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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, it environmental and health devastation to the communities it affects.
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 allow for spent fuel reprocessing as a means of nuclear waste disposal. 
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?
2AC



The perm performs remembrance of what they said. Performative politics demand that.
Elizabeth Weed, Director of Women's Studies, Brown University; Cardozo Law Review, May, 1994
When the law appeals to founding texts or conventions, it can blind itself to its and their deconstructibility. Or it can attend to what the deconstructive reading produces: the performative at work, that is, a function that seems to contain within it the full presence of intention in the inauguration of the text, but which can only ever claim that intention through the text's rendering of it. And it is that space of iteration, that displacement from origin, that forecloses the possibility of any text or system being fully self-present or self-contained. n18 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Footnotes- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
n18. Derrida uses the signature, a mark with a privileged legal status, as a fine example of a gesture of authentification that depends for its very sense on repetition. 
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -End Footnotes- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
Since, as Cornell says, the "performativity of institutive language cannot be fully incorporated by the system once it is established" (PoL p. 164), the system can always be transformed. Indeed, there is technically no other possibility but transformation since even in the closest replication the iterative gesture is always made anew. This does not mean, Cornell insists throughout, that there is no room for precedent. On the contrary, the call to justice (the justice that is deconstruction) is a call to interpretation, and "interpretation is transformation" (PoL p. 115). Moreover, Cornell goes on, "we cannot escape our responsibility implicit in every act of interpretation" (PoL p. 115). Elsewhere she cites Derrida on the question: 
The sense of a responsibility without limits, and so necessarily excessive, incalculable, before memory; and so the task of recalling the history, the origin and subsequent direction, thus the limits, of concepts of justice, the law and right (droit), of values, norms, prescriptions that have been imposed and sedimented there, from then on remaining more or less readable or presupposed. As to the legacy we have received under the name of justice, and in more than one language, the task of a historical and interpretive memory is at the heart of deconstruction .... 
(PoL p. 149 n19) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Footnotes- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
n19. Quoting FoL, supra note 15, at 19. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -End Footnotes- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
To elucidate this responsibility before memory, Cornell turns to another of Derrida's texts in which he writes of a memory projecting itself toward the future: 
The memory we are considering here is not essentially oriented toward the past, toward a past present deemed to have really and previously existed. Memory stays with traces, in order to "preserve" them, but traces of a past that has never been present, traces which themselves never occupy the form of presence and always remain, as it were, to come - come from the future, from the to come a-venir. Resurrection, which is always the formal element of "truth," a recurrent difference between a present and its presence, does not resuscitate a past which had been present; it engages the future. 
(PoL p. 147 n20) It is this engagement with the future that Derrida sees possible for justice, a justice called for by the responsibility to memory. The justice that Derrida evokes has "no horizon of expectation (regulative or messianic)." n21 Further: 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -Footnotes- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
n20. Citing Jacques Derrida, The Art of Memoires (Jonathan Culler trans.), in Memoires for Paul de Man 45, 58 (Avital Ronell & Eduardo Cadava eds., 1986). 
n21. FoL, supra note 15, at 27. 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -End Footnotes- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
But for this very reason, it may have avenir, a "to-come," which I rigorously distinguish from the future that can always reproduce the present. Justice remains, is yet, to come, a venir, it has an, it is a-venir, the very dimension of events irreducibly to come. It will always have it, this a-venir, and always has. Perhaps it is for this reason that justice, insofar as it is not only a juridical or political concept, opens up for l'avenir the transformation, the recasting or refounding of law and politics. "Perhaps," one must always say perhaps for justice.


Injection of style is not a reason why we should lose – just because the 1AC utilizes research does not mean it is choice they are forced into
Reid-Brinkley 2008 [Shanara, “THE HARSH REALITIES OF “ACTING BLACK”: HOW AFRICAN-AMERICAN POLICY DEBATERS NEGOTIATE REPRESENTATION THROUGH RACIAL PERFORMANCE AND STYLE”, pp. 82-85 http://www.comm.pitt.edu/faculty/documents/reid-brinkley_shanara_r_200805_phd.pdf //liam)
Green’s repetition of the phrase it “doesn’t take” is delivered in an angry and rhythmic tone.  Green appears to be “loud-talkin” her opponents, in essence she indicates her frustration and  disgust with their reliance on expertise. The repetition of the phrase seems designed to  demonstrate the irony of experts who identify and define for people what is occurring when  people have the ability to observe it for themselves. Even more important, her tone implies  distrust for expertise, particularly the kind that often attempts to mask reality or convince people  to ignore what they see, whether intentionally or unintentionally. Her intent seems to be to raise the common knowledge of the average person to the level of real knowledge. In other words, she  questions the normative acceptance of expert testimony in contrast to lay testimony. She notes  that the common person can make observations about the practices of state institutions and  international organizations. Such observations may be even more legitimate as the average  person has less direct connection to the levers of institutional power. Green’s argument also  represents the significance of social knowledge as oppositional to expert knowledge within the  traditions of black communication practices. If expertise is not a necessity in interrogating the  actions and practices of institutional state apparatuses, then Green’s argument begs the question  of why the debate community continues to privilege expert evidence. Such a privileging of  expertise creates parameters through which certain kinds of speakers have the right to speak  through public discourse. It is not that Louisville rejects the use of traditional evidence types.  Note the following argument from Green’s 2AR in the octo-finals against Wake Forest: “One of  the things that they talk about how – they talk about debate research is a unique space and things  of that nature. Ok, granted, we understand that you know, we’re not saying that research is bad  or things of that nature, it’s how you use that research is what becomes the problem.” 56  In other  words, the practice of signifyin’ is not as simple as an outright rejection or negation of traditional  or dominant practices.  The process of signifyin’ engaged in by the Louisville debaters is not simply designed to  critique the use of traditional evidence. As Green argues, their goal is to “challenge the  relationship between social power and knowledge.” 57  In other words, those with social power  within the debate community are able to produce and determine “legitimate” knowledge. These  legitimating practices usually function to maintain the dominance of normative knowledgemaking practices, while crowding out or directly excluding alternative knowledge-making  practices. The Louisville “framework looks to the people who are oppressed by current  constructions of power.” 58  Jones and Green offer an alternative framework for drawing claims in  debate speeches, they refer to it as a three-tier process:  A way in which you can validate our claims, is through the three-tier process. And we  talk about personal experience, organic intellectuals, and academic intellectuals. Let me  give you an analogy. If you place an elephant in the room and send in three blind folded  people into the room, and each of them are touching a different part of the elephant. And  they come back outside and you ask each different person they gone have a different idea  about what they was talking about. But, if you let those people converse and bring those  three different people together then you can achieve a greater truth. 59    Jones argues that without the three tier process debate claims are based on singular perspectives  that privilege those with institutional and economic power. The Louisville debaters do not reject  traditional evidence per se, instead they seek to augment or supplement what counts as evidence  with other forms of knowledge produced outside of academia. As Green notes in the doubleocto-finals at CEDA Nationals, “Knowledge surrounds me in the streets, through my peers,  through personal experiences, and everyday wars that I fight with my mind.” 60  The thee-tier  process: personal experience, organic intellectuals, and traditional evidence, provides a method  of argumentation that taps into diverse forms of knowledge-making practices. With the  Louisville method, personal experience and organic intellectuals are placed on par with  traditional forms of evidence. While the Louisville debaters see the benefit of academic research,  they are also critically aware of the normative practices that exclude racial and ethnic minorities  from policy-oriented discussions because of their lack of training and expertise. Such exclusions prevent radical solutions to racism, classism, sexism, and homophobia from being more  permanently addressed. According to Green:  bell hooks talks about how when we rely solely on one perspective to make our claims,  radical liberatory theory becomes rootless. That’s the reason why we use a three-tiered  process. That’s why we use alternative forms of discourse such as hip hop. That’s also  how we use traditional evidence and our personal narratives so you don’t get just one  perspective claiming to be the right way. Because it becomes a more meaningful and  educational view as far as how we achieve our education. 



They assume a universal black vernacular which homogenizes the experiences of white folks who speak primarily in the black vernacular and of black folks who don’t identify with your form of language
John h. Mcclendon III, Bates College Journal of Speculative Philosophy, Vol. 18, No. 4, 2004. P.308-9
Additionally, the function of various forms of social stratification—especially the impact of class contradictions—harbors the real possibility for different ideological responses to commonly experienced conditions of life. In the manner of the Marxist conception of ideology, as found in The German Ideology, I presume that philosophy (ontology) is a form of ideology (Marx and Engels 1976). Hence, only on the presupposition that the African American community is socially homogeneous can it plausibly be argued that African Americans all share the same ontology. Given it is not the case that the African American community is homogeneous, then there is no plausible warranting for the belief that all African Americans share a common ontology. This leads directly to point three and my charge of Yancy’s (and Smitherman’s) vindicationism, where he argues that resistance to white supremacy is the defining characteristic of African American culture and hence language.
When African American vindicationism is bereft of dialectical theory and method, as a determinate philosophical approach to African American culture, it neglects a very important aspect of the historical dialectic of African Ameri can culture, viz. that African American culture is not in any way a monolithically formed culture where there are only manifestations of resistance. There is more to African American history and culture than a continuous line of resistance to oppression, for, by way of example, not all African Americans sang the spirituals with an eye to joining the Underground Railroad (Fisher 1990). Some believed that freedom was wearing a robe in “heaben” and that washing in the blood of Jesus would make one “as white as the snow.” Or that loyalty to Massa was the highest virtue and resistance and revolt were of the greatest folly. The modern day connotation for “Uncle Tom” did not enter the lexicon of African American language without the historical presence of real, existing “Toms.” It is no accident that there is the current exercise in African American locution of playing on this word (Tom) whenever Supreme Court Justice, Clarence “Tomto- us” is mentioned among African American political speakers.
After all, the historical record indicates that the failure of Gabriel Prosser’s, Denmark Vesey’s, and Nat Turner’s slave insurrections were due in part to other slaves that were more loyal to Massa than their own liberation. Mind you that those who ratted out the slave revolts shared in the same language, ate the same food, lived the same experiences, but also had a different worldview (conception of reality) and set of values. The idea that social ontology and identity among African Americans, past and present, are preeminently the same for all is the sort of reductionism that flattens out the cultural, social, political, and ideological landscape called African American culture.
Albeit, resistance is cardinal and crucial to any description, definition, and interpretation of African American culture, nonetheless, it is not exhaustive of its actualities and even of its future possibilities. African American culture in its full substance and scope is more complex than a singular thrust in the monodirection of resistance. Rather, African American culture historically constitutes an ensemble of traditions in which we are able, for analytical purposes, to locate what are two primary and yet contradictory forms, viz. one of resistance and another of accommodation. This internal dialectic is undermined when a scenario of resistance sans accommodation gains support via vindicationism.

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. 


Nuclear expertise isn’t bad
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.


That discussion of pragmatic solutions within the debate space is a key place for investigating and challenging our privilege

Boor Tonn 2005 – Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Maryland (Mari Boor Tonn, “Taking Conversation, Dialogue, and Therapy Public” Rhetoric& Public Affairs Vol. 8, No. 3)
This widespread recognition that access to public deliberative processes and the ballot is a baseline of any genuine democracy points to the most curious irony of the conversation movement: portions of its constituency. Numbering among the most fervid dialogic loyalists have been some feminists and multiculturalists who represent groups historically denied both the right to speak in public and the ballot. Oddly, some feminists who championed the slogan "The Personal Is Political" to emphasize ways relational power can oppress tend to ignore similar dangers lurking in the appropriation of conversation and dialogue in public deliberation. Yet the conversational model's emphasis on empowerment through intimacy can duplicate the power networks that traditionally excluded females and nonwhites and gave rise to numerous, sometimes necessarily uncivil, demands for democratic inclusion. Formalized participation structures in deliberative processes obviously cannot ensure the elimination of relational power blocs, but, as Freeman pointed out, the absence of formal rules leaves relational power unchecked and potentially capricious. Moreover, the privileging of the self, personal experiences, and individual perspectives of reality intrinsic in the conversational paradigm mirrors justifications once used by dominant groups who used their own lives, beliefs, and interests as templates for hegemonic social premises to oppress women, the lower class, and people of color. Paradigms infused with the therapeutic language of emotional healing and coping likewise flirt with the type of psychological diagnoses once ascribed to disaffected women. But as Betty Friedan's landmark 1963 The Feminist Mystique argued, the cure for female alienation was neither tranquilizers nor attitude adjustments fostered through psychotherapy but, rather, unrestricted opportunities.102 The price exacted by promoting approaches to complex public issues- models that cast conventional deliberative processes, including the marshaling of evidence beyond individual subjectivity, as "elitist" or "monologic"-can be steep. Consider comments of an aide to President George W. Bush made before reports concluding Iraq harbored no weapons of mass destruction, the primary justification for a U.S.-led war costing thousands of lives. Investigative reporters and other persons sleuthing for hard facts, he claimed, operate "in what we call the reality-based community." Such people "believe that solutions emerge from [the] judicious study of discernible reality." Then baldly flexing the muscle afforded by increasingly popular social-constructionist and poststructuralist models for conflict resolution, he added: "That's not the way the world really works anymore . . . We're an empire now, and when we act, we create our own reality. And while you're studying that reality- judiciously, as you will-we'll act again, creating other new realities."103 The recent fascination with public conversation and dialogue most likely is a product of frustration with the tone of much public, political discourse. Such concerns are neither new nor completely without merit. Yet, as Burke insightfully pointed out nearly six decades ago, "A perennial embarrassment in liberal apologetics has arisen from its 'surgical' proclivity: its attempt to outlaw a malfunction by outlawing the function." The attempt to eliminate flaws in a process by eliminating the entire process, he writes, "is like trying to eliminate heart disease by eliminating hearts."104 Because public argument and deliberative processes are the "heart" of true democracy, supplanting those models with social and therapeutic conversation and dialogue jeopardizes the very pulse and lifeblood of democracy itself.



Shouldn’t pin us to all state bad
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. 

State engagement is a better method ---- refusal to engage in the methodical politics of democratic citizenship makes their impacts inevitable 
Dietz 94
(Mary G. Dietz, Professor of Political Science and Gender Studies Program at Northwestern University, “’THE SLOW BORING OF HARD BOARDS’: METHODICAL THINKING AND THE WORK OF POLITICS”, American Political Science Review, Vol. 88, No. 4 December 1994, http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/2082713.pdf)
Earlier, in considering the means-end category in politics, I suggested that everything hinges upon the action context within which this mode of thinking takes place. I now want to suggest that there is a richer conceptual context-beyond utilitarian objectification, rational capitalist accumulation, and/or Leninism-within which to think about the category of means and ends. Weil offers this alternative in her account of methodical thinking as (1) problem- oriented, (2) directed toward enacting a plan or method (solutions) in response to problems identified, (3) attuned to intelligent mastery (not domination), and (4) purposeful but not driven by a single end or success. Although Weil did not even come close to doing this herself, we might derive from her account of methodical thinking an action concept of politics. Methodical politics is equally opposed to the ideological politics Hannah Arendt deplores, but it is also distinct in important respects from the theatrical politics she defends. Identifying a problem-or what the philosopher David Wiggins calls "the search for the best specification of what would honor or answer to relevant concerns" (1978, 145)-is where methodical politics begins.26 It continues (to extrapolate from Weil's image of the methodical builders) in the determination of a means-end sequel, or method, directed toward a political aim. It reaches its full realization in the actual undertaking of the plan of action, or method, itself. To read any of these action aspects as falling under technical rules or blueprints (as Arendt tends to do when dealing with means and ends) is to confuse problem solving with object making and something methodical with something ideological. By designating a problem orientation to political activity, methodical politics assigns value to the activity of constantly deploying "knowing and doing" on new situations or on new understandings of old ones. This is neither an ideological exercise in repetition nor the insistent redeployment of the same pattern onto shifting circumstances and events. The problem orientation that defines methodical politics rests upon a recognition of the political domain as a matrix of obstacles where it is impossible to secure an ideological fix or a single focus.  In general, then, methodical politics is best under- stood from the perspective of "the fisherman battling 880 American Political Science Review Vol. 88, No. 4 against wind and waves in his little boat" (Weil 1973, 101) or perhaps as Michael Oakeshott puts it: "In political activity . . . men sail a boundless and bottomless sea; there is neither harbour for shelter nor floor for anchorage, neither starting-place nor ap- pointed destination" (1962, 127).27 Neither Weil's nor Oakeshott's is the perspective of the Platonist, who values chiefly the modeller who constructs his ship after pre-existing Forms or the pilot-philosopher who steers his craft to port by the light of immutable Forms fixed in a starry night. In both of the Platonic images (where the polis is either an artifact for use or a conveyance to safe harbor), a single and predictable end is already to hand. Neither Weil's nor Oakeshott's images admit any equivalent finality. The same is true of methodical politics, where political phenomena present to citizens-as the high sea presents to the sailor-challenges to be identified, demands to be met, and a context of circumstances to be engaged (without blueprints). Neither the assurance of finality nor the security of certainty attends this worldly activity. In his adamantly instrumental reading of politics in the ancient world, M.I. Finley makes a similar point and distinguishes between a problem orientation and patterned predictability by remarking upon the "iron compulsion" the Greeks and Romans were under "to be continuously inventive, as new and often unantic- ipated problems or difficulties arose that had to be resolved without the aid of precedents or models" (1983, 53). With this in mind, we might appreciate methodical politics as a mode of action oriented toward problems and solutions within a context of adventure and unfamiliarity. In this sense, it is compatible with Arendt's emancipatory concept of natality (or "new beginnings") and her appreciation of openness and unpredictability in the realm of human affairs. There are other neighborly affinities between methodical and theatrical politics as well. Both share a view of political actors as finite and fragile creatures who face an infinite range of possibilities, with only limited powers of control and imagination over the situations in which they are called upon to act. From both a methodical and a theatrical vantage point, this perpetual struggle that is politics, whatever its indeterminacy and flux, acquires meaning only when "knowing what to do and doing it" are united in the same performance (Arendt, 1958a, 223). Freedom, in other words, is realized when Plato's brilliant and devious conceptual maneuver is outwitted by a politics that opposes "the escape from action into rule" and reasserts human self-realization as the unification of thought-action in the world (pp. 223-25). In theatrical politics, however, the actual action content of citizen "knowing and doing" is upstaged by the spectacular appearance of personal identities courageously revealed in the public realm. Thus Plato's maneuver is outwitted in a bounded space where knowing what to do and doing it are disclosed in speech acts and deeds of self-revelation in the company of one's-fellow citizens. In contrast, methodical politics doggedly reminds us that purposes themselves are what matter in the end, and that citizen action is as much about obstinately pursuing them as it is about the courage to speak in performance. So, in methodical politics, the Platonic split between knowing and doing is overcome in a kind of boundless navigation that is realized in purposeful acts of collective self-determination. Spaces of appearances are indispensable in this context, but these spaces are not exactly akin to "islands in a sea or as oases in a desert" (Arendt 1970, 279). The parameters of methodical politics are more fluid than this, set less by identifiable boundaries than by the very activity through which citizens "let realities work upon" them with "inner concentration and calmness" (Weber 1946, 115). In this respect, methodical politics is not a context wherein courage takes eloquent respite from the face of life, danger (the sea, the desert), or death: it is a daily confrontation wherein obstacles or dangers (including the ultimate danger of death) are transformed into prob- lems, problems are rendered amenable to possible action, and action is undertaken with an aim toward solution. Indeed, in these very activities, or what Arendt sometimes pejoratively calls the in order to, we might find the perpetuation of what she praises as the for the sake of which, or the perpetuation of politics itself (1958a, 154). To appreciate the emancipatory dimension of this action concept of politics as methodical, we might now briefly return to the problem that Arendt and Weil think most vexes the modern world-the deformation of human beings and human affairs by forces of automatism. This is the complex manipulation of modern life that Havel describes as the situation in which everything "must be cossetted together as firmly as possible, predetermined, regulated and controlled" and "every aberration from the prescribed course of life is treated as error, license and anarchy" (1985, 83). Constructed against this symbolic animal laborans, Arendt's space of appearances is the agonistic opposite of the distorted counterfeit reality of automatism. The space of appearances is where individuality and personal identity are snatched from the jaws of automatic processes and recuperated in "the merciless glare" of the public realm (Arendt 1969, 86). Refigured in this fashion, Arendtian citizens counter reductive technological complexes in acts of individual speech revelation that powerfully proclaim, in collective effect, "This is who we are!" A politics in this key does indeed dramatically defy the objectifying processes of modern life-and perhaps even narratively transcends them by delivering up what is necessary for the reification of human remembrance in the "storybook of mankind" (Arendt 1958a, 95). But these are also its limits. For whatever else it involves, Arendtian politics cannot entail the practical confrontation of the situation that threatens the human condition most. Within the space of appearances, Arendt's citizens can neither search for the best specification of the problem before them nor, it seems, pursue solutions to the problem once it is identified, for such activities involve "the pursuit of a definite aim which can be set by practical considerations," and that is homo faber's prerogative and so in the province of "fabrication," well outside the space of appearances where means and ends are left behind (pp. 170-71). Consequently, automatism can be conceptualized as a "danger sign" in Arendt's theory, but it cannot be designated as a problem in Arendt's politics, a problem that citizens could cognitively counter and purposefully attempt to resolve or transform (p. 322). From the perspective of methodical politics, which begins with a problem orientation, automatism can be specified and encountered within the particular spaces or circumstances (schools, universities, hospitals, factories, corporations, prisons, laboratories, houses of finance, the home, public arenas, public agencies) upon which its technological processes intrude. Surely something like this is what Weil has in mind when she calls for "a sequence of mental efforts" in the drawing up of "an inventory of modern civilization" that begins by "refusing to subordinate one's own destiny to the course of history" (1973, 123-24). Freedom is immanent in such moments of cognitive inventory, in the collective citizen-work of "taking stock"-identifying problems and originating methods-and in the shared pursuit of purposes and objectives. This is simply what it means to think and act methodically in spaces of appearances. Nothing less, as Wiggins puts it, "can rescue and preserve civilization from the mounting irrationality of the public province, . . . from Oppression exercised in the name of Management (to borrow Simone Weil's prescient phrase)" (1978, 146). 


Switch side is key to decision making—it improves info processing, argument analysis, and encourages consensus building
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
Surmounting this complex epistemological dilemma requires more than sheer information processing power; it demands forms of communicative dexterity that enable translation of ideas across differences and facilitate cooperative work by interlocutors from heterogeneous backgrounds. How can such communicative dexterity be cultivated? Hart and Simon see structured argumentation as a promising tool in this regard. In their view, the unique virtue of rigorous debates is that they “support diverse points of view while encouraging consensus formation.” This dual function of argumentation provides “both intelligence producers and policy consumers with a view into the methodologies and associated evidence used to produce analytical product, effectively creating a common language that might help move knowledge across organizational barriers without loss of accuracy or relevance.” 20 Hart and Simon’s insights, coupled with the previously mentioned institutional initiatives promoting switch-side debating in the intelligence community, carve out a new zone of relevance where argumentation theory’s salience is pronounced and growing. Given the centrality of evidentiary analysis in this zone, it is useful to revisit how argumentation scholars have theorized the functions of evidence in debating contexts. 

Switch Side debating has had real world influences on decision making– the EPA has used it to learn more about the path necessary for addressing environmental crises
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.


Switch side debate is key to real world decision-making about complex issues—EPA public debate proves
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
A debate scholar need not agree with Lord’s full-throated criticism of the intelligence community (he goes on to observe that it bears an alarming resemblance to organized crime) to understand that participation in the community’s Analytic Outreach program may serve the ends of deliberation, but not necessarily democracy, or even a defensible politics. Demand-driven rhetoric of science necessarily raises questions about what’s driving the demand, questions that scholars with relevant expertise would do well to ponder carefully before embracing invitations to contribute their argumentative expertise to deliberative projects. By the same token, it would be prudent to bear in mind that the technological determinism about switch-side debate endorsed by Greene and Hicks may tend to latten reflexive assessments regarding the wisdom of supporting a given debate initiative—as the next section illustrates, manifest differences among initiatives warrant context-sensitive judgments regarding the normative political dimensions featured in each case.106 Rhetoric & Public Affairs Public Debates in the EPA Policy Process h e preceding analysis of U.S. intelligence community debating initiatives highlighted how analysts are challenged to navigate discursively the heteroglossia of vast amounts of different kinds of data lowing through intelligence streams. Public policy planners are tested in like manner when they attempt to stitch together institutional arguments from various and sundry inputs ranging from expert testimony, to historical precedent, to public comment. Just as intelligence managers find that algorithmic, formal methods of analysis ot en don’t work when it comes to the task of interpreting and synthesizing copious amounts of disparate data, public-policy planners encounter similar challenges. In fact, the argumentative turn in public-policy planning elaborates an approach to public-policy analysis that foregrounds deliberative interchange and critical thinking as alternatives to “decisionism,” the formulaic application of “objective” decision algorithms to the public policy process. Stating the matter plainly, Majone suggests, “whether in written or oral form, argument is central in all stages of the policy process.” Accordingly, he notes, “we miss a great deal if we try to understand policy-making solely in terms of power, influence, and bargaining, to the exclusion of debate and argument.” 51 One can see similar rationales driving Goodwin and Davis’s EPA debating project, where debaters are invited to conduct on-site public debates covering resolutions crafted to reflect key points of stasis in the EPA decision-making process. For example, in the 2008 Water Wars debates held at EPA headquarters in Washington, D.C., resolutions were crafted to focus attention on the topic of water pollution, with one resolution focusing on downstream states’ authority to control upstream states’ discharges and sources of pollutants, and a second resolution exploring the policy merits of bottled water and toilet paper taxes as revenue sources to fund water infrastructure projects. In the first debate on interstate river pollution, the team of Seth Gannon and Seungwon Chung from Wake Forest University argued in favor of downstream state control, with the Michigan State University team of Carly Wunderlich and Garrett Abelkop providing opposition. In the second debate on taxation policy, Kevin Kallmyer and Matthew Struth from University of Mary Washington defended taxes on bottled water and toilet paper, while their opponents from Howard University, Dominique Scott and Jarred McKee, argued against this proposal. Relecting on the project, Goodwin noted how the intercollegiate debaters’ ability to act as “honest brokers” in the policy arguments contributed positively to internal EPA deliberation on both issues. 52 Davis observed that since the invited debaters “didn’t have a dog in the fight,” they were able to give voice to previously buried arguments that some EPA subject matter experts felt reticent to elucidate because of their institutional affiliations. 53 Such findings are consistent with the views of policy analysts advocating the argumentative turn in policy planning. As Majone claims, “Dialectical confrontation between generalists and experts often succeeds in bringing out unstated assumptions, conflicting interpretations of the facts, and the risks posed by new projects.” 54 Frank Fischer goes even further in this context, explicitly appropriating rhetorical scholar Charles Willard’s concept of argumentative “epistemics” to flesh out his vision for policy studies: Uncovering the epistemic dynamics of public controversies would allow for a more enlightened understanding of what is at stake in a particular dispute, making possible a sophisticated evaluation of the various viewpoints and merits of different policy options. In so doing, the differing, often tacitly held contextual perspectives and values could be juxtaposed; the viewpoints and demands of experts, special interest groups, and the wider public could be directly compared; and the dynamics among the participants could be scrutizined. This would by no means sideline or even exclude scientific assessment; it would only situate it within the framework of a more comprehensive evaluation. 55 As Davis notes, institutional constraints present within the EPA communicative milieu can complicate ef orts to provide a full airing of all relevant arguments pertaining to a given regulatory issue. Thus, intercollegiate debaters can play key roles in retrieving and amplifying positions that might otherwise remain sedimented in the policy process.The dynamics entailed in this symbiotic relationship are underscored by deliberative planner John Forester, who observes, “If planners and public administrators are to make democratic political debate and argument possible, they will need strategically located allies to avoid being fully thwarted by the characteristic self-protecting behaviors of the planning organizations and bureaucracies within which they work.” 56 Here, an institution’s need for “strategically located allies” to support deliberative practice constitutes the demand for rhetorically informed expertise, setting up what can be considered a demand-driven rhetoric of science. As an instance of rhetoric of science scholarship, this type of “switch-side public debate” 57 differs both from insular contest tournament debating, where the main focus is on the pedagogical benefit for student participants, and first-generation rhetoric of science scholarship, where critics concentrated on unmasking the rhetoricity of scientific artifacts circulating in what many perceived to be purely technical spheres of knowledge production. 58 As a form of demand-driven rhetoric of science, switch-side debating connects directly with the communication field’s performative tradition of argumentative engagement in public controversy—a different route of theoretical grounding than rhetorical criticism’s tendency to locate its foundations in the English field’s tradition of literary criticism and textual analysis. 59 Given this genealogy, it is not surprising to learn how Davis’s response to the EPA’s institutional need for rhetorical expertise took the form of a public debate proposal, shaped by Davis’s dual background as a practitioner and historian of intercollegiate debate. Davis competed as an undergraduate policy debater for Howard University in the 1970s, and then went on to enjoy substantial success as coach of the Howard team in the new millennium. In an essay reviewing the broad sweep of debating history, Davis notes, “Academic debate began at least 2,400 years ago when the scholar Protagoras of Abdera (481–411 bc), known as the father of debate, conducted debates among his students in Athens.” 60 As John Poulakos points out, “older” Sophists such as Protagoras taught Greek students the value of dissoi logoi, or pulling apart complex questions by debating two sides of an issue. 61 	The few surviving fragments of Protagoras’s work suggest that his notion of dissoi logoi stood for the principle that “two accounts [logoi] are present about every ‘thing,’ opposed to each other,” and further, that humans could “measure” the relative soundness of knowledge claims by engaging in give-and-take where parties would make the “weaker argument stronger” to activate the generative aspect of rhetorical practice, a key element of the Sophistical tradition. 62 
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They don’t win for using it. Claiming it does leaves no space for dissent or deliberation.
Lynn Clarke, Department of Communication Studies and Theatre, Vanderbilt University, Journal of Speculative Philosophy, Vol. 18, No. 4, 2004., p. 319-21
Notwithstanding the importance of creative speech to philosophy of language and to a community’s self-formation, it remains unclear whether the collective resistance embodied in AAL meets certain interests expressed by those in whose name it is theorized. To be sure, and as Yancy argues, oppositional speech matters to the lives of the oppressed. Yet, questions remain about the terms and relations of Nommo’s creativity and its significance for AAL. Conceptually, there is no account of whether Nommo is oriented toward coerced or communicatively reasoned terms of communal harmony. This absence raises a question of relation: Should AAL be understood as linguistic resistance without intent to relate to self-defined black individuals who disagree with black majoritarian terms? Put another way, do the terms of Yancy’s AAL community open a space of interaction within “Black America” for the sort of opposition that Yancy’s linguistic framework defends? Equally important, do these terms direct attention to speech practices that have the potential to render the dissent productive of black people’s deliberation on the legitimacy of their community’s self-understanding? Extending the boundaries of humane community a bit further, might the power of Nommo move beyond the constitution of African American identity, experience, and community, to promote the intersubjective transformation of oppressive social norms as Fanon both worked for and hoped (Fanon 1967, 100, 222)? Asked in brief, these questions may be folded into two queries: what compass of creative power should a philosophy of language attribute to (the speech of) AAL, and how might this power be held accountable to the very members of the community in whose name(s) AAL is said to create? If there is good reason to commend the presupposition of shared nonidentity that informs these two questions, neither a sheerly instrumental Nommo nor a sheerly oppositional theory of AAL may do.2 
Addressing the second question first, the problem of holding power accountable to those in whose name it speaks is apparent in certain deployments of Nommo as instrumental force. The speech practice of “call and response” is a striking example. In Yancy’s invocation of Nommo to account for this dynamic “co-signing and co-narrating of a shared communicative reality,” a speaker makes “a verbal point” to an audience charged with responding (293). The conceived, expected response is one of “approval.” If not received, the audience will likely be deemed “‘dead.’” Knowles-Borishade, who comes closest to thinking the question of Nommo and dissent, offers a somewhat different account. In it, responders  co-create the caller’s “message—the Word” by either sanctioning or rejecting it “spontaneously during the speech,” based on “the perceived morality and vision of the Caller” and “the relevance of the message” (Knowles- Borishade 1991, 497–98). According to Knowles-Borishade, call and response aims at “consensus” determined by “the people themselves” (493–94). Through the process of “checks and balances” that constitutes call and response, “levels of perfected social interaction” are promoted. Yet, in Yancy’s and Knowles- Borishade’s discussions of call and response, an account of disagreement and its potential to hold power accountable does not appear. At most, disagreement is figured as privatized rejection. The grounds of this response remain unknown to the speaker and audience members, among whom reasons for dissent may vary. In the face of silent rejection, the accounts of AAL’s call and response are mum on what ought happen next. The dead audience plays no transparent cognitive- practice role. The caller is free to cast his word-spell.
The absense of accountability in a sheerly productive word appears more readily in Asante’s conception of African communication. In it, the group is thought to take precedence over the individual (Asante 1998, 74). To Asante, this “strong collective mentality” warrants a focus on the aesthetic dimension of speech in “traditional African public discourse.” The focus is relatively narrow, prompting a declaration that, “The African speaker means to be a poet; not a lecturer,” inducing “compulsive relationships” and invoking the audience’s “inner needs” through “the inherent power” of “concrete images” (91). Though reason may matter on this account of Nommo, it is tough to see how and why. Indeed, talk of reason appears relatively unimportant in Asante’s “traditional” understanding of African public discourse (75, 90–91). Creativity’s “highlight” shines in the absence of an explicit role for communicative reason in public speech.3 Accountability appears as a non-issue, lurking uncomfortably in the shadow of creative power. 
Our method link turns their complete rejection alternative
Mari Boor Tonn, Associate Professor of Communication at the University of Maryland, 2005 
(“Taking Conversation, Dialogue, and Therapy Public” Rhetoric & Public Affairs Vol. 8, No. 3)

This widespread recognition that access to public deliberative processes and the ballot is a baseline of any genuine democracy points to the most curious irony of the conversation movement: portions of its constituency. Numbering among the most fervid dialogic loyalists have been some feminists and multiculturalists who represent groups historically denied both the right to speak in public and the ballot. Oddly, some feminists who championed the slogan “The Personal Is Political” to emphasize ways relational power can oppress tend to ignore similar dangers lurking in the appropriation of conversation and dialogue in public deliberation. Yet the conversational model’s emphasis on empowerment through intimacy can duplicate the power networks that traditionally excluded females and nonwhites and gave rise to numerous, sometimes necessarily uncivil, demands for democratic inclusion. Formalized participation structures in deliberative processes obviously cannot ensure the elimination of relational power blocs, but, as Freeman pointed out, the absence of formal rules leaves relational power unchecked and potentially capricious. Moreover, the privileging of the self, personal experiences, and individual perspectives of reality intrinsic in the conversational paradigm mirrors justifications once used by dominant groups who used their own lives, beliefs, and interests as templates for hegemonic social premises to oppress women, the lower class, and people of color. Paradigms infused with the therapeutic language of emotional healing and coping likewise flirt with the type of psychological diagnoses once ascribed to disaffected women. But as Betty Friedan’s landmark 1963 The Feminist Mystique argued, the cure for female alienation was neither tranquilizers nor attitude adjustments fostered through psychotherapy but, rather, unrestricted opportunities.102 The price exacted by promoting approaches to complex public issues— models that cast conventional deliberative processes, including the marshaling of evidence beyond individual subjectivity, as “elitist” or “monologic”—can be steep. Consider comments of an aide to President George W. Bush made before reports concluding Iraq harbored no weapons of mass destruction, the primary justification for a U.S.-led war costing thousands of lives. Investigative reporters and other persons sleuthing for hard facts, he claimed, operate “in what we call the reality-based community.” Such people “believe that solutions emerge from [the] judicious study of discernible reality.” Then baldly flexing the muscle afforded by increasingly popular social-constructionist and poststructuralist models for conflict resolution, he added: “That’s not the way the world really works anymore . . . We’re an empire now, and when we act, we create our own reality. And while you’re studying that reality— judiciously, as you will—we’ll act again, creating other new realities.”103 The recent fascination with public conversation and dialogue most likely is a product of frustration with the tone of much public, political discourse. Such concerns are neither new nor completely without merit. Yet, as Burke insightfully pointed out nearly six decades ago, “A perennial embarrassment in liberal apologetics has arisen from its ‘surgical’ proclivity: its attempt to outlaw a malfunction by outlawing the function.” The attempt to eliminate flaws in a process by eliminating the entire process, he writes, “is like trying to eliminate heart disease by eliminating hearts.”104 Because public argument and deliberative processes are the “heart” of true democracy, supplanting those models with social and therapeutic conversation and dialogue jeopardizes the very pulse and lifeblood of democracy itself. 


The plan specifically key to reconcile claims to justice and find specific solutions—blanket rejection of state engagement shut out voices from the conversation
Fan, professor of Public Administration and Institute of Public Policy – Tamkang University, ‘6
(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.






Authenticity tests shut down debate– it’s strategically a disaster
SUBOTNIK 98
Professor of Law, Touro College, Jacob D. Fuchsberg Law Center.
7 Cornell J. L. & Pub. Pol'y 681

Having traced a major strand in the development of CRT, we turn now to the strands' effect on the relationships of CRATs with each other and with outsiders. As the foregoing material suggests, the central CRT message is not simply that minorities are being treated unfairly, or even that individuals out there are in pain - assertions for which there are data to serve as grist for the academic mill - but that the minority scholar himself or herself hurts and hurts badly.
An important problem that concerns the very definition of the scholarly enterprise now comes into focus. What can an academic trained to  [*694]  question and to doubt n72 possibly say to Patricia Williams when effectively she announces, "I hurt bad"? n73 "No, you don't hurt"? "You shouldn't hurt"? "Other people hurt too"? Or, most dangerously - and perhaps most tellingly - "What do you expect when you keep shooting yourself in the foot?" If the majority were perceived as having the well- being of minority groups in mind, these responses might be acceptable, even welcomed. And they might lead to real conversation. But, writes Williams, the failure by those "cushioned within the invisible privileges of race and power... to incorporate a sense of precarious connection as a part of our lives is... ultimately obliterating." n74
"Precarious." "Obliterating." These words will clearly invite responses only from fools and sociopaths; they will, by effectively precluding objection, disconcert and disunite others. "I hurt," in academic discourse, has three broad though interrelated effects. First, it demands priority from the reader's conscience. It is for this reason that law review editors, waiving usual standards, have privileged a long trail of undisciplined - even silly n75 - destructive and, above all, self-destructive arti [*695]  cles. n76 Second, by emphasizing the emotional bond between those who hurt in a similar way, "I hurt" discourages fellow sufferers from abstracting themselves from their pain in order to gain perspective on their condition. n77
 [*696]  Last, as we have seen, it precludes the possibility of open and structured conversation with others. n78
 [*697]  It is because of this conversation-stopping effect of what they insensitively call "first-person agony stories" that Farber and Sherry deplore their use. "The norms of academic civility hamper readers from challenging the accuracy of the researcher's account; it would be rather difficult, for example, to criticize a law review article by questioning the author's emotional stability or veracity." n79 Perhaps, a better practice would be to put the scholar's experience on the table, along with other relevant material, but to subject that experience to the same level of scrutiny.
If through the foregoing rhetorical strategies CRATs succeeded in limiting academic debate, why do they not have greater influence on public policy? Discouraging white legal scholars from entering the national conversation about race, n80 I suggest, has generated a kind of cynicism in white audiences which, in turn, has had precisely the reverse effect of that ostensibly desired by CRATs. It drives the American public to the right and ensures that anything CRT offers is reflexively rejected.
In the absence of scholarly work by white males in the area of race, of course, it is difficult to be sure what reasons they would give for not having rallied behind CRT. Two things, however, are certain. First, the kinds of issues raised by Williams are too important in their implications  [*698]  for American life to be confined to communities of color. If the lives of minorities are heavily constrained, if not fully defined, by the thoughts and actions of the majority elements in society, it would seem to be of great importance that white thinkers and doers participate in open discourse to bring about change. Second, given the lack of engagement of CRT by the community of legal scholars as a whole, the discourse that should be taking place at the highest scholarly levels has, by default, been displaced to faculty offices and, more generally, the streets and the airwaves.

Action through the state doesn’t uphold it, but the claim that we should never debate state politics makes change impossible and essentializes the state
KRAUSE AND WILLIAMS 1997 (Keith and Michael, Critical Security Studies, p. xvi)
First, to stand too far outside prevailing discourses is almost certain to result in continued disciplinary exclusion.  Second, to move toward alternative conceptions of security and security studies, one must necessarily reopen the question subsumed under the modern conception of sovereignty and the scope of the political.  To do this, one must take seriously the prevailing claims about the nature of security. Many of the chapters in this volume thus retain a concern with the centrality of the state as a locus not only of obligation but of effective political action.  In the realm of organized violence states also remain the preeminent actors.  The task of a critical approach is not to deny the centrality of the state in this realm but, rather, to understand more fully its structures, dynamics, and possibilities for reorientation.  From a critical perspective, state action is flexible and capable of reorientation, and analyzing state policy need not therefore be tantamount to embracing the statist assumptions of orthodox conceptions.  To exclude a focus on state action from a critical perspective on the grounds that it plays inevitably within the rules of existing conceptions simply reverses the error of essentializing the state.  Moreover, it loses the possibility of influencing what remains the most structurally capable actor in contemporary world politics.
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