting Trees to Mitigate Climate Change: Contested Discourses of Ecological Modernization, Green Governmentality and Civic Environmentalism, Global Environmental Politics, Vol. 6 No. 1, pg 50-75

Discourses of Environmental Governance 

Discourse analysis has gained ground and proliferated in the analysis of global environmental change in sociology, political ecology and policy studies.2 A central insight of this disparate work is to identify power relationships associated with dominant narratives surrounding "environment" and "sustainable development." Four dimensions of discourse analysis that are prominent in the literature and relevant for our study are highlighted. First, discourses are conceived of as a shared meaning of phenomena. Global environmental change in general and the role of terrestrial carbon sinks in particular are permeated by a struggle over meaning and symbolic representation. In line with Hajer we understand discourses as "specific ensembles of ideas, concepts and categorization that are produced, reproduced and transformed in a particular set of practices."3 

Secondly, the exercise of power is closely tied to the production of knowledge, [End Page 51] which in turn can sustain a discourse. Hence, discourses are embedded in power relations, "as historically variable ways of specifying knowledge and truth--what is possible to speak at a given moment."4 Discourses as "knowledge regimes" bring us squarely to the role of science. In expert-driven global environmental change research especially, modern scientific knowledge, techniques, practices and institutions enable the production and maintenance of discourses. Thirdly, in line with argumentative discourse analysis, we subscribe to a conception of discourse that bridges the gap between the linguistic aspects and institutional dimensions of policy-making. In this vein discourse analysis can be brought to the forefront of the analysis of power and policy. Policies are not neutral tools but rather a product of discursive struggles. Accordingly, policy discourses favor certain descriptions of reality, empower certain actors while marginalizing others. The concept of discourse institutionalization is useful as it refers to the transformation of discourse into institutional phenomena.5 Fourthly, we align ourselves with a discourse analysis that includes a notion of agency. Recent studies have advanced concepts such as "discourse coalition" and "knowledge broker" to highlight how agents are embedded in discourses.6 In this perspective, discourses are inconceivable without discoursing subjects or agents that interpret, articulate and reproduce storylines congruent with certain discourses. We use the concept of discursive agent and argue that political power stems from the ability to articulate and set the term for the discourse.

To conclude, we employ a discourse-analytic framework that sheds light on how discourses are deeply embedded in scientific practices and techniques, institutionalized in global policy arenas and articulated by agents spanning the public-private and local-global divide. In the sections below we present each of the three discourses that arguably underpin policy practice and academic debates of environmental governance. They provide rough maps for understanding the discursive framing of contemporary global environmental politics. However, as will be demonstrated, each discourse is heterogeneous and thus in a constant change and redefinition. Consequently, there are overlaps and conflicts between the discourses when making sense of environmental governance.
Link Wall—Environment

Turn—they reduce nature to a standing reserve 
A. Disclosure of the environment conceals being

Neil Evernden, professor of Environmental Studies at York, The Social Creation of Nature, 1992, page 130

In his study of endangered species, Charles Bergman reflected on the source of our power to control, and on the possibility that this power is immanent in the kind of knowledge we seek of nature. Such knowledge, however benignly applied, must inevitably extend our control over nonhuman others. Thus even though our explanations of biological functioning may be employed to sustain the remnants of a fading species in reserves or outright captivity, and thereby provide us the satisfaction of having "saved" one kind of being, the knowledge employed entails the diminishment of that other. Success, therefore, also means failure—successful control over the life and death of the other requires the abrogation of its autonomy. And in legitimizing one mode of knowing over others, we cede to that method the right to define what that creature is and how we shall speak of it. Hence, "when the last of the [California] condors was captured, society suffered a loss‑the loss of the wild condor. But something else achieved a victory. The winner was biology. It confirmed its right to define for us what a bird is." Once defined, the nonhuman other disappears into its new description: it is drawn into a symbolic system which orders and explains, interprets and assigns value. In short, the creature becomes ours as it is made "real" by this assimilation. The wild other disappears the instant it is demystified and saved as a managed resource. Perhaps every act of salvation has had the same result, but at least some of the earlier rescuers did not deceive themselves of their purpose. Gifford Pinchot, chief proponent of the "con​servation" movement in the early part of this century, stated unequivocally that "the first duty of the human race is to control the earth it lives on.” Recent disciples have been decidedly circumspect, choosing to cloak their intentions, perhaps even from themselves, with such euphemisms as "wise stewardship" or "sustainable development.” But bold platitudes do not assure good results, and to "save," in this context, means little more than to stack canned goods on a pantry shelf, neatly labeled "preserved for future generations." When the other is thus contained, and conceptually pasteurized to remove the taste of wild impurities, there seems no threat of insurrection.

B. Reduces nature into pure energy

Charles Bergman, Professor at PLU, Wild Echoes, 1990, pages 5-7

But this concept is limited by its literalism. The land ethic, and the environmental movement built upon it, still identifies nature as something out there, as something external to us, something separate. We need a new, more intimate concept of the ecology of people and animals, humans and nature. If we look upon animals as symbols, as entities partly created by and mirroring us, we can see another dimension of our relationship with them: the emotional and unconscious meanings we attribute to animals. This approach shows how nature is created by culture. What we have not yet learned to understand, still living as we do in the outer light of an empirical and mechanistic age, is the place of the beast inside us. What forms of consciousness lie behind, and determine, the structure of our relations with animals? How is it that we know these animals, and how are we always involved with the animals by the very act of knowing them? The endangered creatures in this book are not merely problems to solve, as if we could finally figure out just what to do about their predicaments. Rather, they are perpetual questions. They are voices from the Other, external images of what is alien and foreign inside us, silent and shadowy strangers. I do not for a minute presume to think I can ever know these creatures completely. But I do think more complete relationships are possible, full of richness and emotion. Endangered species are not simply accidents of our way of living. They are the necessary consequences of our way of knowing animals. Endangered species reveal some of the rifts and blank spaces in our ways of seeing, and in those rifts, if we are willing to pay attention to them, I see the possibilities of new forms of knowing, new ways of feeling. On the hike into the North Cascades, one of the friends who stood beside me below the owl was a philosopher, a specialist in ethics at the university where I teach. As I talked about the owl's rarity and the controversy over protecting it from timber interests, he posed the fundamental question. "Why," he asked, philosopher that he is, "why should we preserve this owl? In fact, why preserve species?" The question made me mad. It still irritates me, no doubt because there is no satisfactory answer. But I now think it's the wrong question. Built into the question "Why save endangered species?" is all the arrogance of centuries of Western domination over nature. The question presupposes that we are the lords of creation, that it is our right and our duty to oversee nature. It also exposes our limited view of nature, even in our concern for it: Animals are something for us to control. The best answers speak of the intrinsic value of life—the life that we share with all of this creation. They also speak of compassion, which is the philanthropist's virtue. Yet compassion can itself be a kind of arrogant emotion, a condescension: From our exalted position, we will take pity on the less fortunate creatures, the ones unable to adapt to life on the terms we have set—fast-paced change and sweeping destruction of the earth, both of which nullify hopes for evolutionary adaptation. Compassion is noble, and certainly better than dismissing the creatures, but compassion does to the endangered animals what it has done to the poor: It turns them into moral failures. They aren't as good as we are, we think smugly, not as strong or powerful, and thank God we're not like them—but we'll give them a hand anyway. The worst reasons for saving endangered animals are probably the most effective: the ones that are blatantly, distressingly utilitarian. Although they galvanize the most support for saving species, such reasons are just one more excuse for exploiting animals, for predicating their lives on our needs. We should save endangered species, so the argument goes, because we never know where the cure for cancer will come from.
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