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1AR Owen card

Owen ‘2 
(David Owen, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton,  Millennium Vol 31 No 3 2002 p. 655-7)

Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitments. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.
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This educational model is vital to policy and academia– prevents insular education- this answers FIAT isn’t real
Jentleson ‘2 (Bruce W. Jentleson, Source: International Security, Vol. 26, No. 4 (Spring, 2002), pp. 169-183, “Bringing  Policy  Relevance  Back In”, http://www.jstor.org/stable/3092106, Spring 2002, LEQ)

So, a Washington for- eign policy colleague asked, which of your models and theories should I turn to now? What do you academics have to say about September 11? You are sup- posed to be the scholars and students of international affairs-Why did it hap- pen? What should be done? Notwithstanding the surly tone, the questions are not unfair. They do not pertain just to political scientists and international relations scholars; they can be asked of others as well. It falls to each discipline to address these questions as they most pertain to its role. To be sure, political science and international relations have produced and continue to produce scholarly work that does bring important policy insights. Still it is hard to deny that contemporary political science and international relations as a discipline put limited value on policy relevance-too little, in my view, and the discipline suffers for it.1 The problem is not just the gap between theory and policy but its chasmlike widening in recent years and the limited valuation of efforts, in Alexander George's phrase, at "bridging the gap."2 The events of September 11 drive home the need to bring policy relevance back in to the discipline, to seek greater praxis between theory and practice. This is not to say that scholars should take up the agendas of think tanks, journalists, activists, or fast fax operations. The academy's agenda is and should be principally a more scholarly one. But theory can be valued without policy relevance being so undervalued. Dichotomization along the lines of "we" do theory and "they" do policy consigns international relations scholars almost exclusively to an intradisciplinary dialogue and purpose, with conver- sations and knowledge building that while highly intellectual are excessively insular and disconnected from the empirical realities that are the discipline's raison d'etre. This stunts the contributions that universities, one of society's most essential institutions, can make in dealing with the profound problems 


and challenges society faces. It also is counterproductive to the academy's own interests. Research and scholarship are bettered by pushing analysis and logic beyond just offering up a few paragraphs on implications for policy at the end of a forty-page article, as if a "ritualistic addendum."3 Teaching is enhanced when students' interest in "real world" issues is engaged in ways that reinforce the argument that theory really is relevant, and CNN is not enough. There also are gains to be made for the scholarly community's standing as perceived by those outside the aca- demic world, constituencies and colleagues whose opinions too often are self- servingly denigrated and defensively disregarded. It thus is both for the health of the discipline and to fulfill its broader societal responsibilities that greater praxis is to be pursued. September 11 Questions: Answers from the International Relations Literature? What knowledge is most needed to understand September 11 and the ques- tions posed about its causes, consequences, and the policy agenda it has set? And what answers do political scientists and especially international relations specialists have to offer? Four sets  of  questions  need  to be  considered.

And roleplaying is best-
Rawls ‘1 (John, American philosopher and a leading figure in moral and political philosophy. He held the James Bryant Conant University Professorship at Harvard, “The Law of Peoples: with ‘The Idea of Public Reason Revisited’,” Harvard University Press, pg 56-57, 3/2/01)

How is the ideal of public reason realized by citizens who are not government officials? In a representative government, citizens vote for representatives-chief executives, legislators, and the like-not for particular laws (except at a state or local level where they may vote directly on referenda questions, which are not usually fundamental questions). To answer this question, we say that, ideally, citizens are to think of themselves as if they were legislators and ask themselves what statutes, supported by what reasons satisfying the criterion of reciprocity, they would think it most reasonable to enact." When firm and widespread, the disposition of citizens to view themselves as ideal legislators, and to repudiate government officials and candidates for public office who violate public reason, forms part of the political and social basis of liberal democracy and is vital for its enduring strength and vigor. Thus in domestic society citizens fulfill their duty of civility and support the idea of public reason, while doing what they can to hold government officials to it. This duty, like other political rights and duties, is an intrinsically moral duty. I emphasize that it is not a legal duty, for in that case it would be incompatible with freedom of speech.  Similarly, the ideal of the public reason of free and equal peoples is realized, or satisfied, whenever chief executives and legislators, and other government officials, as well as candidates for public office, act from and follow the principles of the Law of Peoples and explain to other peoples their reasons for pursuing or revising a peoples foreign policy and affairs of state that involve other societies. As for private citizens, we say. as before, that ideally citizens are to think of themselves as if they were executives and legislators and ask themselves what foreign policy supported by what considerations they would think it most reasonable to advance. Once again, when firm and widespread, the disposition of citizens to view themselves as ideal executives and legislators, and to repudiate government officials and candidates for public office who violate the public reason of free and equal peoples, is part of the political and social basis of peace and understanding among peoples. 


A2 that nuke power link


Reprocessing reduces toxicity and quantity of nuclear waste
[bookmark: _Toc333353887]Lee 10
(Nathan R. Lee, WISE Intern and B.S.E. in Materials Science & Engineering from UPenn, Sustainability Of U.S. Nuclear Energy: Waste Management And The Question Of Reprocessing American Nuclear Society, 2010, http://www.wise-intern.org/journal/2010/NathanLeeWISE2010.pdf)
In the long term, one begins to see the true benefits of the recycling options. The total relative radiotoxicity of the waste—the most important indicator in the long-term—exponentially improves with degree of recycling (Fig. 9). Although engineers attempted to design Yucca Mountain to minimize radiation release for a million years into the future, the confidence with which they, or even we as a society, can plan for scenarios on that timescale is low. Under the plutonium recycling scheme, the radiotoxicity of the waste falls to the level of natural uranium after 10,000 years—a more reasonable but still daunting number. Only under the full actinide recycle does the timeframe of concern drop below a millennium, where finally our predictive capacity becomes adequately reliable. With this fuel cycle, the long-term burden our society is placing on the future can be measured and mitigated. With regard to the long-term consequences to siting and engineering HLW repositories, there is certainly a net benefit in implementing either recycling scheme. Both separate the uranium from the used fuel, significantly reducing the HLW volume being sent to the repository. Moreover, the reduction in total fuel consumption from recycling, which is modest for one-pass Pu and dramatic for the full recycle, reduces total HLW production

[bookmark: _GoBack]
. As a result, fewer repositories would need to be sited in the future, lessening political controversy. The full recycle has the added benefit of removing the actinides that are the dominant long-term heat sources, increasing the allowed packing density of waste by a factor of 4.3 to 5.4 and thereby further reducing repository demand. 36


Virilio

Virilio radically over-values speed – permits atrocity and nuclear war

Federici ‘87
This card is quoting Virilio – Silvia Federici is a Teaching Fellow at Hofstra – Here, she has obtained a transcript of Virilio’s final editorial meeting prior to releasing his book called Pure War A Review Play on Paul Virilio/Sylvere Lotringer, Pure War Author(s): Silvia Federici and George Caffentzis Reviewed work(s):Source: Social Text, No. 17 (Autumn, 1987), pp. 97-105Published by: Duke University PressStable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/466480 .

P: I'll trust your judgment. After all capital punishment is not the only way to take responsibility for death. I'M THINKING OF PRIMITIVE SOCIETIES WHICH PLACED DEATH AT THEIR CENTER. Take human sacrifices; anthropologists always interpreted them in a utilitarian way, but to me they express the recognition of DEATH AS THE GREAT ORGANIZER OF SOCIETY. Death is not something to fear, it is something to be questioned, so that WE KNOW HOW TO ORGANIZE IT. FROM THIS POINT OF VIEW I FEEL CLOSER TO RURAL SOCIETIES THAN TO MY CONTEMPORARIES. S: Sometimes, Paul, you frighten me. But I suppose your boldness is what is so fascinating about you. P: I'm only stating the obvious. IT WAS NOT UNTIL INDUSTRIAL SOCIETY THAT WE LOST OUR POLITICAL AWARENESS OF DEATH. IN THE PAST YOU WERE A CHIEF, OR A KING, OR A STRATEGIST BECAUSE YOU HAD A RELATION WITH DEATH INSCRIBED WITHIN THE LAW. YOU WERE A LEADER BECAUSE YOU WERE OPENLY WILLING TO KILL. CAPITAL PUNISHMENT WAS THE LAST POINT ON WHICH DEATH STILL HAD A RELATION TO POLITICS. THE STATE, THE MINISTER OF JUSTICE DECIDED ON DEATH-THE MOST SERIOUS BUSINESS ON EARTH-INCLUDING ITS PRACTICAL EXECUTION, THE GUILLOTINE, HANGING, THE ELECTRICAL CHAIR. I CANNOT HELP FEELING ITS ABOLITION IN FRANCE HAS BEEN A TRAGIC MISTAKE, FOR NOW DEATH WILL HAVE NO INTELLIGIBILITY AND POLITICS ITSELF WILL DISAPPEAR. IT IS THE ESSENCE OF POLITICS THAT IT CONFERS DEATH BY LAW. S: You sound like John Locke. But let me ask you: you approve, then, of the reintroduction of executions in the US? P: Yes, this is what raised my hopes for a breakthrough with respect to Pure War coming from the Reagan quarter. S: What do you mean? P: I said it! I am not against nuclear war, I'm against the way it is organized, where the decision for war or peace belongs to an answering machine. If this were not the case, nuclear weapons should be welcome. Even now we can see that nuclear war can have positive effects. For THE POSSIBILITY OF THE DEATH OF THE ENTIRES PECIES REINTRODUCES THE QUESTION OF GOD, THE QUESTION OF ETHICS ... THROUGH THE DOOR OF TERROR GOD HAS COME BACK INTO HISTORY.

(Note: the “P” that is talking in this evidence is Paul Virilio) 

(  ) Our human agency disad and contextualization challenge. 
a) Speed K’s too sweeping and ignores that people can check the impact. 

Adria ‘8
(Marco Adria – Director of the Graduate Program in Communications and Technology University of Alberta – The Journal of Community Informatics – Vol 4, No 1 (2008) – http://www.ci-journal.net/index.php/ciej/article/view/426/392)

A totalizing view of technology is evident in the work of Virilio, as it is in the work of Martin Heidegger, Jacques Ellul, and Marshall McLuhan. From this perspective, technology is seen as a demiurge, that is, as ultimately influencing and shaping all human experience. Such a view underestimates the diversity of technological forms, the varying intentions of users, and the resiliency of human agency. The method employed by these theorists, however, is to uncover the unrecognized structuring influences of technology as a means of understanding its full scope in human life. Achieving such an understanding need not be grounded in an anti-technological stance, but may be rooted in the conviction that without understanding of what is at stake in technological change, meaningful social action in response is impossible. If the gestalt of medium theory could be stated in a word, it might well be to understand. Medium theory provides a route to insight and rich description, from which strategies for action may be devised. 

b) Human agency outweighs – they can’t “trade” their K impact for it.

Malik ‘2
Kenan Malik is a writer and senior visiting fellow at the Department of Political, International, and Policy Studies at the University of Surrey. This paper was presented to the Engelsberg seminar on 'Consciousness, Genetics and Society', Avesta, Sweden, 14 - 16 June 2002 – http://www.kenanmalik.com/papers/engelsberg_nature.html

For this and many other reasons, many find implausible the idea that human agency is just an illusion. They therefore adopt a different approach - accepting, in principle, the existence of consciousness and agency, but ignoring them in practice when formulating scientific concepts of human nature. The psychologist Steven Pinker, for instance, points out that moral reasoning, depends upon our acknowledgement of ourselves as sentient beings. The concept of sentience 'underlies our certainty that torture is wrong and that disabling a robot is the destruction of property but disabling a person is murder'. Pinker acknowledges that, as yet, we have no idea how to explain sentience scientifically. But, he argues, 'Our incomprehension of sentience does not impede our understanding of how our mind works.'10  It seems odd to hold that sentience is both central to human thinking and also irrelevant to our understanding of how the mind works. As the neurologist Raymond Tallis points out, to construct a theory of the human mind while ignoring sentience is a bit like 'trying to build a house by starting at the second floor'. Sentience, Tallis observes, 'is the first, not the last, problem of psychology. It is not merely the most difficult of the problems of consciousness or mind; it is also the pivotal one and addressing it cannot be postponed until one has solved the "easier" problems such as those pertaining to... intelligence, memory, thinking etc.'11 Consciousness and agency, in other words, are not phenomena tacked on to human nature; they are at the heart of what it is to be human.  The relationship between humans as physically determined beings, and humans as conscious agents - between humans as objects and humans as subjects - is one of the most difficult problems for scientists and philosophers. While analytically we can talk of humans either as subjects or as objects, in reality humans are simultaneously both subject and object. We have at present no real conceptual framework within which to consider such an ontological peculiarity. Denying one or other aspects of our humanness, however, is not a way of solving the conundrum. By insisting that humans can be understood in purely naturalistic terms, mechanistic thinkers are in practice forced to give up on the attempt to understand humans as subjective beings, and compelled to view us simply as objects. 

Topicality


This is a critical part of the nuke power debate
IAEA 2008 (International Atomic Energy Association, “Spent Fuel Reprocessing Options,” http://www-pub.iaea.org/MTCD/publications/PDF/te_1587_web.pdf)
Substantial global growth of nuclear electricity generation is expected to occur during this century, in response to environmental issues and to assure the sustainability of the electrical energy supply in both industrial and less-developed countries. This growth carries with it an increasing responsibility to ensure that nuclear fuel cycle technologies are used only for peaceful purposes. Recently, proposals have been set forth by the IAEA Director General, governments of the United States of America and Russian Federation for the internationalization of the nuclear fuel cycle. These proposals entail an implied need for the development of innovative means for closure of the nuclear fuel cycle as advanced reactors (Generations III and IV) are deployed and as the quantities of material in the fuel cycle are set to increase to levels several times larger than at present. Such increases can cause stress to the international non-proliferation regime and create undue problems for nuclear waste disposal if not dealt with through open and comprehensive international collaboration. The proper management of spent fuel arising from nuclear power production is a key issue for the sustainable development of nuclear energy. While reprocessing of spent fuel was historically the favored strategy for the back end fuel cycle, in the past few decades some countries have turned to other options. Specifically some countries have adopted a direct disposal or a ‘wait and see’ strategy, partly in response to concerns such as nuclear weapons proliferation, public acceptance and economics. Some other countries have continued to develop and improve closed fuel cycle technologies. 

This interpretation completes the topic
Coplan 2006 – Associate Professor of Law, Pace University School of Law (“THE INTERCIVILIZATIONAL INEQUITIES OF NUCLEAR POWER WEIGHED AGAINST THE INTERGENERATIONAL INEQUITIES OF CARBON BASED ENERGY,” 17 Fordham Envtl. Law Rev. 227) 
IV. Practicalities of Nuclear Energy Production as an Offset to Greenhouse Gas Emissions In addition to the long-term environmental and economic externalities implicated by the by-products of nuclear power generation, practical constraints all but preclude reliance on nuclear power as a significant means of reducing greenhouse gas emissions in the timeframe necessary to mitigate the global climate change impacts of carbon-based energy production. [*247] First, the process of designing, siting, approving, and constructing nuclear power plants takes too long to permit expansion of nuclear power on the scale that would be necessary. n115 According to the Nuclear Information and Resource Service, up to 1,000 new reactors would be needed in the United States alone to replace existing reactors that are reaching the end of their useful life and expand nuclear power generation to the level necessary to meet the Phase I greenhouse gas reductions contemplated by the Kyoto accords. n116 Given that no new nuclear plants have been built in the United States in the last twenty years, it is unrealistic to expect that anywhere close to the necessary expansion in nuclear energy generation could be achieved by the Kyoto accord's 2012 Phase I deadline. n117 Even if the plants could be built in time, there is not enough nuclear fuel economically available to run them all. According to the Department of Energy, at current rates of consumption, demand will exceed the readily available supplies and stockpiles of uranium fuel by the year 2014. n118 According to the Nuclear Information and Resource Service, if nuclear energy generation were expanded as necessary to meet the Phase I reductions of the Kyoto accords, the existing fuel supply would be exhausted within three to four years. n119 Nuclear energy would be sustainable only if fuel reprocessing could be perfected to the point where it is economical and safe from proliferation risks. Nuclear energy advocates foresee a "closed fuel [*248] cycle" where spent nuclear fuel is reprocessed into new nuclear fuel, while the extremely poisonous radionuclides and weapons-grade plutonium are magically transmuted into harmless elements. n120 This particular form of alchemy remains just over the horizon for the nuclear industry, as it has throughout most of the history of nuclear energy generation.

Status quo nuclear energy production takes multiple steps – only difference is we complete the cycle
Wall 2007 (Annemarie, “GOING NOWHERE IN THE NUKE OF TIME: BREACH OF THE YUCCA CONTRACT, NUCLEAR WASTE POLICY ACT FALLOUT AND SHELTER IN PRIVATE INTERIM STORAGE,” 12 Alb. L. Envtl. Outlook 138)
Predominantly located on the East Coast, Southeast and Midwestern United States, n50 104 nuclear reactors currently generate twenty percent of our nation's electricity supply. n51 Nuclear energy production relies on splitting uranium atoms [*148] during fission. n52 The uranium, after being extracted from underground mines, travels to a processing plant for concentration in pressurized water reactors or boiling water reactors. Neutrons bombard the uranium oxide pellets, causing the atoms to split and release both heat and neutrons in multiple chain reactions. n53 The heat generates steam, which turbines then use to produce exploitable electricity. n54 Pressurized Water Reactors: Figure 1 n55 Nuclear power generators use a small amount of uranium, approximately 500 grams, to produce the same quantity of heat as 1,400 tons of coal would produce. n56 Though an efficient energy source, the fission process upon which nuclear power generation relies, is not without drawbacks. Nuclear power creates nuclear waste, categorized as low-level or high-level according to the amount of radiation emitted. n57 This article specifically focuses on [*149] high-level radioactive wastes, including spent nuclear fuel. n58 2. The Nuclear Waste Problem Collectively, the 104 commercial nuclear reactors currently operating on U.S. soil n59 produce about 2,000 metric tons of waste annually. n60 Additionally, when calculated by the Office of Civilian Radioactive Waste Management in 1998, commercial reactors had produced 38,400 metric tons of spent nuclear fuel and radioactive waste. n61 At the end of 2005, the Energy Information Administration reported nearly 54,000 metric tons of waste in wet and dry storage. n62 If each of the 104 reactors finishes out its 40-year license, the waste will reach 100,000 metric tons by the year 2035. n63 These reports reflect only civilian nuclear waste, and do not consider the spent fuel from defense-related activities, including nuclear weapons, research, and nuclear-powered submarines, which will account for 2,500 [*150] additional metric tons of waste needing permanent disposal. n64

