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Contention 1 Nuclear Colonialism

Obama will increase our reliance on nuclear power now. However, excluded from these discussions are recognitions of the disproportionate burdens imposed by nuclear waste disposal upon under-resourced communities. 
Endres ‘9 Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Utah (Danielle, “From wasteland to waste site: the role of discourse in nuclear power’s environmental injustices,” Local Environment Vol. 14, No. 10, November 2009, 917–937)
With increasing attention being paid to mitigating the effects of global warming, there has also been a rise in deliberation about energy policy. In the United States, the election of Barack Obama as President and his appointment of Stephen Chu as the Secretary of Energy – both believers in global warming and advocates of lowering reliance on fossil fuels – promises to bring changes in national energy policy. National energy policy refers to federal government management and regulation of energy production, distribution, and consumption, which can have implications for state and local government energy policy. Major stakeholders in national energy policy can include the president, Congress, federal agencies (Department of Energy), state and local governments, Native American nations, industry, and publics. President Obama’s (Whitehouse.gov 2009) national plan for “securing our energy future” includes decreased reliance on foreign sources of fossil fuels and increased reliance on domestic fossil fuels, renewable energy, biofuels, and nuclear power along with the promotion of energy efﬁciency. As the USA and other nations develop and revise their energy policies, it is crucial to consider various forms of energy through the framework of environmental justice. The procurement, production, consumption, and distribution of energy in the United States and across the world disproportionately harm under-resourced people – indigenous peoples, the poor, and people of colour (Bullard et al. 2005, Sze 2005). Gedicks (2005, p. 169) argues, “The basic assumption of US energy and resource policies, which is hardly ever questioned, is that other societies, whether they be in the Third World or on native lands in the advanced capitalist countries, should give up control of their own resources because the United States and other industrial societies refuse to control their own cultures of consumption”. In sum, energy policy in the USA and abroad is embedded with environmental injustices. The focus of this essay will be on nuclear power. Although it is billed as a clean form of power because it emits fewer greenhouse gasses than fossil fuel power plants, nuclear power is not immune from perpetuating environmental injustices. Empirical research in environmental justice has shown that marginalised communities are more likely to host polluting and toxic industries, including power plants, than non-marginalised communities (e.g. Commission for Racial Justice 1987, Mohai and Bryant 1992, Bullard 1994, Bullard and Johnson 2000). For instance, the Prairie Island Nuclear Power Plant (Xcel Energy) is adjacent to the Prairie Island Indian Community Reservation. Beyond the locations of nuclear power plants, the front and back ends of nuclear power production – Uranium mining and storage of high-level nuclear waste (HLW) – disproportionately harm marginalised peoples (Grinde and Johansen 1995, Yih et al. 1995, Kuletz 1998, Banjeree 2000, Hoffman 2001, Hecht 2003, Hooks and Smith 2004, Bullard 2005b, Sze 2005, Fan 2006a, 2006b). Uranium mining and HLW storage in the USA are particularly associated with Native American peoples and lands (Grinde and Johansen 1995, Yih et al. 1995, Thorpe 1996, Kuletz 1998, LaDuke 1999, Bullard and Johnson 2000, Hoffman 2001, Hooks and Smith 2004). Indeed, Native American activists use the terms radioactive colonisation or nuclear colonialism to describe the phenomenon in which indigenous peoples are disproportionately targeted and harmed by the effects of nuclear technologies (e.g. Thorpe 1996, LaDuke 1999).

The uranium mining and waste disposal that are integral parts of the nuclear power fuel cycle come at the expense of marginalized communities globally. Nuclear colonialism knows no borders—whether domestically mined or imported, its environmental and health affects  devastates the communities.
Endres 2009 – Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Utah (Danielle, “From wasteland to waste site: the role of discourse in nuclear power’s environmental injustices,” Local Environment Vol. 14, No. 10, November 2009, 917–937)
All nuclear power production must begin with Uranium mining, which is inextricably linked with indigenous peoples globally (Yih et al. 1995). Within the USA, approximately 66% of the known Uranium deposits are on reservation lands, as much as 80% are on treaty guaranteed land and up to 90% of Uranium mining and milling occurs on or adjacent to Native American land (Kuletz 1998). Uranium is mined for both commercial nuclear power plants and for military purposes. Makhijani and Hu (1995) argue that it is difﬁcult to separate civilian and military nuclear production because of overlap and lack of information. However, Hoffman (2001) notes that although the earliest Uranium mining in the USA was used for nuclear weapons, the 1954 Atoms for Peace programme resulted in Uranium mining for commercial nuclear power plant development. Although Uranium mining lessened in the USA in the 1980s, renewed interest in expanding nuclear power production has resulted in industrial interest in re-opening shuttered mines or opening new mines (Gaynor 2007, Barringer 2008, Saiyid and Harrison 2008, Yurth 2009). Several Native American nations are currently resisting Uranium mining on their lands (Navajo Nation 2005, Capriccioso 2009, Lakota Country Times 2009). Even if nuclear power in the USA draws from foreign sources of Uranium, Yih et al. (1995, p. 105) report that “indigenous, colonised, and other dominated people have been disproportionately affected by Uranium mining worldwide”. Past Uranium mining and milling in the USA resulted in severe health and environmental legacies for affected people and their lands. From Uranium mining operations on Navajo land during the Uranium boom (1950s – 1980s), there are at least 450 reported cancer deaths among Navajo mining employees (Grinde and Johansen 1995). The devastation extended beyond employees to the larger communities surrounding the mines and mills. The United Nuclear Uranium mill at Church Rock on the Navajo reservation is the site of the largest nuclear accident in the USA. On 16 July 1978, over 100 million gallons of irradiated water contaminated the Rio Puerco River, plant and animal life, and Navajos (Grinde and Johansen 1995, Yih et al. 1995). 5 Even now, the legacy of over 1000 abandoned mines and Uranium tailing piles is radioactive dust that continues to circulate through the land (Grinde and Johansen 1995). Yih et al. (1995) cite a statistically signiﬁcant likelihood of birth defects and other health problems for women living in the vicinity of mine dumps and tailing piles. The grave of nuclear power An essential consideration for the viability of nuclear power is HLW storage. 6 In the USA, the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA) vests responsibility with the federal government for permanently storing HLW from commercial and governmental sources in a national repository. High-level waste is a classiﬁcation for the “hottest” and longest lasting forms of radioactive waste that emit harmful levels of radiation for hundreds of thousands of years (US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 2007). Both commercial nuclear power reactors and military programmes produce HLW. The majority of HLW from commercial nuclear power reactors is in the form of spent nuclear fuel (SNF). According to the former Secretary of Energy Spencer Abraham (2002), “We have a staggering amount of radioactive waste in this country”. Speciﬁcally, the US Department of Energy (2008a) estimates 56,000 metric tons of SNF from commercial reactors, government research reactors, and nuclear subs and 22,000 metric tons of high-level waste from nuclear weapons production. HLW from commercial nuclear power exceeds that from weapons production. These 78,000 metric tons already exceed the NWPA-mandated 70,000 capacity of the national repository site. In an over twenty-year process of researching and authorising a federal HLW repository site, the only sites that were, or are being given serious consideration, are on Native American land. These are the Yucca Mountian HLW Repository, the Monitored Retreivable Storage (MRS) programme, and the Private Fuel Storage (PFS) interim HLW site on the Skull Valley Band of Goshute Reservation. The Yucca Mountain HLW Repository site is in Nevada, about 100 miles from Las Vegas. Although the DOE claims that Yucca Mountain site is located on federally controlled land (Nevada Test Site and Nellis Air force Base), the use of the land is contested by the Western Shoshone and Southern Paiute, who claim treaty-based and spiritual rights to the land (Harney 1995, Kuletz 1998). The Western Shoshone lay claim to Yucca Mountain under the Ruby Valley Treaty of Peace and Friendship of 1863. 7 In 2002, the Secretary of Energy, the President, and both houses of Congress authorised the Yucca Mountain site. Despite authorisation, the Yucca Mountain site is not yet accepting waste. In June 2008, the DOE applied to a license from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission for the Yucca Mountain site. However, President Obama’s ﬁscal year 2010 budget, if passed, will cut the majority of funding for the Yucca Mountain site, essentially resulting in what Senator Harry Reid (as cited in Power 2009) calls the “death of the failed Yucca Mountain idea”. Congress created the Ofﬁce of the Nuclear Waste Negotiator in 1987 through an amendment to the NWPA. The Ofﬁce’s goal was to ﬁnd a site for temporary MRS of HLW through a voluntary siting process. Although both state and local governments and Native American governments were approached by the ofﬁce, “when the siting process was implemented, however, the only parties who ultimately remained in serious consideration turned out to be Native American tribes” (Gowda and Easterling 2000, p. 917). Winona LaDuke (1999, p. 103) explains this by stating that “a good deal of money and inﬂuence was intended to persuade tribes to accept the waste”. The Ofﬁce offered an initial 100,000 dollar grant to potential sites and the possibility of 5 million dollars if the site was selected. Sixteen Native American nations were involved in MRS studies. Four Native American nations reached the ﬁnal stage of consideration for an MRS site: the Skull Valley Band of Goshute, the Mescalero Apache, the Tonkawa, and the Fort McDermit. Although the Skull Valley Band of Goshute was poised to sign an agreement for an MRS storage facility, Congress cut funding for the Ofﬁce of the Nuclear Waste Negotiator MRS programme in 1994 before an agreement was made. Following the failed MRS programme, PFS proposed a temporary HLW site on the Skull Valley Band of Goshute Reservation in Utah, about 70 miles from Salt Lake City. PFS is a private corporation made up of a consortium of energy companies that are facing a crisis with on site storage. In 1997, PFS and the Skull Valley Band of Goshute government signed a lease to store 40,000 metric tons of HLW in the form of spent fuel rods on 40 acres of the reservation. Even though the site received a license from the Nuclear NRC in 2006, subsequent decisions by the Bureau of Indian Affairs and the Bureau of Land Management stopped the site (Bulkeley 2006, Fahys 2006, Inside NRC 2006). 8 Steven Hoffman (2001) details the PFS proposal in his argument that it violated environmental justice. Contemporary deliberation about energy policy includes advocates for expanded use of nuclear power. Current research in nuclear colonialism supports the claim that nuclear power is not immune from environmental injustices, both globally and in the USA. Across the globe, Uranium mining and milling harms indigenous populations and expansion of nuclear power production could increase demand and further harm. No matter from where US power plants procure Uranium, it is likely to come at the cost of harm to marginalised indigenous people. Further, whether HLW is stored at Yucca Mountain in a permanent facility, on-site at nuclear power plants, or at some other location, there are associated environmental injustices. In short, based on years of environmental justice research on the proximity of toxic waste sites to marginalised communities (e.g. Commission for Racial Justice 1987, Bullard and Johnson 2000), it is unlikely that a nuclear waste site would be sited in an afﬂuent, white neighbourhood.

This nuclear colonialism is environmental racism and colonialism in of itself—the shifting of burdens from whites to underprivileged communities is resource exploitation of those communities.
Endres 2009 – Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Utah (Danielle, “From wasteland to waste site: the role of discourse in nuclear power’s environmental injustices,” Local Environment Vol. 14, No. 10, November 2009, 917–937)
The phenomenon of nuclear colonialism is empirically documented. The book Nuclear Wastelands, edited by Makhijani et al. (1995), reveals that indigenous people in the USA and globally are disproportionately burdened by the production of nuclear weapons. Further, Hooks and Smith (2004, p. 572) demonstrate that US military sites are disproportionately located on or near Native American lands. While these studies focus primarily on military applications of nuclear technologies, there is also evidence to suggest that Uranium mining for nuclear power production and HLW storage also fall within the pattern of nuclear colonialism (Nelkin 1981, Hoffman 2001). Hoffman (2001, p. 462) details the “extraordinary unequal distribution of beneﬁts and burdens at each stage of the [nuclear fuel] cycle” imposed upon Native American nations in the USA, particularly by Uranium mining and HLW disposal. Nuclear colonialism is a type of environmental injustice. In part, nuclear colonialism is environmental racism. According to Bullard (1999, p. 6), “environmental racism combines with public policies and industry practices to provide beneﬁts for whites while shifting costs to people of color”. Yet, nuclear colonialism is also a form of colonialism. Native Americans, unlike other marginalised racial groups in the USA, are members of over 150 distinct sovereign tribal nations and each holds a unique legal relationship with the federal government. As Suagee (2002, p. 227) notes, “Although Indian people have suffered much discriminatory treatment from people who apparently deﬁne Indian identity in primarily racial–ethnic terms, the fact that Native American governments are sovereign governments is a signiﬁcant distinction between them and other kinds of minorities”. Although Native Americans in the USA are sovereign governments, they are still faced with a system of colonialism. Gedicks (1993, p. 13) argues that Native Americans are embedded within a system of resource colonialism under which “native peoples are under assault on every continent because their lands contain a wide variety of valuable resources needed for industrial development”. Nuclear colonialism is a form of resource colonialism that faces Native Americans in the USA and other indigenous peoples worldwide.

Nuclear colonialism constructs those marginalized populations as sacrificial zones to sustain a vision of national security that renders those communities disposable. Supposedly sovereign communities and underprivileged peoples are seen as a means to the end of preserving federal interests.
Endres 2009 – Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Utah (Danielle, “From wasteland to waste site: the role of discourse in nuclear power’s environmental injustices,” Local Environment Vol. 14, No. 10, November 2009, 917–937)
Resistance to nuclearism comes in many forms, one of which is the body of scholarship called nuclear communication criticism. Within this corpus, Bryan Taylor and William Kinsella advocate the study of ‘‘nuclear legacies’’ of the nuclear production process.39 The material legacies of the nuclear production process include the deaths of Navajo uranium miners, the left-over uranium tailings on Navajo land, and Western Shoshone downwinders. However, nuclear waste is in need of more examination; as Taylor writes, ‘‘nuclear waste represents one of the most complex and highly charged controversies created by the postwar society. Perhaps daunted by its technical, legal and political complexities, communication scholars have not widely engaged this topic.’’40 One of the reasons that nuclear waste is such a complex controversy is its connection with nuclear colonialism.
Nuclear communication criticism has focused on examination of the ‘‘practices and processes of communication’’ related to the nuclear production process and the legacies of this process.41 At least two themes in nuclear discourse are relevant to nuclear colonialism: 1) invocation of national interest; and 2) constraints to public debate. First, nuclear discourse is married to the professed national interest, calling for the sacrifices among the communities affected by the legacies of the nuclear production process.42 According to Kuletz, the American West has been constructed as a ‘‘national sacrifice zone’’ because of its connection to the nuclear production process.43 Nuclearism is tautological in its basic assumption that nuclear production serves the national interest and national security and its use of national security and national interest to justify nuclearism. The federal government justifies nuclear production, which disproportionately takes place on American Indian land, as serving the national security. This justification works with the strategy of colonialism that defines American Indian people as part of the nation and not as separate, inherently sovereign entities whose national interest may not include storing nuclear waste on their land.
A second theme in nuclear discourse is its ability to constrain public debate through invoking the national interest, defining opponents as unpatriotic and employing discursive containment.44 For instance, ‘‘discursive containment often operates on the premise that public participation is a potential hazard to official interests and should be minimized and controlled.’’45 The strategies of nuclear discourse that constrain public debate work in concert with strategies of rhetorical colonialism that exclude and constrain the participation of American Indians in decisions affecting their land and resources. Taken together, the intersection of the discourses of colonialism and nuclearism create a powerful discourse aimed at perpetuating the nuclear production process for the benefit of the colonizer at the expense of their colonial targets.
Nuclear Colonialism, Discourse, and Yucca Mountain
Nuclear colonialism is inextricably linked to the concept of rhetorical exclusion. According to John Sanchez, Mary Stuckey and Richard Morris rhetorical exclusion is employed by those in power to ‘‘foreclose debate without appearing to engage in undemocratic action.’’46 Using American Indian Movement (AIM) activism and the case of Leonard Peltier as examples, they reveal that rhetorical exclusion provides ‘‘frames through which those who challenge the status quo may be understood.’’47 In their analysis, rhetorical exclusion is primarily a strategy of definition. They reveal the numerous ways that the federal government’s discourse explicitly defines American Indians as subversive, inherently dangerous, oppositional, and always already guilty. These definitions build upon and contribute to the assumption that the US federal government is democratic, legitimate, and inherently worthy of defense against any threats (i.e., American Indians). Rhetorical exclusion, then, is a strategy of definition that justifies taking ‘‘whatever actions those in power deem necessary to control challenges to its legitimacy.’’48

Plan
The United Sates Federal Government should not have restrictions on commercial spent fuel reprocessing as a means to dispose of nuclear waste.
Contention 2 Solvency

Reprocessing reduces toxicity and quantity of high level 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. 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

Adoption of reprocessing would solve the need for uranium mining
Stanford et al. ‘9 – reactor physicist retired from Argonne National Laboratory
(George S. Stanford, a member of the American Nuclear Society, a past member of the American Physical Society, and has served on the National Council of the Federation of American Scientists, Gerald E. Marsh, retired from Argonne National Laboratory. He was a consultant to the Defense Department on strategic nuclear technology and policy issues in the Reagan, Bush, and Clinton administrations, and served with the U.S. START delegation, as served in various high-level positions at the Energy Department, including as head of nuclear physics development and as director of the first U.S. high-level waste processing demonstration. He also served as deputy director-general of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development's Nuclear Energy Agency, “Reprocessing is the answer”, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, 8-31-2009, http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/op-eds/reprocessing-the-answer)
A technology that's much closer to being fully realized is advanced nuclear power. To solve the spent-fuel dilemma, what's needed is to finish the nearly complete fast reactor, which can recycle spent nuclear fuel. (For further information, see "Smarter Use of Nuclear Waste PDF".) By the mid-1990s, this work was well advanced and technical feasibility had been demonstrated, but the program was terminated for political reasons. If we're serious about finding a solution to the energy crisis, such research must be continued. From the earliest days of nuclear power, we've known that fast reactors in concert with recycling of spent fuel--also known as reprocessing--are the key to efficient utilization of the energy locked inside uranium. Such a system converts the common uranium 238 isotope into plutonium, which can then be recycled to make even more plutonium to fuel additional power plants. The value for long-term energy security is obvious: The current once-through cycle (where spent fuel is removed from reactors for eventual burial) uses less than 1 percent of the energy in the original uranium, but with recycling, utilization exceeds 99 percent. As a result, enough uranium is already mined and in storage—partly as used fuel, but mainly as depleted uranium left over from the enrichment process—to support a massive nuclear power industry for hundreds of years to come. Further mining will be required only to support the current fleet of LWRs over their lifetime, perhaps 100 years, and the known ore reserves are adequate for this task. For complete use of the uranium, the fuel must be refreshed periodically to replace the built-up fission products with fresh uranium. A reprocessing method called PUREX (for plutonium uranium extraction) was developed early in the Manhattan Project to extract chemically pure plutonium for weapons, and that process was carried over to the civilian power sector. In the 1970s, however, due to proliferation concerns, the broad deployment of PUREX technology was stopped in the United States and put under high security in other countries. In any event, PUREX is very expensive and far from optimal for recycling in fast reactors.
Federal neglect is exemplified by deliberations of waste disposal—the option of reprocessing isn’t even considered a choice; it’s dumping or nothing.
Endres 9 – Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Utah (Danielle, “From wasteland to waste site: the role of discourse in nuclear power’s environmental injustices,” Local Environment Vol. 14, No. 10, November 2009, 917–937)
One aspect of energy justice focuses on nuclear power. From cradle to grave, nuclear power risks environmental injustices. As noted above, nuclear power is often touted for being a clean form of energy (e.g. Schwarz and Reiss 2005). Yet, this merely refers to the process of fuel production in a nuclear reactor and the amount of greenhouse gases produced in the process. When other parts of the nuclear fuel cycle are considered and when being clean refers to more than just the level of greenhouse gasses produced, it becomes apparent that nuclear energy is not as clean as is popularly believed. However, before inspecting nuclear power from an environmental justice framework, it is important to discuss the nuclear fuel cycle. The nuclear fuel cycle refers to the entire process involved in the production of nuclear energy (see Figure 1, US Nuclear Regulatory Commission 2008). It begins with Uranium, which is mined and milled into yellowcake and then processed to a gaseous form that is suitable for enrichment (hexaﬂuoride – UF6 ). Uranium enrichment increases the concentration of Uranium 235, which, unlike the more prevalent Uranium 238, is capable of a ﬁssion reaction. After enrichment, fuel rods are produced. Fuel rods are used in a reactor core of a nuclear power plant to produce a ﬁssion reaction that heats water to create steam power. When nuclear fuel rods are spent (SNF), they are moved to interim storage either in storage pools or above ground dry cask storage. Currently, interim storage for US nuclear power plants occurs on site at over 120 locations in 39 states. Following interim storage, SNF can either be (1) reprocessed, fabricated into fuel rods, and run through the reactor again, or (2) sent to a permanent HLW repository. The USA neither currently allows reprocessing of commercial fuel rods nor currently operates a HLW repository in the USA (although, as I will discuss later, the Department of Energy (DOE) recently submitted a license application to the NRC for the Yucca Mountain High-Level Nuclear Waste Repository).
Our criticism of the restrictions in the Nuclear Waste Policy Act is key to interrogate assumptions of federal energy production at the heart of nuclear colonialism
Endres 2009 – Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Utah (Danielle, “The Rhetoric of Nuclear Colonialism: Rhetorical Exclusion of American Indian Arguments in the Yucca Mountain Nuclear Waste Siting Decision,” Communication and Critical/Cultural Studies Vol. 6, No. 1, March 2009, pp. 39-60)
A second theme in nuclear discourse is its ability to constrain public debate through invoking the national interest, defining opponents as unpatriotic and employing discursive containment.44 For instance, ‘‘discursive containment often operates on the premise that public participation is a potential hazard to official interests and should be minimized and controlled.’’45 The strategies of nuclear discourse that constrain public debate work in concert with strategies of rhetorical colonialism that exclude and constrain the participation of American Indians in decisions affecting their land and resources. Taken together, the intersection of the discourses of colonialism and nuclearism create a powerful discourse aimed at perpetuating the nuclear production process for the benefit of the colonizer at the expense of their colonial targets.
Nuclear Colonialism, Discourse, and Yucca Mountain
Nuclear colonialism is inextricably linked to the concept of rhetorical exclusion. According to John Sanchez, Mary Stuckey and Richard Morris rhetorical exclusion is employed by those in power to ‘‘foreclose debate without appearing to engage in undemocratic action.’’46 Using American Indian Movement (AIM) activism and the case of Leonard Peltier as examples, they reveal that rhetorical exclusion provides ‘‘frames through which those who challenge the status quo may be understood.’’47 In their analysis, rhetorical exclusion is primarily a strategy of definition. They reveal the numerous ways that the federal government’s discourse explicitly defines American Indians as subversive, inherently dangerous, oppositional, and always already guilty. These definitions build upon and contribute to the assumption that the US federal government is democratic, legitimate, and inherently worthy of defense against any threats (i.e., American Indians). Rhetorical exclusion, then, is a strategy of definition that justifies taking ‘‘whatever actions those in power deem necessary to control challenges to its legitimacy.’’48
Despite the nuanced analysis offered by Sanchez, Stuckey and Morris, their articulation of the strategy of definition discussed above is not the only strategy of rhetorical exclusion in discourse about American Indians. Rather, their discussion of rhetorical exclusion provides a starting point for considering the multiple strategies of rhetorical exclusion in different situations.49 Sanchez, Stuckey and Morris’ articulation of rhetorical exclusion is limited to how American Indians are explicitly defined in federal government documents as threatening or subversive. However, this strategy is used in a context very different from that of the Yucca Mountain controversy. In the late 1960s and 1970s, AIM was highly active and widely covered in the media, such as the takeover of Alcatraz and Wounded Knee. AIM activism in the 1970s called forth a rhetorical situation to which the federal government had to respond. However, even though current American Indian grievances pose as big a threat to the federal government’s modus operandi of colonialism, these issues do not receive the national attention they did in the 1970s. Today, rhetorical exclusion includes more subtle ways of excluding American Indian voices from deliberation. This study aims to contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of rhetorical exclusion.
The nuclear waste controversy provides a good context for studying rhetorical exclusion. Although the nuclear waste crisis is on the radar of many Americans, the relationship between American Indians and nuclear waste is less apparent. According to a 2002 report by former Secretary of Energy Spencer Abraham, ‘‘we have a staggering amount of radioactive waste in this country.’’50 By 2035, there will be approximately 119,000 metric tons of high-level nuclear waste (well above the 77,000 metric ton limit) at the Yucca Mountain site.51 In anticipation of the current waste crisis, Congress passed the Nuclear Waste Policy Act (NWPA, 1982, amended 1987), which vested responsibility with the federal government for permanently storing high-level nuclear waste from commercial and governmental sources. The NWPA provides an immense subsidy for nuclear power industry because it stipulates that Congress assume billions of dollars of financial responsibility for nuclear waste storage. In 2002, the Secretary of Energy, the President, and Congress officially authorized the Yucca Mountain site as the nation’s first high-level nuclear waste repository. The site authorization was widely opposed by Western Shoshone and Southern Paiute nations who claim treaty-based and spiritual rights to the land. Other American Indian nations and indigenous organizations also opposed the site authorization decision because of its role in nuclear colonialism. My analysis reveals that the federal government, specifically the Department of Energy (DOE), rhetorically excluded American Indians and their arguments from the Yucca Mountain site authorization decision process. However, before discussing the rhetorical exclusion of American Indian arguments against the Yucca Mountain site, it is important to establish that there were indeed arguments against the site.
Focus on US policy is key – nuclear colonialism is sustained by excluding marginalized communities from policy discussions
Endres 2009 – Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Utah (Danielle, “The Rhetoric of Nuclear Colonialism: Rhetorical Exclusion of American Indian Arguments in the Yucca Mountain Nuclear Waste Siting Decision,” Communication and Critical/Cultural Studies Vol. 6, No. 1, March 2009, pp. 39-60)
Nuclear weapons and nuclear power have devastating consequences for local populations surrounding the sites of nuclear production, particularly for indigenous people. Donald Grinde and Bruce Johansen, Grace Thorp and Valerie Kuletz have used a term coined by Ward Churchill and Winona LaDuke*radioactive or nuclear colonialism*to describe the disproportionate destruction of indigenous people and their land as a result of uranium mining and nuclear weapons development.2 Nuclear colonialism is a system of domination through which governments and corporations target indigenous peoples and their lands to maintain the nuclear production process. According to LaDuke, ‘‘much of the world’s nuclear industry has been sited on or near Native lands’’ including reservation, treaty-guaranteed or sacred lands.3 This system operates at the expense of the health of indigenous peoples, their cultural survival and their self-determination. 
Although there is sufficient evidence that nuclear colonialism is an empirically verifiable phenomenon, previous studies do not attend to a crucial aspect of this phenomenon, which is how nuclear colonialism is perpetuated through public policy deliberation and corporate discourses. In this essay, I argue that nuclear colonialism is significantly a rhetorical phenomenon that employs particular discursive strategies for enabling the perpetuation of nuclearism, continuation of colonialism, and deliberate exclusion of indigenous voices from decision-making. These strategies are successful, in part, due to the contested nature of indigenous nationhood and the public’s benign neglect of indigenous lands and peoples. 
The first section of this essay illustrates nuclear colonialism as an historical and empirical phenomenon, particularly in the US. Next, I illustrate nuclear colonialism’s reliance on two interconnected sets of discourse practices: colonialism and nuclearism. In the third section, I examine the 2002 Yucca Mountain high-level nuclear waste site authorization controversy to reveal the rhetorical strategies of nuclear colonialism, their consequences, and their continuing legacies.

Reprocessing is not some technocratic solution to the problem of waste – it’s just common sense
Byrd ’11 
(Ricardo C. Byrd, Executive Director of the National Association of Neighborhoods, Testimony to the Blue Ribbon Commission on America’s Nuclear Future, October 2011)
Good Afternoon. My name is Ricardo C. Byrd. I am the Executive Director of the National Association of Neighborhoods (NAN), an organization that started in 1975. I also serve as the Co-Chairperson of the AREVA North America Community Advisory Council. I am not a nuclear policy or scientific expert; but I am an expert in the application of grass roots common sense to environmental public policy questions. America’s nuclear future is crying out for the application of more common sense. We appreciate the opportunity to appear before you and to comment on the commission’s draft report. This draft report is a good start; however, it is not yet good enough. The report can and must be made better to respond to the need for a clear, time sensitive yet cost effective path for the disposal of the nation’s nuclear waste. The National Association of Neighborhoods is not new to today’s topic. You might wonder why my organization is interested in spent nuclear fuel; after all, we traditionally focus on grass roots empowerment issues, housing, crime, transportation, environmental justice and jobs. Allow me a moment to explain; almost every major electric utility is accessing our members; ratepayers, customers like you and me; a fee, a tax, for the disposal of nuclear waste. Most Americans have no idea that their monthly electric bill includes a fee dedicated to the disposal of spent nuclear fuel. This stealth electric utility tax comes out of our pockets; and with today’s challenging economy, most of us are struggling to count every penny. As early as 1996, the National Association of Neighborhoods inquired how the Nuclear Waste Fund was being spent. In 1997 and 1998, we organized, with the support of the Nuclear Energy Institute, delegations of grass roots, minority business and civil rights organizations, to visit Yucca Mountain, the nation’s planned nuclear waste repository. The National Association of Neighborhoods arranged for minority organizations to see the Indian Point Nuclear Plant in 2007; and in 2008 and 2010, my organization participated in two non-traditional stakeholders visits to France, sponsored by AREVA. In France, we were able to see how the French, with almost 80% of their electric power being generated using nuclear power, addressed their spent nuclear fuel issues. We are here today because the National Association of Neighborhoods is concerned with how the BRC Draft Report can be made better. We offer three recommendations: 1. Reduce the Size of the Problem According to the BRC Draft Report, “…At present, nearly all of the nation’s existing inventory of SNF [Spent Nuclear Fuel] is being stored at the reactor sites where it was generated—about three-quarters of it in shielded concrete pools and the remainder in dry casks above ground. The quantity of commercially-generated spent reactor fuel currently being stored in this manner totals close to 65,000 metric tons.” France is reducing the volume of its spent nuclear fuel by approximately 75% by reprocessing it. If the United States used reprocessing, we would have less than 17,000 tons to dispose of. 2. Turn Spent Nuclear Fuel into a Strategic Asset Reprocessing spent nuclear fuel into new fuel will create a strategic nuclear fuel reserve. This strategy of reprocessing has worked in Europe for over 20 years. Having a nuclear fuel reserve will guarantee supplies that can keep our reactors operating. 3. Push the Restart Button Now - Through the Use of “Off the Shelf” Technology The National Association of Neighborhoods agrees with the BRC recommendation that we need to move forward with consolidated interim storage capacity. However, we strongly disagree with BRC that there is a need to wait for “new technologies to materialize” before making a decision about reprocessing spent nuclear fuel. The French, the Chinese, the Japanese and the Russians are not waiting “for new technologies to materialize” nor should we. All of humanity has a dog in this fight for safe, reliable, and affordable sources of clean energy.

Academia must prioritize questions of environmental justice not only to solve, but to understand the disastrous foundations that made new energy and environmental policies necessary in the first place. Our method lays the groundwork for political action anemic to injustice
Rodriguez 6 – Ph.D., Social Science Prof @ The University of Puerto Rico (Jose, RE-VALUING NATURE:¶ ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE PEDAGOGY,¶ ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE ECOCRITiCISM AND¶ THE TEXTUAL ECONOMIES OF NATURE”, 2006, )
For various educators, the act of teaching environmental justice¶ ¶ should not stray the field from its roots and status as a social movement.^ Indeed, educators advocate a closer relationship between the environmental justice movement and the academy, especially¶ ¶ since the teaching of environmental justice, as Mighty noted by Robert Figueroa, brings the teacher to a critical! position in the teaching¶ ¶ process, a spot from which the teacher must place the classroom and its teaching within the context of the environmental justice movement¶ ¶ and the environmental inequalities that characterizes our world today¶ ¶ (311) .^ For environmental justice educators the classroom is a "space” where citizens can generate and discuss their visions for transforming¶ ¶ our social and political worlds in ways that ameliorate environmental injustices" (Figueroa 311).¶ ¶ Within a politicized classroom, environmental! justice teachers¶ ¶ aim at what Paulo Freire calls conscientization, by which he means the¶ ¶ process whereby learners, not as mere receivers, but as meaningful and knowing subjects, accomplish a deepening awareness both of the social and cultural! reality that shapes their lives and of their ability to change that reality (27).** It means achieving understanding of their existence in and with the world. For students of environmental!¶ ¶ justice It means achieving a better and deeper understanding of the reality of environmental! inequalities and of their ability to ameliorate these inequalities.¶ ¶ This same process of eco-justice conscientization underlies,¶ ¶ for example, Figueroa's transformative teaching and his concept of "moral imagination" (325-326). Figueroa's goal in teaching environmental justice is to stretch his students' moral imagination, their cognitive ability to apprehend the moral experience, feelings, and judgment of others, to recognize environmental inequalities and to envision social and political changes to overcome these inequalities.¶ ¶ He describes his radical teaching thus:¶ ¶ Radical pedagogy may be understood as teaching with attitudes and¶ ¶ approaches that politicize the classroom and the curriculum. By identifying the classroom as a place of reproducing institutional processes¶ ¶ in a political economy, which in turn generates political actors, we can¶ ¶ enliven the student's political imagination. The academic's pursuit of¶ ¶ environmental justice carries political baggage and obligation that¶ ¶ many subjects lack. The study of a contemporary social movement¶ ¶ lends itself to the use of pedagogy as a form of activism. The social¶ ¶ activism is a consciousness raising that utilizes the moral and political imagination of the student to seriously consider the options for transforming current social conditions. Students feel compelled to¶ ¶ ask, "What can we do?" and "What is our responsibility?" By asking¶ ¶ these questions, the classroom is transformed into a place where citizens can think these matters through without losing sight that the matters are upon us. (326)¶ ¶ Politicizing the classroom in order to aid his students achieve a¶ ¶ deeper awareness and understanding of the actuality of environmental inequalities and of their ability to defeat these inequalities¶ ¶ also inspires Steve Chase's "constructivist pedagogy" (355-357).¶ ¶ Two books. The Human Rights Education Handbook edited by Nancy¶ ¶ Flowers and Jacqueline G. Brooks and Martin G. Brooks' In Search¶ ¶ of Understanding inspire Chase's teaching. Based on the former.¶ ¶ Chase's teaching stresses the concrete experience of his students,¶ ¶ active learning activities, student participation, horizontal communication, critical thinking, the expression of feelings, cooperation¶ ¶ among students, and the integration of knowledge, action and feelings (356). Furthermore, Chase's environmental justice education is not just about liberatory knowledge but also about liberatory practices—thus, training students as activists. Finally, the constructivist¶ ¶ dimension of Chase's teaching, based on In Search of Understanding,¶ ¶ inquires about his students' understanding of concepts before sharing his own understanding of these concepts; encourages students'¶ ¶ inquiry by asking thoughtful, open-ended questions; and engages¶ ¶ students in experiences that might engender contradictions to their¶ ¶ initial positions about a particular issue (360-361).¶ ¶ Jia-Yi Cheng Levine also implements this idea of conscientization¶ ¶ in her classroom, her goal being the production of "critical consciousness," which in her view is essential to help students "be responsible and responsive world citizens" (371). That is, assisting her students¶ ¶ 95attain a deeper consciousness and knowledge of environmental! inequalities and of their ability to develop alternatives to the structures¶ ¶ of environmental! inequalities is what motivates Jia-YI Cheng Levine's¶ ¶ educational efforts to form political subjects capable of opposing¶ ¶ environmental injustices and Inequalities. In her essay "Teaching¶ ¶ Literature of Environmental! Justice in an Advanced Gender Studies Course," Jia-Yi Cheng Levine refers to a particular course about¶ ¶ women and the environment in which she introduced the !literature of¶ ¶ the environmental justice movement to her students, exposing them¶ ¶ to various political, social and ecological issues. As she explains:¶ ¶ "By introducing literature of environmental justice to our students,¶ ¶ we help form political subjects who would seek to dismantle racism,¶ ¶ sexism, classism, and unbridled capitalism, which wreak havoc on our planet and our people" (378). Her teaching is certainly aimed at¶ ¶ conscientization, as she makes dear:¶ ¶ Teaching is more than transmitting knowledge or modes of thinking; it helps form political subjects who will determine the future of this planet¶ ¶ we call home. My goal for teaching literature of environmental justice¶ ¶ was to foster a literacy of the environment in my students' everyday¶ ¶ lives, to call their attention lo the power structures of society and the political struggles of the impoverished, as well as to encourage them to examine configurations of knowledge and the dispensation of power. By addressing the interrelated issues of race, gender, class,¶ ¶ and the environment, I wanted to bring environmental and social¶ ¶ justice education into the class. (368)¶ ¶ Jia-Yi Cheng Levine's teaching then seeks to empower students as critical and conscientious political subjects while asking them to¶ ¶ study, question and confront the history, and ideological! frameworks¶ ¶ that have contributed both to the environmental degradation we experience nowadays and to the production of environmental inequalities.¶ In her particular gender studies course, literature greatly facilitated¶ the process of conscientization, thus assigning a significant role to¶ literature as a liberatory pedagogical tool for environmental justice¶ educators. Although perhaps more suitable for literature courses,¶ the study of literature helps students in any course reach a reflective awareness and a thoughtful understanding of the material and¶ ideological character of environmental inequalities and of their ability¶ to transform unequal! conditions. The usefulness and effectiveness¶ of literature as a pedagogical tool, t insist, is not !limited to !literature¶ courses. Rather, !literature, and its analysis, is a practical, helpful and¶ constructive toot in a wide variety of courses, especially if we use the¶ word "literature" vaguely to include not just poetry, fictional prose¶ and nature writing but also non-fictional writing and any other kinds¶ of texts in which issues of environmental justice appear, or that might provide us with the opportunity to address these issues in the classroom.^ Enabling students to examine how texts produce meaning¶ and value provides them with a larger picture of political, social and¶ cultural processes that shape daily life and various social struggles,¶ including environmental justice struggles Integrating Environmental Justice Eco criticism to the¶ Ciassroom¶ The fundamental question behind environmental justice educators integrating texts containing environmental justice issues and¶ its analysis into their classrooms is this: How can texts and textual analysis further our efforts as teachers to help our students achieve a deeper awareness and understanding of the reality of environmental inequities and of their ability to ameliorate these inequalities? Hence,¶ ¶ these teachers presuppose, as Jia-Yi Cheng Levine's teaching exemplifies, that the introduction of texts, including environmental justice¶ ¶ literature and its study and criticism, into the classroom is useful in¶ ¶ helping our students grow to be political subjects who would seek to¶ ¶ question and challenge environmental inequalities while proposing¶ ¶ alternatives that promote justice, equality and democracy.^

“Not in my backyard” is more than a refusal of accepting the burden of nuclear waste, it’s an analogy for how debates over nuclear power refuse to acknowledge the implications of the fuel cycle, and just abandoning nuclear power is more of the same—a collective forgetfulness.
Rather than say, “not in my debate space”, the plan’s starting point forces the issue into our conversations.
Martin-Schramm ‘5 (Jim, “Skull Valley: Nuclear Waste, Tribal Sovereignty, and Environmental Racism,” Journal of Lutheran Ethics (JLE) Volume 5, Issue 10 http://www.elca.org/What-We-Believe/Social-Issues/Journal-of-Lutheran-Ethics/Issues/October-2005/Skull-Valley-Nuclear-Waste-Tribal-Sovereignty-and-Environmental-Racism.aspx)
[24] From this overview, it is clear that the storage and ultimate disposal of high-level nuclear waste is a major public policy issue on the verge of becoming a national crisis. From California to New York, people all around the nation are saying, "Not in my backyard!" This NIMBY syndrome is behind the decision of Congress to focus solely on Yucca Mountain as a permanent repository. The NIMBY syndrome also fuels political and legal battles around the nation aimed at rejecting pleas by utilities to increase the amount of spent nuclear fuel that can be stored on a temporary basis in casks above ground. All citizens of the United States must shoulder some of the blame for failing to muster the political will to deal with this problem in an effective way. In many respects, U.S. citizens driven by the NIMBY syndrome have helped to drop this issue in the laps of the Goshutes. After all, no other community in the nation has stepped forward to store high-level nuclear waste on either an interim or a permanent basis. Over 50 million people in the nation enjoy the benefits of nuclear power but refuse to accept the burdens associated with its waste. [25] Some environmentalists see this waste bottleneck as the most effective way to bring to an end the nuclear energy industry in the United States. When utilities run out of places to store spent nuclear fuel on an interim basis, federal law requires them to shut down the reactors. Over time, this means that people of the United States will have to find other ways to either produce or conserve twenty percent of the nation's current energy supply. Investments in renewable energy production, energy-efficient technologies, and changes in patterns of consumption could go a long way to meet this challenge, but none of these measures resolve the issue of what to do with the nuclear waste. [26] Even if nuclear waste is not produced in the future, the United States is still faced with the challenge of storing temporarily or disposing permanently the high-level nuclear waste that has been produced to date. This raises the question of whether it would be better to store existing stockpiles at over seventy locations around the country, or to consolidate these stockpiles in one place. PFS contends that it would be more cost-effective and easier to provide a high level of security if spent nuclear fuel was all stored in one place. The state of Utah, however, argues that if it is safe to store spent nuclear fuel where it is now, then it should remain where it is-presumably in perpetuity. [27] There lies the rub. The radioactivity of some elements in spent nuclear fuel has a half-life of at least 10,000 years. Is it morally responsible to store thousands of steel and concrete casks containing this waste above ground at dozens of locations around the nation for thousands of years? Is it safer to entomb such highly radioactive waste in a geological repository deep under ground? Like it or not, and absent any new alternative strategies, disposal underground still appears to be the best option.6 But Yucca Mountain is not open, and it is not clear it will open any time soon. If the NRC awards a license for the PFS/Goshute interim storage facility, this could give the nation forty more years to figure out how to dispose of the waste permanently. At the same time, once the waste has been transferred to an Indian reservation, it is possible that the nation would forget that a long-term disposal problem still exists. [28] So, who should bear the burden (and reap the benefits) from storing the nation's high-level nuclear waste, either on an interim or a permanent basis? On the face, it seems clear that those who benefit the most from nuclear energy should also shoulder most of the waste burden. But how realistic is it to expect that millions of people in 31 states will abandon the NIMBY syndrome in order to muster the courage and political will to address this problem in a responsible manner? Isn't it more likely that they will still try to externalize the costs by dumping the problem on others?
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Nuclear colonialism justifies endless war against the periphery [read the green]
Chow 2006 (Rey, Andrew W. mellon professor of the Humanities at Brown University, The age of the world target: self-referentiality in war, theory, and comparative work, pages 35-36)
[bookmark: _GoBack]Among the most important elements in war, writes Karl von Clausewitz, are the “moral elements.”34 From the United States’ point of view, this phrase does not seem at all ironic. Just as the bombings of Afghanistan and Iraq in the first few years of the twenty-first century were justified as benevolent acts to preserve the United States and the rest of the world against “the axis of evil,” “weapons of mass destruction,” and the like, so were the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki considered pacific acts, acts that were meant to save lives and save civilization in a world threatened by German Nazism. (Through, by the time the bombs were dropped in Japan, Germany had already surrendered.) even today, some of the most educated, scientifically knowledgeable members of U.S. society continue to believe that the atomic bomb was the best way to terminate the hostilities.35 And, while the media in the United States are quick to join the media elsewhere in reporting the controversies over Japan’s refusal to apologize for its war crimes in Asia or over Frances belatedness in apologizing for the Vichy Government’s persecution of the Jews, no U.S. head of state has ever visited Hiroshima or Nagasaki, or expressed regret for the nuclear holocaust.36 In this – its absolute conviction of its own moral superiority and legitimacy – lies perhaps the most deeply ingrained connection between the foundation myth of the United States as an exceptional nation and the dropping of the atomic bombs (as well as all the military and economic interventions the United States has made in nationalist struggles in Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East since the Second World War).37 Even on occasions such as pearl Harbor (December 7, 1941) and September 11, 2001, when the United States had to recognize that it was just part of the world (and hence could be attacked like any other country), its response was typically that of reasserting U.S. exceptionalism – This cannot happen to us! We are unique, we cannot be attacked! – by ferociously attacking others.  In the decades since 1945, whether in dealing with the Soviet Union, the People’s Republic of Hcina, North Korea, Vietnam, and countries in Central America, or during the Gulf Wars, the United States has been conducting war on the basis of a certain kind of knowledge production, and producing knowledge on the basis of war. War and knowledge enable and foster each other primarily through the collective fantasizing of some foreign or alien body that poses danger to the “self” and the “eye” that is the nation. Once the monstrosity of this foreign body is firmly established in the national consciousness, the decision makers of the U.S. government often talk and behave as though they had no choice but war.38 War, then is acted out as a moral obligation to expel and imagined dangerous alienness from the United States’ self-concept as the global custodian of freedom and democracy. Put in a different way, the “moral element,” insofar as it produces knowledge about the “self” and “other” – and hence the “eye” and its “target” – as such, justifies war by its very dichotomizing logic. Conversely, the violence of war, once begun, fixes the other in its attributed monstrosity and affirms the idealized image of the self.

This is the essence of anti-blackness—means sequencing the Aff first is correct [read the green]
Goh 2006 – Visiting Fellow at Harvard University (Irving, “Disagreeing Preemptive/ Prophylaxis: From Philip K. Dick to Jacques Rancière,” Fast Capitalism, 2.1, http://www.uta.edu/huma/agger/fastcapitalism/2_1/goh.html)
Fifty years after the text of Minority Report, the spirit of the preemptive is no longer confined to the world of fiction (or film—as in the case of Spielberg's adaptation, which is set in 2054 and therefore in turn slightly less than fifty years from now). The shadow of the preemptive shrouds the real world today. It is the spirit that haunts the world today, conjured up in the work of mourning by military and police measures to exorcise its trauma of the surprise of terror of 9/11. The preemptive is becoming the contemporary global condition for global security. Its global dissemination follows from the post-9/11 American directive of a preemptive military strike against any territory that either deviates from the dictates of the American-led "war on terror," or presents itself as a possible state of terror or a state that will disseminate terror to other territories that have aligned themselves with the American political-economic-military complex. In 2005, the preemptive condition has but only reaffirmed itself in civil space in London, in which the police condition of "shoot-to-kill" is reiterated decisively not with one but seven bullets into the head (and another into the shoulder) of a migrant, delivered in a terrifying and traumatic spectacle visible to the London tube commuters at that time, just because he (supposedly) ran and because he just kept silent/silence. And just as the world of crime prevention perfectibility through the preemptive is not detached from the indelible presence of a prison world in Minority Report, we witness the refusal of the fortress of Guantanamo—that detention camp par excellence of largely undocumented and suspect military handling of its captives that simply goes against the good sense of human rights and democracy—to be conjured away. In the face of the imminent normalization of the preemptive, the critical question one should pose to it could perhaps take its cue from the above-mentioned scene of interpretation in Spielberg's adaptation of Minority Report, specifically the use of the particular soundtrack. What remains "unfinished" in the speed of a preemptive, notwithstanding the fact that there will be times when in the preemptive, a crime, or a terrifying surprise of violence, is short-circuited and the intended injury to the innocent leaves unexecuted for good? In this paper, I would like to argue that it is the thinking of the right to be alive— without conditions—that is violently precluded in the act of the preemptive. Under the preemptive, the right to be alive risks its disappearance. And once the preemptive is on its way, one is seldom able to think outside of it to think of another possible (less violent) solution or a different outcome. To maintain a thought of an unconditional right to be alive, one has to get outside of the preemptive. Or according to John Anderton in Minority Report, one has to "keep [one]self outside" (1997:334) in order to save one's own life against the preemptive. For the right to be alive, one has to get outside the normalization of it, or more urgently, get the idée fixe of the preemptive outside the procedures of normalization (without reserving it as an exceptional power on the side of the State and the law either), in order to secure a counterprophylaxis against the deadly preemptive. One way of getting outside is to project a force of what the French philosopher Jacques Rancière calls mésentente or "disagreement" to dispute the breakneck rush of the preemptive as the normative condition of global peace and security. 
Also, if the federal government did not have restrictions on reprocessing, there would be no need for uranium mining
Stanford et al. ‘5 – reactor physicist retired from Argonne National Laboratory
(George S. Stanford, a member of the American Nuclear Society, a past member of the American Physical Society, and has served on the National Council of the Federation of American Scientists, Gerald E. Marsh, retired from Argonne National Laboratory. He was a consultant to the Defense Department on strategic nuclear technology and policy issues in the Reagan, Bush, and Clinton administrations, and served with the U.S. START delegation, as served in various high-level positions at the Energy Department, including as head of nuclear physics development and as director of the first U.S. high-level waste processing demonstration. He also served as deputy director-general of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development's Nuclear Energy Agency, “Smarter Use of Nuclear Waste”, Scientific American, 2005)
If advanced fast reactors come into use, they will at ﬁrst burn spent thermal-reactor fuel that has been recycled using pyroprocessing. That waste, which is now “temporarily” stored on site, would be transported to plants that could process it into three output streams. The ﬁrst, highly radioactive, stream would contain most of the ﬁssion products, along with unavoidable traces of transuranic elements. It would be transformed into a physically stable form—perhaps a glasslike substance— and then shipped to Yucca Mountain or some other permanent disposal site. The second stream would capture virtually all the transuranics, together with some uranium and ﬁssion products. It would be converted to a metallic fast-reactor fuel and then transferred to ALMR-type reactors. The third stream, amounting to about 92 percent of the spent thermalreactor fuel, would contain the bulk of the uranium, now in a depleted state. It could be stashed away for future use as fast-reactor fuel. Such a scenario cannot be realized overnight, of course. If we were to begin today, the ﬁrst of the fast reactors might come online in about 15 years. Notably, that schedule is reasonably compatible with the planned timetable for shipment of spent thermal-reactor fuel to Yucca Mountain. It could instead be sent for recycling into fast-reactor fuel. As today’s thermal reactors reach the end of their lifetimes, they could be replaced by fast reactors. Should that occur, there would be no need to mine any more uranium ore for centuries and no further requirement, ever, for uranium enrichment. For the very long term, recycling the fuel of fast reactors would be so efﬁcient that currently available uranium supplies could last indeﬁnitely. Both India and China have recently announced that they plan to extend their energy resources by deploying fast reactors. We understand that their ﬁrst fast reactors will use oxide or carbide fuel rather than metal—a less than optimum path, chosen presumably because the PUREX reprocessing technology is mature, whereas pyroprocessing has not yet been commercially demonstrated. It is not too soon for the U.S. to complete the basic development of the fastreactor/pyroprocessing system for metallic fuel. For the foreseeable future, the hard truth is this: only nuclear power can satisfy humanity’s long-term energy needs while preserving the environment. For large-scale, sustainable nuclear energy production to continue, the supply of nuclear fuel must last a long time. That means that the nuclear power cycle must have the characteristics of the ALMR and pyroprocessing. The time seems right to take this new course toward sensible energy development. 

Depleted uranium is given to the military for DU weapons—causes global pollution
Eyre ‘9 
(Peter, Global Research, “High Tech Weaponry used in Gaza: Radiation contamination by Depleted Uranium” http://globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=14766)
DU is a waste product of the nuclear industry and is being stored in vast compounds. It is given free of charge to weapons manufacturers and why not! DU combined with other heavy metals does the job extremely well, but at what cost? Tunnel vision by Heads of State, Senior Government Members, Senior Members of the Military, Scientist, Senior Medical staff and the CEO of companies that manufacture such weapons is deplorable. They have no ability to look at the bigger picture whereby as a result of their actions the earth’s atmosphere is being polluted with very high levels of DU since the onslaught of these weapons (some of which date back to the 1970's). They have no concern or intent to investigate the high rate of mortality, increased rise in levels of cancer related illnesses and deaths. The most deplorable aspect in the continued exculpation is the birth of still born or badly disfigured babies. Only by the actions of a few who bring such events to the public eye by attempting to broadcast or print concerns will the various nations eventually be pressured into stopping the use of such weapons, demanding full and proper enquiry by independent specialists.

Depleted uranium causes extinction
Moret ’4 
(Leuren, geoscientist, Global Research Contributing Editor and the Past President of the Association for Women Geoscientists, “Depleted Uranium: The Trojan Horse of Nuclear War,” July 8, 
http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=709)
The use of depleted uranium weaponry by the United States, defying all international treaties, will slowly annihilate all species on earth including the human species, and yet this country continues to do so with full knowledge of its destructive potential. Since 1991, the United States has staged four wars using depleted uranium weaponry, illegal under all international treaties, conventions and agreements, as well as under the US military law. The continued use of this illegal radioactive weaponry, which has already contaminated vast regions with low level radiation and will contaminate other parts of the world over time, is indeed a world affair and an international issue. The deeper purpose is revealed by comparing regions now contaminated with depleted uranium — from Egypt, the Middle East, Central Asia and the northern half of India — to the US geostrategic imperatives described in Zbigniew Brzezinski’s 1997 book The Grand Chessboard. 

Uranium mining is genocide
Shirley ‘6 – president of the Navajo Nation
(Joe, “Remembrance to Avoid an Unwanted Fate”, Navajo Nation, November 2006, http://www.navajo-nsn.gov/images/pdf%20releases/George%20Hardeen/nov06/Red%20Valley%20Chapter%20President%20Phil%20Harrison%20to%20be%20honored%20with%20Nuclear-Free%20Future%20Award_Nov5.pdf)
Genocide. There is no other word for what happened to Navajo uranium miners. The era of uranium mining on Navajoland was genocidal because the hazards of cancer and respiratory disease were known to doctors and federal officials, and yet they allowed Navajos to be exposed to deadly radiation to see what would happen to them. As a result, radiation exposure has cost the Navajo Nation the accumulated wisdom, knowledge, stories, songs and ceremonies – to say nothing of the lives – of hundreds of our people. Now, aged Navajo uranium miners and their families continue to fight the Cold War in their doctors’ offices as they try to understand how the invisible killer of radiation exposure left them with many forms of cancer and other illnesses decades after leaving the uranium mines. No one ever told them that mining uranium would steal their health and cripple their lives when they became grandparents. But it did. They continue to leave us to this day only because they were the ones who answered the call.


K
Alt causes political stasis – perm is best
Moten 8 (Fred, Helen L. Bevington Prof. of Modern Poetry @ Duke U., “Black Op,” Proceedings of the Modern Language Association of America, pp. 1745)
*Paleonymic is the deconstruction term for creating new words for old terms
All this—which was always so essentially and authentically clear in its wrought, inventive, righteous obscurity—now often suffers being revealed and reviled in critique that advances by way of what is supposed to be the closure of authenticity, essence, and experience, all of which continue to be made to share the most precise and predictably easy-to-dismiss name, local habitation, and communal form of life. That blackness is often profiled and found wanting what it is and has, in work that involuntarily falls under the admittedly imprecise rubric of African American studies, is also unsurprising and is due not so much to chauvinistic reactions to real or perceived chauvinism but to the fact that blackness’s distinction from a specific set of things that are called black remains largely unthought. Paraontological resistance to this particular brand of orthodoxy requires a paleonymic relation to blackness, which is not in need of a highlight it already has or an extrachromatic saturation it already is or a rampant internal differentiation it already bears. As such, it need not be uncoupled from the forms that came to stand (in) for blackness, to which they could not be reduced and which could not be reduced to them. What is often overlooked in blackness is bound up with what has often been overseen. Certain experiences of being tracked, managed, cornered in seemingly open space are inextricably bound to an aesthetically and politically dangerous supplementarity, an internal exteriority waiting to get out, as if the prodigal’s return were to leaving itself. Black studies’ concern with what it is to own one’s dispossession, to mine what is held in having been possessed, makes it more possible to embrace the underprivilege of being sentenced to the gift of constant escape. The strain of black studies that strains against this interplay of itinerancy and identity—whether in the interest of putting down roots or disclaiming them—could be said, also, to constitute a departure, though it may well be into a stasis more severe than the one such work imagines (itself to be leaving). In contradistinction to such skepticism, one might plan, like Curtis Mayfield, to stay a believer and therefore to avow what might be called a kind of metacritical optimism. Such optimism, black optimism, is bound up with what it is to claim blackness and the appositional, runaway, phonoptic black operations—expressive of an autopoetic organization in which flight and inhabitation modify each other—that have been thrust upon it. The burden of this paradoxically aleatory goal is our historicity, animating the reality of escape in and the possibility of escape from.
Perm is best – solves the links
Moten 8 (Fred, Helen L. Bevington Prof. of Modern Poetry @ Duke U., “Black Op” Proceedings of the Modern Language Association of America, pp. 1746-1747)
Finally, one might plan to continue to believe that there is such a thing as blackness and that blackness has an essence given in striated, ensemblic, authentic experience (however much a certain natural bend is amplified by the force of every kind of event, however productive such constant inconstancy of shape and form must be of new understandings of essence and experience). It is obvious (particularly after the recent lessons of Lindon Barrett, Herman Bennett, Daphne Brooks, Nahum Chandler, Denise Ferreira da Silva, Brent Edwards, Saidiya Hartman, Sharon Holland, and Achilles Mbembe, among others) that blackness has always emerged as nothing other than the richest possible combination of dispersion and permeability in and as the mass improvisation and protection of the very idea of the human. Thus, concern over the supposedly stultifying force of authenticity exerted by supposedly restrictive and narrow conceptions of blackness, or worry over the supposed intranational dominance of blackness broadly and unrigorously conceived (in ways that presuppose its strict biological limitation within an unlimited minoritarian field), or anxiety over the putatively intradiasporic hegemony of a certain mode of blackness (which presumes national as well as biological determinations that are continually over- and underdetermined) indexes some other trouble, which we would do well to investigate. Such investigation is best accompanied by vigilant remembrance of and commitment to the fact that blackness is present (as E. P. Thompson said of the English working class) at its own making and that all the people who are called black are given in and to that presence, which exceeds them (in an irrevocable, antenational combination of terror and enjoyment, longing and rejection, that Hartman, in particular, illuminates). Ultimately, the paraontological force that is transmitted in the long chain of life and death performances that are the concern of black studies is horribly misunderstood if it is understood as exclusive. Everyone whom blackness claims, which is to say everyone, can claim blackness. That claim is neither the first nor the last anticipatory reorientation but is, rather, an irreducible element of the differentially repeating plane that intersects and animates the comparativist sphere.
In this regard, black studies might best be described as a location habitually lost and found within a moving tendency where one looks back and forth and wonders how utopia came to be submerged in the interstices and on the outskirts of the fierce and urgent now. The temporal paradox of optimism—that it is, on the one hand, a necessarily futurial attitude while being, on the other hand, in its proper Leibnizian formulation, an assertion of the necessity, rightness, and timelessness of the always already existing—resonates in the slim gap between analytic immersion and deictic reserve. This bitter earth is the best of all possible worlds, a fact that necessitates the renewed, reconstructed, realization of imaginative intensities that move through the opposition of voluntary secrecy and forced exposure in order to understand how the underground operates out in, and as, the open. What’s the relation between the limit and the open? Between blackness and the limit? Between a specific and materially redoubled finitude called blackness and the open? The new critical discourse on the relation between blackness and death has begun to approach these questions. That discourse reveals that optimism doesn’t require—indeed, it cannot persist within—the repression of that relation; rather, it always lives (which is to say, escapes) in the faithful, postfatal assertion of a right to refuse, in the prenatal instantiation of a collective negative tendency to differ, and in the resistance to the regulative powers that resistance, differing, and refusal call into being. The general insistence that we don’t mind leaving here is inseparable from the fact that it’s all right. Black optimism persists in thinking that we have what we need, that we can get there from here, that there’s nothing wrong with us or even, in this regard, with here, even as it also bears an obsession with why it is that difference calls the same, that resistance calls regulative power, into existence, thereby securing the simultaneously vicious and vacant enmity that characterizes here and now, forming and deforming us. However much trouble stays in mind and, therefore, in the light of a certain interest that the ones who are without interests have in making as much trouble as possible, there is cause for optimism as long as there is a need for optimism. Cause and need converge in the bent school or marginal church in which we gather together to be in the name of being otherwise.

No link – the 1AC sings the blues of native exploitation within its critique of nuclear colonialism.

Blues epistemology approaches environmental studies from a single, prioritized perspective of appropriate aesthetics.
Morton 2007 – Professor and Rita Shea Guffey Chair in English at Rice University (Timothy, Ecology Without Nature, p. 6-7)
Ecology without Nature tries not to foster a particular form of aesthetic enjoyment; at least not until the end, when it takes a stab at seeing whether art forms can bear the weight of being critical in the sense that the rest of the book outlines. No one kind of art is exactly “right.” I do think that science would benefit from more grounding in philosophy and training in modes of analysis developed in the humanities. But in general the scientisms of current ideology owe less to intrinsically skeptical scientific practice, and more to ideas of nature, which set people’s hearts beating and stop the thinking process, the one of saying “no” to what you just came up with. Have a look at any edition of Time or Newsweek, which take Nature, one of the main science journals, even more seriously than the scientists. In the name of ecology, this book is a searching criticism of a term that holds us back from meaningful engagements with what, in essence, nature is all about: things that are not identical to us or our preformed concepts. For related reasons, I have avoided the habitual discussions of anthropocentrism and anthropomorphism that preoccupy much ecological writing. These terms are not irrelevant. But they beg the question of what precisely counts as human, what counts as nature. Instead of pushing around preformed pieces of thought, I have chosen to hesitate at a more basic level, to lodge my criticism in the fissures between such categories. 

This strategy is indistinguishable from the Nazi project – reject the alternative for its fascistic tendencies
Morton 2007 – Professor and Rita Shea Guffey Chair in English at Rice University (Timothy, Ecology Without Nature, p. 170-171)
Place is caught up in a certain question. It takes the form of a questioning, or questioning attitude. Phenomenology has come closest to understanding place as a provisional yet real “thing.” Heidegger has most powerfully described place as open and beyond concept. But Heidegger, infamously, solidifies this very openness, turning history into destiny and leaving the way for an extreme right-wing politics, which can easily assimilate ecological thinking to its ideological ends, precisely because ecological thinking is highly aestheticized. The Nazis passed original laws to protect animals and (German) forests as ends in themselves. Giorgio Agamben observes, succinctly, that this thinking of being as destiny and project is only undermined when we think of humans and animals as connected in a profound inactivity, or desoeuvrement (unworking). Here is the utopian side of ambience’s imagining for rest and relaxation. Instead of running away from Heidegger, left scholarship should encounter him all the more rigorously in seeking to demystify place, in the name of a politics and poetics of place. We must put the idea of place into question; hence an ecological criticism that resists the idea that there is a solid metaphysical bedrock (Nature or Life, for instance) beneath which thinking cannot or should not delve. In the rush to embrace an expanded view, the plangent, intense rhetoric of localism, the form of ecological thinking that seems most opposed to globalization and most resistant to modern and postmodern decenterings and deconstructions, must not be allowed to fall into the hands of reactionaries. Instead, the central fixations upon which localism bases its claims must be examined. A left ecology must “get” even further “into” place than bioregionalism and other Romantic localisms. Only then can progressive ecocriticism establish a firm basis for exploring environmental justice issues such as environmental racism, colonialism, and imperialism. This basis is a strong theoretical approach. If we restrict our examination to the citation of ecological “content”—listing what is included and excluded in the thematics of the (literary) text—we hand over aesthetic form, the aesthetic dimension and even theory itself, to the reactionary wing of ecological criticism. The aesthetic, and in a wider sense perception, must form part of the foundation of a thoroughly transnational ecological criticism. If we do not undertake their task, virulent codings of place will keep rearing their ugly heads.



A) Wilderson’s conception of social death is based off of a flawed methodology which interrupts the transformative potential of the African Diaspora
BÂ 2011 – Portsmouth University (SAËR MATY, “The US Decentred: From Black Social Death to Cultural Transformation,” Cultural Studies Review, volume 17 number 2 September 2011)
A few pages into Red, White and Black, I feared that it would just be a matter of time before Wilderson’s black‐as‐social‐death idea and multiple attacks on issues and scholars he disagrees with run (him) into (theoretical) trouble. This happens in chapter two, ‘The Narcissistic Slave’, where he critiques black film theorists and books. For example, Wilderson declares that Gladstone Yearwood’s Black Film as Signifying Practice (2000) ‘betrays a kind of conceptual anxiety with respect to the historical object of study— ... it clings, anxiously, to the film‐as‐text‐as‐legitimateobject of Black cinema.’ (62) He then quotes from Yearwood’s book to highlight ‘just how vague the aesthetic foundation of Yearwood’s attempt to construct a canon can be’. (63) And yet Wilderson’s highlighting is problematic because it overlooks the ‘Diaspora’ or ‘African Diaspora’, a key component in Yearwood’s thesis that, crucially, neither navel‐gazes (that is, at the US or black America) nor pretends to properly engage with black film. Furthermore, Wilderson separates the different waves of black film theory and approaches them, only, in terms of how a most recent one might challenge its precedent. Again, his approach is problematic because it does not mention or emphasise the inter‐connectivity of/in black film theory. As a case in point, Wilderson does not link Tommy Lott’s mobilisation of Third Cinema for black film theory to Yearwood’s idea of African Diaspora. (64) Additionally, of course, Wilderson seems unaware that Third Cinema itself has been fundamentally questioned since Lott’s 1990s’ theory of black film was formulated. Yet another consequence of ignoring the African Diaspora is that it exposes Wilderson’s corpus of films as unable to carry the weight of the transnational argument he attempts to advance. Here, beyond the US‐centricity or ‘social and political specificity of [his] filmography’, (95) I am talking about Wilderson’s choice of films. For example, Antwone Fisher (dir. Denzel Washington, 2002) is attacked unfairly for failing to acknowledge ‘a grid of captivity across spatial dimensions of the Black “body”, the Black “home”, and the Black “community”’ (111) while films like Alan and Albert Hughes’s Menace II Society (1993), overlooked, do acknowledge the same grid and, additionally, problematise Street Terrorism Enforcement and Prevention Act (STEP) policing. The above examples expose the fact of Wilderson’s dubious and questionable conclusions on black film. Red, White and Black is particularly undermined by Wilderson’s propensity for exaggeration and blinkeredness. In chapter nine, ‘“Savage” Negrophobia’, he writes: The philosophical anxiety of Skins is all too aware that through the Middle Passage, African culture became Black ‘style’ ... Blackness can be placed and displaced with limitless frequency and across untold territories, by whoever so chooses. Most important, there is nothing real Black people can do to either check or direct this process ... Anyone can say ‘nigger’ because anyone can be a ‘nigger’. (235)7 Similarly, in chapter ten, ‘A Crisis in the Commons’, Wilderson addresses the issue of ‘Black time’. Black is irredeemable, he argues, because, at no time in history had it been deemed, or deemed through the right historical moment and place. In other words, the black moment and place are not right because they are ‘the ship hold of the Middle Passage’: ‘the most coherent temporality ever deemed as Black time’ but also ‘the “moment” of no time at all on the map of no place at all’. (279) Not only does Pinho’s more mature analysis expose this point as preposterous (see below), I also wonder what Wilderson makes of the countless historians’ and sociologists’ works on slave ships, shipboard insurrections and/during the Middle Passage,8 or of groundbreaking jazz‐studies books on cross‐cultural dialogue like The Other Side of Nowhere (2004). Nowhere has another side, but once Wilderson theorises blacks as socially and ontologically dead while dismissing jazz as ‘belonging nowhere and to no one, simply there for the taking’, (225) there seems to be no way back. It is therefore hardly surprising that Wilderson ducks the need to provide a solution or alternative to both his sustained bashing of blacks and anti‐ Blackness.9 Last but not least, Red, White and Black ends like a badly plugged announcement of a bad Hollywood film’s badly planned sequel: ‘How does one deconstruct life? Who would benefit from such an undertaking? The coffle approaches with its answers in tow.’ (340) 

B) This logic of social death replicates the violence of the middle passage – rejection is necessary to honor the dead
Brown 2009 – professor of history and of African and African American Studies specializing in Atlantic Slavery (Vincent, “Social Death and Political Life in the Study of Slavery,” http://history.fas.harvard.edu/people/faculty/documents/brown-socialdeath.pdf)
But this was not the emphasis of Patterson’s argument. As a result, those he has inspired have often conflated his exposition of slaveholding ideology with a description of the actual condition of the enslaved. Seen as a state of being, the concept of social death is ultimately out of place in the political history of slavery. If studies of slavery would account for the outlooks and maneuvers of the enslaved as an important part of that history, scholars would do better to keep in view the struggle against alienation rather than alienation itself. To see social death as a productive peril entails a subtle but significant shift in perspective, from seeing slavery as a condition to viewing enslavement as a predicament, in which enslaved Africans and their descendants never ceased to pursue a politics of belonging, mourning, accounting, and regeneration. In part, the usefulness of social death as a concept depends on what scholars of slavery seek to explain—black pathology or black politics, resistance or attempts to remake social life? For too long, debates about whether there were black families took precedence over discussions of how such families were formed; disputes about whether African culture had “survived” in the Americas overwhelmed discussions of how particular practices mediated slaves’ attempts to survive; and scholars felt compelled to prioritize the documentation of resistance over the examination of political strife in its myriad forms. But of course, because slaves’ social and political life grew directly out of the violence and dislocation of Atlantic slavery, these are false choices. And we may not even have to choose between tragic and romantic modes of storytelling, for history tinged with romance may offer the truest acknowledgment of the tragedy confronted by the enslaved: it took heroic effort for them to make social lives. There is romance, too, in the tragic fact that although scholars may never be able to give a satisfactory account of the human experience in slavery, they nevertheless continue to try. If scholars were to emphasize the efforts of the enslaved more than the condition of slavery, we might at least tell richer stories about how the endeavors of the weakest and most abject have at times reshaped the world. The history of their social and political lives lies between resistance and oblivion, not in the nature of their condition but in their continuous struggles to remake it. Those struggles are slavery’s bequest to us. 

C) This is an apriori question
Brown 2009 – professor of history and of African and African American Studies specializing in Atlantic Slavery (Vincent, “Social Death and Political Life in the Study of Slavery,” http://history.fas.harvard.edu/people/faculty/documents/brown-socialdeath.pdf)
African American history has grown from the kinds of people’s histories that emphasize a progressive struggle toward an ultimate victory over the tyranny of the powerful. Consequently, studies that privilege the perspectives of the enslaved depend in some measure on the chronicling of heroic achievement, and historians of slave culture and resistance have recently been accused of romanticizing their subject of study.42 Because these scholars have done so much to enhance our understanding of slave life beyond what was imaginable a scant few generations ago, the allegation may seem unfair. Nevertheless, some of the criticisms are helpful. As the historian Walter Johnson has argued, studies of slavery conducted within the terms of social history have often taken “agency,” or the self-willed activity of choice-making subjects, to be their starting point.43 Perhaps it was inevitable, then, that many historians would find themselves charged with depicting slave communities and cultures that were so resistant and so vibrant that the social relations of slavery must not have done much damage at all. Even if this particular accusation is a form of caricature, it contains an important insight, that the agency of the weak and the power of the strong have too often been viewed as simple opposites. The anthropologist David Scott is probably correct to suggest that for most scholars, the power of slaveholders and the damage wrought by slavery have been “pictured principally as a negative or limiting force” that “restricted, blocked, paralyzed, or deformed the transformative agency of the slave.”44 In this sense, scholars who have emphasized slavery’s corrosive power and those who stress resistance and resilience share the same assumption. However, the violent domination of slavery generated political action; it was not antithetical to it. If one sees power as productive and the fear of social death not as incapacity but as a generative force—a peril that motivated enslaved activity— a different image of slavery slides into view, one in which the object of slave politics is not simply the power of slaveholders, but the very terms and conditions of social existence. 




A) LINK—their assumption of ontological blackness essentializes blackness as a racial category subservient to whiteness
Welcome 2004 – completing his PhD at the sociology department of the City University of New York's Graduate Center (H. Alexander, "White Is Right": The Utilization of an Improper Ontological Perspective in Analyses of Black Experiences, Journal of African American Studies, Summer-Fall 2004, Vol. 8, No. 1 & 2, pp. 59-73)
In many of the studies of blacks, the experiences of whites, not blacks, are used as the backing for the construction of the warrants/rules that are employed to evaluate black experiences, delimiting the "concepts and relationships that can exist" in the black community. The life histories of whites are used as the standard against which black experiences are measured and as the goals to which blacks are encouraged to strive. The employment of this ontology fallaciously limits the range of black agency, producing deceitful narratives where the navigation of the social environment by blacks is dictated by either a passive response to, or a passive adoption of, white scripts. This ontology erroneously limits descriptions and evaluations of black experiences, excluding viable causal determinants of the socio-economic status of blacks and constructing restricted descriptions of black agency. The utilization of whiteness to determine and/or evaluate blackness begins when whiteness and white life histories come to represent what is "right." "White is right" is a sarcastic phrase that was an extremely popular slur during the Black Power movement in the mid-1960s to the early 1970s; the utilization of this phrase represents a form of social critique that takes exception to both the privileging of white biographies as accurate descriptions of history and the reconstitution of these histories as a template that blacks and other people of color should follow for navigating social environments and achieving positive social mobility. Part of the prominence of the "white is right" perspective comes from the numerical superiority of whites. As a group, whites have been in the majority throughout the history of the United States and the prominence of the white experience has been used to argue that white experiences should be used as a social template. It has been used as such in the works of Robert Park (1939) and Gunnar Myrdal (1944), both of whom suggested that by copying the patterns of whites, blacks would achieve positive social mobility. However, use of the numerical superiority of whites to support claims about the "rightness" of white experiences relies on the equation of quantitative dominance with qualitative dominance and the employment of the fallacious argumentum ad populum. The actual source of the dominance of the "white is right" perspective lies in the dynamics of power. The location of the origins of the dominant ideology in power relations is conceptualized in the work of Michel Foucault (1980), who theorized that power is imbricated with discourse: We must make allowance for the complex and unstable process whereby discourse can be both an instrument and an effect of power, but also a hindrance, a stumbling-block, a point of resistance and a starting point for an opposing strategy. Discourse transmits and produces power; it reinforces it, but also undermines and exposes it, renders it fragile and makes it possible to thwart it (p. 101). Key to the deployment of discourses is an underlying strategy. As such, the prominence of the "white is right" perspective can be traced to attempts to create an "order," or a way of thinking. Foucault's theoretical lens supports the hypothesis that the privileging of white experiences and the use of these experiences as an ontological framework for the analyses of black experiences is an effect of power imbalances. 

B) Turns Case – essentialism makes true insurrection impossible 
 Newman, Postdoctoral fellow:University of Western Australia, conducting research in the area of contemporary political and social though, 2003
(Saul, “Stirner and Foucault,” Postmodern Culture)
The idea of transgressing and reinventing the self--of freeing the self from fixed and essential identities--is also a central theme in Stirner's thinking. As we have seen, Stirner shows that the notion of human essence is an oppressive fiction derived from an inverted Christian idealism that tyrannizes the individual and is linked with various forms of political domination. Stirner describes a process of subjectification which is very similar to Foucault's: rather than power operating as downward repression, it rules through the subjectification of the individual, by defining him according to an essential identity. As Stirner says: "the State betrays its enmity to me by demanding that I be a man . . . it imposes being a man upon me as a duty" (161). Human essence imposes a series of fixed moral and rational ideas on the individual, which are not of his creation and which curtail his autonomy. It is precisely this notion of duty, of moral obligation--the same sense of duty that is the basis of the categorical imperative--thatStirner finds oppressive.  For Stirner, then, the individual must free him- or herself from these oppressive ideas and obligations by first freeing himself from essence--fromthe essential identitythat is imposed on him. Freedom involves, then, a transgression of essence, a transgression of the self. But what form should this transgression take? Like Foucault, Stirner is suspicious of the language of liberation and revolution--it is based on a notion of an essential self that supposedly throws off the chains of external repression. For Stirner, it is precisely this notion of human essence that is itself oppressive. Therefore, different strategies of freedom are called for--ones that abandon the humanist project of liberation and seek, rather, to reconfigure the subject in new and non-essentialist ways. To this end, Stirner calls for an insurrection:  Revolution and insurrection must not be looked upon as synonymous. The former consists in an overturning of conditions, of the established condition or status, the state or society, and is accordingly a political or social act; the latter has indeed for its unavoidable consequence a transformation of circumstances, yet does not start from it but from men's discontent with themselves, is not an armed rising but a rising of individuals, a getting up without regard to the arrangements that spring from it. The revolution aimed at new arrangements; insurrection leads us no longer to let ourselves be arranged, but to arrange ourselves, and sets no glittering hopes on "institutions." It is not a fight against the established, since, if it prospers, the established collapses of itself; it is only a working forth of me out of the established. (279-80)  So while a revolution aims at transforming existing social and political conditions so that human essence may flourish, an insurrection aims at freeing the individual from this very essence. Like Foucault's practices of freedom, the insurrection aims at transforming the relationship that the individual has with himself. The insurrection starts, then, with the individual refusing his or her enforced essential identity: it starts, as Stirner says, from men's discontent with themselves. Insurrection does not aim at overthrowing political institutions. It is aimed at the individual, in a sense transgressing his own identity--the outcome of which is, nevertheless, a change in political arrangements. Insurrection is therefore not about becoming what one is--becoming human, becoming man--but about becoming what one is not.This ethos of escaping essential identities through a reinvention of oneself has many important parallels with the Baudelarianaestheticization of the self that interests Foucault. Like Baudelaire's assertion that the self must be treated as a work of art, Stirner sees the self--or the ego--as a "creative nothingness," a radical emptiness which is up to the individual to define: "I do not presuppose myself, because I am every moment just positing or creating myself" (135). The self, for Stirner, is a process, a continuous flow of self-creating flux--it is a process that eludes the imposition of fixed identities and essences: "no concept expresses me, nothing that is designated as my essence exhausts me" (324).  Therefore, Stirner's strategy of insurrection and Foucault's project of care for the self are both contingent practices of freedom that involve a reconfiguration of the subject and its relationship with the self. For Stirner, as with Foucault, freedom is an undefined and open-ended project in which the individual engages. The insurrection, as Stirner argues, does not rely on political institutions to grant freedom to the individual, but looks to the individual to invent his or her own forms of freedom. It is an attempt to construct spaces of autonomy within relations of power, by limiting the power that is exercised over the individual by others and increasing the power that the individual exercises over himself. The individual, moreover, is free to reinvent himself in new and unpredictable ways, escaping the limits imposed by human essence and universal notions of morality.  The notion of insurrection involves a reformulation of the concept of freedom in ways that are radically post-Kantian. Stirner suggests, for instance, that there can be no truly universal idea of freedom; freedom is always a particular freedom in the guise of the universal. The universal freedom that, for Kant, is the domain of all rational individuals, would only mask some hidden particular interest. Freedom, according to Stirner, isan ambiguous and problematic concept, an "enchantingly beautiful dream" that seduces the individual yet remains unattainable, and from which the individual must awaken.  Furthermore, freedom is a limited concept. It is only seen in its narrow negative sense. Stirner wants, rather, to extend the concept to a more positive freedom to. Freedom in the negative sense involves only self-abnegation--to be rid of something, to deny oneself. That is why, according to Stirner, the freer the individual ostensibly becomes, in accordance with the emancipative ideals of Enlightenment humanism, the more he loses the power he exercises over himself. On the other hand, positive freedom--or ownness--is a form of freedom that is invented by the individual for him or herself. Unlike Kantian freedom, ownness is not guaranteed by universal ideals or categorical imperatives. If it were, it could only lead to further domination: "The man who is set free is nothing but a freed man [...] he is an unfree man in the garment of freedom, like the ass in the lion's skin" (152).  Freedom must, rather, be seized by the individual. For freedom to have any value it must be based on the power of the individual to create it. "My freedom becomes complete only when it is my--might; but by this I cease to be a merely free man, and become and own man" (151). Stirner was one of the first to recognize that the true basis of freedom is power. To see freedom as a universal absence of power is to mask its very basis in power. The theory of ownness is a recognition, and indeed an affirmation, of the inevitable relation between freedom and power. Ownness is the realization of the individual's power over himself--the ability to create his or her own forms of freedom,which are not circumscribed by metaphysical or essentialist categories. In this sense, ownness is a form of freedom that goes beyond the categorical imperative. It is based on a notion of the self as a contingent and open field of possibilities, rather than on an absolute and dutiful adherence to external moral maxims.  

C) Rejection Key – mark of ontological blackness makes real world change impossible
Pinn 2004 – Professor of Religious Studies at Macalester College in St. Paul, Minnesota (Anthony B., ‘‘Black Is, Black Ain’t’’: Victor Anderson, African American Theological Thought, and Identity, Dialog: A Journal of Theology . Volume 43, Number 1)
Applied to African Americans, the grotesque embodies the full range of African American life—all expressions, actions, attitudes, and behavior. With a hermeneutic of the grotesque as the foci, religio-cultural criticism is free from the totalizing nature of racial apologetics and the classical Black aesthetic. By extension, Black theology is able to address both issues of survival (Anderson sees their importance.) and the larger goal of cultural fulfillment, Anderson’s version of liberation. That is to say, placing ‘‘blackness’’ along side other indicators of identity allows African Americans to define themselves in a plethora of ways while maintaining their community status. This encourages African Americans to see themselves as they are— complex and diversified—no longer needing to surrender personal interests for the sake of monolithic collective status. 


But, even if they win that the state we should recognize that the state has some level of positive potential—limiting the discussion to the personal has no tangible effect of the structures of supremacy that allow for the maintenance of whiteness
Jensen 05 
Robert Jensen, Texas University Journalism Professor, Nowar Collective Founder, 2005, The Heart of Whiteness, p.78-87 
I'm all for diversity and its institutional manifestation, multiculturalism. But we should be concerned about the way in which talk of diversity and multiculturalism has proceeded. After more than a decade of university teaching and political work, it is clear to me that a certain kind of diversity-talk actually can impede our understanding of oppression by encouraging us to focus on the cultural and individual, rather than on the political and structural. Instead of focusing on diversity, we should focus on power. The fundamental frame for pursuing analyses of issues around race, ethnicity, gender, sexuality, and class should be not cultural but political, not individual but structural. Instead of talking about diversity in race, class, gender, and sexual orientation, we should critique white supremacy, economic inequality in capitalism, patriarchy, and heterosexism. We should talk about systems and structures of power, about ideologies of domination and subordination—and about the injuries done to those in subordinate groups, and the benefits and privileges that accrue to those in dominant groups. Here's an example of what I mean: A professor colleague, a middle-aged heterosexual white man, once told me that he thought his contribution to the world—his way of aiding progressive causes around diversity issues—came by expanding his own understanding of difference and then working to be the best person he could he. He said he felt no obligation to get involved in the larger world outside his world of family and friends, work and church. In the worlds in which he found himself personal and professional, he said he tried to be kind and caring to all, working to understand and celebrate difference and diversity. There are two obvious problems with his formulation, one concerning him as an individual and one concerning the larger world. First, without a connection to a political struggle, it is difficult for anyone to grow morally and politically. My own experience has taught me that it is when I am engaged in political activity with people across identity lines that I learn the most. It is in those spaces and those relationships that my own hidden prejudices and unexamined fears emerge, in situations in which comrades whom I trust call hold me accountable. Without that kind of engagement, I rarely get to levels of honesty with people that can propel me forward. The colleague in question saw himself as being, as the cliché goes, a sensitive new age guy, but from other sources I know that he continued to behave in sexist ways in the classroom. Because he had no connection to a feminist movement—or any other liberatory movement where women might observe his behavior and he in a position to hold him accountable— there was no systematic way for him to correct his sexist habits. His self-image as a liberated man was possible only because he made sure he wasn't in spaces where women could easily challenge him. The second problem is that if everyone with privilege — especially the levels of privilege this man had—decided that all they were obligated to do in the world was to be nice to the people around them and celebrate diversity, it is difficult to imagine progressive social change ever taking place. Yes, we all must change at the micro level, in our personal relationships, if the struggle for justice is to move forward. But struggle in the personal arena is not enough; it is a necessary but not sufficient criterion for change. Lots of white people could make significant progress toward eliminating all vestiges of racism in our own psyches—which would be a good thing—without it having any tangible effect on the systems and structures of power in which white supremacy is manifested. It would not change the ways in which we benefit from being white in that system. It doesn't mean we shouldn't "work on" ourselves, only that working on ourselves is not enough. It is possible to not be racist (in the individual sense of not perpetrating overtly racist acts) and yet at the same time fail to be antiracist (in the political sense of resisting a racist system). Being not-racist is not enough. To he a fully moral person, one must find some way to be antiracist as we Because white people benefit from living in a white-supremacist society, there is an added obligation for us to struggle against the injustice of that system. The same argument holds in other realms as well. Men can be successful at not being sexist (in the sense of treating women as equals and refraining from sexist behaviors) but fail at being antisexist if we do nothing to acknowledge the misogynistic sys- tern in which we live and try to intervene where possible to change that system. The same can be said about straight people who are relatively free of antigay prejudice but do nothing to challenge heterosexism, or about economically privileged people who do nothing to confront the injustice of the economic system, or about U.S. citizens who don't seek to exploit people from other places but do nothing to confront the violence of the U.S. empire abroad. We need a political and structural, rather than a cultural and individual, framework. Of course we should not ignore differences in cultural practices, and individuals should work to change themselves. But celebrating cultural differences and focusing on one's own behavior are inadequate to the task in front of us. I have been clearer on that since September 11, 2001 after which George W. Bush kept repeating "Islam is a religion of peace," reminding Americans that as we march off on wars of domination we should respect the religion of the people we are killing. Across the United States after 9/11, people were saying, "I have to learn more about Islam." 

Recognizing the positive potential of the state DOES have a real world impact even if nothing in this round tangibly does—empirical examples of the advocacy skills carried in relation to discussing the state proves there is out-of-round solvency
Mitchell 10 
Associate Professor and Director of Graduate Studies in the Department of Communication at the University of Pittsburgh, where he also directs the William Pitt Debating Union. (Gordon R. Mitchell, “Switch-Side Debating Meets Demand-Driven Rhetoric of Science”, Rhetoric & Public Affairs Vol. 13, No. 1, 2010, pp. 95–120. http://www.pitt.edu/~gordonm/JPubs/Mitchell2010.pdf) RaPa
T h e U.S. intelligence community’s Analytic Outreach initiative implements what Ronald Walter Greene and Darrin Hicks call “switch-side debating”—a critical thinking exercise where interlocutors temporarily suspend belief in their convictions to bring forth multiple angles of an argument. Drawing on Foucault, Greene and Hicks classify switch-side debating as a “cultural technology,” one laden with ideological baggage. Specifically, they claim that switch-side debating is “invested with an ethical substance” and that participation in the activity inculcates “ethical obligations intrinsic to the technology,” including political liberalism and a worldview colored by American exceptionalism. On first blush, the fact that a deputy U.S. director of national intelligence is attempting to deploy this cultural technology to strengthen secret intelligence tradecraft in support of U.S. foreign policy would seem to qualify as Exhibit B in support of Greene and Hicks’s general thesis. Yet the picture grows more complex when one considers what is happening over at the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), where environmental scientist Ibrahim Goodwin is collaborating with John W. Davis on a project that uses switch-side debating to clean up air and water. In April 2008, that initiative brought top intercollegiate debaters from four universities to Washington, D.C., for a series of debates on the topic of water quality, held for an audience of EPA subject matter experts working on interstate river pollution and bottled water issues. An April 2009 follow-up event in Huntington Beach, California, featured another debate weighing the relative merits of monitoring versus remediation as beach pollution strategies. “We use nationally ranked intercollegiate debate programs to research and present the arguments, both pro and con, devoid of special interest in the outcome,” explains Davis. “In doing so, agency representatives now remain squarely within the decision-making role thereby neutralizing overzealous advocacy that can inhibit learned discourse.” The intelligence community and EPA debating initiatives vary quite a bit simply by virtue of the contrasting policy objectives pursued by their sponsoring agencies (foreign policy versus environmental protection). Significant process-level differences mark of the respective initiatives as well; the former project entails largely one-way interactions designed to sluice insight from “open sources” to intelligence analysts working in classified environments and producing largely secret assessments. In contrast, the EPA’s debating initiative is conducted through public forums in a policy process required by law to be transparent. h is granularity troubles Greene and Hicks’s deterministic framing of switch-side debate as an ideologically smooth and consistent cultural technology. In an alternative approach, this essay positions debate as a malleable method of decision making, one utilized by different actors in myriad ways to pursue various purposes. By bringing forth the texture inherent in the associated messy “mangle of practice,” 8 such an approach has potential to deepen our understanding of debate as a dynamic and contingent, rather than static, form of rhetorical performance. Juxtaposition of the intelligence community and EPA debating initiatives illuminates additional avenues of inquiry that take overlapping elements of the two projects as points of departure. Both tackle complex, multifaceted, and technical topics that do not lend themselves to reductionist, formal analysis, and both tap into the creative energy latent in what Protagoras of Abdera called dissoi logoi, the process of learning about a controversial or unresolved issue by airing opposing viewpoints. 9 In short, these institutions are employing debate as a tool of deliberation, seeking outside expertise to help accomplish their aims. Such trends provide an occasion to revisit a presumption commonly held among theorists of deliberative democracy—that debate and deliberation are fundamentally opposed practices—as the intelligence community’s Analytic Outreach program and the EPA’s debating initiatives represent examples where debating exercises are designed to facilitate, not frustrate, deliberative goals.

Negative state action in a positive direction proves that the state can be used to stop doing bad things 
Barbrook 97 Dr. Richard Barbrook, Hypermedia Research Centre – U. of Westminster, 6-5-1997, “More Provocations,” Amsterdam.nettime.org/Lists-Archives/nettime-1-9706/msg00034.html
I thought that this position is clear from my remarks about the ultra-left posturing of the ‘zero-work’ demand. In Europe, we have real social problems of deprivation and poverty which, in part, can only be solved by state action. This does not make me a statist, but rather anti-anti-statist. By opposing such intervention because they are carried out by the state anarchists are tacitly lining up with the neo-liberals. Even worse, refusing even to vote for the left, they acquiese to rule by neo-liberal parties. I deeply admire direct action movements. I was a radio pirate and we provide server space for anti-roads and environmental movements. However, this doesn’t mean that I support political abstentionism or, even worse, the mystical nonsense produced by Hakim Bey. It is great for artists and others to adopt a marginality as a life style choice, but most of the people who are economically and socially marginalised were never given any choice. They are excluded from society as a result of deliberate policies of deregulation, privatisation and welfare cutbacks carried out by neo-liberal governments. During the ‘70s. I was a pro-situ punk rocker until Thatcher got elected. Then we learnt the hard way that voting did change things and lots of people suffered if state power was withdrawn from certain areas of our life, such as welfare and employment.  Anarchism can be a fun artistic pose. However, human suffering is not.

Can’t pin us as all – state bad – that’s guilt by association – we don’t cause all of their impacts
Curtler ’97 – PhD Philosophy
(Hugh, “rediscovering values: coming to terms with postnmodernism” 44-7)
The second and third concerns, though, are more serious and to a degree more legitimate. The second concern is that "reason is the product of the Enlightenment, modern science, and Western society, and as such for the postmodernists, it is guilty by association of all the errors attributed to them, [namely], violence, suffering, and alienation in the twentieth century, be it the Holocaust, world wars, Vietnam, Stalin's Gulag, or computer record-keeping . . ." (Rosenau 1992, 129). Although this is a serious concern, it is hardly grounds for the rejection of reason, for which postmodernism calls in a loud, frenetic voice. There is precious little evidence that the problems of the twentieth century are the result of too much reason! On the contrary. To be sure, it was Descartes's dream to reduce every decision to a calculation, and in ethics, this dream bore fruit in Jeremy Bentham's abortive "calculus" of utilities. But at least since the birth of the social sciences at the end of the last century, and with considerable help from logical positivism, ethics (and values in general) has been relegated to the dung heap of "poetical and metaphysical nonsense," and in the minds of the general populace, reason has no place in ethics, which is the proper domain of feeling. The postmodern concern to place feelings at the center of ethics, and judgment generally—which is the third of their three objections to modern reason—simply plays into the hands of the hardened popular prejudice that has little respect for the abilities of human beings to resolve moral differences reasonably. Can it honestly be said of any major decision made in this century that it was the result of "too much reason" and that feelings and emotions played no part? Surely not. Can this be said in the case of any of the concerns reflected in the list above: are violence, suffering, and alienation, or the Holocaust, Vietnam, Stalin's Gulag, or Auschwitz the result of a too reasonable approach to human problems? No one could possibly make this claim who has dared to peek into the dark and turbid recesses of the human psyche. In every case, it is more likely that these concerns result from such things as sadism, envy, avarice, love of power, the "death wish," or short-term self-interest, none of which is "reasonable."One must carefully distinguish between the methods ofthe sciences, which are thoroughly grounded in reason and logic, and the uses men and women make of science. The warnings of romantics such as Goethe (who was himself no mean scientist) and Mary Shelley were directed not against science per se but rather against the misuse of science and the human tendency to become embedded in the operations of the present moment. To the extent that postmodernism echoes these concerns, I would share them without hesitation. But the claim that our present culture suffers because of an exclusive concern with "reasonable" solutions to human problems, with a fixation on the logos, borders on the absurd.What is required here is not a mindless rejection of human reason on behalf of "intuition," "conscience," or "feelings" in the blind hope that somehow complex problems will be solved if we simply do whatever makes us feel good. Feelings and intuitions are notoriously unreliable and cannot be made the center of a workable ethic. We now have witnessed several generations of college students who are convinced that "there's no disputing taste" in the arts and that ethics is all about feelings. As a result, it is almost impossible to get them to take these issues seriously. The notion that we can trust our feelings to find solutions to complex problems is little more than a false hope.We are confronted today with problems on a scale heretofore unknown, and what is called for is patience, compassion (to be sure), and above all else, clear heads. In a word, what is called for is a balance between reason and feelings—not the rejection of one or the other. One need only recall Nietzsche's own concern for the balance between Dionysus and Apollo in his Birth of Tragedy. Nietzscheknew better than his followers, apparently, that one cannot sacrifice Apollo to Dionysus in the futile hope that we can rely on our blind instincts to get us out of the hole we have dug for ourselves.

Prefer the specific solvency of the aff ---- Nuclear energy deliberation requires the state
Nordhaus 11, chairman – Breakthrough Instiute, and Shellenberger, president – Breakthrough Insitute, MA cultural anthropology – University of California, Santa Cruz, 2/25/‘11
(Ted and Michael, http://thebreakthrough.org/archive/the_long_death_of_environmenta) 

Tenth, we are going to have to get over our suspicion of technology, especially nuclear power. There is no credible path to reducing global carbon emissions without an enormous expansion of nuclear power. It is the only low carbon technology we have today with the demonstrated capability to generate large quantities of centrally generated electrtic power. It is the low carbon of technology of choice for much of the rest of the world. Even uber-green nations, like Germany and Sweden, have reversed plans to phase out nuclear power as they have begun to reconcile their energy needs with their climate commitments. Eleventh, we will need to embrace again the role of the state as a direct provider of public goods. The modern environmental movement, borne of the new left rejection of social authority of all sorts, has embraced the notion of state regulation and even creation of private markets while largely rejecting the generative role of the state. In the modern environmental imagination, government promotion of technology - whether nuclear power, the green revolution, synfuels, or ethanol - almost always ends badly. Never mind that virtually the entire history of American industrialization and technological innovation is the story of government investments in the development and commercialization of new technologies. Think of a transformative technology over the last century - computers, the Internet, pharmaceutical drugs, jet turbines, cellular telephones, nuclear power - and what you will find is government investing in those technologies at a scale that private firms simply cannot replicate. Twelveth, big is beautiful. The rising economies of the developing world will continue to develop whether we want them to or not. The solution to the ecological crises wrought by modernity, technology, and progress will be more modernity, technology, and progress. The solutions to the ecological challenges faced by a planet of 6 billion going on 9 billion will not be decentralized energy technologies like solar panels, small scale organic agriculture, and a drawing of unenforceable boundaries around what remains of our ecological inheritance, be it the rainforests of the Amazon or the chemical composition of the atmosphere. Rather, these solutions will be: large central station power technologies that can meet the energy needs of billions of people increasingly living in the dense mega-cities of the global south without emitting carbon dioxide, further intensification of industrial scale agriculture to meet the nutritional needs of a population that is not only growing but eating higher up the food chain, and a whole suite of new agricultural, desalinization and other technologies for gardening planet Earth that might allow us not only to pull back from forests and other threatened ecosystems but also to create new ones. The New Ecological Politics The great ecological challenges that our generation faces demands an ecological politics that is generative, not restrictive. An ecological politics capable of addressing global warming will require us to reexamine virtually every prominent strand of post-war green ideology. From Paul Erlich's warnings of a population bomb to The Club of Rome's "Limits to Growth," contemporary ecological politics have consistently embraced green Malthusianism despite the fact that the Malthusian premise has persistently failed for the better part of three centuries. Indeed, the green revolution was exponentially increasing agricultural yields at the very moment that Erlich was predicting mass starvation and the serial predictions of peak oil and various others resource collapses that have followed have continue to fail. This does not mean that Malthusian outcomes are impossible, but neither are they inevitable. We do have a choice in the matter, but it is not the choice that greens have long imagined. The choice that humanity faces is not whether to constrain our growth, development, and aspirations or die. It is whether we will continue to innovate and accelerate technological progress in order to thrive. Human technology and ingenuity have repeatedly confounded Malthusian predictions yet green ideology continues to cast a suspect eye towards the very technologies that have allowed us to avoid resource and ecological catastrophes. But such solutions will require environmentalists to abandon the "small is beautiful" ethic that has also characterized environmental thought since the 1960's. We, the most secure, affluent, and thoroughly modern human beings to have ever lived upon the planet, must abandon both the dark, zero-sum Malthusian visions and the idealized and nostalgic fantasies for a simpler, more bucolic past in which humans lived in harmony with Nature.

The plan specifically key to reconcile claims to justice and find specific solutions—blanket rejection of state engagement shuts out voices from the conversation --- causes the case impacts
Fan 6 professor of Public Administration and Institute of Public Policy – Tamkang University (Mei-Fang, “Environmental Justice and Nuclear Waste Conflicts in Taiwan,” Environmental Politics, Vol. 15, No. 3, p. 417 – 434, June)

It is necessary to rethink the multiple conceptions of environmental justice articulated by the Yami and Taiwanese groups. This section focuses on the questions of how we might respond to differing ways of understanding environmental justice, deal with the divisions within a multicultural society and formulate environmental policy regarding nuclear waste dilemmas. The Yami professional and teenage student groups tended to stress the preservation of a liveable environment for future generations and regarded it as the core element of the environmental justice movement and the basis for the Yami’s opposition to nuclear waste. Instead, for most of the Taiwanese participants, the Yami’s anti-nuclear movement did not exactly correspond to the claims of environmental justice. Those Taiwanese participants who hold utilitarian views considered that the Yami anti-nuclear waste movement involved political consideration, self-interest and the attempt to obtain benefits or celebrity. The gap between the Yami and Taiwanese groups and the lack of mutual understanding and communication between them are significant. The Yami groups expressed their doubts as to whether the Taiwanese people would treat the tribesmen sincerely as partners in dealing with environmental problems, while the Taiwanese participants seemed to view the Yami as insular. A growing number of environmental ethicists have tried to rethink the problem of what practical effect environmental ethics has had on the formation of environmental policy. Contrary to a monistic approach, moral pluralism as a practical philosophy allows a form of agreement on real cases in which agreement on the general formulation of moral principles is not essential. Practical philosophy seeks the integration of multiple values and tries to reduce the distance between disputants by finding a general policy direction that can achieve greater consensus. It searches for workable solutions to specific problems or a range of actions that are morally permissible or acceptable to a wide range of worldviews (Norton, 1995: 129– 33). The multiple conceptions of environmental justice articulated by the Yami and Taiwanese groups in the context of nuclear waste controversies provide support for a pluralistic account of environmental values rather than a monistic philosophical stance. A foundational approach to ethics that requires the application of a single theory functionally equivalent to truth fails to take a variety of conflicting moral insights into account and limits alternatives to nuclear waste management. In contrast, pragmatism represents an engagement with the actual problems in the specific historical and social context. Environmental pragmatism draws upon the pragmatist philosophical and political tradition in American thought, advocating a serious inquiry into the practical merits of moral pluralism (Light & Katz, 1996). The American philosophical school, represented mainly in the late 19th- and early 20thcentury writings of Charles Peirce, William James and John Dewey is marked most notably by its anti-foundational character that denies the existence of ‘a priori or self-justifying ‘‘truths’’ and moral absolutes’ (Minteer & Manning, 1999: 193). For Light (1996), there is much that we do agree on that has not been put into environmental policy or communicated to the public effectively. From the metaphilosophical perspective, what environmental pragmatists agree on is that the truth of any particular theoretical framework is not always fundamental for specific environmental problems and the ‘appropriateness of any one theory in a particular case is contingent on historical, cultural, social and resource conditions’. Environmental pragmatism chooses the approach that is most appropriate for purposes of environmental practice regardless of its theoretical origin (Light, 1996: 172, 177). Considering the multiple values held by the Yami and Taiwanese groups in the nuclear waste disputes, abstract moral norms provided by environmental ethicists do not appear to resolve the practical problems faced by the local residents on Orchid Island. Instead of asking environmental ethicists to give up their debates about non-anthropocentric natural value, environmental pragmatism endorses a pluralism that acknowledges the possible necessity of sometimes using the anthropocentric description of the value of nature to help support a morally responsible policy (Light, 2004). Furthermore, the pragmatists admit that our understandings and concepts are fallible, and that experience can at any time reveal our beliefs or the meaning of an idea as false. Environmental pragmatism recognises the importance of many diverse individuals, experiences and concepts coming together to offer insights into actual problems in the public sphere (Parker, 1996). A growing body of research has demonstrated the validity of a pragmatic approach to specific environmental and social issues, including the cases of policymaking for leaded gasoline (Thomson, 2003), forest resource management (Castle, 1996), animal welfare and hunting (Light, 2004). Environmental pragmatism, representing a democratic respect for diverse public values and ethical positions regarding the environment, is relevant to the multiple understandings of environmental justice.

Third, Uniqueness works in our direction – EVEN THOUGH their critique has validity, we should still attempt to rehabilitate deliberative democracy because it’s the only hope to reverse oppression
Bell 88  The Republican Revival and Racial PoliticsAuthor(s): Derrick Bell and Preeta BansalReviewed work(s):Source: The Yale Law Journal, Vol. 97, No. 8, Symposium: The Republican Civic Tradition(Jul., 1988), pp. 1609-1621 
 Derrick Albert Bell, Jr. (November 6, 1930 – October 5, 2011)[2] was the first tenured African-American Professor of Law at Harvard Law School and is largely credited as one of the originators of critical race theory. He was a Visiting Professor at New York University School of Law[3] from 1991 until his death.[4] He was also a former Dean of the University of Oregon School of Law.[5] 

In so asking, Michelman demonstrates that he, like generations of black Americans, recognizes the defects in our democracy and yet remains motivated to sift through the ashes of our political and jurisprudential past for remnants of what might have been and, in his view, what might yet be. This is what the Michelmans and Sunsteins in our midst know, and who can say that their vision is flawed beyond all feasibility? Certainly not the old man of the story, nor those black people who recognize that their survival depends on making real the ideals that are so frequently espoused in this society and so little observed. Skepticism about the republican ideal would stern less from disbelief than from concern that too often coalitions forged in the name of improved government are wrought through compromises that sacrifice participation by blacks.40 That is the inescapable and seemingly unchangeable pattern of this country's political and judicial functioning. Having Professors Michelman and Sunstein join blacks in the quest to make real the ideals and aspirations of American democracy through abiding faith in the judiciary is not a negligible contribution on their part. By gross definition, they both are members of the oppressor class. They are, however, obviously aware of the oppression their society imposes by color and class-based fiat. Indeed, the essays are their offering to the struggle, exercises in scholarship that are reflections of their concern and, perhaps, manifestations of their faith. Inadequate? Probably, given the logic-defying barriers of power-based precedent lurking just behind the dense smokescreen of race. But the oppressed will not triumph over these barriers through faith alone. And those slender reeds that are accepted as "black progress" cannot emerge without the nurture of some whites who realize that the oppression of blacks does not oppress blacks alone, but, indeed, that it denies all of humanity the full emancipatory potential of critical, dialogic self-rule. Thus, while the current interest in civic republicanism may be a passing fashion for those with the luxury to revel in the life of the mind, the skepticism that is a necessary defense for the perpetually disadvantaged should not blind minorities to the possibility that faith in the intellectual solution may be as deserving of recognition as faith that our humanity will not always be subordinated because we are not white. 



Talking about the state does not mean we grant it legitimacy. Justifying proposals need specific solvency that works within the system ---- proves the alt lacks solvency
Frost 96 Mervyn FROST, Professor, University of Kent [Ethics In International Relations A Constitutive Theory, pp. 90-91, JT]
A first objection which seems inherent in Donelan's approach is that utilizing the modern state domain of discourse in effect sanctifies the state: it assumes that people will always live in states and that it is not possible within such a language to consider alternatives to the system. This objection is not well founded.  By having recourse to the ordinary language of international relations I am not thereby committed to argue that the state system as it exists is the best mode of human political organization or that people ought always to live in states as we know them. As I have said, my argument is that whatever proposals for piecemeal or large-scale reform of the state system are made, they must of necessity be made in the language of the modern state. Whatever proposals are made, whether in justification or in criticism of the state system, will have to make use of concepts which are at present part and parcel of the theory of states. Thus, for example, any proposal  for a new  global  institutional arrangement superseding the state system will itself have  to be justified, and that justification will have to include within it reference to a new and good form of individual citizenship, reference to a new legislative machinery equipped with satisfactory checks and balances, reference to satisfactory law enforcement procedures, reference to a satisfactory arrangement for distributing the goods produced in the world, and so on. All of these notions are notions which have been developed and finely honed within the theory of the modern state.  It is not possible to imagine a justification of a new world order succeeding which used, for example, feudal, or traditional/tribal, discourse.  More generally there is no worldwide language of political morality which is not completely shot through with state-related notions such as citizenship, rights under law, representative government and so on.
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Exclusive focus on standpoint epistemology prevents generalizations necessary to act

Holsti, 2002, Former Professor of Political Science at British Columbia University [Kal, RIS, p. 622-623]
Q. You have referred to the `profound pessimism and epistemological narcissism' of postmodernism and post-positivism.5 Do you see anything positive in post-positivism? Do you feel that there are interesting new avenues of inquiry opening up? Are students responding to these critiques and taking an interest in them?
A. There are both pluses and minuses. Postmodernist or post-positivist critiques compel people to think thoroughly about things they have been doing and the assumptions underlying them to be more theoretically self-critical. Postmodernist scepticism toward totalising projects; the exploration of meaning in diverse social contexts; and questioning our propensity to think in terms of binary opposites (warlike-peaceful, order-disorders, and the like) are important contributions. There are also negatives. For example, some post-positivists have argued that scholarship can never be an `innocent' activity and that theorists of international relations are complicit in all that's wrong in the world. I do not accept that assertion. The argument that all knowledge is fundamentally political stretches the meaning of that term beyond comprehension and can only lead to fear and intolerance. I do not accept the postmodernist mantra that all knowledge is individual, that one's intellectual position necessarily reflects only one's social position, race, gender, income, religion, or whatever. Standpoint epistemology-the idea that knowledge is highly personal and that life experience determines what we see and what we analyse-has some validity but is far too deterministic This type of epistemology denies the possibility of generalisation, which is something that we have all accepted since at least the time of Socrates and Aristotle. It leads logically to the position that anybody's knowledge is as good as anybody else's, and that any subject in international life is equally important. Some have argued, for example, that the daily life of a market woman in Accra is as important for our knowledge of international relations as reading a book by Hedley Bull or Quincy Wright. There is nothing wrong with the market woman's tale it may be very interestine and may open up some minds on certain issues. But her story and a formal piece of scholarship cannot be compared. To argue that there can be no knowledge outside individual experience is a very negative and pessimistic point of view. Experience may colour perspectives but does not determine all of it.




No method for Wilderson’s study – treat their arguments as assertions
Ellison 2011 – Ph.D. from University College, London (Mary, “Book Review: Red, White and Black: cinema and the structure of US antagonisms,” Race Class October–December 2011 vol. 53 no. 2 100-103)
These are two illuminating, but frustratingly flawed books. Their approaches are different, although both frequently quote Frantz Fanon and Jacques Lacan. Frank Wilderson utilises the iconic theoreticians within the context of a study that concentrates on a conceptual ideology that, he claims, is based on a fusion of Marxism, feminism, postcolonialism and psychology. He uses a small number of independent films to illustrate his theories. Charlene Regester has a more practical framework. She divides her book into nine chapters devoted to individual female actors and then weaves her ideological concepts into these specific chapters. Both have a problem with clarity. Regester uses less complex language than Wilderson, but still manages to be obtuse at times. Wilderson starts from a position of using ontology and grammar as his main tools, but manages to consistently misuse or misappropriate terms like fungible or fungibility. Wilderson writes as an intelligent and challenging author, but is often frustrating. Although his language is complicated, his concepts are often oversimplified. He envisions every black person in film as a slave who is suffering from irreparable alienation from any meaningful sense of cultural identity. He believes that filmmakers, including black filmmakers, are victims of a deprivation of meaning that has been condensed by Jacques Lacan as a ‘wall of language’ as well as an inability to create a clear voice in the face of gratuitous violence. He cites Frantz Fanon, Orlando Patterson and Hortense Spiller as being among those theorists who effectively investigate the issues of black structural non-communicability. His own attempts to define ‘what is black?’, ‘a subject?’, ‘an object?’, ‘a slave?’, seem bound up with limiting preconceptions, and he evaluates neither blackness nor the ‘red’ that is part of his title in any truly meaningful way. 

Doesn’t conclude neg --- It applies a snapshot picture of antebellum slavery to justify its assertion
Brown 2009 – professor of history and of African and African American Studies specializing in Atlantic Slavery (Vincent, “Social Death and Political Life in the Study of Slavery,” http://history.fas.harvard.edu/people/faculty/documents/brown-socialdeath.pdf)
Having emerged from the discipline of sociology, “social death” fit comfortably within a scholarly tradition that had generally been more alert to deviations in patterns of black life from prevailing social norms than to the worldviews, strategies, and social tactics of people in black communities. Together with Patterson’s work on the distortions wrought by slavery on black families, “social death” reflected sociology’s abiding concern with “social pathology”; the “pathological condition” of twentieth-century black life could be seen as an outcome of the damage that black people had suffered during slavery. University of Chicago professor Robert Park, the grand-pe`re of the social pathologists, set the terms in 1919: “the Negro, when he landed in the United States, left behind almost everything but his dark complexion and his tropical temperament.”8 Patterson’s distillation also conformed to the nomothetic imperative of social science, which has traditionally aimed to discover universal laws of operation that would be true regardless of time and place, making the synchronic study of social phenomena more tempting than more descriptive studies of historical transformation. Slavery and Social Death took shape during a period when largely synchronic studies of antebellum slavery in the United States dominated the scholarship on human bondage, and Patterson’s expansive view was meant to situate U.S. slavery in a broad context rather than to discuss changes as the institution developed through time. Thus one might see “social death” as an obsolete product of its time and tradition, an academic artifact with limited purchase for contemporary scholarship, were it not for the concept’s reemergence in some important new studies of slavery.9 

Sexton is flawed
Spickard 9	
(Paul, professor of history and Asian American studies at the University of California, Santa Barbara. “Amalgamation Schemes: Antiblackness and the Critique of Multiracialism (review)”, American Studies, Volume 50, Number 1/2, Spring/Summer 2009, pp. 125-127 – Project Muse)
With Amalgamation Schemes, Jared Sexton is trying to stir up some controversy. He presents a facile, sophisticated, and theoretically informed intelligence, and he picks a fight from the start. His title suggests that the study of multiraciality is some kind of plot, or at the very least an illegitimate enterprise. His tone is angry and accusatory on every page. It is difficult to get to the grounds of his argument, because the cloud of invective is so thick, and because his writing is abstract, referential, and at key points vague. For Sexton (as for the Spencers and Gordon) race is about Blackness, in the United States and around the world. That is silly, for there are other racialized relationships. In the U.S., native peoples were racialized by European intruders in all the ways that Africans were, and more: they were nearly extinguished. To take just one example from many around the world, Han Chinese have racialized Tibetans historically in all the ways (including slavery) that Whites have racialized Blacks and Indians in the United States. So there is a problem with Sexton’s concept of race as Blackness. There is also a problem with his insistence on monoraciality. For Sexton and the others, one cannot be mixed or multiple; one must choose ever and only to be Black. I don’t have a problem with that as a political choice, but to insist that it is the only possibility flies in the face of a great deal of human experience, and it ignores the history of how modern racial ideas emerged.


Reformism works ---- pinning us to all state bad is The state can be redeemed
Brubaker 4 Rogers Brubaker, Department of Sociology, UCLA, 2004, In the Name of the Nation: Reflectionson Nationalism and Patriotism, Citizenship Studies, Vol. 8, No. 2, www.sailorstraining.eu/admin/download/b28.pdf 

This, then, is the basic work done by the category ‘nation’ in the context of nationalist movements—movements to create a polity for a putative nation. In other contexts, the category ‘nation’ is used in a very different way. It is used not to challenge the existing territorial and political order, but to create a sense of national unity for a given polity. This is the sort of work that is often called nation-building, of which we have heard much of late. It is this sort of work that was evoked by the Italian statesman Massimo D’Azeglio, when he famously said, ‘we have made Italy, now we have to make Italians’. It is this sort of work that was (and still is) undertaken—with varying but on the whole not particularly impressive degrees of success—by leaders of post-colonial states, who had won independence, but whose populations were and remain deeply divided along regional, ethnic, linguistic, and religious lines. It is this sort of work that the category ‘nation’ could, in principle, be mobilized to do in contemporary Iraq—to cultivate solidarity and appeal to loyalty in a way that cuts across divisions between Shi’ites and Sunnis, Kurds and Arabs, North and South.2 In contexts like this, the category ‘nation’ can also be used in another way, not to appeal to a ‘national’ identity transcending ethnolinguistic, ethnoreligious, or ethnoregional distinctions, but rather to assert ‘ownership’ of the polity on behalf of a ‘core’ ethnocultural ‘nation’ distinct from the citizenry of the state as a whole, and thereby to define or redefine the state as the state of and for that core ‘nation’ (Brubaker, 1996, p. 83ff). This is the way ‘nation’ is used, for example, by Hindu nationalists in India, who seek to redefine India as a state founded on Hindutva or Hinduness, a state of and for the Hindu ethnoreligious ‘nation’ (Van der Veer, 1994). Needless to say, this use of ‘nation’ excludes Muslims from membership of the nation, just as similar claims to ‘ownership’ of the state in the name of an ethnocultural core nation exclude other ethnoreligious, ethnolinguistic, or ethnoracial groups in other settings. In the United States and other relatively settled, longstanding nation-states, ‘nation’ can work in this exclusionary way, as in nativist movements in America or in the rhetoric of the contemporary European far right (‘la France oux Franc¸ais’, ‘Deutschland den Deutshchen’). Yet it can also work in a very different and fundamentally inclusive way.3 It can work to mobilize mutual solidarity among members of ‘the nation’, inclusively defined to include all citizens—and perhaps all long-term residents—of the state. To invoke nationhood, in this sense, is to attempt to transcend or at least relativize internal differences and distinctions. It is an attempt to get people to think of themselves— to formulate their identities and their interests—as members of that nation, rather than as members of some other collectivity. To appeal to the nation can be a powerful rhetorical resource, though it is not automatically so. Academics in the social sciences and humanities in the United States are generally skeptical of or even hostile to such invocations of nationhood. They are often seen as de´passe´, parochial, naive, regressive, or even dangerous. For many scholars in the social sciences and humanities, ‘nation’ is a suspect category. Few American scholars wave flags, and many of us are suspicious of those who do. And often with good reason, since flag-waving has been associated with intolerance, xenophobia, and militarism, with exaggerated national pride and aggressive foreign policy. Unspeakable horrors—and a wide range of lesser evils—have been perpetrated in the name of the nation, and not just in the name of ‘ethnic’ nations, but in the name of putatively ‘civic’ nations as well (Mann, 2004). But this is not sufficient to account for the prevailingly negative stance towards the nation. Unspeakable horrors, and an equally wide range of lesser evils, have been committed in the name of many other sorts of imagined communities as well—in the name of the state, the race, the ethnic group, the class, the party, the faith. In addition to the sense that nationalism is dangerous, and closely connected to some of the great evils of our time—the sense that, as John Dunn (1979, p. 55) put it, nationalism is ‘the starkest political shame of the 20th-century’— there is a much broader suspicion of invocations of nationhood. This derives from the widespread diagnosis that we live in a post-national age. It comes from the sense that, however well fitted the category ‘nation’ was to economic, political, and cultural realities in the nineteenth century, it is increasingly ill-fitted to those realities today. On this account, nation is fundamentally an anachronistic category, and invocations of nationhood, even if not dangerous, are out of sync with the basic principles that structure social life today.4 The post-nationalist stance combines an empirical claim, a methodological critique, and a normative argument. I will say a few words about each in turn. The empirical claim asserts the declining capacity and diminishing relevance of the nation-state. Buffeted by the unprecedented circulation of people, goods, messages, images, ideas, and cultural products, the nation-state is said to have progressively lost its ability to ‘cage’ (Mann, 1993, p. 61), frame, and govern social, economic, cultural, and political life. It is said to have lost its ability to control its borders, regulate its economy, shape its culture, address a variety of border-spanning problems, and engage the hearts and minds of its citizens. I believe this thesis is greatly overstated, and not just because the September 11 attacks have prompted an aggressively resurgent statism.5 Even the European Union, central to a good deal of writing on post-nationalism, does not represent a linear or unambiguous move ‘beyond the nation-state’. As Milward (1992) has argued, the initially limited moves toward supranational authority in Europe worked—and were intended—to restore and strengthen the authority of the nation-state. And the massive reconfiguration of political space along national lines in Central and Eastern Europe at the end of the Cold War suggests that far from moving beyond the nation-state, large parts of Europe were moving back to the nation-state.6 The ‘short twentieth century’ concluded much as it had begun, with Central and Eastern Europe entering not a post-national but a post-multinational era through the large-scale nationalization of previously multinational political space. Certainly nationhood remains the universal formula for legitimating statehood. Can one speak of an ‘unprecedented porosity’ of borders, as one recent book has put it (Sheffer, 2003, p. 22)? In some respects, perhaps; but in other respects—especially with regard to the movement of people—social technologies of border control have continued to develop. One cannot speak of a generalized loss of control by states over their borders; in fact, during the last century, the opposite trend has prevailed, as states have deployed increasingly sophisticated technologies of identification, surveillance, and control, from passports and visas through integrated databases and biometric devices. The world’s poor who seek to better their estate through international migration face a tighter mesh of state regulation than they did a century ago (Hirst and Thompson, 1999, pp. 30–1, 267). Is migration today unprecedented in volume and velocity, as is often asserted? Actually, it is not: on a per capita basis, the overseas flows of a century ago to the United States were considerably larger than those of recent decades, while global migration flows are today ‘on balance slightly less intensive’ than those of the later nineteenth and early twentieth century (Held et al., 1999, p. 326). Do migrants today sustain ties with their countries of origin? Of course they do; but they managed to do so without e-mail and inexpensive telephone connections a century ago, and it is not clear—contrary to what theorists of post-nationalism suggest—that the manner in which they do so today represents a basic transcendence of the nation-state.7 Has a globalizing capitalism reduced the capacity of the state to regulate the economy? Undoubtedly. Yet in other domains—such as the regulation of what had previously been considered private behavior—the regulatory grip of the state has become tighter rather than looser (Mann, 1997, pp. 491–2). The methodological critique is that the social sciences have long suffered from ‘methodological nationalism’ (Centre for the Study of Global Governance, 2002; Wimmer and Glick-Schiller, 2002)—the tendency to take the ‘nation-state’ as equivalent to ‘society’, and to focus on internal structures and processes at the expense of global or otherwise border-transcending processes and structures. There is obviously a good deal of truth in this critique, even if it tends to be overstated, and neglects the work that some historians and social scientists have long been doing on border-spanning flows and networks. But what follows from this critique? If it serves to encourage the study of social processes organized on multiple levels in addition to the level of the nation-state, so much the better. But if the methodological critique is coupled— as it often is—with the empirical claim about the diminishing relevance of the nation-state, and if it serves therefore to channel attention away from state-level processes and structures, there is a risk that academic fashion will lead us to neglect what remains, for better or worse, a fundamental level of organization and fundamental locus of power. The normative critique of the nation-state comes from two directions. From above, the cosmopolitan argument is that humanity as a whole, not the nation- state, should define the primary horizon of our moral imagination and political engagement (Nussbaum, 1996). From below, muticulturalism and identity politics celebrate group identities and privilege them over wider, more encompassing affiliations. One can distinguish stronger and weaker versions of the cosmopolitan argument. The strong cosmopolitan argument is that there is no good reason to privilege the nation-state as a focus of solidarity, a domain of mutual responsibility, and a locus of citizenship.8 The nation-state is a morally arbitrary community, since membership in it is determined, for the most part, by the lottery of birth, by morally arbitrary facts of birthplace or parentage. The weaker version of the cosmopolitan argument is that the boundaries of the nation-state should not set limits to our moral responsibility and political commitments. It is hard to disagree with this point. No matter how open and ‘joinable’ a nation is—a point to which I will return below—it is always imagined, as Benedict Anderson (1991) observed, as a limited community. It is intrinsically parochial and irredeemably particular. Even the most adamant critics of universalism will surely agree that those beyond the boundaries of the nation-state have some claim, as fellow human beings, on our moral imagination, our political energy, even perhaps our economic resources.9 The second strand of the normative critique of the nation-state—the multiculturalist critique—itself takes various forms. Some criticize the nation-state for a homogenizing logic that inexorably suppresses cultural differences. Others claim that most putative nation-states (including the United States) are not in fact nation-states at all, but multinational states whose citizens may share a common loyalty to the state, but not a common national identity (Kymlicka, 1995, p. 11). But the main challenge to the nation-state from multiculturalism and identity politics comes less from specific arguments than from a general disposition to cultivate and celebrate group identities and loyalties at the expense of state-wide identities and loyalties. In the face of this twofold cosmopolitan and multiculturalist critique, I would like to sketch a qualified defense of nationalism and patriotism in the contemporary American context.10 Observers have long noted the Janus-faced character of nationalism and patriotism, and I am well aware of their dark side. As someone who has studied nationalism in Eastern Europe, I am perhaps especially aware of that dark side, and I am aware that nationalism and patriotism have a dark side not only there but here. Yet the prevailing anti-national, post-national, and trans-national stances in the social sciences and humanities risk obscuring the good reasons—at least in the American context—for cultivating solidarity, mutual responsibility, and citizenship at the level of the nation-state. Some of those who defend patriotism do so by distinguishing it from nationalism.11 I do not want to take this tack, for I think that attempts to distinguish good patriotism from bad nationalism neglect the intrinsic ambivalence and polymorphism of both. Patriotism and nationalism are not things with fixed natures; they are highly flexible political languages, ways of framing political arguments by appealing to the patria, the fatherland, the country, the nation. These terms have somewhat different connotations and resonances, and the political languages of patriotism and nationalism are therefore not fully overlapping. But they do overlap a great deal, and an enormous variety of work can be done with both languages. I therefore want to consider them together here. I want to suggest that patriotism and nationalism can be valuable in four respects. They can help develop more robust forms of citizenship, provide support for redistributive social policies, foster the integration of immigrants, and even serve as a check on the development of an aggressively unilateralist foreign policy. First, nationalism and patriotism can motivate and sustain civic engagement. It is sometimes argued that liberal democratic states need committed and active citizens, and therefore need patriotism to generate and motivate such citizens. This argument shares the general weakness of functionalist arguments about what states or societies allegedly ‘need’; in fact, liberal democratic states seem to be able to muddle through with largely passive and uncommitted citizenries. But the argument need not be cast in functionalist form. A committed and engaged citizenry may not be necessary, but that does not make it any less desirable. And patriotism can help nourish civic engagement. It can help generate feelings of solidarity and mutual responsibility across the boundaries of identity groups. As Benedict Anderson (1991, p. 7) put it, the nation is conceived as a ‘deep horizontal comradeship’. Identification with fellow members of this imagined community can nourish the sense that their problems are on some level my problems, for which I have a special responsibility.12 Patriotic identification with one’s country—the feeling that this is my country, and my government—can help ground a sense of responsibility for, rather than disengagement from, actions taken by the national government. A feeling of responsibility for such actions does not, of course, imply agreement with them; it may even generate powerful emotions such as shame, outrage, and anger that underlie and motivate opposition to government policies. Patriotic commitments are likely to intensify rather than attenuate such emotions. As Richard Rorty (1994) observed, ‘you can feel shame over your country’s behavior only to the extent to which you feel it is your country’.13 Patriotic commitments can furnish the energies and passions that motivate and sustain civic engagement. 



