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Contention One – The Language of War

Afghanistan has been labeled a “good war” but escalating violence paints a different picture. War is hell, and Afghanistan is no exception.

Jaffry ’10  (Abdul-Majid, Retired Aircraft Engineer and Freelance Writer, “Afghanistan War -- A Saga of Lopsided Death and Destruction”, 5-26, http://www.uruknet.info/?p=66378)

The frightening death and destruction that the American civil War brought made General William Sherman, a Union general, say, "War is hell". A U.S. Airforce Commander after the terror bombing of Dresden in the Second World War admonished, "War must be destructive and to a certain extent inhuman and ruthless." When a high-tech mighty war machine is unleashed on a nation in a decrepit state and with a weaker or non-existent military power, the hell becomes more intense and destruction unbelievably more destructive for the men and women of the frail nation.  One of the first major armed conflicts between the two nations after the Industrial Revolution was the Battle of Omdurman in 1898 in Sudan. The British soldiers armed with state of the art of the time gun boats, rifles and machine guns mowed down over 20,000 Sudanese tribesman armed mostly with swords and lances. Sudanese suffered an astonishing 90% casualty rate. British lost only 48 men, amounting to 2% casualty rate. British ultra superior war machinery, compared to the Sudanese swords and lance, was chiefly responsible for the mechanized slaughter of f Sudanese and one of the most lopsided victories in the military history.  Today, history of another lopsided death and destruction in a war is being written. This time it's the poor and helpless Afghans, the fourth or fifth poorest people in the world, are being pounded by the ferocious U.S. and NATO war machine.  Afghanistan is a landlocked and resource poor country. It ranks among the bottom three countries, second only to Niger in sub-Saharan Africa, according to the U.N. Human Development Index in 2009. It had no army or even functioning police before the U.S. invasion in 2001. It had no offensive capability nor defensive mechanism to withstand foreign invasion, not even from a border patrol armed with light infantry weapons. Afghanistan had no significant or insignificant military installations that could have offered high value target for bombing ("I'm not going to fire a $2 million missile at a $10 empty tent and hit a camel in the butt", Bush once said).  The U.S. started the "good war" as Operation Enduring Freedom in October 2001 ostensibly to remove the Taliban from power in retaliation for the attack on the World Trade Center. Taliban were routed soon after the war initiated. In December 2001, International Security Assistance Force was formed, and in 2003 NATO assumed the control of ISAF. Both, the U.S. and the NATO led forces came to Afghanistan equipped with the most sophisticated military technology.  Afghanistan provided Western forces a theatre for an impressive and flashy demonstration of its military might with no hindrance and virtually no fear of retaliation. Indeed, the U.S. and NATO put a spectacular show with its fighters, bombers, missiles, cluster bombs, and Depleted Uranium weapons. All these impressive weapons, and all the fury was unleashed upon a country with no anti-aircraft fire, no bomb shelters, no war industry, no ammunition factory, no railroad tracks, only villages of stone and mud dwellings. U.S. and NATO waged a deliberately disproportionate attack on a country that had zero capability to defend itself.  In any essential sense, it's not a real war; the barrage was solely designed to punish, humiliate and terrorize a population and send signal to other nations. The dropping of thousands of bombs precision-guided by satellite and laser technology in heavily populated areas that has caused excessive civilian casualties and widespread destruction betrays the U.S. claim that the war was launched with the aim to uproot Taliban regime, and capture Osama bin Laden; it appeared more in line with Bush's famous John Wayne style rhetoric, "smoke them out" and "Bring 'em on".  Shortly after the U.S. invasion, in a biting remark, John Pilger observed in The Mirror, a British Tabloid, "The war against terrorism is a fraud. After three weeks' bombing,not a single terrorist implicated in the attacks on America has been caught or killed in Afghanistan.Instead, one of the poorest, most stricken nations has beenterrorized by the most powerful - to the point where American pilots have run out of dubious "military' targets and are now destroying mud houses, a hospital, Red Cross warehouses, lorries carrying refugees."  The Guardian reported on April 10, 2002 about the number of U.S. bombs and cruise missiles directed at poverty-stricken Afghanistan: "More than 22,000 weapons - ranging from cruise missiles to heavy fuel-air bombs - have been dropped on the country over the past six months". US pilots dropped more than 6,600 joint direct attack munitions (J-dams), the satellite-guided bombs. And, this report is only for the first six months of the attack.  In Dossier on Civilian Victims of the United States' Aerial Bombing of Afghanistan, Prof. Marc W. Herold of University Of New Hampshire, citing different news sources, gives account of bombing in October and November 2001. For example, he writes: "October 11th - farming village of 450 persons of Karam, west of Jalalabad in Nangarhar province is repeatedly bombed, 45 of the 60 mud houses destroyed, killing at least 160 civilians." This represents 75 percent of the total dwelling and 35 percent of the village population that were annihilated. For November 18th, he says, "Carpet-bombing by B-52's of frontline village near Khanabad, province of Kunduz, kills at least 150 civilians."  Not only that the U.S, along with Russia, China, and Israel refused to sign the convention to ban the deadly cluster bombs - a cluster of bomblets - it made a liberal use of the deadly weapon in Afghanistan, as it did in wars with other nations. Cluster bombs severely added to the brutality of the lopsided war in Afghanistan.  According to one report, "From 2001 to 2002 in Afghanistan, the United States used over 1200 cluster munitions that contained close to 250,000 bomblets." Cluster bombs are known to be more lethal and dangerous to civilians then to enemy combatants. It can not be used in or around the populated areas without causing great loss to civilian life. The violent blow of deadly shrapnel decapitates and severs body parts. The other unfortunate consequence of cluster bombs is that the unexploded bomblets can lie in the ground, fields, and roads or buried in the soil for years and keep killing long after the conflict ends.  Now after securing the intended goal uprooting the Taliban regime and crippling Al-Qaeda beyond repair - the over 134,000 foreign troops from 50 nations from all the continents, under the U.S. and NATO command, are for the last eight years waging an unwinnable and untenable but ruthless and lethal war against the insurgency to protect the west installed puppet regime of Hamid Karzai.  In doing so, a disproportionate number of civilian casualties are being created by the indiscriminate bombings and raids by the U.S. Special Forces on civilian population hunting for the insurgents. All reports coming from Afghanistan clearly indicate that the civilian deaths are decidedly excessive and unacceptable in relation to any gain against the insurgents. These thoughtless killing of unarmed men, women, and children galvanizes the opposition to the foreign troops presence and in turn fuel support for the insurgency.  In a moment of truth, during a videoconference with U.S. soldiers in Afghanistan, General McChrystal candidly admitted, "We've shot an amazing number of people and killed a number and, to my knowledge, none has proven to have been a real threat to the force," He further acknowledges, "To my knowledge, in the nine-plus months I've been here, not a single case where we have engaged in an escalation of force incident and hurt someone has it turned out that the vehicle had a suicide bomb or weapons in it and, in many cases, had families in it."  The totally lopsided tens of thousands of Afghan civilian casualties and widespread destruction and pain caused by the high-tech virtual war imposed by the Western forces is reminiscent of the Battle of Omdurman in 1898 in Sudan, where the British soldiers armed with state of the art of the time gun boats, rifles and machine guns mowed down thousands of Sudanese tribesman armed mostly with swords and lances.  And in the words of General William Sherman, the "War is hell" for the men, women, and children of Afghanistan.
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This sort of large-scale violence does not arise in a vacuum. The conflict in Afghanistan, and the war on terror generally, is enabled by language practices that divide the world into “good” and “evil”, portraying civilian deaths as mere collateral damage. 

Jackson ‘5  (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, 49th Parallel, “Language Power and Politics: Critical Discourse Analysis and the War on Terrorism”, January, http://www.49thparallel.bham.ac.uk/back/issue15/jackson1.htm)
Applying a ‘critical’ perspective to the language of counter-terrorism, it can be argued that the ‘war on terrorism’ and its domination of public political discourse in   America    and   Britain    poses several dangers to the functioning of political life and democratic civil society. At the most fundamental level, the construction of large-scale political violence of any kind entails the destruction of the moral consensus and the collapse of the moral community—and its replacement with discourses of victim-hood, hatred of the ‘other’, fear and counter-violence. Once a society embraces these new political narratives, once it venerates its grievances and truly hates and fears an enemy ‘other’, public and political morality is quickly lost in the maze of national security expediencies. There is no starker illustration of society’s current moral vacuity than the serious public debate about torturing terrorist suspects—not to mention its all too common practice by   America    and its allies. This is the moral mathematics of   Hiroshima   , where ‘9-11’ (the new ‘Ground Zero’) represents  Pearl Harbor  . According to this logic, if the torture/nuclear incineration of thousands of evil terrorists/treacherous Japanese people will save American lives by preventing another 9-11/Pearl Harbor, then it is morally acceptable. As Slavenka Drakulic expresses it, ‘once the concept of “otherness” takes root, the unimaginable becomes possible.’[57]  The once unimaginable has in fact, become normal in our societies and we see it all around: in the failure to demand investigation into documented war crimes and atrocities committed by Coalition forces in Afghanistan and Iraq; in the muted criticism of gross mistreatment of terrorist suspects, especially the legal minors (children) or those who are interrogated and tortured for years and then released without charge; in the broadening victimisation and discrimination against the Muslim/Arab ‘other’ by the authorities and society at large; in the lack of protest at the policies of assassination and extra-judicial killing, or the brutality of the occupation of Iraq; and in the widespread acquiescence to the insidious erosion of long held political and civil rights.     The simple reason for this tacit complicity is that these kinds of all encompassing and smothering discourses destabilise the moral community and replace non-violent political interaction with suspicion, fear, hatred, chauvinism and an impulse to violently defend the ‘imagined community’. In addition, they automatically foreclose certain kinds of thought, simply because the language with which to frame doubts or question official justifications no longer exists or is inaccessible. While some individuals may initially feel unease at pictures of abused and humiliated ‘terrorist’ suspects at Camp Delta , of tortured Iraqi prisoners or dead Afghan civilians, they have no language or frame of reference in which to articulate those doubts. As time goes by, and when the discourse has been effectively absorbed by society, they may jettison such feelings altogether and consider the harsh treatment of suspects or the ‘collateral damage’ from bombing campaigns to be both justified and morally acceptable. Certainly, this process of destabilising the moral codes of individuals has already taken place among many in the armed forces. The pictures of abused Iraqi prisoners in April 2004 which sent shockwaves around the world were in this regard, not unexpected; they were the direct consequence of a discourse that constructs the enemy ‘other’ as inhuman and evil.     This is also an example of the well-known mimetic nature of violence—the instinctual psychological tendency to respond to an act of violence with identical or greater violence, to mimic the attacker—which has been a feature of virtually every war and counter-terrorist campaign. Charles Townshend argues that, ‘Probably the biggest hazard inherent in reactions to terrorism is the impulse towards imitation.’[58] History is replete with examples of just such mimetic counter-terrorist violence: Israel’s targeted killings and assassinations mimic Palestinian attacks on Israelis; in Northern Ireland the British security services mimicked the IRA when it too began killing members of the para-militaries extra-judicially; and during Reagan’s war against terrorism, CIA officers in Beirut tortured suspects to death during interrogation and then sponsored a car bomb aimed at Sheik Fadlallah in revenge for the Marine barracks bombing—it missed the Sheik but killed 92 bystanders and injured more than 250 others.[59] Within the atmosphere created by the present discourse of counter-terrorism it passes almost unnoticed that both sides (America and al Qaeda) are employing exactly the same discursive strategies—both appeal to victim-hood and grievance, both enlist religion as supreme justification, both frame the struggle as one of good versus evil, both demonise and dehumanise the other and both claim the mantle of a just/holy war/jihad.[60] The result of this discursive mirroring is predictable: the killing of civilians without pity or remorse, whether by suicide bombers hoping to force the American military out of Iraq and Saudi Arabia or by Apache helicopters hoping to suppress the rebellion in Fallujah.     There is no escape from the fact that in American and Britain discrimination and the abuse of human rights has now been normalised and is considered an inevitable if regrettable part of the counter-terrorist effort, including judicial abuse, torture and war crimes; we are now firmly ensconced in a ‘dirty war on terrorism’ both at home and abroad. 

(Jackson continues…)
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(Jackson continues…)

This is a perilous position for a society supposedly built on the belief in human dignity, human rights and democratic participation. It implies that we have retreated from a universal and cosmopolitan vision of society to a particularistic, tribal vision; that we have bankrupted our moral vision of universal human rights and social inclusion in favour of a dubious sense of ‘national’ security. In the past, such narrow communitarian formulations of political life have led to debilitating cycles of inter-national violence, or at the very least, long periods of institutional and cultural racism against an ‘enemy within’. The greatest danger of the current discourse is that we too become terrorists; and that as we demonise, dehumanise and brutalise the enemy ‘other’ it becomes a war of terrorisms, rather than a war on terrorism.     The corrosive effects of the discourse are already plain to see: anti-globalisation protesters, academics, postmodernists, liberals, pro-choice activists, environmentalists and gay liberationists are accused of being aligned with the evil of terrorism and of undermining the nation’s struggle against terrorism;[61] arms trade protesters are arrested under anti-terrorism legislation; blacklists of ‘disloyal’ professors, university departments, journalists, writers and commentators are posted on the internet and smear campaigns are launched against them; anti-administration voices are kept away from speaking at public events or in the media; and political opponents of government policy are accused of being traitors. There is a real danger that the ‘war on terrorism’ is expanding to become a ‘war on dissent’ or a ‘war on politics’. Such a war, of course, can only result in the eventual death of participatory democracy and the decay of civil society, not in the destruction of terrorism.     Another danger is that the discursive straightjacket of the ‘war on terrorism’ prevents clear and creative thinking about alternative strategies and approaches to sub-state violence; instead, it institutionalises an approach to counter-terrorism which has already proved to be counterproductive and damaging to the very institutions and values America and its allies are purportedly trying to protect. There is a genuine risk that the moral absolutism of the discourse induces political amnesia about the failures and lessons from other counter-terrorist campaigns.[62] For example, a clear lesson from other campaigns is that terrorism can never be defeated by military force or coercion alone; it only eases when political compromise takes place on the issues that instigated it. At the very least, the discourse is actually misconceiving and misunderstanding the nature of the threat and the strategies required to deal with it—it is poor ‘threat assessment’ and poor ‘mission definition’, to use military parlance. By deliberately obfuscating the underlying history and context of terrorism, the actual nature and causes of terrorism and the real motivations and aims of the terrorists (who are most certainly not sacrificing their lives in suicidal attacks simply for the sake of ‘evil’), the search for more effective and long-term policy solutions is cauterised.     Given the intellectual cul-de-sac of the ‘war on terrorism’, it is not surprising that the Bush administration’s present policies are actually making terrorism worse and are intensifying those global conditions that encourage, nurture and sustain endemic violence.[63] It now seems clear that the ‘war on terrorism’ is already entrenching an ever deepening cycle of violence and counter-violence similar to that which has already occurred at a micro-level in Israel, Chechnya, Kashmir, Colombia and Spain (to name a few), where neither side can win decisively but no party is willing to abandon the military option. In strategic terms, there are good reasons for thinking that American actions in Afghanistan and Iraq have created a whole new generation of terrorists and made terrorism an even greater international problem by scattering terrorist networks across many more countries and further decentralising their operations. There is also little doubt that these two wars have turned many moderate Muslims towards the extremist camp, fuelling anti-Americanism and providing potential terrorists with an even bigger sea in which to swim; they have also provided a new focus for terrorist activity and new zones of lawlessness and chaos where terrorists can operate more freely.     In large part, it was (and still is) the nature of the political discourse that has prevented the consideration of alternative paradigms and approaches to counter-terrorism; the inbuilt logic of the language, and the privileging of only certain kinds of knowledge, has circumvented the kind of in-depth, rigorous and informed debate that a complex political challenge such as terrorism requires. Unless we break out of the stultifying confines of the discourse, more effective policies will continue to prove elusive; unless or until both politicians and the wider public learn to speak and think in a language outside of the official rhetoric, we are condemned to live under an endless spiral of terrorist violence and state counter-violence. In a sense, the only hope of ever winning the ‘war on terrorism’ lies in ceasing to invest in its bankrupt philosophy.     Beyond this self-interested concern for greater security however, there is another reason for resisting the language of counter-terrorism: it is damaging to our moral values and to our political life, and in the process, people are being violated, abused and killed. We are implicated in this monstrosity as citizens, and fail in our academic responsibilities, if we sit back and do nothing. As David Campbell expressed it, ‘to live ethically, we must think and act politically.’[64] For this reason, we have an ethical duty to resist the discourse, to deconstruct it at every opportunity and to continually interrogate the exercise of power masquerading as the ‘war on terrorism’.
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The naturalization of violence has historically enabled mass atrocity.

Crowe ‘7  (Lori, Grad Student in Pol. Sci. – York U., “The “Fuzzy Dream”: Discourse, Historical myths, and Militarized (in)Security - Interrogating dangerous myths of Afghanistan and the ‘West’”, http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Crowe-loricrowe.pdf)

There is a dangerous relationship between the construction and dissemination of myths through the deployment of discourse and the development of international policy. The political implications of failing to deconstruct myths that perpetuate and justify imperial intervention and militarized violence are severe. It is imperative that we learn to recognize and acknowledge collective imaginings/myths such as terra nullius because they are constitutive of our present social and political world, influencing how we perceive the past, constructing beliefs and attitudes in the present, and impacting the decisions and actions we make in the future. The Power of Words “People think and see through language,” explains Eisenstein “but language is also a barrier.”27 Discourse acts as a variable in deliberatly constructed stories/myths which require particular terminology to ensure a proscribed reading. For example, the words “terrorism” and “terrorist” are ambigous terms which in and of themselves are essentially devoid of meaning, but when used by those with a particular agenda, become politically and determindly loaded. For example, over one hundred definitions of the word “terrorism” have been found to exist and which have been used. The pejorative use of the term exemplified by the familiar phrase "One man's terrorist is another man's freedom fighter", is cogently expressed in Bruce Hoffman’s book Inside Terrorism: `What is called terrorism', Brian Jenkins has written, `thus seems to depend on one's point of view. Use of the term implies a moral judgment; and if one party can successfully attach the label terrorist to its opponent, then it has indirectly persuaded others to adopt its moral viewpoint.' Hence the decision to call someone or label some organization `terrorist' becomes almost unavoidably subjective, depending largely on whether one sympathizes with or opposes the person/group/cause concerned. If one identifies with the victim of the violence, for example, then the act is terrorism. If, however, one identifies with the perpetrator, the violent act is regarded in a more sympathetic, if not positive (or, at the worst, an ambivalent) light; and it is not terrorism.[28 This indicates not only the subjectivity of the term, but perhaps also suggests the need to question the usefulness of the term itself . Its ambiguity means that explanatory control rests on whomever possesses the power to define it and that power is enacted through strategies that utilize not only manipulations of language, but also of symbols, imagery and the mediums of information dissemination. ‘Terrorism’ explains Eisenstein, has become a catch-all term for any enemy who challenges US imperialism.”29 Other such words as “development”, “security”, “peace”, and “fundamentalism” have similarly been utilized to facilitate certain historical myths in the current situation in Afghanistan which become normalized as a common discourse that naturalizes particular types of practical engagements. Thus, language or discourse plays a critical role in the strategic construction of particular narratives that inform our understandings of a particular event, region, or people. According to Eisenstein, “rhetoric” is a large part of the problem contributing to dangerous myths: “The US appropriates ‘democracy’ for it’s own global agenda, and displaces ‘terrorism’ to others elsewhere.”30 The danger thus lies in the portrayal of whole or partial truths and in their imperial logic which often denies the existence or silences alternate ‘myths’ and competing voices. Hannah Arendt provides a disturbing example of the power of words in her historical analysis of the “Final Solution”, the code name for the extermination of Jews in Hitler’s Germany.31 The “language rules” (Sprachregelung) or the discourse of the Nazis played a very particular and deliberate role in garnering support for its ambitions while maintaining a certain level of secrecy regarding some of the more atrocious realities. For example, gassing centers in Auschwitz and Chelmno, in Majdanek and Belsek, and in Treblinka and Sobibor, were called “Charitable Foundations for Institutional Care”, and gassing in general was referred to as “the humane way” of killing “by granting people a mercy of death”. Prescribed code names for killing were “final solution,” “evacuation,” and “special treatment”. Similarly, phrases such as “change of residence” and “resettlement” were used to describe Jews who were temporarily resettled in ghettos and “labor in the East” was a phrase used to describe those Jews who worked temporarily as slave laborers for Germany. “For whatever other reasons the language rules may have been devised,” explains Arendt “they proved of enormous help in the maintenance of order and sanity in the various widely diversified services whose cooperation was essential in this matter”.32 As Arendt indicates, a fundamental element in the manufacture and perpetuation of myth is through the control of discourse and deterrence of dissenting voices. A prominent example of this in Canada post 9/11 is the reaction following the keynote speech of University of British Columbia Professor Sunera Thobani (former President of the National Action Committee on the Status of Women) at a conference on “Women’s Resistance: From Victimization to Criminalization”. Her speech made links between the war on Afghanistan to a history of US imperialism and critiqued justification of the war through colonial discourses. Rather, she argued, US aggression in the non-Western world has resulted in increased militarization that has violent consequences particularly for women and that there would be “no emancipation for women anywhere on this planet until the Western domination of this planet is ended” and called for opposition to the war.33What followed was a fierce attack by the media and politicians, including Alexa McDonough, the female head of the New Democratic Party (NDP) and Hedy Fry, Minister for Multiculturalism and Women’s Affairs. The campaign distorted her speech, attacked Thobani personally and demonized her character, and labeled her a “terrorist sympathizer”. Others denounced her statements as a “hate crime” or labeled her as “anti- Western”34 The vicious reaction that dominated the public discourse following Thobani’s speech exemplifies Butler’s warning: that intellectual positions considered ‘post’ or ‘relativistic’ have been deemed “complicitous with terrorism or as constituting a ‘weak link’ in the fight against it”. The reaction to Thobani’’s speech was part of a general suppression of dissent during which opinions that strayed from unquestioning cooperation with the US (or dared to search for underlying causes linked to US imperialism) were not tolerated. As Zinn shows in his exceptional and provocative book A People’s History of the United States: 1492-present, squashing dissent and sometimes disappearing dissent from history altogether is part of a larger pattern of mythmaking. In the chapter “The Unreported Resistance”, Zinn reveals popular movements of resistance and dissent that occurred during the Carter-Reagan-Bush years that were absent in mainstream media reporting, including: the Plowshares Movement, the United Farm Workers, Food Not Bombs, the Council for a nuclear Weapons Freeze, the Stonewall riots, LGBT social movements, opposition to the celebration of Columbus Day, and the anti-war protests during the Gulf War, among many others.35 What generally passes as knowledge is always the manifestation particular voices or movements being silenced or disappeared while a particular cultural milieu fosters the regulation of access to knowledge and what counts as knowledge. The myth is ostensibly damaging as a result of the apparent objectivity that clouds out dissenting voices and conflicting memories. Armstrong explains, the hidden fallacy of stories about political or cultural dilemmas today is that they are generally selective and self serving, leaving out convenient aspects: “The tales of our pundits, politicians, and terrorists are mythical rather than factual, expressive of a state of mind. These partial narratives represent an ideal rather than a complex reality.”36 The instance illustrated above in the reaction to Thobani’s speech is an example of how the public sphere comes to be constituted by what can and cannot be said, what Butler calls ‘the limits of the sayable’ which defines the public space in which speech operates and who are legitimate speaking subjects. What “can” be heard, seen, read, felt, and known, that is, will circumscribe the public sphere itself – controlling the way in which people see, how they hear and the way they respond thus fostering a hegemonic understanding of the political and social world.37
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Otherization and naturalized imperialism is at the heart of the genocidal process.

Kovel ’84  (Joel, Prof. Pol. Comm. And Psych. – Einstein U., “Against the Nuclear Terror State”, p 175-176)

The irrationality that often befalls groups on the margins of society reveals the working of a general mechanism that undoubtedly contributes in a major way to the stability of irrational and oppressive social orders.  When society as a whole is irrational and permeated with violence and domination, then each individual within it will stand to internalize some of the same as he or she runs the gauntlet of personal development.  By “internalize,” I mean the development of unconscious structured relations with others.  We each have an internal (i.e., intrapsychic) group of relations between the “I” and the “Other” that is, on the one hand, quite fantastic and out of immediate contact with external reality, while, on the other, is shaped by that reality and is shaped by it in turn.  Such shaping occurs through the mental processes called introjection (modeling of the self by the world) and projection (modeling of the world according to the self).  The Other, being the negation of the self, can take on many characteristics, good or bad.  The Other, therefore, is both a rough replication of the goodness and badness of the external world as well as a determinant of that goodness or badness. 
When we congrugate into groups (including the society which is integral to these groups) the relations of Otherness take on a decisive importance.  For in the formation of a group a kind of splitting necessarily takes place between elements of the Other.  This splitting is shaped about the irreducible fact of the group (or society) and its identity.  If there is a group, then one is either in it or not.  From another angle, groups take shape about the deployment of the feeling of “insideness.”  And once one is in, then there must be an outside.  If there is an America, then one can be an American.  If so, then all others become Other, and non-Americans or foreigners. 
A lot of history has turned around the fact that the basic inside-outside relations of groups have come to be fused with the goodness and badness of the Other.  Then all those inside become good, and all outside, bad.  The members of the group each return to being of the “purified pleasure ego,” described earlier when we were developing the notion of paranoia and the general psychology of technocracy.  Insofar as the bad outside takes on a persecutory quality, the group itself becomes paranoid—with this key difference between the group and the individual level: that the individual paranoiac experiences the persecution immediately, while the member of the group is insulated by identification with the others and his or her participation in the group’s practice.  In this way, the paranoia is delegated to the group as a whole.  We might say that it becomes de-subjectified and passes beyond the psychologies of the individuals of the group.  The individual mind remains under the sway of the affiliation of the good Other that remains inside group relations.  Meanwhile the persecutory potential of the outsiders is reduced by dehumanization.  This is how people remain “normal” individually while countenancing and even actively carrying out the most heinous and irrational acts on the “thingified” and dehumanized bodies of outsiders.  It tells us a lot about how gracious and kindly white Southerners could lynch and castrate blacks; of how good, clean efficient Germans could turn Jews into lampshades; of how Israelis, with their ancient tradition of Jewish compassionateness, earned through centuries of suffering, could calculatedly dispossess the Palestinian people; and of course, how the friendly Americans could annihilate Hiroshima and cut their swath through history.
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And, the epistemic privileging of violent narratives closes off the public sphere. Demands for social justice and democracy become un-sayable.

Popen ‘2  (Shari, Adjunct Prof. Language, Reading and Culture – U. Arizona, Anthropology & Education Quarterly, “Democratic Pedagogy and the Discourse of Containment”, 33(3), Wiley Interscience)
The impulse to analyze the educational and democratic implications of September 11 is a compelling one for academics. Many of us feel a grave responsibility not only to provide space in our courses to collectively make sense of the attacks and our national responses, but also, perhaps in a cautionary therapeutic way, to respond humanely to the very real existential disorientation and trauma that settled over our classrooms and our students' lives (see Flynn and Boisseau, this issue). However urgent it is to provide refuge during times of trauma, I propose to redirect our critical analysis toward a particular tension surrounding epistemic privilege in our post-September 11 classrooms. In particular, I argue that the authority claimed by mainstream, official narratives makes visible hegemonic forms of narrative production and interpretation. The legible appearance of these forms requires that, as educators tuned to the democratic possibilities in our classrooms, we critically analyze the terms of the production of narrative authority and the complicities of mainstream programming in that production. This article takes up that challenge by developing the broader claim that official discursive arrangements of events are narrowly constructed to constitute rather than represent lived experience. A discourse of containment— of what can be said and by whom—produces a culture of containment and epistemic privilege. This idea is not new in theories of knowledge and academic practices, but containment has adopted a new form that is more comprehensive and draws on different technologies of authority and exclusion. Foucault's notion of governmentality and the "iridividualization of discourse" (1991:54) provides an analytical framework for understanding the shift in narrative production of authority. The narrative construction of September 11 can be read as a defining moment in discursive formation, a moment when we can detect "the changes which affect its objects, operations, concepts, and theoretical options" (Foucault 1991:56). Governmentality problematizes in new ways how we understand student narratives—how they are produced, what they refer to, and whose voices they authenticate. Specifically, it points to a pedagogical tension that informs classroom discussions of September 11. If, as I argue, students' understandings are produced by the culture of containment, allowing them epistemic privilege in the classroom reinforces containment practices, and turns class discussion into an arena that validates official narratives. Not engaging student narratives runs a counter-risk of silencing them. The problem of how to privilege epistemic accounts in a culture of containment that effectively produces those accounts is raised anew in the construction of the events of September 11. The methodological advantage that Foucault's analysis provides is that it directs us to "relate the discourse not to a thought, mind or subject that engendered it, but to a practical field in which it is deployed" (Foucault 1991:61). The purpose of this article is to link the discourse that was deployed to frame the September 11 attacks as particular "events" (of terrorism, evil, madmen, and so on) to practices that governed and limited what could be said, who could speak, and what it was possible to speak. Foucault's project was, as he said, the "description of a set of rules which at a given period and for a given society define .*.. the limits and forms of the say able" (Foucault 1991:59). It has been my particular concern, too. Keeping our thoughts to ourselves is often prized as a sign of civility or respect. But when it becomes a cultural code, it silences in principle, selectively. What is always at stake in the world is the control of meaning and the power that accompanies that control. Cultural managers, taking as their mission the containment of what they view as excesses of democracy, and funded by conservative foundations, are engaged in frontal attacks on the arts and humanities in the public realm and the universities. Their aim is to contain the democratic power of the arts and humanities by silencing artists and "academic radicals." This is a governing technique, in Foucault's sense, of containing and domesticating the production of meaning. According to Trend, the new political warfare is conducted over the more subjective terrain of identity and representation. Battles once restricted to laws and money are being waged over ideas and symbols In the broadest sense, these contests can be construed as issues of pedagogy. They signal efforts to control the ways people come to know who they are and what they can become. [1995:3] The testimonies that our students, and we, provide offer concrete historical and biographical accounts, and we find their personal narratives psychologically compelling. But what are they accounts of? How are we to listen to our students' accounts of these extreme experiences, and they to each other's—or ours? Even as educators and ethnographers trained in the hazards of listening, how are we to engage in the theoretical activities of the preservation of truth, of knowledge and reality from positions that have been radically emptied of those values? One does not have to read Fredric Jameson to realize that the play of rhetoric has broken the truth connection between words and actuality. Without that truth value, speech's referents are uncertain. Indeed, so uncertain that the current Bush administration can propose an Office of Disinformation to intentionally promote false accounts. This break promises the democratic effect of multiplying what can be said and who can speak, but paradoxically allows "official" speakers the rhetorical power to name the world, and those in it. Democratic forms of pedagogy take the first as their condition of possibility, and the latter as their object of analysis. Paired with Foucault's more political notion of governmentality, Krupat's (1992) concept of ethnocriticism can add an important theoretical orientation. Krupat calls for an ethical perspective that is "consistent with a recognition and legitimation of heterogeneity (rather than homogeneity) as the social and cultural norm" (1992:3). As a subdiscipline, ethnohistory, in Krupafs sense, calls on anthropologists and public intellectuals in other fields to restore history to our critical work of inscribing what we do not yet know onto events of our times. Having been dramatically thrown into crisis, our classrooms can only reaffirm their democratic possibilities by framing themselves against Krupat's ethical perspective. This is an essential step as we engage in post-September 11 theorizing. The Culture of Containment and the Democratic Imagination For our purposes here, we can identify two technologies of containment that govern what can be said and who can speak. & this section, I describe techniques of epistemic privileging that serve to disengage the imagination from its democratic impulses. In his article, "What's Wrong with the Rosa Parks Myth," Kohl (1994) explores why it is important to our democratic imaginations to go beyond official narratives and connect our epistemic accounts to historical realities. Portraying Parks's act as that of a "poor tired seamstress and not talk[ing] about her role as a community leader is to turn an organized struggle for freedom into a personal act of frustration" (Kohl 1994: 138). To turn planned resistance to segregation into a spontaneous emotional response, says Kohl, is a misrepresentation of the Civil Rights Movement and an insult to the intelligence and courage of the African American community. Popularized accounts of the Montgomery bus boycott frame it as the story of a singular event brought about by an angry individual who sparked a demonstration. By taking her planned and community-based act out of historical context, the official individualized, and highly gendered, version of Rosa Parks mythologizes her as a singular hero and effectively removes her from the context of a planned movement for social change. "When the story of the Montgomery bus boycott is told merely as a tale of a single heroic person," Kohl says, "it leaves children hanging. Not everyone is a hero or heroine. Of course, the idea that only special people can create change is useful if you want to prevent mass movements and keep change from happening" (Kohl 1994:140). By shifting from the individualized version to the historical narrative that connects a community effort to a social movement to overthrow injustice, people can begin to imagine themselves as participants of collective movements. This opens the democratic possibility for people to see themselves as activists, as someone who can make a difference in a particular place. The official rendition of the Rosa Parks's story is a moving part in the social technology of containment. Its rhetorical technique is to extract an incident from its social, political, and historical context for the purpose of containing its meaning, and containing social activisms. Similarly, the official version of the attacks on September 11 employs a discourse of containment, in which long-standing tensions over globalization, multinational corporate ownership of foreign resources, and hostility to American foreign policy are not only deemed irrelevant. The explanatory power is instead shifted onto the actions of a "deranged" individual and a following of fanatics, who are effectively produced outside of historical truths and explanations. Secondly, paired with ahistorical and individualized narratives, the discursive shift that took place in our classrooms on September 11 is supported by a fundamentalist form of literalism. According to Crapanzano, "We live under an interpretive regime, or interpretive regimes, which for the most part we take for granted. We do not usually realize how determining— I am tempted to say 'tyrannical'—they can be" (2000:16). "The literalism proclaimed by the Fundamentalists," says Crapanzano, echoing Foucault, "is a mode of governance—of therapeutic import. It is thought to be a way to eliminate potentially dangerous plays with language and meaning encouraged by language's figurative, symbolic, allegorical, and rhetorical potentials." For the literalists, "it is a way of controlling meaning, stabilizing the law, and promoting social order and continuity" (Crapanzano 2000:16). 

(Popen continues…)
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The use of textual readings that rely on literal interpretations is a widespread characteristic of American thought in our age. It has eclipsed alternative narratives that connect us historically and collectively to the world and to actions in it by projecting a sense of meaning that is transcendental, not susceptible to time, location, and reference. As such, literalists lay claim to truth that is ahistorical, authentic, and authoritative. What can be said truthfully about the world is contained by a singular translation, to which we either agree and are included, or by disagreeing are excluded. The epistemic authority that literalism constructs around the monumentality of the "event" dislodges people from historical comprehensions of the world. It exploits our emotional needs, living parasitically off of our real and imagined fears and an erasure of historical memory. Grounded in divisive strategies that distract us from understanding our real problems or identifying their sources, its goal is to keep people isolated from each other and from collectively addressing real issues. Literalists control the meaning of September 11 by drawing on the rhetorical power of absolutes: "good or evil/' "dead or alive," "American or anti-American." Even the elevation of people to "heroes" and the call to "stand united" denies occasion for any conscientious objections grounded in global understandings or more strenuous discussions of American imperialism. People who pursue alternative possible narratives risk excommunication as "traitors." This also makes it difficult, if not impossible, to talk about the patterns of conquest in American history by denying epistemic privilege to those Americans who have historically struggled against invasion for culture, land, and language. Naming September 11 as an "attack on America" also has served to stress objectivity and the perceived moral and spiritual high ground of the national response. We do not ordinarily see interpretations in moral and political terms. They have, however, enormous moral and political consequences. A culture of singularity, the individuation of separate and discrete moments and actors, produces, for example, a singular and authoritative reading of the Rosa Parks's story. Instead of seeing concrete, historical patterns, the official narrative removes Parks, and by extension us, from the democratic imagination, contains our social actions, and assures the continuance of a desired social order and privilege. While denying that meaning is always constructed and contextual, literalists produce a singular construction and frame a context that is presented as authoritative and beyond critique. Difference is singularly posed as dissent, which, subject to exclusionary practices, becomes deviance. Powered by the culture of containment, the interpretive regime is designed to name and outlaw this extension of difference. An arid hermeneutics comes to substitute for live moral, political, and intellectual debate. Without this live theater of possibilities, our classrooms increasingly lose their vitality and become dead to the world, as do our critical abilities. Democratic practices that lead to progressive social change are effectively contained. As educators, we are left teaching a lifeless form of scholasticism that reproduces and preserves our continued isolation from the world and from each other, and that prevents us from arriving at forms of epistemic privilege that expand our democratic imaginations. Conclusion: Theory to Practice What September 11 has made clear is that the discourse of containment has produced an epistemic culture in which we can no longer apply the traditional principles of critical theory toward liberatory democratic possibilities. What then are ways out of this current dilemma of critical thought? How do we as critical educators expand our democratic imaginations and those of our students in the midst of a totalizing culture that produces discursive formations and contains our capacities to engage in substantive critique? Clearheaded analysis from this relatively short distance is risky and fraught with danger. We have accustomed ourselves to an accelerated society that requires of us quick responses, readied answers. But we are still, all of us, in medias res—in the middle of things that shattered on September 11 and that continue to fragment and disorient. How do we reorient ourselves and our pedagogical practices? How do we inscribe what we do not yet know of our lived historical relation onto events of our times and onto our students' understanding of those events? For too long we have been pursuing critical theory in the guise of championing the popular, which has enabled us to posit too easily and lean too heavily on romanticized portrayals of resistance of ordinary people, without examining the complex mediations (elite interests, religious beliefs, markets, media, tourism) that produce the popular. Those mediations have combined to alter the circumstances under which it is viable to appeal to the popular for progressive ends. The discursive strategies that have officially framed the events of September 11 have dealt that principle of critical theory a crippling blow. The following pedagogical suggestions are an attempt to open a theoretical window onto practice. They are not intended as instructional or methodological tools, but offered as broad brush strokes that outline the forms that I believe democratic classroom practices in our time would take. They address the pedagogical need for developing historical context, for expanding metaphorical thinking, and for reclaiming our authority as public intellectuals. Novelist Milan Kundera (1996) has said that the struggle of people against power is a struggle of memory against forgetting. Recovering historical memory in our classrooms becomes an internal revolt against the governing powers of the discourse of containment. Most real change does not happen rapidly, and it is particularly unwise to view change from a crisis standpoint, or as a response to extreme circumstances. Unless social change is connected, not by rhetoric but by the hard work of historical analysis, to real social movements in time and place, real people learn that change "happens" without them. By turn, we learn that we cannot make differences that matter and that we are powerless against anonymous forces. We become inclined to pursue strategies of resistance and refusal, but not to engage as social actors in a participatory democracy. If they are to lead to democratic ends, our pedagogies must first find a way to engage in the struggle of memory against forgetting. In our classrooms we must challenge the discursive substitution of the romanticized individual for collective struggles in real time and place. Our efforts to engage course materials with a multicentered world will only result in a conservative form of multiculturalism, or cultural tourism, if we fail to anchor those efforts in the histories of racisms, and the discursive practices that have held them in place. Second, we must challenge the literalisms that have been made to govern our democratic imaginations. According to Macedo, "We must first read the world—the cultural, social, and political practices that constitute it—before we can make sense of the word-level description of reality" (2000:11). These are dangerous times in ways that remain hidden by pervasive literalisms that disguise the historical and political truths we live with. Our challenge is to stop telling each other lies. At a minimum, we tell lies when we fail to systematically challenge the word-level description of reality in our classrooms and the ways in which it scripts what can be said and by whom. And we tell lies when we allow forms of censorship, including self-censorship, to stand in for open inquiry. This truth-telling requires that we unpack the language that we have allowed to speak for us, and return it to the service of reading the world in ways that connect us to lived realities. In our classrooms, the minimal challenge is to refuse jargon and to work to expand our vocabularies. In addition, central to countering the power of literalisms in our classrooms is the expanded use of metaphorical thinking. The play of metaphors can expand the meanings that words can take, and hence enlarge our imaginative use of language. Challenging literal uses of words will also require engaging more directly in the substantive analysis of the culture of containment, in particular talking more intentionally about how viewpoints are constituted and life is mediated through images on television and in film. In my classrooms I have begun to incorporate critical analyses of media in the curriculum and to develop theoretical understandings of the power of visual culture to produce and contain our imaginations. Third—and this is perhaps more controversial—assumptions about epistemic authority in the classroom must be unpacked and demythologized if the above challenges to containment culture are to take root in our classrooms and become foundational to our practices. It is incumbent on educators who have made the expansion of democratic possibility central to our practice to think critically and hard about epistemic privilege. I am not suggesting a simple return to teacher-directed classrooms. But I am advocating that recovering a place for teaching in our classrooms that is more than "facilitating learning" is crucial. It means that in a real sense we become public intellectuals, and that we take responsibility for—not apologize for—the intellectual life in our classrooms. I believe that our students were in great part unable to adequately contextualize the events of September 11 because we have systematically abandoned our charge as teachers to speak meaningfully about what we know in our classrooms. In privileging student voices, I fear that we have only abandoned them to the compelling governing powers of dangerous individualisms and literalisms. I am convinced that it is our epistemic right and our pedagogic responsibility to speak boldly about society and about the tensions that animate history and our present lives. To do less is to continue the lies, and to further distance ourselves from the struggle for meaning that is the struggle of memory against forgetting. Sandercock writes that "to redeem our loss of focus on questions of meaning, of value, of spirit, we need to immerse ourselves in the worlds where those things are at the center of inquiry" (1998:225). As public intellectuals, our authority in the classroom balances precariously on how widely and deeply our own inquires reach into those worlds. September 11 has raised the bar for critically thinking about the glaring absences and stealth substitutions in official or mainstream accounts. These absences and shifts are not innocent. After all, the uncritical perpetuation of scholasticisms in schooling has been the handmaiden to our students' break with the world. Recovering these systematic exclusions is critical to the expansion of our democratic imaginations. For educational anthropologists and critical theorists in the classroom, the legacy of September 11 is to resist both the entrenchment of the official story and merely producing a new one. Our more crucial task is to reclaim the struggle of memory against forgetting, which is essential to reclaiming the world in public and democratic ways.
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 A vibrant public sphere is necessary to solve multiple existential threats.

Boggs ’97  (Carl, Prof. Social Sciences – National U. (Los Angeles), Theory and Society, “The Great Retreat: Decline of the Public Sphere in Late Twentieth-Century America”, 26(6), December, SpringerLink)

The decline of the public sphere in late twentieth-century America poses a series of great dilemmas and challenges. Many ideological currents scrutinized here –  localism, metaphysics, spontaneism, post- modernism, Deep Ecology – intersect with and reinforce each other. While these currents have deep origins in popular movements of the 1960s and 1970s, they remain very much alive in the 1990s. Despite their di¡erent outlooks and trajectories, they all share one thing in common: a depoliticized expression of struggles to combat and over- come alienation. The false sense of empowerment that comes with such mesmerizing impulses is accompanied by a loss of public engagement, an erosion of citizenship and a depleted capacity of individuals in large groups to work for social change. As this ideological quagmire worsens, urgent problems that are destroying the fabric of American society will go unsolved – perhaps even unrecognized – only to fester more ominously into the future. And such problems (ecological crisis, poverty, urban decay, spread of infectious diseases, technological displacement of workers) cannot be understood outside the larger social and global context of internationalized markets, ¢nance, and communications. Paradoxically, the widespread retreat from politics, often inspired by localist sentiment, comes at a time when agendas that ignore or side- step these global realities will, more than ever, be reduced to impo- tence. In his commentary on the state of citizenship today, Wolin refers to the increasing sublimation and dilution of politics, as larger num- bers of people turn away from public concerns toward private ones. By diluting the life of common involvements, we negate the very idea of politics as a source of public ideals and visions.74 In the meantime, the fate of the world hangs in the balance. The unyielding truth is that, even as the ethos of anti-politics becomes more compelling and even fashionable in the United States, it is the vagaries of political power that will continue to decide the fate of human societies. This last point demands further elaboration. The shrinkage of politics hardly means that corporate colonization will be less of a reality, that social hierarchies will somehow disappear, or that gigantic state and military structures will lose their hold over people's lives. Far from it: the space abdicated by a broad citizenry, well-informed and ready to participate at many levels, can in fact be ¢lled by authoritarian and reactionary elites –  an already familiar dynamic in many lesser- developed countries. The fragmentation and chaos of a Hobbesian world, not very far removed from the rampant individualism, social Darwinism, and civic violence that have been so much a part of the American landscape, could be the prelude to a powerful Leviathan designed to impose order in the face of disunity and atomized retreat. In this way the eclipse of politics might set the stage for a reassertion of politics in more virulent guise –  or it might help further rationalize the existing power structure. In either case, the state would likely become what Hobbes anticipated: the embodiment of those universal, collec- tive interests that had vanished from civil society.75
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We call for the United States Federal Government to substantially reduce its military presence in Afghanistan.
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Content Two: Solvency 

The plan solves. Incorporating our criticism of the language surrounding the Afghanistan war into public policy reverses hyper-militaristic and violent narratives.

Crowe ‘7  (Lori, Grad Student in Pol. Sci. – York U., “The “Fuzzy Dream”: Discourse, Historical myths, and Militarized (in)Security - Interrogating dangerous myths of Afghanistan and the ‘West’”, http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Crowe-loricrowe.pdf)

The historical production of particular myths of Afghanistan have relied on representations of the country in the West that are largely simplistic, ahistorical, and politically motivated. Afghanistan is a sort of “fuzzy dream” for most in the West: embodied in a series of fabricated images of war and poverty, de-contextualized photos without names or places, numbers and graphs claiming statistical quantification, and disjointed yet often repeated phrases and metaphors. A particular mythic representation of Afghanistan is being (and has been) proliferated in the international community, through media, history books, foreign policy documents, political commentators, academia, and virtually any other body of communication. The vigor with which particular discourses have materialized since 9/11 are representative of their link to the Wests militarized ‘War on Terror’ and more generally of the embedded relationship between political policies and militarized discourses which legitimate the West’s military engagement and development policies. That is, Afghanistan serves as an unfortunate example of the very real power of discourse and myth-making which affect the form that international engagement takes; this in turn reproduces those myths in a cycle of destructive imperial engagement. In trying to understand the current political situation in Afghanistan, and in attempting to formulate international policy in the region, it is vital that we are aware of the dominant narratives or ‘myths’ that are being produced, who it is that is producing them and for what purpose, and what is at stake in failing to interrogate them. Any policy that does not take the role of deliberately constructed narratives and the mediums throough which they are disseminated into account will not only continue to replicate them, perhaps unknowingly, but any “securitizing”, “peacebuilding” and “development” efforts built on these terms can never result in long-term success. The emancipatory possibilities of such a critical project of discourse deconstruction lie in: 1) understanding the raced/classed/gendered power hierarchies that are their foundation; 2) uncovering the nationalized militarization and the hypermasculinized and hyperfeminized normativities that are are embedded within these myths, and; 3) the recognition of the detrimental effect of the West’s ‘myths’ and configuring the reconceptualisation of policy alternatives through its contestation. By looking critically at what has become the common language of foreign engagement in Afghanistan, the foundation of historical narratives or ‘myths’ that perpetuate a certain image of Afghanistan, and which in turn results in very particular attitudes that imbue foreign policy, begin to be revealed. I will utilize two broad (and inextricably linked) categorizations which most accurately encapsulate the dominant strains of discourse to help clarify how this relationship is constructed and by thus identifying them as such attempt to de-bunk the myths they create. These ‘myths’ which have become normalized and banal in foreign policy, media, and some academic discourse I define as the ‘heroism’ discourse/myth and the ‘militarization’ discourse/myth. Superman and G.I. Joe “When we read the history books given to children in the United States, it all starts with heroic adventure – there is no bloodshed – and Columbus Day is a celebration.”57 The ‘heroism’ narrative can be called by several names: the ‘saviour syndrome’, “mediatically generated” or “hybrid techno-medical” humanitarianism58, “foreign aid”, “humanitarian intervention”, etc. This narrative constructs foreign engagement in a region as spectacle and as prized commodities to be admired and ‘sold’ to the public; it constructs the West as ‘saviours’ and the ‘Other’, in this case Afghanistan, as the victim in need of saving, accomplished through images and tales of passion and fervour that often pathologize the other and valorize the Western interveener. When the US, with the support of the UN, bombed Afghanistan in 2001in response to the events of September 11th, the mission was entitled “Operation Enduring Freedom”. Today, as reconstruction and ‘peace-building’ efforts are underway in Afghanistan in tandem with military operations, political conversations and media productions are saturated with calls to “win the hearts and minds” of the people of Afghanistan and of the necessary and benevolent role the West must play in instilling ‘freedom’, ‘justice’ and ‘democracy’ in the war-torn and poverty stricken region. Debrix, offers an analysis of what he calls “the global humanitarian spectacle” to demonstrate how medical and humanitarian NGO’s simulate “heroism, sentiment, and compassion”; medical catastrophes and civil conflicts, he explains, have indeed become prized commodities for globalizing neoliberal policies of Western states and international organizations to sell to ‘myth readers’: “They give Western states and the UN the opportunity to put their liberal humanistic policies into practice, while, for Western media, humanitarianism simply sells”.59 There are several repercusions of this myth, explains Debrix. First, this has resulted in real humanitarian and moral issues being overlooked; Second, images are being purged of their content. Myth has thus becoming the very real enemy of true humanitarianism; that is, we’ve become so inundates with superhero mythologization of real world events that the embedded paternalism and unrealistic goals go unnoticed.60 Additionally, this narrative reinforces a victimology of the ‘Other’ and in fact capitalises on it, while simultaneously hiding the paternalistic and neo-colonialist ideologies in humanitarian garb. The role of the media and consciously generated and disseminated images is particularly pronounced here, as passion and spectacle are valued in the commodification of images over content and history. Jean Baudrillard states “There is no possible distinction, at the level of images and information, between the spectacular and the symbolic, no possible distinction between the ‘crime’ and the crackdown”.61 

(Lowe continues…)
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The militarization narrative, in contrast to the ‘objective benevolence’ of the heroism myth, utilizes constructed and one-dimensional conceptions of militaries, security, and defense. This narrative relies on the myth that militarization is always a useful tool in securitization. For example: Following the NATO air strikes in October of this year that killed at least 50 civilians and an augmentation of Taliban suicide attacks, Afghanistan’s President Hamid Karzai called on the need for more military operations, an international air force, and an increase in Afghan soldiers and police as mechanisms necessary to “tackle the root causes of terrorism”.62 Words such as ‘freedom’, ‘democracy’, ‘justice’, and ‘women’s rights’ have become permanent variables in the mantra that has been used liberally and repeatedly as part of the common and often un-stated, assumptions that intervention by NATO, American, Canadian, and British forces will improve the lives of Afghanistan people over ‘there’ and increase security for us over ‘here’. Thus, as the military continues to occupy the region, we in the West are continually told that Afghan women and men have now been “liberated” from an oppressive regime by the West. This is bolstered by the assumption that the Afghan people support the US-backed government and want the military there for security (That is, that they are better off now than before). There is a dominant assumption that the West can “win” the “war on terror” and that military measures in the Middle East are necessary to prevent future terrorist attacks. If prospects look dim in the region, this narrative implies the appropriate response is to increase combat troops and artillery. Finally, embedded in these images is the assumption that reconstruction, delivery of humanitarian aid and development can coesist alongside military efforts to fight off insurgents/terrorists and “pacify” the opposition. Thus, reports on the increasing numbers of casualties of the war does not appear incongruous with claims of ‘peace-making’ and ‘development’ - therefore we must protect it the puppet government and fight the insurgents.63 This type of narrative serves several purposes, including the reinforcement in the public of the legitimacy of military response to crises and the re-construction of power and dominance through the image of military superiority, fighting capacity, and mechanisms of control. The result of such myths is the reaffirmation of the importance of state-led military missions (which contribute to the maintenance of armed forces by attracting future recruits) and their necessity for resolving multiple types of international crises. Enloe defines militarization as a sociopolitical process by which militarism as an ideology is “driven deep down into the soil of a society”.64 Militarism, in turn, encompasses beliefs, values, and assumptions including the use of armed force to resolve tensions, the effectiveness and naturalness of hierarchy, the need for a state to have a military in order to be perceived as legitimate, and that the feminine require armed protection while the masculine is only a “manly man” if he participates in the culture of armed conflict.65 The process of militarization involves cultural, institutional, ideological, and economic transformations through which militaristic needs, presumptions, and ideas gradually come to control or determine a person or thing.66 In her work on the study of gender and militarization, Enloe has revealed how gendered notions of masculinity and femininity are fundamental to the very establishment and maintenance of military structures: “None of these institutions – multilateral alliances, bilateral alliances, foreign military assistance programs – can achieve their militarizing objectives without controlling women for the sake of militarizing men.”67 Additionally then, governmental policies and actions in the international arena (an arena deemed untouchable and irrelevant to women in orthodox studies of international relations) “directly produce changes in women’s lives”.(My italics)68 Enloe’s work is particularly relevant in this project which seeks to complicate, interrogate, and historicize particular mythic representations and narratives because it denaturalizes militarizing, war, and soldiering (so often presented as conventional and innate responses to conflict) and reveals them as deliberate actions of intentional policies and warmaking strategies (“Militarization and the privileging of masculinity are both products not only of amorphous cultural beliefs but also of deliberate decisions”)69. It also helps demonstrate that by ‘erasing’ history the structures that enabled it are legitimized and thus perpetuated; that is, militarization, hegemonic masculinity, and the absence of women is represented as natural, normal and thus are potentially destructive mechanisms. Discourses of Danger Several problematic elements repeatedly appear in Western narratives that are embedded within both of these categorizations of discourse. These elemants have become normalized and banal in the media resulting in the audience (‘myth readers’70) becoming de-sensitized to the dangerous ideological and imperial agendas they empower. In recognizing how these elements - which are intricately connected to each other - become mobilized and identifying the assumptions, distortions, and social hierarchies that are their foundation, the discursive power of myths that legitimize violence and imperial politics in the name of security begins to be revealed; the myths themselves unravelled. The first element is that of binarisms or dualisms: The dichotomies of “East” and “West”, “good” and “evil”, “civilisation” (the West) and “barbarism” (Islamic countries)71, “for the war” and “against the war”, “progress” and “backwardness”, “peace” and “war”, “pre” and “post” conflict, and “normal” and “abnormal” has produced false dichotomies that position history and policy decisions in simplistic black or white terms and compartmentalise actors into good versus bad. Consider for example the upsurge since 9/11 of “good vs. evil” and “with us or against us” rhetoric. The danger of such dualistic modes of thought is in its polarization of the world with distinct boundaries and borders. Additionally, such discourse, explain Tuathail and Agnew, “freely fuses fact with fiction and reality with the imaginary to produce a reasoning where neither is distinguishavle from the other”.72 In a recent talk on Canadian Foreign Policy in Afghanistan, Walter Dorn of the Canadian forces college, RMC recognized these problematic binaries as part of a policy of extremism that works to create explicit enemies and allies while rendering the ability to see humanity in each other as impossible. This is a strategy of maintaining power, he explained, that instead creates a self-fulfilling prophecy by polarizing more people and creating more enemies, not only in ‘foreign’ regions but also within the West.73 Even bin Laden, in his pre-recorded message that was broadcast on the first night of the war launched by the US with a massive bombing assault on October 7th, employed provocative dualisms: “I tell you that these events have split the entire world into two camps: one of faith, with no hypocrites, and one of unbelief – may God protect us from it”.74 The perpetuation of these binaries is deeply problematic insofar as they are the foundations of the discursive field upon which hierarchies of identity and difference that determine the nature of relations between states is constructed. What this means is that the sovereign state and its’ foreign policy objectives constitute what David Campbell calls a “moral space of identity”75. In his re-theorization of foreign policy, Campbell exposes the essential role binaries play in the processes implicated in state identity formation: It emphasizes the exclusionary practices, the discourses of danger, the representations of fear, and the enumeration of threats, and downplays the role of affirmative discourses such as claims to shared ethnicity, nationality, political ideals, religious beliefs, or other commonalities.76 Looking specifically at the relationship between the US and Afghanistan, the US has defined its own identity (as good, modern, normal, etc.) in relation to its difference from the Afghan ‘Other’, cultivating its demonization on the basis of perceived danger and moral valuations (superior/inferior) that are spatially constructed. 

(Lowe continues…)
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Claims that the West is constructing a peaceful, democratic, and liberal nation (values claimed to be at the core of “our civilization, freedom, democracy and ways of life”) are motivated by the need to transform “their barbarism, inhumanity, low morality and style of life”.77 Eisenstein explains that ‘Others’ are constructed or fabricated in order to deal with the fear of not-knowing: “Creating the savage, or slave, or woman, or Arab allows made-up certainty rather than honest complex variability and unknowability.”78 Unfortunately, this is not a novel phenomenon unique to the contemporary situation in Afghanistan: articulations of security that rely on definitions of ‘otherness’ as threats to security, argues Campbell, replicates the logic of Christendom’s ‘evengelism of fear’. Obstructions to security/order/God become defined as irrational, abnormal, mad, etc. in need of rationalization, normalizations, punishment, moralization, etc.: “The state project of security replicates the church project of salvation”.79 As is commonly known, under Christendom it was such ‘discourses of danger’ that were instrumental in establishing its own authority and disciplining its followers. Similarly, by relying on discourses of danger to define who “we” are, who “we” are not, and who “they” are that we must fear, the state constructs enemies who’s elimination/domination is necessary to preserve the states own identity (and security): “All powers are geared against a single “alien.” And all the rationalizations are raging against the advent of “Evil.”80 Thus, the “war on terror”, or Afghanistan, or Iraq, becomes, in the words of Baudrillard, an endless war of prevention to “excorcise” “evil”; an ablation of a non-existant enemy masquarading as the leitmotiv for universal safety.81 These elements of oppositional binaries is closely related to the second element: contemporary discourse has developed from and further perpetuates a particular ideology that emmanates from a neo-liberal capitalist and imperial agenda that is founded upon neo-colonialist attitudes and assumptions. “The US campaign to ‘fight terrorism’, initiated after September 11th” explains Nahla Abdo “has crystallized all the ideological underpinnings of colonial and imperial policies towards the constructed ‘other’.”82 This emerges in the “heroism” myth mentioned above; for example, Debrix explains how narratives around humanitarianism serve an ideological purpose in that it “contributes to the reinforcement of neoliberal policies in ‘pathological’ regions of the international landscape.83 It also emerges in the militarization myth, insofar as neoliberal globalisation relies on the institutionalization of neo-colonialism and the commodification and (re)colonization of labor via militarized strategies of imperial politics. That is, as Agathangelou and Ling point out, “Neoliberal economics enables globalized militarization”.84 Embedded in this normalization of neo-colonial frames are the elements of linearity and thus assumed rationality of reasoning in the West. As Canada stepped up its role in direct combat operations (which included an increase of combat troops, fighter jets, and tanks with long-range firing capacities85), Stephen Harper appealed to troop morale on the ground in Afghanistan, stating: “Canada and the international community are determined to take a failed state and create a "democratic, prosperous and modern country."86 (my italics) Proposed solutions to the conflict(s) in Afghanistan have been framed and justified not only as ‘saving backwards Afghanistan’ but also as generously bringing it into the modern, capitalist, neoliberal age. Moreover, this element represents an continuity of colonial power, presenting the one correct truth or resolution, emmanating from the ‘objective gaze’ of the ‘problem-solving’ Western world. Representations of Afghanistan present Western voices as the authority and the potential progress such authority can bring to the ‘East’ as naturally desirable. This ‘rationality’ also presumes an inherent value of Western methodology (including statistical analysis, quantification of data, etc) and devalues alternative epistemologies including those of the Afghan people. This is problematic for several reasons: 1) It forecloses and discourages thinking “outside the box” and instead relies upon the “master’s tools” which include violent military force, the installation of a democratic regime, peacekeeping, and reconstruction and foreign aid – alternative strategies are deemed “radical”, “unworkable”, and “anti-American”; 2) it prioritizes numbers and statitistics over lived experiences. By relying on tallies of deaths, percetages of voters, and numbers of insurgents for example, the experiences of those living in the region are obfuscated and devalued, and; 3)it reproduces a colonial hierarchy of knowledge production. Old colonial narratives of have re-surfaced with renewed vigor in the case of Afghanistan is contingent on and mutually reinforced by opposing narratives of a ‘civilized’ and ‘developed’ ‘West’. For example: “Consider the language which is being used…Calling the perpetrators evildoers, irrational, calling them the forces of darkness, uncivilized, intent on destroying civilization, intent on destroying democracy. They hate freedom, we are told. Every person of colour, and I would want to say also every Aboriginal person, will recognize that language. The language of us versus them, of civilization versus the forces of darkness, this language is rooted in the colonial legacy.”87 This colonizer/colonized dichotomy is key to the civilisational justification the US administration pursues (“We wage war to save civilization itself”88) which, as Agathangelou and Ling explain, is motivated by a constructed medieval evil that threatens American freedom and democracy, the apotheosis of modern civilization, and therefore must be disciplined/civilized. In his Speech to Congress on September 21, 2001, Bush portrays the irrational Other as Evil and retributive seeking to destroy the ‘developed, ‘secure’ ‘prosperous’ and ‘civilized’ free world: These terrorists kill not merely to end lives, but to disrupt and end a way of life…Al Qaeda is to terror what the mafia is to crime. But its goal is not making money; its goal is remaking the world, and imposing its radical beliefs on people everywhere.”89 This production of othering and re-institutionalization of colonial discourse has been enabled by and facilitated ‘culture clash’ explanations.90 The danger of such theories, warns Razack, lies not only in their decontextualization and dehistoricization, but also on its reliance on the Enlightenment narrative and notions of European moral superiority that justify the use of force. This is evident in the unproblematic way in which outside forces have assumed a right of interference in the region spanning from the 18th century when imperial powers demarcated the Durrand Line (which created a border between British India and Afghanistan with the goal of making Afghanistan an effective ‘buffer state’for British Imperial interests91) to the American intervention that began in the Cold War, followed by the Soviets in the 1980’s and the Americans, Canadians and British today. In fact, The West’s practical engagement in Afghanistan reveals how it has served to reporoduce this neo-colonial myth as well as the complexities and paradoxes which simultaneously de-stabilize that myth. During the cold war, the Soviet and the Americans used Afghanistan as the battleground for power, choosing to sponsor and condemn various regimes as they saw fit; this history of foreign engagement contributed to state fragmentation, underdevelopment, and the self-sustaining war-economy that persist today. An example of this is the use of rentier incomes during the early 1900’s that were used as a means of control and coercion.92 That the West still approaches Afghanistan with a ‘backwards’ mentality is also evident in the attitude towards Afghan women. A critical analysis can explore how existing misrepresentations of the Third World affect Western security agendas, and vice versa, and the resulting effect of these agendas on the same women they supposedly aid. Under the guise of exporting democratization and achieving emancipation, the US-led “liberating” coalition not only ignored women’s security, they decreased their security. Even more troubling is that this was committed while justifying the invasion of Afghanistan to the American public as a mission to “save the women”. This proclamation is in and of itself illustrative of the Western ethnocentricity and the persisting colonialist stance that endangers Third World women’s security in a transnational world dominated by a US empire: “To position women’s rights as a rallying point for war paints politicians and the public at large into a corner…It’s a calculated exploitation of leftist concerns in order to suppress dissenting thought”.93 The US government repeatedly referred to the oppression of women as being of paramount concern, leaving the impression that they would indeed “liberate” these women and in a sense justifying their invasion to their populace. Then US Secretary of State Colin Powell stated: “The recovery of Afghanistan must entail the restoration of the rights of Afghan women. Indeed, it will not be possible without them. The rights of the women of Afghanistan will not be negotiable.”94 In November 2001, even Laura Bush spoke on the topic of Afghan women in the weekly radio address usually given by the President. She stated that “the brutal oppression of women is a central goal of the terrorists” and that “the fight against terrorism is also a fight for the rights and dignity of women.”95 In wake of the US intervention, however, it appears that women’s oppression was used as justification for its own militarized agenda. A Report of Rights & Democracy’s Mission to Afghanistan from the International Centre for Human Rights and Democratic Development states: “Women’s rights have been brought to the forefront by political leaders who have learned to use the women’s human rights discourse to justify their military interventions.”96 And the media, exclaims Christine Delphy, “drew a veil” over the histories that conflicted with these aims.97 

(Lowe continues…)

Afghanistan 1AC

(Lowe continues…)
Maria Raha vibrantly conveys the undeniable relationship between the U.S politically constructed narratives of Afghan women (as oppressed and in need of “saving”) as legitimating for intervention and the media’s role in disseminating them. I quote her here at length: The road of post-9/11 pop culture and news media is littered with as many nods to Afghan women as a typical Bush speech is with references to “the evildoers.” To wit: As reported in the USA Today in February 2002, the website for the Revolutionary Association of the Women of Afghanistan received such heavy traffic after a mention on Oprah that it crashed. As of this writing, a total of seven books on Afghan women have been released by major publishers since September 2001. Just weeks before the United States invaded Afghanistan, CNN re-ran Beneath the Veil, a documentary on the topic. Meanwhile, the word  “burqua” became ubiquitous: It showed up on the American Dialects Society’s 2001 Words of the Year list, and the American Heritage College Dictionary rushed to include it in their last edition. Even the New York Post jumped on the burqua bandwagon (albeit in a completely bizarre way), using the word to describe the shroud with which Michael Jackson covers his children.98 The final problematic element which, like the previous points, is intricately connected to the others, is the ahistorisation, or lack of history, of Afghanistan in contemporary discourse. The representations of Afghanistan that have proliferated in the media as well as in policy documents have for the most part been simplistic, ahistorical, or historically selective and thus politically motivated. In her critique of the narratives that followed the events of September 11th, Butler explains how specific representations of history proliferated: There is no relevant pre-history to the events of September 11, since to begin to tell the story in a different way, to ask how things came to this, is already to complicate the question of agency which, no doubt, leads to the fear of moral equivocation. In order to condemn these acts as inexcusable, absolutely wrong, in order to sustain the affective structure in which we are, on the one hand, victimized and, on the other, engaged in a righteous cause of rooting out terror, we have to start the story with the experience of violence we suffered.99 What happens, however, when we begin to interrogate that history that has become ‘common sense’ and investigate other sources of knowledge and experience outside of Western mainstream discourse? We might discover, for example, as Pugh and Cooper revealed, that external intervention in Afghanistan’s past were key factors in creating conditions of state fragmentation, ‘underdevelopment’, and a self-sustaining war-economy. In the 1980’s, Soviet invasion contributed to the destabilization of the state’s primary functions, including its monopoly on the use of force, which allowed the mujahidin to take control in the countryside. The Soviets “deliberate efforts to terrorize rural populations and destroy infrastructure” resulted in an extreme decrease in food production, internal and external displacement, rapid urbanization, and refugee communities in neighboring India and Pakistan.100 From 1979 to 1992, massive military and financial support was continuously provided via the ‘CIA/ISI pipeline’, the logistic support system of the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the Pakistani Inter- Services Intelligence (ISI), in order to provide arms for resistance of the Soviets. The result was an extreme saturaturation of arms and ammunition which today have achieved status as political currency.101 The role of the US in the development of the shadow economies in Afghanistan is often absent from any discussion of ‘development’ or ‘security’ in the region. The drug trade in the 1980’s was in fact, argues Goodhand, supported by the proxy backers of the mujahidin as a “weapon of war to destabilize Soviet-controlled Afghanistan and the Central Asian republics”.102 With the decline of ‘superpower patronage’ in the 1990’s, warlords began to develop internal revenue sources and power and sovereignty fragmented with little incentive to unite and abolish the ‘illicit’ economy. Thus, the state-building that had developed in the 18th century was profoundly destabilized103. The trend of international involvement continued with the arrival of oil companies and international diplomatic and aid organisations. Under the newly perceived stability under the Taliban, U.S. and Argentine oil companies began to compete fiercely for the valuable resource: “Afghanistan became a significant fulcrum for the ‘new Great Game’ in Central Asia, as great powers competed for access to the energy reserves of the Caspian Sea basin and the routing of pipelines in the region”.104 Following a shift in the US attitude toward the Taliban, the UN Security Council began to impose sanctions in 1999 with the goal of weakening the regime; as Goodhand argues, however, this resulted in the strengthening of ‘hard-liners’ in the movement and fostering closer ties between the Taliban and radical Islamic groups. Conclusion: The Dangers of Myth-making We need to navigate critically and cautiously through the multiple stories, silences, and complex and contradictory narratives that lie beneth the surface of imperial myths. Kaufman, for example, explains that in order to study incidences of ethnic conflict, we must begin by trying to hear the myriad narratives and different assumptions and combine insights from multiple methodological and theoretical approaches.105 We need to understand that “some people are just written out of history”106, and the stories of history are so partial and there is so much those of us in the West don’t see that we can never believe that we have arrived at a ‘truth’ or ‘reality’: History is never just simply the ‘past’. Nor is history simply its official rendering…History is made while old histories are simultaneously reproduced, without most of us ever owning the story told…Once I see interpretation is already embedded in the very process of thought I recognize that there is a before that I cannot completely ever know or recover. The very idea of history itself is destabilized as a process of storytelling with different storytellers…I therefore need to know whose story I am reading, who is telling the story, and from what timebound lens it is being told.107 Perhaps the best response is, as Peter Hulme suggests: “to read speculatively, recognizing that the story can never be fully recovered, and that which has been recovered is often distorted and manufactured.”108 There are emancipatory possibilities in a critical project of discourse deconstruction: it lies in the recognition of the detrimental effects of imperial, neo-colonial, orientalist ‘myths’ and the policy agendas that are made possible through them. By beginning to delve into the complex and interrelated factors of Afghanistan’s history in the previous section, the dangers of historical narratives that conceal these elements start to become visible: “By myth man has lived, died and – all too often – killed.”109 While pressure must be put on the messengers of violent and deliberately myths, we must also take responsibility and listen critically to the multiple narratives around us in order to realize a more “panoptic”110 vision; understanding, nonetheless, that we can never achieve a whole or complete understanding or “truth”. “As we listen to the antithetical mythologies that tear our world apart,” argues Armstrong “we need to be receptive to the counter-narrative that opposes our point of view and expresses the ‘other’ perspective.”111 One way to ‘see’ without an imperial or colonial gaze is to connect heterogeneity into a form of “collective assemblage” in a Deleuzian and Guattarian sense; that is, accept concrete multiplicities in order to see variation without conquest.112 What are the historical myths being produced as we speak? Will history books teach young children stories about ‘uncivilized’ and ‘barbaric’ Afghanistan, harborer of evil and Muslim terrorists, saved by the heroic and technologically vanguard strategies of Western militaries? All myths are political and embody a very particular and power infused representation about how the world works. We must historicize particular forms of knowledge and acknowledge their partiality by unpacking the theories that underpin the “facts” produced by situated knowledge’s; “A thicker and more complex vision of humanity is urgently needed.”113 If, as Taylor pronounces, history and its myths are not indeed about the past, but rather the future, than the question we must continually ask ourselves (and of other myth producers, as we are all implicated in this process) is what kind of world is being produced through what myths and who is benefiting and who is being disappeared?
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Full political engagement that challenges the imperialist violence of Afghanistan is necessary. Praxis combined with language changes is important for enriching public deliberation and breaking down the hegemony of imperialist violence in the public sphere.

Cloud ‘4  (Dana L., Associate Prof. And Dir. Graduate Studies – Dept. Comm – UT Austin, Quarterly Journal of Speech, “”To Veil the Threat of Terror”: Afghan Women and the Clash of Civilizations”, 90(3), August, Ebsco)
Scholars should understand the workings of images during the war and occupation in the context of the actual economic and geopolitical aims of the United States. The visual manifestations of the _clash of civilizations_ during the U.S. war against Afghanistan in 2001–2002 veiled the threat of terrorism with explanations of irrational hatred between superior and inferior civilizations. Metonymic, emotionally charged, and widely circulated images of terrorists and abject women established binary oppositions between self and Other, located U.S. viewers in positions of paternalistic gazing, and offered images of a shining modernity that justified U.S. intervention there. Veiling not only the reasons for terrorism, this discourse also rendered opaque the actual motives for the war and, thus, disabled real public deliberation over its course. As in any qualitative cultural study, only indirect evidence can be adduced to suggest that such images created identification and solidified public support for war and occupation. President George W. Bush’s approval ratings with regard to policy in Afghanistan were high through the end of active hostilities in 2002. In March 2002, a CNN/USA Today poll reported that 79 percent of Americans thought the president was doing a good job, with a majority saying they thought the U.S. was winning the war on terrorism.77 The Associated Press reported in June, 2003, “Since the Sept. 11 terrorist attacks and through the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, Bush has enjoyed approval ratings of 60 percent or higher in most polls, indicative of the historical trend of the nation rallying around the commander in chief when the nation’s security is threatened.”78 The cultivation of attitudes toward enemy Others in mass media is central to the rallying of public support for war. Most imagery about war is produced, mass mediated, and controlled by a mere handful of multinational media corporations beholden to state power.79 In this context, the _clash of civilizations_ imagery in national newsmagazines and on their web sites has been a powerful inducement to the public’s consent. In the interest of fuller deliberation, it is imperative to cut through the pseudo-cultural, pseudo-humanitarian coding of what is, at the end of the day, a racist and imperialist project of war and occupation for the control of oil. In the case of the U.S. war with Afghanistan, the ideograph encouraged consent to repressive violence in the domestic arena (the policing of Arabs, Muslims, and dissenters under the Patriot Act) as well as abroad in acts of outright brutality that resulted in the deaths of many thousands of innocents.80 Images in mass media compose a slippery and not always tenable terrain upon which the struggle against the brutality of imperialism is waged. As Kevin DeLuca has argued, the increasing saturation of public discourse with mediated images compels the Left to engage and employ the strategies of visual rhetoric.81 In Image Politics, DeLuca argues that social movement “image events” can “deconstruct and articulate identities, ideologies, consciousnesses, communities, publics, and cultures in our modern industrial civilization.”82 He and others are right that media and politics are intertwined and that the “public screen” has overshadowed more traditional deliberative public fora in which contending groups make arguments and engage in instrumental action toward concrete political outcomes.83 But is “imagefare”84 all there is? Is it enough for movements seeking actual social change (increased standards of living for those struggling, an end to discrimination, the rights of full citizenship, and so on to more radical aims) rather than fleeting moments of shocking representation? This discussion of the possibilities and limits of the public screen raises several other questions for future inquiry—namely how, for which audiences, in what contexts, and under what circumstances oppositional images may seriously interrupt the flow of mass-mediated common sense. The social, economic, and political contexts of that engagement (including the presence or absence of a broader movement) will condition the extent of the Left’s influence on an imagistic terrain. A rhetorical situation of pro-imperialist hegemony, I would argue, needs a movement with sufficient strength and visibility to enable public reframing and questioning of images that appear as slices of reality within a taken-for-granted, nationalist system of ideas.85 To a lesser extent, critical readings of images may enable oppositional interpretation, and we should avail ourselves of opportunities to unpack the workings of hegemonic imagery in broadly accessible venues and language. At the end of the day, the _clash of civilizations_ is not just an image or an ideograph. Thus, the real clash of war requires more than scholarly criticism. Ultimately, the most significant aspect of this discourse is its role in justifying the deadly imperialist adventures of the United States. In this context, activists must continue to challenge not only the rhetoric of civilization clash, but also its actuality, motives, and consequences. Enabling fully informed deliberation of war and occupation in the U.S. public requires critical unpacking of images and engaging the real necessity of speaking in public alongside others in international solidarity. To this end, we must go beyond scholarly production and emulate the hundreds of thousands of participants, whose numbers spanned nations, races, religions, ages, genders, sexualities, and political beliefs, in the anti-war demonstrations of 2002 and 2003. In image and indeed, these activists have begun the work of deconstructing the _clash of civilizations_ in favor of shared humanity, solidarity, and peace. 
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Use the ballot to endorse pragmatic peace-building activities. We should affirm challenges to the rhetorical and foreign policy practices that allow for sustained militarism and otherization.

Ivie ‘7  (Robert, Prof. Comm. And Culture. – U. Indiana Bloomington, Rhetoric & Public Affairs, “Fighting Terror by Rite of Redemption and Reconciliation”, 10(2), Project Muse)

Most notably, this rhetorical cycling between the extremes of good and evil alienates the nation from an aesthetic of humility and thus from identifying with a common humanity. It produces what Merton reckons is hell: a condition in which Americans bond with one another only out of hate for others from whom they cannot escape, hate for others that is an expression of self-hate.77  Americans can neither isolate themselves from the world nor fully master and tame it. Perhaps, then, the only choice that is both pragmatic and moral is to make enemies less evil and thereby reduce the blinding drive for redemption—the desperate fear of damnation—to a lower level of intensity so that the nation's collective capacity for tolerance, restraint, and genuine problem solving might improve.  The troublesome terms in the deadly cycle of guilt and redemption always implicate each other (logologically, as Burke would say) so that modifying one alters the rest more or less, directly or indirectly. Theoretically, that is, a comic corrective to an overly heroic and dangerously inflated national self-image would diminish any symbolic need for an equally overdrawn image of terrorist enemies. However, from a more linear perspective (or what Burke calls a "rectilinear" or narrative unfolding compared to a cyclical ordering of terms), critiquing arrogance would not appear to be the most likely place to start because, as David Campbell has argued so convincingly, national security (and insecurity) is not strictly an objective condition but instead is written in the language of an alien, dirty, sick, subversive, or similarly threatening representation of the enemy.78 By this logic, one is more likely to begin productively by rewriting with aesthetic intensity the overdrawn and fear-inducing image of an utterly evil enemy than by moving directly to an appeal for humility.  Even the most determined and aesthetically intense efforts at rewriting the image of the enemy, one suspects, are unlikely to transform all evil into simple error, that is, to meet the Burkean standard of charitably attributing even the worst wrongs of an adversary to sheer stupidity and mistakenness rather than to viciousness and wickedness. The maximum opportunity for critically reworking political relations is more a matter of reforming, discounting, and modifying motives than of debunking them, Burke would likely agree, since he "considers human life as a project in 'composition'" and ongoing revision, an exercise in enhancing consciousness in order to cope better and more [End Page 236] peacefully with the tragic "heroics of war."79 We must do the best we can by advancing at an oblique angle instead of attempting a full about-face.  Toward this end, rhetoric persuades to peacemaking over warfare—assuages fear and self-loathing rather than overstating danger and projecting hate—most immediately by rehumanizing the hellish caricature of the enemy and thereby addressing by indirection the haunting question of redemption. The scapegoat is more than a barometer of angst; it is also a cultural device or ritual for articulating the nation's identity and defining its relation to the world.  As C. Allen Carter notes, language that is ethically surcharged and that tends toward moral perfectionism creates, by Burke's account, language-induced guilt that motivates a corresponding quest for self-justification through a surrogate victim.80 There is a kind of symbolic cathexis and conflation of the scapegoat with the motivating source of fear, loathing, and guilt, much like the hated and feared Jew was confused with "the plague as a divine punishment" and became the first cause of the epidemic of Black Death. Thus, "to avert the plague," the guilt must be identified with and punished through the scapegoat. Mere mention of plague could therefore be cause for massacring Jews, who were thought, according to Guillaume de Machaut, to be "false, treacherous and contemptible swine," the "wicked and disloyal who hated good and loved everything evil," and thus who "poisoned" the rivers and caused the "mortal calamity" of Christians. Because of such "treachery," then, "every Jew was destroyed, some hanged, others burned; some were drowned, others beheaded with an ax or sword."81 They were, in short, the evil terrorists of their medieval times, just as the present war on terror is a kind of legalized witch-hunt "stimulated by the extremes of public opinion."82  American identity, as Campbell has underscored, intertwines secularism and spirituality with a special intensity so that throughout its history "an array of individuals, groups, beliefs, and behaviors have occupied the position of the Antichrist."83 The representation of the Antichrist is deeply implicated in the expression of national identity and articulation of danger. Thus Campbell observed at the beginning of the post–Cold War era that "the crisis of international politics is now very much a crisis of representation."84 Specifically, we should add, it has become largely a crisis of representations of evil that foster deadly urges for redemption. This is the discourse of danger that fixes who we Americans are and tells us whom and what we most fear; it tells us even that guilty fear of damnation is the appropriate response to the situation at hand.  Rewriting this discourse of guilty fear is, then, largely a project of addressing sublimated self-hate in the guise of a terrorist scapegoat. It is a dramatistic exercise of a protagonist state re-imagining its global antagonists so that its resources and means are better calibrated to its democratic ethos and aims. While it is implausible to imagine a risk-free global environment, Campbell is [End Page 237] right to suggest that the future of U.S. foreign policy depends on whether America can reorient itself to an "inherently plural world" in a way that is not motivated by an overwhelming "desire to contain, master, and normalize" adversaries through violence.85  The aesthetics of reorientation most appropriate to this task—that is, the symbolic resource beyond Burke's indispensable emphasis on tropes of substitution, bridging and merging, transcendence, transformation, and the like—may well be René Girard's stress on repetition through ritual.86 Rehumanizing rituals can cast a potent symbolic spell to counteract the ubiquitous gravitational pull of vilifying rituals. Certainly, in Eric W. Rothenbuhler's understanding of communication and social process, ritual is "necessary to humane living together."87  Rituals are dramatic performances that can draw upon verbal and nonverbal symbols jointly to enact and thereby reconstruct political motives with sufficient ambiguity to accommodate a diversity of otherwise conflicted identities and interpretations. As a recurring practice, each ritualized reiteration combines a familiar, reassuring sense of convention with a creative, experimental, individuating facet of improvisation, which together can facilitate over time both a renewal and modification of national identity, political attitude, and governing worldview. It is at once a conserving and reforming social practice. Appropriately, Roy A. Rappaport identifies ritual as "the basic social act."88  Thus ritual is potentially a therapeutic exercise for generating and sustaining—through ongoing, inspired, and imaginative iterations of dramatic enactments—a desire to reform demonizing and polarizing caricatures. Just as ritualized enemy-making caricatures dehumanize and demonize by stripping identities of their complexity, so that "the concept of good versus evil dominates people's understanding of identity" and the "good people believe they must kill or contain the bad people to rid the world of evil," Lisa Schirch insists that rehumanizing rituals can assist in the task of reconfirming the complexity and restoring the flexibility of identities essential to peace-building and contrary to warmongering inclinations.89 Like rituals of vilification (which Girard argues is a way for a group to articulate its own identity in contrast to its "other"90 ), rehumanizing rituals invoke the sacred forces of the universe during disorienting and desperate secular times of peril and conflict, but to imagine relations of coexistence rather than of domination and destruction. They are, in short, vital to the dramatization of life over death.91  As motivational (that is, motive-inducing) dramatic performances, the ongoing and routine practices for ritually alleviating total terror and habitually easing unmitigated hostility toward adversaries involve all manner of theatrical considerations from staging to scripting. Schirch observes that artful performances employ the full range of "symbols, metaphors, myths, and symbolic actions [to] remind participants of who they are, where they are, and [End Page 238] what they are doing in a peacebuilding process."92 The dramaturgy of performed myth enables a polity to preserve itself by transforming its most detrimental attitudes without destroying its venerable political culture.93  To appreciate myth's regenerating narrative and experience the impact of metaphor's reframing and web-spinning faculties—to translate potentially transforming words into actual performatives, making them true by speaking of them as true—they must be enacted in ritual. In Karen Armstrong's words, "Reading a myth without the transforming ritual that goes with it is as incomplete an experience as simply reading the lyrics of an opera without the music."94 The performance of ritual, as ritual theorists understand and William G. Doty readily recounts, can place what ought to be in tension with what currently is; that is, as the acting out of myth channels emotion, guides thought, restructures self-image, and organizes society, ritual's expressive and creative performance can operate on worldviews over time to identify social cleavages and elicit action that helps to restore more equitable relations.95  At the moment, however, ritual's performative power in film or elsewhere is severely underutilized for peace-building purposes and largely diverted to war-valorizing applications.96 War is ritualistically memorialized in any number of public media from carefully staged and regularly televised presidential encomiums to towering statues in central parks and around capitols throughout the land, patriotic performances in baseball stadiums, fulsome coffee table books, glamorizing Hollywood films, stirring popular music, and awe-inspiring displays of weaponry in war museums.97 The motive for war is staged and rehearsed daily in multitudinous forms and ubiquitous settings. War itself, Bell observes, is ritualized by rules that channel, shape, and legitimize violence, thus helping "to make the activities of killing appear civilized, humane, and expressive of important values such as loyalty, freedom or definitions of manhood" and "to rationalize war as in the service of the greater glory of God."98  Moreover, the most common rituals of war dissenters are mimetic, contrarian warlike practices of reverse recrimination, attributing the darkest motives imaginable (mirror images of the enemy's purported savagery and diabolism) to ugly Americans and especially to their utterly diabolical leaders. One might hope, at least, for a more "comic" critique of the president as a "Burkean devil."99 Criticism advanced from a more oblique angle than just a stark turnaround of good and evil is less likely to aggravate stubborn (even desperate) crusades of national vindication and vicarious sacrifice. The more constructive approach would be for peace-building dissenters from war to abandon demonizing rituals of dehumanization and to develop more prudential narratives and rites of rehumanization.  The management of categorical guilt, not its elimination, is the issue at hand. Is it necessarily the case that making an enemy into a scapegoat is [End Page 239] merely a way of affirming national identity and a product of the nation's guilty conscience, an overly convenient means of temporarily relieving alienation and dissipating excessive self-hate? Or is it also possible that a scapegoat's representation as evil incarnate provokes as much as it alleviates the deadly urge for deliverance from damnation? If the relationship is truly reciprocal or bidirectional, as would seem to be the case, wouldn't it follow that radical enemy making is in some measure tantamount to crafting an overstated and misdirected assessment of the danger at hand? Wouldn't prudence therefore dictate some lessening of attributions of evil for the sake of enhancing public policy making? All of this, I submit, argues for taking seriously ritual's capacity for inducing and reorienting political motives and grasping specifically a largely untapped potential for composing peace-building dramatis personae.  Taking seriously ritual's peace-building potential amounts to acknowledging that it is not a simple, immediate, or magical solution to war and yet invoking it as a potent medium for articulating and reinforcing the community's ideals of identification and reconciliation—giving those ideals greater presence and immediacy in framing, channeling, and managing conflict and corresponding feelings of fear and enmity.100 This is being realistic and pragmatic in the sense of moderating and redirecting the communal desire for deliverance, rather than aiming to eliminate or bypass it. From an oblique angle (rather than a stark reversal), it is a realistic approach of publicly rehearsing and recontextualizing culturally embedded values, of steadily appropriating society's basic assumptions, firm beliefs, strong traditions, and condensed symbols to the purpose of reforming prevailing relations of hostility.101 And it is pragmatic in that it is regularly occurring social action—a recurring, marked, dramatic, participatory, and public event or practice, not primarily a passive shadowing or just an isolated moment of private contemplation—that is based on preexisting, customary, and credible cultural constructions. Thus, drawing on Pierre Bourdieu's theory of human practice and cultural action, Bell observes that rituals and ritualizing are "strategic practices for transgressing and reshuffling cultural categories in order to meet the needs of real situations."102  The need for peace building—toward a positive peace strategically activated and maintained in regular and widespread rites of reconciliation that work to rehumanize the nation's adversaries and thereby moderate its nervous desire and excessive appetite for redemptive violence—is a palpable cause for reallocating cultural capital in the all-too-real situation of chronic warfare. Peace building is a real need in an actual condition of war that requires a practical way of developing and activating a shared sensibility—within a sensus communis—on behalf of a sane and prudent and more confident response to an embattled world. War is largely—and, yes, it is more than but certainly not less than—an [End Page 240] expression of fear, misgiving, and self-doubt, and not so much a manifestation of self-assurance or demonstration of confidence in the nation's cause, promise, and prospect. It is an expression of fear to which we have become habituated and that has been ritualized into an obsession, a compulsion to kill demons in exchange for the illusory safety of national salvation. War is a product of enculturation no less than a material response to a situation, an attitude or predisposition that shapes reality as much as it reflects a history of antagonism and strife, but a culture of war is not the sum total of political culture nor does it exhaust the full potential of political relations with adversaries or supplant the possibility of cultivating a peace-building culture by developing, practicing, and proliferating rehumanizing rites of reconciliation.  Storytelling, as a case in point, is a cultural form that is "essential to collective memory" and can be made to serve as a ritualizing practice for rehumanizing adversaries and enemies on both sides of the divide.103 In a war culture, disembodied abstractions and stone monuments supplant living memories of loved ones sacrificed for country and cause. Just as our enemies are dehumanized by rendering them into devils, our own soldiers are dehumanized by elevating them to depersonalized, larger-than-life heroes. While demonizing another, we deify our own and, by extension, ourselves. Flesh and blood are turned into inanimate statues of stone in cemeteries, on the squares of county courthouses, and down the great avenue of war memorials in state capitals. We can find the names of our dead soldiers written on rows of flag-draped headstones in military cemeteries each Memorial Day and feel them engraved on solemn marble walls when we visit the nation's capital city. The stories of their lives—their lives both lived and lost—are secreted under the shadows of grand monuments to fallen heroes.  These abstract, stone-cold stories of war heroics written in lifeless concrete to ritualize continuous sacrifices on altars of condensed symbols, symbols as powerful as freedom, God, and country, are everywhere. We encounter them near and far, in our daily lives, on vacation trips, and during holiday celebrations, and thus we are routinely reminded of (and reinvested in) the moral of their patriotic tale of sacrifice. As Barbara A. Biesecker concludes, our collective memory is rhetorically claimed and represented, usually "as a more or less thinly veiled conservative response to the contemporary crisis of national identity, to our failing sense of what it means to be an American and to do things the so-called American way." These "memory texts" most often naturalize "traditional logics and matrices of privilege," but "it is possible to remember otherwise," she maintains, and in ways that can be "pressed into the service of a very different politics."104 Commemorative rhetorics need not just be traditional rituals of dehumanization and redemptive violence. They might also become strategic rites of humanization and cultural resources for reconciliation. [End Page 241]  Reconciliation can be imagined as an emergent norm of rhetorical practice—a tropological turn, a beckoning of storytelling, a matter of becoming, of remaking a collective state of mind and relationships—that invests heavily, as Erik Doxtader argues, in "the works of words" with an aim of turning "violence towards dialogue" and "deliberative controversy" so that we might at least "address the substantive question of what living in peace actually means." As such, he insists, reconciliation is a rhetorical concept with deep democratic import that makes a strong claim on the power of invention.105 The rhetorical invention of reconciliation confronts and manages the ever-present tension between a comic corrective for peace and "the tragic cry for justice," in John B. Hatch's words, with "the potential to restructure unproductive debates in ways that remake the social order and the identities of adversaries for the better."106 Humans, living within language and defined through symbolic action, may hope to reform their identities and relations to one another by means of tragicomic narratives and ritual dramas—that is, by inventing humanizing narratives and rites of reconciliation to remediate demonizing images of adversaries and deifying rituals of redemptive violence.

*** CASE EXTENSIONS ***

XT – Afghanistan Discourse Kills Public Sphere

The messianic language surrounding Afghanistan has securitized political life to stifle dissent.

Ferrari ‘7  (Federica, PhD in Science of Language and Culture – U. Modena, Discourse Society, “Metaphor at work in the analysis of political discourse: investigating a `preventive war' persuasion strategy”,18(5), September, Sage) 

Scrupulous analysis of the causes is replaced by the frantic search for a scapegoat at which to quickly hurl blame. People whose traits conform well to the classic ‘demonization of adversaries’ depiction are targeted. The first to play the role of prime enemy, before Saddam Hussein’s return on the scene, is Osama bin Laden who, together with the Taliban, is placed in the ‘gallery of the anti-western horrors’, making the ‘barbarian epithet’ show its face again. The strategic nature of this combined rhetorical effort is not hard to unravel. Both in the ‘arguments meant for effect’ with regards to the Taliban’s responsibility, and in more complex theories, it is aimed at proving ‘global terrorism as the manifestation of a destabilizing political project which has minds and limbs in the “Rogue States”’. But the more clearly the aims of such a plot-like representation are outlined, the stronger the doubts and discomfort that emerge with relation to international terrorism, which may be real or just a propagandistic product to sustain a certain political design (Tarchi, 2002).If the strategic purposes of a certain kind of rhetoric are evident, the persuasive intent with respect to the political action becomes clear, in light of the subsequent political decisions (i.e. the war in Afghanistan, the war in Iraq). What is being enacted is a subtle but effective game of defense against possible dissent with respect to plans preventively inserted in governmental agenda. It is not our intention to interpret in detail the events of 9/11, or to comment on the potential government laissez-passer or interference hypothesis (Moore, 2004). Our focus is rather on the problem of the forms of persuasion which rhetorically contributed to political success. In this sense, the gravity of the consequences of the subsequent American international policy (i.e. preventive war) poses the basis for the urgency of a serious analysis of the discourse on which it has been founded and justified. The rationale of political discourse is intrinsically rooted in the consent of its audience, all the more so within a political system that defines and frames itself as democratic. Having said this, it is hard to conceive of a type of political discourse that is free from any form of ideological imposition. But the political discourse of America today seems to go beyond that search for consent; it throws into question the very ethics of a sustainable rhetoric. On the one hand, the crucial historical moment represented by post 9/11, which saw the United States as protagonist as well as principal agent and operator on the international scene, is responsible for the hardening of American political rhetoric as one of the distinctive features of a ‘securitization’ programme.4 As Buzan et al. indicate: the distinguishing feature of securitization is a specific rhetorical structure (survival, priority of action ‘because if the problem is not handled now it will be too late, and we will not exist to remedy our failure’) [. . .] In security discourse, an issue is dramatized and presented as an issue of supreme priority; thus, by labelling it as security, an agent claims a need for and a right to treat it by extraordinary means. (Buzan et al., 1998: 26) The category of ‘securitization’ belongs to the field of political science and can be seen as ‘a more extreme version of politicization’, which is enacted under ‘security’ conditions (Buzan et al., 1998: 23).5 The rhetorical aspect constitutes one of its essential components. In this sense, Buzan et al. argue that ‘[t]he distinguishing feature of securitization is a specific rhetorical structure’ and associate ‘the process of securitization’ with what Austin (1975) defines as a ‘speech act’, which ‘is not interesting as a sign referring to something more real; it is the utterance itself that is the act. By saying the words, something is done [. . .] (Waever 1988; Austin 1975: 98ff )’ (Buzan et al., 1998: 26). Defined as such, ‘securitization is [to be considered] essentially an intersubjective process. The senses of threat, vulnerability, and (in)security are socially constructed rather than objectively present or absent’ (1998: 57).6 As a consequence, according to Buzan et al., the analysis of ‘securitization’ implies ‘not to assess some objective threats that “really” endanger some object to be defended or secured’, but rather ‘to understand the processes of constructing a shared understanding of what is to be considered and collectively responded to as a threat’ (1998: 26). We would argue that the responsibility attributed to the rhetorical–discursive dimension in the praxis as well as in the analysis of ‘securitization’ made by political scientists, may all the more validate the consistency of a critical linguistic analysis of George W. Bush’s discourse, which is evidently classifiable as a clear case of ‘security discourse’. And yet, the sudden increase in consensus that President Bush catalyzed for himself and the consequences of his international policy bring his modus persuadendi up for discussion and call into question the ideological premises upon which this political discourse is based and justified.7 US defence policy since 9/11 responds both to a governmental and media rhetorical attitude calling for a return to the founding values of American national identity. This is reflected in a strengthening of that Manichean spirit which is in itself acknowledged as culturally representative of the American forma mentis: ‘Americans generally see the world divided between good and evil’ (Kagan, 2003: 4). A ‘Manicheism’ with a ‘strong messianic intonation’ is identified even by historians and political science analysts as the worryingly distinctive feature of George W. Bush’s discourse (Florio, 2004: 113), as the ‘reinvention and legitimisation of American superpower identity in the postCold War era’ (Lazar and Lazar, 2004: 225). In this sense, this claim for ‘global centrality’ (Edwards, 2004) would represent a radicalization of that universalistic instance of American culture, which is deeply rooted in the ‘archetype’ set forth in mid-17th-century puritan Massachusetts. It is this very archetype that leads America nowadays to fail to recognize its own nationalism. A sense of ‘exceptionalism’ marks the affirmation of its own identity with respect to Europe and the rest of the world (Bonazzi, 2003). According to Tiziano Bonazzi: United States public discourse has interpreted the universal nature of the American nation in absolute terms, as perfection, and the religious discourse logic has consequently led it to introduce the theme of the imperfection, of the constant struggle between two absolute principles, the ‘Good’ seeking to realize itself and ‘Evil’ lying in wait for it. The American people, as potentially perfect, are also constantly at risk and have to defend themselves. The archaeology of what has been just said is again to be found in XVII C. Massachusetts [. . .]. (Bonazzi, 2003: 19–20) Although we are aware of no studies addressing the actual transmission mechanisms in a diachronic discourse-analytic perspective, the responsibility of discourse on this type of ideological–cultural conceptualization is largely shared by historians. If ‘the actual exclusions from the “circle of insiders” in American History are in each case traceable to and determined by concrete historical reasons’, it is to be underlined that ‘it is the special spin of public discourse which fully legitimates them’ (Bonazzi, 2003: 20). And when the executive branch of a government acts in the name of this discourse, radically supporting such an ideological position, evident ethical questions appear. Not only would a political action like preventive war hardly be sustainable under different conditions, but the sustainability of a concept of justice is also put into danger. The risk of an ontologizing ideological attitude has been well identified by Adriano Sofri: Human Justice should not rise up to punish evil and prize good. Evil and good should be nothing but useful figures of speech or specific forms of codes and rules for it. The use of a war force to sanction illicit behaviour should be excluded. (Sofri, 2002: 38) In the light of the Afghanistan and Iraqi wars, it is evident that attributing an ontological value to categories such as ‘good’ and ‘evil’ and acting accordingly is not only logically and philosophically unacceptable, but may also lead to fatal consequences.8

XT – Afghan Justifications = Orientalist

The invasion is grounded in an orientalist ideal of protection and civilizing. This gesture is otherizing and reduces the Islamic “them” to barbarians.

Kumar and Stabile ‘5  (Deepa, Assisstant Prof. Journalism and Media Studies – Rutgers U. and Carol, associate Prof. Journalism and Mass Communication – U. Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Media, Cultture, and Society, “Unveiling imperialism: media, gender and the war on Afghanistan”, 27(5), September, Sage)

What Edward Said has called an Orientalist framework further consolidated this denial of agency. Said argues that the ‘general basis of Orientalist thought is an imaginative and yet drastically polarized geography dividing the world into two unequal parts, the larger, “different” one called the Orient, the other, also known as “our” world, called the occident or the West’ (Said, 1981: 4). This imaginative geography is characterized not only by a polarization between ‘us’ and ‘them’, but also by caricatures and stereotypes that bear little resemblance to reality. Said argues that Islam in particular, as well as the Middle East in general, are reduced by this discourse to a monolithic culture governed by religious barbarism. While the West is not defined by its predominant religion (Christianity): . . . the world of Islam – its varied societies, histories, and languages notwithstanding – is still mired in religion, primitivism and backwardness. Orientalism posits the West as modern, greater than the sum of its parts, full of enriching contradictions, and yet always ‘Western’ in its cultural identity. The world of Islam, in stark contrast, is no more than ‘Islam,’ reducible to a small number of unchanging characteristics, despite the existence of contradictions and experiences of variety that seem on the surface to be as plentiful as those of the West. (Said, 1981: 10) Similar constructions of the Middle East and Central Asia have recently been used to support the case for military action in the name of a civilizing mission. As Said explains: . . . the idea that some races and cultures have a higher aim in life than others . . . gives the more powerful, more developed, more civilized the right therefore to colonize others, not in the name of brute force or raw plunder, both of which are standard components of the exercise, but in the name of a noble ideal. (2000: 574) In the case of the war on Afghanistan, the ‘noble ideal’ was the protection of women. Thus the protection scenario and the ‘civilizing’ mission were brought into an uneasy alliance to justify the destruction of a country’s infrastructure in order to protect women. While the situation of Afghan women had been a subject of some scattered reporting before 11 September 2001, it did not receive nearly the attention it deserved. In 1995, Amnesty International released a report that described the situation of Afghan refugees as the worst in the world – several years of drought had made a terrible situation even worse, particularly for those living in rural regions.
The invasion of Afghanistan is part and parcel of an aggressive civilizing mission by the US. It has advanced a cynical deployment of feminism that has worsened the lives of Afghan women.
Kumar and Stabile ‘5  (Deepa, Assisstant Prof. Journalism and Media Studies – Rutgers U. and Carol, associate Prof. Journalism and Mass Communication – U. Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Media, Cultture, and Society, “Unveiling imperialism: media, gender and the war on Afghanistan”, 27(5), September, Sage)

This level of attention to women’s oppression in Afghanistan was certainly a welcome shift, given that the issue had been barely covered by the mainstream media or even publicly discussed by policy makers in the past. Yet this focus on women’s liberation in Afghanistan, we argue, was little more than a cynical ploy – it served as a one of the pillars on which elites sought to sell the war to the US public. As the ‘War on Terror’ continues, and as the Bush administration turns its rapacious eye on other ‘rogue’ nations, the use of women, children and their ‘human rights’ as justification for US aggression needs to be interrogated and challenged. In what follows, we offer a three-part analysis of our topic. In the first, we provide an overview of recent conflicts in Afghanistan, focusing in

particular on the US’s economic and strategic interests in the region and its role in supporting and funding Islamic fundamentalism. This context, absent almost entirely from media accounts of Afghan women, is crucial to understanding their plight in all its material complexity. We then turn to news media frameworks and examine the ways in which Afghan women figure in wider agendas, particularly the circumstances in which they become visible in a society as sexist as the US. The central framework employed to justify the US war was thoroughly Orientalist; it constructed the West as the beacon of civilization with an obligation to tame the Islamic world and liberate its women. This served to erase not only the political struggles of women in Afghanistan against both the Northern Alliance and the Taliban, but those of women in the West as well who,  contrary to Orientalist claims about the eternal virtues of Western civilization, have had to organize and fight for what rights they enjoy today. We then turn to the outcome of the war and situation of Afghan women today. That they still endure terrible conditions bolsters our argument that the issue of women’s liberation was used as a cover for US intervention – when we strip off this rhetorical veil, we find the ugly face of US imperialism.
XT – War On Terror Discourse Kills Public Sphere

Breaking the dominant language of the war on terror is necessary to avoid a future of endless militarism by creating a public space for dissent.

Stocchetti ‘7  (Matteo, Research Fellow – Arcada U. of Applied Sciences, “The Politics of Fear: A Critical Inquiry into the role of Violence in 21st Century Politics”, in Discourse, War and Terrorism, Ed. Adam Hodges, Chad Nilep, p. 236-238)

The tendency to consider terrorism as irrational and terrorists as fanatics is not only misleading but also risky. On strategic grounds it leads to a "dangerous un​derestimation of the capabilities of extremists groups" (Crenshaw 1990: 24). In broader social terms, however, it produces that "paralysis of criticism" Marcuse described about forty years ago. And what was said of the nuclear threat during the Cold War might also be said of the terrorist threat: ... causes remain unidentified, unexposed, unattackcd by the public because they recede before the all too obvious threat from without - to the West from the East, to the East from the West. Equally obvious is the need for being prepared, for liv​ing on the brink, for facing the challenge (Marcuse 2002: xxxix). In this chapter I have proposed an unconventional reading of terrorism as part of the politics of fear - a specific form of political behavior whose main rationale is, in our times, to oppose communicative freedom. My argument is that radical elit​es in both the West and the Arab world feel threatened by the evolution of the communicative behavior of the masses and by the potential ideological, cultural, religious and ethnic contamination that this implies. Elites, whose ideologies are too dogmatic to adapt and too repressive to attract consensus, engage in the poli​tics of fear because they are still influential enough to have a certain control on organized violence at their disposal. Their strategic goal is to change the very meaning of politics as a social practice for the allocation of values in society: to thwart the value of communication, knowledge and information and to foster the value of coercion as a political resource. In the perspective adopted in this chapter, the politics of fear is primarily a practice for the repression of the radical potential intrinsic in the material and im​material communicative conditions of our times. From the same perspective, the practical possibility of resistance depends on the general awareness of the com​municative dangers implicit in the crusade metaphor and in the intrinsic ambigu​ity of its narratives. This metaphor and concomitant narratives establish a circle of violence in which the identities of the victimizers are (a) mutually constitutive and (b) self-reproducing. By mutually constitutive identities I mean that each of the antagonists depends on the other for the legitimacy of its own actions.8 The most obvious example of this kind of dynamic is the appearance of bin Laden only four days before the presidential election in the USA which brought media attention away from issues potentially detrimental to Bush and back to terrorism - Bush's preferred terrain. Since the competitors are presumably aware of this dependency, each side has a somehow paradoxical stake in preserving the other side - at least as an icon, as a representation of something else or as a fetish, a visible object connected to a much broader, frightening and partially invisible reality. Furthermore, the narratives es​tablishing the communicative conditions for the actions of both parties have syn​ergic effects. First, they polarize cultural differences, construing functional identi​ties that draw on arbitrary representations of history and religion for the effective mobilization of the masses in the fight against opponents. Second, they deliber​ately aim at eliminating dissent within their own societies. In these narratives, the appeal to unity and cohesion become arguments for, and give informal legitimacy to, the repression of opinions, ideas, values, standpoints, etc. that are critical or non-supportive of the militant attitude exhibited in the leaders' rhetoric. Third, and consequently, these narratives undermine moderate political elites on both sides, therefore weakening the practical possibility for alternative values and nar​ratives to be included in political communication. Fourth, common narratives in​spired by equivalent attitudes toward the political use of violence lay the ground for the socio-cultural acceptance of actions with very similar effects. Judging from these effects, rather than from their alleged goals, terrorist and anti-terrorist seem inspired by the common purpose of destroying very basic and common values in both Western and Arab societies, such as tolerance, multiculturalism, political participation, diversity, freedom of expression and movement, respect for human civil and political rights, and international legality, among others. Beyond the propaganda distinction between "innocent victims" and "collateral damage", the human costs of this confrontation and the atrocities committed on both sides present a synergic threat to human rights and human dignity - in themselves very fragile values. By self-reproducing I mean that once the circle of violence is established every "effect" for one is a "cause" for the other. This is so because the rationale for each party's brutality and power is established upon the brutality of the other party's action/power. Once in place, this process is virtually endless since the conditions of restraints that normally determine the end of a conflict - lack of resources or defeat of the enemy - do not apply here. The "enemy" will always be there since, as seen above, his identity is constitutive of and constituted by the practices of the other side. In this sense, every "crusade", while creating its own "kingdom of Heav​en" also establishes and preserves its own "empire of Evil." In practical terms this means that the narratives of the "war on terror" presumably strengthen Islamic fundamentalism in the Arab world and elsewhere, at least as much as bin Laden's threats and attacks support anti-Islamic and reactionary forces in the West. From both sides of this "crusade" the enemy is described as irreducible and elusive -more an abstract entity than a concrete competitor. The more elusive the enemy is, the wider and deeper the concentration of power in the hands of a few and the longer the duration of "extraordinary" measures. Innocent Americans, Afghans, Iraqis, Spanish and Britons - among many others - have died or had to suffer at the hand of assassins who legitimize their actions on the higher moral ground of a "crusade." Unscrupulous behavior by the US and their allies at Guantanamo, in Afghanistan, in Iraq at Abu Ghraib or elsewhere is not only morally highly despi​cable but - what is more important in relation to the topic addressed here - also detrimental for effective anti-terrorist action since it greatly facilitates terrorists' re​cruitment campaigns (1ISS 2004). "Terror" might have triggered "anti-terror", but "anti-terror" supports, in practice, though not in principle, the practices of "ter​ror." The opportunity for resistance, from this perspective, depends on the possi​bility of breaking this circle of violence. 

XT – War On Terror Discourse Kills Public Sphere

The Securitizing atmosphere created by war on terror discourse break downs political discussion and creates a Hobbesian state of war.

Eisenstein ‘4  (Zillah R., Prof. Politics – Ithica College, “Against Empire: Feminisms, Racism, and the West”, p. 6-11, Ebsco) 

My radically plural standpoint requires that humanity be respected and allowed self-determination, but in cacophonous voices. This polyversal humanism locates the feminist promissories of this book. My radical pluralism does not allow for suicide bombers, no matter their gender, because this involves indiscriminate killing. Nor does it allow any form of racialized or gendered exclusion of any person from the right freely to choose their path in life. I move beyond the liberal/Western notion of diversity which accepts out of necessity, rather than choice, that people will differ. This means seeking out cultural differences in order to deepen understanding by sharing and decentering the self with a newly fulfilling complexity. Being direct and open with each other allows us to try and subvert the cultural constructions that continually confront us and keep us from knowing what someone else is thinking. I must ask questions in order to know. But subtle webs of silence – be it about lovers, or dreams, or family sadnesses – are defined as private. Privacy, as a veil for secrecy and fantasy, can often disable and disengage. Many cultures, including those  of the West, think silence is better than openness. Yet Westerners are said to be too open, too brash, too noisy about private tales. Just look at our tv shows. But it is as though the more that is revealed publicly – from Bill Clinton’s affairs to the sexual abuses of the Catholic priests – the more silences operate privately. I find the silences, rather than more talk, deafening. Thinking is done best by borrowing, dialoguing, mirroring, exchanging, arguing. This means that modernity, secularism, terrorism, the West, Islam, globalization, feminisms – all need clarification. The difficulty of speaking in power-filled discourses is that we reproduce them at the same time as we challenge them. The term ‘slavery’ itself is a homogenized abstraction that silences the incredible individualized lives of the slaves themselves. Yet slavery must be named for its crushing inhumanity. I interrogate and challenge the very idea of the West, and yet find myself using and replicating it too much of the time. The present scourge of terrorism disallows, from above, a careful hearing of whose terror the US is concerned with. The so-called “war on terrorism” is used across the globe to silence human rights activists. Whereas the US has often in the past authorized human rights rhetoric, today it authorizes anti-terror legislation allowing governments here and elsewhere to equate human rights dissidents with terrorists. US security guidelines now require Arabs and Muslims from Iran, Iraq, and Syria who enter the US to be fingerprinted and photographed, although Saudis are exempt. Arrests and threats of deportation plague most Arabs and Muslims throughout the US. Since September 11, 2001, more than 40 percent of Pakistanis in Brooklyn have been detained. Families are leaving the US for Canada and elsewhere in order to avoid the constant surveillance and fear.9 Houman Mortazavi, who emigrated from Iran, says of the US: “I’ve been seriously thinking of moving somewhere civilized, where I will not be prosecuted for who I am.”10 Another Iranian says the US is plagued by a new cesspool of racial conservatism.11 There seems to be little consistency in and reason for many of the violations of civil rights. Saudis are often exempt, yet several Saudis were on the planes that destroyed the peace and quiet of so many on 9/11. Similarly, none of the initial 598 detainees suspected of Al Qaeda connections who were held at Guantanamo Bay came from Iraq. Yet the war of/on ‘terror’ was directed against Iraq. Bush repeatedly used Saddam’s “weapons of mass destruction” (WMD) as justification for war. Bush declared Saddam an “imminent threat”, declared that he would pass on WMD to Al Qaeda if left in power. Yet, no weapons have been located; and more and more information has surfaced to show that this threat was more made up than real. This kind of misinformation, deception, and lying makes it almost impossible to think. Right-wing “war on terrorism” rhetoric in the US distorts and deceives. Along with many progressives, Noam Chomsky points out that the bombings of Afghanistan and Iraq were massacres rather than ‘wars’. Furthermore, ‘terrorism’ has become a catch-all term for the enemy who challenges US imperialism. Viewed by the likes of George Bush, Donald Rumsfeld, and Paul Wolfowitz, terrorism is the activity of terrorists; and terrorists are not us, nor are they like us – terrorists are those who hate ‘our’ freedom/democracy, modernity/secularism, and hardwon success. ‘Terrorism’ has now fully replaced communism as the globe’s scourge. ‘Our’ enemies, the enemies of democracy and freedom, exist everywhere and anywhere. Yet much of the rest of the world thinks that President Bush is more of a threat to the world than Saddam Hussein. More on all this later. The political aftermaths of September 11, 2001 were in motion before that day. A neoliberal/imperial agenda, already firmly in place, took advantage of the deep emotionalism tied to that day. The Bush administration has nurtured this fear and used it to dismantle democracy further. Bush and Cheney feed the US public a constant litany of retribution and defense, while people in South Africa and Rwanda struggle, even if not always successfully, to find reconciliation. Antiterrorism rhetoric fits well with global capitalism. Today ‘terrorism’ – whether it is Al Qaeda’s or the imperial state’s – is deployed and scattered globally, much like capital itself. There is no single country that houses terrorism … or capitalism. Both are networked transnationally. The needs of capital to thrive globally conflict with US desires for unilateral control. Terrorism becomes a convenient justificatory cover for US interventionism. Anti-‘terrorism’ rhetoric then protects US empire building while creating the very conditions that spawn true terror and terrorists. Do not misunderstand me. I very much wish to stop terror-filled moments across the globe. However, the Bush administration is not addressing this terror and cannot with its present imperial policies. The US wishes to articulate a unilateral dominance in global terms, a wish that expresses a contradiction between US nationalism and global capitalism. Hence, the need for a strong militarist presence. Noam Chomsky writes that ‘9/11’ was not a statement against globalization, but a statement against US foreign policies in Israel, Guatemala, and so on.12 Yes, but our foreign policies are about maintaining an imperial kind of globalization. The US wants it both ways here: unilateral nationalism and transnational capitalism. John Ashcroft, Condoleezza Rice, and Dick Cheney oversee from the top this process of nationalizing US global strategies. Bush tries to keep up with what is going on. Military tribunals are legitimized as fair treatment for the enemy. Detainees held at Guantanamo Bay are not classified as prisoners of war and therefore do not have the rights that the enemy has in conventional warfare. Which combatants count as human, with legal rights, is no longer clear.13 Reports from Guantanamo Bay say that the conditions of prisoners are unconscionable – that they are treated like animals, crouching naked on the ground. As a result, many of the detainees have attempted suicide. In the US, the FBI’s counterintelligence program (COINTELPRO) has been reactivated for the monitoring and detention of suspected terrorists. Every Muslim is a possible target. A recent initiative prohibits non-citizens from working as airport screeners even though nearly 30,000 immigrants were working as airport screeners at the time the initiative was announced. Forty percent of these screeners at Los Angeles International airport and 80 percent at the San Francisco Bay Area airport were immigrants who have permanent legal residence. The US defense budget increases exponentially; billions of dollars are promised for securing security for the homeland, and gripped in fear the US authorizes the privatizing and conservatizing of US politics. The purpose of the state becomes reduced to policing and surveillance. This reductionism is reminiscent of the Hobbesian state of war: the best any government can do is provide self-preservation. The US PATRIOT Act – PATRIOT being the acronym for Providing Appropriate Tools Required to Intercept and Obstruct Terrorism – sets out the new agenda of a police state for monitoring its internal borders. Documents like the Defense Planning Guidance report, originally written in 1992 and brought out again in 2002 with little change by Wolfowitz, Cheney and Colin Powell, focus on the global need for pre-emptive strikes for monitoring across external borders.14 Pre-emptive strikes bespeak the priority given to absolute and complete domination over all potential enemies. The Bush administration took the September 11, 2001 attacks and manipulated them to its own purposes for empire building. Its goal is singular domination of the globe. In its arrogance, it has become the bully on the block who lies, and cheats, and kills, as documented in the administration’s own internal reports. We – the imperial ‘we’ – are a ‘terror’ state overseeing the new warfare with laptops and modems.15 This network-centric warfare (NCW) uses unmanned aerial vehicles and writes off collateral damage. It is a war that denies the established, institutional and international law regulating war. It demands “total war” which cannot be constrained and restrained by human rights rhetoric.16 The consequences are devastating as war is thought of like an arcade game and ‘tactical’ nuclear weapons are discussed. All human rights succumb to this disembodied militarist directive. The Bush administration thinks nothing of targeting and killing suspected Al Qaeda members without judicial process. Bush boldly and brashly told the whole world that the US government was a willing assassin in the hunt for Saddam.17 The ‘security’ state rewrites the rights of the dissident. At the start of the bombing of Iraq, antiwar marchers were readily denied a permit to march through the streets of New York City. Antiwar activists were/are charged with anti-patriotism. The ‘security’ state is itself also being restructured. The Pentagon downsized and streamlined the State Department while placing the final version of the Iraqi emergency supplemental appropriations bill under its own central control. Continued conflicts between the CIA, the Pentagon, and the State Department have also created much confusion and greatly damaged reconstruction efforts in Iraq. The power grab within the Bush administration exists both inside and outside this restructuring process. Although it would be wonderful to end the actions of fanatical extremists in Israel, Bali, Nigeria, and India, or stop those who damaged the SS Cole and embassies in Africa, the US will never be able to do so by itself perpetrating acts of violence and violation.18 The US will first have to stop its disrespectful cultural imposition on places elsewhere.19 And the US will have to start abiding by the same international standard with respect to human rights that is expected of other countries. It might help if we were finally to sign the Convention on the Rights of the Child, and the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women. It is telling that the US is so often unwilling both to sign covenants that simply recognize liberal democratic rights and to be held accountable to them. Yet well-known columnist Thomas Friedman assumes that the US sets the standard of democracy; that although the US makes mistakes, nothing much good happens without us. He writes that more than at any other time, “the world has come to accept the Western values of peace, democracy, and free markets”.20 Rhetoric like Friedman’s is much of the problem. The US appropriates ‘democracy’ for its own global agenda, and displaces ‘terrorism’ to others elsewhere. I agree that terrorism is immoral, but as Baudrillard says, globalization is immoral as well; and terrorism is defiant of imperial globalization. Baudrillard points out that if Islam were dominating the world, terrorism would rise up against Islam too because “the globe is resistant to globalization”.21 Global capitalism persists through extreme exploitation. There are all kinds of ‘terror’ – homelessness, starvation, disease, bombs. US prisons are filled, public schools are crumbling, millions of people have lost jobs, over forty-two million people do not have health insurance. All this is also terrifying. It is why people around the world need to globalize resistance. Security for the wealthy few is not the answer. Truly global democratic discourses and vibrant societies are needed. Instead of spending upwards of $3 trillion on US wars of/on ‘terror’, poverty and repression must be fought against wherever they exist. 
XT – War On Terror Discourse Kills Public Sphere

The script of war on terror necessitates violent measures and silences opposition speech.

Chang and Mehan ‘6  (Gordon, PhD Soci. – UC San Diego, and Hugh, Prof. Soc. And Dir. Center for Research on Educational Equity, Access and Teaching Excellence, Pragmatics, “DISCOURSE IN A RELIGIOUS MODE: THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION’S DISCOURSE IN THE WAR ON TERRORISM AND ITS CHALLENGES”, 16(1), http://www.cyberling.elanguage.net/journals/index.php/pragmatics/article/view/500/429 p.18-19)
By contrast, the War on Terrorism script instituted a convention of action that is empowering for individual members of the American public. Instead of asking the American public to stand by and wait until information would be gathered by some external government agencies, by voicing the War on Terrorism script, the Bush Administration galvanized the American people to believe that acting immediately was the correct course of action. According to Bush’s, invocation of the American civil religion, washing a car for a neighbor and doing good deeds in everyday life was equivalent to fighting against terrorism. By engaging in such good deeds, the American people demonstrated that America was a great nation, which further sustained the War on Terrorism script.In conclusion, the major changes in U.S. politics after 9/11 is the institutionalization of a new convention of speaking, thinking, and acting. We can foresee imminent danger, if not a morbid future, if the War on Terrorism script maintains its primacy in guiding U.S. foreign policy. This script essentializes enemies and justifies the need for extreme measures; it discourages sociopolitical analyses and voids the necessity to follow legal procedures. It allows the United States - the most militarily powerful nation in human history - to legitimately wage future wars without the need to justify actions with specific empirical evidence.

The discourse of militarism is at the core of Afghanistan and its destructive effect on the public sphere.

Rhoads ‘9  (Robert, PhD Higher Ed, MA Soc., “The New Militarism, Terrorism, and the American University: Making Sense of the Assault on Democracy “Here, There, Somewhere”, p. 1-2)

A consistent discourse emerged from the Bush White House following the events of September 11, 2001. It was not so much that the events of September 11 caused this discourse, but that they offered a reasonable excuse for a deeper commitment to an already existing set of ideas that in the shadows of tragedy held the potential to define U.S. policy home and abroad. The shift I speak of was reflected in the increasing willingness, perhaps eagerness, for the United States to engage militarily at a global level, while at the same time limiting numerous basic rights, including free expression and movement within and to the country. In essence, it was declared that the United States was forever at war in hot pursuit of terrorists, “Here? There? Somewhere?,” in the words of Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld. And so the argument followed that such a state of eternal engagement necessitated the suspension of democratic rights and the imposition of a 21st century version of martial law. I contend that the terrorist attacks of September 11 have been used by the Bush administration and its many complex networks, including the vast conservative and neoconservative political and economic machinery, as a vehicle to strike fear in U.S. citizens and forge the justification for a New Militarism. A new view of the world, a world of endless violence and cataclysmic threats, was thrust into the consciousness of citizens under the guise that terrorism is everywhere, and consequently, the U.S. government, and its offices of anti- espionage, the Department of Defense [sic]3, the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), National Security Agency (NSA), and the Office of Homeland Security (OHS), among others, must also be everywhere, including in the classrooms, libraries, and offices of the country’s finest universities. In essence, the cold war was supplanted by the color-coded “hot war,”4 and, of course, militarization was elevated to levels necessary to ensure U.S. hegemony. The emergence of this new form of militarism is rooted in a longstanding motif of American society—“America’s manifest destiny”—, but in the context of the 21st century horizons to the west are displaced by limitless global economic visions, and given that enemies are “here, there, somewhere,” then the military and its surveillance branches must be as well. As a consequence of eternal vigilance and violence—violence paraded before the American people as acts of “preemption,” or “anticipatory self-defense”—, the infringement on important democratic rights and ideals is striking. And nowhere is this more telling than in the American academy.

XT – War On Terror Discourse Kills Public Sphere

The war on terror acts to silence dissent. The creation of the terrorist other is invisible, thus lurking in every potential criticism of government policy.  

Giroux ‘6 (Henry A., the Global TV Network Chair in English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University, “The Emerging Authoritarianism in the United States: Political Culture Under the Bush/Chaney Administration,” symploke 14.1/2 (2006) 98-151, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/symploke/v014/14.1giroux.html)
A third feature of the emerging proto-fascism is the relationship between the construction of an ongoing culture of fear and a form of patriotic correctness designed to bolster a rampant nationalism and a selective popularism. Fear is mobilized through both the war on terrorism and "the sovereign pronouncement of a 'state of emergency' [which] generates a wild zone of power, barbaric and violent, operating without democratic oversight in order to combat an 'enemy' that threatens the existence of not merely and not mainly its citizens, but its sovereignty" (Buck-Morss 29). As Stanley Aronowitz points out, the national security state is now organized through "a combination of internal terrorism and the threat of external terrorism," which works to reinforce "its most repressive functions" (2001, 160). The threat of outside terrorism redefines the rules of war since there is no traditional state or enemy to fight. One consequence is that all citizens and non-citizens are viewed as potential terrorists and must prove their innocence through either consent or complicity with the national security state. Under such circumstances, patriotic fervor marks the line between terrorists and non-terrorists. Jingoistic patriotism is now mobilized in the highest reaches of government, in the media, and throughout society, put on perpetual display through the rhetoric of celebrities, journalists, and nightly television news anchors, and relentlessly buttressed by the never-ending waving of flags—on cars, trucks, clothes, houses, and the lapels of TV anchors—as well as through the use of mottoes, slogans, and songs. As a rhetorical ploy to silence dissent, patriotism is used to name as unpatriotic any attempt either to make governmental power and authority responsive to its consequences at home or to question how the appeal to nationalism is being used to legitimate the U.S. government's bad-faith aspirations to empire building overseas. This type of anti-liberal thinking is deeply distrustful of critical inquiry, mistakes dissent for treason, constructs politics on the moral absolutes of "us and them," and views difference and democracy as threats to consensus and national identity. Such patriotic fervor fuels a system of militarized control that not only repudiates the authority of international law but also relies on a notion of preventive war in order to project the fantasies of unbridled American power all over the globe. Richard Falk argues that it is precisely this style of imperial control—fed by the desire for incontestable military preeminence in the world—and the use of [End Page 106] authoritarian modes of regulation by the state at home that have given rise to what he describes as [the] threat of global fascism posed by the current U.S. administration: But why fascist? . . . First of all, the combination of unchallengeable military preeminence with a rejection by the US government of the restraining impact of international law and the United Nations . . . . Secondly, the US government in moving against terrorism has claimed sweeping power to deal with the concealed Al Qaeda network. . . . the character of the powers claimed include secret detentions, the authority to designate American citizens as "enemy combatants" without any rights, the public consideration of torture as a permissible police practice in anti-terrorist work, the scrutiny applied to those of Muslim faith, the reliance on assassination directed at terrorist suspects wherever they are found, and numerous invasions of privacy directed at ordinary people . . . The slide toward fascism at home is given tangible expression by these practices, but it is also furthered by an uncritical and chauvinistic patriotism, by the release of periodic alarmist warnings of mega-terrorist imminent attacks that fail to materialize, and by an Attorney General, John Ashcroft [now Alberto Gonzales], who seems to exult in the authoritarian approach to law enforcement.
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The construction terrorism and the response as war legitimizes violent retributive responses.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, Manchester University Press, pg.40)
 It was not enough to construct the attacks as a tragedy and to fix America as the primary victim, however. It was also important to fix the exact nature and meaning of the events. In probably the most important discursive move of all, the attacks were remade from acts of terrorism, symbolic violence and political murder by non-state actors, to acts of 'war'. At 9.30am on September 11, 2001, Bush addressed the nation and referred to them as 'an apparent terrorist attack' (Bush, 11 September, 2001a). In his address to the nation on television the same day, Bush said: 'Today, our fellow citizens, our way of life, our very freedom came under attack in a series of deliberate and deadly terrorist acts' (Bush, 11 September, 2001b). In the same speech, he referred to them as 'acts of mass murder', and 'despicable acts of terror', a phrase he repeated a few days later. Almost simultaneously, the attacks began to be grammatically reconstructed as acts of 'war' rather than terrorism or criminal exploits. For example, only three days after the attacks, Bush dramatically changed his words: 'War has been waged against us by stealth and deceit' (Bush, 14 September, 2001). The next day, he repeated this construction several times in one speech. He stated that 'the wreckage of New York City' was 'the signs of the first battle of war', and that 'There has been an act of war declared upon America [...] a group of barbarians have declared war on the American people' (Bush, 15 September, 2001). In a short space of time then, the terrorist attacks were remade linguistically from 'acts of terror' and 'murder' to a 'battle of war' and an 'act of war'. Directly related to this, the victims of the September 11, 2001 attacks were reclaimed in a powerful discursive act as 'combat casualties' rather than 'terrorist victims'. Donald Rumsfeld achieved this by announcing that the members of the armed forces killed in the attacks would be given war medals, as if they had been injured or killed in an official military operation: They were acts of war, military strikes against the United States of America. As such, those Department of Defense employees who were injured or killed were not just victims of terror. They were combat casualties [...] [T]he members of the armed forces that were killed or injured in the September 11th attack on the Pentagon and on the World Trade Center towers will receive the Purple Heart. As you know, the Purple Heart is given to those killed or wounded in combat. (Rumsfeld, 27 September, 2001) This is a powerful symbolic act that remakes the attacks as fully 'war' and the victims as 'casualties of war'. There can be little doubt the attacks were acts of war if the Pentagon is awarding military medals to the victims. This linguistic evolution had immediate and concrete political effects, such as allowing the response to be framed in terms of accepted international legal norms. The main problem with constructing the attacks as 'war' however, was that it imbued the attackers with a certain sense of legitimacy; it turned them into warriors (instead of terrorists and criminals), or at the very least, into legitimate international actors (because only legitimate and recognised states can wage war). Thus, officials had to modify their language and recreate the attacks from acts of war in the old, traditional sense, to acts of a 'new' and 'different' kind of war. This is what is called a reflexive discursive move - going back and linguistically remaking the original object into something new. The main strategy for reflexively reconstructing this 'act of war' was to suggest that while it was an act of war, it was a 'different' and 'new' kind of war quite unlike the old kind of war. As American officials such as Donald Rumsfeld constantly reiterated: 'I've therefore characterized this conflict, this campaign, this so-called war, as being notably different from others' (Rumsfeld, 7 October, 2001);'[...] this new war will be a conflict "without battlefields and beachheads," in short, an unconventional war' (Dam, 22 October, 2001). This construction of the September 11, 2001 attacks as a 'new' kind of warfare by a 'new' kind of enemy makes it an act of war, but not in the normal sense. Therefore, the attackers are not warriors, nor do they possess any legitimacy whatsoever. This discursive construction provides policy-makers with a great deal of flexibility. It allows them to reconstruct the September 11, 2001 attacks as acts of war, but without conferring the commensurate legitimacy or status on the terrorists. At the same time, the 'war' context allows the American government to act in ways which would be difficult and probably unacceptable in peacetime or if engaged in a law-enforcement exercise. This is because 'behaviour that is unacceptable in peacetime becomes legitimate in time of war' (Jabri 1996: 6); the war framework allows a wider freedom of action. This is also partly how Bush justifies the creation of a new category of legal subjects in this 'war on terrorism'. A 'new' kind of war can obviously have new kinds of combatants without any major contradiction: 'Non-citizens, non-US citizens who plan and/or commit mass murder are more than criminal suspects. They are unlawful combatants' (Bush, 29 November, 2001). Bush is suggesting that these are not normal acts of war and the attackers are not normal soldiers. Rather, his words imply that it was a special kind of 'unlawful' or illegal warfare by 'unlawful' combatants. The important point is that this construction of the attacks as 'war' (in both its initial and later 'new' sense) was probably the most significant and far-reaching aspect of the entire official discourse. It set the foundations for almost everything that followed - it made a counter-'war' against terrorism possible. But, as I have already indicated, it was in no sense inevitable and the use of different words would have given an entirely different understanding to September 11, 2001 - which in turn, would have altered the entire response to the attacks. For example, imagine that the attacks had been discursively constructed as 'the crime of the century'. Suppose that every senior official spoke of this 'crime', the 'criminals' who perpetrated it and the international 'law-enforcement campaign' that was being launched to find those responsible; that every newspaper and television network had headlines proclaiming 'the crime of the century'; and that the word 'war' was not mentioned in any references to either the attack or the American response. Such a discursive rendering could have altered the way the subsequent campaign against terrorism was structured and prosecuted. Preventive invasions of other countries, assassinations, secret military trials and a massive global military campaign would not have appeared to be so logical or reasonable within such a discursive framework. As well, a whole range of alternative counter-terrorist strategies would have become possible. Critically, other terrorist attacks - the Lockerbie bombing being one example - were discursively constructed as crimes and prosecuted through legal means. Although the Lockerbie process took decades, suspects were eventually handed over for trial, sentences were carried out and compensation paid. If it had been constructed as an 'act of war' in the way September 11, 2001 was, the outcome could have been destructively different. 

XT – War On Terror Discourse ( Violent Responses

Discourse shapes and constructs reality and enables politicians to justify political violence.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, Manchester University Press, pg.21)
Thus far I have explained how the 'war on terrorism' consists of both practice and language, or discourse. Furthermore, I have suggested that discourses form the foundation for the practice by establishing the underlying assumptions, beliefs and knowledge. But how exactly does language achieve this? Why are words so important to politics? The answer can be simply stated: words are never neutral; they don't just describe the world, they actually help to make the world. As such, words can never be employed in a purely objective sense. There are several reasons for this. In the first place, as linguists and anthropologists have discovered, all language has a basic binary structure such that almost every noun, adjective and verb has its direct opposite. It is a feature of the underlying architecture of language. Critically, this opposition between terms usually implies a 'devaluation of one term and a favoring of the other' (Llorente 2002: 39). The. natural inequality between terms, where one is lacking something the opposite embodies, is rarely questioned or challenged. Some of the well-known examples of the way the binary system works include: good/evil, love/hate, new/old, healthy/sick, normal/deviant, moderate/radical, primitive/modern, black/white, masculine/ feminine, strong/weak, urban/rural, native/foreigner, believer/atheist, forward/ backward and west/east. In each case, one of the terms is privileged over the other and has inherently positive connotations the other lacks. The employment of language therefore, can never be a truly neutral act. Speaking about 'civilization' for example, is impossible without bringing to mind the concept of 'barbarism' as its negative opposite. Thus, when politicians and newspapers describe the September 11, 2001 attacks as an 'assault on civilization', the reader knows that (bad) barbarians are somehow involved. A similar process occurs when words like 'evil', 'freedom', 'hate', 'western' and 'justice' are utilized. There is another reason why language is not a neutral act: because our way of speaking plays an active role in creating and changing our perceptions, our cognition and our emotions. First, as something particularly human, language moulds how we see the world; it is the main determinant of our perceptions, our access to concrete reality. From knowing the difference between an apple and a hand grenade, to knowing what to do with each in relevant situations, language shapes our understanding of the world around us (Collins and Glover 2002: 4). The language of politics is actually founded on this assumption and is deliberately structured to shape our perceptions of the world and the types of people in it. Politicians, or more accurately, their propagandists or media relations officers, try to shape public perceptions through the strategic employment of certain words and grammatical formations. As Martha Crenshaw has noted about the language of terrorism: '[W]hat one calls things matters. There are few neutral terms in politics, because political language affects the perceptions of protagonists and audiences, and such effect acquires a greater urgency in the drama of terrorism' (Crenshaw 1995: 7). More than affecting perceptions language also structures cognition - it affects the way we think, and particularly how we make strategic choices. By using a restricted set of words and word formations, some choices can appear perfectly reasonable and commonsensical while others appear absurd. Expressed another way, the language we use at any given moment privileges one viewpoint over others, naturalizing some understandings as rational and others as nonsensical (Foucault 19 77). For example, a political party may state that it aims to promote an environmentally friendly energy policy. It goes on to use ecological language to promote its policy, speaking about 'clean' energy, 'renewable sources', 'environmental safety', 'sustainability' and the like. Employing this language, the choice of wind or solar power would appear to be a natural and logical solution; to suggest more fossil fuel burners, or nuclear power stations would seem somehow inappropriate. The language of the 'war on terrorism' has a similar effect, namely, it makes some strategic options seem rational and logical and others seem absurd, even taboo: attacking those states that harbor and support terrorists seems reasonable, while engaging in any kind of dialogue with so-called terrorists would seem somehow nonsensical or even treasonous. Third, because language structures both our perceptions and our cognition, it also affects our emotions. It is in an important sense, the place where our psychic and social lives intersect. Certain words or combinations of words can make us feel anxious, fearful, angry or joyful. This generates immense power for those that deploy them. Politicians and propagandists have known this for a long time, and in fact, we see it almost every day in people's reactions to the use of certain words in the media, such as 'pedophile', 'AIDS', 'murder', 'weapons of mass destruction' and 'terrorist'. The use of particular terms by politicians is most often directly intended to create a definite kind of public emotion, such as outrage, sympathy or fear. In the lead-up to the Second Gulf War, the danger posed by Saddam's 'weapons of mass destruction', with his 'chemical and biological agents' which were 'capable of being launched in forty-five minutes' was spoken of almost daily to create a sufficient level of public anxiety, and hence, support for a war against Iraq. One final reason why words cannot be considered neutral is because words have histories. This is because in themselves, words have no inherent meaning; rather, they have to acquire meaning in their own discursive setting (Collins and Glover 2002: 9-10). The process by which words obtain meaning is often lengthy and takes place through repetition and their careful and selective use in specific contexts. For example, the use of the terms 'civilized' and 'barbarous' cannot avoid invoking the history of these words as they were applied by Christian Europe in the Middle Ages, and by imperialists and colonists in the last century. There is a history to their meaning that affects their usage in a contemporary context. 

(Jackson continues…)
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(Jackson continues…)

In other cases, words can take on new meanings. The history of the word 'terrorist' or 'terrorism' is a pertinent example of this process. Initially, the word was used to describe the actions of states against their own people: the Great Terror of the French Revolution; Stalin's purges; the Nazi terror state. To a lesser extent, it was also used to describe the actions of some anarchists of the late nineteenth century. Since the 1960s however, government officials, the media and many academics have used the term to characterise the use of violence by small groups of dissidents or revolutionaries to intimidate or influence the state. This strategic and repetitious usage has given the term a new popular meaning: the word 'terrorist' is hardly ever used now to describe state policies of repression or intimidation, but instead is almost exclusively used to describe the illegitimate acts of individuals or small groups of dissidents. Although there are some who contest this new popular meaning of 'terrorism' and who think it should be applied equally to certain kinds of governments and government policies (see Chomsky 2001, 2002), in most people's minds the term applies to individuals and small groups engaged in violently opposing the state. Because words have histories, the act of naming things is always a highly charged process that can have serious political and social consequences. For example, a march by anti-globalisation protesters may be described as a 'mainly peaceful protest' by the media and politicians, in which case it will be thought of as orderly and legitimate. Other similar events may then be treated sensitively and proportionately by the police. The same event however, may also be described as an 'anarchist riot', which will then mark it as disorderly, unlawful and illegitimate. The police may then respond by using disproportionate force against subsequent marches. The different names for the same event may generate contrasting perceptions and responses. This effect of naming is especially powerful in terms of political violence because to 'call an act of political violence terrorist is not merely to describe it but to judge it' (Rubenstein 1987: 17). Consider the difference between calling the killing of an abortion doctor 'a murder' and calling it 'an act of terrorism'; the two names for the same act have very contrasting meanings and would likely elicit very different responses. The 'murder' of the doctor would most likely result in a police investigation, while the 'terrorist killing' of the doctor would result in the mobilisation of the FBI counter-terrorism unit. Expressed another way, we can say that language has a reality-making effect; it is a way of constructing reality and not merely reflecting it. Because language affects perception, cognition and emotion, it inevitably also affects concrete political action; it has consequences for social processes and structures. In the study of other forms of political violence - wars, genocide, insurgency - for example, scholars have started to recognize that wars cannot be fought without the willing participation of large numbers of individuals from across the social spectrum. Enlisting such support requires altering the perception of individuals to comprehend the need for employing force, structuring their cognition so it appears as a reasonable and logical course of action and arousing them emotionally so they will participate or at least acquiesce to the violence. Bringing about such a profound change in so many individuals entails the construction of an entire vocabulary - a whole new language - which comes to replace normal modes of talking and thinking. For example, to make possible the civil war in the former Yugoslavia, people had to start talking about themselves as 'Croats', 'Serbs' and 'Muslims', instead of 'Yugoslavs'. They then had to talk about each other as 'historical enemies' rather than as friends and neighbours. Finally, they had to start thinking about each other as 'threats' and a 'danger' as opposed to fellow citizens (see Wilmer 2002). The leader of Yugoslavia, Slobodan Milosevic, achieved this transformation in people's speech through the public repetition over several years of a new kind of vocabulary based on these ideas that deliberately manipulated peoples' perceptions and emotions; he was aided by a media that endlessly repeated and amplified the words, and by supporters in the churches, schools, universities, cultural associations, unions and other places of social interaction. In sum, speaking or writing is never a neutral act; language can never be used objectively. The deployment of language has concrete and tangible consequences; it creates or constructs reality. Above all, language is the medium of politics and politicians have always employed certain types and forms of language to generate public support and consent for their actions. As Martin Wight noted, power is a social phenomenon and constantly needs to be legitimated (Wight 19 78; see also Hurrell 2002). For these reasons, it is crucial to our understanding of the 'war on terrorism' to examine and explain how the discourse of counter-terrorism constructs the practice of counter-terrorism. 
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The Political Discourse of the “War on Terror” shapes political reality and legitimizes the practice of military counter-terrorism.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, Manchester University Press, p.18)
In addition to all the concrete and tangible activity, the 'war on terrorism' consists of literally millions of pages of text, words and symbols that form the basis and rationale for the actions of officials. Collectively, all these words and symbols constitute what we call a discourse - the discourse of the 'war on terrorism'. A discourse is a particular way of talking about and understanding the world that involves a limited number of statements and words, or a 'way of speaking which gives meaning to experiences from a particular perspective' (Jorgensen and Phillips 2002: 157). Another way to think about discourse is as 'the kind of language used within a specific field' (Jorgensen and Phillips 2002: 66). For example, there are many different kinds of discourses in society: medical, scientific, media, educational, academic, religious, corporate, cultural and political discourses - to name a few. Each has its own terminology and specialised jargon, its own unique ways of expressing ideas and its own kinds of logic, assumptions and reasoning. Discourses are composed of (and also create) what we call discursive formations or constructions - groups of related statements about a subject that determine its meaning, characteristics and relationship to other discursive formations. For example, the notion of 'evil terrorists' so often referred to by President Bush is discursively constructed through a set of related statements which define who they are, what their essential nature is and how they are to be viewed and treated; 'evil terrorist' is a specific discursive construction. Moreover, within the discourse, the 'evil terrorist' construction is placed in direct relation to another discursive construction, namely, 'good' and 'innocent Americans'. Discourses may also be understood as a limited range of possible statements which promote a limited range of meaning; that is, discourses shape what it is possible and impossible to say in particular situations (Jorgensen and Phillips 2002: 157). In this sense, understanding specific discourses (like the 'war on terrorism') involves appreciating the rules guiding what can and cannot be said, and knowing what has been left out as well as what has been included. The silences of a text are often as important as its inclusions (Rosenberg 2003:4). For example, within the discourse of the 'war on terrorism' there is no mention of negotiation as a method of dealing with terrorism (despite the fact that a great number of terrorist campaigns have been terminated in this manner), and to suggest that America negotiates with Osama bin Laden would seem somehow nonsensical. Although language is crucial to the notion of discourse, society (and politics) is not reducible to language and linguistic analysis alone. Discourses are actually broader than just language, being constituted not just in texts or words, but also in definite institutional and organizational practices - what we call discursive practices (Hodgson 2000: 62). For example, an educational discourse includes not just the language and content of curriculum and school texts, but also the physical arrangement of the classrooms, the shape of the tables, school songs and mottos, disciplinary practices, school uniforms and dress codes, underlying teaching philosophies and the like. A political discourse similarly involves not just speeches by politicians, or their pamphlets and writings, but also the symbols they appropriate (flags, colors, dress codes, insignia), the myths and histories they refer to, the laws they pass, the organizational structures they create, the decision​ making procedures they follow and the actions they undertake (marches, demonstrations, boycotts). Discourses can be considered to be an amalgam of material practices and forms of language and knowledge where each reinforces the other in a continuous cycle. In politics, for example, the presidential seal and the flag powerfully reinforce the words of any official speaking at the White House press office podium. When the words, symbols and traditional deference shown by attending journalists are all combined, a White House press conference becomes a powerful and authoritative act of truth creation in society - even if the 'facts' being discussed can later be shown to be false. Political discourses are constructed and employed for specific purposes, most importantly, the creation, maintenance and extension of power. Discourses are an exercise of power; that is, they try to become dominant or hegemonic by discrediting alternative or rival discourses, by promoting themselves as the full and final truth and by drowning out the sound of any other discourse. A hegemonic political discourse then is one where the public debate uses mainly the language, terms, ideas and 'knowledge' of the dominant discourse, and where alternative words and meanings are rarely found and dissenting voices are almost never heard. The 'war on terrorism' is currently one of a great many kinds of political discourses, and it is attempting - with considerable success - to become hegemonic over alternative discourses, such as pacifist, human rights based, feminist, environmentalist or anti-globalization discourses. Importantly, discourses, particularly political discourses, are not monolithic, nor are they ever totally hegemonic; there are always contestations and sites of resistance. The anti-communist discourse of the cold war is a case in point: while at times it dominated both politics and society in America (such as during the height of the McCarthy era), at other times it was highly contested and alternative discourses were heard (such as when the McCarthy-era measures were rescinded by Congress). This is the reason there is still criticism of and opposition to the administration, and why the administration, in a sense, has to remake and reaffirm the discourse every day. Having said this, as during the cold war, discourses can become powerfully institutionalized and embedded into the culture and practice of politics; in a sense, they can take on a life of their own. As I argue later, this is exactly what has occurred during the present 'war on terrorism' and is part of what makes the current discourse unique. Unlike the cold war which took many years to develop, the current (warm) 'war on terrorism' has become the most powerful political discourse in America in little over two years. As I have already mentioned, this is part of the reason it did not really matter who won the presidential elections in November 2004; the 'war on terrorism' was already deeply embedded in American political life and the wider society. Related to this, discourses are not simply transmitted from speaker to listener in an uninterrupted fashion; it is not like pouring water (words) into an empty receptacle. Rather, there is a continual process of producing, reproducing, interpreting and retransmitting the language from speaker to listener to other speakers; every individual interprets what they hear and read in their own unique way, as does every group and institution. In addition, discourses often have to be mediated and retransmitted by other social actors: the media for example, interprets the language of politicians, fashions it into a familiar media frame and then transmits it to the wider public. Churches, universities, pressure groups, artists and countless other social actors follow the same progression. In the process, the original discourse is inevitably changed and moulded in sometimes unpredictable ways. One of the most surprising and unique aspects of the 'war on terrorism' is the surprising level of consistency in the discourse. There is very little deviation from the central discursive formations or the primary narratives - even when it is interpreted and retransmitted by other actors like the media or religious groups. Unfortunately, the role of language and discourse in the construction of political processes is relatively poorly studied and consequently poorly understood. As noted earlier, most analyses of the 'war on terrorism' for example, focus on its geo-political aspects or attempt to examine its diplomatic, political or legal dimensions. A key purpose of this study is to redress this imbalance by examining the way the 'war on terrorism' uses language and other discursive practices to create and maintain hegemony, to impose its interpretation of political reality on the rest of society and to rationalise, legitimise and normalise the practice of counter-terrorism. 
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Humanitarian aims cover up power projection and imperialism.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, p. 135-136)
Another strategy to deflect responsibility away from the American military is to refer to the deaths of innocent civilians in the September 11, 2001 attacks (see Chapter 2). In essence, the dead civilians in Afghanistan and Iraq are justified by reference to the dead civilians in New York and Washington; the US could not be blamed because the responsibility rested solely on those who had initiated war on September 11, 2001 (see Wheeler 2002). Donald Rumsfeld uses this rhetorical strategy on more than one occasion: 'There are going to be loss of life - there already have been. It started on September 11th in this building. And there are going to be more' (Rumsfeld, 24 October, 2001). A few days later, he repeats the same message: 'We would all like it to end as soon as possible', he states. 'The problem you're facing is that thousands of Americans and, indeed, people from another 50 or 60 countries were killed in the United States on September 11th. [...] The problem in the world is not the United States of America; the problem is terrorists' (Rumsfeld, 28 October, 2001). There is an explicit effort here to push the responsibility for innocent deaths onto the terrorists: it is they who are morally responsible for the civilian deaths in Afghanistan because they started it and if they hadn't attacked the US there would be no war in Afghanistan. In fact, the entire problem lies outside of the responsibility of the United States; it is not America that is at fault, it is the terrorists. Finally, as Under Secretary of State Marc Grossman expresses it: T believe, sir, that when there is a fair and accurate representation when this campaign is over, we will find that the number of civilian casualties actually has been very, very low' (Grossman, 19 October, 2001). Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld goes even further: 'I can't imagine there's been a conflict in history where there has been less collateral damage, less unintended consequences' (quoted in Wheeler 2002: 210). According to officials, the whole debate is somewhat moot because so few civilians will be, or have been killed. A war with so few civilian deaths makes it a truly 'good war' by definition. Of course, the current policy of the American military is never to discuss actual numbers of dead or wounded enemy soldiers or civilians, so what constitutes 'very, very low' casualties is never open to interrogation. At one level, this official construction of a rightly conducted war is part of the well-known 'villain/victim' narrative that the Pentagon has tried to enforce on the public not only in the Afghan and Iraqi campaigns but in virtually every war since Vietnam: not only would the war against terrorism destroy bin Laden and the evil terrorists, but in the process Afghans would be liberated from the backward (uncivilised) and inhuman Taliban regime (see Louw 2003: 222). This 'villain/victim' template is now an established feature of the Pentagon's media management strategy in times of war. It relies on the notion that wars should have a clear and simple narrative which identifies a 'bad guy' (the villain) to be dealt with, as well as a captive and oppressed population (the victims) to be saved by the well-intentioned hero (the United States military). This narrative structure was clearly employed in both the Afghan and Iraq wars. In both cases, the 'war on terrorism' was discursively constructed as a 'good war' by virtue of the notion that its military goals were partly humanitarian; they were saving the victims of oppression. For example, on the eve of the first military strikes on Afghanistan, a major effort by all senior officials was put into emphasising the humanitarian goals of the military action. It was stressed over and over again that the military were engaged in a dual role of humanitarian aid delivery and military action: At the same time, the oppressed people of Afghanistan will know the generosity of America and our allies. As we strike military targets, we'll also drop food, medicine and supplies to the starving and suffering men and women and children of Afghanistan' (Bush, 7 October, 2001). This text emphasises both that the Afghan people are starving (and therefore it is imperative that they are fed), and that military action is being accompanied by efforts to feed the hungry. It is a powerful and active linguistic construction that clearly connects the events with the responsible agent in order to fix their humanitarian intentions: 'we'll also drop food and medicine'. The oppressive nature of the Taliban regime is highlighted (the villains), implying that the liberation of the Afghan people (the victims) will itself be a humanitarian act, not simply a political or strategic achievement. In sum, this is an explicitly consequentialist moral justification for the war in Afghanistan: the ultimate outcome or consequence of the campaign is constructed as being so good and fulfilling so many humanitarian imperatives that it is by definition a good war, even if there were many civilian casualties along the way (which according to officials there were not): In a short period of time, most of the country now is in the hands of our allies and friends. We've rescued the humanitarian aid workers. We've destroyed the Taliban military. They're in total confusion. The government that used to hate women, and not educate its children, and disrupt humanitarian supplies, and destroy religious symbols of other religions is now in rout. (Bush, 29 November, 2001) This is another powerful rhetorical construction, and similar arguments are made in relation to the campaign against Iraq. In fact, the claims are even greater here; the war in Iraq not only allowed for humanitarian aid delivery, but it also averted an environmental catastrophe and a large-scale humanitarian crisis, safeguarded a vital resource and by implication, 'liberated' an oppressed people:
XT – War On Terror Discourse ( Violent Responses

Terrorism-based justifications dichotomize the evil enemy from the good American. This silences and disables dissent and dehumanizes the enemy to mask their deaths.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, p. 69-70)
The language of evil fulfils a number of important political functions. In the first place, it moralises the conflict, transforming it into a cosmic struggle between the forces of goodness and light against the forces of darkness and evil. No longer is this a political conflict, a cultural conflict or a conflict over specific policies, it is simply a struggle between good and evil. This is a powerful way of forcing people to choose the side of the United States; after all, no one deliberately chooses to be on the side of evil. In any moral conflict, one always wants to be on the side of good. At the same time, the radical evil argument is a familiar strategy for silencing liberal dissent: from Leo Strauss and Reinhold Neibuhr to Ronald Reagan, liberals have been charged with lacking both a realistic sense of human evil and the moral courage to confront it (Aune 2003). Second, the language of good and evil suppresses questions: we don't need to ask what the motivations or aims of the terrorists were if they are 'evil', as 'evil' is its own motivation and its own self-contained explanation. Evil people do not have any politics and there is no need to examine their causes or grievances. Evil people do what they do simply because they are evil. Clearly, the use of this language is a way of encouraging quiescence and displacing more complex understandings of political and social events (Cloud 2003: 510). As such, it qualifies as demagoguery by appealing to ignorance and arrogance through a distorted representation of the nature of evil. Third, the language of good and evil is also clearly a part of the representational project in which not only must the boundaries between 'them' and 'us' be clearly delineated, but the nature and qualities of ourselves and the enemy other must be affirmed (see Passavant and Dean 2002). This representational project moreover, is deliberately designed to dehumanise the enemy, because 'as agents of evil, they are by definition of less human worth' (Sardar and Davies 2002: 174). The language of evil removes the need for self-reflection and the assessment of context and contributory circumstances. As Gunnell suggests: It is merely an invitation to identify our enemies. By talking of them as 'evil', we do not need to ask why they act as they do, feel outraged or oppressed, opt for suicidal terror rather than protest or political engagement. The questions to which we all need answers since 11 September fall off the agenda in the face of the description 'evil'. Evil simply demands opposition rather than analysis or understanding. (Gunnell 2002, quoted in Sardar and Davies 2002: 5 6) This is actually one of the primary purposes of this language - to so demonise and dehumanise the terrorists that the only acceptable course of action is to kill and destroy them; to depoliticise and depersonalise them to such a degree that no one is tempted to find out their actual grievances and demands. As Condoleeza Rice explicitly stated: 'The one thing that we expect no one to do is to somehow negotiate with terrorists. It only emboldens them' (Rice, 14 May, 2003). Lastly, designating terrorists as evil is a 'demonological move', which in this case is made easier by the fact that the terrorists were foreigners who did not belong to the political community. This notion of the terrorist enemy as 'alien' is explored in the following section. Demonising certain individuals and groups is an important part of both enlisting widespread support (if people hate enemy terrorists enough, they will support the use of massive and sustained violence against them), and ensuring flexibility (if the terrorists lose all sympathy as human beings, the authorities will have the freedom to treat them as they like -without the need for human rights conventions or lawyers).
War On Terror Impact – Cycle of Violence

The war on terror is an endless cycle of military violence. Invasion has made warfare a solution to all coming political problems.

Gregory ‘4  (Derek, Prof. Geography – U. British Columbia, “The Colonial Present: Afghanistan, Palestine, and Iraq”, p. 44-45)
The catastrophic terrorist attacks of 9/11 set in motion a series of responses and counter-responses destined to shape world politics well into the twenty-first century. The cliche that everything seems to have been recast is nonetheless true: U.S. foreign policy, the global economic situation, the character of political alliances, ideological discourses, above all the scope and potency of military power in a world already overrun by deadly weapons and veering toward breakdown and destruction. The scenario can be understood as a deadly cycle involving the dialectical interaction of militarism and terrorism—twin expressions of the same New World Order—comprising a historical logic sure to deepen as elements of U.S. superpower hegemony be​come more visible. Whatever the phenomenon of terrorism calls to mind (and it is a slippery concept at best), 9/11 constitutes a series of violent at​tacks on an Empire held together in the final instance by U.S. military power. The overriding goal of American leaders has been to make the world accessible to corporate penetration, open trade, and unfettered capital in​vestment while closing olf alternatives to the ueoliberal order those leaders hope to further solidify. Here terrorism amounts to both a visceral striking back at Empire and the unintended relegitimation of that same Empire. Hence the endless war against terrorism promised by Bush after 9/11, when coupled with jihadic tendencies in the Arab world, serves as a kind of Hobbesian self-fulfilling prophesy—a recipe for continued violence and warfare with no obvious political solution on the horizon. In the difficult aftermath of 9/11 a new global set of relations seemed to emerge, shaped by heightened public feats and insecurities—although this was not so much new as simply an intensification of already existing trends. Forces of destruction now appeared more ominous, more random, more threatening to the smooth functioning of Empire itself, and those fears and insecurities spread into the very citadel of global power. The United States has forever been deprived of its taken-for-granted sense of invulner​ability, its long-standing exceptionalism born of geographical separation, af​fluence, technological superiority, and the largest military machine in his​tory. These conditions no longer seemed, capable of protecting Americans from military invasion, owing in part to the more pervasive incursions of Empire itself (creating blowback), in part to the growth and sophistication of dispersed terrorist networks. At the same time, as Gilbert Achcar points out, 9/11 took on the character of a world spectacle in which international attention was riveted on the attacks and their victims, far out of proportion to media play given disasters elsewhere—for example, the Bhopal catastro​phe in India, which killed more people. One immediate consequence of this hyperrealistic event was that U.S. global policies enjoyed a certain immunity to criticism; another was its legitimation of military action in the war on terrorism." The new terrorist challenge can be seen as an expression of blowback, which, as Chalmers Johnson argues, can take on the character of a virulent re​action against U.S. imperial domination, fueled by a sense of powerlessness (both elite and mass) where alternatives to the status quo are blocked. John​son writes that the attacks "are all portents of a twenty-first century crisis in America's informal empire, an empire based on the projection of military power to every corner to the world and on the use of American capital and markets to force global economic integration on |U.S.| terms, at whatever costs to others." He adds:'"] here is a logic to empire that differs from the logic of a nation, and acts committed in service to an empire but never acknowl​edged as such have a tendency to haunt the future."12 In the case of a! Qaeda, it would be impossible to view its actions as anything but payback for stepped-up U.S. military operations in the Middle Bast: U.S. support for the Israeli occupation of Palestine, bombings and sanctions against Iraq, military bases spread across the Eurasian region, massive weapons sales to repressive regimes, covert actions going back many decades, and the general machinations of oil politics. 

War On Terror Impact – Authoritarianism

War on Terror pushes US towards Authoritarianism – makes entire populations disposable.

Giroux 06 (Henry A., the Global TV Network Chair in English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University, “The Emerging Authoritarianism in the United States: Political Culture Under the Bush/Chaney Administration,” symploke 14.1/2 (2006) 98-151, Project Muse)
Whereas the Clinton administration situated its key positions in the Treasury Department, the Bush administration relies on its defense experts—Cheney, Rumsfeld, and Rice—to develop its international policy. As war becomes the foundation for the administration's empire-driven foreign policy, real and symbolic violence combine with a number of anti-democratic tendencies to make the world more dangerous and the promise of global democracy difficult to imagine in the current historical moment. Entire populations are now seen as disposable, and state sovereignty is no longer organized around the struggle for life but now entails an insatiable quest for the accumulation of capital, leading to what Achille Mbembe calls "necropolitics" or the destruction of human bodies.1 The language of patriotic correctness and religious fanaticism is beginning to replace the language of social justice and equality, bespeaking the enduring attraction and "rehabilitation of fascist ideals and principles" (Gilroy 2000, 148). In what follows, I want to argue that fascism and authoritarianism are important categories that need to be mined in order to explore the changing nature of power, control, and rule in the United States and the challenge that such changes pose to a democracy clearly under siege. I [End Page 100] want to make clear from the outset that I am not suggesting the United States is engaged in a process of genocidal terror against racialized populations—though the increase in police brutality in the last decade against people of color coupled with the rise of a prison-industrial-military complex that primarily punishes black men cannot be overlooked.2 Nor can the increased attack by the American government on the rights of many innocent Arabs, Muslims, and immigrants be understood as anything other than a kind of totalitarian time warp in which airport terminals now resemble state prisons as foreign nationals are fingerprinted, photographed, and interrogated (see Tristam 2004). Rather, I am arguing that the United States has many earmarks of a growing authoritarianism, the characteristics of which I will spell out below. Fascism is not an ideological apparatus frozen in a particular historical period, but a theoretical and political signpost for understanding how democracy can be subverted, if not destroyed. Bertram Gross in 1985 wrote a book titled Friendly Fascism in which he argued that if fascism came to the United States, it would not embody the fascist characteristics that were associated with its legacies in the past. There would be no Nuremberg rallies, doctrines of racial superiority, government-sanctioned book burnings, death camps, or the abrogation of the constitution. In short, fascism would not take the form of an ideological grid from the past simply downloaded onto another country under different historical conditions. On the contrary, he believed that fascism would be an eternal danger and would have the ability to become relevant under new conditions, taking on familiar forms of thought that resonate with nativist traditions, experiences, and political relations. Similarly, Umberto Eco, in his discussion of "Eternal Fascism," argues that any updated version of fascism will not openly assume the mantle of historical fascism; rather, new forms of authoritarianism will appropriate some of its elements. Like Gross, Eco argues that fascism, if it comes to America, will have a different guise, although it will be no less destructive of democracy. He writes: Ur-Fascism [Eternal Fascism] is still around us, sometimes in plainclothes. It would be much easier for us if there appeared on the world scene somebody saying, "I want to reopen Auschwitz, I want the Blackshirts to parade again in the Italian squares." Life is not that simple. Ur-Fascism can come back under the most innocent of disguises. Our duty is to uncover it and to point our finger at any of its new instances—everyday, in every part of the world. Franklin [End Page 101] Roosevelt's words of November 4, 1938, are worth recalling: "If American democracy ceases to move forward as a living force, seeking day and night by peaceful means to better the lot of our citizens, fascism will grow in strength in our land." Freedom and liberation are an unending task. (15) In order to make a distinction between the old and new forms of fascism, I want to use the term proto-fascism for the emerging U.S. authoritarianism, not only because it suggests a different constellation of elements and forms pointing towards its reconstitution, but also because it has "the beauty of familiarity, and rightly in many cases reveals a deliberate attempt to make fascism relevant in new conditions" (Passmore 90). The point here is not to obscure the distinctiveness of the nature, force, or consequences of the old fascism but to highlight how some of its central elements are emerging in contemporary forms in the United States. Precise accounts of the meaning of fascism abound, and I have no desire, given its shifting nature, to impose a rigid definition with universal pretensions. But most scholars agree that fascism is a mass movement that emerges out of a failed democracy, and its ideology is extremely anti-liberal, anti-democratic, and anti-socialistic. It is also marked by an "elaborate ideology which covers all aspects of man's existence and which contains a powerful chiliastic [messianic or religious] moment" (19). As a political philosophy, fascism exalts the nation and race—or some purified form of national identity—over the individual, supports centralized dictatorial power, demands blind obedience from the masses, and promotes a top-down revolution. As a social order, it is generally characterized by a system of terror directed against perceived enemies of the state; a monopolistic control of the mass media; an expanding prison system; a state monopoly of weapons; the existence of privileged groups and classes; control of the economy by a limited number of people; unbridled corporatism; "the appeal to emotion and myth rather than reason; the glorification of violence on behalf of a national cause; the mobilization and militarization of civil society; [and] an expansionist foreign policy intended to promote national greatness" (Stille 19). 
War On Terror Impact – Laundry List

War on terror turns impacts – UN cohesion, terrorism, preemptive war inevitable,  causes global instability, creates anti Americanism and causes prolif.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, p. 185-186)
Other direct consequences of the 'war on terrorism' which are also likely to increase terrorism in the future include: the damage sustained to the institutions of international order and global governance, such as the United Nations and the International Criminal Court (ICC); the undermining of the accepted laws of war through the doctrine of pre-emptive (preventive) strikes against states harbouring terrorists and through the failure to uphold the Geneva Conventions regarding prisoners of war; the further destabilisation of regions where internal conflicts have now been subsumed under the mantle of the 'war on terrorism', such as Israel, Chechnya, Colombia, Kashmir and the Philippines; the support and aid provided to dictatorships willing to join the 'war on terrorism'; the misguided and poorly conceived support for Israel's recent policies; the continuation and expansion of American military bases into sensitive regions; the new arms race to develop national missile defence and new generation nuclear weapons; the diversion of resources from development aid and nation-building to military aid for allies; and the pursuit of oil politics and geo-strategic objectives in the Middle East and Caspian basin under the cover of national security. Every one of these policies increases the likelihood of future anti-American 'blowback', mounting regional violence and the intensification of global insecurity and injustice -the very conditions which breed hopelessness and the resort to terror in the first place. At the very least, these policies are obstacles to effective counter-terrorism. In one sense then, the 'war on terrorism' is already being lost; terrorists are far from being defeated and the world is no safer than it was before September 11, 2001.

XT – Otherization ( Violence

Othering makes everyone expendible. Dehumanization sets no boundaries on possible violence.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, p. 90-91)
When the ingredients are all added together - a public discourse that vilifies the 'enemy other', the failure of moral reflection, officially sanctioned torture 'lite' interrogation techniques and orders to kill suspects, the abrogation of the Geneva Conventions, the policies of prisoner management in Iraq and the example set by domestic law enforcement - the abuse is easily explained. Such an environment normalises actions that would otherwise be considered morally repugnant and transforms human rights violations into routine. In fact, what is most surprising about the whole situation is that there isn't even greater evidence of abuse. It seems obvious that without a complete transformation of the entire language and practice of the 'war on terrorism' such abuses will continue to occur; no amount of prosecution of individual guards will reform such a powerfully constructed system.
Disturbingly, the abuse of prisoners in the 'war on terrorism' has become mimetic; terrorists and insurgents have started to mimic the behaviour of the American forces by deliberately capturing and then publicly abusing Coalition soldiers and civilian workers. In a horrifying pantomime of discursive mirroring, the terrorists dress their captives in the orange jumpsuits of the Guantanamo Bay detainees, hood them to make them 'faceless' and in some cases, murder them. Then, like the photos from Abu Ghraib showing Arab humiliation, they also post the images of the American dead and mistreated on the internet for the entire world to see. In a sense, this imitative war of images is a predictable outcome of the language of identity. In the end, the process of 'othering' makes everyone faceless and inhuman.

XT – Us-Them Language in Afghanistan = Violence

The rhetorical us-them dichotomies deployed to justify the Afghan war naturalize colonial violence and authorize endless war. 

Gregory ‘4  (Derek, Prof. Geography – U. British Columbia, “The Colonial Present: Afghanistan, Palestine, and Iraq”, p. 9-10)
On the one side, we too readily forget the ways in which metropolitan cultures constructed other cultures as “other”. By this, I mean not only metropolitan cultures represented other cultures as exotic, bizarre, alied-like Borges’s “Chinese encyclopaedia”- but also how they acted as though “the meaning they dispensed was purely the result of their own activity” and so suppressed their predatory appropriations of other cultures. This is surely what was lost in Fourcalt’s laughter. We are also inclined to gloss over the terrible violence of colonialism. We forget the exactions, suppressions, and complicities that colonialism forced upon the peoples it subjugated, and the way in which it withdrew from them the right to make their own history, ensuring that they did so emphatically not under conditions of their own choosing. These erasures are not only delusions: they are also dangers. We forget that it is often ordinary people who do such awful, extraordinary things, and so foreclose the possibility that in similar circumstances most of us would, in all likelihood, have done much the same. To acknowledge this is not to protect our predecessors from criticism: it is to recall the part we are called to play- and continue to play- in the performance of the colonian present. We need to remind our rulers that “even the best-run empires are cruel and violent,” Maria Misra argues, and that “overwhelming power, combined with a sense of boundless superiority, will produce atrocities- even among the well-intentioned”. In other words, we still do much the same. Like Seumas Mune, I believe that “the roots of the global crisis which erupted on September 11 lie in precisely those colonial experiences and the informal quasi-imperial system that succeeded them.” And if we do not successfully contest these amnesiac histories- in particular, if we do not recover the histories of Britain and the United States in Afghanistan, Palestine, and Iraq- then, in Misra’s agonizing phrase, the Heart of Smugness will be substituted for the Heart of Darkness. On the other side, there is often nostalgia for the cultures that colonial modernity has destroyed. Art, design, fashion, film, literature, music, travel: all are marked by mourning the passing of “the traditional”, “the unspoiled”, “the authentic”, and by a romanticized and thoroughly commodified longing for their revival as what Graham Huggan calls “the post-colonial exotic.” This is not a harmless, still less a trivial pursuit, because its nostalgia works as a set of cultural cryonics. Other cultures are fixed and frozen, often as a series of fetishes, and then brought back to life through metropolitan circuits of consumption. Commodity fetishism and cannibalism are repatriated to the metropolis. But there is still a more violent side to colonial nostalgia. Contemporary metropolitan cultures are also characterized by nostalgia for the aggrandizing swagger of colonialism itself, for its privileges and powers. Its exercise may have been shot through with anxiety, even guilt; its codes may n occasion have been transgressed, even set aside. But the triumphal show of colonialism- its elaborate “ornamentalism”, as David Xannadine calls it- and its effortless, ethnocentric assumption of Might and Right are visibly aggressively abroad in our own present. For what else is the war on terror other than the violent return of the colonial past, with its split geographies of “us” and them”, “civilization” and “Barbarism”, “Good” and “Evil”?

XT – Discourse Shapes Reality

All politics are determined by discourse. Opening up space for new discourse is key to undoing the “War on Terror” discourse.

Hodges and Nilep ‘7  (Adam, A.W. Mellon Postdoc Fellow in Humanities – Carnegie Mellon U., and Chad, Doc. Candidate in Linguistics – UC Boulder, in Discourse, War and Terrorism, Ed. Adam Hodges and Chad Nilep, p. 12-13)

In order to understand the relationship between discourse and war (including the strategy of terrorism), let us consider Carl von Clausewitz's (1976) maxim that wal​ls simply politics by other means. One may imagine a continuum of political strat​egy, with war and diplomacy occupying opposite ends. Diplomacy represents the art of communication employed in the service of peaceful cohabitation. As diplo​macy's opposite, war represents the breakdown of communication, resulting in physical violence. It is important to note, however, that both ends of this continu​um rely crucially on uses of language. The practice of diplomacy relies on dialogue and tireless negotiation in an effort to reach shared understandings among rival groups. War, too, relies on discourse - communication within the group to divide interests and dehumanize the Other as a prelude to violence. As Paul Chilton (2004) points out, Aristotle's notion that humans are "political animals" rests upon our unique capacity for language, or "the power of speech" (4-5). The capacity for language therefore undergirds human engagement in poli​tics at both ends of the continuum sketched out above; language is a prerequisite for both war and diplomacy. Michael Billig (2003), drawing on Henri Tajfel (1981), provides an extended discussion of the consequences of this idea, which contra​dicts early beliefs in psychology that associated war with an innate primitive in​stinct and language with higher thought (McDougall 1920). Billig (2003) writes, The apparent irrationality of war is not the product of irrational psychological drives, but is the outcome of the seemingly rational human propensity to make sense of the social world. [...| When Bush and the majority of the American peo​ple advocated the bombing of Afghanistan after September 11, 2001, they were not responding to a release of innate, instinctual urges. Their collective response was based upon understandings of the social world, which involved a heightened sense of "us" and "them" (xi-xii). It therefore follows that - in constructing understandings of the social world - lan​guage not only holds the capacity for dehumanizing the Other and justifying seem​ingly irrational actions, but of bridging towards mutual understandings and recognizing the Other as not wholly unlike ourselves. The "tough on security" image8 embraced by politicians that privileges the use of war over the use of diplomacy in international affairs is merely a powerful narrative constructed, at base, through lan​guage. What language creates, language can dislodge and build anew. Only language can create new narratives and images that embrace the diplomatic end of the spec​trum as a mark of political strength. In a nuclear age where the power of language to lead us into war and sanitize1' its destruction presents indescribable consequences for ourselves and the planet, shifting the balance of language use towards the diplo​matic end of that continuum of politics remains a vital necessity. Discourses since 9/11 have constructed the reality and provided the frame​works through which the world now views and discusses war and terrorism. Dis​secting these discourses may be one piece in the construction of new ones that bring the casualties of sanity and humanistic values back to life. Tire primary social function of scholars, after all, is "to influence discourse" (Graham et al 2004: 216). While discourse analysts are no more important than others in this regard, dis​course studies can play an incisive role in understanding the workings of the dis​cursive process at play in politics, society and culture. 

XT – Political Action Key

We need a concept of the concrete political. Theorizing true reality is essential for exposing the contradictions in the war on terror.

Cloud ‘4  (Dana L., Associate Prof. And Dir. Graduate Studies – Dept. Comm – UT Austin, Quarterly Journal of Speech, “”To Veil the Threat of Terror”: Afghan Women and the Clash of Civilizations”, 90(3), August, Ebsco)
Answering the question of whether this rationale is legitimate requires a critical perspective that can unveil realities under rhetorical surfaces. This method, what John Thompson calls “depth hermeneutics,”59 features the exposure of contradictions between discourses and the truths that they veil. The epistemological assumptions of rhetorical inquiry have shifted away from this method, emphasizing instead how regimes of truth are created in discourse. As I have argued elsewhere, without a concept of an extra-discursive real, we compromise our ability to see phenomena such as imperialism for what they are; further, there is the risk of theorizing judgment and agency out of existence.60 Thompson’s method, although not a novel development in critical theory, articulates a materialist approach that allows criticism to expose reality under rhetorical fictions. Without the assumption of interpretive depth, it would be difficult to make the case for uncovering the contradictions between the humanitarian discourse of the photo essays and the reality of war, between the rhetoric of liberating women and the actual history of U.S. alliance with other oppressive regimes, including Kuwait and Saudi Arabia.61 There are other contradictions between the rationale for war of “saving the brown women from the brown men” and the reality of women’s lives there. Since the U.S. bombing of Afghanistan, the Northern Alliance has forcibly stopped the fast-growing Union of the Women of Afghanistan from marching in Kabul. The leading women’s rights organization, the Revolutionary Association of the Women of Afghanistan (RAWA), opposed U.S. military action there as well as the war in Iraq, arguing that their feminist movement does not need U.S. “help” in the form of bombs and military occupation.62 Their continuing opposition belies the U.S. justifications for war based on the humanitarian rescue of oppressed women. RAWA’s statement on the U.S. war in Afghanistan reads, in part: America, by forming an international coalition against Osama and his Taliban-collaborators and in retaliation for the 11th September terrorist attacks, has launched a vast aggression on our country. Despite the claim of the U.S. that only military and terrorist bases of the Taliban and Al Qaeda will be struck and that its actions would be accurately targeted and proportionate, what we have witnessed for the past seven days leaves no doubt that this invasion will shed the blood of numerous women, men, children, young and old of our country.63 Their predictions were accurate; after the killing of thousands of innocent civilians in Afghanistan, Afghan women are hardly better off than they were before; they regard the U.S. war as akin to the Taliban regime. 64 The full political case for my belief that U.S. withdrawal would be better than occupation for Afghan people, including women, is beyond the scope of this article. However, accepting the argument that the people of a nation cannot determine the shape of their own society is an example of having been persuaded by the “clash of civilizations” hypothesis and accepting its racialized logic. Further, in the Afghanistan case, it is difficult to dispute that even the women’s movement in Afghanistan has no use for the United States or the occupation. Thus, the appeals to the liberation of women, even profoundly oppressed women, must be understood not as legitimate justification but rather as a pretext for the war and occupation. As McGee noted in his discussion of the ideograph, tightly condensed symbols of a people’s commitments can be quite forceful inducements to public consent to their rulers’ policies. These images as condensed incantations of the ideograph _clash of civilizations_ are no exception. Political discourse has accompanied and invoked the image of Afghan women in the appeal to the _clash of civilizations_. President George W. Bush encapsulated the _clash of civilizations_ motive in his 2002 State of the Union Address: “The last time we met in this chamber, the mothers and daughters of Afghanistan were captives in their own homes, forbidden from working or going to school. Today women are free, and are part of Afghanistan’s new government.”65 Likewise, in his 2004 State of the Union Address, President George W. Bush summarized the effects of the U.S. intervention in Afghanistan: As of this month, that country has a new constitution, guaranteeing free elections and full participation by women. Businesses are opening, health care centers are being established, and the boys and girls of Afghanistan are back in school. With help from the new Afghan Army, our coalition is leading aggressive raids against surviving members of the Taliban and al-Qaida [sic]. The men and women of Afghanistan are building a nation that is free, and proud, and fighting terror—and America is honored to be their friend.66 Here Bush shares the narrative strategy of the Time photographs and constructs a new image of the Afghan people, not as pre-modern Others but as “friends” in his claim that U.S. forces led to freedom. The phrasing suggests that the women before intervention were Others, but that they now have been folded into U.S. identity as friends. Based on his argument, however, only a subdued or compliant population has the prerogative of becoming a friend. Even in friendship, the Afghan people are claimed by the United States without reciprocal power to define the relationship. Bush’s remarks imply that saving the people, and specifically the women, of Afghanistan was the primary motive and outcome of the U.S. intervention. A closer look at the history of U.S. relations in the region reveals more salient reasons for the U.S. war. Well before the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, the balance of power in Afghanistan had shifted, away from “moderates” in the Taliban, who favored open relations with the United States and the United Nations, toward more nationalist and fundamentalist forces.67 In this new configuration, the regime was much less open to the idea of allowing the United States to run an oil pipeline through Afghanistan from the Caspian Sea, which was a major component of U.S. plans to control the world oil supply. Before this point, the condition of women in Afghanistan and the injustices of Islamic dictatorship had not been of concern to the United States.68 Thus, there is a contradiction between the rhetoric of moral inferiority and the mercenary motives of the war.69 Conquest of another nation for economic gain and geopolitical control is the textbook definition of imperialism.70 Conservative intellectuals in foreign policy circles expressed the imperialist motives of the intervention explicitly, even as U.S. mass culture offered the humanitarian justifications better designed to win public support. In the influential journal Foreign Affairs, Sebastian Mallaby states outright the need for a new U.S. Empire: “A new imperial moment has arrived, and by virtue of its power America is bound to play the leading role.”71 Huntington also admits to this claim: “Culture, as we have argued, follows power. If non-Western societies are once again to be shaped by Western culture, it will happen only as a result of the expansion, deployment, and impact of Western power. Imperialism is the necessary logical consequence of universalism.”72 As in the time of Rudyard Kipling’s description of the “white man’s burden,” the clashing images of _the clash of civilizations _ are the surface of U.S. imperialism.73 In Covering Islam, Edward Said includes the clash of civilizations hypothesis in a category of discourse that “covers, and covers up, Islam.”74 He writes: “Islam” has always represented a particular menace to the West.... Of no other religion or cultural grouping can it be said so assertively as it is now said of Islam that it represents a threat to Western civilization. It is no accident that the turbulence and the upheavals which are now taking place in the Muslim world (and which have more to do with social, economic, and historical factors than they do unilaterally with Islam) have exposed the limitations of simple-minded Orientalist cliche´s about “fatalistic” Muslims without at the same time generating anything to put in their place except nostalgia for the old days, when European armies ruled almost the entire Muslim world.75 Later, he adds, “‘Islam’ is only what holds the West’s oil reserves; little else counts, little else deserves attention.”76 

XT – Political Action Key

Political action is essential. Specific action helps to expose the silence imposed on alternative security discourses and mobilize against a militarized future.

Stabile and Rentschler ‘5  (Carol, Associate Prof. Dept. Journalism and Mass Comm. – U. Wisconsin-Milwaukee, and Carrie, Assistant Prof. Comm. And Art History and Comm. Studies – McGill U., Feminist Formations, “States of Insecurity and the Gendered Politics of Fear”, 17(3), Fall, Project Muse)

In our own struggles over the meaning of the word security, we would like to emulate Cindy Corrie’s remarkable self-reflexivity in the wake of such a tragic loss. The war on terror’s constructions of threats and fear serve to individualize fear and atomize people based on the promise of a security that never materializes. In defiance of these tendencies, we need to invoke understandings of security that remind all of us about its necessarily social and relational meanings. Feminists need to work together to undo the silences in the discourses of security that have followed from the war on terror—the media’s, as well as our own. Like the women of Greenham Common, who for nineteen years occupied that space in protest of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization’s decision to site cruise missiles there, we need to make noise about issues of security that matter to more than a handful of the world’s elites.3 We need to speak back to all our would-be protectors and to pay attention to the silences in narratives about security. We need to demand discussion of competing discourses about security and to listen across the boundaries of class, race, ethnicity, sexual orientation, ability, age, and national origin to understand the limits of individual and individualized constructions of fear, threats, and security. Those of us who enjoy more privilege and comparative security urgently need to mobilize against the militarized futures currently on sale. Feminists need to continue to fight over the meanings of security being foisted upon us and to work to appropriate the word security for feminist purposes and a feminist political agenda. Working within a discipline itself born out of political resistance to androcentrism, women’s studies teachers, students, and supporters have a unique and urgent responsibility to respond to the states of insecurity being created by an arrogant and androcentric militarized culture. No single volume can even begin to address the complicated web of issues that converge around gender, security, and fear, and research cannot substitute for political action. Our hope for this volume is that in some modest way it can provide a starting point for the conversations, conferences, research projects, and direct action projects that we need to begin having in collective, collaborative, and ever-louder ways. In the midst of this growing political and economic gloom, we can find hope and sustenance for the struggles ahead in the courage, energy, creativity, and dedication of all those women fighting against the states of insecurity being thrust upon us. As Rachel Corrie said shortly before her death, “I look forward to increasing numbers of middle-class privileged people like you and me becoming aware of the structures that support our privilege and beginning to support the work of those who aren’t privileged to dismantle those structures” (2003). Together, we need to find ways to make a whole symphony of women’s voices heard above the din of militarism, aggression, and androcentric self-interest. 

XT – Criticism Of Afghan Mission Solves

Critical discussion of the Afghan mission is essential. Only by asserting ethical sensibility against the civilizing mission can we create a public sphere imbued with gender justice.

Spivak ‘4  (Gayetri Chakravorty, U. Prof. and Founding Member of Institute for Comparative Literatur and Society – Columbia U., Boundary 2, “Terror: A Speech after 9-11”, 31(2), Project Muse)
These ruminations arose in response to America’s war on terrorism.1 I started from the conviction that there is no response to war. War is a cruel caricature of what in us can respond. You cannot be answerable to war. Yet one cannot remain silent. Out of the imperative or compulsion to speak, then, two questions: What are some already existing responses? And, how respond in the face of the impossibility of response? When I thus assigned myself the agency of response, my institutionally validated agency kicked in. I am a teacher of the humanities. In the humanities classroom begins a training for what may produce a criticism that can possibly engage a public sphere deeply hostile to the mission of the humanities when they are understood as a persistent attempt at an uncoercive rearrangement of desires, through teaching reading. Before I begin, I would like to distinguish this from the stockpiling of apparently political, tediously radical, and often narcissistic descriptions, according to whatever is perceived to be the latest Euro-US theoretical trend, that we bequeath to our students in the name of public criticism. Uncoercive rearrangement of desires, then; the repeated effort in the classroom. Thus I found myself constructed as a respondent. A response not only supposes and produces a constructed subject of response, it also constructs its object. To what, then, do most of these responses respond? The ‘‘war’’ on the Taliban, repeatedly declared on media by representatives of the United States government from the president on down, was only a war in the general sense. Not having been declared by act of Congress, it could not assume that proper name. And even as such it was not a response to war. The detainees at Guantanamo Bay, as we have been repeatedly reminded by Right and Left, are not prisoners of war and cannot be treated according to the Geneva Convention (itself unenforceable) because, as Donald Rumsfeld says, among other things, ‘‘they did not fight in uniform.’’2 The US is fighting an abstract enemy: terrorism. Definitions in Government handbooks, or UN documents, explain little. The war is part of an alibi every imperialism has given itself, a civilizing mission carried to the extreme, as it always must be. It is a war on terrorism reduced at home to due process, to a criminal case: US v. Zacarias Moussaoui, aka ‘‘Shaqil,’’ aka ‘‘Abu Khalid al Sahrawi,’’ with the nineteen dead hijackers named as unindicted co-conspirators in the indictment. This is where I can begin: a war zoomed down to a lawsuit and zoomed up to face an abstraction. Even on the most general level, this binary opposition will no longer stand. For the sake of constructing a response, however, a binary is useful. To repeat, then, down to a case, up to an abstraction. I cannot speak intelligently about the law, about cases. I am not ‘‘responsible’’ in it. I turn to the abstraction: terror-ism. Yet, being a citizen of the world who aspires to live and prosper under ‘‘the rule of law,’’ I will risk a word. When we believe that to punish the perpetrators as criminals would be smarter than, or even more correct than, military intervention, we are not necessarily moving toward a lasting peace. Unless we are trained into imagining the other, a necessary, impossible, and interminable task, nothing we do through politico-legal calculation will last, even with the chanciness of the future anterior: something will have been when we plan a something will be. Before the requirement of the emergence of a specific sort of ‘‘public sphere’’—corollary to imperial systems and the movement of peoples, when different ‘‘kinds’’ of people came to live together—such training was part of general cultural instruction.3 After, it has become the especial burden of an institutionalized faculty of the humanities. I squash an entire history here. Kant’s enlightened subject is a scholar.4 In ‘‘Critique of Power’’ Benjamin writes, ‘‘what stands outside of the law as the educative power in its perfected form, is one of the forms of appearance of divine power.’’5 I happen to be a Europeanist, but I have no doubt at all that historically marked intuitions about the importance of the educative moment is to be found in every cultural system. What seems important today, in the face of this unprecedented attack on the temple of Empire, is not only an unmediated intervention by way of the calculations of the public sphere— war or law—but training (the exercise of the educative power) into a preparation for the eruption of the ethical. I understand the ethical, and this is a derivative position, to be an interruption of the epistemological, which is the attempt to construct the other as object of knowledge. Epistemological constructions belong to the domain of the law, which seeks to know the other, in his or her case, as completely as possible, in order to punish or acquit rationally, reason being defined by the limits set by the law itself. The ethical interrupts this imperfectly, to listen to the other as if it were a self, neither to punish nor to acquit. Public criticism today must insist that no amount of punishment, legal upon individuals, or military and economic upon states and collectivities— indeed, military and economic rewards such as invitation into alliances or entry into the World Trade Organization—is going to bring lasting change, an epistemic shift, however minor. We must also attend upon a preparation for the ethical upon which we must attend. And that is where the public responsibility of the humanities may be situated. By contrast, the ‘‘War on Terrorism’’ has generated an intense resurgence of nationalism, consolidated by an act of Congress: the Patriot Act. There was an unexamined assumption by academic intellectuals that, because the world economic system acts multi- and trans-nationally, even globally at the top, a seamlessly ideological postnationalism is the contemporary episteme. That bit of irresponsible thinking has been given an indecent burial—an unintended consequence, but a consequence nonetheless. Women are prominent in this war on terrorism, this monstrous civilizing mission. We cannot ignore the very vocal fresh-faced women, shown by CNN, at the helm of a US aircraft carrier. One of them, unnervingly young, said to the viewers, ‘‘If I can drive an aircraft carrier I can drive any truck.’’ This was in response to the most bizarre example of single-issue feminist patter that it has been my good fortune to hear from the mouth of a male CNN correspondent: ‘‘No one will be able to make sexist jokes about women drivers any more.’’ All women? The ‘‘women of Afghanistan’’ are coded somewhat differently. Given this gender-prominence, a feminist critical theory must repeat that expanding the war endlessly will not necessarily produce multiple-issue gender justice in the subaltern sphere. The most visible consequences, the exacerbation of state terrorism in Israel, Malaysia, India, and elsewhere, have nothing to do with gender justice at all. If ruined Kabul is an ‘‘international city’’ of a rather different kind from Abd-ur Rahman’s dream at the end of the nineteenth century, with perhaps a UN peacekeeping force in place, and constant access to the globalized version of US local culture, something consonant with US and UN gender politics will again emerge as part of social consciousness.6 But these gender-sensitive groups will represent the subaltern as little as, indeed possibly less than, the Revolutionary Association of the Women of Afghanistan (RAWA). There is no possibility, in an American protectorate, of gender holding the repeated and effortful turning of capital into social, which is the best of the counter-globalizing struggle. That happened in the era of the seventies’ ‘‘new’’ social movements in what we now call the ‘‘global South.’’ The most difficult thing as the emancipation of women by the US is celebrated over and over again is an assessment of the Soviet regime. Middle-class women are emerging from where they were before the Taliban sent them underground. Everybody knows the US created the Taliban. Indeed, in these times of quick-fix political education to match the flavor of the week, this is often the acme of left-liberal knowledge ability. But why were these women flourishing as professionals under the Soviet regime? There is a singular ignoring of the history of the development of the Afghan intelligentsia and its genuine involvement with the Left.7 

XT – Criticism Of Afghan Mission Solves

Endorsing a counter-narrative to the violent liberation politics of current American politics helps establish a more inclusive vision of feminism against structural violence.

Ayotte and Hussain ‘5  (Kevin, Assistant Prof. Comm. CSU Fresno, and Mary, Lecturer in Comm. CSU Fresno, NWSA Journal,  “Securing Afghan Women: Neocolonialism, Epistemic Violence, and the Rhetoric of the Veil”, NWSA, 17(3), Fall, Ebsco)

The expansion of “security” in feminist international relations beyond the confines of realist definitions of nation-state interest was a prerequisite for taking seriously the myriad gendered practices that oppress both women and men throughout the world. The neocolonialism in many Western representations of third-world women demonstrates the extraordinary power of discourse to shape our understanding of the world. As has been argued in this essay, the epistemic violence inflicted on Afghan women through the U.S. appropriation and homogenization of covering practices makes possible (and more likely) the continuation of physical and structural violence against women in Afghanistan. The argument at hand has sought to identify the irreducible diversity of women’s lived experience “against the grain of ‘public’ or hegemonic history” in order to challenge dominant political discourses that have elided Afghan women’s agency as subjects (Mohanty 1991a, 38–9). Of course, counter-memory cannot nostalgically long for some lost “truth” of women’s experience, but it can add texture to the always already woven tapestry that is the discursive representation of women. We close this essay by offering an alternative representation of covering practices in Afghan society. In contrast to the epistemic violence wrought by representations of burqa-clad Afghan women on the Feminist Majority Foundation website, Kensinger describes the image of Meena Keshwar Kamal, founder of RAWA, on the latter organization’s website. Kamal’s image accompanies a counter-hegemonic discourse that requires viewers to confront Afghanistan’s neocolonial cold war history with both the Soviet Union and the United States (Kensinger 2003, 8). The RAWA website also represents a far more effective call for the elimination of imposed covering. The RAWA argument contextualizes covering practices within and across cultures, noting that they are not unique to Afghanistan, Islam, or the third world. “[F]undamentalists” are identified as the root cause of the oppression of women. Through the use of inclusive language to explicate their position on “[t]he Islamic hejab (veil),” RAWA avoids the myopic fixation on the burqa, a particular regime, or geographic locale, as is characteristic of many U.S. representations of Afghan women (Revolutionary Association of the Women of Afghanistan n.d.). RAWA’s discourse thus opens up possibilities for transnational solidarity with women subjugated by diverse forms of “fundamentalism” independent of covering practices. The criticism in this article should therefore not be read as a condemnation of U.S. interest in gender equality in Afghanistan, but as a call for support of the experience and knowledge of indigenous activists working toward this goal. This reflexive alternative to uncritically speaking for others will be more productive when conducted as a collective enterprise with those others, “by which aspects of our location less obvious to us might be revealed” (Alcoff 1995, 112). Against the portrayal of Islamic women in the United States post- 9/11, RAWA’s website also accurately presents covering as a cultural, rather than religious, issue. When forcibly imposed, the burqa becomes a misogynistic instrument of terror designed to objectify women, relegating their social status to that of “chattel” by making them literally invisible in the Afghan public sphere. Although a call is issued for “rejection of the veil as a symbolic form of resistance,” by recognizing and respecting the personal nature of individual women’s decisions regarding covering, the social meaning of such practices is acknowledged in a fashion that preserves the agency of Afghan women while challenging the structural power at work through imposed covering (Revolutionary Association of the Women of Afghanistan n.d.). RAWA thus seeks to empower women through advocacy shaped by their shared experience of gender relations in Afghanistan (Brodsky 2003). The RAWA website also emphasizes the gendered Taliban policies that target men, “a subtlety that disrupts any inclination to see the situation as simply one of Afghan men against Afghan women” (Kensinger 2003, 12). Although men cannot become members, male supporters play a vital role in RAWA, recognizing that it is “not only a woman’s organization” (Brodsky 2003, 203). Philosophically and strategically, RAWA’s vision and ongoing practice are consciously grounded in the struggle for democracy for all Afghans (194). Because of the cultural constraints on Afghan women’s mobility and participation in activities outside the home, the support of men is vital. As one RAWA member explains, “[w]e are not anti-male. We also can’t work without men” (193). Perhaps even more important than the elimination of the Taliban, raising the consciousness of Afghan men is one of the organization’s greatest achievements and essential to their long-term goals (218). RAWA’s activism, on multiple levels, thus avoids Spivak’s concern about Western discourses that position white men as “saving brown women from brown men” (1999, 284). The reductive representations of burqa-clad Afghan women in U.S. media and U.S. governmental discourse have inflicted their own sorts of violence—epistemic, physical, and structural—on the bodies of Afghan women. In addition to shedding light on the consequences of certain U.S. discourses that purport to rescue Afghan women from gender oppression, the analysis herein also demonstrates the need for a synthesis of materialist and poststructuralist approaches to feminist international relations theory. Critical attention to the material conditions experienced by women is necessary not only to identify the physical and structural violence inflicted on the bodies of women, but also to trace the diversity of women’s experience that is flattened by many Western feminist discourses about third-world women. The insights of poststructuralism also demonstrate that the categories so often attributed to women are not essentially fixed, yet are frequently positioned as such by the very language we use with the most altruistic intentions. Both theoretical “poles” contribute to this analysis, and it is only by the refusal of both for the critical space in between that a more reflexive feminist praxis becomes possible. 

XT – Criticism Of Afghan Mission Solves

Breaking the cycle of militarist violence and patriarchy requires that we step back from existing conflicts. We must break with existing conflicts like Afghanistan.

Abu-Lughod ‘2  (Lila, Prof. Social Sci. Columbia U. Anthropology, American Anthropologist, “Ethics Forum: September 11 and Ethnographic Responsibility Do Muslim Women Really Need Saving?” 4(3), Wiley Interscience)

Could we not leave veils and vocations of saving others behind and instead train our sights on ways to make the world a more just place? The reason respect for difference should not be confused with cultural relativism is that it does not preclude asking how we, living in this privileged and powerful part of the world, might examine our own responsibilities for the situations in which others in distant places have found themselves. We do not stand outside the world, looking out over this sea of poor benighted people, living under the shadow—or veil—of oppressive cultures; we are part of that world, Islamic movements themselves have arisen in a world shaped by the intense engagements of Western powers in Middle Eastern lives. A more productive approach, it seems to me, is to ask how we might contribute to making the world a more just place, A world not organized around strategic military and economic demands; a place where certain kinds of forces and values that we may still consider important could have an appeal and where there is the peace necessary for discussions, debates, and transformations to occur within communities, We need to ask ourselves what kinds of world conditions we could contribute to making such that popular desires will not be overdetermined by an overwhelming sense of helplessness in the face of forms of global injustice, Where we seek to be active in the affairs of distant places, can we do so in the spirit of support for those within those communities whose goals are to make women's (and men's) lives better (as Walley has argued in relation to practices of genital cutting in Africa, [1997])? Can we use a more egalitarian language of alliances, coalitions, and solidarity, instead of salvation? Even RAWA, the now celebrated Revolutionary Association of the Women of Afghanistan, which was so instrumental in bringing to U.S. women's attention the excesses of the Taliban, has opposed the U.S. bombing from the beginning. They do not see in it Afghan women's salvation but increased hardship and loss. They have long called for disarmament and for peacekeeping forces, Spokespersons point out the dangers of confusing governments with people, the Taliban with innocent Afghans who will be most harmed. They consistently remind audiences to take a close look at the ways policies are being organized around oil interests, the arms industry, and the international drug trade. They are not obsessed with the veil, even though they are the most radical feminists working for a secular democratic Afghanistan. Unfortunately, only their messages about the excesses of the Taliban have been heard, even though their criticisms of those in power in Afghanistan have included previous legimes. A first step in hearing their wider message is to break with the language of alien cultures, whether to understand or eliminate them. Missionary work and colonial feminism belong in the past, Our task is to critically explore what we might do to help create a world in which those poor Afghan women, for whom "the hearts of those in the civilized world break, can have safety and decent lives.

Individual and political challenges are essential. The war on terror can be deconstructed as it has been constructed.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, p. 188-189)
Beyond this self-interested concern for greater security however, there is another reason for opposing the language of counter-terrorism: it is damaging to our moral values and to our political life, and in the process, people are being violated, abused and killed. We are implicated in this monstrosity if we sit back and do nothing. As David Campbell expressed it, 'to live ethically, we must think and act politically' (Campbell 1998: 519). For this reason alone, I believe we have an ethical duty to resist the discourse, to deconstruct it at every opportunity and continually to interrogate the exercise of power. Importantly, the observation that large-scale political violence is a discursive construction is more than simply ontological; if a campaign of violence like the 'war on terrorism' can be socially and politically constructed, it can also be deconstructed. And, as I have demonstrated in this book, the discourse of counter-terrorism is vulnerable and full of instabilities; it contains contradictions, moral hypocrisies, deliberate deceptions, fabrications and misconceptions which can be exploited. Counter-hegemonic struggle and intellectual and ethical self-determination - for both individuals and society - is, I believe, possible. Alternative narratives are waiting to be discovered in independent study, in the alternative media, in the protest community, in sections of the church and the academy, in the voices of the developing world, in the countries where terrorism has been fought for decades already and in genuine debate and dialogue - if only we have the moral courage to act now. In the words of the protest community, 'another world is possible', but only if we - individually and collectively - build it ourselves.

XT – Criticism Of War On Terror Rhetoric Solves

Exposing the fictions of the war on terrorism by calling for an end to violence de-mythologizes the gendered violence of the existing sovereign order.

Denike ‘8  (Margaret, Assistant Prof. and Coordinator in Program in Gender Equity and Social Justice – Nipissing U., PhD in Social and Political Thought, Hypatia, “The Human Rights of Others: Sovereignty, Legitimacy, and “Just Causes” for the “War On Terror””, 23(2), Spring, Proquest)

As Douzinas has claimed, “War is the father of law . . . [and] the foundation of most state sovereigns and their legal systems” (2002, 24). The new sovereignty and legal system that is engendered by the “war on terror” and its “just causes” is perhaps not surprisingly preoccupied with matters of legitimacy, with displacing domestic and international laws that might contain or restrain its violence and the imperialist interests that its brutality serves, and with the alleged (il) legitimacy of the sovereignty of the nations and territories it seeks to colonize, the authority of its rulers, and the savagery of its violence. It is also obsessed with its borders and margins, with the literal and symbolic sites that are made to mark the difference between “us” and “them,” human and inhuman, citizen and noncitizen—the sites where it refuses entry, detains, or expels its (Muslim and Arab immigrant and refugee) others. As Wendy Brown describes it, “Sovereignty is a peculiar border concept”—not only marking the boundaries of an entity (as in jurisdictional sovereignty), but through this demarcation, setting terms and organizing the space both inside and outside the entity” (2006, 4). Sovereignty, she adds, “does not simply unify or repress,” it is, rather, “both generated and generative. It promises to convene and mobilize the energies of a body to render it capable of autonomous action” (5). What it generates and what is generated involve systems that operate to espouse human-rights triumphalism while masking its own violations and excluding from its citizenship and from the category “human”—as the bearer of rights—those against whom such autonomy is mustered. It generates laws and policies that provide the contours and character of its forged existence, laws that remove restrictions to attacking, detaining, torturing, sparing, and liberating its others; laws that render human rights a matter of corporate utility and state legitimacy rather than a matter of challenging the “protectionist rackets” and other forms of power of security states. Through the discourses and practices of “just war” against evil, these processes may indeed “re-legitimize a certain image of sovereignty,” as Douzinas puts it, or at least they try to. For this image is but the mirage of a just, secure, peaceful, free, rights-triumphant nation, an image seized and disseminated in the face of what the prospect the internationalism of human rights might promise of sovereignty’s demise, an image that relies on tales of terrorists, tyrants, and their victims to secure its borders, and legitimize and sanctify its public violence; while stripping target states of the freedom and security it feigns to fight for. These mythic figures need to be exposed for the political and performative fictions that they are. “If we take away their witches from the self-styled, emblematic protectors of moral order, elected or otherwise,” as Zulaika and Douglass urged us to do in their early critical work on the politics of emergent terrorism discourses, then they are left to justify their activities in other terms; if we “take away their scapegoats, the architects of the New World Order and its flawed democracies will have to explicate and defend their agendas in terms of political rather than terrorist discourse” (1996, 239). We need to “disenchant” terrorism discourse, and unmask the figures of its the fear-mongering tales, such that they lose their efficacy, both for these “protectors” and for those others— the terrorists and tyrants—who would “cease to be actors capable of a credible apocalyptic performance” (1996, 239). To this we must add that such disenchantment at once requires us to forge the space for alternative narratives, a space that has been otherwise filled by self-aggrandizing myths of villains of saviors. More importantly—and I owe this point to Judith Halberstam—we need to air the demands of scapegoats themselves—of the colonized and marginalized heretics and infidels whose rights claims are muted in all of the noise of human-rights triumphalism; whose demonization and mythologization is one of the strategies or tactics for silencing their critical refusal and their explicit political opposition to the various attempts to colonize them. With terrorists, we need to consider the legitimacy and credibility of their political claims against the literal domination of sovereignty-seeking states. That is, of course, the claims of those who had them or made them, who invariably disappeared among the many thousands more who were subjected to anonymous accusations, torture, and execution— exterminated and eliminated for simply fitting the stereotypes deployed about them. The challenge is, as it is with the feminized human rights victims that Orford urges us consider—to hear the actual demands they make upon us, against the current colonizing forces of Western imperial power in its scramble for sovereignty. And whatever is said and done in the name of ever ethereal and generic “human rights” and “fundamental freedoms,” as Douzinas has pointed out, humanity—or the so called human being in its abstraction—is never the bearer of rights and entitlements. It is only the citizen, the citizen of the state whose claims can be recognized or denied by the state and state actors. It is incumbent on us to expose the operations through which the terms and borders of this citizenship—of the subjects of the nation—is actively policed, how the tales of human rights triumphalism works to constitute the savage other and the disposable and subhuman forms, to both silence their claims, to exclude them from these very entitlements, if not to justify their eradication altogether.  

XT – Withdrawal Of Forces Solves

Withdrawal is a necessary first step to challenge militarist foreign policies.

Cobban ‘6 (Helena Cobban, veteran writer, researcher, and program organizer on global affairs, “Rumsfeld, Afghanistan, militarism”, 10-7, http://justworldnews.org/archives/002159.html+afghanistan+militarism&cd=2&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=safari) 
We US citizens need to become a lot clearer than we have been thus far about the degree of harm and suffering that our government's actions have inflicted on other peoples around the world. We need, desperately, to find new, non-violent paradigms for how our government can set about resolving the concerns and conflicts it will inevitably have with other governments-- and we need to start to advocate strongly for, and follow, those nonviolent paradigms, rather than allowing our government to continue along the path of militarism and domination. We need to bring our troops home from Iraq, and from Afghanistan, and to require our government that it work respectfully with the other nations of the world to find new models for addressing the security challenges that will remain in those two countries, as well as in far too many other (long-neglected) countries around the world. At least, if we start slashing our government's spending on the military there should be a lot of money-- from our own national budget, as well as from the budgets of other nations that currently try to compete or to "catch up with" ours in this regard-- available to start redirecting toward new and effective models of UN peacekeeping, toward righting global economic imbalances, and to meeting the general global challenge of under-development and inequality. But I think this whole effort has to start with recognizing the degree of harm our government's militarism has already inflicted on the world.

Militarism Impacts – Extinction

In the modern era military strategy risks extinction.

Shaw ‘2 (Martin, sociologist of global politics, war and genocide and Research Professor of International Relations, “International Relations: Risk-transfer Militarism, Small Massacres and the Historic Legitimacy of War”, 343-359, http://ire.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/343, Sage)
If risk-transfer warfare raises questions for just war thinking even around the treatment of enemy soldiers, the issues concerning civilians go to the heart of the tradition. As Walzer continues: ‘Even if we take our standpoint in hell, we can still say that no one else [i.e. other than soldiers] is made to be killed. This distinction is the basis of the rules of war’.22 True, Walzer is prepared to countenance the extension of combatant status to civilian munitions workers in their workplaces, while they are actually making weapons, and he is also prepared to say that this ‘plausible line ... may be too finely drawn’.23 However, it is certain that in practice, this line has been drawn progressively less finely. In the Second World War, Allied military planners extended it to the point when area bombing of German and Japanese cities killed civilians indiscriminately and in huge numbers. The end-point of this process was the atomic bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, where the line had disappeared altogether. In the subsequent quarter-century, the development of nuclear weapons and strategy reached the point at which war could lead to the ‘mutual’ mass murder of whole nations. This truly awesome degeneration of warfare threatened, indeed, the more or less total extermination of human society if not of all life on our planet. In these developments, the practice and preparation of war by the most ‘advanced’ and ‘civilized’ states comprehensively negated the line between war and indiscriminate slaughter. Although there remained significant differences between degenerate war and genocide, the similarities were in many respects more striking.24
Criticism Of Afghan Mission Solves Gender

Contesting the closure of meaning in current war language is essential to create a more gender-equitable true democracy.

Eistenstein ‘2  (Zillah R., Prof. Politics – Ithica College, Social Text, “Feminisms in the Aftermath of September 11”, 20(3), Fall, Project Muse)

So in some sense, the Taliban are not simply traditionalist and patriarchal, because it is not always clear what this means, especially in terms of Islam. We only know the Taliban’s readings and vested interests as men. We know that members of Al Qaeda seek to rescope their understanding of their male privilege in particularly anti-Western fashion for this very contemporary global capitalist moment. And they use their religious beliefs, as they selectively interpret them, to do so. And although I am no friend of misogynist fundamentalism, wherever it thrives, demonization is not helpful. I rather choose to contextualize their masculinism as possibly as secularist as it is Islamic.3 Demonization leads us too quickly away from Islam to the “West,” where it is too easy to think all women should “be free like me”—whoever the “me” is. At this moment the stance of protectionism toward women is often mobilized on behalf of misogynists in Muslim countries. Protection is a strange stance to take toward the individuals who are best at making life and peace. Supposedly, the Taliban seek to protect their women from public display and abuse; and yet the Taliban are also abusive to women. Women of the former Soviet Union decried the protectionist legislation that demanded they work in the labor force, but at lesser jobs, in order to protect them for maternity. Women in the United States have fought protectionism as a violation of equal treatment and equal freedoms. Many women in Muslim countries have been arguing similarly. Thinking these issues through is not easy given the polarized war language being used by all sides. The selective use of terms like terrorism, democracy, civilization, modernity, traditionalism, and fundamentalism complicates the ability to think and see plurally and openly. Words carry their own context and closure. When U.S. officials are asked why they do not work more closely with other countries on the war effort, they respond that they feel more comfortable with “our boys and our toys.” Our president speaks of the war as “enduring freedom” and “infinite justice”; and the antiterrorist bill is renamed the Patriot Bill. We are told to be alert, but not intimidated. Along with this elusive language, the political discourses of the moment do not theorize sexuality or its engendered meanings. As a result I find myself stretching words beyond their usual limits in order to create visibility for the incredible stakes at issue for women across the globe, and democracy alike. Silences about women at present make it harder to think through and open up the very constructs of traditionalism and modernism. This is especially true if we want to think about women’s relationship to building democracies that are earnestly humanist. Earnest democracy will be polyversal if written with women’s bodies in their different cultural contexts: poly means multiple and diverse; versal means through and beyond. I wonder why the rape camps of Bosnia or the sexual slavery of women by the Japanese military during World War II were never called traditionalist and “backward.” Yet the woman who is forced to veil and/or be covered by a burkha represents the “backwardness” of Islam—and the naked porn model the modernity of the market. The choices here for women are not acceptable, and I do an injustice by using the term choice here at all. The choice between sexual exploitation (commodification) and sexual repression (denial) is no democratic choice at all.4 Women’s freedom is crucial here, as is women’s equality. But neither notion is best understood as simply of the West, because the West does not hold as an originary site for these ideas, even if Western imposition says it does. Women’s struggle for their independence takes hold in its own way everywhere and elsewhere. No one system of thought can claim it. These blendings are what are feared the most. Further, although I am not equating all forms of male privilege, neither do I want to allow the so called Western forms of patriarchy to stand in for democracy itself. Instead, I wish to bring the similarities between these different formulations of patriarchal privilege into fuller view. Neither form of masculinism— bin Laden’s terror tactics or Bush’s bombs—is good enough for women and girls across this globe. And Bush’s bombs should not now be cloaked and legitimized by a defense of women’s rights. Given the flux and tensions that reside within the sexual and gendered relations of global capitalism, women are a key part of the messy political imagery of the times. On any given day women have appeared in the news in an astonishing array of roles: passive burkha-covered creatures, fighter pilots (although I think there is only one at present), bereaved widows of the September 11 carnage, pregnant wives of men who died in the towers, Pakistanis holding signs against the war, and members of the Bush administration—Condoleezza Rice as national security adviser, Victoria Clarke as the hard-line Pentagon spokeswoman, worldwide advertising agent Charlotte Beers, chosen to overhaul the government’s image abroad, and key Bush aide Karen Hughes as the coordinator of wartime public relations. Hughes has resigned her post claiming that her family duties must come first. This has instigated much talk-show noise of whether (Western) women can “really” have it all. These latter women, along with the well-known conservative Mary Matalin, who is chief political adviser to Vice President Dick Cheney, have been in charge of shaping the words and images of the war.5 They were showcased as the movers and shakers of the moment alongside the grieving mothers and wives of September 11 and contrasted to the supposedly nonmodern women from abroad. The U.S. showcase masquerades as a modernized masculinity in drag. The showcase of Rice, Clarke, and Beers distorts the symbolic of power. They shore up white patriarchy by making it look gender- and race-neutral. Of course they represent change, but for themselves, not the rest of us. Coreene Swealty Palm, bomber pilot of an F-14, spoke about her love of flying even while dropping bombs, which were simply a misfortune of war. Again, the United States looks egalitarian in terms of its women. In reality, the military simply resexes the masculinist privilege of the military for a few women. But the distortion is even more corrupt as these women supposedly speak on behalf of women in Afghanistan and their “deplorable conditions” under Taliban rule. Mary Matalin ignores the facts that in 1979 Jimmy Carter played an important role in the destabilization of the very government that brought significant gains to Afghan women: literacy, medical services, prohibition of the bride price, and so forth. This secular government, the Progressive Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA), is credited with promoting the welfare and liberation of women. And it is this socialist government that the CIA targeted and overthrew through its support of bin Laden.6 Women become easy barter here. First their successes are smashed by U.S. policy, and then they are used in their smashed existence to justify yet another war on their behalf. Even Laura Bush finally found her voice in order to mobilize women for war. She delivered the president’s weekly radio address—a first for a first lady—in order to speak on behalf of women’s rights in Afghanistan. She said that the Taliban’s treatment of women “is not a matter of legitimate religious practice,” that the plight of women and children is a matter of “deliberate human cruelty.” She further stated that the “brutal oppression of women is a central goal of the terrorists” and is a clear picture of “the world the terrorists would like to impose on the rest of us.”7 But I am wondering about the impetus of the administration’s targeted focus and its real commitments, when women’s rights have never been a priority of U.S. foreign policy. And it makes no sense for Laura Bush to have thousands of school uniforms sent to Afghanistan while most children are starving and too hungry to concentrate on schoolwork. It is easy to fear that this emerging focus is more opportunist than truly progressive for women and children alike. Which women do Laura Bush and the rest of the administration have in mind? The war on “terrorism” exacerbates the misery for most Afghan women with new problems of starvation, homelessness, and their own terror. It is unforgivable to use women’s rights as a pawn in war, to rally global forces for war. 

Criticism Of Afghan Mission Solves Gender

The operation in Afghanistan is a primary example of how claims of liberation have masked a patriarchal devaluation of women. Public contestation is necessary to make this violence visible within realism.

Ayotte and Hussain ‘5  (Kevin, Assistant Prof. Comm. CSU Fresno, and Mary, Lecturer in Comm. CSU Fresno, NWSA Journal,  “Securing Afghan Women: Neocolonialism, Epistemic Violence, and the Rhetoric of the Veil”, NWSA, 17(3), Fall, Ebsco)

Tickner has observed that military violence between nation-states is always legitimized by some instantiation of “[t]he concept of the ‘protected’ ” (2001, 57). In other words, the military pursuit of geopolitical security necessarily involves a specification and definition of the object, persons, or ideas that are being secured. Following the incredible devastation caused by the attacks on 9/11, one might logically expect that the physical safety of U.S. bodies would be the primary security concern in U.S. public discourse, and in fact it was. The sudden upsurge in public discourse about the gendered oppression of Afghan women after 9/11, however, reveals that an enormous amount of governmental and media effort was expended in reframing U.S. military intervention as the securing of Afghan women from the ravages of the Taliban. It is not enough to argue that these representations of Afghan women were simply part of a propaganda campaign to justify U.S. military action, as the oppression of and violence against Afghan women was a demonstrable material fact. The more important question to ask is: how does one trace the ideological and material consequences of such representations? The oppression of women in foreign lands has often been a discursive tool of statecraft seeking to justify military intervention. As Moghissi notes, issues of women’s rights have long been “used ideologically to isolate and contain adversaries of great powers” (1999, 4). Representations of women’s oppression have fit particularly well into patriarchal social mythologies whose own devaluation of women has been cloaked in terms of a need to “protect” women from the harshness of certain jobs or political responsibilities. In such social myths, women are characterized primarily as victims in need of saving by the paternalistic masculinity of patriarchal social or governmental institutions. This formula extends to the realm of international relations, where “the heroic, just warrior is sometimes contrasted with a malignant, often racialized, masculinity attributed to the enemy” (Tickner 2001, 57). Following 9/11, it was not only the Taliban as supporters of terrorism, but also the Taliban as oppressors of women, that defined our enemy in the “war on terrorism.” In the U.S. government’s appropriation of the feminist concern with women’s oppression, U.S. military action became “just” in part as the agency of Afghan women’s liberation. The U.S. government and media made substantial use of “the maltreatment of women and their exotic attire” to represent the “moral, cultural and political deficiencies of the Islamic world” as part of the warrant behind the 1991 Gulf War (Moghissi 1999, 37). More recently, gender oppression under the Taliban became a justification for U.S. military intervention to topple the oppressive regime. In a televised address to Congress on 20 September 2001, George W. Bush identified the Taliban prohibition on education for women as part of the background for his demand that the Taliban give up the al Qaeda members hiding in Afghanistan to be achieved in any way by the fulfillment of Bush’s demands; at that moment of history, the Taliban’s compliance would have left gendered oppression in Afghanistan intact because surrendering bin Laden would have kept the same regime in power. The representation of women’s oppression was employed partly to demonize the Taliban and to prepare the U.S. public (and the world) for the air strikes that began on 7 October 2001. It is beyond the scope of this article to evaluate comprehensively the justification for air strikes against Taliban targets, and it cannot be claimed that representations of burqa-clad Afghan women were responsible for the U.S. decision to attack the Taliban, since the air strikes began before the majority of discourse about the burqa appeared in U.S. media. However, the epistemic violence done by eliding the agency of Afghan women in their representation only as passive victims played a crucial role in justifying the particular forms of military action taken, even after the fact. Because U.S. discourses about Afghan women suggested that they could not “save” themselves, “liberation” had to come from the outside. While the sheer number of these portrayals makes an exhaustive analysis impractical, one particularly well-publicized event provides an explicit illustration of the appropriation of feminist struggles against gender oppression in the service of the war on terrorism. Laura Bush’s delivery of the president’s “Weekly Radio Address” on 17 November 2001 was the first time that entire address had been delivered by a first lady. The forum of this particular speech is, of course, itself significant; speaking what is normally the president’s address, Laura Bush effectively became the voice of the U.S. government on the subject of women’s oppression in Afghanistan, far beyond the authority she already carried as first lady. Moreover, the fact that she is a woman was undoubtedly the reason that she, rather than President Bush, delivered this speech on this topic; White House strategists likely assumed that audiences would be more apt to identify with a woman speaking on “women’s issues.” Although President Bush also routinely referenced Afghan women’s oppression, Laura Bush’s position as a woman implies that her discourse should be the discourse of every woman concerned about sexist oppression (and every man interested in “saving” women in need of rescue). Finally, Laura Bush’s delivery of this address makes convenient use of the stereotype of women as nonviolent in contrast to male aggressiveness; the call for military action becomes more persuasive because, when a woman advocates violence, supposedly there must be no other recourse. This radio address is peculiar, however, in that it locates the cause of Afghan women’s oppression not only in the rule of the Taliban, but more specifically in the threat of terrorism, and al Qaeda in particular. According to Laura Bush, “[t]he fight against terrorism is also a fight for the rights and dignity of women” (L. Bush 2001). Although the Taliban regime codifid in law the obligatory burqa as well as the vast array of brutal punishments inflicted upon women, Laura Bush repeatedly attributed the oppression of women directly to “terrorists” and al Qaeda. For example, she described “the brutality against women and children by the al Qaeda terrorist network and the regime it supports in Afghanistan, the Taliban” (L. Bush 2001). In this instance, not only is al Qaeda the agent of Afghan women’s oppression, but al Qaeda is also cast as the agency behind the Taliban’s political rule. Although the Taliban clearly provided shelter and aid to the terrorist organization, to imply that al Qaeda was the primary force behind the Taliban’s rule would be a gross misinterpretation of available evidence. Furthermore, if responsibility for the oppression of women in Afghanistan can be laid at the feet of al Qaeda because of the mutually supportive relationship between al Qaeda and the Taliban, surely the past U.S. support for the Taliban during its proposed pipeline deal with Unocal and cold war assistance to the Mujahadeen (from which both al Qaeda and the Taliban sprang) makes the United States partly culpable as well (Abu-Lughod 2002, 787). The historical amnesia regarding U.S. complicity with the Taliban prior to 9/11 reveals the ideological work pursued in Laura Bush’s radio address and the need for feminist international relations criticism attentive to neocolonial ambitions as a component of the oppression of third-world women. Laura Bush’s location of the source of Afghan women’s oppression in “the terrorists” provides ample evidence that the strategic goal behind this address was the legitimization of U.S. military intervention in Afghanistan, not the protection of Afghan women. Laura Bush repeatedly identified “the terrorists and the Taliban” as the oppressors of Afghan women. Even the grammar of her discourse placed “the terrorists” before the Taliban, as if to imply that the conditions imposed upon Afghan women were primarily designed by al Qaeda. 

(Ayotte and Hussain continue…)
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(Ayotte and Hussain continue…)

At one point in the address, Laura Bush’s desire to attribute gender oppression to al Qaeda reached almost absurd proportions, when she claimed that “[t]he brutal oppression of women is a central goal of the terrorists” (L. Bush 2001). While such an assertion begs the question, “Then why attack the World Trade Center?,” the falsehood provides a convenient scapegoat whose “sacrifice” by the U.S. military is thus legitimized. The determination to emphasize terrorist misogyny was certainly not limited to Laura Bush. Barbara Walters, in a 20/20 story on the oppression of Afghan women, closed with a non sequitur reminding the audience that “the lead hijacker in the World Trade Center attack” had penned a will in which he disallowed women from attending his funeral (“Revolutionary Afghan Women’s Association Explains” 2001). While the hijackers clearly were of like minds with the Taliban regarding the status of women in society, the equation of al Qaeda and misogyny seems to have more to do with the rhetorical vilification of the terrorists than it does with analytical perspicuity. In addition to the vilification of al Qaeda, Laura Bush also sought to justify U.S. military action by explicitly identifying the U.S. invasion with the liberation of Afghan women. In the radio address, she declared that “[b]ecause of our recent military gains in much of Afghanistan, women are no longer imprisoned in their homes” (L. Bush 2001). This assertion regarding the success of the U.S. military in increasing the security of Afghan women is especially pernicious. Conditions for women in Afghanistan are little better, and in some cases have deteriorated, since the beginning of U.S. air strikes (Human Rights Watch 2003). A recent report by RAWA states that suicide by Afghan women is much more frequent than under the Taliban’s rule (Rawi 2004). The failure of military intervention to bring about security for Afghan women will likely come as little surprise to feminist international relations scholars. The lack of public debate regarding civilian casualties following the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan offers a telling example of the material consequences that follow from the realist emphasis on state security in contrast to feminist notions of individual security from physical, structural, and epistemic violence. Some 1,300 Afghan civilians may have been killed directly by U.S. bombs and missiles. Even more significantly, estimates of “indirect victims” of U.S. military action who died as a consequence of the rigors of forced migration from their homes, the interruption of drought relief, and the upsurge in fighting between the Taliban and the Northern Alliance range from 3,000 to 7,000 (Conetta 2002). Of course, various media outlets and the U.S. government dispute these numbers. The U.S. government does not even track civilian casualties resulting from U.S. military action, ostensibly for reasons ranging from practicality to concerns about public opposition to “collateral damage.” In fact, the disinterest regarding civilian casualties reflects the philosophical framework of realpolitik under which U.S. foreign policy is conducted. Within political realism, civilian casualties do not need to be counted because they do not figure as variables in a geopolitical equation that privileges the security of the nation-state over individual security from violence. In stark contrast to Laura Bush’s sanguine confidence in the liberatory success of U.S. military intervention, a damning report by Human Rights Watch concluded that “[t]he situation today—widespread insecurity and human rights abuse—was not inevitable, nor was it the result of natural or unstoppable social or political forces in Afghanistan. It is, in large part, the result of decisions, acts, and omissions of the . . . [U.S.] government, the governments of other coalition members, and parts of the transitional Afghan government” (2003, 11). To the extent that Western representations of the burqa and oppressed Afghan women were successful in persuading public audiences to support uncritically U.S. intervention in Afghanistan, the epistemic violence of such discourse wreaked physical violence on the bodies of Afghan women as well. 

Criticism Of Afghan Mission Solves Gender

Framing the Afghanistan conflict through gender has established a paternalistic relationship to Afghan women. Interrogating the justifications for the war is necessary.

Abu-Lughod ‘2  (Lila, Prof. Social Sci. Columbia U. Anthropology, American Anthropologist, “Ethics Forum: September 11 and Ethnographic Responsibility Do Muslim Women Really Need Saving?” 4(3), Wiley Interscience)

In other words, the question is why knowing about the "culture" of the region, and particularly its religious beliefs and treatment of women, was more urgent than exploring the history of the development of repressive regimes in the region and the U.S. role in this history. Such cultural framing, it seemed to me, prevented the serious exploration of the roots and nature of human suffering in this part of the world. Instead of political and historical explanations, experts were being asked to give religiocultural ones. Instead of questions that might lead to the exploration of global interconnections, we were offered ones that worked to artificially divide the world into separate spheres—recreating an imaginative geography of West versus East, us versus Muslims, cultures in which First Ladies give speeches versus others where women shuffle around silently in burqas. 6j Most pressing for me was why the Muslim woman in general, and the Afghan woman in particular, were so crucial to this cultural mode of explanation, which ignored the complex entanglements in which we are all implicated, in sometimes surprising alignments, Why were these female symbols being mobilized in this "War against Terrorism" in a way they were not in other conflicts? Laura Bush's radio address on November 17 reveals the political work such mobilization accomplishes, On the one hand, her address collapsed important distinctions that should have been maintained, There was a constant slippage between the Taliban and the terrorists, so that they became almost one word—a kind of hyphenated monster identity: the Taliban-and-the-terrorists. Then there was the blurring of the very separate causes in Afghanistan of women's continuing malnutrition, poverty, and ill health, and their more recent exclusion under the Taliban from employment, schooling, and the joys of wearing nail polish, On the other hand, her speech reinforced chasmic divides, primarily between the "civilized people throughout the world" whose hearts break for the women and children of Afghanistan and the Taliban-and-the-terrorists, the cultural monsters who want to, as she put it, "impose their world on the rest of us. " Most revealingly, the speech enlisted women to justify American bombing and intervention in Afghanistan and to make a case for the "War on Terrorism" of which it was allegedly a part. As Laura Bush said, "Because of our recent military gains in much of Afghanistan, women are no longer imprisoned in their homes. They can listen to music and teach their daughters without fear of punishment. The fight against terrorism is also a fight for the rights and dignity of women" (U.S. Government 2002), These words have haunting resonances for anyone who has studied colonial history, Many who have worked on British colonialism in South Asia have noted the use of the woman question in colonial policies where intervention into sati (the practice of widows immolating themselves on their husbands' funeral pyres), child marriage, and other practices was used to justify rule, As Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak (1988) has cynically put it: white men saving brown women from brown men, The historical record is full of similar cases, including in the Middle East, In Turn of the Century Egypt, what Leila Ahmed (1992) has called "colonial feminism" was hard at work, This was a selective concern about the plight of Egyptian women that focused on the veil as a sign of oppression but gave no support to women's education and was professed loudly by the same Englishman, Lord Cromer, who opposed women's suffrage back home. Sociologist Marnia Lazreg (1994) has offered some vivid examples of how French colonialism enlisted women to its cause in Algeria, She writes: Perhaps the most spectacular example of the colonial appropriation of women's voices, and the silencing of those among them who had begun to take women revolutionaries . . . as role models by not donning the veil, was the event of May 16, 1958 [just four years before Algeria finally gained its independence from France after a long bloody struggle and 130 years of French control—L,A.], On that day a demonstration was organized by rebellious French generals in Algiers to show their determination to keep Algeria French, To give the government of France evidence that Algerians were in agreement with them, the generals had a few thousand native men bused in from nearby villages, along with a few women who were solemnly unveiled by French women. .. Rounding up Algerians and bringing them to demonstrations of loyalty to France was not in itself an unusual act during the colonial era, But to unveil women at a well-choreographed ceremony added to the event a symbolic dimension that dramatized the one constant feature of the Algerian occupation by France: its obsession with women. [Lazreg 1994:135] Lazreg (1994) also gives memorable examples of the way in which the French had earlier sought to transform Arab women and girls, She describes skits at awards ceremonies at the Muslim Girls' School in Algiers in 1851 and 1852, In the first skit, written by "a Fiench lady from Algieis,' two Algerian Arab girls Teminisced about their trip to France with words including the following: Oh! Protective France: Oh! Hospitable France!. .. Noble land, where I felt free Under Christian skies to pray to our God:.. , God bless you for the happiness you bring us! And you, adoptive mother, who taught us That we have a share of this world, We will cherish you forever! [Lazreg 1994:68-69] These girls are made to invoke the gift of a share of this world, a world where freedom reigns under Christian skies. This is not the world the Taliban-and-the-terrorists would "like to impose on the rest of us,' Just as I argued above that we need to be suspicious when neat cultural icons are plastered over messier historical and political narratives, so we need to be wary when Loid Ciomei in British-iuled Egypt, French ladies in Algeria, and Laura Bush, all with military troops behind them, claim to be saving or liberating Muslim women.

Role of the Ballot – Public Sphere

The role of the ballot is to endorse a space for dissent. Endorsing alternative political arrangements that respect plurality and difference is essential to remove the strangling of the public sphere.

Ben-Porath ‘3  (Sigal, Ph.D. Phil. Social and Political Thought, Assistant Prof. at Grad. School. Ed. – U. Pennsylvania, GSE Publications, “Radicalizing Democratic Education: Unity and Dissent in Wartime”, http:// repository.upenn.edu/gse_pubs/25/)

When a democracy enters a period of war, the basic assumptions upon which its social order is constructed are distorted. Civic freedoms, long held as guaranteed, are suddenly limited. Political alliances shift. One of the most significant changes for the purpose of public civic education is the shift from a liberal democratic conception of citizenship to a belligerent citizenship. This conceptualization of citizenship emerges as a response to perceived threats to individuals’ lives and national security. It is distinctly characterized by three key features: emphasis on citizens’ contribution to the country rather than on voluntary participation; support for social unity and patriotism over diversity; and consequently, the discouragement of deliberation.1 The focus of civic participation during periods of conflict or security threats shifts from the voluntary to the mandatory. The measure of civic participation is no longer civic engagement, but the readiness to contribute to the war and the survival effort, and possibly to risk one’s life for the sake of the country.2 In a country like Israel where military service is compulsory, volunteering for combat service is considered the utmost civic virtue.3 A second distinctive feature of belligerent citizenship is an overpowering form of patriotic unity. A sense of solidarity, unity and a common cause are regarded by political psychologists as part of the required attitudes for enduring an intractable conflict. “The purpose of beliefs of unity is to provide a sense that all members of the society support the goals of the conflict and their leaders. They act to strengthen the solidarity and stability…a lack of unity, on the other hand, creates polarization and internal tensions that hamper the struggle with the enemy.”4 The third distinct characteristic of citizenship in wartime is the way in which deliberation is perceived. Deliberation is far less encouraged in a state of war than in other times, or than what democratic models aspire for. Deliberation and disagreement are widely regarded as threats to the security effort, and the more the security threat becomes real and pressing, the narrower are the limits of the acceptable in public discussions. In situations of a protracted conflict, the public agenda tends to be focused around security issues, and a vast range of opinions is deemed unreasonable or irrelevant. Hence there are very few subjects that are perceived as worthy of public discussion, and very few perspectives that are regarded as adequate. Although the concept of belligerent citizenship is based on the Israeli experience, there is strong preliminary evidence that it accords with the contemporary American circumstances as well.5 In the aftermath of September 11, 2001, the social intolerance toward American Muslims grew significantly. One study concluded that after the attacks, Americans were “rallying around each other, concerned and even distrustful of some groups of foreigners [mainly Muslim and Arab Americans]. This is a kind of patriotism of mutual support.”6 In addition the suppression of most deviating opinions is clearly seen in the American public sphere after September 11.7 The support for the president surged,8 and various venues of public debate grew reluctant to expressing criticism for the administration’s decisions.9 The new or renewed sense of patriotism, solidarity, and unity, which some cherish as a positive “change of heart,” can also account for a diminished support for free speech, for the reluctance to condemn the loss of civil liberties, and for the low-key public deliberation over the aims and means of the war waged on terror.10 Some evidence to valuing patriotic unity over free speech could be traced in the academic world. In January 2003, the University of California at Berkeley initially refused to allow a fundraising appeal for the Emma Goldman Papers Project, because the appeal quoted Goldman on the suppression of free speech and her opposition to war (writing during WW I, before she was deported to Russia.).11 Belligerent citizenship is advantageous for a society in times of war, for it helps the citizens endure the hard times and respond to them constructively. The belief in unity induces a sense of common fate, belonging, and closeness. The external threats create a feeling of “we are all in it together,” “united we stand” or in the Israeli version, “we are all Jews.” However, it comes at a high cost. First, this unity is thin, elusive, and exclusionary, and therefore cultivates intolerance toward various subgroups. It alienates members of groups that are not properly represented in the public political discourse. This cost is borne mainly by minorities, who are excluded from the national solidarity or refuse to participate in its rites of patriotism. It is also borne by democracy itself. Second, this type of social unity and solidarity comes at the cost of political stagnation — an inability to envision and support change in the political circumstances. This stagnation is partly a result of a narrowed public sphere, and a public agenda that is so rigorously devoted to security issues that it tends to neglect or postpone most all social matters; and partly it is a consequence of the suppression of dissenting perspectives. Consider the Israeli case as an illustration of these drawbacks. Taking a second look at the Israeli version of unity, we are not really “all Jews.” Some (over eighteen percent) are Muslim and Christian Palestinians; others are of a variety of denominations and nationalities. Not all Israeli citizens share the burdens of military service; hence not all have a chance to be considered good citizens. Israeli Belligerent Citizenship marginalizes groups that are exempt from military service — such as most Palestinian citizens, women, and disabled youth. Conscientious objectors are widely considered to be outcasts. Moreover, the thin veil of unity, which obscures social divisions among the Israeli Jewish public, makes it difficult to create a meaningful public space. Members of various groups find that the cultural and social issues relevant to them are not reflected in the public sphere, because it is mainly devoted to security matters. Dissimilarities between groups that could be valuable and fruitful are minimized or ignored, and social problems that should have been publicly addressed are put off to “better days.” The sense of national unity and solidarity stand all of these exclusions, and maintains such a strong place in the public ethos and debate that it can effectively curtail the claims of excluded groups. The concept of unity has a very simple control mechanism over the public debate, expressed by Arato in a highly critical article of the Bush administration after September 11: “if he wins this fight, we win. If he loses it, we lose.”12 How does the education system respond to these aspects of belligerent citizenship? The common response in the Israeli education system is to reflect uncritically the alleged national solidarity, and to teach the belligerent form of citizenship through the history and civic studies curricula, the celebration of holidays, and many other methods. Many, though not all, of the responses in the American public sphere and public education system point to the same direction.13 The espousal of belligerent citizenship by the public schooling system is perilous, for it impedes democratic justice, as well as replicating the circumstances of conflict. Viewed against the background of a decline in civic engagement since the previous decade, it generates concerns regarding the stability of American democracy. The next section is focused on alternative ways in which the public education system should address the social circumstances of war. RADICALIZING DEMOCRATIC EDUCATION Educational theory should focus its attention on the tendency of the public education system to reflect and replicate the social responses to war, and mainly belligerent citizenship. Two challenging consequences of this tendency are intolerance, and the lack of vision regarding society’s future. I suggest that the proper response of the public education system to the social circumstances of wartime should not be designed to accommodate but rather to oppose the mainstream notion of belligerent citizenship. Many authors agree that a main justification of publicly funded education is the ability of such system to cultivate attitudes and skills necessary for the preservation of democracy.14 Since the circumstances of national conflict, along with their social consequences, imperil democracy in many ways, it is public educators’ role to encourage democracy in the face of these threats. How should this challenge be met? My answer will be based on the principles of democratic education, modified by radical perspectives on education as a subversive action. Let me begin by considering the aims of democratic education as portrayed in Amy Gutmann’s influential theory. The primary aim of public education in a democracy, according to Gutmann, is to educate children for free and equal citizenship. This aim is to be realized through deliberation on the contents of public education, limited by democratic values. Democratic education is committed to “principles that, in the face of our social disagreement, help us judge (a) who should have authority to make decisions about education, and (b) what the moral boundaries of that authority are.”15 The moral boundaries that Gutmann sets throughout her work are the boundaries of basic democratic values, particularly civic equality. The social context in which Gutmann contemplates her ideas is one of “social disagreement.” The contemporary literature on civic education is largely concerned with the search for ways to accommodate, foster and limit diversity in a social reality of pluralism. Gutmann asks: “How can civic education in a liberal democracy give social diversity its due?”16 She maintains that “Schooling that is publicly mandated…may legitimately pursue civic purposes, which include…tolerance and mutual respect.”17 Democratic education is therefore committed to positively respond to circumstances of diversity in a democratic society. What are the relations between democratic education and patriotism? Patriotism, Gutmann reminds us, “is a sentiment rather than a moral perspective.”18 To properly respond to this sentiment in the context of education, theorists should not (and usually do not) defend it in its basic expression of “my country, right or wrong.” This would create a risk of uncritical acceptance of wrongful actions by the state. “A democratic education opposes this kind of patriotism when it encourages students to think about their collective lives in morally principled terms,”19 and when “its curriculum encourages students to think critically, in moral terms.”20 It is clear, therefore, that for Gutmann a democratic education is not dependant entirely on social consensus. Rather it is derived from democratic principles and commitments, which provide the justification, the basis, and the moral limits for educational practices. Patriotism as an educational aim cannot evade these basic moral boundaries, and at its best it should offer ways of interpreting and manifesting them.21 

(Ben-Porath continues…)

Role of the Ballot – Public Sphere

(Ben-Porath continues…)

When democracy is widely endorsed in society, the teaching of patriotism can easily be achieved in compliance with democratic principles.22 But in wartime the emerging forms of oppressive patriotism threaten to substitute basic democratic principles as guidelines for civic education. Is this necessarily a negative possibility? What if belligerent patriotic unity is what most parents want for their children, and the majority, or the mainstream of society expects the education system to cultivate this notion of patriotism? Here too the theory of democratic education reminds us that the expectation of parents and communities cannot replace the public education system’s commitment to basic democratic principles. Uncritical patriotic education stands the risk of promoting “parochialism and injustice.”23 In her response to multicultural critiques of democratic education, Gutmann supports a politics of recognition that is “based on respect for individuals and their equal rights as citizens,” as well as curricular recognition of cultures, and tolerance of diverse perspectives on moral and religious issues.24 This normative description is embedded in social circumstances in which the public agenda is vast enough to accommodate a variety of issues, therefore creating the need to educate citizens to tolerate differing standpoints. Similarly, Macedo maintains that support for tolerance, which he describes as a basic civic value, can and should be achieved through exposure to diversity, even at the cost of having to impose such exposure on opponents of “bedrock political values.”25 Gutmann emphasizes that “democratic education grants citizens discretion over how to interpret the demand of civic education,” but for her, too, this discretion cannot supersede the basic principles of democracy. When parents oppose to teaching their children a democratic, civic curricula (as in the Mozert case), they “do not have a general right to override otherwise legitimate democratic decisions concerning the schooling of their children.” 26 It is therefore the school’s commitment to democracy that takes precedence over any demand made by specific parents or groups — and, I would add, even by the social majority or mainstream — regarding the civic education of children. In the social circumstances of wartime, the public education system may need to impose exposure to diversity, along with the cultivation of other basic democratic values, not only on small radical groups but on a growing part of mainstream society as well. The justifications Macedo and Gutmann offer for imposing “bedrock political values” or “basic democratic principles” on marginal groups in a democratic society apply also to circumstances when these values are questioned or rejected by the mainstream. Based on the claim that democratic principles should apply to all citizens, and therefore can justifiably be imposed on those who would prefer not to expose their children to them, we can begin to construct a normative educational response to belligerent citizenship. The public education system should be committed to the principles of democracy, not to majority rule or parental authority; therefore it should continue to exercise its commitment to democracy through denying belligerent citizenship and opposing its undemocratic messages. Essentially, the type of unity that is associated with belligerent citizenship is inimical to democratic deliberation, to critical thought, and to the possibility of tolerance and inclusion. A thin but resilient blanket of solidarity is suppressing the social reality of diversity and pluralism, addressed — among others — in Gutmann’s writings. The public agenda is narrowed down to questions of national security, and certain religious and cultural perspectives are deemed threats to national security. What follows is an exclusion of various groups, and political stagnation. A radical interpretation of the aims of democratic education can potentially offer the most relevant response to these problems. In other words, the focus of liberal theorists on civic equality, educational diversity and tolerance is crucial in the context of war. Nonetheless, the presiding interpretation of these aims may be too weak when the social circumstances are not hospitable for democracy. This is where the radicalized notion of democracy advocated by radical democrats such as Paulo Freire, Henry Giroux, and Peter McLaren should be employed.27 To keep its commitment to democratic principles, public education should foster critical notions of civic education and encourage educators to assume the role of public intellectuals committed to democratic principles rather than to majority perspectives. Why, then, should we not — when confronted with circumstances of war — abandon liberal democratic perspectives on education in favor of radical democratic perspectives? Democratic educational theories do not lose their relevance in times of war. To the contrary — their emphasis on civic equality, recognition of differences, and “reciprocity beyond borders” gain more relevance when democracy is threatened.28 In addition, the tendency of radical theories to lump together criticism against hyper-individualism, capitalism and globalization, regardless of its theoretical value, is less effective a tool for opposing militaristic and undemocratic social attitudes. It is the educational tools that radical democratic theorists offer that can strengthen the pursuit of democratic justice as Gutmann and other liberal democratic theorists define it. In other words, public educators should in times of war continue to endorse principles of democratic education, but they must use radical tools to implement them. Such coalition of perspectives could enable the emergence of new forms of diversity, giving voice to subgroups oppressed by the social circumstances of war, and allow students, teachers and the wider public to envision a different political future. How should the aims of democratic education be interpreted in the context of war? How is the education system to foster and promote democratic values, attitudes and skills in the face not of diversity or even intolerance, but of paralyzing, patriotic unity of opinion, which is widely regarded as essential to national survival? It is hard to assume that recognition and tolerance will be as readily cultivated in the classroom. They still remain desirable, even urgently needed attitudes; but to promote them, along with other democratic values and attitudes, educators may need to act in ways more radical than deliberating and teaching an inclusive curriculum.As Giroux reminds us, it is the role of educators to: provide spaces of resistance within the public schools…while simultaneously providing the knowledge and skills that enlarge their sense of the social and their possibilities as viable agents capable of expanding and deepening democratic public life.29 To fulfill the liberal demand for civic equality, educators should create spaces of resistance in public schools. Actively supporting the expression of a variety of standpoints, rather than plainly responding to their implied existence in the public and educational arenas, would be an effective practice of manifesting the students’ civic equality. It would demonstrate a resistance to the exclusion of individuals and groups by the security-dominated, solidarity-oriented public sphere. The radicalization of the liberal demand for civic equality and tolerance requires educators to oppose the social tendency to narrow the borders of the public agenda. Part of what enables the perpetuation of belligerent unity is the reduction of the public agenda to questions of security, which are expected to be solved by military and administrative professionals. Here too the role of teachers — as educators and as public intellectuals — is to resist the attenuation of the public sphere and the public agenda by creating a zone of vivid democratic life within the classroom. The discussion of issues other than those relevant to security is emancipatory, for it reclaims politics as a sphere of “political judgments and value choices.”30 It makes room for a multiplicity of perspectives on a variety of questions, and gives voice to those whose perspectives and interests are being silenced by the overpowering claims of national security. In such times there is great urgency “to inculcate the values necessary for the perpetuation of democratic institutions.”31 But this task has to be performed in opposition to the social tide. Gutmann claims that “Teaching tolerance, mutual respect and deliberation…supports the widest range of social diversity that is consistent with the ongoing pursuit of liberal democratic justice.”32 When justice is narrowly conceived of in conflictual terms, when society tends to accept polarized notions of humanity and inhumanity as justifications for war, and “axis of evil” is contrasted with “freedom lovers,” then the pursuit of democratic justice is no longer a peaceful mission. The threat that society and public education face in times of war is not solely that of intolerance, but also the lack of vision of the future. “Politics devoid of vision,” Giroux warns us, “degenerates into… a repressive notion of patriotism.” Therefore, “democracy has to be struggled over,” and this struggle should become the central role of the public education system in times of war.33 Educators should structure their classes as forums for public deliberation, encouraging both a diversity of issues and a diversity of voices, to resist the tyranny of the monolithic public sphere. To envision a different future, different questions must be asked, and differing answers should be tolerated to the largest extent possible. Envisioning a future of peace entails questioning the basic assumptions of war as well as the social acceptance of these assumptions. It entails the development of critical thought that is limited only by the most broad and most basic democratic political values, rather than by the contingencies of public opinion.

A2: Obama Solved Reasons War Bad

Obama is no different from Bush – his methods in  Afghanistan are only a continuation of The War on Terror.

Cohen 10 (Michael A., senior research fellow at the New America Foundation, where he directs the Privatization of Foreign Policy Initiative, “No-Win Policy for Afghanistan,” Dissent, Volume 57, Number 2, Spring 2010)

Yet when Barack Obama delivered a major speech on the topic at West Point in December, he was not there to claim victory but to make the case for why the United States should stay longer in Afghanistan and actually increase its military presence. The president's announcement that thirty thousand more troops would be deployed to Afghanistan meant the U.S. military footprint would rise to nearly one hundred thousand—all this to face a Taliban insurgency that by some estimates totals around twenty thousand core fighters and an al Qaeda organization in Pakistan that counts perhaps two hundred key operatives. For a war with clear links to a post 9/11 world, it was not surprising that Obama's remarks featured many of the same rhetorical tricks so often utilized in the Bush years. There was the scary imagery of September 11, 2001; the agitated warnings about the risks of an al Qaeda return to Afghanistan; vague platitudes about the need for resoluteness in the face of terrorist threats; and above all, meager specifics on how the latest U.S. policy shift would turn the tide of battle. Obama's speech, rather than clarifying America's new approach in Afghanistan, revealed a glaring discrepancy between the ambitions of U.S. leaders, the capabilities of its military, and the increasingly divergent interests of its partners in the region. What is needed in Afghanistan is not a radically new approach, but a more modest one, one that recognizes the limitations of U.S. power and the constraints that all counterinsurgencies face. Only by recognizing these limitations can the United States hope to put in place a policy that will safeguard U.S. interests and stabilize Afghanistan. During his 2008 presidential campaign, Obama obliquely referred to Afghanistan as the "good war," (in stark contrast to the "bad war" in Iraq). He pledged to increase attention to the conflict, which he claimed was ground zero in the fight against al Qaeda. Missing from Obama's rhetoric was a clear strategic rationale for escalation. Although there is no doubt that the Taliban insurgency has gathered steam since 2006, it is less clear that the United States has direct interests in stabilizing the country (not to mention the capabilities for doing so). Al Qaeda has not maintained any serious presence in Afghanistan since 2002; and across the jihadist blogosphere, there are growing signs that the Taliban and al Qaeda are not as closely allied as they were before 9/11. Indeed, a relatively similar phenomenon took hold in Iraq in 2006 when the global jihadist goals of al Qaeda-in-Iraq ran headfirst into the more local concerns of Iraqi Sunnis.
A2: Only One War

Every war matters. Each conflict strengthens the political and economic power of the war system.

Kaldor ‘1 (Mary Kaldor, Prof. and Dir. of the Program on Global Civil Society, 12-6/8, “Beyond Militarism, Arms Races and Arms Control”, http://essays.ssrc.org/sept11/essays/kaldor.htm+afghanistan+militarism&cd=17&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=safari) 

The logical conclusion that can be drawn from these three characteristics is that the new wars are very difficult to contain and very difficult to end. They spread through refugees and displaced persons, through criminal networks, and through the extremist viruses they nurture. We can observe growing clusters of warfare in Africa, the Middle East, Central Asia or the Caucasus. The wars represent a defeat for democratic politics, and each bout of warfare strengthens those networks with a vested political and economic interest in continued violence. There are no clear victories or defeats because the warring parties are sustained both politically and economically by continuing violence. The wars speed up the process of state unravelling; they destroy what remains of productive activities, they undermine legitimacy, and they foster criminality. The areas where conflicts have lasted longest have generated cultures of violence, as in the jihad culture taught in religious schools in Pakistan and Afghanistan or among the Tamils of Sri Lanka, where young children are taught to be martyrs and where killing is understood as an offering to God. In the instructions found in the car of the hijackers in Boston's Logan Airport, it is written: 'If God grants any one of you a slaughter, you should perform it as an offering on behalf of your father and mother, for they are owed by you. If you slaughter, you should plunder those you slaughter, for that is a sanctioned custom of the Prophet's.' 

We need a new political approach. In every instance we must oppose the war system, including Afghanistan.

Kaldor ‘1 (Mary Kaldor, Prof. and Dir. of the Program on Global Civil Society, 12-6/8, “Beyond Militarism, Arms Races and Arms Control”, http://essays.ssrc.org/sept11/essays/kaldor.htm+afghanistan+militarism&cd=17&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=safari) 

How would this approach have changed the reaction to the events of September 11? What happened on September 11 was a crime against humanity. It was interpreted, however, in the US as an attack on the US and a parallel has been repeatedly drawn with Pearl Harbour. Bush talks about a 'war on terrorism' and has said that 'you are either with us or with the terrorists'. The approach of casualty-free war had been adopted, using high tech strikes and a proxy, the Northern Alliance, to destroy the state sponsoring terrorism, the Taliban, and to destroy the Al-Qaeda network. (At the time of writing, some US Special Forces and Marines have been deployed on the ground). We do not know how many people have died as a result of the strikes or have fled their homes but it undoubtedly numbers in hundreds if not thousands. The chances of stabilising Afghanistan exist but are reduced by the dominant role played by the Northern Alliance. Most importantly, perhaps, the approach contributes to a political polarisation between the West and the rest, both because of the privileging of American lives and the language in which the war is conducted. While the Taliban has been overthrown and, hopefully, bin Laden may be caught, there is unlikely to be any clear military victory. As I have argued, the political narrative, in this case of jihad against America, is central to the functioning of the network. Casualty-free war confirms the political narrative and sets up exactly the kind of war envisaged by the Al-Qaeda network.    A humanitarian approach would have defined September 11 as a crime against humanity. It would have sought United Nations authorisation for any action and it would have adopted tactics aimed at increasing trust and confidence on the ground, for example through the establishment of safe havens in the North as well humanitarian corridors. It would have established an International Court to try terrorists. It would have adopted some of the means already adopted to put pressure on terrorist networks through squeezing financial assets, for example, as well as efforts to catch the criminals. Such an approach would also have to eschew double standards. Catching Mladic and Karadic, the perpetrators of the Srebrenica massacre, is just as important as catching bin Laden. Human rights violations in Palestine and Chechnya are no less serious than in Kosovo or Afghanistan.    A humanitarian approach, of course, has to be part of a wider political approach. In wars, in which no military victory is possible, political approaches are key. An alternative political narrative, based on the idea of global justice, is the only way to minimise the exclusive political appeal of the networks. What this involves is, no doubt, being discussed in other sessions of this symposium.    I am aware that all this sounds impossibly utopian. Unfortunately, the humanitarian approach may be seen in retrospect as a brief expression of the interregnum between the end of the Cold War and September 11, 2001. We are, I fear, on the brink of a global new war, something like the wars in the Balkans or the Israel-Palestine war, on a global scale with no outsiders to constrain its course. Sooner or later, the impossibility of winning such a war must become evident and that is why we need to keep the humanitarian approach alive. Even if it cannot solve these conflicts, it can offer some hope to those caught in the middle. 
A2: Realism/Power Politics Inevitable

Inevitability arguments close off public deliberation by obfuscating the material and political significance of American military operations

Dunmire ‘7  (Patricia L., Assistant Prof. English – Kent State U., “”Emerging Threats” and “Coming Dangers”: Claiming the Future for Preventive War”, in Discourse, War and Terrorism, Ed. Adam Hodges and Chad Nilep, p. 39)

Through its articulation of a preventive, anticipatory posture for the U.S. mili​tary, the NSS positions the Bush administration in a particular way with respect to knowledge of the future. That is, in its reconceptualization of "imminent threat," the policy sanctions a new type of expertise concerning knowledge of the future and, thereby, stakes a claim on the future. Knowledge of future actions and events no longer requires evidential grounding in the "visible mobilization" of military forces "preparing to attack." Rather, the security strategy sanctions knowledge of the future that lacks such an evidential basis and that derives, instead, from "emerg​ing threats" that are not yet "fully formed." Indeed, "knowledge of the future" need not be based in fully developed material circumstances at all as the U.S. will act "preemptively" against its enemies "even if uncertainty remains as to the time and place" of attack. Newhouse (2003) points out, however, that this preventive-based strategy requires the "sustained and timely collection of intelligence that is rarely available" (13). Similarly, Keyes (2005) explains that a preventive strategy elimi​nates "crucial criteria" needed for determining that anticipatory military action is just and legitimate. The NSS, nevertheless, legitimizes and validates the ability of the administration to "read" and "know" the future and to speak from an oracular position even when the material signs that might provide clues to the future do not exist or are not fully realized. Through its representation of agency and its objectification of future reality, the NSS mystifies the processes, history, and motivations underlying the Bush ad​ministration's doctrine of "preemption." This policy is not represented as the out​come of individual, deliberate choices motivated by the politics, ideology, or goals of the administration. Rather, it is presented as a necessary response to external imperatives, forces and impending future realities, a response that derives from an oracular vision of the future. The significance of such a representation is that it obscures the agency and history of the administration's policy. By retaining the language of preemption, the administration obfuscates the ideological and mate​rial significance of the change it has made to U.S. military policy.b That is, its doc​trine is presented as a natural extension of, rather than a radical departure from, the traditional conception of preemption that is recognized by the international community.7 According to Fairclough (2005) this construction of a new discourse through the "articulation of elements of existing discourses" is a key moment in the dialectics of discourse and social change (43). Moreover, the document con​ceals the concerted efforts of people within and/or closely associated with the Bush administration, who, well before September 11, 2001 sought to change the posture of the military from preemption to prevention. According to Chalmers Johnson, the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 did not provide the impetus for the administrations redefinition of the preemption pol​icy; rather, they provided the "opportunity" for a private agenda for U.S. foreign policy to become public policy (Burns and Ansin 2004). Similarly, Lazar & Lazar (2004) view the Bush Doctrine as a "discourse-in-the-making" that has been under development since the end of the Cold War (224). In this context, the events of Sep​tember 11 are to be understood as a particular moment in "the fuller working out of this discourse logic" (224). The policy can be traced back to 1992 to the "Wolfowitz Doctrine," a paper in which Paul Wolfowitz promoted the policy of "striking first to defend America and to project its values" (Kirk 2003). Kirk notes that when laid side-by-side the NSS and the Wolfowitz Doctrine reveal "huge areas of similarity." Wolfowitzs policy of "preemption" appeared again eight years later in a publication of the Project for a New American Century in September 2000, Rebuilding America's Defenses: Strategy, Forces, and Resources for New Century (Project for the New Amer​ican Century 2000). '1 he authors of this document include Dick Cheney, Donald Rumsfeld, Paul Wolfowitz, Jeb Bush, and Lewis Libby. Rahal Mahajan describes the document as a "more honest version of the NSS" as it addresses the issue of how the U.S. can take advantage of the post-cold war "unipolar moment" (Burns and Ansin 2004). The answer provided by the authors is a "blueprint for maintaining global U.S. pre-eminence, precluding the rise of a great power rival, and shaping the interna​tional security order in line with American principles and interests." This "American grand strategy" must be advanced "as far into the future as possible" (Project for the New American Century 2000). The authors note, however, that the process for im​plementing this strategy is "likely to be a long one, absent some catastrophic and catalyzing event - like a new Pearl Harbor" (51). 

A2: Realism/Power Politics Inevitable

The language of war on terror operates outside a claim to rationality or evidence. It is designed to prescript the need for attacks.

Chang and Mehan ‘6  (Gordon, PhD Soci. – UC San Diego, and Hugh, Prof. Soc. And Dir. Center for Research on Educational Equity, Access and Teaching Excellence, Pragmatics, “DISCOURSE IN A RELIGIOUS MODE: THE BUSH ADMINISTRATION’S DISCOURSE IN THE WAR ON TERRORISM AND ITS CHALLENGES”, 16(1), http://www.cyberling.elanguage.net/journals/index.php/pragmatics/article/view/500/429 p. 9-10)
In order to minimize opposition and maximize support, the Bush Administration attempted to link the 9/11 attacks, Osama bin Laden, and the Taliban regime in Afghanistan. Establishing this link enabled the Administration to exploit the sympathy surging up within the U.S. public and the international community after the 9/11 events and justify invading Afghanistan. There was never specific empirical evidence to link Afghanistan (or the Taliban regime) to 9/11 events, however. The U.S. government did not substantiate the involvement of al Qaeda in the 9/11 events, relying only on uncertain intelligence information to assert that al Qaeda was the group that organized the 9/11 attacks. The link between bin Laden and the 9/11 events was also not proven; bin Laden was only then and still now been identified as a “prime suspect” of 9/11. The Taliban was identified as a regime that “harbors” bin Laden and al Qaeda members; the link was therefore even more circumspect. Bush adopted a discourse strategy in the face of these empirical ambiguities. He shifted the debate from a legal or rational mode of discourse to a (civil) religious mode of discourse to legitimize his proposed military actions on Afghanistan. This move changed what would count as “evidence” of links between the Taliban and the terrorists or terrorism. Consider the following interaction between Bush and a reporter on 19 September 2001; the reporter asked Bush to respond to the countries that expressed uncertainty about waging war on terrorism and cited China’s statement that “any strike must be preceded by irrefutable evidence. “REPORTER: Can I follow on one point? Do you to your mind have irrefutable evidence that links al Qaeda, and specifically Osama bin Laden to these attacks? PRESIDENT BUSH: When we take action, we will take action because we believe - because we know we'll be on the right. And I want to remind people that there have been terrorist activities on America in the past, as well. And there has been - indictments have been handed down. Notice that Bush did not answer the reporter’s question directly. Instead of following the reporter’s line of questioning that would require a presentation of empirical evidence connecting al Qaeda and bin Laden to 9/11, Bush claimed ‘knowing one is on the right’“unveil[ing] a new line of attack” in the War on Terrorism, because it “[shone] the light of justice on them.” Through the pragmatic uses of language and its relation to a cultural meaning system, the United States was defined as “winning” at a time when none of the listed terrorists had been captured as a sufficient justification for a military action. While the reporter asked for evidence specifically linked to the coordination of the 9/11 attacks, Bush asserted the U.S. knew it was on the right and invoked al Qaeda’s and bin Laden’s involvement in terrorist attacks from the past. On the surface, this interaction seems strange because the information in Bush’s answer seemed discontinuous from the information requested in the question. If Bush was to act within a rational mode of discourse, he would have either provided examples of such evidences or stated that he did not have such evidences. Instead, Bush responded by introducing a different convention governing modes of acting; he argued that it was legitimate to enact a strike if “we know we’ll be on the right.” By speaking outside the convention of a rational mode of discourse, Bush tried to make people think and act in accordance with different convention - one that focuses on moral righteousness.

A2: “War Good”

Our argument isn’t war bad. But decisions over war need to retained in the public sphere. This is the only way to truly establish a vibrant democracy.

Ivie ‘2  (Robert, Prof. and Chair Dept. Communication and Culture – Indiana U. Bloomington, Rhetoric & Public Affairs, “Rhetorical Deliberation and Democratic Politics in the Here and Now”, 5(2), Project Muse)

The severity of the nation's democratic deficit was abruptly underscored in the aftermath of the September 11 terrorist attacks on New York City and Washington, D.C. Immediately, news reporters and political leaders responded to the shock of the devastating attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon by labeling them acts of war rather than dastardly crimes. Responding to the nation's grief for the thousands of innocent victims, its outrage over the horror of such a heinous crime against humanity, and its sudden awareness of its own vulnerability in a world torn by violence, opinion leaders and decision makers channeled a collective desire to "do something" by declaring a global war against terrorism. This was a "different kind of war," the president announced, to protect freedom, America's democratic way of life, and civilization itself against the forces of evil. 17  One [End Page 280] Republican member of the U.S. House of Representatives, Steve Buyer from Indiana, was sufficiently moved by the apocalyptic overtones of the president's rhetoric to suggest that such circumstances could warrant even the use of "tactical nuclear devices" to "close [Osama bin Laden's] caves for a thousand years." 18  Instead of the rowdy, rhetorical deliberations appropriate to agonistic politics in a healthy pluralistic polity, the nation experienced a wave of patriotic fervor and political conformity in which the expression of dissenting opinions and the defense of civil liberties were equated with anti-Americanism. Attorney General John Ashcroft even told the members of the Senate Judiciary Committee that "those who scare peace-loving people with phantoms of lost liberty" were using tactics that "only aid terrorists" and thus were providing "ammunition to America's enemies," just as terrorists themselves were using "America's freedoms as a weapon against us." 19 The irony of suppressing freedom and democracy in order to protect them was all but lost on the public and its political leaders. Within popular culture, only the occasional comic-strip character, as in Doonesbury, seemed painfully aware that "all those liberties we're fighting for abroad are being suspended here at home," that the Constitution is under attack by those who are defending the country, that military tribunals are the kinds of trials one gets in terrorist states such as Iraq, and isn't it "too bad irony's dead?" 20  When irony dies, the spirit of Coyote dies with it, leaving the nation at the mercy of its least democratic tendencies, such as presuming something is deeply illegitimate about debating a popular policy of war rather than wondering why public views aren't more mixed in widely published opinion polls. Yet, there should be no justification needed for exercising the rights and meeting the responsibilities of democratic citizenship if Americans remained true to the principles that define their republic. The question should be why there was so little public discussion and debate throughout the land, not why it existed at all. An absence of dissenting voices in a democracy is the true sign of weakness and vulnerability, of a deep distrust of democracy and a failing faith in freedom, whereas speaking out is the patriotic duty of democratic citizenship. Thus, raising and displaying the flag should have been the symbol of a collective commitment to exercising liberty and deliberating the question of how best to respond to the exigency of terrorism, especially when the issue at hand was so serious and yet so confused that the nation and its leaders were not even clear about what it meant to be at war.  When the president called the nation to arms, declaring a global war against terror to protect freedom and civilization from the barbaric deeds of evil enemies, Americans responded with patriotic fervor and rage aimed at Osama bin Laden, al Qaeda, and the Taliban of Afghanistan as the most tangible symbols of terrorism and the immediate focus of evil. The battle line was plainly drawn and the choice reduced to siding with the United States or with its enemy. One was either for military strikes or for cowardly cowering. It was a war to "rid the world of terrorists," [End Page 281] smoke the "parasites" out of their "caves," and root out terrorism "where it may exist all around the world." It was nothing less than all-out war, the first war of a new century, World War III—or so it initially seemed by the president's account. 21  Soon, though, Americans began to hear the president and members of his administration say that this was actually a different kind of war, an unconventional war, not like any war they had ever before known, one that required them to find their way as they went, a war without beachheads, without a decisive liberation of territory or swift conclusion, a war of dramatic air strikes but also covert operations that must be kept secret even in their success or failure, a war that requires a different approach and a different mentality, a war fought on military, diplomatic, financial, and law-enforcement fronts. This war requires a commitment to stay the course over an unknown period of years, against an ill-defined enemy, and without a clear measure of victory. 22 In the revealing words of Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, uttered on October 7, the day the United States began its bombing campaign in Afghanistan, "there is no single thing . . . to suddenly make that threat disappear" in "this so-called war." 23  Thus, the public was treated first to a call for all-out war, pure and simple, and then to the vision of a different kind of war, even a so-called war. "War" was a word that just didn't quite fit the situation at hand, that confused the nation's circumstances, polarized issues, and cut off constructive debate. In turn, this ill-fitting term hampered the country's ability to address the problem of terrorism in its full complexity, leaving unanswered many troubling questions that would have benefited from the open, free, and spirited debate of a strong and confident democracy. Why should citizens return to life as normal and business as usual, for example, if their country was engaged in a fight against nothing less than evil? How much of their freedom should they expect to sacrifice in order to combat the foes of freedom? If the casualties of terrorism are primarily civilians, must a war against terrorism also kill large numbers of civilians directly by bombs or indirectly by starvation? Was bombing Afghanistan in order to destroy the Taliban regime the best way to get at the terrorist organization accused of the September 11 attacks, or were bombers used primarily because they were so readily available? Did a declaration of war make the United States focus on the immediate symptoms of the problem of terrorism and proscribe serious concern for its underlying causes, especially when even mention of root causes was taken in a warlike context as tantamount to sympathizing with America's evil enemies? Would heavy-handed methods ultimately transform the United States in the court of world opinion from victim to bully? These were the kinds of difficult issues that should have been seriously deliberated rather than suppressed in the name of a "so-called war."  By remaining true to its democratic principles, the nation could have deliberated the sacrifices it was willing to make, measured the loss of civilian life it could endure at home and was willing to inflict abroad, debated the calibration of means to ends, [End Page 282] and considered alternative and potentially better ways of apprehending a very complex reality. Americans may even have considered the possibility that a carefully measured police action bolstered by a concurrent exercise in diplomacy and a revision of problematic economic and foreign policies would constitute a more fitting response to terrorism and the crime of mass murder.  Whatever answers Americans might have given to these challenging questions, they would have achieved a stronger bond by addressing issues thoroughly in public forums rather than deferring them indefinitely or presuming the solutions were obvious to any right-thinking patriot. No more critical moment existed for seriously debating the possibilities of achieving a just and secure peace than when "war" seemed to be the only popular choice. Yet, even the nation's news media failed to meet the expectations of a free press. A month into the bombing campaign in Afghanistan, for example, mainstream U.S. news media had entirely ignored a number of stories or left them under-reported. Such news items included (1) the identities, whereabouts, and charges filed against the more than one thousand individuals taken into custody after September 11, (2) suspicions of the U.S. desire for access to oil as one of the primary motives for bombing Afghanistan, (3) questions of whether the United States was doing all it could to avoid killing civilians, and (4) issues surrounding the next phases of the so-called war on terrorism, such as whether the United States was on the brink of attacking Iraq. 24  While the government hired advertising and public relations firms to manufacture public consent, news sources such as CNN—which should have been committed to fair and accurate reporting—abdicated the responsibilities of a free press by agreeing to seek government guidance on what should be included in the news, so that civilian casualties, for example, would be reported only in the context of government justifications for the bombing campaign. Like the press, the American public was warned by the White House to "watch what they say" and told by the secretary of defense to expect much more government secrecy and even, according to one military official, a campaign of disinformation. One poll even found that over 70 percent of Americans saw no problem with the government's withholding information from the news media, even though such actions severely restricted the flow of information to the public, information that was important to intelligent deliberation and dissent. 25  America's democratic deficit was revealed and even deepened after September 11 for lack of sufficiently robust and rhetorical deliberation suitable to the realities of a pluralistic polity and an increasingly interconnected but persistently diverse and divided world. The public not only suffered insufficient and unreliable information but also a failure to test competing interpretations and challenge narrow perspectives, especially when the issue was so effortlessly and absolutely reduced to a patriotic battle between the forces of good and evil. Democracy would be better served by the rowdy rhetorical spirit of Coyote, I wish to suggest, as a comic corrective to [End Page 283] tragic inclinations than by a strictly rational model of deliberation that masks elite privilege and power. Moreover, a rhetorical model of deliberation is suitable to practicing democracy in the here and now under the actual conditions of agonistic polities rather than forestalling it endlessly until the masses are miraculously transformed into elites and diversities of culture, interest, and perspective are somehow reduced to a homogenous consistency of purpose and understanding. Thus, coping democratically with the reality of the political, as Chantal Mouffe has observed, means returning to the realm of rhetoric, especially if we aim to keep agonistic relations between adversaries from degenerating into antagonistic battles between enemies.

A2: Just War

The framing of conflict as response to aggression physicalizes ideological conflict, which depoliticizes the response to terrorism.

Ferrari ‘7  (Federica, PhD in Science of Language and Culture – U. Modena, Discourse Society, “Metaphor at work in the analysis of political discourse: investigating a `preventive war' persuasion strategy”,18(5), September, Sage) 

The analysis shows that metaphors are often used to frame the representation of the current situation into a conflict frame, which appears to be a crucial ideological basis for enacting a pro-war argumentation strategy. Some specific emotions have emerged as typically related to metaphors such as anger, faith, pride and contempt. The insistence on these emotive appeals informs the macrotextual construction of the conflict frame. More specifically, anger turns out to be the pivotal emotion for initiating the conflict frame. Calling for faith is crucial for a moral justification of the conflict frame and to legitimate the American position. The insistence on pride is aimed at the construction of a positive identity for the Americans within the us vs. them conflict frame entailment. The insistence on a negative identity of the enemy within the conflict frame is emotionally conducted through contempt. We now provide textual evidence for the first step of the discourse construction of the conflict frame, i.e. how the President gets it started, provoking and exploiting anger as a pivotal emotion. From the moment of its occurrence, 9/11 is perceived and portrayed as a national disaster (contextual information). Americans are shocked by the events, unable to find a reason for them. Shifting the search for a reason onto a search for an agent the President conveys anger to his audience. Anger turns out to be the pivotal emotion for getting the conflict frame started, as the analysis of the first example illustrates. (1) I will not forget this wound to our country or those who inflicted it. I will not yield, I will not rest, I will not relent in waging this struggle for freedom and security for the American people. (AN 010920, our emphasis)19 A few days after 9/11, the President addressing the nation refers to it as to a ‘wound’ which has been inflicted on ‘our country’. The word ‘wound’ can be isolated as a ‘metaphorical focus’ (Steen, 1997) for the first sentence. The general metaphor at work here is ‘STATE AS PERSON’ (Lakoff, 1991: 1), which lets Bush talk about the country as a whole in terms of a person, which as such can be subject to action/s and react to those action/s with feelings. But at a lower level of categorization in the ‘state as person system’, there is another metaphorical process being evoked which responds to physicalization20 of states, events, feelings and emotions. In other words, a body politic metaphor is also operating, which can be referred to here as ‘bereavement is physical pain’. Personification and physicalization as two basic metaphorical processes preside together over the persuasive power of the novel metaphorical expression we may synthetically refer to as wound metaphor, responding to the metaphorical processes explained above. The word ‘wound’ in itself, identified as the focus, does not coincide with the conceptual metaphor, but is the metaphorical expression entailed by it. More particularly, personification of the subject of the 9/11 attacks not only conveys the pathos of the victims, but also correspondingly puts emphasis onthe agent of this ‘wound’ (physicalization), and elicits a search for an enemy to be identified (as agent). A process of physicalization is also involved in the metaphorical expression identifiable in ‘struggle’: conflict is a physical conflict – a struggle, or a fight (struggle metaphor). Declaring that he would be relentless in ‘waging this struggle for freedom and security for the American people’, the President enunciates the ‘conflict frame’ as a state of fact. What makes this ideological position particularly effective is its rhetorical realization in terms of a physical struggle. The concept of struggle reminds one of an action in which two sides are involved, energy is consumed and a high level of emotive participation – rage – is involved. The physicalization of the conflict in terms of a struggle, makes it more effective as an image as well as an ideological model that can be transmitted. We may also add that the use of the deictic ‘this’ and the lack of hedging in presenting the metaphorical expression also contributes to its persuasive power: the conflict frame emerges with ontological overtones, it is given as reality. Moreover, if we think that a conflict frame is not only defined by what it is in opposition to but also by the cause it is fought for, the import of ‘this struggle’ and its rhetorical effects is also given by what is at stake: ‘freedom and security of the American people’. There are two conceptual implications of these metaphorical expressions with respect to the argumentative flow of discourse: first, that the events surrounding 9/11 have been perpetrated on purpose to harm Americans by an enemy to be identified; and second, that the 9/11 events are just the beginning of a larger offensive against America. This twofold argument is aimed at provoking ‘anger’ as an expected reaction in the audience. Insisting on the deliberately offensive intent of an as yet faceless enemy to take responsibility for the recent attacks cannot in fact but stimulate vengeance. On the macrotextual level, this example may be regarded as representative of a first step in a macrostrategy aimed at the construction of the conflict frame.

A2: Just War

Nothing just about the war. All lives matter. Discounting life because the US does not engage in deliberate civilian killing betrays a total depraved indifference that should be rejected.

Gregory ‘4  (Derek, Prof. Geography – U. British Columbia, “The Colonial Present: Afghanistan, Palestine, and Iraq”, p. 69-72)

"Territory," as Homi Bbabha once observed in a remark that Kipling would no doubt also have endorsed, derives from both terra (earth) and terrere (to frighten), from which we derive territorium, "a place from which people are frightened off."62 And so it proved, as the crumpled folds between al-Qaeda and Afghanistan came undone. As the re-empowered Northern Alliance swept south, supported by massive high-level aerial bombardments, so streams of refugees headed for the borders, terrified by the prospect of another round of death and destruction. Many of them, disaffected with the Taliban, bad suffered vicious reprisals from the retreating troops, but - as my narrative in the previous chapter has shown - they also had good reason to fear the Northern Alliance once again ruling their lives/3 During the night of November 12/13 the Taliban abandoned Kabul, and the next day the city was occupied by Alliance troops. John Lee Anderson, a reporter for the New Yorker, surveyed what he called "a Daliesque panorama of wholesale destruction"; Kabul had been battered by so many different warlords that "all of the devastation had a name attached to it" (figure 4.5). By December 22 a new, interim administration had been installed in the capital, but this did not end the righting or the suffering of the civilian population. This was in part the consequence of the sheer scale of devastation. Anderson described "a vast mud Chernobyl" stretching north across the Shamali plain from Kabul to the former front tine, pockmarked by "roofless and crumbling adobe farm houses, collapsed walls and battered fields." But the continued humanitarian crisis was also the product of the US decision to rely on the militias of the Northern Alliance for most of the ground fighting. Millions of dollars were expended in wholesale bribery to persuade them to fight the Taliban, which minimized American casualties but also ensured that the warlordism that had disfigured Afghanistan for decades would resurface as soon as their opponents had fled. Human Rights Watch documented appalling atrocities inflicted by these militias on Pashtun civilians in particular: extortions and looting, sexual violence, beatings, and killings/1"'The high-level war from the air also took a heavy toll of the population. By May 2002 it was estimated that 1,300-3,500 civilians had died and 4,000-6,500 civilians had been injured, many of them seriously, as a direct result of American bombs and missiles (figure 4.6). Probably another 20,000 civilians lost their lives as an indirect consequence of the American-led intervention; this includes thousands who died when relief columns from international aid agencies were halted or delayed, and others who died through the secondary effects of targeting civilian infrastructure (especially electrical power facilities vital for hospitals and water-supply systems)/'5 Most of these men, women, and children were killed or maimed "not by design," as a horrified Noam Chomsky put it, "but because it [did not| matter": "a deeper level of moral depravity" mined by the ghosts of homo sacer.Ui' The numbers of these nameless victims and what Marc Heroic! grimly calls their "unworthy bodies" do matter. But they matter not because "deaths directly attributable to US foreign policies are to be weighed against the deaths the US has suffered, somehow leaving the recipients of its imperial and post-colonial aggression in moral credit." It is not about making cruel comparisons, which is exactly what Arundhati Roy criticized as the algebra of infinite justice: "How many dead Afghans for every dead American?" Insisting instead on the absolute significance of these deaths disrupts those simultaneous equations and unsettles what Gilroy calls "the imperial topography which dictates that deaths are prized according to where they occur and the (racial markings] of the bodies involved."*7 We need to record these numbers, and to think about the destroyed lives that they represent even in excess of these numbers, the friends and families pummeled by inconsolable loss, because no supposedly "sacred mission" - jihad or crusade - can provide a warrant for this indiscriminate killing.In all of these ways, then, the imaginative geographies of a colonial past reasserted themselves in the colonial present. What Gilroy describes, appropriately, as at once "old, modern notions of racial difference" were activated within a differential calculus according to which "some human bodies are more easily and appropriately humiliated, imprisoned, shackled, starved and destroyed than others." He continues: These line ethnic distinctions effectively revive a colonial economy in which humanity, measured against the benchmark of healthier imperial standards, diminishes human rights and can defer human recognition. The native, the enemy, the prisoner and all the other shadowy "third things" lodged between animal and human can only be held accountable under special emergency rules and fierce martial laws. Their lowly status underscores the fact that they cannot be reciprocally endowed with the same vital humanity enjoyed by their well-heeled captors, conquerors, judges, executioners and other racial betters/" The sovereign powers and delegations that decreed that the lives and deaths of all these people were of no account - who claimed to wage a war of "civilization" against "barbarism" within the spaces of their own exception - must surely be called to account and made to reflect on the meanings of the wretched colonial antinomies through which they preach vengeance and retribution. 

A2: Just War

The Afghan war has resulted in thousands of civilian deaths.

Shaw ‘2 (Martin, sociologist of global politics, war and genocide and Research Professor of International Relations, “International Relations: Risk-transfer Militarism, Small Massacres and the Historic Legitimacy of War”, 343-359, http://ire.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/343, Sage)
However, to these civilian deaths must be added, Conetta concluded (in a companion study), ‘a minimum of 3000 civilian deaths attributable to the impact of the bombing campaign and war on the nation’s refugee and famine crises’. His report uses ‘an estimate of 8000–18,000 Afghani deaths occurring during the mid- September to mid-January period and due to starvation, exposure, associated illnesses, or injury sustained while in flight from war zones. Of this total, at least 40 percent of the deaths (3200+) are attributed to the effects of the crisis and war’.7It will be noted that because there were multiple causes of these categories of civilian deaths, Conetta is reduced to ascribing a percentage of them to the US campaign. Clearly this procedure is fraught with methodological difficulties, but something like this may be necessary if we wish to put a figure to the deaths caused by the US bombing.  To these, Conetta argues, must be further added ‘800+ troop deaths due to post- war reprisals and mis-management of prisoners’ (the inclusion of this figure is justified because, once captured, Taliban and al-Qaida fighters are no longer combatants).8 Therefore, using what he regards as conservative estimates, his report leads to the conclusion that the total of non-combatant deaths as a result of the American military campaign, up to January 2001, was 5000 or more. (This figure was already higher, therefore, than the likely final toll of around three thousand civilian deaths in New York and Washington.) 
No just war. The afghan conflict is indiscriminate killing.

Shaw ‘2 (Martin, sociologist of global politics, war and genocide and Research Professor of International Relations, “International Relations: Risk-transfer Militarism, Small Massacres and the Historic Legitimacy of War”, 343-359, http://ire.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/343, Sage)
The USA’s war in Afghanistan has been seen by its supporters as ‘targeted’ violence; by opponents as ‘indiscriminate’ slaughter.10 The discussion so far suggests that both of these claims are too simple. Certainly, the bombing has been quite successfully targeted. The likelihood is that, as in the Gulf and (less markedly) Kosovo, the numbers of enemy combatants directly killed is greater than the number of civilian deaths similarly caused. The absolute number of civilians killed in this war, as in the previous two, is very small by comparison with historic US campaigns (e.g. Vietnam and Korea, as well as the World Wars). To this extent, the charge of ‘indiscriminate’ killing of civilians appears inappropriate. However, all killing of those who are not directly targeted clearly shows definite limits to discrimination. This kind of killing, notoriously called ‘collateral damage’, cannot be avoided entirely in any long-distance use of powerful weapons and is inherently disturbing however much it has been scaled down from the historic pattern.
A2: Just War

The War on Terror is not a just war – wrought with logical inconsistencies.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, p. 146-148)
I don’t think this card says this.After re-underlining it, I think it just talks about the rhetorical strategies to make it seem like a war, but doesn’t really make a normative claim.

Despite its powerful discursive construction as a quintessential good and just war, there were a number of obvious contradictions and tensions which cast a great deal of doubt on how 'good' the 'war on terrorism' really was. In particular, the war lacked a clearly identifiable (state) enemy, it had little prospect of a clear victory, it appeared that it might last for decades, there were many thousands of civilian casualties in Afghanistan and Iraq and the extra-judicial assassination and use of torture against suspected terrorists looked more like a 'dirty war' than a 'good war'. At the very least, the use of the term 'war' posed serious problems because of its inherent meanings, both legal and practical. War is properly understood as a state of open and declared military conflict between nations and there has evolved a set of internationally accepted rules and conventions to regulate its conduct. To designate a campaign against terrorism as a 'war' therefore, is first and foremost a contradiction in terms: war cannot be properly declared except against another recognised state. Certainly, war cannot be declared against a kind of military tactic - terror or terrorism - as the phrase 'war on terrorism' implies. In addition, and more importantly, to construct the campaign as a war actually confers an appearance of legitimacy on the enemy, dignifies the original attacks as acts of war and suggests that America will be bound by the accepted laws of war (see Card 2003:165). There was thus a major contradiction involved in using international law to justify attacking Afghanistan and Iraq, but then denying its applicability and undermining the very same international law by abrogating the Geneva Conventions for prisoners captured in Afghanistan and Iraq. The promulgation of the pre-emptive (preventive) war doctrine also contradicted established international law, which again undermined America's claim to be prosecuting a traditional just war. It is possible to see two main reflexive strategies in the official discourse which attempt to deal with these tensions. In the first instance, the contradictions are resolved by refocusing the 'war on terrorism' on so-called rogue states, or the states comprising the 'axis of evil', who, it is argued, will give weapons of mass destruction to terrorists. The rhetorical strategy employed here is to transform the object of the war from a non-state enemy who cannot legally or practically be declared war on, to a state enemy who can. This rhetorical transformation was complete when Bush asserted that Afghanistan is the first overseas front in this war against terror' (Bush, 29 November, 2001). Strategically, this rhetorical transformation also facilitates the conduct of a right 'war' against terrorism. Just war requires the proper declaration of a state of war by appropriate authorities, plus due notification to opponents. A war against terrorist cells makes this problematic; refocusing on particular states resolves this contradiction. This particular grammatical reworking functions therefore, as a reflexive means of resolving the contradictions involved in declaring war on 'terrorism'. The second, and most ingenious rhetorical strategy, has been to reconstruct the 'war on terrorism' as a special kind of 'new' war, a 'different' war, an 'exceptional war'. In fact, there are literally hundreds of instances in official texts where the 'war on terrorism' is described in terms of its 'new' features and characteristics. This transformation began with the depiction of the September 11, 2001 attacks as an 'exceptional event' and the start of a whole new era of terror. Attorney General John Ashcroft has been pivotal in this rhetorical construction, arguing for example, that there is a 'new terrorist threat to Americans' which poses 'a new challenge for law enforcement'. He goes on to argue that this new threat requires 'new laws against America's enemies', as well as 'new leaders - and new role models' (Ashcroft, 24 September, 2001). In another major speech, Ashcroft states that after the 'new attacks', the war represents 'a new offensive against terrorism' which involves 'new weapons', new powers' and 'new tools' of law enforcement (including a special 'new subpoena power'). It is, he says, a 'new era in America's fight against terrorism' (Ashcroft, 25 October, 2001).
A2: Just War

The War on Terror is not a “just war”.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, p. 150-151)
The notion of the 'good war' is one of the most powerfully and carefully made constructions of the entire discourse of the 'war on terrorism'. It is the culmination and the very purpose of the discourse in the first place: to create a war nobody could object to on the grounds that it was immoral or unjust, and to enlist widespread public support (especially the support of conservative Christians) for whatever actions the American government decided was necessary in its promulgation. The main strategy for ensuring widespread social acceptance was to construct and essentialise the war in such a way that it would be seen to be a 'good war' in every possible sense: in terms of its legality, its conduct, its just cause, its necessity, its divine sanction, its duty to the world and in a long-term historical sense, as one of the many good wars which have been fought by America. The political rhetoric about America's good war is not necessarily new or unusual, in the sense that every war is normally justified in these terms; even warlords claim to fight for human rights or to prevent genocide against their followers. However, American self-perceptions preclude the conduct of war for any reason other than a truly just cause. For this reason, the public justification of the counter-terrorist campaign took on added significance. As senior administration officials found, the task of creating a 'good war' is not nearly so straightforward, especially when it is a 'war' against an -ism: a war on terrorism. The conduct of war, moreover, is always messy and with contemporary weapons there is always a great deal of very public and horrific human suffering. To get around this, the most ingenious discursive strategy was employed: reconstruct the war not only as a 'good' and 'just' war, but also as a 'new' and 'different war'. The combination of these two discursive constructs into a novel kind of 'good but different war' allows for the public justification of elements that do not normally fit into a 'good war' framework, thereby maintaining stability in the overall meaning structure. Now, the more traditional aspects of the 'war on terrorism' can be defended as part of the 'good war' -attacking evil regimes - while the unusual aspects which do not fit this conception - assassinating suspects, denying Afghan fighters legal rights as prisoners of war, employing torture on suspects - can be defended as being part of the 'new war': they are regrettable but unavoidable in the 'new' type of warfare. The power of this 'good (new) war' construction lies in the fact that from within the confines of the discourse itself - the structures and forms of language employed by officials - it is virtually impossible to deny the legitimacy of the war or to suggest any kind of non-military alternative. Even if the Bush-led 'war on terrorism' is sometimes poorly executed, it is extremely difficult to argue against the Tightness and justice of the overall counter-terrorist war. To do so would require deconstructing every one of the discursive strategies I have examined in this chapter. Crucially, from within the discourse it would be extremely difficult to take even a neutral standpoint on the war. To attempt such an act of rebellion would be to suggest it was not a just, right and virtuous war; it would also be to suggest that we should not follow history's calling, that civilisation is not worth defending against evil and that we should not respond to the catastrophic threat posed by rogue states and their terrorist allies. In essence, the language, in the way it is deployed by officials, is almost impossible to resist. It forces the listener either to simply accept it as an inherently and axiomatic good war, or to take what appears to be an absurd stance which says that pursuing justice and fulfilling one's historic responsibility is wrong. This is how discourses function; they structure thought in a specified direction by making some positions appear as commonsense and others as absurd or nonsensical. As I have reiterated throughout this book, this language was not natural or inevitable; nor is it politically neutral or objective. Rather, it is deliberately constructed to reinforce administration policies and to 'manufacture consent' among the public for a massive campaign of violent counter-terrorism. As always, other narratives were available: an international campaign against global violence (of all types) could have been constructed; the language of Martin Luther King's Christian pacifism could have been drawn upon instead of that of militant evangelical Christianity; or a law-enforcement frame could have been employed instead of the just war conception. Unfortunately, the onset of the 'war on terrorism' has come at a moment when a broader relegitimisation of war as an instrument of foreign policy is already well under way. Due to the rise of humanitarian war doctrines in the 1990s in particular, war as an activity is no longer viewed as being inherently evil; the notion of the 'good war' has come out of the closet. This climate has allowed the Bush administration to wrap the counter-terrorist war in a cloak of respectability. At the same time, and much more ominously, it has also allowed for the return of the national security state (seen most prominently during the superpower conflict) and the largest rearmament since the height of the cold war - processes which would have been difficult to legitimise in the pre-September 11, 2001 world. Writing the 'good (new) war on terrorism' has not only facilitated a counter-terrorist campaign of both international and domestic dimensions, it has also assisted an intense and ongoing process of global militarisation. As a consequence, the omens suggest we will be fighting the good 'war on terrorism' for many decades to come.
Afghanistan Gender – 1AC Ev?

Afghanistan has been defended as an unveiling operation for Afghan women. This understanding positions America as the savior and the burqa itself as the oppressor. In this way Afghan women are stripped of their agency and forced to replay the role of victim.

Ayotte and Hussain ‘5  (Kevin, Assistant Prof. Comm. CSU Fresno, and Mary, Lecturer in Comm. CSU Fresno, NWSA Journal,  “Securing Afghan Women: Neocolonialism, Epistemic Violence, and the Rhetoric of the Veil”, NWSA, 17(3), Fall, Ebsco)

Post-9/11 archetypal representations of oppressed burqa-clad women often ignore its utilization by Afghan feminists. The burqa provided an effective cover for smuggling books and supplies to a network of underground schools, cameras for documenting Taliban abuses, and women fleeing persecution (Kensinger 2003, 7).5 Some feminists have vehemently challenged the idea that these practices can be “empowering” (e.g., Moghissi 1999, 42–7). However, as Mohanty remarks, “[t]o assume that the mere practice of veiling women in a number of Muslim countries indicates the universal oppression of women through sexual segregation not only is analytically reductive, but also proves quite useless when it comes to the elaboration of oppositional political strategy” (1991b, 67). The consequences of such analytical reductionism are not merely theoretical; homogenization of Muslim covering practices partakes in exactly the paternalistic logic that underlies the neocolonial politics of U.S. efforts to “liberate” Afghan women according to an explicitly Western model of liberal feminism. The U.S. appropriation of the burqa after 9/11 is reminiscent of depictions of women in colonial territories, and colonial discourses provide helpful analogues for the present analysis. For example, Spivak provides a rigorous critique of the paternalistic feminism that informed the British colonial ban on sati in India (1999, 285–7). In British accounts of this practice, in which a widow would immolate herself on her husband’s funeral pyre, the voice of women who practiced sati was always absent (287). As Spivak remarks, “[t]he agency was always male; the woman was always the victim” (298). In other cases, Western discourses displayed a sexualized Orientalism without any explicit interest in alleviating women’s oppression (see Said 1979). French colonial postcards of Algerian women during the early 1900s, for instance, systematically distorted Muslim women, producing rather than reflecting reality in a bizarre amalgam of “eroticism and exoticism” for their European audience (Schick 1990, 350). French and British colonists focused on veiling in particular as the overarching symbol of the “degradation of women” and “the backwardness of Islam” (Ahmed 1992, 152). It was against this historical context that Ahmed coined the term “colonial feminism” to describe feminism “used against other cultures in the service of colonialism” (151). For example, in Egypt, Lord Cromer championed the cause of unveiling women, claiming the veil was constraining their “mental and moral development” (153). The colonial impulse behind Cromer’s concern for Egyptian women becomes more obvious when his “feminist” sentiments are juxtaposed to the hypocrisy of his position as a founding member and president of the Men’s League for Opposing Women’s Suffrage. In Algeria, French generals bused village women into Algiers for a carefully choreographed unveiling by French women as evidence of indigenous support for the French occupation (Lazreg 1994, 135). Whether in the context of covering or uncovering, collapsing differences among Muslim women through the use of the burqa as a generalized symbol of female oppression performs a colonizing function. Under such assignment, women’s status as objects remains fixed since they are denied the power to speak of differences, their placement in the existing first/third-world imperialistic order secured (Mohanty 1991b, 73). In contemporary U.S., as in European colonial, discourses, “[t]he domesticated, subjugated, unenlightened Other as opposed to the liberated, independent and enlightened Western self was used as a moral prop to legitimize colonial power relations” (Moghissi 1999, 15; see also Mohanty 1991b, 74). According to Mavis Leno, chair of the Feminist Majority Foundation campaign for women in Afghanistan, before the rise of the Taliban, women “lived an Islamic version of a contemporary American woman’s life” and “[t]hey dressed as they wished” (“Mavis Leno” 2001). The U.S. woman was thus cast as an ideal to which Afghan women could aspire as a result of their “liberation.” Although the variations in the plethora of news reports flooding print, broadcast, and internet media make an exhaustive catalogue impossible, three rhetorical patterns can be discerned in the following examples that are illustrative of the epistemic violence inflicted by certain U.S. discourses about Islam, Afghan women, and the burqa. These rhetorical patterns include the demonization of the burqa, the homogenization of Islam, and the fetishization of “unveiling.”  First, many U.S. discourses demonize or deride the burqa itself, rather than the garment’s imposition by the Taliban, and in so doing unwittingly obliterate vital aspects of feminist agency for Afghan women. For example, a Time magazine article entitled “About Face” featured photographs of nameless women wearing the ubiquitous burqa, “to Western eyes a kind of body bag for the living” (Lacayo 2001, 36). In an exposé on refugee camps in Pakistan sponsored by the Revolutionary Association of the Women of Afghanistan (RAWA), Barbara Walters contrasted the freedom in the camp with the “dehumanizing veil” mandated by the Taliban (“Revolutionary Afghan Women’s Association Explains” 2001). While the Taliban’s enforcement of the burqa and the punishments for noncompliance were clearly destructive of Afghan women’s agency, the phrasing of the above excerpts makes clear that it is the burqa itself that is to be considered sub-human. By vilifying the burqa, such representations offer no possibility for women to choose to wear it out of personal preference or cultural tradition. In some cases, the dehumanization of Afghan women was quite explicit as journalists referred to burqa-clad women as “ghosts” (Ozernoy 2001, 30; Roane and Ozernoy 2001, 22). Significantly, the term “ghost” defines Afghan women wearing the burqa, not the Taliban’s abuses. To the extent that this representation is accepted as valid by reading audiences, Afghan women could never exercise agency in the form of a choice to adopt the burqa and remain human. Another article in Time, laudably providing brief descriptions of the diversity of Muslim covering practices (e.g., chador, niqab, hijab, burqa), carried the title “Headgear 101” (Song 2001, 31). The problem lies in the derisive simplification of the complex cultural dynamics of covering practices as “headgear.” The neocolonial assumptions underlying this seemingly innocuous language choice in the title become more obvious when one compares the apparent acceptability of the title when applied to Muslim covering practices to the unlikelihood that widows’ veils or the Papal miter would be dubbed “headgear” by U.S. journalists. A similar tone of derision can be discerned in the description of the burqa, worn by choice by a woman in Kabul after the fall of the Taliban, as a “costume” (Gibbs 2001, 39). In all of the examples above, the overt vilification or subtle mockery of the burqa becomes a rhetorical technique whereby U.S. discourses inflict epistemic violence on Afghan women by denying the very possibility for agency through the choice of dress, ostensibly the cause at issue with these representations in the first place. Second, the distinction between “liberated” U.S. women and “unenlightened” Afghan women is often amplified by ethnocentric criticisms of a homogenized Islam. 

(Ayotte and Hussain continue…)
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(Ayotte and Hussain continue…)

For example, one Time article entitled “The Women of Islam” implied that the oppressions it described in some countries are intrinsic to Islam, a notion emphasized by the subtitle “nowhere in the Muslim world are women treated as equals” (Beyer 2001, 50). Here, despite the article’s overt attempt to describe the diversity of Islamic practices among Malaysia, Iran, Egypt, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and Kashmir, there is still a discursive commitment to the religious and geographic homogeneity of Islam in the language of a “Muslim world.” The infinite differences among these countries melt away as they become fixed in the space of a separate Islamic “world” to which they are assigned. At the same time, the religious diversity within each of the countries named in the article vanishes as the label of Islam comes to exhaust the meaning of religion under those signifiers.6 The ethnocentrism inherent in the idea of a “Muslim world” can be discerned when one contemplates the likely outcry that would follow the identification of Euro-America as a “Christian world.” The neocolonial notion of Islam as a marginal Other to the West is particularly evident in the fact that “the women of Islam” are all portrayed as Middle Eastern or Asian, despite the enormous and growing Muslim population in North America and Europe. Once again, the signifier “Islam” undergoes an Orientalist transformation into one pole of a binary opposition, the signified “non-Western.”  Third, the fetishization of “unveiling” so pervades many U.S. accounts of Afghan women’s oppression that it has come to serve as its own complex rhetorical trope. Loretta Kensinger notes how a wide range of news media in the United States not only used the image of the burqa when representing Afghanistan, but also “celebrated the veil’s lifting as the U.S. bombs fell” (2003, 15). The cover of the 3 December 2001 issue of Time featured the picture of a woman wearing a simple headscarf; the headline reads, “Lifting the Veil.” An article in Newsweek acknowledged that many Afghan women were still wearing the burqa after the fall of the Taliban but suggested they were “waiting [to unveil]” to see whether victorious Northern Alliance forces were “serious about women’s liberation” (Liu 2001, 46). While freedom from imposed covering is obviously an imperative right for Afghan women, these representations once again vilify the burqa itself and thereby elide the agency of women who might choose various forms of covering practices. Worse, the Newsweek article attributes the agency for liberation solely to the (male) Northern Alliance fighters while Afghan women await their approval. Other accounts of “unveiling” objectify Afghan women with less than subtle sexual figurations. In a story on women living under the Taliban regime, Tom Brokaw enticed viewers by explaining that this story would provide “a rare look behind the veil” (“Life of Women” 2001). The 60 Minutes II segment entitled “Unveiled” promised that the viewer would meet young Afghan women who “unveil more than just their faces” (“Unveiled” 2001). This last instance is particularly noteworthy as an example of how many of these seeming celebrations of the liberation of Afghan women from the burqa implicitly rely on the voyeuristic Orientalism of a promise to uncover women’s bodies. The common theme running throughout this trope of “unveiling” is the reduction of Afghan women’s agency to their conformity to popular U.S. notions of feminist liberation. To erase the diverse and contextually specific experience of Afghan women regarding covering practices inflicts epistemic violence by devaluing them as subjects (Spivak 1999, 291; Mohanty 1991b, 71). U.S. representations of Afghan women only or primarily as objects victimized by (even the Taliban’s) male agency ineluctably reduce knowledge of these women to their status as victims. This discursive elision of varied indigenous practices and the knowledge regarding their contextual values can only be described as a “violent” imposition on Afghan women’s subjectivity. As demonstrated above, the subjectivity of Afghan women—and third-world women in general—is not exhausted by their victimization in patriarchal and misogynist contexts. Some discourses about the burqa, however, ironically parallel the violence of sati by performing a metaphorical burning of the subaltern subject in neocolonialist expressions of U.S. feminism. The violence wrought by the rhetoric of the veil is not, however, limited to epistemological registers. 

A2: War Good For Women/Gender

They can’t win offense based on gender. Framing the war around human writes reproduces the liberated oppressed dichotomy, which writes women’s stories out of the conflict.

Steans ‘8  (Jill, Senior Lecturer in IR Theory – U. Birmingham, Global Society, “Telling Stories About Women and Gender in the War on Terror”, 22(1), January, Ebsco)

Political projects “weave together different strands of discourse in an effort to dominate or organize a field of meaning so as to fix the identities of objects and practices in a particular way” and structure “relations between differing social agents”.90 Narratives on the War on Terror have spun many stories about women and gender, but the dominant “line” has written women and gender into these stories in ways that have worked to construct, reinforce and reproduce identities and boundaries—”us” and “them”, between “insiders” and “outsiders”, between protectors and protected. In the political discourse of key figures in the Bush administration and in media reporting of the War on Terror women have been most visible in their roles as victims, among the protected or as guardians of the hearth and home. More so than at any other period in history, perhaps, women’s rights have been placed at the very heart of the struggle between “good” and “evil”; “civilization” and “barbarism”. Undoubtedly the high profile of women’s rights in the War on Terror is, in good part, a reflection of the political power that women, and specifically US women, now wield. However, the commitment to “women’s rights” has been more rhetorical than real, a cynical ploy that has been used to sell the war to the US public and to US women particularly. Moreover, the rhetorical use of women’s human rights has done much to reproduce the dichotomy between “liberated Western women” and “oppressed Muslim women” in an Orientalist discourse that has stressed the eternal virtues of Western civilisation. Actual women and women’s political struggles have, for the most part, been written out of the story.

Colonialism’s use of feminism destroys the possibility of ending patriarchy.

Viner ‘2  (Katherine, Deputy Editor, The Guardian, “Feminism as Imperialism: George Bush is not the First Empire-Builder to Wage War in the Name of Women”, http://www.upf.edu/iuhjvv/_pdf/arrels/herold/Viner.pdf) 
The thieves of feminist language couldn't (and can't) even be bothered to pretend that they actually care about women in the colonized or bombed countries: in Egypt, Cromer actively ensured that women's status was not improved: he raised school fees (so preventing girls' education) and discouraged the training of women doctors. And "feminist" George Bush has abandoned the women of Afghanistan: where is his concern (or Laura's, or Tony Blair's, or Cherie Blair's, who was also wheeled out by her husband) for the very many Afghan women who live in fear of the marauding mojahedin who now run the country and are in many ways as repressive as the Taliban? Where were their protests when Sima Samar, Afghanistan's women's affairs minister and one of only two women ministers in Hamid Karzai's western-installed government, was forced from her job this summer because of death threats? This cooption of feminism without a care for the women on the ground is not without consequences - although, predictably, it is not the colonizers who suffer them. Ahmed writes: "Colonialism's use of feminism to promote the culture of the colonizers and undermine native culture has... imparted to feminism in non-western societies the taint of having served as an instrument of colonial domination, rendering it suspect in Arab eyes and vulnerable to the charge of being an ally of colonial interests." Indeed, many Muslim women are suspicious of western-style feminism for this very reason, a fact which it is crucial for feminists in the west to understand, before they do a Cromer and insist that the removal of veils is the route to all liberation. The growing Islamicization of Arab societies and the neo-colonial impact of the war on terror has meant that, according to academic Sherin Saadallah, "secular feminism and feminism which mimics that of the west is in trouble in the Arab world". But just because Arab women are rejecting western-style feminism, it doesn't mean they are embracing the subjugation of their sex. Muslim women deplore misogyny just as western women do, and they know that Islamic societies also oppress them; why wouldn't they? But liberation for them does not encompass destroying their identity, religion or culture, and many of them want to retain the veil.

A2: War Good For Women/Gender

The protection scenario discourse surrounding Afghan women that the paternalistic US government embodies is just a cover for imperialist motives. The Helplessness of the “victims” denies women any agency in decision making process.

Kumar and Stabile ‘5  (Deepa, Assisstant Prof. Journalism and Media Studies – Rutgers U. and Carol, associate Prof. Journalism and Mass Communication – U. Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Media, Cultture, and Society, “Unveiling imperialism: media, gender and the war on Afghanistan”, 27(5), September, Sage)

In political discourses about Afghan women, two narrative traditions and practices converge: that of the protection scenario and that of Orientalism. Both traditions draw much of their rhetorical force from discourses of imperialism. The argument about protecting women, used as justification for the bombing of Afghanistan, combines elements of both traditions. Orientalist discourses often employ protection scenarios as justification for imperialist aggression, although Orientalism has a specific colonial history. According to the logic of the protection scenario, women, like the penetrable, feminized territory of the nation-state, must be protected from the predatory advances of some real or imaginary enemy. Susan Jeffords (1991), following Judith Hick Stiehm (1982), describes this as a protection scenario that ‘is established through three categories that stand in unstable conjunction with one another: the protected or victim (the person violated by the villain); the threat or villain (the person who attacks the victim); and the protector or hero (the person who protects or rescues the victim or promises such aid’ (Stabile, 1994: 107). Cynthia Enloe gives added depth to this analysis, describing it as the ‘women and children-protected-by statesmen’ scenario (Enloe, 1992: 96). Richard Slotkin (1973) traces these ‘captivity scenarios’ back to 17thcentury American cases, in which Native Americans were accused of kidnapping white women and these allegations were used as justification for genocide.3 Slotkin’s historical approach underscores a point also made by Lila Abu-Lughod (2002): that the protection scenario is closely linked to the justificatory narratives of colonialist projects, in which exotic brown women, to paraphrase Gayatri Spivak (1988), must be saved by the civilized (white) hero from some barbaric villain. As Leila Ahmed (1992) similarly shows, one of the key reasons given to justify British occupation of Egypt in the 1880s was that it was the role of the superior Christian race to rescue and liberate Muslim women from Muslim men. It is beyond the scope of this article to map out the twisted and horrific ideological route this logic has taken in the US (from justification for lynchings of African-Americans in the late 19th and 20th centuries, to recruiting posters for the Second World War that ironically reproduced fascist ideologies of white supremacy by featuring Japanese soldiers as simians threatening white women). What we want to emphasize here is that this has never been an innocent or progressive discourse aimed at improving the lot of women and children – as Enloe (1983, 1990, 1993, 2000; Cohn and Enloe, 2003) has eloquently and repeatedly advised us, militarism by the world’s imperialist powers never improves the lives of women and children. Instead, by rendering women the passive grounds for an argument aimed at imperialist domination, the discourse of protection used by politicians and media alike – like the very fundamentalism it purported to attack – denied women any agency in the decision-making processes that affected their everyday lives and futures. What Edward Said has called an Orientalist framework further consolidated this denial of agency. Said argues that the ‘general basis of Orientalist thought is an imaginative and yet drastically polarized geography dividing the world into two unequal parts, the larger, “different” one called the Orient, the other, also known as “our” world, called the occident or the West’ (Said, 1981: 4). This imaginative geography is characterized not only by a polarization between ‘us’ and ‘them’, but also by caricatures and stereotypes that bear little resemblance to reality. Said argues that Islam in particular, as well as the Middle East in general, are reduced by this discourse to a monolithic culture governed by religious barbarism. While the West is not defined by its predominant religion (Christianity): . . . the world of Islam – its varied societies, histories, and languages notwithstanding – is still mired in religion, primitivism and backwardness. Orientalism posits the West as modern, greater than the sum of its parts, full of enriching contradictions, and yet always ‘Western’ in its cultural identity. The world of Islam, in stark contrast, is no more than ‘Islam,’ reducible to a small number of unchanging characteristics, despite the existence of contradictions and experiences of variety that seem on the surface to be as plentiful as those of the West. (Said, 1981: 10) Similar constructions of the Middle East and Central Asia have recently been used to support the case for military action in the name of a civilizing mission. As Said explains: . . . the idea that some races and cultures have a higher aim in life than others . . . gives the more powerful, more developed, more civilized the right therefore to colonize others, not in the name of brute force or raw plunder, both of which are standard components of the exercise, but in the name of a noble ideal. (2000: 574) In the case of the war on Afghanistan, the ‘noble ideal’ was the protection of women. Thus the protection scenario and the ‘civilizing’ mission were brought into an uneasy alliance to justify the destruction of a country’s infrastructure in order to protect women. While the situation of Afghan women had been a subject of some scattered reporting before 11 September 2001, it did not receive nearly the attention it deserved. In 1995, Amnesty International released a report that described the situation of Afghan refugees as the worst in the world – several years of drought had made a terrible situation even worse, particularly for those living in rural regions. The report focused the attention of international relief organizations and human rights organizations on the country. The Feminist Majority had used the internet to publicize the specific abuses of the Taliban regime shortly after the Taliban took power in 1996. Before 11 September 2001, Oxfam International had estimated that 5.5 million Afghans risked experiencing severe food shortages (Oxfam International, 2001); UNICEF was predicting that 100,000 children would die during the winter of 2002 unless food reached them (Relief Web, 2001). According to any objective standards, life in Afghanistan was harsh beyond comprehension. Yet until Afghan women proved rhetorically useful, their tragic circumstances merited little coverage in the mainstream media. In 1999, for example, journalists wrote only 29 newspaper articles on women in Afghanistan. From 1 January 2000 to 11 September 2001, a period of 18 months, only 15 newspaper articles appeared in mainstream US newspapers. If we compare this dearth of coverage to the 179 articles on Jenna and Barbara Bush, and 113 articles on the destruction of the Buddha statues by the Taliban that appeared during the same period, the silence around the situation of Afghan women appears even more deafening. Of course, from 12 September 2001 to 1 January 2002, 93 newspaper articles appeared – three times the number of articles that appeared in 1999 and six times the number that appeared in the 18 months before 11 September 2001. Afghan women were even more invisible in broadcast media during the same time frame. In 1999, there were only 37 programs; from 1 January 2000 to 11 September 2001, there were 33 programs (compared to over 1000 programs on Jenna and Barbara Bush and 63 programs on the destruction of statues of Buddha by the Taliban). From 12 September 2001 to 1 January 2002, these numbers sharply increased to 628 broadcast programs. On the face of it, these figures should not surprise critics of the media: when it comes to ‘breaking’ news, craven news media take their leads from political elites. And these figures also support our contention that suffering women are subjects for political and public concern only insofar as their suffering can be used to advance the interests of US elites.4 Normally, ‘cultural treasures’ like the Buddha statues and puff pieces about the puerile antics of the Bush daughters merit more attention than the suffering of women and children. Overall, coverage converged around two issues: the burqa and women’s access to education, largely excluding attention to a horrific refugee situation, which could only be worsened by the coming war. After the downfall of the Taliban, the media were flooded with images of women ripping off their veils. The New York Times wrote of gleeful women who were finally free to pursue their lives. Describing the experience of one woman, the author states, ‘[s]he strode up the steps tentatively at first, her body covered from face to foot by blue cotton. As she neared the door, she flipped the cloth back over her head, revealing round cheeks, dark ringlets of hair and the searching brown eyes of a student’ (Rodhe, 2001: 5). USA Today described a similar scene of liberation: ‘Six of them shed the enveloping burqas that the Taliban forces all women to wear, threw them on the fire and lit the way for their rescuers’ (Wiseman and Kelly, 2001: 10A). Magazine coverage followed suit. Time magazine featured a photo spread of Afghan women without veils, followed by a short article claiming that the US victory was the ‘greatest pageant of mass liberation since the fight for suffrage’ (Gibbs, 2001: 32). According to the article, the American liberators had allowed these women to emerge ‘from the dark cellars of house arrest’ and throw off ‘their floor length shrouds’. Such scenes, the article concluded, were a ‘reminder of reasons the war was worth fighting beyond those of basic self-defense’ (Gibbs, 2001: 32). In case the argument wasn’t clear enough, a photo spread a few pages later showed a woman with her face exposed surrounded by others with veils, the caption, which spoke for this unveiled woman, read ‘Hello Sunshine’ (Gibbs, 2001: 39). Newsweek ran a similar article titled, ‘Now I See the Sunlight’ (Liu and Just, 2001: 46) and a caption beneath a picture in another article read ‘finally in the light’ (Brant, 2001: 7). The veiled semi-theological message was clear: having vanquished the ‘evil’ Taliban, the American saviors had taken off the Muslim yoke of oppression and moved women, and Afghan society generally, from darkness into light. No matter that the Northern Alliance, which replaced the  Taliban, has an equally brutal history. 

A2: War Good For Women/Gender

The war in Afghanistan sustains a gendered concept of strength by classifying Afghan civilians and women as weak, vulnerable and in need of imperial protection.

Shepherd ‘6  (Laura, PhD Lecturer in IR – Dept. Pol. Sci. and Int’l. Studies – U. Birmingham, International Feminist Journal of Politics, “Constructions of Gender in the Bush Administration Discourse on the Attacks on Afghanistan Post-9/11”, 8(1), Ebsco)

In much the same way as the dual constructions of ‘the nation’ rely upon and complement each other, the constructions of ‘the enemy’ both abroad and within are mutually constitutive. ‘The enemy abroad’ is recognizable as an Irrational Barbarian, constructed with reference to gender on several levels. Irrational Barbarians are marked as such through ‘barbaric behavior. They slit [the] throats of women’ (Bush 2001c). Previously not on the West’s radar screen, Afghan women are now showing up as ‘pregnant’, ‘fleeing’, ‘starving’ and ‘widowed’. All are true . . . but such adjectives reduce Afghan women to nothing more than the sum of their most desperate parts. (Peters 2001: 123) This is not an accident: the representations of Afghan women, congruent with the accepted image of Mohanty’s ‘average third world woman’, can be read against the dominant representations of the US self-as-nation as a marker of US superiority, social advancement and civilization. This in turn marks ‘the enemy abroad’ as inferior, backward and uncivilized – and male: ‘The men . . . plan, promote and commit murder’ (Bush 2001t). ‘There are no rules’ governing their behavior (Bush 2001c) and ‘[t]hey have no justification for their actions’ (Bush 2001u), which are framed as ‘heinous acts of violence perpetrated by faceless cowards’ (Bush 2001v). The issue of the veil, or burqa, was central in constructing this image of ‘the enemy abroad’ as an Irrational Barbarian. One leaflet dropped over Afghanistan during ‘Operation Enduring Freedom’ ‘shows a member of the Taliban religious police whipping a woman in a burqa’ with text accompanying the image reading ‘Is this the future you want for your women and children?’ (Friedman 2004). Relating closely to the image of the ‘average third world woman’, the veiled women of Afghanistan were reduced to a snap-shot image that was ultimately unsustainable, as was the denial of female agency that was again central to this construction. As Ask and Tjomsland (1998: 13) argue, ‘the differences in personal meaning and public significance among women who wear the veil are lost if it is simply reduced to an index of Muslim women’s oppression’. In addition, the sheer symbolic power of the image of the ‘average veil-clad third world woman’ acted to close down discursive space for dissent. ‘[T]hese sorrowful tales are now used to claim a further elevation in the “moral high ground” on which retaliatory violence can be undertaken’ (Stanley 2002: 209). Strengthening the discursive link between Afghanistan’s Taliban government and the terrorist network of Al Qaida was also central to the construction of ‘the enemy’. ‘The leadership of Al Qaeda has great influence in Afghanistan and supports the Taliban regime in controlling most of that country. In Afghanistan, we see Al Qaeda’s vision for the world’ (Bush 2001k). This link was forged through a particular understanding of statecraft and responsibility, as well as being supported by the visions of ‘the nation’ as discussed earlier. Afghanistan was conceptualized as a ‘weak’ state in opposition to the USA, which was constructed as politically and militarily strong. In realist terms, this renders the ‘weakness’ of Afghanistan – and its willingness to harbour terrorists – the responsibility of the Taliban government, just as the responsibility for guiding and guarding its own citizens lies with the US government. ‘The Afghan people are victims of oppression and misrule of the Taliban regime’ (G. Bush 2001a). Thus the population of Afghanistan is in need of the ‘proper’ guidance they do not receive from the Taliban, which lends weight to the legitimacy of the attacks on the country, ostensibly to remove the Taliban from power. It is not surprising that the media focused on the Taliban as an embodiment of ‘[t]he dark side’ of ‘cultural notions of manliness’ (Brown 2001), given that the masculinities of ‘the enemy abroad’ are seen as deviant and abnormal. This construction is reproduced through reference to the (vulnerable) women of Afghanistan, who were placed centre stage as the drama of the US response to the attacks of 9/11 unfolded. The attacks on Afghanistan were articulated through a discourse of gender that centred on notions of appropriate protection and care towards women. In turn, this required the exclusion of performances of femininity that allowed for the valorization of female agency. ‘What good is it to flaunt images of Afghan women marching militantly with fists in the air, carrying banners about freedom, democracy and secular government? Those women wouldn’t need saving’ (Kolhatkar 2002). But the ‘[w]omen [who] are not allowed to attend school’ do (Bush 2001k). These constructions served a dual purpose. First, the construction of woman-as-victim marked the enemy abroad as the Irrational Barbarian in need of rectification and punishment from the Figure of Authority. Second, through reference to accepted narratives of gender this construction of the enemy facilitated the conceptual division between ‘the nation’ and ‘the enemy’. ‘[I]t may take us a while to catch him’ (Bush 2001w), this ‘enemy . . . who preys on innocent and unsuspecting people’ (Bush 2001x), but the USA has ‘patriots, people who love their country’ (Bush 2001p) on their side. ‘By creating a “monster” in the face of Bin Laden, the USA [tried] to create a myth that the problem is out there’ (Alloo 2002: 95). This divide was sharpened by the infamous rhetoric used by Bush concerning loyalties post-9/11. ‘If any government sponsors the outlaws and killers of innocents, they have become outlaws and murderers themselves’ (Bush 2001o). The language was unequivocal: ‘Stand with the civilised world or stand with the terrorists’ (Bush 2001y). 

A2: War Good For Women/Gender

No gains for women made in Afghanistan are sustainable over a long time and US occupation only make it worse

Bandow ‘9 (Doug, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute, National Interest, “Unjust War”, 12-22, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=22694)  

The Karzai government may not be as bad as the Taliban, but remaining in power is its first priority: if that means working with abusive warlords and accepting traditional social restrictions, so be it. Indeed, reported HRW, “Women will not seek help because of their fears of police abuse and corruption, or their fears of retaliation by perpetrators of violence.” Some war advocates admit as much, and want the United States to do more to transform Afghanistan. For instance, Zia Moballegh, acting country director for the International Centre for Human Rights and Democratic Development, contended: “No real peace and national development are possible without the elimination of violence against women.” How to achieve that? Rachel Reid of Human Rights Watch argued that Washington must push the Afghan government to make “painful political reforms to address the systematic problems Afghanistan has with its culture of impunity.” That’s easier said than done, however. What evidence is there that the West can force peace and national development at the point of a gun? The fact that the end is desirable—and, indeed, that many Afghans desire that end—does not mean that it can be achieved through outside intervention. To the contrary, attempting to impose liberal social policies will make respect for women look like a Western import and Afghan officials look like Western puppets. Any gains won in this way would not likely be sustainable over the long-term. Moreover, escalating the war is not likely to improve the status of women. Defeating the Taliban would be a positive, to be sure, but even after the president’s planned force build-up allied forces will lag far behind the minimum number suggested as necessary by anti-insurgency doctrine to triumph. If the consequence of U.S. policy is to extend the war rather than reach a compromise political settlement, all Afghans are likely to be worse off. The issue is not one of intentions, but consequences. War is no gentle tool for transnational social engineering. Observed Glenn Greenwald of Salon: “the claim that we’re fulfilling some sort of moral responsibility to the plight of Afghans by continuing to occupy, bomb and wage war in their country—and by imprisoning them en masse with no charges—is sheer self-glorifying fantasy.” 

Imperialist paternalist feminism denies agency. This makes liberation impossible.
Kumar and Stabile ‘5  (Deepa, Assisstant Prof. Journalism and Media Studies – Rutgers U. and Carol, associate Prof. Journalism and Mass Communication – U. Wisconsin-Milwaukee, Media, Cultture, and Society, “Unveiling imperialism: media, gender and the war on Afghanistan”, 27(5), September, Sage)

Richard Slotkin (1973) traces these ‘captivity scenarios’ back to 17th century American cases, in which Native Americans were accused of kidnapping white women and these allegations were used as justification for genocide.3 Slotkin’s historical approach underscores a point also made by Lila Abu-Lughod (2002): that the protection scenario is closely linked to the justificatory narratives of colonialist projects, in which exotic brown women, to paraphrase Gayatri Spivak (1988), must be saved by the civilized (white) hero from some barbaric villain. As Leila Ahmed (1992) similarly shows, one of the key reasons given to justify British occupation of Egypt in the 1880s was that it was the role of the superior Christian race to rescue and liberate Muslim women from Muslim men. It is beyond the scope of this article to map out the twisted and horrific ideological route this logic has taken in the US (from justification for lynchings of African-Americans in the late 19th and 20thmcenturies, to recruiting posters for the Second World War that ironically reproduced fascist ideologies of white supremacy by featuring Japanese soldiers as simians threatening white women). What we want to emphasize here is that this has never been an innocent or progressive discourse aimed at improving the lot of women and children – as Enloe (1983, 1990, 1993, 2000; Cohn and Enloe, 2003) has eloquently and repeatedly advised us, militarism by the world’s imperialist powers never improves the lives of women and children. Instead, by rendering women the passive grounds for an argument aimed at imperialist domination, the discourse of protection used by politicians and media alike – like the very fundamentalism it purported to attack – denied women any agency in the decision-making processes that affected their everyday lives and futures.

A2: War Good For Women/Gender

Feminist justifications for the invasion mask ongoing structural violence and the role of American military forces in its perpetuation.

Ayotte and Hussain ‘5  (Kevin, Assistant Prof. Comm. CSU Fresno, and Mary, Lecturer in Comm. CSU Fresno, NWSA Journal,  “Securing Afghan Women: Neocolonialism, Epistemic Violence, and the Rhetoric of the Veil”, NWSA, 17(3), Fall, Ebsco)

One of the most important advances in the history of feminism was the recognition of structural violence against women as a significant aspect of gender oppression. Structural violence includes the myriad material harms done to women through inadequate education and health care, exploitative employment conditions, endemic poverty, and other conditions that inflict damage on lives without the brute immediacy of physical violence. The analysis of structural violence is vital because it accounts for disadvantages that shorten or degrade women’s lives and traces the sometimes convoluted causes to social, political, and economic structures. Rather than allowing these conditions to remain unexamined as a neutral part of the landscape, attention to structural violence imputes agency, and hence responsibility, to social, political, and economic actors for the maintenance of structural conditions that harm women. Women in Afghanistan were subjected to structural violence long before, as well as during, the Taliban regime. Although the U.S. government certainly made use of representations of structural violence against Afghan women, the epistemic violence done to Afghan women by the homogenized, neocolonial, and paternalistic rhetoric of the veil shortcircuited any reflexive recognition of U.S. contributions to that self-same structural violence. As Abu-Lughod puts it, framing the oppression of women in Afghanistan as a problem caused solely by the Taliban’s ruthless twisting of religion and culture “prevented the serious exploration of the roots and nature of human suffering in this part of the world” while “recreating an imaginative geography of West versus East, us versus Muslims” (2002, 784). Although arguably performed by every decontextualized image of a burqa-shrouded Afghan woman, Laura Bush’s radio address exemplifies the erasure of history with the reduction of women’s structural oppression in Afghanistan to “the central goal of the terrorists.” To the extent that the Taliban, and even bin Laden himself, sprang from the U.S.-supported Mujahadeen, the absence of such history makes it possible to identify structural violence against Afghan women without achieving the reflexive recognition of U.S. complicity in maintaining those very structures. RAWA has noted, for instance, that in 2000 the United States gave $43 million to the Taliban for reducing opium production as part of the “war on drugs” (Rawi 2004). The identification of U.S. complicity in structural violence against Afghan women does not deny the viciousness of the Taliban. As even reports critical of U.S. intervention in Afghanistan admit, there is a significant consensus among women in Afghanistan that life is better now than under the Taliban (Human Rights Watch 2003, 12). To say that life is “better,” however, does not excuse one from pointing out that the actions of the new Afghan government, and especially the warlords and elements of the Northern Alliance supported by the United States, promise continued structural violence against women (11). Despite a few putative legal protections for women, the material experience of Afghan women continues to be one of profound insecurity (Rawi 2004). Ultimately, U.S. discourses that associate gender oppression with covering practices while imputing all responsibility to the actions of the Taliban or al Qaeda mask the role of U.S. national security policies in perpetuating the insecurity of structural violence against women in Afghanistan. 

Their arguments essentialize and freeze Islamic culture. Turns the impact.

Engle ‘5  (Karen, Prof. Law – U. Texas, Harvard International Jaw Journal, “Liberal Internationalism, Feminism, and the Suppression of Critique: Contemporary Approaches to Global Order in the United States”, , 46 Harvard International LJ. 427, Hein Online)

First world feminists often essentialized culture and defined Third World women by that essentialized culture. In doing so, First World feminists were seen to deny Third World women’s agency within or in opposition to their “culture”. Ratna Kapur provides an example of this critique applied specifically to approaches to women’s rights in Afghanistan. First, she points to the ways that Western feminists have described womens plight under the Taliban “the west has almost obsessively focused on the veil as a symbol of the Taliban’s discriminatory treatment of women. To ‘westerners’ the burqa is a kind of “body bag for the living”. This practice is being evaluated against the rhetoric of (Western Christian) civilization, respect for women as defined by first wife Laura Bush and Cherie Blair, and feminists claim to “rescue” Muslim women from their “barbaric” culture.” She then argues that such descriptions essentialize and freeze Islamic culture: this stagnant understanding of culture as well as the criteria being developed to distinguish the “good” Muslim from the “bad” Muslim does not acknowledge the dissents, pluralism or contents over the meaning of culture and religions. It does not…reflect the complexity of culture within Islam and the Islamic world. While this critique of the essentialization of culture is often made in a variety of contexts, it has not been commonly voiced around the issue of Afghanistan. To the extend that feminists have been critical of the U.S position on Afghanistan, they have generally assumed that fundamentalist culture is the central problem to be addressed, and that the United States simply has not done enough to help women in this regard. 
A2: War Good For Women/Gender – Burqa Specific

Westerns use idea of the burqa as a sign of oppression, yet the burqa is woman’s choice that symbolizes honor and family.
Abu-Lughod ‘2  (Lila, Prof. Social Sci. Columbia U. Anthropology, American Anthropologist, “Ethics Forum: September 11 and Ethnographic Responsibility Do Muslim Women Really Need Saving?” 4(3), Wiley Interscience)

It is common popular knowledge that the ultimate sign of the oppression of Afghan women under the Taliban- and-the-terrorists is that they were forced to wear the burqa. Liberals sometimes confess their surprise that even though Afghanistan has been liberated from the Taliban, women do not seem to be throwing off their burqas. Someone who has worked in Muslim regions must ask why this is so surprising, Did we expect that once "free" from the Taliban they would go "back" to belly shirts and blue jeans, or dust off their Chanel suits? We need to be more sensible about the clothing of "women of cover, and so there is perhaps a need to make some basic points about veiling, First, it should be recalled that the Taliban did not invent the burqa, It was the local form of covering that Pashtun women in one region wore when they went out, The Pashtun are one of several ethnic groups in Afghanistan and the burqa was one of many forms of covering in the subcontinent and Southwest Asia that has developed as a convention for symbolizing women's modesty or respectability. The burqa, like some other forms of "cover" has, in many settings, marked the symbolic separation of men's and women's spheres, as part of the general association of women with family and home, not with public space where strangers mingled. Twenty years ago the anthropologist Hanna Papanek (1982), who worked in Pakistan, described the burqa as "portable seclusion.' She noted that many saw it as a liberating invention because it enabled women to move out of segregated living spaces while still observing the basic moral requirements of separating and protecting women from unrelated men. Ever since I came across her phrase portable seclusion, I have thought of these enveloping robes as "mobile homes," Everywhere, such veiling signifies belonging to a particular community and participating in a moral way of life in which families are paramount in the organization of communities and the home is associated with the sanctity of women. The obvious question that follows is this: If this were the case, why would women suddenly become immodest? Why would they suddenly throw off the markers of their respectability, markers, whether burqas or other forms of cover, which were supposed to assure their protection in the public sphere from the harassment of strange men by symbolically signaling to all that they were still in the inviolable space of their homes, even though moving in the public realm? Especially when these are forms of dress that had become so conventional that most women gave little thought to their meaning To draw some analogies, none of them perfect, why are we surprised that Afghan women do not throw off their burqas when we know perfectly well that it would not be appropriate to wear shorts to the opera? At the time these discussions of Afghan women's burqas were raging, a friend of mine was chided by her husband for suggesting she wanted to wear a pantsuit to a fancy wedding; "You know you don't wear pants to a WASP wedding,' he reminded her. New Yorkers know that the beautifully coiffed Hasidic women, who look so fashionable next to their dour husbands in black coats and hats, are wearing wigs, This is because religious belief and community standards of propriety require the covering of the hair, They also alter boutique fashions to include high necks and long sleeves, As anthropologists know perfectly well, people wear the appropriate form of dress for their social communities and are guided by socially shared standards, religious beliefs, and moral ideals, unless they deliberately transgress to make a point or are unable to afford proper cover. If we think that U.S. women live in a world of choice regarding clothing, all we need to do is remind ourselves of the expression, "the tyranny of fashion,' What had happened in Afghanistan under the Taliban is that one regional style of covering OT veiling, associated with a certain Tespectable but not elite class, was imposed on everyone as "religiously" appropriate, even though previously there had been many different styles, popular or traditional with different groups and classes—different ways to mark women's propriety, or, in more recent times, religious piety. Although I am not an expert on Afghanistan, I imagine that the majority of women left in Afghanistan by the time the Taliban took control were the rural or less educated, from nonelite families, since they were the only ones who could not emigrate to escape the hardship and violence that has marked Afghanistan's recent history, If liberated from the enforced wearing of burqas, most of these women would choose some other form of modest headcovering, like all those living nearby who were not under the Taliban—their rural Hindu counterpartsin the North of India (who cover their heads and veil their faces from affines) or their Muslim sisters in Pakistan, Even The New York Times carried an article about Afghan women refugees in Pakistan that attempted to educate readers about this local variety (Fremson 2001), The article describes and pictures everything from the nowiconic burqa with the embroidered eyeholes, which a Pashtun woman explains is the proper dress for her community, to large scarves they call chadors, to the new Islamic modest dress that wearers refer to as hijab, Those in the new Islamic dress are characteristically students heading for professional careers, especially in medicine, just like their counterparts from Egypt to Malaysia, One wearing the large scarf was a school principal; the other was a poor street vendor, The telling quote from the young street vendor is, "If I did [wear the burqa] the refugees would tease me because the burqa is for 'good women' who stay inside the home" (Fremson 2001:14), Here you can see the local status associated with the burqa—it is for good respectable women from strong families who are not forced to make a living selling on the street. The British newspaper The Guardian published an interview in January 2002 with Dr, Suheila Siddiqi, a respected surgeon in Afghanistan who holds the rank of lieutenant general in the Afghan medical corps (Goldenberg 2002), A woman in her sixties, she comes from an elite family and, like her sisters, was educated. Unlike most women of her class, she chose not to go into exile, She is presented in the article as "the woman who stood up to the Taliban" because she refused to wear the burqa. She had made it a condition of returning to her post as head of a major hospital when the Taliban came begging in 1996, just eight months after firing her along with other women, Siddiqi is described as thin, glamorous, and confident, But further into the article it is noted that her graying bouffant hair is covered in a gauzy veil, This is a reminder that though she refused the burqa, she had no question about wearing the chador or scarf. Finally, I need to make a crucial point about veiling, Not only are there many forms of covering, which themselves have different meanings in the communities in which they are used, but also veiling itself must not be confused with, or made to stand for, lack of agency. As I have argued in my ethnography of a Bedouin community in Egypt in the late 1970s and 1980s (1986), pulling the black head cloth over the face in front of older respected men is considered a voluntary act by women who are deeply committed to being moral and have a sense of honor tied to family. One of the ways they show their standing is by covering their faces in certain contexts, They decide for whom they feel it is appropriate to veil.
XT – Liberation Rhetoric ( Imperialism

Portraying the  “rescue” of Afghani women places them as a subject of US cultural hegemony and justifies occupation among war.

Cloud ‘4  (Dana L., Associate Prof. And Dir. Graduate Studies – Dept. Comm – UT Austin, Quarterly Journal of Speech, “”To Veil the Threat of Terror”: Afghan Women and the Clash of Civilizations”, 90(3), August, Ebsco)
In “From Shadow To Light,” there is a photograph of a lone woman, dressed head to toe in a burqa, wandering through crumbling desert ruins early in the morning with the sun rising in front of her (Image C). As in other examples from the “From Shadow To Light” compilation, she moves visually from darkness into the light of liberation promised by U.S. intervention. This ostensibly humanitarian motive also characterizes an image of a girl or young woman in school (Image D), in a photo essay called “Kabul Unveiled.” The photograph offers an extreme close-up view of a young woman, sitting in a schoolroom at a desk, covered almost entirely from head to toe in a yellow burqa. This point of view allows the viewer to peer into the one eye that peeps from under her bright yellow head covering.42 The photograph conveys a sense of desperation to learn despite the constraints of an oppressive culture. Mandated to cover her head and body, the young woman can read in school, but only with one eye. Through this forbidden eye contact, the viewer is invited to experience a momentary emotional connection, and also outrage and despair over the quite literal containment of her person. Yet the image also foregrounds the point of view of the colonizer: It is the American who is able to subject others to her/his gaze and, thus, defines the Afghan woman as the object of U.S. cultural hegemony. As this example illustrates, and like 19th-century colonial discourses, the photographs in these essays offer a surveying paternal gaze.43 Several images in these photo essays visually recall Rudyard Kipling’s description in his poem “The White Man’s Burden” of those “savages” needing conquering as “your new-caught sullen peoples… half devil and half child.” One image in a photo essay about the Taliban shows a small boy looking up at a Taliban fighter. Both are standing in profile, but we see only the torso of the fighter, his arm supporting a machine gun, which visually appears to be aimed toward the child (Image E). Here literally a “half devil,” a faceless and, therefore, dehumanized Other, is looking down at the child, who is, in turn, looking up at him, implying a potential identification between the two. Thus, the enemy society is metonymically represented as containing both terrorist devils and innocents who may yet aspire to terrorism if not saved in time. The point of view of this photograph also invites two different gazes: a direct look at the faceless gunman as anonymous target of antipathy, and a downward gaze at the now-innocent but potentially vengeful child. The scene evokes Kipling’s exhortation to the “white man” to save these people, especially the women and children, from themselves.44 War may require vilifying visual frames, but occupation requires a humanitarian flexing of the nationalist frame. The vision of Afghans (and later, Iraqis) as incapable of rebuilding their society or becoming civilized without outside intervention bolsters the argument that the United States cannot just pull out of either Afghanistan or Iraq and leave chaos behind.45 On this note, Michael Ignatieff has called Afghanistan and Iraq “havens of chaos and terrorism”; he argues that the people of these countries should be dominated for their own good.46 In this way, the images that compress the _clash of civilizations_ into icons of identification and division work alongside political rhetoric and journalism to establish a paternalistic stance toward Afghans and other nations. A paternalistic rhetoric takes a position sympathetic to, but standing above, Others. To occupy this stance of benevolent but superior caretaker is to adopt the prerogative of telling others what they need and how they should obtain it. As Linda Alcoff explains in “The Problem of Speaking for Others,” there is a difference between an ethically legitimate standing in solidarity with the oppressed and the opportunistic use of someone else’s oppression as rationale for war.47 “Kabul Unveiled” is the most prominent of the Time.com photo essays demonstrating the paternalism of the _clash of civilizations_. For example, the viewer of Image C literally looks down on the woman in the ruins. The viewer of the photograph of the schoolgirl in yellow (Image D) has the prerogative of entry into her private space and, it seems, her emotional state. On the other hand, she cannot see her inspectors; thus, the photograph constitutes a relationship of inequality, not solidarity. In the photo essay, the narrative order of the images is significant. Early in the sequence, images of oppression flow from one to the other in a guided tour with clickable arrows to move to the next frame. As the viewer moves through the photographs (assuming that most viewers will look at them in the order presented), however, images of modern liberation are interspersed between the images of women as victims. Finally, photographs of feminists and other unveiled, public women dominate and end the sequence. Taken together, these images encourage viewers to lament the status of Afghan women and support U.S. intervention. The implied before-and-after sequence suggests that before the U.S. attacks, Afghan women wandered in chaos or lived, invisible and indistinct, at the mercy and discretion of irrational and autocratic men.48 

XT – Liberation Rhetoric ( Imperialism 

Feminist Rhetoric is used to justify imperialism.

Viner ‘2  (Katherine, Deputy Editor, The Guardian, “Feminism as Imperialism: George Bush is not the First Empire-Builder to Wage War in the Name of Women”, http://www.upf.edu/iuhjvv/_pdf/arrels/herold/Viner.pdf) 
"Respect for women... can triumph in the Middle East and beyond!" trilled the leader of the free world to the UN last week. "The repression of women [is] everywhere and always wrong!" he told the New York Times, warming to his theme that the west should attack Iraq for the sake of its women. Just as he bombed Afghanistan to liberate the women from their burkas (or, as he would have it, to free the "women of cover"), and sent out his wife Laura to tell how Afghans are tortured for wearing nail varnish, so now Bush has taken on the previously-unknown cause of Iraqi women - actually, look at the quotes, it's women everywhere! - to justify another war. Where next? China because of its anti-girl one-child policy? India because of widow-burning outrages? Britain because of its criminally low rape conviction rate?  At home, Bush is no feminist. On his very first day in the Oval office, he cut off funding to any international family-planning organizations which offer abortion services or counseling (likely to cost the lives of thousands of women and children); this year he renamed January 22 - the anniversary of Roe vs Wade which permitted abortion on demand - as National Sanctity of Human Life Day and compared abortion to terrorism: "On September 11, we saw clearly that evil exists in this world, and that it does not value life... Now we are engaged in a fight against evil and tyranny to preserve and protect life."  However, this theft of feminist rhetoric is not new, particularly if its function is national expansion; in fact, it has a startling parallel with another generation of men who similarly cared little for the liberation of women. The Victorian male establishment, which led the great imperialistic ventures of the 19th century, fought bitterly against women's increasingly vocal feminist demands and occasional successes (a handful going to university; new laws permitting married women to own property); but at the same time, across the globe, they used the language of feminism to acquire the booty of the colonies.
The idea of saving Muslim women entrenches western hegemony and masks structural violence.
Abu-Lughod ‘2  (Lila, Prof. Social Sci. Columbia U. Anthropology, American Anthropologist, “Ethics Forum: September 11 and Ethnographic Responsibility Do Muslim Women Really Need Saving?” 4(3), Wiley Interscience)


Should we save muslim women? What does using the salvation of muslim women as justification for war symbolize? Let us return, finally, to my title, "Do Muslim Women Need Saving?" The discussion of culture, veiling, and how one can navigate the shoals of cultural difference should put Laura Bush's self-congratulation about the rejoicing of Afghan women liberated by American troops in a different light, It is deeply problematic to construct the Afghan woman as someone in need of saving, When you save someone, you imply that you are saving her from something, You are also saving her to something, What violences are entailed in this transformation, and what presumptions are being made about the superiority of that to which you are saving her? Projects of saving other women depend on and reinforce a sense of superiority by Westerners, a form of arrogance that deserves to be challenged, All one needs to do to appreciate the patronizing quality of the rhetoric of saving women is to imagine using it today in the United States about disadvantaged groups such as African American women or working-class women, We now understand them as suffering from structural violence, We have become politicized about race and class, but not culture. As anthropologists, feminists, OT concerned citizens, we should be waiy of taking on the mantles of those 19thcentury Christian missionary women who devoted their lives to saving their Muslim sisters, One of my favorite documents from that period is a collection called Our Moslem Sisters, the proceedings of a conference of women missionaries held in Cairo in 1906 (Van Sommer and Zwemmer 1907), The subtitle of the book is A Cry of Need from the Lands of Darkness Interpreted by Those Who Heard It, Speaking of the ignorance, seclusion, polygamy, and veiling that blighted women's lives across the Muslim world, the missionary women spoke of theiT responsibility to make these women's voices heard, As the introduction states, "They will never cry for themselves, for they are down under the yoke of centuries of oppression" (Van Sommer and Zwemer 1907:15), "This book,' it begins, 'with its sad, reiterated story of wrong and oppression isman indictment and an appeal, It is an appeal to Christian womanhood to right these wrongs and enlighten this darkness by sacrifice and service" (Van Sommer and Zwemer 1907:5). One can hear uncanny echoes of their virtuous goals today, even though the language is secular, the appeals not to Jesus but to human rights or the liberal West. The continuing currency of such imagery and sentiments can be seen in their deployment for perfectly good humanitarian causes. In February 2002, I received an invitation to a reception honoring an international medical humanitarian network called Medecins du Monde/Doctors of the World (MdM), Under the sponsorship of the French Ambassador to the United States, the Head of the delegation of the European Commission to the United Nations, and a member of the European Parliament, the cocktail reception was to feature an exhibition of photographs under the cliched title "Afghan Women: Behind the Veil." The invitation was remarkable not just for the colorful photograph of women in flowing burqas walking across the barren mountains of Afghanistan but also for the text, a portion of which I quote: For 20 years MdM has been ceaselessly struggling to help those who are most vulnerable. But increasingly, thick veils cover the victims of the war. When the Taliban came to power in 1996, Afghan Women became faceless. To unveil one's face while receiving medical care was to achieve a sort of intimacy, find a brief space for secret freedom and recover a little of one's dignity. In a country where women had no access to basic medical care because they did not have the right to appear in public, where women had no right to practice medicine, MdM's program stood as a stubborn reminder of human rights.. . . Please join us in helping to lift the veil. Although I cannot take up here the fantasies of intimacy associated with unveiling, fantasies reminiscent of the French colonial obsessions so brilliantly unmasked by Alloula in The Colonial Harem (1986), 1 can ask why humanitarian projects and human rights discourse in the 21st century need rely on such constructions of Muslim women.

Gender Justifications Kill Public Sphere

Gender-based justifications for the Afghan conflict serve to silence opposition to war as a method of political action.

Engle ‘5  (Karen, Prof. Law – U. Texas, Harvard International Jaw Journal, “Liberal Internationalism, Feminism, and the Suppression of Critique: Contemporary Approaches to Global Order in the United States”, , 46 Harvard International LJ. 427, Hein Online)

With regard to Afghanistan, the administration has appealed to liberal internationalist and feminist rhetoric about respecting human rights. In the context of trafficking, it has appealed to a liberal internationalist process that favors international cooperation. Thus, by offering examples where the US claims to be protecting international human rights, even though it does so through a rhetorical, and in one instance procedural, commitment to international cooperation these case studies question the characterization of US foreign policy as American exceptionalism. In addition, they show how the assertion of acting in the name of international human rights, particularly women’s rights, serves to silence much of the opposition that the substantive position themselves might otherwise invoke. In the shadow of the Bush’s administration’s refusal last October to join with 250 global leaders, including those of 85 states (including every European states) to sign a statement reaffirming the 1994 Cairo plan of action because of the statesmen’s reference to fundamental human rights including sexual and reproductive rights, it might be easy to conclude, as some have in similar cases, that the Bush administration is engaged in a “war against women”. With these case studies, I hope to question the ease in which we can draw either conclusion, or assume that the President or his administration is lying when they claim to uphold international law and women’s human rights. I will point to some of the ways, beyond the two quotations above, that the Bush administration expresses a commitment to international law and to women’s human rights, and I will encourage us to take the rhetoric at face value. I want us to consider the rhetoric seriously, because when we ask whether the administration is for or against international law and whether it is for or against women, liberal internationalists, and feminists of all types to miss an opportunity to engage with the substantive positions pursued by the administration. International law can be used and violated in the service of some women’s interest and vice versa. Rather than asking “are we for or against international law to protect women’s rights?,” we might consider which of the rights of women we want to protect, and in what ways international law should be interpretated to protect them. The administrations approach to Afghan women under the Taliban after September 11th and its approach to trafficking both raise difficult issues over which liberal internationalists and feminists disagree. To understand how the administration’s views are neverthreless gone largely unchallenged, I will set forth the administrations positions, consider the liberal internationalist response, or lack thereof, and then layer over that some potential feminist reactions.
Gender Justification = Disposability

Language of gender liberation provided crucial justification for the war, while excluding those in Afghanistan from calculation.

Sheperd ‘6  (Laura, Lecturer in IR and I-Law – Pol. Sci. and Int’l Studies U. Birmingham, “Constructions of Gender in the Bush Administration Discourse on the Attacks on Afghanistan Post-9/11”, International Journal of Feminist Politics, 8(1), March, Informaworld, p. 19-20)

Gender is ‘deeply implicated in the carving out of political spaces [and in] the construction of identities’ (Steans 2003a: 434). The emphasis that the Bush administration put on particular constructs of gender in the preparation for and subsequent conduct of ‘Operation Enduring Freedom’ in Afghanistan, which began in October 2001, served to create and perpetuate a particular understanding of the situation and to organize a response based on this understanding. The discursive links between Al Qaida and Afghanistan, between supporting war and believing in peace, were reinforced through gendered articulations. As Laura Bush (2001a)1 stated soon after the operation began: Civilized people throughout the world are speaking out in horror . . . because our hearts break for the women and children in Afghanistan ... because in Afghanistan we see the world the terrorists would like to impose on the rest of us ... Fighting brutality against women and children ... is the acceptance of our common humanity. Laura Bush’s speech shows how gendered discourse helped to position war as an appropriate response to the situation in Afghanistan. The running together of ‘women and children’ twice in close succession infantilizes the women of Afghanistan, denying them both adulthood and agency, affording them only pity and a certain voyeuristic attraction. Simultaneously, the perpetrators of gender apartheid in Afghanistan are dehumanized through their association with (animal) ‘brutality’, although not disempowered, as their visions of the world they seek to create, as represented in Afghanistan, are threatening enough to those who accept a ‘common humanity’ to require action. There are complex and problematic gendered mechanisms at work here, which I believe are central to gaining an understanding of how it became thinkable, doable and to an extent inevitable that the USA would bomb Afghanistan as punishment for crimes that had been attributed to Al Qaida. 

A2: Relativism Bad

Relativism doesn’t apply. Our criticism is about understanding and accepting cultural difference and eliminating structural violence.

Abu-Lughod ‘2  (Lila, Prof. Social Sci. Columbia U. Anthropology, American Anthropologist, “Ethics Forum: September 11 and Ethnographic Responsibility Do Muslim Women Really Need Saving?” 4(3), Wiley Interscience)

It is, however, to suggest that we need to look closely at what we are supporting (and what we are not) and to think carefully about why. How should we manage the complicated politics and ethics of finding ourselves in agreement with those with whom we normally disagree? I do not know how many feminists who felt good about saving Afghan women from the Taliban are also asking for a global redistribution of wealth or contemplating sacrificing their own consumption radically so that African or Afghan women could have some chance of having what I do believe should be a universal human right—the right to freedom from the structural violence of global inequality and from the ravages of war, the everyday rights of having enough to eat, having homes for their families in which to live and thrive, having ways to make decent livings so their children can grow, and having the strength and security to work out, within their communities and with whatever alliances they want, how to live a good life, which might very well include changing the ways those communities are organized, Suspicion about bedfellows is only a first step; it will not give us a way to think more positively about what to do or where to stand, For that, we need to confront two more big issues. First is the acceptance of the possibility of difference. Can we only free Afghan women to be like us or might we have to recognize that even after "liberation" from the Taliban, they might want different things than we would want for them? What do we do about that? Second, we need to be vigilant about the rhetoric of saving people because of what it implies about our attitudes. Again, when I talk about accepting difference, I am not implying that we should resign ourselves to being cultural relativists who respect whatever goes on elsewhere as "just their culture," I have already discussed the dangers of "cultural" explanations; "their" cultures are just as much part of history and an interconnected world as ours are. What I am advocating is the hard work involved in recognizing and respecting differences—precisely as products of different histories, as expressions of different circumstances, and as manifestations of differently structured desires, We may want justice for women, but can we accept that there might be different ideas about justice and that different women might want, or choose, different futures from what we envision as best (see Ong 1988)? We must consider that they might be called to personhood, so to speak, in a different language. Reports from the Bonn peace conference held in late November to discuss the rebuilding of Afghanistan revealed significant differences among the few Afghan women feminists and activists present. RAWA's position was to reject any conciliatory approach to Islamic governance, According to one report I read, most women activists, especially those based in Afghanistan who are aware of the realities on the ground, agreed that Islam had to be the starting point for reform. Fatima Gailani, a U.S.-based advisor to one of the delegations, is quoted as saying, "If I go to Afghanistan today and ask women for votes on the promise to bring them secularism, they are going to tell me to go to hell.' Instead, according to one report, most of these women looked for inspiration on how to fight for equality to a place that might seem surprising. They looked to Iran as a country in which they saw women making significant gains within an Islamic framework—in part through an Islamically oriented feminist movement that is challenging injustices and reinterpreting the religious tradition.  The situation in Iran is itself the subject of heated debate within feminist circles, especially among Iranian feminists in the West (e.g., Mir-Hosseini 1999; Moghissi 1999; Najmabadi 1998, 2000), It is not clear whether and in what ways women have made gains and whether the great increases in literacy, decreases in birthrates, presence of women in the professions and government, and a feminist flourishing in cultural fields like writing and filmmaking are because of or despite the establishment of a so-called Islamic Republic, The concept of an Islamic feminism itself is also controversial, Is it an oxymoron or does it refer to a viable movement forged by brave women who want a third way? One of the things we have to be most careful about in thinking about Third World feminisms, and feminism in different parts of the Muslim world, is how not to fall into polarizations that place feminism on the side of the West, I have written about the dilemmas faced by Arab feminists when Western feminists initiate campaigns that make them vulnerable to local denunciations by conservatives of various sorts, whether Islamist or nationalist, of being traitors (Abu-Lughod 2001), As some like Afsaneh Najmabadi are now arguing, not only is it wrong to see history simplistically in terms of a putative opposition between Islam and the West (as is happening in the United States now and has happened in parallel in the Muslim world), but it is also strategically dangerous to accept this cultural opposition between Islam and the West, between fundamentalism and feminism, because those many people within Muslim countries who are trying to find alternatives to present injustices, those who might want to refuse the divide and take from different histories and cultures, who do not accept that being feminist means being Western, will be under pressure to choose, just as we are: Are you with us or against us?
A2: War Good For Democracy

Their concept of democracy is impoverished. Our opposition to imperialism is necessary for authentic democracy to emerge. 

Eisenstein ‘4  (Zillah R., Prof. Politics – Ithica College, “Against Empire: Feminisms, Racism, and the West”, p. 96-98, Ebsco)
The US today is awash in diversity language, but in a non-progressive, non-egalitarian form. Multiculturalism has become a manipulated discourse to enable global capitalism and neoliberalism. Corporatist needs span across nations, and this multiplies the numbers of people of color that are put in view. When the entire globe is the corporate site, whites become a minority. Imperial leaders like Bush and Cheney are poised to retain and protect white dominance, despite dissident voices from ‘elsewhere’. They re-racialize the formulations of democracy through the US wars of/on ‘terror’. At this juncture, democracy has been downsized at home and abroad and designed in privatized form. This neoliberal model extends from the US, to Russia, to Egypt and on, and on. The neoliberals have succeeded in equating individual freedom with self-sufficiency and success. Diversity is marketed while protecting the core structures of white privilege with its classed and gendered structural divides. Today multiple thousands of Indians live in the US, creating a great variety of different communities. Mumbai and Calcutta exist in Queens. Bharati Mukherjee writes that “we’re a billion people, but divided into so many thousands or millions of classifications that we have trouble behaving as a monolith”.1 The population of the world has always been diverse. It is not as though new kinds of people in new colors have sprouted, but the visibility of this multiplicity in sites of power is new. The fictional accountings of US history and Enlightenment discourse never made sense to those who were dispossessed in these official renderings. Bengali theorists celebrated their ‘difference’ from within colonial rule. And England elided and constructed racial homogeneity, from this difference, to create its empire. Akbar (1542–1605), the third generation Mogul emperor of India, was known for his religious tolerance and his embrace of difference, especially to non-Muslims. He issued prohibitory edicts against sati (the forced burning of a widow alongside her dead husband) and the marriage of pre-pubescent girls, condemned slavery and the slave trade, and he promoted social reform.2 Neglect, however, led to the loss and destruction of Akbar’s writing and records so that it is hard to document much of this before.3 The shifts and changes from before to now involve ‘more’ of everything. There is more transnational exploitation, more people moving from one border to another, more wealth for a few, more poverty for the many, more variety of people living in any one locale. But the ‘more’ of everything does not make things more creatively diverse, or more inclusively viewable, because power is more concentrated and narrowed. Neoliberals argue that power is available everywhere so that it exists nowhere in oppressive form. Yet individuals have power so the structural limitations of power are made invisible. And if structural power is invisible there is supposedly no limit to one’s opportunities. There is no racism; then there are only individuals, each to be blamed for themselves. If differences are simply individual and not structurally enforced, then diversity is easily attained without a restructuring of power. But racial diversity remains unequal because of the silenced inequalities of before and now. The democratic promissory is limited by historical inequalities embedded in the present; the privileged white center remains in place. Transnational globalization remains a gendered and racialized structure of power which disallows equality. Globalization is twenty-first century imperialism. Diversity, as a power-filled discourse, silences the problem of inequality and modernizes colonialist discourse. Multiracial talk enhances the new fictions and distortions of global capitalism and its rhetoric of democracy. But there are other counter stories of democratic diversity that help to indict this neoliberal opportunist embrace. There are newly uncovered visors for people living in the US since 9/11, if they wish to use them, to see the discontent of peoples ‘elsewheres’. US hegemonic foreign policy with its thuggery is not good for democracy anywhere. Embedded in these voices of resistance is a more plural and encompassing vision of democracy, than the West acknowledges. Similar voices have existed before in the anticolonialist viewpoints of Gandhi and Bengali theorists. Let us look here to see a direct contestation and complex dialogue with and against Western democratic promissories. Colonialism of the West is indicted for its exclusivity of difference and its undelivered promises to the masses of humanity. 

Only a more inclusive concept of democracy can achieve genuine human rights. Western views are cultural specific and imperialist.

Eisenstein ‘4  (Zillah R., Prof. Politics – Ithica College, “Against Empire: Feminisms, Racism, and the West”, p. 53-54, Ebsco)  

Meanings of the body are culturally diverse and yet shared across cultures. Any body can suffer rape or torture or sexual pleasure. There is no simplistic homogeneity here, nor simple complexity. And because today the notion of bodily rights has cross-pollinated in multiple and complex fashion, the belief that bodily rights is a construct of the West distorts the multiple sites for understanding its meaning. Western hegemony has stolen much that is not uniquely its own: both from before and now. It is imperialist for Westerners to think that bodily rights, or democracy, or humanity are singularized ideas, explicated the most fully by the Enlightenment, or the West. Although there are Westernized forms of each belief, these ideas are way too polymorphous to be reduced to their Western/ imperial form. The body’s wish for autonomy flows from the polyversal meaning of humanity. No matter how multiple this articulation of bodily autonomy is, the desire to protect one’s body from harm does not have to be learned. The body is one’s own, however many ways ‘ownership’ may be conceived.2 Propriety over one’s body meaning. The seductiveness of the very idea of humanity is that it takes us each to our bodily rights. Rights discourse may be power-filled by the West, but rights are cross-culturally human, not simply Western liberal in origin, even though the hegemony of the discourse often treats them as such. The polyversal pull of the idea of humanity derives from the way bodily needs criss-cross across huge distances of the globe. The very notion of an inclusive humanness – which spans this global variety – is best viewed at sites where humanity can be seen through differences of color, location, and culture. Envisioning humanity in a nonexclusionary way requires that one takes the Western promissory of democratic freedom and release it from the power-filled meanings of colonialism, imperialism, and global capitalism. Such a counter-hegemony demands a truthfulness from Western democracy that it cannot deliver. The authorization of and by Western discourse of all things democratic and laudable must be revealed in its other locations so the polyvocal meanings of democracy can be discovered. These meanings are much like the double-sidedness of slavery that Harriet Jacobs speaks of: “My master had power and law on his side; I had a determined will. There is might in each.”3 

A2: War Good For Human Rights

Deploying human rights to sustain the war on terror legitimizes violent imperialism that contributes to sustained violent hierarchies.

Denike ‘8  (Margaret, Assistant Prof. and Coordinator in Program in Gender Equity and Social Justice – Nipissing U., PhD in Social and Political Thought, Hypatia, “The Human Rights of Others: Sovereignty, Legitimacy, and “Just Causes” for the “War On Terror””, 23(2), Spring, Proquest)
Anne Orford’s remarkable work, Reading Humanitarian Intervention (2003), effectively elucidates how the stories told about human rights violations and their suffering victims—in places such as Rwanda and the former Yugoslavia—to legitimate the use of force, circumscribes women and men within stylized gender roles. The central figures in the narratives of international law are the human rights victims: “the bodies of massacred women, children and men,” the repeated representation of which functions as a “call to arms” and conjures a rational yet vengeful community around them (218). The essence of the “fairy stories” of human rights interventions, as David Chandler also describes them, includes predictable appearances of “hapless victim in distress,” the villain (typically a non-Western government) and the “savior” operating on an ethical mandate of advancing human rights (2002, 36) These narratives, Orford argues, have a certain “ordering effect,” which structures relations between groups or populations, and “secures boundaries between the international community and its others” (2003, 187). The stories that are told that justify intervention—about the barbarism of other cultures and the need for the international community to “take responsibility” to intervene—are part and parcel of the creation of international political order that, through these stories, utilizes longstanding colonial distinctions between “humanity” and its “others” and entrenches the difference between them. This distinction between a civilized us and a barbaric enemy other, not only reenacts and reinforces racist colonial stereotypes through its pretense of benevolent protectionism, but, as Orford notes, works to erase the violence of interventions and invasions conducted in the name of “humanitarian” causes, and thus to silence human rights claims against interventionist states made by those who endure the physical, social, and economic devastation of war. From its outset, the official state discourses that have urged, supported, and sustained the U.S.–led “war on terror” have had all of the trappings of the spirit and rhetoric of “just war” that dominated the institutional religious colonization of the Middle Ages and its various political and philosophical justifications. As many commentators have noted,14 the “war on terror” has been repeatedly cast in such terms, as is exemplified by statements of the Bush administration that it entails a confrontation with “evil,”15 a battle for “civilization,”16 or a standoff against an enemy in which states are either—and only—“with us or against us.” It has been construed literally and metaphorically as a crusade against a barbaric and savage other (typically Islamic fundamentalists) in need of liberation from themselves. Casting the state’s relation to its “enemy” in such oppositional terms of us versus them and good versus evil enables the constitutive posturing of the legitimate benevolent protectionist sovereign and its “just wars,” as it at once constitutes the eradicability of the other, whose exposed evil renders their destruction inherently just. Masquerading the profit-driven “war on terror” as a chivalrous, just, and necessary response to evil also works to conceal the direct investment of its architects (and notably then–Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld and Vice President Dick Cheney) in the industry of war, and to cast the lucrative contracts of building schools, medical facilities, and water supplies as a matter of delivering the cherished rights to those who were previously denied them. In other words, human rights triumphalism and its narratives of progress has been harnessed in the service of what Naomi Klein calls “disaster capitalism” (2007), that is, in the devastation created and exacerbated by the very individuals who stand to personally profit from new imperial order they impose in its place, all the while talking the moral talk of “Operation Infinite Justice” or “Iraqi freedom.” This shady dealings of humanitarian narratives have huge consequences for what human rights may or may not promise “humanity,” as is evident in the extensively documented accounts of how their deployment has worked to “cancel the very gains of the progressive universal human rights movement in seemingly irreversible ways . . . to mute the voices of suffering and, in the process, regress human rights futures” (Baxi 1998, 168–69). Deploying human rights to substantiate public violence and to impose a privatized economic order—as with the “war on terror”—has a lasting effect on “human rights,” not merely because armed conflict is in itself a leading cause of systemic human rights abuses against which NGOs need to continue to act, but because, in its nefarious moralism and “principled” self-justifications, this war, leveraged by a fear of the (Muslim, Arab) other and a concern for the rights of “humanity,” conscripts the language of human rights and “humanitarian” causes to substantiate daily civilian atrocities and “exceptional” measures of racial profiling, security arrest warrants, indefinite detentions, torture, deportation, and so on, and in effect, invariably limits what “human rights” and “humanitarian concerns” can and do mean, particularly for those vast sectors of “humanity” that are not counted as “human” and that have engaged generations of struggles to obtain them. This leveraging is done through draconian racist policies that systemically deny human rights to target groups that symbolize its cause (for instance, the refugees of oppressive “regimes”), particularly to Arab and Muslim “alien” immigrants and residents of Middle Eastern countries;17 for justifying military attacks and occupations that are conducted in the name of abstract Western values (democracy, equality, freedom, security, and liberty) against so-called “rogue states” (Bush 2002a) or “failed states” (Ignatieff 2002) that are said to have none. Such policies and practices conducted in the name of human rights make a mockery of the notion that human rights ideals express “one long and steady march towards progress” (Kapur 2006, 673), as the call to respond to images of suffering in distant lands, is far less interested in admitting those who suffer as refugees than it is in intervening militarily to prevent their exodus (Orford 2003, 203). The politics of sexual, racial, and ethnic difference—and hence of the equality, security, and freedom that are at stake for minorities—are central to this dynamic. A consideration of the stock figures—first, of the oppressed female human rights victim, and second, of the male tyrannical “terrorist”—that appear in the narratives and substantiate policies of this war, enables us to elucidate these politics within its various “techniques” and tactics (from security arrest warrants and deportations of immigrants to armed invasions) and to link the fear of the other to the new sovereignty of the United States, that looks nothing like Kofi Anan’s vision of individuals being empowered to hold states accountable for human rights abuses, but rather a sovereignty of corporate “defensive imperialism” (Anghie 2004, 294) and nation-state patriotism masquerading as the causes of democracy and freedom, while perpetrating systematic human rights violations. Part and parcel of the sovereignty-creating, colonizing tactics are those that constitute and entrench gender norms within and across national boundaries, preserving as a model of masculinity its roles of uniformed masculine saviors whose heroism inheres in saving helpless female victims from racialized and demonized incarnations of evil. 

A2: War Good For Human Rights

They can’t access any human rights turn. Deploying human rights in support of military intervention saps their revolutionary potential to protect citizens against sovereignty,

Denike ‘8  (Margaret, Assistant Prof. and Coordinator in Program in Gender Equity and Social Justice – Nipissing U., PhD in Social and Political Thought, Hypatia, “The Human Rights of Others: Sovereignty, Legitimacy, and “Just Causes” for the “War On Terror””, 23(2), Spring, Proquest)
Stories of progress and promises of a finer future for “humanity” are endemic to the discourse of human rights. Such promise has resonated throughout the centuries, since the teleological trappings of natural law theory first spoke of the sacred nature of “man,” the prospects of fully realizing his potential as the “image and glory of God,” and the responsibilities that are his due, by virtue of being so divinely, rationally endowed.5 These narratives have always guarded the regulatory concept and category of “man,” taking pains—as did Aristotle, Augustine, Aquinas, and the international legal theorists that have since drawn on their metaphysics and theology—to restrict “man” to men, and for Aquinas, to Christian men, and to exclude women and others (slaves, barbarians, heretics, and so on) that were presumed to be lacking in the capacity that is“most divine” in us and that endows us with dignity: reason. These narratives also instantiate notions of “right authority,” “right reason,” and “just cause” for presumably peace-loving Christians to go to war and to kill or enslave one’s enemies without falling from God’s grace6—notions that are often metaphorized through gendered tropes: “For good order would have been wanting in the human family,” Aquinas clarified, “if some were not governed by others who were wiser than themselves. So by such a kind of subjection woman is naturally subject to man, because in man the discretion of reason predominates. Nor is inequality among men excluded by the state of innocence, as we shall prove” (1997, I. Q 92, Art.1). For Aquinas, as for Aristotle, the promise and glory of man is the divine telos that imbues his momentous existence; it is what, in exercising his highest capacities, moves him from the base sensual desires and materiality that women embody and represent, and brings him closer to his first cause, his creator—and to the happiness promised of a heavenly afterlife. Engendered through these tropes, what makes man sacred is that, as the image and promise of divinity, he is not woman, not animal, not the slave that God’s good order finds wanting to be governed, tamed, and contained. The glory and promise of man turned then, as it often still does, on exercising his godly capacities for the good of all, distinguishing himself from the lesser creatures that lack them, the creatures properly ruled by him. The talk of progress and promise that reverberates in international human rights discourse imports such time-honored distinctions of the sacredness and legitimacy of at least some sectors of humanity, the differentiation among which is facilitated by both the real and symbolic glorification of “man,” which at once instantiates and produces the subjugation of the others against which his dignity is defined. The implicit hierarchization of “humanity” also imbues contemporary international humanitarian law and just war doctrine, which, in the rhetoric fueling the “war on terror” hardly conceals the Christian paternalist undertones to the matter, much less to its spirited crusades, in rationalizing and legitimizing sexual and racial differentiation and colonization in the salvational name of security and freedom. Developments in public international law generally—and human rights in particular—have been described with as much awe as concern. They are given to speak of the promise of civilized humanity in the face of the tyranny, barbarism, and evil that threatens it. It is this very appeal that facilitates their role in legitimizing the actions of states that act unilaterally or collectively as the “coalition of the willing” or the “international community” while at once undermining the legitimacy of the “rogue” or “failed” states that are said to abuse them (Orford 2003, 187; Anghie 2005, 133). This appeal legitimizes very specific modes of patriarchal, protectionist power and public violence in the name of confronting and challenging the tyranny of others. It also works to silence opposition to the resurgent just military humanitarianism, such as that expressed in the wake of the NATO invasion of Kosovo. At the 2000 Havana meeting of the South Summit of G-77, which, as Noam Chomsky notes, accounts for 80 percent of the world’s population (and 133 nations), a declaration was issued rejecting “the so-called ‘right’ of humanitarian intervention,” along with “other forms of coercion that the Summit also sees as traditional imperialism in a new guise” (2000, 4). But this global opposition has had little bearing on the political compulsion to cast the “right” to intervene for humanity’s sake as universal in spirit, as was incessantly done by the United Kingdom and the United States in this instance,7 as if there never was any legitimate opposition, as if the posturing of universal humanity alone made the opposition irrelevant. As if the cause of humanity was the perfect alibi. Knowing well that human rights are critical tools, especially to those countless individuals who do not have them, feminists engaging with international law have been cautious about the fate of the critical initiatives that have posed the “woman question” in a domain historically preoccupied with the “rights of man” (Chinkin, Wright, and Charlesworth 2005, 19–23), a domain that, as Charlesworth (2000) clearly documents, is generally “inimical” to women and women’s needs and interests. Women have refused to remain at the “boundaries of international law,” forging recognition by—and participation in—international organizations and agencies that continue to be dominated by men; exposing gender bias and urging corrective policies of “gender mainstreaming” at different levels of the United Nations; engaging in collaborative interventions in the creation of law and policy, such as those that now find rape to be enumerated under the 1998 Statute of the International Criminal Court as a crime against humanity and war crime, rather than a matter of “honor” (Boon 2001); and pursuing prosecutions of rape as war crimes and genocide before the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia (ICTY) and the International Criminal Tribunal for Rwanda (ICTR) (Buss and Manji 2006). In terms of mechanisms for reporting and monitoring specific human rights violations women’s NGOs have increasingly utilized the international conventions and treaty body systems, and particularly the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW), seeing to the implementation and strengthening of its optional protocol; and, through shadow reports to treaty bodies, producing a substantive documentary record on how state actors and state policies fare on women’s human rights. Revolutionary though these steps may seem, we need to keep in mind, as Liz Philipose (1999) has argued with respect to the statute of the ICTY, that while international criminal statutes have reformed the definition and prosecution of rape as a war crime (or at least when it is committed by the enemy), they do nothing to question the legitimacy of war itself. The rules of war, such as those set out in the Geneva Conventions and subsequent protocols, essentially legitimize conflict, not unlike they did a millennium ago as theological principles, by establishing the parameters on how to engage in its public violence justly, how to treat civilians, prisoners, and the wounded who are caught up the throes of war. Consider as well that, compared to other major international conventions and despite the promise of its provisions and sweeping ratification by over 90 percent of the member states of the United Nations, CEDAW has registered among the greatest number of objections and reservations, specifically on the provisions of Article 16, which guarantee a measure of equality in “marriage and family life.”8 As we know, and as feminist legal scholars have copiously documented over the past few decades, the universal affirmation of the rights of man—even and often when conducted expressly in the name of women—has always been undercut by a global reticence to the substantive equality rights of women, and to ensuring that concrete human rights protections do not, in fact, actually apply to women, however much security states are prone to proclaim a commitment to the idea of women’s rights, and to seem happy to export them to “third world” countries, including through acts of war.9 Such gender politics are at play in the mobilization of human rights into contemporary just war doctrine and rhetoric. As demonstrated by Anne Orford, imperialist states like the United States have been quick to mobilize the plight of oppressed women (such as with the Rwanda genocide, or under the Taliban or Muslim law) while effectively ensuring that women are excluded from the very human rights causes that they are made to symbolize. Focusing on the U.S.–led “war on terror,” in what follows, I attempt to track this master narrative of heroism and its operations of sexual and racial differentiation and exclusion that run through and undermine it. The revolutionary import and triumphant character of human rights is generally seen to reside in the challenge they pose to the principle of territorial sovereignty,10 that is, to a principle of noninterference that is as old and dear as the ethical tradition of just war doctrine. This principle is enshrined in the UN Charter, animating its prohibition on the use of force.11 

(Denike continues…)

A2: War Good For Human Rights

(Denike continues…)

The promise of human rights inheres in the possibility “that states could no longer shelter behind the fig leaf of sovereignty for violations committed against individuals” (Kapur 2006, 669), as international statutes promise to hold state actors accountable to external agencies. For many internationalists, the “triumph” of human rights means that “the fortress walls of sovereignty, long enjoyed by states, are crumbling” (Carlson 2003, 196). In its place is a “new sovereignty,” as Kofi Annan (2000) optimistically described it, a sovereignty not of the state but of the individual in relation to the (responsible and responsive) state; one that promises to look not to states’ interests against external agencies but to the individual members of global community against state actors.12 The triumph of human rights, as the story goes, displaces the untouchable tyranny of rogue states and its illegitimate leaders with accountability to rights-respecting, legitimate ones. There is, however, another side to this story—the shadier features of which have been exposed by various commentators—that concerns the processes by which Western imperialism operates to sustain and reinforce itself and its powerful states as sovereign, and legitimate, still bounded and impermeable behind their fortresses, while applauding the permeability and dissolution of others on the so-called axis of evil as a “triumph”; one that, as Ratna Kapur describes it, renders human rights complicit “in making the world less stable, less peaceful, more divisive, more polluted and more violent” (2006, 683–84). In other words, the triumph of human rights spells not the end of sovereignty but its Western reentrenchment in security states. This is done in part by tactics such as making a state’s dubious treatment of “their women” a measure of its legitimacy and its humanity; by demonizing “their men”—as political, cultural, and religious enemies—as imminent threats to world peace and security, and by circumscribing women within normative paternalist discourses as being in need of salvation or liberation. As exemplified by the utilization of immigration and refugee law and policy by which much of the “war on terror” has been legislatively fought, it is preoccupied with its borders and margins, and particularly with intruders and “aliens” in “our” midst, effectively delineating the difference between “us” (as sovereign, protectionist states, invariably on the side of the good) and “them” (as “rogue” states, run by illegitimate rulers and tyrants who harbor terrorists). As Costas Douzinas (2000), David Chandler (2001), and Anne Orford (2003) have noted, the acceptance of this “new humanitarianism” marks a significant transformation “from a discourse of rebellion and dissent into that of state legitimacy” (Douzinas quoted in Orford 2003, 202); humanitarian wars have a way of “legitimizing a certain image of sovereignty” (Douzinas 2002, 29), as the human rights discourse turns the “expression of empathy for common humanity” into “a lever for strategic aims drawn up and acted upon by external agencies” (Chandler 2001, 760; Orford 2003, 202).13 The porousness of the human rights discourse means that the interventions and exercises of state authority it legitimates “are more likely to track political interests than its own emancipatory goals” (Kennedy 2002, 981), interests that include the corporate capitalization on the militarized destruction and subsequent reconstruction projects, as well as the imposition of a Western imperial social, political, and economic order, with its attendant sexual and racial colonization. Such is the “darker side” (Kapur 2006, 666) of human rights narratives, the shadows of which haunt all of the celebrated promises of an abstract “humanity’s” triumph. 

A2: War Solves Terrorism

Doesn’t solve terrorism. Military solutions in Afghanistan just creates a new generation of terrorists.

Kelner ‘3  (Douglas, George F. Kneller Prof. Ed. Chair – UCLA, “From 9/11 to Terror War: the Dangers of the Bush Legacy”, p. 203)

Within Afghanistan, there was a widely circulated view that the bombing raids on Tora Bora and the Al Qaeda complex at Zhawar during December 2001 were largely failures. At Tora Bora, the hesitancy to use U.S. ground troops and the preference to rely on local troops had allowed a large number of Al Qaeda and Taliban fighters to escape, including, perhaps, bin Laden. At Zhawar, although much Al Qaeda and Taliban military equipment was destroyed, the U.S. military also bombed the sites of anti-Taliban fighters without adequate discussion with local authorities. Damage to Afghan civilians and their homes from U.S. bombing was distancing local groups from the U.S. military; local Afghan militia were refusing for instance, to help the U.S. military search Tora Bora’s extensive cave network. In American feelings due to the large number of civilian casualties, and there was displeasure throughout Afghanistan with the continuation of the U.S. military intervention. There were definite limits to what U.S. bombing could achieve in the war on terror and the distinct possibility that excessive bombing of civilians and overly aggressive military interventions could alienate both Afghans and U.S. allies in the struggle against terrorism. Worse, there was the real possibility that the growing anti-Americanism in Afghanistan and throughout the Islamic world as a response to continued U.S. bombing of civilians in Afghanistan, the mistreatment of Islamic prisoners, and threatened interventions throughout the Islamic world could breed a new generation of terrorists reacting against what was perceived as barbaric American attacks against Arabs and inhuman treatment of its prisoners. 

Military Solution Fails

Current US strategy is military-based. But a military solution is not possible.

Rah-e Nejat ‘9  (Daily Afghanistan Newspaper, 12-2, "Militarism is not the solution”, L/N))

The USA's strategies for Afghanistan so far have big shortcomings and gaps. Specifically, these strategies emphasize militarism and troop surge instead of trying to solve the country's problems through non-military ways such as political and economic means. Therefore, the USA's military - oriented strategies have only resulted in a situation where there is more poverty, unemployment and hunger among Afghans than ever before, and terrorist and insurgent groups get stronger. Unfortunately, over the past years, the US and its allies' problem in Afghanistan has been that they have always thought they could eliminate terrorism by relying on the power of weapons, but in fact, the solution to Afghanistan's problem is not military; it is rather political and economic, while this reality has not been considered yet. Of course, the US's other strategies about war on terror have some other shortcomings, too. For instance, inadequate attention to building governance and increasing the Afghan government's capacity, lack of due attention to training and equipping the Afghan national army and police, and in general, overlooking the role of Afghans in the war on terror, which had a major role in failures of the past eight years. However, the biggest problem is that in its strategies, the US has mainly focused on militarism and expansion of war, and this has caused the Afghans and their basic problems to be neglected. In other words, over the past eight years, they have paid the least attention to civilian issues such as reconstruction and building governance in the country. This big gap was the biggest weakness of the US and its allies' strategies in the past. The US and its allies have allocated very small portions of their assistance for reconstruction and improvement in living conditions of the people of Afghanistan. And so, poverty, unemployment and hunger increased with every passing day, and these are the root of all the problems we are facing today and cause terror and insurgent groups to get stronger. This came at a time when some internal organizations strictly criticized lack of a balance in donations and military and civilian budgets in Afghanistan and asked for a change in this situation on 10 Qaws 1388 [01 Dec 09]. According to these organizations, assistance provided to the country has mostly been spent on military areas rather than on improvement in the living conditions and meeting the basic needs of the people of Afghanistan. Anyway, it should be said that militarism will not produce any positive results as it has not in the past. Emphasis on an increase in the number of forces will only work in favor of the insurgents and opposition and will cause more public discontent. The White House announced yesterday that Barrack Obama had issued an order on an increase in the number of troops in Afghanistan. However, instead of the troop surge which will naturally require a huge budget, the US could have allocated a very small portion of this budget for reconstruction of economic infrastructure and building governance in Afghanistan so as to enable it to eliminate terrorism on its soil much sooner and in a more guaranteed way. Furthermore, there should be some sort of balance between the military and civilian budgets of Afghanistan, and attention should be paid Afghans' basic needs. Moving towards success in Afghanistan is possible only through these ways, otherwise the past eight years' wilder experience will await the Afghan people and the international community.
Military presence hasn’t solved. Just breeds animosity among Afghan civilians.

Cheragh ‘9   (Independent Afghan newspaper "US and Pakistan: the real losers of war in Afghanistan", 6-24, L/N)
Afghanistan has unfortunately become today the testing field for prohibited weapons, rivalries and a place where other countries settle their scores with each other. Foreigners especially those countries that have a military presence in Afghanistan and spend millions of dollars every day in the name of security and war on terror are in fact struggling to secure their own interests and objectives. They have not come to Afghanistan to serve Afghans and build schools, roads and hospitals without pursuing their own agendas. They do not send their youth to a battlefield in a foreign land with the apparent motive to serve peace and security in Afghanistan. There is no doubt that foreign countries have a thoughtful presence in Afghanistan. It is not that they love Afghanistan and fight here and spend billions of dollars without a plan. Foreigners are in Afghanistan because of their own calculations, plans and strategies that serve their own interests. In this article, we will discuss two countries that have a role in developments in Afghanistan especially in war and militarism. These two countries have their special positions and support special forces. However, they will eventually probably have the same fate. These two influential countries are Pakistan and the United States. One of these two countries i.e. Pakistan is pursuing an adventurous policy to regain its lost position in Afghanistan and America is spending millions of dollars in a remote country to establish its military bases and change it into its regional base. Both the Untied States and Pakistan have a number of objectives in Afghanistan although they follow different policies. They both want the Kabul government to obey them. The experiences and observation of the past several years establish that the sun is dawning on the US in Afghanistan. Afghans regarded the US as an invincible anti-communism superpower until it attacked Afghanistan and few people regarded America as an enemy for the reasons below: The seven different Afghan groups and factions enjoyed vast financial and military support from the US during jihad against Soviet occupiers. They considered Washington a strong ally in the war against Soviet Union. Although resistance against the Taleban until the fall of Mullah Omar's regime was the job of Afghan mojahedin led by Ahmad Shah Masud, during the last weeks of the resistance after 11 September, the Americans also supported the forces of the Islamic government [led by Borhanoddin Rabbani] to overthrow the Taleban. Afghans did not forget this support. Afghans also feel grateful to Iran for its generous support to the mojahedin during the years of resistance against the Taleban. Until the US attack on Afghanistan in 2001, Afghans and Americans did not have close relations. Americans were not known to Afghans very well and fewer people in Afghanistan were familiar with the imperialistic and arrogant attitude of the Americans. Many people believed at that time that the Americans were better than the Russians. They believed Americans were polite, cultured and friends of Afghans and that they will never harbor ill intentions against Afghanistan. These perceptions concealed the anti-American sentiments among Afghans. Some naively thought that Mullah Omar's administration in Kabul was toppled by the US and that the US, which is the richest country in the world and an ally of Afghanistan, will soon transform Afghanistan into a developed and model Asian country. However, as the Americans invaded Afghanistan and engaged the Taleban in a war, the optimism and perceptions among Afghans about this superpower started to decline. In search of Taleban, the Americans started searching people's houses, massacred innocent people in the south of the country, killed civilians, took part in the trafficking of illegal drugs, intentionally prolonged the war in order to ensure their cross-border interests and they did not or did not want to arrest Mullah Omar or Osama bin Laden. Some 60,000 foreign soldiers equipped with modern weapons were stationed in Afghanistan, but the security situation in the country deteriorated every day. More terrorists crossed the border and entered Afghanistan and even came close to the capital Kabul. Poverty and unemployment increased, and under the authority of the US, Afghanistan became a field for rivalry and testing of prohibited weapons. The true nature of the American became crystal clear to Afghans so much so that Afghans in cities and villages shouted the slogan "Down with America" in response to the killing of civilians by Americans. Angry protestors burned the US flag. They accused American forces of causing war and violence in Afghanistan and demanded their withdrawal from their country.
*** OFF-CASE ANSWERS ***

Framework – A2: Policy Education

We internal link turn all their policy arguments. The discourse-creation of the 1AC is central to changing foreign policy actions. Only our framework can allow a just democratic society to flourish.

Lipman ‘4  (Pauine, Prof. Policy Studies in College of Education – U. Illinois Chicago, Journal for Critical Education Policy Studies, “Education Accountability and Repression of Democracy Post-9/11”, 2(1), March, http://www.jceps.com/print.php?articleID=23)

In the two years since the 9/11 bombings of the World Trade Center and Pentagon, the U.S. government has set in motion a material and ideological process that seriously threatens democracy, civil liberties, and movements for economic and social justice. The legal basis has been laid, and significant steps taken, to erase fundamental civil liberties, vastly increase government surveillance of individuals and organizations, and persecute and incarcerate people without legal recourse. Under the premise of the “War on Terrorism,” thousands of people of Middle Eastern and South Asian descent have been racially profiled, harassed, detained, intrrogated, deported, humiliated, imprisoned, and spied upon. University and high school teachers and staff have been fired, suspended, or publicly denounced for expressing views critical of U.S. foreign policy2 while high school teachers have been prohibited from wearing anti-war buttons while pro-war “Support the Troops” buttons are approved as “patriotic.”3 Peaceful demonstrators exercising their rights to free speech are fenced off inside “protest pens,” swept up by police without cause or provocation, and in some instances, arrested, gassed, and savagely beaten while reporters “embedded” among the police (using tactics borrowed from the Pentagon in Iraq) are the only media authorized to cover the events (Defede, 2003) . As the “War on Terrorism,” manifested so far in the destruction and occupation of Afghanistan and Iraq, promises war without end, a huge portion of the social wealth produced by U.S. working people is being transferred to the military industrial complex.  While many U.S. people may feel personally untouched by attacks on civil liberties, the legal mechanisms and ideological conditions have been put in place to monitor every person in the U.S. and to arrest and incarcerate indefinitely without trial any individual or group singled out by the government as a foreign enemy agent or domestic terrorist. As Gloria Ladson-Billings (2002) notes, “Not since the McCarthy era have we been so quick to evacuate our rights and search for enemies among us.” Only one Congressperson, Barbara Lee from California, voted against House Resolution 64, which ceded Congress’s future authority to the President regarding the use of military force in response to the 9/11 attacks. We are routinely accommodating to the militarization of daily life in a security state with terror alerts on the nightly news, concrete barriers around public buildings, detentions of immigrants without charges as back page news, and vast new government powers to surveil the most private aspects of our lives largely unreported in the popular media. We are living through a process of establishing the ideological and material conditions for what the generally mainstream United Steel Workers Union, called “a police state” after witnessing the police violence and denial of rights at demonstrations against the Federal Trade Act of the Americas (FTAA) in Miami in November, 20003 (USWA Calls, 2003).  In the recent film, The Pianist, about a Polish Jew who survived the Nazi destruction of the Warsaw Ghetto, we witness the step-by-step, inexorable process of humiliating, persecuting, brutalizing, isolating, starving, and finally annihilating the Jewish population of Warsaw in 1939 and the seeming willingness of large portions of the Polish population to turn a blind eye and acquiesce as fascism unfolded. Although there were Poles who resisted Nazi occupation and risked their lives to save Jews, the process of normalizing and legitimating state surveillance, repression, and finally terror is deeply instructive. Elimination of civil rights, racial targeting, detentions, suppression of dissent, and the doctrine of preemptive war depend on securing silence if not acquiescence from the majority. This is an ideological process that is fueled by the manufacture of fear and grounded in a new common sense, a “fortress mentality” (Giroux, 2003b) that frames repression as security and creates rigid binaries of “good” and “evil,” “us” and “them.” (Who is “us” for oppressed and marginalized people in the U.S.?) Substituting suspicion and fear for whatever sense of collectivity exists justifies schemes like the TIPS program, floated by the Bush Administration, that would have recruited 1 in 24 people in the U.S. to spy on their neighbors (Goldstein, 2002).  The current assault on “dangerous others” is, of course, not new. It resonates with the history of U.S. imperialism, driven by the economic imperatives of monopoly capital and rooted in the belief in Western superiority and the ideology of white supremacy (Takaki, 1993). Its general acceptance is made possible partly because a security state has already been normalized for communities of color that are persistently under siege by police (Parenti, 1999). Nevertheless, a specific justification and a particular ideological climate must be created to accommodate the majority to the lurch to the Right that is underway now. Systematic surveillance, repression, and war must be made acceptable, necessary, and normal to a substantial portion of the population. In part this is accomplished through the barrage of jingoistic patriotism and culture of fear promulgated by politicians of both political parties for broadcast on the nightly news. The importance of the symbolic dimensions of this conservative assault cannot be underestimated (see Bourdieu, 1998). But a crucial aspect of this process is also social practices in everyday life that render people docile, obedient, and easily manipulated and conforming (Foucault, 1971). In this context, I argue that we need to rethink the meanings of dominant education policies grounded in accountability and centralized regulation of schools. The Articulation of Education Policies and Political Repression and Militarism  Policy is a power-producing and re-producing social practice that operates on multiple levels and dimensions (Ball, 1994). In one sense, policies are discourses – values, practices, ways of talking and acting that shape consciousness and produce social identities. They teach people to become certain kinds of people (Foucault, 1995/1977). “[P]olicy ensembles, collections of related policies, exercise power through a production of ‘truth’ and ‘knowledge’ as discourses....Discourses are ‘practices that systematically form the objects of which they speak..’” (Ball, 1994, p 21). From this perspective, power works through educational practices, social interactions, and the normative language of schooling to construct social identities, social relations, and dominant modes of thought. Through immersion in a discourse, “learning inside the procedures,” people learn to take on specific perspectives and adopt core values, to “master an identity without a great deal of critical and reflective awareness about these matters, or indeed about the Discourse itself” (Gee, Hull, & Lankshear, 1996, p.13).  Policy rhetoric is also a form of symbolic politics (Gusfield, 1986) that organizes public consciousness around common sense concepts of education, social relations, and specific social groups and moblizies people around particular social agendas. In this sense, policy shapes how we define complex social issues and the range of solutions which appear rational. How particular education reforms frame debates about social issues limits the range of options for action and thus can be more important than the specific policy choices (Lankshear, 1998). Probably the most powerful impact of the political Right over the past 20 years has been its ability to reorganize consciousness and reshape the public conversation, substituting the vocabulary of individual self-interest for the public good, individual responsibility for collective responsibility and social welfare, and standards and choice in the market for equity (Apple, 2001). Thus, No Child Left Behind and school accountability generally is as much about shaping how we think and who we become as it is about dictating practices.  In the following sections, I examine the constellation of language, practices, and dispositions which constitute school accountability for ways in which they frame how we talk and think about the role of the state, race, and human agency; how they shape student and teacher identities and limit critical thought and action. However, people’s lived experiences in multiple settings provide a repertoire of cultural and ideological resources with which to develop core values and ways of being in the world. The complexity of lived experiences is one basis for the development of personal and social agency and the capacity to resist, challenge, and reshape dominant meanings. The notion of policy as an arena of ideological struggle is particularly relevant to the search for sources of counter-hegemonic action. Normalizing Surveillance, Punishment, and Obedience to Authority  The revolution in information technology has made possible a dramatic expansion of data gathering on individuals and organizations. The logic of the speculative world economy, the fluidity of capital, and just-in-time production depend on the rapid acquisition and use of data. Information on consumers, corporations, and national economies is used to predict consumption patterns, plan investment strategies, and manage debt (see Gill, 2003). Through credit card numbers, electronic records, new genetic and face-recognition technologies, and tracking internet activities, corporations and government agencies are able to amass huge and detailed data bases on people throughout the world. Moreover, video surveillance in public places – from schools, to convenience stores, to ATM machines – and metal detectors and intensive searches in schools, airports, and court buildings have all become a fact a life in the U.S. This new surveillance culture is epitomized by “spy software”and “snoop ware” that allow the users to monitors every keystroke on a user’s computer simply by sending her or him an email. Already used by business, the software is available to any buyer. The New York Times reported that there are more than a dozen spy programs on the market that are “used legally by employers to monitor workers’ internet use, by parents to follow their children’s online wanderings, and by husbands and wives to catch cheating mates” (Schwartz, 2003). We are living in the ultimate 
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Foucaultian panopticon designed for the observation of the many by the very few.  Surveillance is, as Foucault (1971) argued, a potent means of social control which teaches people to discipline themselves and renders them docile, obedient, and easily manipulated. The legitimation of surveillance in the name of national security and anti-terrorism has taken on new dimensions in the aftermath of 9/11. Sociologist James Petras, writing in Z Magazine, notes that “signs of a police state are evident everywhere” (Petras, 2002, p.10). It is well-known that the new repressive measures of the USA Patriot Act and proposed Patriot II and the new Department of Homeland Security allow the government to secretly spy on individuals and organizations, to search and seize records or personal belongings without a warrant, and to legally detain without trial and/or deport thousands of Arabs, Muslims and South Asians. At the same time, suits filed by the American Civil Liberties Union, resolutions passed against the Patriot Act by three states and over 215 communities including Chicago and Philadelphia, reflect significant opposition. At issue is the build-up of a state apparatus with the authority to intrude into every aspect of our lives and to punish without legal recourse those singled out by the government. Debate over state surveillance tactics is critical both for blocking their implementation and to disrupt the ideological climate that justifies and normalizes a security state.  Education policies are implicated in the construction of a climate that takes surveillance as necessary and makes democracy expendable. As Vinson & Ross (2001) argue; high stakes testing is a technique of discipline and social control combining both Foucault’s notion of spectacle (the observation of the few by the many) and surveillance (the observation of the many by the few). Under NCLB, the state intrudes into the lives of teachers and students through intensified regulation and surveillance (Macrine, 2003), including holding them accountable to standardized tests, classroom inspections, mandated scripted curricula, and systems of punishment such as school probation, student retention, and tying teacher evaluations to student test scores. As NCLB and state education standards take hold, course content in university teacher education programs is increasingly being tied to standards-based tests that pre-service teachers must take for certification. In California for example, teacher educators report that State law SB2042 has decimated multicultural, anti-racist education by tying teacher credentialing, and therefore teacher education, to Western-centric, white dominated state curriculum standards (Ahlquist, Lea, & Whang, 2003).4  Accountability practices contribute to the legitimation of surveillance and punishment by the state as a normalized practice. In my studies of public elementary schools in Chicago, teachers experienced accountability as a system of intense monitoring and punishment. This is particularly true for schools on probation that are under the supervision of central administrators and outside “experts” who are contracted to raise test scores. Teachers in these schools work under the omnipresent eyes of these supervisors who visit classrooms unannounced and check what is written on the chalk board, displayed on the walls, and recorded in teachers’ grade books. A teacher at one school said, “It’s sort of abusive, especially when you get into the [probation] program.....They walk in and see what we are doing and they come anytime” (12/2000). In some of the schools, teachers report that they experience a new system of “walk throughs” by district administrators (ostensibly to provide constructive feed-back) as a punitive system of monitoring as each visit provokes a scramble to get certain types of student work up on bulletin boards and certain documentation ready for inspection.  By measuring and sorting students, teachers, and schools and holding them publicly accountable for results on standardized tests, the state brings those who are failing more closely under the gaze of power (Ball, 1994; Foucault, 1971). Overwhelmingly the Chicago schools and the students designated as failing are African American and Latino. In the schools declared deficient, surveillance and punishment have become routine. But normalizing surveillance of “deviance” also establishes the basis to scrutinize and inspect everyone. As accountability has become the dominant discourse, surveillance has become a necessary and inevitable part of the way all schools function to some degree. The annual ritual of the publication of standardized test results, state “watch lists” of schools scoring below state minimums, and now NCLB’s index of failing schools, are already taken for granted.  Although purportedly designed to promote equity through uniform standards and mandatory outcomes, accountability is a highly authoritarian system of monitoring by powerful state agents. It works against educators and communities evaluating their schools and sharing information in order to collectively improve them (Lipman & Gutstein, 2004). In the schools I studied, the policies bred powerlessness. A school administrator described a common perception:  ...that we can only do so much and that our hands are tied. Different policies and procedures, I think, are what sort of shuts down people from having a perspective that there’s an opportunity for expansion. And that once we begin to see the limitation, or the perceived limitation, sometimes people shut down (4/2000).  To different degrees, in all the schools there was a culture of coercion that stifled oppositional voices as people felt pressured to bow to the authority of policies emanating from the “Central Office.” People were simply afraid to speak out. Although some teachers spoke behind closed doors about their disagreements with high stakes tests, mandatory retention, and probation, there was no open challenge that I was aware of. A teacher described the coercive climate:  And then I have wanted so badly to rally parents, to talk with and inform them, but knowing that what would most likely happen is that the administrator would find a reason to fire me. You have to do something pretty awful to get fired from the Chicago Public Schools, unfortunately you have to do something pretty awful, and I have a feeling that someday I might have been accused of having done something pretty awful in order to get rid of me (5/2000).  Fear and intimidation were especially salient at the two lowest-scoring schools which were under the strictest monitoring, and where principals had the least flexibility. An administrator at one school took a great risk to support parents who went to the Board of Education to complain about the unfairness of the district’s mandatory retention policy. It is well-known that the best practice is to “fly under the radar,” to avoid any controversy that could bring scrutiny from school district authorities. In short, accountability as a system of surveillance and coercion breeds fear and suppression of dissent and teaches people to silence themselves. It is obvious that these dispositions are crippling to democracy and critical thought and action. What is important about these school policies is that they legitimate and accustom people to these behaviors. Limiting what can be said – A discourse of containment and inevitability  In 1995, the new CEO of CPS berated critics of his newly installed accountability policies as defenders “of the failed policies of the past.” Appropriating the language of equity, he framed the issue as a simple choice: either accountability and centralized regulation of schools or continue the injustices and failures of the past (social promotion, low-expectations and low-achievement of students of color). By addressing real problems and presenting his framework as the only alternative, accountability became a “discourse of containment” (Popen, 2002), stifling public debate and claiming sole authority to speak for Chicago’s school children. As Stephen Ball (1990) points out, discourses are “ about what can be said, and thought, but also about who can speak, when, where and with what authority” (p.17). Eight years later, accountability has become a regime of truth. Education is redefined as achievement on standardized tests, and to publicly question these goals is to go back to the “soft bigotry of low expectations,” as Bush charges. As McNeil (2000, p.262 ) notes, “accountability as a closed system admits no critique.” To stand up in a teachers’ meeting and denounce high stakes tests and the system of accountability is to be irreverent and irrelevant. A teacher described being met with a wall of silence when she challenged the ethics of high stakes at a teachers’ meeting:  So I sort of just went on to share a little story about how the kids and I just talked about it [the high stakes test] very openly....I said that I think they need to realize that, that there are some things that we have to do and we don’t necessarily have to agree with or think that they are the best things in the world. And other people sort of just took over the conversation and said, “Well, I have posters that say what their scores are going to be, what they’re predicting their high scores are going to be.” “I have the kids sing songs about it.” “I have the kids, you know, check each others practice test so to put pressure on each other because they get embarrassed when they check their test” (5/2000).  The effects do not stop at the school door. “A discourse of containment – of what can be said and by whom – produces a culture of containment and epistemic privilege” (Popen, 2002, p.386). It does not require much imagination to connect the silencing technologies of the regime of school accountability with the post-9/11 culture of containment and epistemic privilege that has delimited public discussion about the root causes of 9/11 and about “terrorism” in the U.S. and abroad. To deeply question the actions of the U.S. government, to challenge the very definition of terrorism to include U.S. domestic and international policies, to link the violence of 9/11 with everyday violence of life in the U.S. and the policies of globalization internationally, is to go beyond the limits of the sayable. Speaking about TV host Bill Maher who lost his show Politically Incorrect for questioning government policies, Bush’s press secretary, Ari Fleischer, warned the American people to “watch what they say.” In the same vein, Attorney General John Ashcroft threatened that critics of the Patriot Act “aid terrorists” (Kissinger, 2003).  Accountability is a totalizing discourse. In the schools I studied, although educators continued to hold on to more holistic, democratic, culturally relevant, personally and socially meaningful visions of education (Lipman, 2004), examples of the power of accountability to shape language and practice also abounded. Administrators and some teachers described critical thinking as the ability to think critically about standardized test questions. An arts integration program and a conceptually rich mathematics curriculum were weighed in relation to their potential to raise test scores. Good teachers were identified by their students’ scores. One administrator described how teachers planned their lessons: “Now they’re looking at what is actually the things that students need to know to make [it] on the Iowa Test or the ISAT” (12/9/98). Each accountability-driven practice (e.g., test-prep instruction, narrowing of the curriculum) was justified by reference to its relationship to another. Even a high-scoring school with a politically powerful parent group and a history of challenging the school board was influenced by this agenda. Despite its rich culture of literacy and highly competent teaching staff, in the fall of 2002, the principal adopted a semi-scripted reading program touted for raising test scores.  To varying degrees, in the schools I studied, there was an accommodation to the existing educational order as an immutable reality. For example, a first grade teacher described why she gives the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (the high stakes standardized test) to her first graders even though it is optional until third grade: “I don’t mind taking the Iowa test because you might as well get them used to it.” (11/2000). An administrator described a similar rationale in her school: “Also with the ISAT, we are meeting with kindergarten, first, second graders so that the teachers are teaching the children to think along how the ISAT is worded.” (The ISAT is the state high stakes test which is not given until fourth grade.) This “discourse of inevitability” (Hursh, 2001) normalizes what exists as the only possible form of social organization and ideology. For example, in response to the question “To what extent is your teaching dictated by standardized tests?” one teacher said, “A great deal. I think that is the way this world is, so you really have to meet the standard if you expect to do well” (12/98). The result is the denial of human agency and paralysis of social action.  This way of thinking is engendered by the neoliberal version of reality – there is no alternative to the primacy of the market and neoliberal social policy. Stephen Gill (2003) summarizes the political implications: “Thus the operation of the neo-liberal myth of progress in modernist capitalism is intended to implicitly engender a fatalism that denies the construction of alternatives to the prevailing order, and thus, negates the idea that history is made by collective human action” ( p.130). As Bourdieu (1998) notes, backed by the social authority of “experts” “[neoliberalism] produces a form of demoralization. And one of the reasons for its strength is that it is held by people who all seem to agree with one another – consensus us a general sign of truth” (p. 54). As the system becomes universalized and no alternative is posed, it defines the boundaries of what is possible. To oppose No Child Left Behind or Chicago’s accountability is to oppose progress toward equity and justice in schools. The discourse of inevitability in schools articulates with a broader political discourse in which the War on Terrorism, the security state, a huge military build-up, and the occupation of Iraq are the only possible paths to a safer world. Undermining Critical Analysis  José Macias (2002) advises in response to the bombings on 9/11 and the U.S. government violence that has followed, “that we look critically at these phenomena within the contexts of history, power, inequality, globalization, and market forces” (p.282). In the wake of 9/11 there was a rare opportunity to reexamine the relationship of the United States to other nations and its role in the world. In the days and months after September 11, 2001 a new interest in international affairs created an opening for critical analysis, especially in classrooms where students of all ages asked, “Why do they hate us?” The potential to examine U.S. foreign and domestic policies in social and historical contexts has perhaps not been paralleled since the Vietnam war and the social movements of the 1960s and 1970s.  It is precisely this sort of social-historical analysis that is undermined by educational processes driven by standardized education, right answers to decontextualized questions, and market mechanisms of accountability. McNeil reminds us that a whole generation of students now graduating in Texas has known no other kind of education than that dominated by policies that structure out “the possibility for discussing student learning in terms of cognitive and intellectual development, in terms of growth, in terms of social awareness and social conscience, in terms of social and emotional development” (2000, p.202). 
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As Henry Giroux (2003b) points out, we are witnessing the end of any notion of education as a public space to critically engage ideas and prepare students for thoughtful democratic participation. I don’t want to overstate critical thought in U.S. schools prior to 9/11, but to the extent that possibilities for thinking, critique, and agency existed, those possibilities have shrunk. The influence of standardized tests, scripted instruction, and standardization are further restricting the space for engagement in critical and ethical examinations of knowledge just when we need it most (Canaan, 2002; Lipman, 2004; McNeil, 2000).  Popen (2002) argues that one technique of containment is literalism, a claim to epistemic authority that defines truth as ahistorical, authentic, authoritative, and not open to debate. Literalists control the meaning of Sept. 11 by drawing on the rhetorical power of absolutes (Popen, p.390) – “good vs. evil,” ”American vs. anti-American.” “In this world of emergency time, politics assumes a purity that posits only one right answer, one side to choose” (Giroux, 2003a, p.xvi). “You are either with us or against us.” Although this way of thinking can be dismissed as jingoistic and an artifact of Christian fundamentalism. it is also cultivated and valorized by literalist social practices that teach us to think in simplistic binaries and that reinforce the epistemic authority of those who claim the power to name what is true and correct. The pedagogy of standardized tests is such a discourse. Real learning involves dialogue and contestation of various perspectives. But the construction of high stakes tests around one right answer and the substitution of test preparation books for the curriculum rule out contextualized knowledge and critical analysis. Systems of accountability based on the imposition of tests, prescriptive standards, and scripted curricula deny students and teachers alike the space for complex and competing interpretations, contextualization of knowledge, and challenge to authority. I witnessed students who were practicing for the ITBS disagree with the Test Best Answer books. Despite the compelling logic of their interpretations, their teacher reminded them, “This is the answer they want you to give,” and therefore it was right.  NCLB and the whole system of accountability are posited on simplistic binaries that sort students, teachers, schools, and whole school systems into those that are “failing” and those that are “successful.” The absurdity of this classification was revealed in Chicago when some schools went, overnight, from being “models” that students were scrambling to get into and parents and teachers were extolling, to “failing schools” that students could transfer out of – all by a tenth of a percentage point on the school’s test scores (Cholo & Little, 2003). The complexity of human development and intellectual and ethical and political engagement at the heart of education is reduced to a cut score. One administrator told me, “And if they’re not able to master what’s on that Iowa [high stakes test], I don’t care what other things you’re taught. Looking at it from what Bush is looking for, you’re not taught. You are a failing school” (1/2001). The certitude with which people and schools are sorted into categories of good and bad and punished or rewarded accordingly is also pedagogical in a larger sense. It reinforces the validity of moral absolutes and normalizes and encourages public acts of denunciation – precisely the terms the Bush administration evokes to single out and name terrorists and potential terrorists (see Giroux, 2003a).  Schools have become another arena in a media-driven culture dominated by images as substitutes for authenticity and complexity. What is good is easily quantified by test scores and prescribed by standardization, eroding all complexity. “High-stakes, standardized testing/SBER [standards based education reform] and those who authorize and endorse it aim to impose a certain set of images relative to ‘good’ or ‘effective’ education, including those of the ‘good’ student, the ‘good’ teacher, the ‘good’ school, the ‘good’ parent, the ‘good’ curriculum, and ‘good’ instruction” (Vinson & Ross, 2003, p.247). As Vinson and Ross argue, the construction and consumption of images of “good education” works to discipline students, teachers, and the general public to certain sets of education practices and to obscure the complexity and socio-cultural and historically situated nature of actual teaching and learning, privileging how the school looks on standardized measures over what is really going on there.  There are examples of this everywhere in Chicago public schools: teachers rush to get officially prescribed work on their bulletin boards before an inspection by the area superintendent; teachers whose students score the highest on standardized tests are celebrated regardless of what is actually going on in their classrooms; and writing is reduced to the formulaic five paragraph essay. Such a system robs education of any meaning or purpose, reducing it to the production of images at all costs, including recruiting or rejecting students based on test scores (as some public charter schools are doing), focusing instruction on those with the greatest potential to raise the school’s scores, and even cheating to enhance the school’s image.5 Even student attendance is part of an image to be cultivated. At the beginning of the 2003-2004 school year, CPS offered chronically truant students sports tickets and part-time jobs as a lure to come to school on opening day to boost attendance figures (Washburn & Olszewski, 2003). Given these practices, it comes as no real surprise to read that some Texas schools had doctored their drop-out rates and college enrollment data to produce the impression of a “good” or “improving” school (Schemo, 2003). Schools are becoming another arena to acclimate us to superficial judgments based on simplistic criteria. These are exactly the uncritical habits of thought that tolerate racial profiling and terrorism baiting through carefully orchestrated image-making campaigns. Erosion of Social Solidarities  Since 9/11 the state has increasingly claimed sole authority to define and police the public interest while sowing suspicion in our midst. The federal round-ups, detentions, deportations, and persecution of people from Arab and Muslim countries after 9/11 and continuing harassment, arrests, and impounding of Palestinian relief funds represent a new round of racial profiling cultivated on the fertile ground of racism and justified by supposed threats to “our way of life.” People are being convinced to trade civil liberties for the promise of “homeland” protection from dangerous “others” in our midst. The new security state solution plays to people’s real fears in a world made insecure by economic and political policies that have robbed countries and regions of their resources and self-determination. But I suggest that the ascendance of the security state as a common sense solution is also a result of the erosion of social solidarities over the past 20 years. As neoliberal policy has privatized the public sphere and shifted responsibility for social problems onto individuals, it has undermined whatever ethic of social responsibility and alliances were forged through labor and social movements in previous decades.  Accountability policies are a prime example of the lived experience of shattering social solidarities. From the emphasis on individual achievement, to competition over test scores, to an elaborate hierarchy of surveillance, accountability promotes individualism, mistrust, and blame. McNeil points out the negative implications for student dialogue and collaboration:  Standardization further reduces public education to a private good by measuring, and thereby validating, only highly individualized means of achievement. Individual test scores on highly fragmented facts and skills, have in many jurisdictions caused schools to minimize the evidence of learning that is made visible though discussions, writing, shared projects, extensive research, and other activities that draw the student into dialogue with other students and with people beyond the school (2002, p.245).  A circular culture of blame for low test scores pits administrators against teachers, teachers against students and parents, parents against teachers, and teachers against each other. Although in Chicago teachers are not yet formally evaluated by their students’ test scores, an informal system of evaluation prevails that has teachers vying for the highest scoring students. A teacher described the situation:  ...[in the past] people would support each other, smile and say good morning, and nobody does anymore. Everyone is just stressed. Unbelievably stressed. And it’s becoming sort of competitive, like “I got x amount of children, and how many children do you have? I don’t want her kids, but I want his kids and don’t give me this, instead of....” So I see a lot of that (12/ 2000).  The same sort of competition is fostered among schools. In 2002, CPS gave 60 schools $10,000 each for improvement on standardized tests, developing accountability benchmarks, and realigning local school improvement plans with CPS goals. The money may have been insignificant, but the competition for public recognition it fostered was not, especially in a context of few demonstrations of appreciation for teachers’ and students’ efforts.  The implications of these policies for the intensification of racism and racialized blame are predictable. Teachers report that in some schools the disaggregation of test scores by race, as required by NCLB, rather than provoke a re-examination of educational practice is resulting in blaming African American and Latino students for bringing down test scores (Teachers for Social Justice, November 2003). Disaggregating test scores by race does not necessarily provoke an examination of underlying ideologies, structures, school norms and practices, and dominant assumptions that marginalize students of color, immigrant students, and language minority students. In fact, in the context of systemic racism, I found that using disaggregated test scores as a club against a school that supposedly “worked” for the majority, reinforced the belief that those for whom the school was not “working” had something wrong with them and lead to a focus on methods to improve these deficient individuals (Lipman, 2004).  While there was evidence in my data of teachers working together, the individualized and public nature of test scores and their consequences also pitted teachers against each other and, in some cases, schools against the parents. As one teacher explained:  “[high stakes tests] creates] a competitiveness among the teachers because these tests are very public. The scores are very public and you are going to get a list and whoever’s class gets the highest test scores is going to get a prize..... there is this underlying competitiveness amongst teachers for their children to do better on the test, which is just down right scary. You can just feel the energy when we are in meetings and things (5/2000).  At this school, administrators were also required to report student absences to the Chicago Housing Authority. As part of the accountability system, families with children who had excessive absences or tardiness could be evicted or placed on a list that would make them ineligible for new public housing, further eroding whatever bonds of mutual support had been built between the school and the community. The NCLB provision that allows students in “failing” schools to transfer (although there are very few slots to transfer to) also pits parents and students against each other, replacing school communities that might work together for the common good with a pool of individual education consumers competing with each other for the few available slots in supposedly high performing schools. Any shred of collective action for collective welfare is supplanted by the cutthroat logic of the market where “good” schools are obtained by the most savvy, attractive, and persistent customers (see Whitty, Power, & Halpin, 1998).  We should not underestimate the ideological implications of these experiences. These are social practices (albeit contending with other social practices in other social arenas such as churches, community organizations, and families) through which people learn to shun solidarity, seek individual rewards, and cast individual blame. In this sense, individualized achievement and mechanisms that promote competition for resources and outcomes erode our capacity to act in democratic collective ways. The Centrality of Race  Accountability, as both an elaborate system of surveillance and a public spectacle of failure and deficiency, is a highly racialized form of social discipline. In the schools most affected, those attended by African Americans and Latinos, accountability is experienced as public humiliation and punishment. Individuals are blamed for the historical and present failures of an education system grounded in race and class inequality and injustices. A teacher at one school said, “I have also heard teachers, security guards and administrators say things like when a child is misbehaving in the hallway, ‘do you want me to tell all these kids around you what your test score is so that they can hear how stupid you are?’” (5/2000). Drawing on the vocabulary of the prison system – probation, retention, supervision – accountability is another aspect of what Giroux (2003b) aptly describes as the “criminalization of social policy” (p.39) and the production of a “culture of punishment and incarceration” (p.41). In Chicago, the schools subject to the strictest regulation and control, the schools on probation, the students that are retained, and the communities stigmatized by the publication of low test scores are African American and Latino (Lipman, 2002). It is no accident that these polices are aligned with the social isolation of African American communities in particular and their disproportionate exclusion from the restructured work force.  Thus accountability becomes is a form of public racial profiling. The process of testing, sorting, and displaying failure becomes a spectacle of the dysfunction of African American and Latino students, schools, and communities. It demonstrates for all the world to see that these are the people that need supervision and correction. Targeting these schools for remediation is really a way of scapegoating them for the state’s historical failure to provide even a modicum of decent education. The policies also have a potentially powerful effect on the students. To the extent that students are subjected to the regimentation of education-as-test-preparation and scripted curricula, they are learning inside practices that deny their capacity for critical thought, prescribe their responses, and undermine the authority of their own ideas and experiences. This is a deeply pedagogical project, teaching people the limits of who they are and what they can think and become. Of course these lessons are deeply contested. The fact that so many youth challenge the legitimacy of what goes on in schools suggests the degree to which they resist this humiliation and regulation (see for example, Generation Y, 20021).  Education policies that demonstrate supposed deficiencies of youth of color and justify their regulation are a critical component of the criminalization of these youth and their communities (Parenti, 1999). They legitimate racial profiling and regulation as official policy. Racism is an ideological fault line through which the legitimation of police state actions and U.S. imperial wars takes hold. Deeply rooted in the political history of the U.S., its dominant ideology and social structures, racism and white supremacy have always been central to the legitimation of U.S. pursuit of empire, ideas of American exceptionalism and moral superiority, and division of the world into “us and them” binaries that demonize and dehumanize those who are not “white” or Western (Takaki, 1993). We should remember that previous periods of extreme political repression were made acceptable by targeting those defined as not “white” or as “aliens,” e.g., immigrant trade unionists and Socialists persecuted and deported through the 1919 Palmer Raids, Japanese interned during World War II, the anti-communist witch hunt of the 1950s, and the Black Panthers, American Indian Movement, and other revolutionary organizations spied upon, harassed, falsely imprisoned, and assassinated by the FBI’s COINTELPRO operations in the 1960s and 1970s. The current climate of scapegoating, suspicion, fear, and intimidation relies on demarcating “dangerous others” who are not “white,” not “Christian,” not “Western, and not “American” from the rest of “us.” The Conjuncture of Global Neo-liberalism and Global Resistance  The defining feature of the present situation is the conjuncture of global neo-liberalism and global resistance. September 11 and its aftermath can only be fully understood in relation to this conjuncture of social forces. On one side, the supremacy of a transnational capitalist bloc, composed of the G7 countries led by the U.S., attempts to impose the dominance of the market and the inexorable logic of capitalism on all countries and every sphere of social life through neoliberal economic, cultural, and social policy. On the other side, forces of resistance, both structural and cultural, are lining up against it – including social movements from below and national economic interests of countries in the global South (Gill, 2003). 
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Drawing on Gramsci’s theory of hegemony, Stephen Gill argues that unlike periods of relative capitalist stability when the main form of rule is hegemony, the present period is one of supremacist rule. During periods of hegemonic rule, “the coercive face of power recedes and the consensual face becomes more prominent” (Gill p. 84) as a particular class or class fraction persuades other classes to accept its leadership and its core values, forming a trans-class political economic coalition, or “historical bloc” (Gill 2003; Gramsci, 1971). This was the case in the post-World War II hegemonic period when U.S. and Western European capital secured a multi-class compact with labor and the parties of social democracy. Gill argues that what emerged from the structural crisis of capitalism in the mid-1970s6 is a politics of supremacy – power without consensus.7 Power is organized around a supremacist bloc with the G7 states and transnational capital in finance, manufacturing, and services and a strata of privileged workers at its core (see also Castells, 1989).  The neoliberal economic and social policies of this bloc are subjecting the majority of nations and peoples of the globe to market forces while preserving social protections, such as tax breaks and anti-labor laws, for the powerful (corporate capital, privileged workers, the wealthy). The hierarchical and contradictory effects of neoliberal policies are spawning a growing rift between “popular masses and ruling ideologies” (Gill, p. 119). This rift is reflected, for example, in popular resistance to the World Trade Organization and other multinational neoliberal trade agreements. Gramsci characterized supremacist rule as inherently unstable precisely because it does not have the consent of the vast majority. It maintains power but it faces a crisis of legitimacy. The neoliberal discourse of inevitability, progress, and freedom of choice is an attempt to resolve this crisis by presenting the interests of transnational capital as the common interest.  But the crisis of legitimacy is grounded in the increasing impoverishment, social dislocation, destruction of traditional ways of life, devastation of whole countries, possibly irreversible environmental degradation, intensified exploitation, and unfathomable disparities of wealth and poverty within and among nations (including the U.S.) (see, e.g., Bello, 2001; Bourdieu, 1998; Castells, 1989; Gill, 2003; Sassen, 1994; 1998). As Gee, Hull, & Lankshear (1996) aptly warn, “We are heading towards a world in which a small number of countries and a small number of people within them will benefit substantively from the new capitalism, while a large number of others will be progressively worse off and exploited” (p. 44). In the U.S. the ideological and material force of neoliberalism is felt in the restructuring of everyday life. While a tiny handful have amassed enormous wealth and a small strata of professional knowledge workers at the headquarters of globalization have benefited, the majority is working longer hours for less pay and fewer social benefits and suffering lack of health care, quality education, increased housing costs, and massive consumer debt (Castells, 1989; Sassen, 1994).8 A vast army of immigrant workers displaced by globalized capitalism lands in the U.S. and Western Europe to perform the new low-wage service jobs and to meet a growing tide of racism. At the bottom of the U.S. economy are African Americans and some Latinos who are a superfluous population from the standpoint of capital, banished to new urban Bantustans and criminalized and controlled by the penal state (Brown, 2003; Parenti, 1999) as evidenced by the magnitude of African American and Latino incarceration.9  Internationally, the false promise of market driven economic reforms has begum to unravel with the late 1990s meltdown of neoliberal economic policies (Argentina is a prime example) and the strength of anti-neoliberal political candidates in South America (Brazil, Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador are examples). Resistance to neoliberal economic arrangements is also reflected in stalemates of the World Trade Organization in Seattle and the Fair Trade Agreement of the Americas (FTAA) in Cancun as nations of the South attempt to defend their national economies against transnational capital. Most significant, the crisis is spawning a diverse global social movement from below of farmers, workers, environmentalists, human rights activists, feminists, indigenous peoples, and intellectual and cultural workers against the neoliberal agenda and increasingly against capitalist relations of production, imperialism, and war (Porto Alegre II, 2003). These social forces are coalescing in the World Social Forum and demonstrating their opposition on the streets of Seattle, Genoa, Cancun, Jakarta, and elsewhere. The struggle for land, work, housing, the environment, culture, language, dignity, and justice is a life and death struggle. This was powerfully manifested in the suicide of a Korean farmer as an act of supreme protest at the 2003 FTAA meeting in Cancun. Although not organized around a poltical program, these diverse social movements are concretely and ideologically challenging the new orthodoxy that there is no alternative to neoliberal social policy and the primacy of the market (see Porto Alegre II, 2003). Cooperative movements (e.g., women’s producer cooperatives in Latin America), self-sustaining organic farming projects, land seizures by landless farmers and homeless city-dwellers (as in the powerful MST [landless] and urban tenants movements in Brazil) are making tangible the slogan “Another world is possible.” This is a beginning step toward defining a program for emancipatory economic and social relations.  Dominance without hegemony requires coercion. Of course, coercion is always an aspect of power, even during periods of relative stability. There is a long history of war and terror by imperialist powers against national liberation movements and the consistent use of state power to suppress workers and African Americans, Latinos, Native Americans, Asians, and others. However, coercion, criminalization, surveillance, and repression and the use of force internationally are accelerating in the present situation. The wealth and privilege accruing to a small section of the world’s population must be defended against possible expropriation. It is these “privileged consumption and production patterns ...of a small section of the world’s population that contemporary systems of policy and military power, used in the 1991 Gulf War, are designed increasingly to protect” (Gill, 2003, p.129). The determination of state actors to intimidate and divide emerging social movements was clear in the violence unleashed against anti-globalization demonstrators in Seattle in 1999, Genoa in 2001, Davros in 2003, and Miami 2003 (see Petras, 2002), and in U.S. government support for coups against President Chavez in Venezuela and Aristide in Haiti, the murder of labor leaders organizing against transnational corporations in Central and South America, and peasant leaders like Chico Mendez in Brazil.  For U.S. capital and the state, 9/11 provided a useful rationale to further U.S. domination of the neoliberal world order through war and occupation. In the name of spreading democracy and human rights, a country that is evacuating democracy and human rights promises war without end. As prize-winning writer and social activist, Arundhati Roy (2003), so sharply puts it, “Here we are, confronted with an Empire that has conferred upon itself the right to go to war at will, and the right to deliver people from corrupting ideologies, from religious fundamentalists, dictators, sexism, and poverty by the age-old, tried-and-tested practice of extermination.” The stakes of this contest are perhaps higher than at any time in human history. South African anti-apartheid leader and revolutionary intellectual, Neville Alexander, argues compellingly that the alternatives are stark: Either capitalism be eliminated or we will be plunged into barbarism (Alexander, 2003; see also, Mészáros, 2003).  In this post-hegemonic world, negation of civil liberties, heightened surveillance, and legalized racial profiling are insurance against the possibility of significant political resistance. The multiracial rebellion in Los Angeles in 1991 and a resurgent U.S. labor movement motivated by the most exploited sectors of new immigrant labor are two harbingers of the crisis of legitimacy coming to roost in U.S. cities (Davis, 2001). The legalized basis for the suspension of civil liberties and political repression is a tool to contain the unprecedented social and economic contradictions created by world capitalism (see Gill, 2003, also Brown, 2003). And 9/11 provided the opportunity for its implementation. The shift since 9/11 to a “shock and awe unilateralist imperial strategy” of preemptive war and regime change (Tabb, 2003) will certainly evoke further domestic and global opposition. The alarming speed with which laws curtailing free speech and the right to protest government policy have been implemented is matched by police violence against protesters. This was evidenced in the police state tactics that met protesters against the Free Trade Act of the Americas meeting in Miami in November, 2003 (Defede, 2003; USWA, 2003), in the protest pens and denial of public access created to limit anti-war demonstrations in New York in February 2003, the mass arrests of war protesters in Chicago in March 2003, and the creation of “free speech zones” to isolate demonstraters like Brett Bursey. This new national security climate is fueled by a discourse of fear and jingoistic appeals to patriotism (Giroux, 2003a ) and buttressed ideologically and materially by social practices that regulate, discipline, and further undermine social solidarities and critical and complex thought. Conclusion  The political implications of 9/11 put opposition to neoliberal education policies in a new light. School accountability policies undermine critical thought and dialogue and human agency. They discipline students and teachers alike to the power of central school authorities and create a coercive climate in which teachers and school administrators are afraid to speak up against educational practices they privately abhor. They sort students and schools based on the superficial images constructed out of test scores and promote simplistic binary thinking. They create a culture of fear and individual blame and erode social solidarities. The authoritarianism of these policies is particularly meted out in public to students of color and their schools and communities, defining them as deficient and in need of regulation. The supposed efficacy of these policies legitimates surveillance and coercion as public policy. These are insidious lessons. Learning inside the practices of accountability apprentices one to the compliant dispositions and uncritical habits of thought that breed tolerance of systematic government surveillance and political repression, racial profiling, and jingoistic appeals to patriotism and war. It is not hyperbolic to cite the relevance of Hitler’s famous statement, “What luck for the rulers that men do not think.”  On the other hand, the contradictions between the rhetoric of democracy and opportunity and the reality of curtailed rights and growing economic polarization and war create a pedagogical space. September 11 changed the political landscape and made the U.S. role in the world an immediate topic, awakening an interest in world affairs and the U.S. role that many of us who teach have not seen in our classrooms. The disparity between massive military spending and the need for educational resources, jobs, housing, and health care lays bare the need for new national priorities. It is also quite transparent that those who fight on the front lines in the U.S. military are overwhelming people of color, products of the basic skills education promulgated by accountability policies. Also, the disheartening effects of school accountability policies and NCLB on teaching and learning are beginning to open cracks in their legitimacy. There are some indications that heightened contradictions are drawing people into political action who have never been active before. Among the hundreds of thousands who demonstrated against the Iraq war were many who had never attended a political demonstration. On a global scale, the reach of transnational capital has brought together an incredible array of diverse social movements against the consequences of capitalist globalization. It is truly a teachable moment.  Three points seem salient in this context. First, this is an historic moment for speaking out and acting. Children and youth need teachers who challenge techniques of silencing by demonstrating the courage to speak up and act against injustice. When 12 teachers in a Chicago high school publicly announced they would not give a mandated standardized test, they engaged in a pedagogical and political act that rippled out to teachers beyond their school and set an example for their own students of courage in the face of authority. Other Chicago teachers have made analysis of the war on Iraq part of the curriculum, introduced their students to alternative media sources, and found ways to circumvent and critique test-driven curricula.  Second, the power of dominant discourses is undermined by people’s lived experiences outside of official institutions. Youth of color facing persistent police harassment, surveillance, racial profiling, and the absence of any meaningful opportunities for education and work within official channels have little reason to see the existing system as legitimate. In addition, youth and community organizations and aspects of popular culture embody residual and emergent ideologies and experiences of agency that run counter to the social discipline produced by schools and dominant ideologies. Perhaps it has never been more important for teachers to build on the resources and experiences of students’ families and communities as the grounding for a critique of the social order and as sources of personal and social agency. Similarly, first hand experience with the new security state can also bear the seeds of critique and opposition. The violence against peaceful demonstrators against the FTAA in Miami so shocked union members and senior citizens rallying there that they have been drawn into a public challenge against what they termed a “police state.” They saw first hand the violence of the police and the manipulation of the media. In a similar vein, standardized testing and accountability have so devalued any notion of humanistic and caring education that they are creating an ethical and professional crisis for many teachers. Although they are driving some of the best out of teaching, accountability policies also open a space to critically examine the politics of the dominant education agenda and to think more deeply about what kind of education we want for a democratic society. The injustices of high stakes tests can also be a starting point for students to develop critical consciousness about inequality and social reproduction (Christensen, 2000; Gutstein, 2003).  This leads to the third point. Beyond critique, we need a new social vision, a new liberatory politics of education that speaks to the good sense that makes educational accountability policies resonant. As Geoff Whitty (2000) argues, we cannot, indeed, return to the failed state bureaucratic policies of the past which reproduced social inequalities through education. Whitty suggests we need new forms of accountability, new voices, new forms of teacher professionalism based on more participatory relationships with diverse communities, and new contexts for collective decision-making to challenge both the marketization of education and the centralized control of the state. “Part of the challenge must be to move away from atomized decision making to the reassertion of collective responsibility for education without recreating the very bureaucratic systems whose shortcomings have helped to legitimate the current tendency to treat education as a private good rather than a public responsibility” (p.89). One step that critical scholars of education can take is to make more public and more central to our conversations and theories projects such as the Citizen Schools in Porto Alegre, Brazil (Gandin & Apple, 2003) that concretely and theoretically challenge neoliberalism and posit an education that embodies active and critical citizenship. We need more examples of efforts to create “another world” if we are to develop both the public consciousness that it is possible and deeper understandings of what it would look like.  This is a period of immense danger when global capitalism, preemptive war, and the abdication of democracy are presented as the only option. But the crisis of legitimacy that these policies produce and the realities they lay bare, also present people in the U.S. who care about justice and democracy with an historic opportunity to help transform the present world order of destruction, exploitation, and untold suffering. The urgency and opportunity of the present moment suggests that it is not too dramatic, not too far reaching, and not too idealistic to see our work in education within Arundhati Roy’s (2003) stirring call to action:  The only institution more powerful than the U.S. government is American civil society....  You have access to the Imperial Palace and the Emperor's chambers. Empire's conquests are being carried out in your name, and you have the right to refuse....  If you join the battle, not in your hundreds of thousands, but in your millions, you will be greeted joyously by the rest of the world. And you will see how beautiful it is to be gentle instead of brutal, safe instead of scared. Befriended instead of isolated. Loved instead of hated.  I hate to disagree with your president. Yours is by no means a great nation. But you could be a great people. History is giving you the chance.  Seize the time.

A2: Action/State Bad K

Our function is not merely to attack discourses. The political engagement of the aff is a crucial step in breaking the violent hegemony of the status-quo.

Keenan et al ‘4  (Thomas, PhD Student – U. Queensland Business School, Phil Graham, Senior Lecturer in Comm. – UQ Business School and Research Chair in Comm. And Tech – U. Waterloo, and Anne-Maree Dowd, PhD Student – UQ Business School, Discourse & Society, “A call to arms at the end of history: A discourse—Historical Analysis of George W. Bush’s Declaration of War on Terror”, 15(2-3), May, Sage)

Martin and Rose (2003) suggest that the challenge for discourse analysis is to show how emancipation, as well as domination, is achieved through discourse; that an analytical focus on ‘hegemony’ must be balanced with a focus on discourses of empowerment – discourses designed to ‘make peace, not war’, that successfully ‘redistribute power without necessarily struggling against it’ (2003; cf. Martin, 1999); and that analysis needs to move away from ‘demonology’ and ‘deconstruction’ towards the design of ‘constructive’ discourse (Martin, in press). These are certainly important considerations for the theory and practice of discourse analysis. At least as important to our mind are clear understandings of macro-social, macro-cultural and macro-economic changes, all of which can be seen quite clearly from a discourse–historical perspective – in a process of historical reconstruction – to grasp human history as a seamless, unbroken whole. It has become clear that in what is called ‘a global knowledge economy’, meanings and their mediations perform increasingly important and overt political–economic functions (cf. Graham, 2002; Fairclough and Graham, 2002). The sole social function of academics is, and always has been, ‘to influence discourse’ (David Rooney, personal correspondence) – that is all we can do as academics, whether through teaching, writing, or through the manifold arts of activism. Feudalism was tied to land and militarism; mercantilism was tied to gold and mercenary armies; capitalism was tied to ownership of productive apparatus and imperialism; corporatism is tied to the ownership of legal fictions – money, corporations, and intellectual property – and ‘information warfare’, all of which are products of discourse (Graham, 2002). Each of these developments – each stage in the ‘phylogenesis’ of western economic systems (Martin and Rose, 2003) – has tended towards an increasing reliance on abstract-discursive rather than brute physical coercion in the maintenance of inequalities. The current political economic system, as transitional as it may be, is undoubtedly the most discourse- and media-reliant system in history, precisely because of its size and the high levels of abstraction that both support it and constitute the bulk of its commodities (Graham, 2000). Understanding this means understanding the importance and potential of discursive interventions. The Pentagon’s ‘Total Information Awareness’ programme fully recognizes this (DARPA, 2003). Similarly, whichever group perpetrated the attacks on the World Trade Centre and the Pentagon also fully recognized it: the attacks were directed at symbolic centres of a globally hegemonic system and were designed specifically for their mass media impact. Merely exposing facts and breaking silences (as per Chomsky and Pilger) is not enough either; the current malaise is primarily axiological (values based). Discursive interventions at the axiological level are necessary in the policy field, in the multiple fields of mass media, and in every local field. Ours is a discourse-based global society, a discourse-based global economy, and a discourse-based global culture. Consequently, humanity has never been so close to realizing our ‘species-being’ (Marx, 1844/1975) – our universal humanity – whilst simultaneously being so close to achieving self annihilation. Discursive interventions will necessarily be decisive in the outcome between these two paths.

A2: DA Impacts – Predictions Bad

Predictions calcify the future by lending ideological support to established ways of thinking. The framing of the DA locks us into a cycle of future war.

Dunmire ‘7  (Patricia L., Assistant Prof. English – Kent State U., “”Emerging Threats” and “Coming Dangers”: Claiming the Future for Preventive War”, in Discourse, War and Terrorism, Ed. Adam Hodges and Chad Nilep, p.21-23)  

The function of political discourse to project and shape conceptions and visions of the future has long been recognized by political and cultural scholars and critics. In his treatise on classical rhetoric, Aristotle designates the future as the temporal domain of deliberative rhetoric, "political speaking urges us either to do or not to do something [...] [It] is concerned with the future: it is about things to be done hereafter [...)" (1954: 32). In Aristotle's scheme, deliberative rhetoric focuses on future actions that "we have it in our power to set going" and aims to establish the "expediency" or "harmfulness" of a proposed course of action (35). Murray Edelman (1971, 1988) echoes Aristotle's view regarding the deontic modality of political discourse - that it is concerned with what might, should or must be done in the future. Edelman also contends, however, that political dis​course is further characterized by epistemic modality as it asserts what will be at some future moment. That is, in making proposals about future actions and poli​cies, political actors also make claims, assertions, and declarations concerning the future "realities" that give rise to and are implicated in those actions. He sees this as a rhetorical act through which political actors make "rhetorical evocations of a remote time unlikely to arrive." These evocations, in turn, have material effects by legitimating more immediate proposals and policies which serve the partisan's po​litical goals and interests (1988: 18). Edelman (1971) further explains that govern​mental institutions are uniquely positioned to prescribe projections of the future for the public because "only government can evoke fairly confident expectations of future welfare and deprivation" and can create "the perceived worlds that in turn shape perceptions and interpretations of current events and therefore the behavior with which people respond to them" (7). Indeed, creating representations of "what people can be led to expect of the future" is an especially potent means by which political actors shape the political cognitions and behavior of large numbers of people (7-8). According to Edelman, such expectations generally concern social status and "security from perceived threats" (8). By projecting representations of such expectations of the future, political actors are able to influence peoples inter​pretation and perception of "ambiguous current facts" in ways that typically serve the political actors goals (8). As such, Edelman contends that an adequate expla​nation of political behavior must focus on "creation and change in common mean​ings through symbolic apprehension in groups of peoples' interests, pressures, threats, and possibilities (2; emphasis added). Edel man's assessment of contemporary political discourse is reminiscent of what Foucault (1984) terms the "true discourses" that held sway in Greece during the 6th century B.C. Foucault explains that the political and material significance of these discourses derived from their function to prophesize the future. In so do​ing, such a discourse "not only announced what was going to happen but helped to make it happen, carrying men's minds along with it and thus weaving itself into the fabric of destiny" (112). Similarly, Silverstein (2003) notes that by invoking particular "futurities" in his Gettysburg Address, President Lincoln encouraged the audience to support his policies by assuring them that they could effect politi​cal and social change by "being dedicated to joining Lincoln in the 'we' who will bring about actual futurities" (61). Clearly, the future orientation of political discourse has ideological implications for the political actors who produce it and for those who try to resist it and the ac​tions and realities it potentially entails. Grosz (1999) argues that the "indeterminacy" and "unforeseeability" of the future challenges political ideals of stability and con​trol. She further contends that Foucault s conception of power can be understood as "that which functions... to dampen and suppress" the potentiality and possibility inherent in the future (16). Analyses have demonstrated the linguistic means by which particular political discourses exert this power by projecting deterministic representations that render particular future scenarios as known and inevitable - as future reality. Fairclough (2000) argues, for example, that the power of discourses favoring globalization derives from the fact that they render globalization as an in​evitable, natural phenomenon developing outside human deliberation, design, or resistance. Dun mire (1997) demonstrates how a hypothetical event, an Iraqi inva​sion of Saudi Arabia, was linguistically construed as an inevitable future event and how that future 'reality', in turn, was used to justify U.S. military action against Iraq during the 1991 Persian Gulf War. Such determinism undermines the potentiality of the future by annihilating "any future uncontained in the present or past" (Grosz 1999: 4). Indeed, to render the future as known, Grosz contends, is to "deny it as fu​ture, to place it as given, as past" (6). For Levitas (1993), the ideological function of dominant representations of the future resides in the impact they have on political resistance and activism. She contends that such discourse potentially "paralyzes po​litical action" by undermining the future as the conceptual space for imagining and working for political change (257). 

A2: Appeasement/Aggression DA

Fear-based impacts destroy the public sphere. The aff is an impact turn to the DA.

Stocchetti ‘7  (Matteo, Research Fellow – Arcada U. of Applied Sciences, “The Politics of Fear: A Critical Inquiry into the role of Violence in 21st Century Politics”, in Discourse, War and Terrorism, Ed. Adam Hodges, Chad Nilep, p. 231-232)
For fundamentalist elites all over the world, fear is an effective antidote against the secularizing effects of communicative freedom. Violence is a crucial political re​source because fear produces observable effects on individual and group behavior. The key goal of both actual violence and narratives of fear is to induce the changes in attitude and behavior in large numbers of people that Philip G. Zimbardo (2003) calls "the transformative power of fear." He summarizes these attitudes and behav​ior as follows: Vulnerability, uncertainty Loss of control Learned helplessness Paralysis of action, communal apathy Child-like regression Simplified perceptions / narrow thinking Obedience to powerful authority Conservatism, avoidance of risks / change / novelty Maintenance of status quo Paranoid ideas, conspiracy theories Revenge motives, pre-emptive counter attacks Punitive attitudes, punishing scapegoats Cumulative, enduring, delayed effects Important effects follow. First, the changes experienced in individual attitude and behavior as a consequence of a prolonged exposure to fear - as a result of actual violence or effective narratives - promote authoritarian leadership and conserva​tive ideologies. Second, the politics of fear support the mass inclination to give up freedom in exchange for security (Fromm 2002). Third, masses become too weak, too vulnerable and too scared to perform as demos in democracy and to be a cred​ible repository of political authority. Expected consequences of this development are, for example, the tendency to shift the balance of power from representative to executive bodies and from participation to decision-making - a process justified in terms of organizational responsiveness which makes governments and military actors even more independent from parliamentary or other forms of democratic control. All this leads to the obvious conclusion that in the politics of fear the mass​es are the net loser. People remain vulnerable to violence, while the public control over organized violence diminishes. Moreover, the organizational short-term in​terest of conservative governments to engage militarily with terrorists rests un​challenged, and the politics of fear reproduces itself as the final outcome.    

A2: Appeasement/Aggression DA

The threat language of the disad nominalizes action, denying us agency to oppose military intervent because it becomes an inevitable outgrowth of an already existing future.

Dunmire ‘7  (Patricia L., Assistant Prof. English – Kent State U., “”Emerging Threats” and “Coming Dangers”: Claiming the Future for Preventive War”, in Discourse, War and Terrorism, Ed. Adam Hodges and Chad Nilep, p. 24-29)  

Throughout the NSS document the two principle agents, the U.S. and "our ene​mies," are represented as highly agentive with respect to the lulu re. For example, the document declares that the U.S, (1) will defend this just peace against threats from terrorists and tyrants (2) will preserve the peace by building good relations among the great powers (3) will extend the peace by encouraging free and open societies on every conti​nent (United States National Security Council: 1) Our enemies are also capable of profoundly affecting the future, (4) Shadowy networks of individuals can bring great chaos and suffering to our shores for less than it costs to purchase a single tank (United States National Security Council 1). (5) Our enemies have openly declared that they are seeking weapons of mass de​struction and evidence indicates that they are doing so with great determina​tion (United States National Security Council 2). (6) These states are determined to acquire weapons of mass destruction to be used as threats or offensively to achieve the aggressive designs of these re​gimes (United Stales National Security Council 12). What we get through these statements is a depiction of the U.S. acting to affect the future of global society. Our adversaries are also highly agentive as they plan to cause catastrophic events throughout the free world. Such "promises" and "threats" about the future typify much of political discourse (van Dijk 1998b: 27). Although both principles are represented as capable of affecting the future, they are positioned differently relative to one another. Our enemies are positioned as agents of deliberate choice as they pursue their "ambitions" and "aggressive de​signs." Indeed, the document declares that "the nature and motives of these new adversaries, their determination to obtain destructive powers... and the greater likelihood that they will use weapons of mass destruction, make today's security environment more complex and dangerous" (United States National Security Council 12). In this statement, the aggressive agency of our enemies to do specific things in the future - "to obtain destructive weapons" - is represented as deter​mining the present moment - "today's security environment." According to Lazar and Lazar (2004) such overlexicalization of "the enemy" as a calculating, deliberate actor in Bush's discourse functions as a device for "out-casting", a macrostructure based upon the "dichotomization and mutual antagonism of out-groups ('them') and in-groups ('us')" (227; cf. chapter 3).1 The enemy's agency is tempered somewhat, however, as it depends on the complicity of the U.S. and its allies. That is, the U.S. and its allies are potentially implicated in any future actions taken by the en​emy should they fail to prevent them. These contrasting positions of enemy action and U. S. "preemption" are articulated through a transition in modality, from an epistemic modality of certainty and reality, in which the future actions of the en emy are presupposed, to a deontic modality of obligation and necessity, (7) Given the goals of rogue states and terrorists, the U. S. can no longer solely rely on a reactive posture as we have in the past. The inability to deter a poten​tial attacker, the immediacy of today's threats, and the magnitude of potential harm that could be caused by our adversaries' choice of weapons, do not per​mit that option. We cannot let our enemies strike first (13). (8) The U. S. and countries cooperating with us must not allow terrorists to de​velop new home bases (1). (9) The U. S. will not allow these efforts to succeed (2). As the NSS states, "History will judge harshly those who saw this coming danger but failed to act" (2). The future actions of the U.S. are marked almost exclusively through the modal auxiliaries of "will" and "must," denoting the certain and ob​ligatory nature of U.S. agency. As such, although the U.S. is positioned as highly agentive in these statements, it is an agency of necessity and obligation rather than choice as its actions are required to preempt "coming dangers" and the future real​ity they entail. Lakoff (2001) makes a similar point in his analysis of the meta​phorical function of "evil" in Bush's discourse concerning the war on terrorism. He explains that by framing the war on terrorism as a fight against evil, the discourse obligates the "morally strong" (i.e. the United States) to take a stand against evil, "Evil is inherent, an essential trait, that determines how you will act in the world" (4; emphasis added). Within this framework, morality lies in showing overwhelm​ing strength in the face of evil because inaction "will induce evildoers to perform more evil deeds because they'll think they can get away with it" (4). Important to the representation of agency is the NSS's construal of the future reality that compels "preemptive" action by the U.S. Although the document makes several assertions concerning the future actions of the enemy, these actions are most often represented through the nominalization "threat" rather than through verbal forms. In fact, the future actions of our enemies are rendered as presupposi​tions over twice as often as they are rendered as assertions. This transformation process can be seen in excerpt 10, (10) Now shadowy networks of individuals can bring great chaos and suffering to our shores for less than it costs to purchase a single tank. Terrorists are organ​ized to penetrate open societies and to turn the power of modern tech nolo gies against us. To defeat this threat we must make use of every tool in our arsenal... (1-2). Nominalization is a process of transformation through which verbs, which repre​sent "reality" in terms of processes and actions, are reclassified as nouns, which represent "reality" in terms of objects and entities, that is, as "reified processes." 'ihrough the process of nominalization the future potentiality of "can bring" and "are organized to penetrate... and to turn" is objectified as an extant entity, "threat." Moreover, this process establishes the future actions of the enemy as presupposed, background information. In this passage, the nominalization results, reasonably enough, from the development and progression of the text as the verbal forms in the first two sentences are transformed into the nominalization "threat," which serves as the theme in the third sentence. With "threat" in the thematic position, the future actions projected through the verbal forms become presupposed as the text moves away from making assertions about future Iraqi actions and toward assertions of what the U.S. should do in light of this threat. Givon (1989) explains that the extensive use of nominalizations places propositions within the "presup-positional epistemic modality" (133, 137), thereby rendering them as background, assumed information. According to Latour (1987) such constructions encode statements within a "positive modality" which moves the text "downstream," away from the details and conditions of its production, "making it solid enough to render some other consequences necessary" (23). Finally, Fleischman (1982) ex​plains that such representations construe future events as an assumed part of fu​ture reality rather than as a contingency. And it is this presupposed future action that legitimates "preemptive" U.S. military action. 

(Dunmire continues…)

A2: Appeasement/Aggression DA

(Dunmire continues…)

This "tropes of threat" can be understood as functioning interpersonally as a legitimating discourse within the post-9/11 context as it rhetorically "justifies 'of​ficial' action in terms of rights and duties" (Reisigl 2006: 598; van Dijk 1998a).3 Van Dijk conceives of legitimation as a crucial social function of ideology that is typically used in institutional contexts. Acts of legitimation within political set​tings tend to occur when an actor expects "principled opposition" to particular policies or actions; they are deemed "imperative" when the legitimacy of the state is at stake (256). At such times, legitimation discourses function rhetorically to justify the actions and values of the in-group while delegitimating those of the out-group (257). The specific tropes of threat functions to create a feeling of insecurity within the in-group, while simultaneously vilifying the out-group (Reisigl 2006). Moreover, van Dijk (2005) explains that within post-9/11 discourses the topic of terrorism threat is becoming a standard argument that does not require eviden​tiary backing. As such, it is used in a variety of arguments as a means of justifying a range of activities, including going to war (85). The use of threat to legitimate the preemption policy in the NSS functions in much the same way as does "globalization" in policy discussions within the Euro​pean Union concerning employment issues. Wodak (2000) conceives of globaliza​tion as a discursive construction of the state of affairs that serves particular rhe​torical functions in arguments concerning employment policies. From the employers' point of view, globalization is rendered as an inevitable, natural, and decontextualized phenomenon that is presupposed in economic contexts and ide​as (74). As a presupposition, the employers use "globalization" to sanction specific policies and actions that will ensure the success of the European Union within the competitive environment globalization entails. Tropes such as "threat" also function ideationally to "invent" particular politi​cal realities (Reisigl 2006: 598). In this regard, the use of "threat" has two impor​tant consequences for the NSS text as product and process and for the political context within which it functions. As a nominalization, threat conflates present and future as it simultaneously "describes" the present moment and projects deon-tic and epistemic futures that can evolve from that present. Because it indicates an action to be taken at some point in the future, the verb "to threaten" is inherently future-oriented. Take, for example, the hypothetical statement "Saddam Hussein has threatened to provide weapons of mass destruction to al Qaeda." While the act of making a threat occurs at the moment of the utterance, the "threat" asserts a specific action or consequence that could come about at some future moment. In short, threat "has future action as one of its felicity conditions" (Chilton 2003: 100). Interestingly, there are no statements in the NSS indicating that Saddam 1 lusseiu, or any other of "our enemies," has made a threat against the U.S. The document contains three statements4 which use the verbal form of threaten, only one of which indicates that the U.S. is in the present state of being threatened: (f I)   America is now threatened less by conquering states than by failing ones (6). The other two statements locate the act of threatening in the future, as an unreal​ized action that the U.S. "will prevent" and "must stop" from being»realized, (12) To achieve these goals, the U.S. will:... prevent our enemies from threatening us, our allies, and our friends with weapons of mass destruction (6-7). (13) We must be prepared to stop rogue states and their terrorist clients before they are able to threaten or use weapons of mass destruction against the U.S. or our allies and friends (21). Through the extensive use of nominalization the NSS mystifies the temporality of "threatening" in such a way as to make it a component of the present context which compels U.S. military action. That is, the nominalized form highlights the presentness of "threaten" and suppresses its future as-yet-to-be-realized dimension, there​by rendering the threat as imminent. When lexicalized as verbs, processes and actions are located in specific temporal moments and are coded as to degree of likelihood, certainty, volition, and so forth. Nominalizations, however, do not re​ceive explicit temporal or modal coding and, as such, appear to reference existing, acontextual entities. As a nominalization, then, "threat" is represented as an objec​tified entity that exists at the present moment. Kress (1995) and Fairclough (2005) explain that nominalizations can take on the roles, functions, and characteristics of nouns. For example, Fairclough notes how the nominal "globalization" assumes agentive capacity in Tony Blair's dis​course through statements such as "globalization has transformed our economies and our working practices" (45). What we see here is how, through nominalized representations, abstract, inanimate processes and actions can take on the func​tion and character of a noun in the transitivity structure of a text. These reified processes and actions are endowed with agentivity: they can do things to partici​pants and objects. At the same time, however, nominalization obscures agency by positioning reified processes, rather than animate agents, as the doers of action. Consider, for example, the following excerpts, (14) Our immediate focus will be... defending the United States... by identifying and destroying the threat before it reaches our borders (7). (15) Forming coalitions of the willing and cooperative security arrangements are key to confronting these emerging transnational threats (10). (16) ... America will act against such emerging threats before they are fully formed (1). (17) '1 he United States will not use force in all cases to preempt emerging threats... (14). (18) We will build better... intelligence capabilities to provide... information on threats, wherever they may emerge (14). In these excerpts we see the abstraction "threat" engaged in actions and processes. We do not, however, see Saddam Hussein, al Qaeda, or North Korea taking specific actions that pose or indicate a threat to the US. or its allies. In fact, the NSS contains very few references to specific nations, organizations, or individuals that it classifies as enemies of the U.S. Of the 189 total references to "our enemies," specific nations or groups are named only eleven times.r> The most common term is "terrorists," and the variants "terror" and "terrorism," which occur 79 times (41%). Threat, however, is the second most common label as it accounts for 60 (32%) of the total references to the enemy of the U.S. and the object of U.S. actions. This paucity of specifically named enemies is, to some extent, an artifact of the genre. As a policy document, the NSS outlines general guidelines and principles and, as such, operates in a more ab​stract register than, say, a speech delivered to a particular audience that makes an argument for a specific military action. Interestingly, several studies of speeches and statements by Bush Administration officials concerning the 9/11 terrorist attacks and the war in Iraq reveal a similar reliance on abstract terms and an absence of specifically named enemies and adversaries. In this context, the tropes of threat functions as what Graham et al (2004) term a "plastic abstraction", a rhetorically potent device for representing the "evil Other" in Bush's call to arms rhetoric (213). Through terms such as "evil-doers", "enemies of civilization", and "the embittered few", this rhetoric provides an "elastic definition" of the enemies of the U.S. which allows for the inclusion of a range of specific actors in the post-9/11 security envi​ronment (213; see also Coll ins and G lover 2002). What we get with the nominalized constructions in the NSS is an "elision" or "displacement of agency" as agentivity no longer resides with animate agents tak​ing specific actions at specific times and places (Kress 1995). Rather, it resides with abstract, reified processes acting in unspecified, ambiguous material and temporal contexts. In short, nominalization results in a (reclassification process that redi​rects transitivity structures away from characterizing "reality" in terms of actions taken by animate actors against specified participants and toward inanimate agents and nondirected actions (Kress 1995). As the preceding analysis demonstrates, U.S. agency is premised on the need to prevent a particular future reality from coming to fruition. As such, agency and knowledge regarding the future are inextricably linked in the NSS as "preemptive" military action is grounded in a particular kind of expertise concerning knowl​edge of the future. The following discussion examines the nature of this knowledge and its evidential basis. 

A2: Security DA Impacts

The description of threats is an ontological commitment that calcifies the friend-enemy distinction. This makes endless cycles of violence inevitable.

Burke ‘7  (Anthony, Senior Lecturer IR – U. New South Wales, Theory and Event, “Ontologies of War: Violence, existence, and Reason”, 10(2), Project Muse)

This essay is a complex relation between, and interweaving of, epistemology and ontology. But it is not my view that these are distinct modes of knowledge or levels of truth, because in the social field named by security, statecraft and violence they are made to blur together, continually referring back on each other, like charges darting between electrodes. Rather they are related systems of knowledge with particular systemic roles and intensities of claim about truth, political being and political necessity. Positivistic or scientific claims to epistemological truth supply an air  of predictability and reliability to policy and political action, which in turn support larger ontological claims to national being and purpose, drawing them into a common horizon of certainty that is one of the central features of past-Cartesian modernity. Here it may be useful to see ontology as a more totalising and metaphysical set of claims about truth, and epistemology as more pragmatic and instrumental; but while a distinction between epistemology (knowledge as technique) and ontology (knowledge as being) has analytical value, it tends to break down in action. The epistemology of violence I describe here (strategic science and foreign policy doctrine) claims positivistic clarity about techniques of military and geopolitical action which use force and coercion to achieve a desired end, an end that is supplied by the ontological claim to national existence, security, or order. However in practice, technique quickly passes into ontology. This it does in two ways. First, instrumental violence is married to an ontology of insecure national existence which itself admits no questioning. The nation and its identity are known and essential, prior to any conflict, and the resort to violence becomes an equally essential predicate of its perpetuation. In this way knowledge-as-strategy claims, in a positivistic fashion, to achieve a calculability of effects (power) for an ultimate purpose (securing being) that it must always assume. Second, strategy as a technique not merely becomes an instrument of state power but ontologises itself in a technological image of 'man' as a maker and user of things, including other humans, which have no essence or integrity outside their value as objects. In Heidegger's terms, technology becomes being; epistemology immediately becomes technique, immediately being. This combination could be seen in the aftermath of the 2006 Lebanon war, whose obvious strategic failure for Israelis generated fierce attacks on the army and political leadership and forced the resignation of the IDF chief of staff. Yet in its wake neither ontology was rethought. Consider how a reserve soldier, while on brigade-sized manoeuvres in the Golan Heights in early 2007, was quoted as saying: 'we are ready for the next war'. Uri Avnery quoted Israeli commentators explaining the rationale for such a war as being to 'eradicate the shame and restore to the army the "deterrent power" that was lost on the battlefields of that unfortunate war'. In 'Israeli public discourse', he remarked, 'the next war is seen as a natural phenomenon, like tomorrow's sunrise.' The danger obviously raised here is that these dual ontologies of war link being, means, events and decisions into a single, unbroken chain whose very process of construction cannot be examined. As is clear in the work of Carl Schmitt, being implies action, the action that is war. This chain is also obviously at work in the U.S. neoconservative doctrine that argues, as Bush did in his 2002 West Point speech, that  'the only path to safety is the path of action', which begs the question of whether strategic practice and theory can be detached from strong ontologies of the insecure nation-state.23 This is the direction taken by much realist analysis critical of Israel and the Bush administration's 'war on terror'.24 Reframing such concerns in Foucauldian terms, we could argue that obsessive ontological commitments have led to especially disturbing 'problematizations' of truth. However such rationalist critiques rely on a one-sided interpretation of Clausewitz that seeks to disentangle strategic from existential reason, and to open up choice in that way. However without interrogating more deeply how they form a conceptual harmony in Clausewitz's thought -- and thus in our dominant understandings of politics and war -- tragically violent 'choices' will continue to be made. This was a vision not merely of political order but of existential identity, set off against a range of existential others who were sources of threat, backwardness, instability or incongruity. It also, in a way set out with frightening clarity by the theorist Carl Schmitt and the philosopher Georg Hegel, exchanged internal unity, identity and harmony for permanent alienation from other such communities (states). Hegel presaged Schmitt's thought with his argument that individuality and the state are single moments of 'mind in its freedom' which 'has an infinitely negative relation to itself, and hence its essential character from its own point of view is its singleness': Individuality is awareness of one's existence as a unit in sharp distinction from others. It manifests itself here in the state as a relation to other states, each of which is autonomous vis-a-vis the others...this negative relation of the state to itself is embodied in the world as the relation of one state to another and as if the negative were something external. Schmitt is important both for understanding the way in which such alienation is seen as a definitive way of imagining and limiting political communities, and for understanding how such a rigid delineation is linked to the inevitability and perpetuation of war. Schmitt argued that the existence of a state 'presupposes the political', which must be understood through 'the specific political distinction...between friend and enemy'. The enemy is 'the other, the stranger; and it sufficient for his nature that he is, in a specially intense way, existentially something different and alien, so that in an extreme case conflicts with him are possible'. The figure of the enemy is constitutive of the state as 'the specific entity of a people'.Without it society is not political and a people cannot be said to exist:Only the actual participants can correctly recognise, understand and judge the concrete situation and settle the extreme case of conflict...to judge whether the adversary intends to negate his opponent's way of life and therefore must be repulsed or fought in order to preserve one's own form of existence.33     Schmitt links this stark ontology to war when he states that the political is only authentic 'when a fighting collectivity of people confronts a similar collectivity. The enemy is solely the public enemy, because everything that has a relationship to such a collectivity of men, particularly to the whole nation, becomes public by virtue of such a relationship...in its entirety the state as an organised political entity decides for itself the friend-enemy distinction'. War, in short, is an existential condition:the entire life of a human being is a struggle and every human being is symbolically a combatant. The friend, enemy and combat concepts receive their real meaning precisely because they refer to the real possibility of physical killing. War follows from enmity. War is the existential negation of the enemy.3

A2: State Failure Impacts

The discourse of state failure is used to dehumanize and place the object state outside of calculation. 

Gendizer ‘2  (Irend, PhD in Dept. Pol. Sci. – Boston U., Diplomatic History, “Invisible by Design: U.S. Policy in the Middle East”, 26(4), Wiley Interscience)

At a public level, much of this was unknown. Outside of the circle of specialists,  U.S. policy and the Middle East remain mythiﬁed, distorted in accord with prevailing doctrines that justiﬁed fear or contempt. The Middle East continued to be caricatured, perceived as enemy territory, as a cauldron of inexplicable anti-Americanism in a region ﬁxed in a historical time-warp in which the beneﬁts of modernity and secularism were viewed as little-known and unappreciated. The states of the Middle East evoke images of “failed states” whose failures were alleged to be a function of internal ﬂaws impervious to change. From this per spective, they represented socially and politically deprived territory; their societies were regarded as so obviously impaired as to justify vagabond generalizations about underdeveloped states of mind and jinxed cultures. The real lives of its inhabitants, the social and economic conditions they faced, their internal conﬂicts, their intellectual expression and suppression, were matters of indiﬀerence. In the end, such states and societies were collectively dehumanized, placed outside of history, and measured solely in the calculus of proﬁt and power.  
A2: Popularity Mid-Tems Link

Public hates war in Afghanistan.

Cohen 6 – 28 /10 (Michael, senior research fellow at the New America Foundation, where he directs the Privatization of Foreign Policy Initiative, “Here's Another Reason For Obama To Be Worried About Afghanistan”, http://www.democracyarsenal.org/2010/06/heres-another-reason-for-obama-to-be-worried-about-afghanistan.html)
Remember when progressives used to say during the Iraq War that no democracy can fight a foreign war when public opinion is opposed to it . . . well it might be time to dust off those old talking points. According to the latest Newsweek poll, support for the war in Afghanistan and President Obama's handling of it is in steep decline. A mere 37% of American approve of Obama's management of the war and 53% are opposed. Even worse, only 26% of Americans think we're winning in Afghanistan while just under a majority (46%) think we're losing. (The shocking stat here is that one quarter of all Americans actually think we're winning.) And this is a sharp decline from the poll results we were seeing at the beginning of the month when an ABC/Washington Post poll showed 42% who thought we were winning the war and 39% who said we were losing. And this appears to be affecting people's views on the war on terror with 43% saying we're losing it and 29% saying we're ahead. Considering that two recent terrorist attacks against the US were foiled (and were bumbling efforts), we haven't been hit in 9 years by a terrorist attack and Leon Panetta just got done saying on TV that al Qaeda is at its weakest point since 9/11 . . . well that is a stunning poll result. And as George Bush and John McCain can tell you; once the public decides that a war is lost it's very difficult to bring them back around again. If ever there was a time to consider a change in strategy it would be right now - declining poll numbers, new general, concern in Congress etc. The fact that Obama seems to be stubbornly adhering to a policy that very few people outside of the government seem to think is working should be a huge area of concern, particularly for progressives. After all doubling down on a failing policy traditionally has not worked out well for Democrats with ambitious domestic agendas.

A2: Political Capital DA

Current afghan war killing obama’s cred – only plan solves .

Cohen 10 (Michael A., senior research fellow at the New America Foundation, where he directs the Privatization of Foreign Policy Initiative, “No-Win Policy for Afghanistan,” Dissent, Volume 57, Number 2, Spring 2010)
These goals require that the president demand his generals discard their dreams of counter-insurgency and recognize the limitations of American power. Indeed, it is worth returning to Obama's West Point speech on this point. The last third of his remarks took an unusual turn—laying out an aspirational and progressive foreign policy vision of restraint and modesty. Adopting the language of a realist, Obama declared, "I refuse to set goals that go beyond our responsibility, our means or our interests. And I must weigh all of the challenges that our nation faces." He even cited Dwight Eisenhower's legendary farewell speech warning of the dangers posed by a potent military-industrial complex. Obama talked about the importance of rebuilding America's economy and infrastructure and argued that a stronger and more just America would serve as an example to other nations. The success of Obama's policy in Afghanistan—and indeed his presidency—may rest on how successful he is in making that more modest vision a reality. To be sure, there is still time for the president to salvage his Afghanistan policy and avoid the sort of military quagmire that destroyed the last Democratic president with a domestic agenda as ambitious as Obama's. But the clock is ticking.
A2: Security K

Institutional checks block complete securitization.

Kohn ‘9  (Richard H., Professor of History and Adjunct Professor of Peace, War, and Defense at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. A two-term president of the Society for Military History, “The Danger of Militarization in an Endless "War" on Terrorism”, The Journal of Military History, Volume 73, Number 1, January 2009, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/journal_of_military_history/v073/73.1.kohn.html)

Yet from the beginning, there was pushback to the Administration's reaching for new powers and opposition to the extent of the tilt toward security over liberty. Even in that atmosphere, laws and programs that could more seriously erode civil liberty failed. Congress inserted sunset clauses in the USA Patriot Act that cancelled some of the changes in four years unless explicitly re-authorized by new legislation. The conservative chairman of the House Judiciary Committee, Wisconsin's James Sensenbrenner, refused to consider renewal in 2004 during the heat of the presidential election, as the President requested, making clear that Congress would not renew the Patriot Act without hearings and a sober reevaluation, which it performed in renewing the act in 2005. In 2007 and 2008 Congress passed controversial updates to FISA that forced enough compromise on the President's wire-tapping authority to anger first the White House and then civil libertarians.92 The Administration's National Strategy for Homeland Security issued in the summer of 2002 limited the role of the armed forces at home to defending American territory in "extraordinary" situations "such as combat air patrols or maritime defense operations" where the military would lead with support "by other agencies"; "responding" to "emergencies such as . . . an attack or . . . forest fires, floods, tornadoes, or other catastrophes" because the Defense Department could react "quickly to provide capabilities that other agencies do not have"; and "limited scope" situations "where other agencies have the lead—for example, security at a special event like the recent [End Page 202] Clympics."93 The Supreme Court, while accepting a state of war and ducking one habeas corpus case, decidedly rejected the idea that the President can lock up an American citizen indefinitely, without access to an attorney, and without being charged, or keep foreigners imprisoned at Guantanamo in a legal "black hole" beyond both American and international law without a fair judicial proceeding or review. The Court forced the Administration to seek congressional assent to the military tribunals and insisted upon due process and the right of American citizens to challenge their detention in civilian courts.94
A2: Historical Materialism

Historical Materialism fails – it cannot describe the increasing problems of the 21th century.

Giddens 85 (Anthony, British sociologist who is renowned for his theory of structuration and his holistic view of modern societies, “A Contemporary Critique of Historical Materialism: The nation-state and violence”, p. 1-4, Google Books)

This book is the second volume of three, all concerned with the relevance of historical materialism to today's world. The trilogy is not intended, however, as another contribution to the endless critical dissection of Marx's writings. Rather, it is an attempt to explore the contours of a post-Marxist analysis of contemporary society and politics. Marx's writings are of signal importance for understanding one of the most pervasive influences moulding the modern world. This influence is of course capitalism, regarded as a mode of economic enterprise that has a dynamic tendency to expansion far greater than any prior type of productive order. But capitalism is not the only force which has shaped modernity, and there are in any case cogent reasons to be dissatisfied with some of the main perspectives of Marx's portrayal of capitalist development. Marx's discussion of the past origins and future fate of capitalism is part of an overall historical scheme the explanatory power of which is limited. The insights he provides about the nature of capitalist enterprise have to be prised free from the general framework of historical materialism, and integrated with a different approach to previous history and to the analysis of modern institutions. Treating modern societies as the culmination of a process of progressive expansion of the forces of production fails to disclose how different they are from all forms of traditional order. Modern 'societies' are nation-states, existing within a nation-state system. Traditional states — or what I call 'class-divided societies' — contrast very substantially with these, both in their internal characteristics and in their external relations with one another. Social scientists are accustomed to thinking of 'societies' as administrative unities with clearly defined boundaries. Class-divided societies were not like this, and if modern ones are, it is not because of anything intrinsic to social association in general, but a result of distinctive forms of social integration associated with the nation-state. Historical materialism connects the emergence of both traditional and modern states with the development of material production (or what I call 'allocative resources'). But equally significant, and very often the main means whereby such material wealth is generated, is the collection and storage of information, used to co-ordinate subject populations. Information storage is central to the role of 'authoritative resources* in the structuring of social systems spanning larger ranges of space and time than tribal cultures. Surveillance — control of information and the superintendence of the activities of some groups by others — is in turn the key to the expansion of such resources. In this book I also place a good deal of emphasis upon the role of military power in the organization of traditional and modern states. Who controls the means of violence, how complete such control is and to what ends it is deployed are plainly matters of significance in all societies with 'armed forces'. Surveillance and control of the means of violence are, however, phenomena that largely escape the purview of the most influential schools of social theory, including Marxism, both in the nineteenth century and today. They have to be studied in relation to the main preoccupations of Marxism — capitalism and class conflict — but they stand alongside them as independent influences upon the development of modernity. There is a fourth institutional cluster' relevant to modernity the impact and consequences of which is largely obscured in Marxist thought. This is industrialism. One of the main debates in social theory has been between those who regard capitalism as the 'maker' of the modern world, and those who accord this perhaps dubious honour to industrialism. Thus to the Marxist interpretation of the spread of capitalism and its transcendence by socialism, there stands opposed the 'theory of industrial society', according to which both capitalism and socialism are minor variations on a major theme, the fashioning of modern social life by industrial production. This opposition is in large part a mistaken one because, although industrialism developed under the stimulus of capitalism, in various respects the two are distinct in their nature and their social consequences. The twentieth-century world is a bloody and frightening one. I think it fair to say that Marx anticipated fierce class struggles and dramatic processes of revolutionary change — in which he was not wrong — but not the appalling military violence that has in fact characterized the present century. None of the major figures now commonly accepted as the main founders of modern social theory, including Max Weber, foresaw quite how savage and destructive would be some of the forces unleashed in current times. Weber lived to know of the carnage of the First World War, but could hardly have seen how rapidly it would be succeeded by a second war and by totalitarianism. No one could have foreseen the coming of the thermonuclear age, even if the trends that eventually led to it were well under way in the nineteenth century. These trends are to do with the development of the means of waging industrialized war. The merging of industry, technology and the means of waging war has been one of the most momentous features of processes of industrialization as a whole. But its importance has never been adequately analysed within the major traditions of social theory. Having made such an analysis, as I attempt to do in the bulk of this study, where does it leave us in respect of the critical aspirations of which Marxism has been the main bearer? At a minimum, one must conclude: at a vast distance from the future anticipated by Marx, with few obviously available paths of moving towards it. Certainly 'the dialectical movement of history' will do nothing for us, in the sense of guaranteeing the transcendence of the problems which, as members of a global human community, we face today. We live in a world riven between extraordinary opportunity and wholesale disaster, and only the most foolishly optimistic would suppose that the former will necessarily triumph over the latter. In order to provide systematic form to a text that spills out over large tracts of world history, I shall summarize the main claims of this study in the shape of number of basic observations. 1 imagine that most readers will regard some of these as contentious, but I trust that they will also find others illuminating. Of course, their meaning will only become fully clear during the course of reading the book, and they should be referred back to.

A2: Terrorism Impacts

No impact to terrorism – greater risk abroad than on the homefront.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, p. 93)
A study of the location and nature of terrorist attacks themselves confirms the view that terrorism actually poses a negligible risk to the personal safety of Americans or Europeans. In geographical terms, the vast majority of terrorist attacks occur in a very small number of countries - Israel, Russia, Colombia, Kashmir, Algeria, Afghanistan and since May 2003, Iraq. Terrorism, in other words, is almost always linked to a relatively small number of ongoing political conflicts; the vast majority of the world's 200 or so states face extremely low levels of risk. The nature of terrorist attacks reveals a similar kind of picture: proportionally, most terrorist violence is directed at property rather than persons and the majority of attacks involve few or no fatalities at all. For example, of the fifty terrorist incidents reported for the entire Latin American region in 2003, forty-one of them were bombings of an American-owned oil pipeline in Colombia (Pfaff 2003). Significantly, of the more than 10,000 terrorist incidents between 1968 and 1998, fewer than a dozen involved more than 100 fatalities (Jenkins 1998: 244-5). Overall, the number of terrorist attacks worldwide has been stable or falling for some time. The random mass casualty terrorism that we are constantly told to expect is actually extremely rare. This is because, as one terrorism expert put it, 'terrorists want a lot of people watching, not a lot of people dead' Qenkins 1998: 230). Mass casualties are often counter-productive to terrorist aims - they alienate their supporters and can provoke harsh reprisals from the authorities - as well as being unnecessary - a phoned-in bomb threat is usually sufficient to cause widespread panic. In reality, most terrorist violence is directed at symbolic targets; its aim is to create a media spectacle in order to communicate some kind of political message. It is instrumental violence, or 'propaganda of the deed'.
No real threat of terrorism – the fear of terrorist attacks is constructed by policy makers to justify the war on terror.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, p. 94-95)
The 'reality effect' of terrorist violence induces an anxiety that no amount of rationalising can counteract; the visual pictures of violence are far more powerful than any counter-factual statistics could ever be. The violence seems to 'speak for itself and the threat appears self-evident in the act. Additionally, terrorism touches our deepest cultural fears of random death at the hands of strangers, chaos and disorder, and wild, uncontrollable, faceless people; it is one of western society's strongest taboos. This is only part of the rejoinder, however. A greater part of the explanation lies in the role of political discourse in creating public dangers and threats. Although there are 'real' dangers in the world - disease, accidents and violence (among others) all have life and death consequences - not all dangers are equal and not all risks are interpreted as dangers (Campbell 1998: 2). The world contains a multitude of dangers (so many that we cannot even begin to know all that threatens us), but it is only those that are interpreted as threats that society learns to fear. The necessarily interpretive nature of threat and danger can be seen in the fact that different societies fear different things: in some societies, danger can be associated with breaking religious taboos (which can result in curses or illness sent by deities). In western society, illicit drugs are considered to be a major public danger (there is even a 'war on drugs' being waged by America costing billions of dollars), despite the fact that the number of deaths resulting from the consumption of licit drugs exceeds by several magnitudes the deaths caused by illicit drugs. In this case, as in many other modern 'dangers' (serial killers, pedophiles, meteors, flesh-eating diseases, killer kids, road rage - among others), there is little correspondence between the socially accepted level of threat and the actual risk to individuals. This gap between society's perception and the physical reality is created by a 'discourse of danger' (Campbell 1998) that constructs and normalises the fear. To put it another way, the main reason terrorism is so greatly feared in our society is because a 'discourse of danger' continues to surround virtually all public rhetoric about the subject, which in turn normalises public anxiety (despite the actual low risks). The authorities have deliberately and carefully constructed a deep and widespread fear of terrorism and the language used to describe the threat posed by terrorism makes it seem perfectly rational and reasonable to be afraid. According to politicians and security experts (like the head of MI5), one would need to be a fool not to be frightened. This is why a great many people feel more afraid stepping onto a plane than they do stepping onto a zebra crossing -despite the fact that the risk of being killed crossing the road is several hundred times greater than being killed in a terrorist hijack. Actually, the current fear of terrorism did not begin with September 11, 2001; it began in the early 1980s when officials started to apply the term 'terrorism' to acts of violence that they had previously called hijackings, bombings, assassinations, kidnappings and sabotage. As a result of this reclassification, it appeared there was a new plague of terrorist violence. The media quickly adopted the same language, and news stories about terrorism soon became a staple of television and print media news. In addition, the fear of spectacular terrorist atrocities made their way into hundreds of movies, television programmes and works of popular fiction. From books like Larry Collins and Dominique Lapierre's The Fifth Horseman and Nelson DeMille's Cathedral, to movies like Black Sunday, the public was primed to expect sudden horrific death at the hands of crazed terrorists. Not surprisingly, by 1987 surveys in America revealed that 68-80 per cent of the public regarded terrorism as a 'serious' or 'extreme' threat - despite only seventeen deaths attributable to terrorist activities (Zulaika and Douglass 1996: 6; see also Livingston 1994:1-2). Today's anxiety is built on decades of public fear that was deliberately encouraged by the authorities, and which is continually experienced in the virtual dangers seen in 24, XXX, The Sum of All Fears, The Peacemaker, True Lies and countless other movies, television programmes and books. In this chapter, I examine the way the threat of terrorism facing America since September 11, 2001 has been constructed discursively and the reasons it is so crucial to the prosecution of the 'war on terrorism'. In the language currently employed by officials, terrorism is scripted as being a danger of colossal proportions; it threatens civilisation itself, democracy, freedom and America's very way of life. Despite this obvious hyperbole, creating such a monstrous threat is actually essential to the practice of the 'war on terrorism' because without the overwhelming 'reality' of the threat, the massive effort and expenditure of a global war would be impossible to sustain. The threat of terrorism, in other words, co-constitutes the war against terrorism; it makes it appear reasonable, it makes it seem normal; it makes it real. Critically, the creation of social fear also has a great many political functions and can provide the authorities with resources unavailable to them under normal circumstances.

A2: Terrorism Impacts

Terrorism isn’t an existential risk. Their impact engages in naked threat inflation.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, p. 99-100)
There is no question that the architects of the 'war on terrorism' have discursively constructed the crisis brought on by the terrorist attacks as being a 'supreme emergency'. The following phrases are taken directly from speeches and appear frequently; collectively, they construct a threat of titanic proportions. Terrorism, officials insist is: a 'threat to the national security, foreign policy, and economy of the United States'; a 'threat to the Middle East peace process'; a 'threat to international peace and stability'; a 'threat to the stability of legitimate governments'; a 'threat to America and our friends and allies'; a 'threat to the world'; a 'threat to all of us who believe in peace and freedom'; a 'threat to those who seek a modern society'; a 'threat to the welfare of millions of people'; a 'threat to national security'; and a 'threat to peace and liberty'. Colin Powell, for example, states that terrorism is actually a 'threat to civilization' and a 'threat to the very essence of what you do' (Powell, 26 October, 2001). Bush often describes terrorism as a 'threat to our way of life' (Bush, 20 September, 2001), and a threat to 'the peace of the world' (Bush, 29 January, 2002). The notion of a 'threat to our way of life' is actually a well-worn cold war expression that serves two functions. First, it vastly inflates the danger and constructs the magnitude of the threat: instead of a tiny group of dissidents with resources that do not even begin to rival that of the world's smallest countries, it implies they are as powerful as the Soviet empire was once thought to be with its tens of thousands of nuclear missiles and its massive conventional army. Astonishingly, it implies the terrorists could do what the Soviet Union failed to achieve over forty years of trying. Second, as we saw in Chapter 2, it discursively links the terrorist threat to a popular narrative in American politics, namely, the long struggle against international communism. During the cold war, one of the most common rhetorical refrains was that agents of communism - both within and without the American homeland - threatened 'the American way of life'. The construction here is that terrorists have both the means and the desire to do the same: they want to turn America into a pure Islamic state similar to Afghanistan under the Taliban; they want to destroy the American way of life. In reality, terrorists have never truly threatened a state, or democracy, or freedom or the way of life of an entire people; nor have they ever threatened the peace of the world or the existence of any civilisation. On the other hand, there are numerous examples where the reaction of the authorities to terrorist attacks has endangered democracy and freedom by withdrawing civil and political rights, and where the state's eagerness to suppress dissidents has led to miscarriages of justice and human rights abuses by the security forces. In reality, it is not terrorism that threatens the essence of our societies - terrorists are tiny groups of desperate people able to do little more than commit symbolic acts of violence - but rather counter-terrorism and the dangers of over-reaction.
Linking terrorists to state-based threats authorizes violent militarism. It is a rhetorical strategy without a basis in truth.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, p. 107-108)
This language was not inevitable or natural. Instead of constructing this diabolical alliance of terrorists and 'rogue states' the Bush administration could have chosen to publicise the conclusions of the Gilmore Commission in 1999, a Clinton-appointed advisory panel that was assembled to investigate the threat of weapons of mass destruction falling into the hands of terrorists. Its final report concluded that 'rogue states would hesitate to entrust such weapons to terrorists because of the likelihood that such a group's actions might be unpredictable even to the point of using the weapon against its sponsor', and they would be reluctant to use such weapons themselves due to 'the prospect of significant reprisals' (quoted in Hiro 2002: 391). This is a perspective shared by no small number of scholars: it is too risky for any state to entrust unaccountable groups of dissidents and terrorists with such weapons. Condoleeza Rice, a key figure in the Bush administration, appears to have shared this view: in 2000 she wrote that there was no need to panic about rogue states because 'if they do acquire WMD - their weapons will be unusable because any attempt to use them will bring national obliteration' (quoted in Callinicos 2003: 44). The rhetorical strategy of making terrorists and 'rogue states' synonymous is an ingenious discursive slight of hand that provides the authorities with valuable resources. In the first instance, it allows America to retarget its military from a war against a tiny group of individual dissidents scattered across the globe (an unwinnable and unglamorous war) to a number of territorially defined states who also happen to be the target of American foreign policy. In effect, it transforms the 'war against terrorism' from a largely hidden and unspectacular intelligence gathering and criminal apprehension programme, to a flag-waving public display of awesome military firepower that rebuilds the American military's dented self-confidence. In the words of Vice President Cheney, 'To the extent we define our task broadly, including those who support terrorism, then we get at states. And its easier to find them than it is to find Bin Laden' (quoted in Kampfner 2003:156). Of greater concern, it simultaneously assists the pursuit of geo-strategic objectives in crucial regions such as the Middle East under the banner of counter-terrorism (see Boggs 2003; Callinicos 2003; Mahajan 2003). The invasion and occupation of Iraq to prevent the imminent threat posed by Saddam's weapons of mass destruction for example, resulted in the achievement of a number of other key foreign policy objectives: a greater military presence in the Middle East, the establishment of another client regime in the region, access to a significant source of future oil supplies, the option of relocating America's permanent military bases in Saudi Arabia to Iraq and a greater ability to apply pressure on Iran. In sum, constructing a massive threat of 'super-terrorists' allied to 'rogue regimes' has a great many advantages; there is political capital to be gained from social fear and moral panic.
A2: Terrorism Ethics Impacts

Identifying the conflict as a war on terror creates an institutional environment where the enemy is beyond existing ethics. This makes all norms of ethical behavior impossible.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, p. 89-90)
Employing the language of identity was a necessity for American officials; the construction of a 'war' against terrorism would not have been possible without it. However, there were two important unforeseen consequences or 'reality effects' of this language, which have subsequently proved damaging to the war's prosecution. The first was the Iraqi prisoner abuse scandal which broke out in April 2004. Actually, concerns over the mistreatment of suspects in the 'war on terrorism' went back to the early stages of the Afghan campaign; human rights groups are still waiting for the UN to investigate American involvement in war crimes during that conflict, including the massacre of thousands of foreign fighters in the infamous 'convoy of death' incident. As early as March 2002, US officials openly admitted to using cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment on terrorist suspects held in Cuba - what they called 'rigorous' interrogation techniques. According to Amnesty International the statements by US officials were an admission of complicity in torture, a view shared by several noted international jurists. In any case, it was well known that when US interrogators wanted to use more forceful torture methods, they simply transported prisoners to the custody of countries where torture was more openly employed.
Apart from the sexual abuse, humiliation and ritual domination of terrorised captives seen in the initial photos from Abu Ghraib, the full horror of coalition prison practices has now been documented in numerous reports by the US military, the Red Cross and human rights groups: casual and serious beatings (including with a broomstick and pistol-whipping); prolonged hooding; sleep deprivation and exposure to bright lights and loud music; prolonged restraint in painful positions; keeping prisoners naked and bound for days at a time; the denial of medical treatment to wounded prisoners, including one who had been shot; the pouring of phosphoric acid over prisoners' genitals; unleashing attack dogs on naked prisoners; pouring cold water on naked detainees; the sodomy of prisoners with chemical lights and broomsticks; rape and its threat; mutilation of corpses; and even murder (dozens of suspicious deaths in custody are currently being investigated by military authorities). The abuse seems to fall into two main categories: the 'normal' and officially sanctioned practice of softening prisoners up for questioning and their subsequent interrogation employing a 'stress matrix' of techniques - known colloquially as torture 'lite'; and the casually inflicted abuse of over-eager, angry and sadistic soldiers talcing their cue from their peers, but more importantly, from the environment created by their superiors. It is clear that the discourse of counter-terrorism created an institutional environment where abuse became normalised and where the actions and language of senior officials undermined and destabilised previously held norms of ethical behaviour among ordinary soldiers; it created a culture of impunity. At the most fundamental level, the abuse is the direct result of the official discourse that paints all terrorists (and by extension all 'terrorist suspects' held in custody) as inherently 'evil', 'alien' and 'inhuman'. When George Bush and his senior officials come on television day after day stating that terrorists are 'barbarians' and 'savages', that they are 'a scourge' and 'a cancer on the human condition', and that they are 'the faceless enemies of freedom' who live on 'the hunted margins of mankind', then it is little wonder their jailors think of them as less than human and treat them accordingly. The official discourse simultaneously paints American and coalition forces as essentially 'good', 'decent', 'courageous' and 'honourable'. One result of such moral essentialising is an acceptance of behaviour that would normally be considered repugnant; this is because the logical outcome of the belief in one's inherent moral infallibility is a failure to engage in ethical reflection.

A2: Hegemony Impacts

Hegemonic claims to peace are wrong. Their theory conceals the history of violent American imperialism.

Jackson ‘5 (Richard, Lecturer in Politics – U. Manchester, Writing the war on terrorism: language, politics and counter-terrorism, p. 78-79)
In this text, Bush constructs a powerful historical narrative that puts America's good qualities into a single story line that runs through World War II, the cold war, the Afghan war and the war against Iraq. It is the same imperative every time: America is so deeply permeated by the values of civil rights that it is 'driven' to defend the human rights of others. Within this construction, who could doubt the motives of US foreign policy? As such, this language is designed to suppress any suggestion that US foreign policy might have more nefarious motives, or that the terrorists attacked America in response to its cynical actions in the Middle East. At another level, it is also a rather overt attempt to write the current conflict into the 'good war' narrative of World War II - to suggest that the 'war on terrorism' has the same moral status as the liberation of the Nazi concentration camps. An important and related aspect of the 'good Americans' narrative is the notion that the United States is an essentially peaceful nation inhabited by a peaceful people. This is linked to the construction of the September 11, 2001 attacks as unforeseen and undeserved; it is also an essential ingredient of America's self-image. Most Americans would be shocked and surprised to learn that the US had been involved in 134 military interventions between 1890 and 2001, and that following the end of the cold war, these foreign interventions have occurred on average two times per year (Grossman, quoted in Sardar and Davies 2002: 68). Nevertheless, at the announcement of the bombing campaign in Afghanistan, Bush asserts 'We're a peaceful nation' (Bush, 7 October, 2001). This is a discursive attempt to counter the image of the world's most powerful military attacking one of the world's weakest militaries. It is a way of saying that in spite of what you might see on television, America really is a peaceful nation. Later, in a construction that tries to justify why the US had to attack two very poor countries, Bush says that America is 'a peaceful nation. This is a nation that wants nothing more than the world to be more free and more peaceful. We believe in the peace, in keeping the peace' (Bush, 2 May, 2003). There is here a direct link between the names of the military campaigns - 'Operation Enduring Freedom' and 'Operation Iraqi Freedom' - and the reasons for going to war; namely, the promotion and the defending of freedom. In other words, reconciling the truly 'peaceful' nature of America with the aggression against two states in less than a year and a half requires that the attacks be rewritten as the pursuit of 'peace' through the bringing of 'freedom'. They are not really military assaults; they are 'the promotion of freedom'. Beyond these broad characterisations of the American character however, there are three other crucial constructions that need to be examined. They are important because not only do they occur frequently in the official discourse, they are also linked to a number of deeply embedded cultural and political narratives.

