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2NC NPT

NPT’s irrelevant to nuclear-decisionmaking – Article 4 is irrelevant to North Korea and Iran’s security-based concerns because they simply want a cheap deterrent and prestige to solidify support for their regimes. That’s Bergner.
Decisions are made based on security interests, not treaty obligations.
Bergner 12 [Jonathan D. Bergner, MA – Security Studies at Georgetown, Going Nuclear: Does the Non-Proliferation Treaty Matter?, Comparative Strategy, 31:84–102, 2012, pages 84-102, 17 Feb 2012]

The fact is that the vast majority of states comply with their NPT obligations because it is easy to do so. As one scholar put it, the appearance of the regime’s success stems from the fact “that few state leaders have desired the thing it prohibits.” 9 The harder question is this: does the nonproliferation regime inﬂuence those states and leaders that actually seek nuclear weapons and can ﬁnd the means to acquire them? A look at the history of nuclear weapons programs in South Korea, Argentina, Brazil, and Libya offers some insight. In these more interesting cases, instances of nuclear restraint or reversal were made “prior to, rather than as a consequence of, the decision to ratify the NPT.” 10 In other words, the NPT could not be said to have been a meaningful factor in their nuclear decision-making calculus.
Your first priority is to be a vigilant critic of the aff’s colonial discourse – it is impossible to objectively test the aff.

Rebecca S. Bjork, Prof of Communications @ University of Utah, ’95 [inWarranting Assent, “Public Policy Argumentation and Colonialist Ideology in the Post-Cold War Era,” p. 232]

Perhaps the most compelling feature of Said’s (1979) Orientalism is the careful, detailed account he constructs of the historical relationships between academic scholarships and colonial expansion in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.  The assumption, all too often taken for granted in academic circles, that scholarship
takes place in an "Ivory tower" that has no relationship to the real world, is problematic in
light of Said's thorough critique of the discursive practice of Orientalism and his advocacy of
"worldly criticism (Said 1983). As I have attempted to demonstrate in this essay, all scholars and public
policy arguers, myself included, cannot escape the cultural embeddedness of their positions,
authority, and work. If it is the case that human beings are constantly shaped by their
surroundings, and form attitudes, beliefs, and values in response to their circumstances, then
it seems clear that attempts to 'objectively discover and communicate knowledge are doomed to
fail. It is my belief that formalist argumentation theory, with its goals of accurately describing
arguments and applying rational tests to determine whether they warrant assent, clings to this
goal of objectivity. Furthermore, presuming that "rational” argument takes place between
equally empowered voices in an "Ideal" civic and democratic society, obscures the role of power
relations as they are culturally and historically coded in society (Fish 1990). Once it is
granted that academic discourse circulates throughout culture and becomes part of the taken-for-granted assumptions that drive society, then it is imperative that scholars who produce such
discourse are vigilant and aware of the power and implications of their work. In this essay, I have attempted to illustrate the ways in which public policy argumentation
(scholarly and otherwise) concerning the threats posed by nuclear proliferation, and the
potential deployment of ballistic missile defense as a way of alleviating those threats, depict
others nations in ways that are racist and sexist, and which serve to perpetuate global
inequalitiet Some might argue that it is easy to point fingers, lay blame, and complain about the
current state of international relations without offering any concrete solutions to the dangers
that face our world each day.  Adopting a critical stance to the evaluation of arguments, however,
represents a first step toward constructive change, in that awareness of the ideological power of
argumentation opens up possibilities for reconceptualizing the role of scholarship. Listening to
the voices of others," with sensitivity to the particular situations from which such voices
emerge, seems to be logically prior to suggesting alternatives. One difficulty adopting a postcolonialist critical stance toward argumentation, for instance, involves grappling with the question, “when does my speaking about the struggles of the ‘other’ become an attempt to speak for?”  After all, I am privileged, as a middle-class, white professional American, and I must acknowledge my privilege status.  Listening carefully to the voices of the colonized, however, and attempting to pen up a critical space for their arguments, moves the study of argumentation in new directions.  Exposing the colonialist functions of dualistic argumentative structures, and striving to allow subjugated voices to emerge, allows critics to cultivate a sense of “respect for the concrete detail of human experience, understanding that arises from viewing the other compassionately, honestly” (Said 1981, p. xxxi).  Guarding against the temptation to abstract and essentialize whole cultures, societies, and peoples, and replacing it with scholarship sensitive to the concrete historical factors shaping human action, serves to “humanize” academic practice and, perhaps, makes inroads against the dehumanizing practices so characteristic of argumentation in the formulation and justification of American foreign policy.  I can only hope that my efforts will encourage others to engage in the debate over ideological criticism, and that the result will be a humane, vigilant dialogue that is sensitive to the power and influence of scholarship.
Their Anti-Proliferation Discourse Legitimates Western Dominance - This is the Root Cause of Current International Conflict
Hugh Gusterson, @ Massachusetts Institute of Technology, ’99 [Cultural Anthropology 14.1, “Nuclear Weapons and the Other in the Western Imagination,” p. jstor]

Noam Chomsky (1982) has suggested that the arms race between the superpowers was not really "about" the U.S.-Soviet rivalry at all but was a convenient way to assure the subjugation of smaller countries in the Third World under the guise of superpower competition. One does not have to swallow whole the simple reductionism of this argument to accept that there is obviously some connection between the nuclear stockpiles of some developed nations on the one hand and the political clientship and economic underdevelopment of Third World nations on the other. Just as some nations have abundant access to capital while others do not, so some nations are allowed plentiful supplies of the ultimate weapon while others are prevented by elaborate treaties and international police activities from obtaining it. Without devising rigidly deterministic models connecting economic power and nuclear weapons-models that such states as Japan and Germany obviously would not fit-one can at least sketch the broad contours of this generalization: the nuclear underdevelopment of the developing world is one fragment in a wider and systematic pattern of global disempowerment that ensures the subordination of the south.'9 The discourse on nuclear proliferation legitimates this system of domination while presenting the interests the established nuclear powers have in maintaining their nuclear monopoly as if they were equally beneficial to all the nations of the globe. And, ironically, the discourse on nonproliferation presents these subordinate nations as the principal source of danger in the world. This is another case of blaming the victim. The discourse on nuclear proliferation is structured around a rigid segregation of "their" problems from "ours." In fact, however, we are linked to developing nations by a world system, and many of the problems that, we claim, render these nations ineligible to own nuclear weapons have a lot to do with the West and the system it dominates. For example, the regional conflict between India and Pakistan is, in part at least, a direct consequence of the divide-and-rule policies adopted by the British raj; and the dispute over Kashmir, identified by Western commentators as a possible flash point for nuclear war, has its origins not so much in ancient hatreds as in Britain's decision in 1846 to install a Hindu maharajah as leader of a Muslim territory (Burns 1998). The hostility between Arabs and Israelis has been exacerbated by British, French, and American intervention in the Middle East dating back to the Balfour Declaration of 1917. More recently, as Steven Green points out, "Congress has voted over $36.5 billion in economic and military aid to Israel, including rockets, planes, and other technology which has directly advanced Israel's nuclear weapons capabilities. It is precisely this nuclear arsenal, which the U.S. Congress has been so instrumental in building up, that is driving the Arab state to attain countervailing strategic weapons of various kinds" (1990). Finally, the precariousness of many Third World regimes is not at all unconnected with the activities of the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund, the CIA, and various multinational corporations based in the West. And if U.S. sanctions against India and Pakistan after their 1998 tests destabilize these countries, Western commentators will doubtless point to this instability as a further reason why they cannot be trusted with the bomb. "Our" co-responsibility for "their" problems and the origin of some of those problems in a continuing system of global domination which benefits the West is an integral part of ordinary political discourse in the Third World itself; it is, however, denied by an orientalist discourse that disavows that we and the Other are ultimately one. 
1AC’s emphasis on the need for nano-dominance is ludicrous –

Nanotechnology is the apex of state-based security.
O’Donnell 7 [Marcus, Associate lecturer, School of Journalism and Creative Writing, University of Wollong, Something smart going on: the apocalyptic aesthetics of surveillance Second Workshop on the Social Implications of National Security: From Dataveillance to Uberveillance and the Realpolitik of the Transparent Society" Wollongong 29 October 2007. http://www.apocalypticmediations.com/files/MOD-Surveillance.pdf]

These connections between apocalyptic bodies and the contemporary security state become acute in the world of nanotechnologies. These evolving technologies produce the mechanisms whereby human bodies become controllable nodes in an information network of somantic surveillance. “Smart-warriors” become fully mission-controlled through an array of wearable and inplantable technologies that see, sense and report. It is here that the discourse of future bodies oversteps the messiness of today’s realities. Monahan and Wall (2007) point out that these technologies are caught between current realities and a discourse about their future potential. They note that this discursive “history of the future,” also creates the necessary parameters for generous funding and development opportunities. Discourses about the revolutionary potential of nanotech should also be read as cultural tools for conjuring those worlds into existence, while simultaneously foreclosing alternative pathways for technoscientific development…. By stressing the “new” groundbreaking features of nanoscience and nanotechnology… proponents of nanotech biomedical monitoring seek to construct a “break in time”…. or a point at which the future lifts off from the present, transporting us away from current problems and concerns. In this framing, any resistance to such bold futures is seen as increasing national vulnerability to terrorists who might not be as ethically constrained or responsible as the US. (Monihan & Wall 2007:159) 

Biosecurity risks demand rhetorical investigation – imagined risks directly influence policy and future planning.
Finnegan 11 [Cara A., Associate Professor in the Departments of Speech Communication and Art History at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign  Quarterly Journal of Speech  Volume 97, Issue 2, 2011  Review Essay: Addressing the Epidemic of Epidemics: Germs, Security, and a Call for Biocriticism  View full text Download full text Full access DOI:10.1080/00335630.2011.565785 Cara A. Finnegan pages 224-244  Available online: 29 Apr 2011]

Second, the proliferation of risk discourses surrounding contagion demands ongoing rhetorical analysis. Price-Smith, Wald, and Klotz and Sylvester suggest in varying degrees that inaccurate risk perception fuels germ panic that can disrupt economic and social relations. By contrast, the essays in Biosecurity Interventions and Dread stress the mismatch between planning for imagined risks and the empirical data detailing actual infections and known killers. For instance, since 9/11 the US government has spent more than $50 billion on civilian biodefense, representing $2 billion for each known victim of bioterrorism.32 By contrast, tens of thousands of our citizens die each year from medical mistakes and other preventable conditions.33 Given that germ discourses chiefly are configured in terms of risk with tangible personal, political, and economic outcomes, rhetoricians should be playing a greater role in demonstrating the underlying logics, deployments, and outcomes of the discourses of risk—and in disentangling their economic, political, and cultural stakes. By tracking risk constructions surrounding both real and envisioned epidemics, rhetoricians can show how the “communicability” of risks influences policy and practice. The anticipatory and imagined aspects of biosecurity planning, with their ubiquitous role plays and risk modeling, simulations and speculations, deserve special scrutiny because these modes of rhetorical invention drive future political and scientific action.34 Here, rhetoricians and communication scholars can build on the theoretical work on risk by Ulrich Beck, Anthony Giddens, Joost Van Loon, and Barbara Adam, and add to the rhetorical scholarship of Jeffrey Grabill and Michele Simmons, Robert Danisch, J. Blake Scott, and Beverly Sauers, by tracing the constitution, contestation, elaboration, and consequences of our rhetorics of pathogenic risk.35
2. Nothing to permute – IR debates demand scholarly questioning and deliberation, not a rush towards enacting policies supported by contrived internal link-chains based upon inconsistent piecing together of news articles. Even if some components of the 1AC initially seem compelling, the all-encompassing nature of security demands intellectual resistance and reflection prior to policy commitments.

Rampp 9 [Benjamin, University of Tübingen, Interdepartmental Centre for Ethics in the Sciences and Humanities (IZEW). Insecurity by Impreciseness  Towards a Specific Concept of Security   http://www.inter-disciplinary.net/ptb/wvw/wvw5/Rampp%20paper.pdf]

The question arises whether such a logic of security – which in practice comprises more terms  like intentional threats, us vs. them (Wæver 1995: 63), coercion, violence and counter vio- lence, or the loss of freedoms than the idea of “peace of mind” – is appropriate for the respec- tive situations. I strongly doubt this. Rather, potentially better alternative approaches to solve  problems in the concrete situation are ignored by securitizing it (Wæver 1995: 57).  Of course, issues of economy, food, health, environment, and the social dimension are linked  with security. To avoid an intransparent amalgamation of topics, I therefore suggest – from a  methodological point of view – to discuss both definitions and fields of practice exclusively  and only then investigate connections in the real world.

3. Still links – descriptions of instability, despite progressive intentions, create an anti-political approach.
Burke 7 [Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, p. 3-4]
These frameworks are interrogated at the level both of their theoretical conceptualisation and their practice: in their influence and implementation in specific policy contexts and conflicts in East and Central Asia, the Middle East and the 'war on tei-ror', where their meaning and impact take on greater clarity. This approach is based on a conviction that the meaning of powerful political concepts cannot be abstract or easily universalised: they all have histories, often complex and conflictual; their forms and meanings change over time; and they are developed, refined and deployed in concrete struggles over power, wealth and societal form. While this should not preclude normative debate over how political or ethical concepts should be defined and used, and thus be beneficial or destructive to humanity, it embodies a caution that the meaning of concepts can never be stabilised or unproblematic in practice. Their normative potential must always be considered in relation to their utilisation in systems of political, social and economic power and their consequent worldly effects. Hence this book embodies a caution by Michel Foucault, who warned us about the 'politics of truth . . the battle about the status of truth and the economic and political role it plays', and it is inspired by his call to 'detach the power of truth from the forms of hegemony, social, economic and cultural, within which it operates at the present time'.1 It is clear that traditionally coercive and violent approaches to security and strategy are both still culturally dominant, and politically and ethically suspect. However, the reasons for pursuing a critical analysis relate not only to the most destructive or controversial approaches, such as the war in Iraq, but also to their available (and generally preferable) alternatives. There is a necessity to question not merely extremist versions such as the Bush doctrine, Indonesian militarism or Israeli expansionism, but also their mainstream critiques - whether they take the form of liberal policy approaches in international relations (IR), just war theory, US realism, optimistic accounts of globalisation, rhetorics of sensitivity to cultural difference, or centrist Israeli security discourses based on territorial compromise with the Palestinians. The surface appearance of lively (and often significant) debate masks a deeper agreement about major concepts, forms of political identity and the imperative to secure them. Debates about when and how it may be effective and legitimate to use military force in tandem with other policy options, for example, mask a more fundamental discursive consensus about the meaning of security, the effectiveness of strategic power, the nature of progress, the value of freedom or the promises of national and cultural identity.  As a result, political and intellectual debate about insecurity, violent conflict and global injustice can become hostage to a claustrophic structure of political and ethical possibility that systematically wards off critique.
View the vast majority of 1AC evidence with extreme skepticism – nuclear lobby spends millions to spew misinformation. Their evidence is written by people with an economic and political interest to stop other countries from trying to pursue their own nuclear industries and fuel facilities so the U.S. can control the global market.

Todhunter 9/14 [Colin, Global Research,  Nuclear Power: The Energy of Protest. The Future could be Renewable September 14, 2012 http://www.globalresearch.ca/nuclear-power-the-energy-of-protest-the-future-could-be-renewable/?utm_source=rss&utm_medium=rss&utm_campaign=nuclear-power-the-energy-of-protest-the-future-could-be-renewable]

Proliferation concerns aside, the role that the powerful pro-nuclear lobby plays in shaping the debate about nuclear energy should not be underestimated. The US Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) is described by Dr Helen Caldicott as the propaganda wing for the US nuclear industry, which spends millions of dollars annually to engineer public opinion. The NEI forwards the message that nuclear energy is clean, safe and cheap and in promoting this message has often attacked opponents and targeted legislators and policy makers via ‘independent’ reports, phoney claims and ‘donations’.  Journalism Professor Karl Grossman of the State University of New York suggests the misinformation from General Electric and Westinghouse, the ‘Coke and Pepsi’ of the nuclear industry (who will incidentally both benefit enormously from India’s lucrative, multi billion dollar expanding nuclear sector), have made the money put into PR and lobbying by the tobacco companies appear miniscule. Perhaps such a level of spending and propaganda is not surprising because Harvey Wasserman, writer and activist, says this is an industry that can’t solve its waste problems, can’t operate without leaking radiation, can’t pay for itself and can’t get private insurance against terror or error.
Their mode of security politics makes both escalation and global structural violence inevitable. [also answers their no interventionism arguments.
Burke 7 [Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, p. 231-2]
Yet the first act in America's 'forward strategy of freedom' was to invade and attempt to subjugate Iraq, suggesting that, if 'peace' is its object, its means is war: the engine of history is violence, on an enormous and tragic scale, and violence is ultimately its only meaning. This we can glimpse in 'Toward a Pacific Union', a deeply disingenuous chapter of Fukuyama's The End of History and the Last Man. This text divides the earth between a 'post-historical' world of affluent developed democracies where 'the old rules of power-politics have decreasing relevance', and a world still 'stuck in history' and 'riven with a variety of religious, national and ideological conflicts'. The two worlds will maintain 'parallel but separate existences' and interact only along axes of threat, disturbance and crucial strategic interest: oil, immigration, terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Because 'the relationship between democracies and nondemocracies will still be characterised by mutual distrust and fear', writes Fukuyama, the 'post-historical half must still make use of realist methods when dealing with the part still in history ... force will still be the ultima ratio in their relations'. For all the book's Kantian pretensions, Fukuyama naturalises war and coercion as the dominant mode of dealing with billions of people defined only through their lack of 'development' and 'freedom'. Furthermore, in his advocacy of the 'traditional moralism of American foreign policy' and his dismissal of the United Nations in favour of a NATO-style 'league of truly free states ... capable of much more forceful action to protect its collective security against threats arising from the non-democratic part of the world' we can see an early premonition of the historicist unilateralism of the Bush administration. 72 In this light, we can see the invasion of Iraq as continuing a long process of 'world-historical' violence that stretches back to Columbus' discovery of the Americas, and the subsequent politics of genocide, warfare and dispossession through which the modem United States was created and then expanded - initially with the colonisation of the Philippines and coercive trade relationships with China and Japan, and eventually to the self-declared role Luce had argued so forcefully for: guarantor of global economic and strategic order after 1945. This role involved the hideous destruction of Vietnam and Cambodia, 'interventions' in Chile, El Salvador, Panama, Nicaragua and Afghanistan (or an ever more destructive 'strategic' involvement in the Persian Gulf that saw the United States first building up Iraq as a formidable regional military power, and then punishing its people with a 14-year sanctions regime that caused the deaths of at least 200,000 people), all of which we are meant to accept as proof of America's benign intentions, of America putting its 'power at the service of principle'. They are merely history working itself out, the 'design of nature' writing its bliss on the world.73 The bliss 'freedom' offers us, however, is the bliss of the graveyard, stretching endlessly into a world marked not by historical perfection or democratic peace, but by the eternal recurrence of tragedy, as ends endlessly disappear in the means of permanent war and permanent terror. This is how we must understand both the prolonged trauma visited on the people of Iraq since 1990, and the inflammatory impact the US invasion will have on the new phenomenon of global antiWestern terrorism. American exceptionalism has deluded US policymakers into believing that they are the only actors who write history, who know where it is heading, and how it will play out, and that in its service it is they (and no-one else) who assume an unlimited freedom to act. As a senior adviser to Bush told a journalist in 2002: 'We're an empire now, and when we act, we create our own reality . . We're history's actors."
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