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Generic 1NC

The affirmative operates in a world of realist threat construction based on the balance of power, making the world a stage for their games of assigning spectators and performers

Kaplan, Professor of English @ University of Pennsylvania, 92 (Amy, PhD from Johns Hopkins and Professor of English @ UPenn, “The Social Construction of American Realism”, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=BcTcYtIw2ksC&oi=fnd&pg=PR9&dq=realist+political+construction&ots=Sa8OdndaHF&sig=PFRUUiDUEZMZxFf1EbahTTKGyEg#v=onepage&q=real&f=false, AD: 7/15/10)
Although Rosedale does not believe the stories about Lily, he claims that the truth or falsity only matters in novels, “but I’m certain it don’t matter in real life” (p. 256). He goes on to show that in real life all that matters is the balance of power solely demonstrated by the visible. The impotence of the narrative in The House of Mirth poses a peculiar dilemma for the realist, who sets herself up as the teller of truth rather than the spectator or producer of scenes. Yet she thereby aligns herself with a position of social impotence not unlike that which Lily finds herself in.  Upon returning to New York, only to face her disinheritance, Lily enters the new social milieu of the Gormer family. After painstakingly mounting the social ladder according to the rules, they prefer to “strike out on their own; what they want is to have a good time and to have it their own way” (p. 233). Despite their initial success at social climbing, “they decided the whole business bored them and that what they wanted was a crowd they could feel at home with” (p. 232). Indeed their notion of domesticity depends on effacing the difference between the crowd and the home, between spectators and performers.  
Only emancipation solves threat construction and provides individuals with safety from war, poverty, poor education, and political oppression. Withdrawal isn’t enough—true emancipation is the ending of the military

Jackson and Sørensen 07 (Robert H., Professor of International Relations and Political Science @ Boston University, Georg, Professor of Political Science @ Aarhus University, “Introduction to international relations: theories and approaches”, http://books.google.com/books?id=SaR9X7llXgC&pg=PR3&lpg=PR3&dq=Robert+H.+Jackson,+Georg+Sørensen&source=bl&ots=2b8rdSMHpd&sig=8zbVuvAZxM_LyHvlqEDnjVyeWU&hl=en&ei=mFA_TKmZJYKBlAf9zOi4CA&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=1&ved=0CBsQ6AEwAA#v=onepage&q&f=false, AD: 7-15-10)
An emancipatory critique of realism has been developed by Ken Booth (1991). Booth (p. 313-26) builds his critique on a familiar realist view of the “Westphalian system”: i.e. it is ‘a game’ that is ‘played by diplomats and soldiers on behalf of statesmen’. The ‘security game’ that states learned to play was ‘power politics, with threats producing counterthreats, alliances, counteralliances, and so on.’ In IR that produced an ‘intellectual hegemony of realism’: a ‘conservative’ or ‘status quo’ theory based on security and survival of existing states, and focused on strategic thinking in which the concept of military (sometimes nuclear) threats was the core of realist thought. In other words, Booth is specifically criticizing strategic realism associated with thinkers such as Thomas Schelling (1980) discussed above.   Booth claims that the realist game of power politics and military (including nuclear) strategy is now obsolete because security is now a local problem within a disorganized and sometimes failed states. It is no longer primarily a problem of national security and national defence. Security is now more than ever both cosmopolitan and local at the same time: a problem of individual humans (i.e. citizens of failed states) and of the global community of humankind (facing, for example, ecological threat or nuclear extinction). Security is different in scope; it is also different in character: emancipation is the freeing of people (as individuals and groups) from those physical and human constraints stopping them from carrying out what they would freely choose to do. War and the threat is one of those constraints, together with poverty, poor education, political oppression and so on. Security and emancipation are two sides of the same coin. Emancipation, not power or security, produces true security. 

Generic 1NC

Realist political constructions can be de-constructed. A constructivist approach seeks to challenge the norms of threat construction in favor of a more reflexive solution.

Lott, Associate Political Science Professor at St. Olaf College, 2004

[Anthony, Creating Insecurity: Realism, Constructivism, and US Security Policy, Ashgate Publishing, p.90] 
However insignificant the threat, rogues constitute a 'clear' boundary for American identity. This boundary maintains the unique qualities of American culture by representing that which is different as dangerous – and that which is dangerous as different. These representations reinforce each other. Danger is considered 'outside' while the outside is considered 'dangerous'. More importantly, political constructivists recognize that if threats can be constructed they can be de-constructed and re-constituted. An interpretation of rogue states might be transformed through and examination of identity performances. Such a transformation could result in a view of these states as different but not necessarily hostile. While identities are necessary features of any culture, it is not the case that identities need be formed in (hostile) contrast to others. Recognition of different is a healthy and necessary moment of definition for actors perpetuating a sense of self. It does not follow that these differences need be seen as threatening. Here, the emancipatory nature of political constructivism is most comfortable. Seeking to embrace a more reflexive approach to international politics, political constructivists challenge the standard (state) construction of threats and re-introduce and re-constitute hidden practices that have been marginalized by the official version. This activity is more than an academic exercise; it is hyper-political, requiring the state to re-conceptualize the boundary between Self and Other.
The alternative is to reject the aff in order to deconstruct realist thought. Only constructivist understanding solves realist binaries that lead to conflict. 

Hopf 98 Associate Professor of Political Science, Ohio State University,  
"The promise of constructivism in international relations theory." International Security 23.1 (1998): 171+., Accessed 7/19/2010
One of the most important by-products of this concern with identity politics is the return of differences among states. The same state is, in effect, many different actors in world politics, and different states behave differently toward other states, based on the identities of each. If true, then we should expect different patterns of behavior across groups of states with different identities and interests.(74) Although it is tempting to assert that similarity breeds cooperation, it is impossible to make such an a priori claim. Identities have much more meaning for each state than a mere label. Identities offer each state an understanding of other states, its nature, motives, interests, probable actions, attitudes, and role in any given political context.  Understanding another state as one identity, rather than another, has consequences for the possible actions of both. For example, Michael Barnett has speculated that the failure of deterrence against Iraq in Kuwait in 1990 is because Saudi Arabia was seen as an "Arab," rather than a "sovereign," state. Iraq's understanding of Saudi Arabia as an Arab state implied that Riyadh would never allow U.S. forces to deploy on Arab territory. If, instead, Iraq had understood Saudi Arabia as a sovereign state, in a realist world, it would have perhaps expected Saudi balancing against Iraqi actions in Kuwait, including U.S. military intervention, and would have been deterred.(75) In other words, neorealist predictions of balancing behavior, such as that of Saudi Arabia, rely on a single particular identity being ascribed to that country by Iraq. But if alternative identities are possible, as constructivism suggests, the neorealist world is smaller than alleged.  Or another state may not be seen as another "state" at all, but instead as an ally, friend, enemy, co-guarantor, threat, a democracy, and so on.(76) Finally, constructivism's expectation of multiple identities for actors in world politics rests on an openness to local historical context. This receptivity to identities being generated and reproduced empirically, rather than resting on pregiven assumptions, opens up the study of world politics to different units altogether.(77) Hypothesizing differences among states allows for movement beyond the typical binary characterizations of mainstream international relations: democratic-nondemocratic, great power-non-great power, North-South, and so forth. While these common axes of analysis are certainly relevant, constructivism promises to explain many other meaningful communities of identity throughout world politics.  

Links – Generic 

The affirmative engages in realist discourse that uses fear to control the masses—that’s a tool of securization

Altheide and Michalowski 99 (David L., Professor of Justice and Social Inquiry @ ASU, R. Sam, graduate student of Sociology @ City University of New York, “Fear in the News: Discourse of Control”)

Fear pervades popular culture and the news media. Whether used as a noun, verb, adverb, or adjective, an ongoing study finds that the word "fear" pervades news reports across all sections of newspapers, and is shown to move or "travel" from one topic to another. The use of fear and the thematic emphases spawned by entertainment formats are consistent with a "discourse of fear," or the pervasive communication, symbolic awareness and expectation that danger and risk are a central feature of the effective environment. A qualitative content analysis of a decade of news coverage in The Arizona Republic and several other major American news media (e.g., the Los Angeles Times, and ABC News) reveals that the word "fear" appears more often than it did several years ago, particularly in headlines, where its use has more than doubled. Comparative materials obtained through the Lexis/Nexis information base also reveals that certain themes are associated with a shifting focus of fear over the years (e.g., violence, drugs, AIDS), with the most recent increases associated with reports about children. Analysis suggests that this use of fear is consistent with popular culture oriented to pursuing a "problem frame" and entertainment formats, which also have social implications for social policy and reliance on formal agents of social control. No passion so effectually robs the mind of all its powers of acting and reasoning as fear. Edmund Burke Nearly everyone knows how to read the news of the day. But using news as a resource for everyday life is different from treating it as a topic to understand how social reality is ordered, maintained, and repaired. On the one hand, news reports as resources serve to set emotional tones for the rhythms of life and reminders of ideals of the order and disorder that threaten peaceful neighborhoods and the cosmologies of "normal order." On the other hand, news reports as topics provide a window into organizational frameworks of reality maintenance and their relevance for broader societal definitions of situations, courses of action, and assessments of a life world. News reports, as a feature of popular culture, become intertwined in everyday life, political speeches, and other entertainment forms such as movies. This article reports on the way fear is being used to provide entertaining news that also benefits formal agents of social control and promotes distrust among the audience. The way the production of entertaining news shapes the content of news can be clarified by looking at the role and use of fear over time across social issues. When fear is the prevailing framework for looking at social issues, then other competing frames and discourses lose out. When President Franklin Roosevelt said, in the context of the Great Depression, "Let me assert my firm belief that the only thing we have to fear is fear itself," he had not envisioned American news media! Roosevelt cautioned against fear; today fear is embraced and constitutes a major public discourse through which numerous problems and issues are framed. A discourse of fear may be defined as the pervasive communication, symbolic awareness, and expectation that danger and risk are a central feature of the effective environment, or the physical and symbolic environment as people define and experience it in everyday life (Pfuhl and Henry 1993, p. 53). We report on the expanded use of fear in news reports and reflect on its significance for social order.
 Links – Generic (Fear)

The affirmative engages in fear mongering discourse to obtain state control

Altheide and Michalowski 99 (David L., Professor of Justice and Social Inquiry @ ASU, R. Sam, graduate student of Sociology @ City University of New York, “Fear in the News: Discourse of Control”)
The prevalence of fear in public discourse can contribute to stances and reactive social policies that promote state control and surveillance. Fear is a key element of creating "the risk society," organized around communication oriented to policing, control, and prevention of risks (Ericson and Haggerty 1997; Staples 1997). A constitutive feature of this emerging order is a blanket reminder of fear. "Fear ends up proving itself, as new risk communication and management systems proliferate" (Ericson and Haggerty 1997, p. 6). While fear is commonly associated with crime, we suggest that fear provides a discursive framework of expectation and meaning within which crime and related "problems" are expressed. Media practices and major news sources (e.g., law enforcement agencies) have cooperatively produced an organizational "machine," fueled by entertainment and selective use of news sources, that simultaneously connects people to their effective environments even as it generates entertainment-oriented profits (Altheide 1997). As one law enforcement official stated about Arizona's televised "crimes toppers" dramatizations, "If you can have a little entertainment and get your man, too, that's great."T his discourse resonates through public information and is becoming a part of what a mass society holds in common: We increasingly share understandings about what to fear and how to avoid it. The consequences are felt in numerous ways but particularly in accelerated negative perceptions about public order (e.g., the streets are not safe, strangers are dangerous, the state must provide more control and surveillance). In commenting on everyday life features of mass society, Stanford M. Lyman (1997, p. 294) observes, "Such a fearful disunity undermines the general conditions of trust and order, encouraging intrigues, deceptions and interactions that are strategic rather than spontaneous."
Giroux, Professor of English and Cultural Studies @ McMasters University, 06 
(Henry A., “The Emerging Authoritarianism in the United States: Political Culture under the Bush/Cheney Administration”, University of Nebraska Press, AD: 7-16-10)
He has no language for entertaining the possibility of a mixture of both systems, which would suggest a more updated if not different form of authoritarianism, or the malignant replication of many ideas characteristic without first obtaining warrants; the disclosure by the Washington Post of a network of covert prisons known as “black sites,” established by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in eight countries; the rampant corruption involving the most powerful politicians in the Bush administration; the administration’s political and moral laxity in the face of the Hurricane Katrina tragedy; and the ongoing stories about widespread abuse and torture in Iraq and Afghanistan are just some of the elements reported in the popular press that corroborate a growing authoritarianism in American life. The Bush administration, as many notable and courageous critics ranging from Seymour M. Hersh to Gore Vidal and Robert Kennedy Jr. have pointed out, has tarnished the highest offices of government with unsavory corporate alliances, used political power unabashedly to pursue legislative policies that favor the rich and punish the poor, and disabled those public spheres not governed by the logic of the market. Sidney Blumenthal, former senior adviser to President Clinton and no radical, has argued that the Bush administration has created a government that is tantamount to “a national security state of torture, ghost detainees, secret prisons, renditions and domestic eavesdropping” (para. 2). And, most recently, Bob Herbert suggested that all of the surreptitious activities of the Bush regime offer Americans nothing less than a “road map tototalitarianism” (2006, A25). 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 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-industrialmilitary 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.

Links – Hegemony 

The affirmative engages within a military structure that assumes their actions as just, “otherizing” different nations and making imperialism inevitable

Flint & Falah 04, 

(Colin, Professor of Political Geography @ Penn State, Ghazi-Walid, Professor of Geography @ Akron, “How the United States Justified Its War on Terrorism: Prime Morality and the Construction of a 'Just War'”, Third World Quarterly, Vol 25, No. 8, AD: 7-17-10)
Thus, self-defense for the hegemonic power is not so much defense of national borders, but defense of national interests that are extra-territorial, or located within other and 'othered' sovereign spaces. The need to export economic practice, political ideology and cultural ideals across the whole of the globe rests upon a visible assumption that these models are universally desired. The 'civilization' envisioned by the hegemonic power is assumed to be a global project and hence alternatives are a challenge to the cultural message that supports the hegemonic power's economic and military might. Following these extra-territorial imperatives, self-defense for the hegemonic power does not fit into the standard conceptions of war, and more specifically moral understandings of just war.7 The assumptions of what constitutes a just war are based upon the actions of territorially bounded sovereign states, theoretically equal in status, facing conflicts over borders and contiguity.8 The case is different for a hegemonic power. It faces a geopolitical dilemma in its suppression of states posing alternatives to the model of prime modernity: (1) They must act extra-territorially, against the axioms of just war, while (2) utilizing those self-same axioms to show the justness of their actions. If the hegemonic power is unable to demonstrate such justness then its extra-territoriality risks being perceived as an imperial project, which is in itself a rejection of the accepted just interaction of sovereign states. To breach the axioms of just war while appearing to stay within them is the geopolitical dilemma faced by hegemonic powers. To negotiate this dilemma the US has focused upon two types of transgressions by other states to justify its military action: anticipation and human rights. It is these two avenues for justifying war, which were manifest in the recent US invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq, which will be explored in this paper. Our goal is twofold. First, we will detail the theoretical intersections between hegemonic power and just war. The outcome is an extension of the theory of just war to the exceptional cases of hegemonic power through the introduction of a prime morality. Second, we will pursue the empirical task of illustrating how the US, as hegemonic power, constructed a rhetoric of just war. Following Reitan's distinction, we concentrate upon the belief's held by the US that gave moral justification to their actions, rather than an academic analysis of geopolitical circumstances that would classify their actions as moral or not.9 Using the language embedded in the National Security Strategy, we explore the prevalent justifications for all and any contemporary US military expeditions within the rhetoric of the War on Terrorism. 
Links – Afghanistan
Discourse of terrorism in the US singles out arabs and muslims 

Van Dijk, scholar in the fields of text linguistics, discourse analysis and Critical Discourse Analysis University of Amsterdam, 1995, [ Teun, Ideological Discourse Analysis, http://www.discourses.org/OldArticles/Ideological%20discourse%20analysis.pdf, 7/15/10

The op-ed articles in the NYT and WP reflect the mainstream definitions and perceptions of terrorism in the U.S. and Western media (Schmid, 1982; see also van Dijk, 1988). In 1993 most articles link this and other acts of political violence to Muslims, Muslim Fundamentalists, Arabs or the Middle-East (especially Lybia, Iraq, Iran, and Israel/Palestine). This is a familiar property of the media coverage of Islam and Arabs (Chomsky, 1984, 1986; Said, 1981). Virtually no articles in the NYT or the WP link terrorism with other actors and places of political violence in the world (e.g., in Salvador), a form of topical and lexical exclusivity which alone expresses an ideological position (Chomsky, 1987, 1992 a and b, 1993; Herman and Chomsky, 1988). There is one article on the Holocaust, and one on Northern Ireland. One of the most striking ideological structures manifested in virtually all op-ed articles in the WP and NYT is blatant nationalism and ethnocentrism. US-THEM polarization characterizes, understandably, not only the opposition between US (Americans, westerners) and THEM (terrorists, Arabs, Muslim fundamentalists, etc.), but more generally Americans and the rest of the world, also in editorials and other op-ed articles. This is obviously also a result from the fact that the large majority of opinion articles are written by U.S. citizens (one article in the terrorism data-base is written by an Israeli journalist, but he is also an associate of the Washington Institute for Near East Policy). Ingroup-outgroup distinction, differentiation and polarization, which by our definition of ideologies as basic self-group schemata of social cognition, are the central characteristic of all ideologies, are marked in discourse structure first of all by personal and possessive pronouns ( we , they , us , them , our , their , etc.) but also by deictics, such as here and there. Here are a few fragments of a typical op-ed article occasioned by the bombing of the WTC in New York: (1) In our radical interpretation of democracy, our rejection of elites, our well-nigh demagogic respect for the opinions of the unlearned, we are alone. (...). The demands of leadership, if not a sense of moral responsibility, will not permit us to abdicate our responsibility for 151 protecting innocent civilians and standing up against state-sponsored slaughter. But as we take on such roles, we will more often make enemies than friends, and some may have the means and, they think, the motives to hurt us at home. Among the rewards for our attempts to provide the leadership needed in a fragmented, crisis-prone world will be as yet unimagined terrorists and other assorted sociopaths determined to settle scores with us. We cannot afford to react by withdrawing from the world. Rather, we need to react prudently. (...). (NYT, Mark D.W. Edington, 2 March 1993).  

Links – Afghanistan 

Discourse in policies like the PATRIOT Act sanctions exploitation of supposed “terrorists”

Wedel, the only anthropologist to win the prestigious Grawemeyer Award for Ideas Improving World Order, is an associate professor in the School of Public Policy at George Mason University. She has testified before congressional committees and written for the major press, such as The New York Times and the Financial Times.  , July 2005 [Janine, “THE USE AND USEFULNESS OF THE SOCIAL SCIENCES: ACHIEVEMENTS, DISAPPOINTMENTS, AND PROMISE,” 3, Lexis]

Stepping back from all this, what is anthropologically interesting about the PATRIOT Act is precisely the language in which it was presented to the American public. While the dominant discourse was national security and the threat by terrorists who, in the words of George W. Bush (2001), "recognize no barrier of morality," "have no conscience," and "cannot be reasoned with," the policy narrative was filled with metaphors of "danger," "the urgency of a nation at war," and the need to "bring down walls" between intelligence gathering and law enforcement. A recurring motif in the discourse of the U.S. government was that these measures were "necessary tools" to enable "our nation's law enforcement, national defense and intelligence personnel" to "bring terrorists and other dangerous criminals to justice" (U.S. Department of Justice 2004, 1). The very identification of these kinds of threats and crises in public policy serve as a foil against which national identity is consolidated and dissent pushed aside (Campbell 1998; Feldman 2005). Significantly, the U.S. Department of Justice defended these new powers in terms of their contribution to combating pedophiles (the other folk devils that pose a public threat to "our way of life").  [*46]  The very title of the legislation -- with its flagrant exploitation of the themes of "patriotism," "state of emergency," and defense of the nation -- were similarly designed to reassure the public about the righteousness of the proposed changes while marginalizing opposition to the bill. As U.S. Attorney General Ashcroft opined in November 2001, "The highest and most noble form of public service [is] the preservation of American lives and liberty" (U.S. Department of Justice 2001). This followed President Bush's call for public unity and support for those men and women in the FBI, law enforcement, intelligence, customs, Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF), and secret services who are "serving this country with excellence, and often with bravery" (Bush 2001). The PATRIOT Act passed with little vocal opposition. Most critics either stonewalled or simply caved in to pressure to vote for the bill for fear of being deemed "soft on terrorism" and, by implication, weak on defense of the American nation. Insight magazine reported that only two copies of the bill were made available in the hours just before its passage, and most representatives admitted to voting for the bill without even seeing it (Insight, November 9, 2001). As one Republican critic of the bill (Texas representative Ron Paul) complained, The insult is to call this a "patriot bill" and suggest I'm not patriotic because I insisted upon finding out what is in it and voting no. I thought it was undermining the Constitution, so I didn't vote for it -- and therefore I'm somehow not a patriot. That's insulting. The success in muting political opposition was matched by the burden the act placed on the various nonstate actors whom it affects. One good example is found in air transportation. While the PATRIOT Act renders the violation of aircraft illegal, the enforcement of this law is largely left to private industry in the form of either private security companies or the airlines themselves. Airlines are understandably sensitive to potential lawsuits if another terrorist attack occurs after the culprits pass through their own security checks. Thus, they have incentive to err on the side of caution about letting passengers on board even if passengers fully pass their own established security standards. 
Links – Afghanistan

Bush administration policies have resulted in public discourse intertwining terrorism with the Middle East

Telhami, Dr. Telhami is a non-resident Senior Fellow at the Brookings Institution. He has been associate professor of government and director of the Near Eastern Studies Program at Cornell University and a Visiting Fellow at the Woodrow Wilson Center. He is a member of the Council on Foreign Relations and he is on the Board of Human Rights Watch. Dr. Telhami holds a Ph.D. from Cornell University, 2004 [Shibley, The Stakes America in the Middle East the Consequences of Power and the Choice for Peace, Westview Press, 4-5]
There are five significant differences between the views put forth by the United States and those of much of the world. In the rest of this chapter, I will highlight these key differences that explain the conflict between the United States and others over the most effective means to address terrorist threats. 1. Much of the world empathized with America’s pain and supported its right of self-defense in light of the horrific attacks but did not see that right as enabling America to unilaterally define global terrorism beyond the immediate threat to its own soil. 2. The United States focused its effort in fighting terrorism on confronting the “supply side” of terrorism without equally addressing the “demand side,” which many around the world see as critical. 3. The Bush administration defined terrorism as if it were an ideology, a political coalition, when in fact most around the world understand it to be an immoral means employed by diverse groups for different ends. 4. In the U.S view the central terrorist threat resides in “terrorist states,” and some U.S. officials talk as if confronting those state could result in the defeat of the terror phenomenon. However, most around the world view terrorism as the antitstate, as an increasingly threatening phenomenon in part because of the relative weakening state in an era of globalization. 5. The public discourse in America has associated terrorism in the Middle East, especially the suicide bombings, with aspects of the Islamic religion, even as President Bush has been careful to reject this notion, whereas many around the world see both the motives and the means of Middle Eastern terrorism to be less about Islam and more about politics. 
American policy makers perceive the Middle East to be the next Nazi threat 
Qureshi, Wertheim Fellow at the Labor & Worklife Program at Harvard Law School, and a past Fellow at the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy, Kennedy School of Government,  ,2003 [Emran, The New Crusades, Columbia University Press, 114]

Perhaps inspired by his lop adviser William Kristol, U.S. vice president J. Danforth Quayle told nearly one thousand graduates from the U.S. Naval Academy: "We have been surprised this past century by the rise of communism, the rise of Nazism, and the rise of Islamic fundamentalism."97 His analysis soon received ratification from British defense expert Clare Hollingworth: "Muslim fundamentalism is fast becoming the chief threat to global peace and security. ... It is akin to the menace posed by Nazism and fascism in the 1950s and then by communism in the '50s. From its very inception neoconservatism has been predicated on the need for an enemy, with the movement's founding father Irving Kristol identifying liberalism as the central source of societal decay. Kristol's own intellectual hero is the emigr£ political philosopher Leo Strauss. The Straussians owe a substantial intellectual debt to the German philosopher Carl Schmitt, who spoke of the enemy from within and without, the adversary shaping one's corc identity. As Shadia Drury in Leo Strauss and the American Right explains the Straussian delight with this philosophical bedfellow of European fascism:

Links – Afghanistan 

US Policy towards Iraq demonstrates a policy where we treat Islam “like the enemy they are” and maintain our military security 

Qureshi, Wertheim Fellow at the Labor & Worklife Program at Harvard Law School, and a past Fellow at the Carr Center for Human Rights Policy, Kennedy School of Government,  ,2003 [Emran, The New Crusades, Columbia University Press, 11-13]

Militant religious ideology has served as a partial replacement for the cold war as a conduit for conflict. Major violence has been carried out in the name of Buddhism, Christianity, Hinduism, Islam, Judaism, and Sikhism. A significant number of these conflicts involve Muslims: in the Sudan, India, Chechnya, Kashmir, Afghanistan, Bosnia, Kosovo, Iraq, and Palestine, to mention only a few. It is a seemingly elegant and simple solution to see the conflict in terms of East-West rivalry had been used as a framework for the cold war, with the West defined as liberal capitalism and the East as communism. Rather than having to construct a new paradigm, the clash theorists could simply re-define, the East of the cold war as the older Orientalist East, as Islam and/or Confucianism. The West is a relational designation; it has meaning only in contrast or comparison to an East. The self definition of the West and its military, economic, and ideological investment in the defense against communism need not be dismantled but could be directed toward the threat of this newly configured East. The same West (defined as individualistic, enterprising, egalitarian, peaceable, and tolerant) is pitted against and East now embodied by Islam and characterizes as fundamentalist, reactionary, terrorist, static, and oppressive of women. Anti-Western Muslim militants construct a similarly absolute conflict between the degenerate, repressive, soulless, hedonistic, and women-exploiting West and the justice, truth, and moral center represented by Islam. Lewis’s “the Book of Muslim rage” appealed strongly to Samuel Huntington, who presented his own clash-of-civilizations hypothesis in a 1993 anti-circle in Foreign Affairs, a journal influential among policy makers and the military establishment.31 Huntington suggests the conflict that had been directed between the West and the Communist bloc is now being redirected through civilizations. He brands Confucians and Islamic civilizations as the prime enemy. In his 1996 book, The Clash of Civilizations and the Making of a New World Order, he sharpens his view of a uniformly hostile Islam with “bloody borders.”32 Huntington illustrates his claim that Islam has bloody borders with a map showing Muslim-populated areas throughout the world ringed with blood-red boundaries. Huntington repeats Lewis’s claim that violence is inherent to Islam because of its essential distinction between the “House of Islam” and the “House of War” and because of Muhammad’s role as prophet, warrior, and ruler. Like Lewis, je makes no effort to demonstrate through comparative analysis of scriptures or historical records that Islam’s propensity for violence is greater than that of other religions.33 Once the essentially violent and hostile nature of Islam has been identified and the state of clash between Islam and the presumably less violent West has been established, Huntington draws the conclusions for those concerned with national security. “We” should cooperate with those civilizations that are less inimical to us. But in the face of an inherently hostile civilization like Islam we should adopt a posture that treats Islam as the enemy it is. We should maintain a strong defense: we should limit its military threat, maintain our own military superiority over it, and “exploit the interior differences and conflicts among Confucian and Islamic states. “34 U.S policy toward Iraq has offered an instinctive test case for Huntington’s prescription that we should exploit the interior differences and conflicts naming Islamic states. 
Links – Afghanistan (Media)

The western writers who led culture discourse post Cold-War identified Islam as a source of incsecurity

Murden, senior lecturer in the Department of Strategic Studies and International Affairs at Britannia Naval College, 2002[Simon, Islam the Middle East and the New Global Hegemony, Lynne Riener Publishers, 24]

During the Cold War, the Islamic revival was a slideshow in the geopolitics of the Soviet-U.S. confrontation. Western policymakers recognized a “crescent of crisis” in the Middle East and southwestern Asia. Notably the “northern tier” of Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, and Afghanistan-but reduced its significance to the opportunity it gave to the Soviets. After the Cold War, the meaning of the Islamic revival had to be reassessed. Cultural revivalism now provided the principal resistance to the universalizing liberal order and so assumed an independent significance. Islam was the biggest of the cultural locals, with over 1 billion Muslims stretching from West Africa through the Eurasian continent and on to the Philippines Islam was also the most forceful of the cultural revivals at play in the world, and it provided a completely different moral and political vision that offered by the globally dominant West. Many of the Western writers leading the discourse about culture tended to see Islam as a source of backwardness and insecurity. The urge to identify the next threat to the West was a particular need in some quarters. The representation of Islam in the emerging discourse was important because it established a priori understandings about Muslims and their attitude toward the West, Perceiving Muslims as a problem was liable, as John Agnew and Stuart Corbridge have argued more generally, to turn them into “security commodities, readily subject to invasion, control or bombing.”1 The West has had a long tradition of designating others as backward and itself as the model of progress. Between Western arrogance and Islamic assertiveness in the discourse, the potential for trust and cooperation was diminished. Relations between the West and the Muslim world faced an uphill struggle right from the very beginning of the post-Cold War era. 
Links – Afghanistan (Freedom)

Discourse of “freedom” is used to otherize the Middle East by making them the antithesis of American values

Lazar, Lancaster University, 2004, [Annita, “The discourse of the New World Order:

‘out-casting’ the double face of threat,” SAGE publications, 227-229) 

Enunciating the ‘enemy’ is pivotal to defining, establishing and maintaining a moral order, for the enemy is one who violates ‘our’ values. The key value at stake in the NWO discourse is ‘freedom’, which in one form or another is reiterated in the presidential statements. Yet it emerges as the defining, fundamental concept mainly vis-à-vis expressions of opposition to it. One way this is achieved is through the lexicalization of ‘enemy’ and its juxtaposition with ‘our’ values, as the following examples suggest: in every generation, the world has produced enemies of human freedom (Bush, 2001b) on September 11th, enemies of freedom committed an act of war against our country (Bush, 2001d) Saddam Hussein and the other enemies of peace (Clinton, 1998b) Lazar and Lazar: Discourse of the New World Order 227 Freedom’s role as the cornerstone of the moral order is further established through its constant depiction as a target: freedom itself is under attack (Bush, 2001d) they have attacked America because we are freedom’s home and defender (Bush, 2001b) the bin Laden network of terrorist groups was planning to mount further attacks on America and other freedom-loving people (Clinton, 1998a) The notion of freedom predominates in the discourse, appearing as a buzz-word of universal resonance. But what does it mean? In common-sense usage, freedom may be defined as one’s ability to decide and choose; how is it, then, that the adversary is construed as having no desire for freedom? On closer inspection, we find both wider and specific meanings encompassed by ‘freedom’, sustaining a very particular understanding while exuding a sense of universal acceptability. Here is an analysis of ‘freedom’ that examines the semantic field it enters into, what it collocates with, and how it is elaborated. Semantic field: peace, democracy (Clinton, 1998a, 1998b) our liberty, liberty and equality, human liberty (Bush, 2002d) Collocations: freedom and opportunity (Bush, 2001a, 2002d) freedom and democracy (Bush, 2001b) freedom and all that is good and just (Bush, 2001a) freedom and the dignity of every life (Bush, 2002a) Elaborating statements: They hate what we see right here in this chamber – a democratically elected government. Their leaders are self-appointed. They hate our freedoms – our freedom of religion, our freedom of speech, our freedom to vote and assemble and disagree with each other (Bush, 2001d) Ours is the cause of human dignity, freedom guided by conscience and guarded by peace (Bush, 2002d) Free trade and free markets have proved their ability to lift whole societies out of poverty – so the US is working with the entire global trading community to build a world that trades in freedom and therefore grows in prosperity (Bush, 2002e) What emerges is the understanding of ‘freedom’ in the particularistic sense of western capitalist liberal democracy. Also evident in the speeches are references to ‘peace’ and ‘dignity’ and an association with ‘all that is good and just’. In other words, contained in the notion of freedom is a very particular politico-economic ideology that appropriates to itself attributes of righteousness. Thus America’s claim of the high moral ground is bolstered, together with the universalization of the values it espouses as normative. While the appeal to the universal has important strategic functions in ‘de-politicizing’ and ‘de-ideologizing’ liberal democracy, there is never any doubt that the politico-economic ‘non-ideology’ in question is American. Speaking on Ellis Island on the anniversary of the attacks, Bush said that ‘the attack on our nation was also an attack on the ideals that make us a nation’. The highlighted nominal group, whose meaning was over-determined by the twin symbols of the Statue of Liberty (over Bush’s right shoulder) and the American flag (over his left), can be read unequivocally as synonymous with democracy. The point is accentuated by the apposition of ‘our way of life’ with ‘our freedoms’: today, our fellow citizens, our way of life, our very freedoms came under attack (Bush, 2001a) we will not allow this enemy to win the war by changing our way of life or restricting our freedoms (Bush, 2001b) If America is aligned with freedom, then (following the logic of binarism) the adversary cannot also be associated with it. This is implied, for instance, in Clinton’s statement that ‘the bin Laden network of terrorist groups was planning to mount further attacks against Americans and other freedom-loving people’ (Clinton, 1998a). Indeed, the discourse upholds a clear dichotomy between those who love freedom and others who are said to hate it (and therefore by implication America): They hate what we see right here in this chamber – a democratically elected government . . . They hate our freedoms – our freedom of religion, our freedom of speech, our freedom to vote and assemble and disagree with each other (Bush, 2001d) The groups associated with him [Osama bin Laden] . . . share a hatred for democracy (Clinton, 1998a) Where the ‘other’ is excluded from having a stake in freedom, the labelling of bin Laden as a terrorist or Saddam as a tyrant becomes easily justifiable. The strategy is meant to deny any appropriation by bin Laden and those associated with him of ideologically respectable terms like ‘soldiers’ or ‘freedom fighters’; at the same time, it makes counter-violence an urgent task (Fortin, 1989).  

Links – Indo-Pak

Nuclear Links – Orientalism structures our relations with the Third World in a series of us-them binaries that replicate exclusion

Hugh Gusterson april 2006 A Double Standard on Nuclear Weapons? Audit of the conventional wisdom MIT Center for International Studies

According to the anthropological literature on risk, shared fears often reveal as much about the identities and solidarities of the fearful as about the actual dangers that are feared. The immoderate reactions in the West to the nuclear tests conducted in 1998 by India and Pakistan, and to Iraq‘s nuclear weapons program earlier, are examples of an entrenched dis- course on nuclear proliferation that has played an important role in structuring the Third World, and our relation to it, in the Western imagination. This discourse, dividing the world into nations that can be trusted with nuclear weapons and those that cannot, dates back, at least, to the Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1970.
Indo-Pakistani conflict is a direct result of western constructionist ideals 
Meghana V. Nayak 2002 (Political Science Department Macarthur Scholar Phd Candidate University Of Minnesota press) The Links - OrientalismOf Mapping Bodies And Borders: Postcolonial (In) Security And Feminist Contentions On The India-Pakistan Border 

http://www.southwestern.edu/academics/bwp/pdf/2003bwp-nayak.pdf
In the contemporary Indian electoral scene, voter banks are no longer beefed up by accommodating minorities but by promises to teach Pakistan tough lessons and to insist on the political construction of religious minorities as Hindu citizens. India‘s security imaginary is under constant threat by scheming, lurking Muslims who emerged during Partition. The politics of mapping the Indo-Pakistan border, then, participates in and draws upon Orientalist logic. I would go so far as to say that the mapping of the border would not be possible without Orientalism. 
India now borrows US anti-terror rhetoric to describe Pakistan. This leads to escalation and possibly war. 

Meghana V. Nayak 2002 (Political Science Department Macarthur Scholar Phd Candidate University Of Minnesota press) The Links - OrientalismOf Mapping Bodies And Borders: Postcolonial (In) Security And Feminist Contentions On The India-Pakistan Border

http://www.southwestern.edu/academics/bwp/pdf/2003bwp-nayak.pdf
The December 13, 2001 attack on India‘s Parliament took on an especially charged symbolism, smacking of war-mongering and nationalist chauvinism, and explicitly invoking George W. Bush‘s claim that any country (namely Pakistan) that harbors or supports terrorist will be considered a hostile regime. India expressed fear of the ―Talibanization‖ of Pakistan and Kashmir, to invoke the same dangers as those producing U.S. foreign policy and to accordingly justify any military border intervention. Pakistan, in turn, quickly attempted to keep up with India‘s cartographic practices. When India blamed two Pakistan-based groups, Lashkar-e-Tayiba and Jaish-e-Mohammed, for invading its territory and attacking the Parliament, Pakistan's military spokesman alleged that Indian intelligence agencies engineered the attack to justify an attack on Pakistan‘s territory. By late December, both countries had mobilized massive troop movements to the border. As the countries shut down interstate train travel, mournful relatives on both sides of the contentious border recalled the pain of the Partition.

Links – Iraq

Iraq was constructed as a threat through language that linked it to al-Qaeda. 

Pezdirc ‘10

Marjetka, MA School of Humanities and Social Sciences, University of Exeter, “CONSTRUCTION AND DECONSTRUCTION OF A JUST WAR:WAR ON TERROR REVISITED” Ethnopoltics Paper no 1, 

The grounds for the “just war” on Iraq were prepared well in advance by including Iraq among the regimes that sponsor terror, by greatly emphasizing the fact that the Iraqi regime was definitely and beyond question in possession of biological, chemical and nuclear weapons17, by establishing the Al-Qaeda-Iraq connection18 and, in final stages, Hussein’s failure to disarm according to the UN resolution 1441. Explanation for inspections not proving the existence of these weapons was regime’s determinacy ‘to deceive, to hide, to keep from the inspectors’ (Powell 5/2/2003) Necessity for action was greatly magnified: Some have said we must not act until the threat is imminent. Since when have terrorists and tyrants announced their intentions, politely putting us on notice before they strike? If this threat is permitted to fully and suddenly emerge, all actions, all words, and all recriminations would come too late. (Bush 28/1/2003) ‘I would never as British Prime Minister send British troops to war unless I thought it was necessary. But there is a direct threat to British national security in the trade in chemical, biological and nuclear weapons’ (Blair 13/1/2003). ‘The price of doing nothing exceeds the price of taking action’ (Bush 6/3/2003). Right before the beginning of the war Bush stated: ‘[w]e are now acting because the risks of inaction would be far greater’ (17/3/2003) Self-defence rhetoric, mainly connected to September 11th, was used continually: ‘[T]his enemy poses a mortal threat to the American people – as the whole world learned on September 11th, 2001’ (Wolfowitz 11/3/2003). ‘As we fight this war, we will remember where it began – here, in our own country. This government is taking unprecedented measures to protect our people and defend our homeland.

Iraq is socially constructed by the US govt and media through hegemonic discourse. 

Pezdirc ‘10

Marjetka, MA School of Humanities and Social Sciences, University of Exeter, “CONSTRUCTION AND DECONSTRUCTION OF A JUST WAR:WAR ON TERROR REVISITED” Ethnopoltics Paper no 1, 

Terrorist discourse is where violent powers and insurgent meanings clash (Der Derian 1992, 96) and most importantly, where the insurgents can easily lose the battle. Roland Barthes’ textual analysis investigates the consequence of discursive applications of certain attributes to individuals, institutions and actions regardless of the actual essence they posses. In the case of ‘War on Terror’ it is not so important whether for instance Iraq is actually a rogue state in possession of WMD prepared to sell them to terrorist networks. The importance lies in what the U.S. government, other allied governments and subsequently the media say about Iraq and what people end up believing is true. Iraqi identity is socially constructed since the hegemonic discourse has the power to construct political reality. (Fortin 1989, 190-192) It is transmitted through the mass media to the mass audiences, which are thus persuaded to accept the securitizing move of the government and approve the launch of another war for peace and a terrorist-free world. Especially powerful tool of such manipulation is posing terrorism inappropriately high on the public agenda32.This is made possible by the media framing of world policy issues in accordance to the U.S foreign policy agenda (Tehranian 2002, 77)
American foreign policy has reached a crisis culminating with the invasion of Iraq. 

Røyrvik 09

Emil A. , “The Sociality of Securitization: Symbolic Weapons of Mass Deception”

Journal Of Dialogic Anthropology

Both strategies of securitization have reached their climax of crisis in the contemporary.  The result of the financial crisis so far has according to the IMF been a total global equity loss since 2007 of some US $40 trillion, about two thirds of world GDP. Furthermore, unemployment forecasts are staggering (Robbins 2009), and patterns of economic inequality are unprecedented in modern times (Hart 2002; UNDP 2005). As the historical analysis of the waning of US hegemony provided by Giovanni Arrighi (1994; 2007) shows, the signal crisis of the American empire occurred in the 1970s with the decoupling of the dollar from the gold standard, the Vietnam War and the first oil crisis, while the terminal crisis of the US political economic hegemony can be seen in the invasion of Iraq and Afghanistan on the one hand, and the systemic financial crisis on the other.
Links – Iraq

Iraq was constructed as a threat to peace through war rhetoric that politicizes oppression and creates crises. 
Lazer and Lazar, prof at the Lancaster University and National University of Singapore, 04 
Disocourse and Society, “The Discourse of the New World Order: 'Out-Casting'the Double Face of Threat. “  Vol 14, No 4. pg 230
There are three points worth noting here. First, ‘their’ beliefs and visions are ‘radical’ and fanatical, antithetical to liberalism, and connote intolerance and irrationality. Second, there is a lumping together of ‘their’ beliefs with historically well-known ideologies of oppression. The lack of differentiation makes this an ‘efficient rhetorical ploy to emphasise how bad the Others are’ (van Dijk, 1994: 20). Third, enemies are depicted as driven by power (note especially the nominals ‘the will’ and ‘the pursuit’). Whereas the values of America and the NWO have been de-politicized and made to appear non-ideological – with ‘freedom’ as a shorthand for the universal values of humanity – the enemies’ values have been deliberately politicized and ideologized. Drawing on Derrida, Sims (1999: 19) summarizes this nicely: It is conventional . . . to believe that one’s opponent has an ideology, but that one’s own side does not. Only the enemy are [sic] nasty ideologues, whereas we stand for the cause of freedom, justice, human rights, etc. From this perspective, liberal democracy is not an ideology so much as an ideal state of affairs. The enemies’ ‘will/pursuit to power’ indicates that their beliefs are not only  different from ‘ours’ but also that, alarmingly, they seek to actively destabilize and replace ‘our’ moral order. This evokes a crisis rhetoric, making the threat all the more imminent and ominous. The synonyms ‘disrupt’, ‘challenge’ and ‘threat(en)’ are frequent in the discourse: disrupt and end a way of life; a threat to our way of life (Bush, 2001d) freedom has been threatened by war and terror; it has been challenged by the clashing wills of powerful states and the designs of tyrants (Bush, 2002e) Iraq’s threat to peace (Bush Senior, 1990a)

Occupation in Iraq was legitimatized by securitizing language. 

O’Reilly 08, School of Politics and International Relations, University College Dublin,

Ciaran, “Primetime Patriotism: News Media and the Securitization of Iraq”, Journal of Politics and Law, Vol 1, No 3

Securitization is a speech-act, a process which performs whilebeing said, i.e. an issue can become a security threat by virtue of having been described as such. Obviously, who makes such a claim and to whom is fundamental to this process. Buzan et al (1998) look not at whether genuine security risks exist but the process whereby something or someone is represented as such. The criteria which determine a securitizing move as being successful are fairly untreated by Buzan et al, other than a conclusion which speaks vaguely about the recognition of broken rules. I wish to elaborate further on this aspect to securitization with reference to Iraq, because it is vital to properly consider such a process without setting out how and why it achieves success. To facilitate this I have termed a concept of critical mass, which is the concept that securitization has been successful, i.e. critical mass has been achieved, when the securitizing actor has convinced enough of the right people that someone or something constitutes a legitimate security threat. There are two pillars to this process, namely volume and caliber. The first is simply the idea that a particular amount of people, usually the majority of the target group, must be convinced of the threat. This seems clear, given that convincing only a handful of US Senators or a small minority of the US public would almost certainly not have resulted in a war. The latter pertains to the appropriateness and relevance of the particular audience. It was essential above all else to convince the US Senate and American public of the threat Iraq posed rather than, for example, the people of Ireland. This is particularly so with regard to small or developing countries with little to offer in terms of military or political leverage. Each pillar is dependent on the specifics of any situation, but should be easily recognizable. The domestic/international dynamic of this concept is particularly relevant to the Iraq War. Winning the moral support of the American public and the formal support of a Senate vote went hand-in-hand, and arguably influenced each other in supporting the war. Support for the conflict outside the US was largely non-existent, though as we shall see later the US media’s role in misrepresenting the international community’s opinion was pivotal. I believe that Iraq was successfully securitized if one takes these criteria into consideration and accepts that while the majority of the international community was not convinced, this may not have been necessarily essential 

Links – Iraq (Humanitarianism/Peace)

Descriptions of humanitarian crimes and peace-keeping regime changes are only justifications for international wars. 

Lazer and Lazar, prof at the Lancaster University and National University of Singapore, 04 
Disocourse and Society, “The Discourse of the New World Order: 'Out-Casting'the Double Face of Threat. “  Vol 14, No 4.  [p 232]

The representation of the political criminal is further shown vis-à-vis characterizations of their (civilian) victims. The word ‘innocent(s)’ appears frequently, both as noun and as adjective, with the additional meaning of civilians/noncombatants’: thus, the murder of innocents (Bush, 2002c; Clinton, 1998a); violence against innocents (Bush, 2002c); the loss of innocent life/lives (Bush, 2002a; Bush Senior, 1990b). A similar effect can be achieved through reference to size – a small and helpless neighbor [Kuwait] (Bush Senior, 1991a); or to traditionally vulnerable people – civilians, including women and children (Bush, 2001d); or to the ordinariness of the targets – the victims were in airplanes or in their offices. Secretaries, business men and women, military and federal workers. Moms and dads. Friends and neighbors (Bush, 2001d). Victims are found not only outside the enemy’s borders, but also include internal civilian populations, which goes to show that nobody is safe from the tyranny. This enables the rallying of international support against a morally decrepit enemy: Afghanistan’s people have been brutalized – many are starving and many have fled (Bush, 2001d) [Saddam] . . . firing Scud missiles at the citizens of Israel, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain and Iran; and not only a foreign enemy, but even against his own people, gassing Kurdish civilians in Northern Iraq (Clinton, 1998b) The horror of these crimes is heightened through a strategy that van Dijk (1995) terms ‘concretization’, which  emphasizes the enemy’s negative acts by describing them in overly specific, graphic and visualizable terms. The purpose is not so much to describe or explain as to incite a strong affective response (Fortin, 1989) – especially effective where children are among the victims: Iraq . . . a regime that has already used poison gas to murder thousands of its own citizens, leaving the bodies of mothers huddled over their dead children (Bush, 2002a) Iraq’s occupation of Kuwait has been a nightmare . . . homes, buildings and factories have been looted. Babies have been torn from incubators; children shot in front of their parents. Disappearances and graphic accounts of torture are widespread. (Bush Senior, 1990b). 
Peace talk and humanitarian is only disguised security rhetoric. 

Pezdirc ‘10

Marjetka, MA School of Humanities and Social Sciences, University of Exeter, “CONSTRUCTION AND DECONSTRUCTION OF A JUST WAR:WAR ON TERROR REVISITED” Ethnopoltics Paper no 1, 

Pg 25-26
Right intention was traditionally a key element of jus ad bellum. Established already by Augustine it implied that only just rulers with correct intention can wage just wars and that warriors may fight only for justice and not out of hatred, vengeance or some other wrong intention. (Lammers 1990, 59, 73) Emphasis on peace and justice can be observed in statements such as ‘we have a great opportunity during this time of war to lead the world toward the values that will bring lasting peace’; ‘we seek a just and peaceful world beyond the war on terror’ (Bush 29/1/2002); ‘a war of liberation, a war to secure peace and freedom not only for ourselves, but for the Iraqi people’ (Wolfowitz 11/3/2003); ‘[w]e exercise power without conquest, and we sacrifice for the liberty of strangers’ (Bush 28/1/2003).  General public opinion polling shows that besides the fight for justice and the defence of the vital interests the public is inclined to act militarily also when force can provide humanitarian assistance (Kohut, Toth 1995, 153). Such convergence of national interest and international morality seemed to work already when America mobilized for the Gulf War (Bacevich 1995, 183) and humanitarian rhetoric was used once again to justify the ‘War on Terror’. This is why the suffering of Iraqi people, ‘the primary victims of Saddam’, was often mentioned: ‘the thousands of children that die needlessly every year, the people locked up in prisons or executed simply for showing disagreement with the regime’ followed by the forthcoming American assistance: ‘we will do everything we can to minimize the suffering of the Iraqi people’ (Bush 16/3/2003). In the final ultimatum before the beginning of the war, Bush directly addressed the Iraqi people: ‘We will tear down the apparatus of terror and we will help you to build a new Iraq that is prosperous and free. /…/ The day of your liberation is near’ (17/3/2003).   

Links – Iraq (Herosim)
US military engagement in Iraqi was manipulated to make the US military look like the bringer of justice. 
Staines  07,  a cultural theorist teaching Holocaust and Genocide Studies in the Australian Centre for Jewish Civilisation; previously a researcher at Macquarie University, Australia, Fellow at Cambridge University. Deborah , Interrogating the War on Terror: Interdisciplinary Perspectives. CAMBRIDGE SCHOLARS PUBLISHING, Pg 6-7

By intervening in the popularised relation of the terms “war on terror” these papers question their dominance over alternative means of understanding contemporary realities and risks. Despite the passage of several years, there are few volumes comparable to this one. Dissent from the Homeland (Hauerwas and Lentricchia 2003) and Understanding September 11 (Calhoun, Price and Timmer 2002) are two of the best academic critiques of the mobilisation of the war on terror. This publishing trend in part reflects the operation of a dominant paradigm—for there are many publications available that tacitly or explicitly assert the existence of a war on terror, and then debate and rationalise its application.5 They express an American sense of vulnerability by speaking of an uncertain future and of engagement with an unfamiliar enemy. They capitalise on the fear generated by September 11, 2001, making accusations of underfunded military capability and policing and analysis failures, and present improved security solutions. They manipulate the new language of international terrorism: violent jihad, militant Islamist, suicide bomber, preparedness. Suddenly, there is an overt emphasis on survival—a language echoing World War Two and Cold War rhetoric—and an over-reliance on military force to produce justice. These volumes operate well within the paradigm. They do not problematise the paradigm itself, or deploy the cross-disciplinary perspectives that this volume offers. In this volume, the practices, effects, and future of the paradigm are addressed across a range of topics. The paradigm for a war on terror can be traced in the operations of government, military, law, economy, media, and penalty, and in its effects on embodied subjects. It is visible in the bureaucracy of newly formed government bodies such as the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. It is represented in Interrogating the War on Terror: Interdisciplinary Perspectives 7 the ideological agenda of the neo-conservative movement in the U.S. It is expressed by the large military engagements of Operation Iraqi Freedom (Iraq) and Operation Enduring Freedom (Afghanistan). It is practised through new laws invented for the purpose of counter-terrorism, especially in the United States, Britain, and Australia (USA Patriot Act 2001; UK Anti-terrorism, Crime and Security Act 2001; Australian Anti-terrorism Act 2004). It takes form in Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, in Camps Delta and X-Ray. It is perpetuated in secret CIA flights enabling the illegal transfer of prisoners to U.S. soil, via Europe— renditions first reported in 2004 and still under investigation (Grey 2006; Norton-Taylor 2006; Priest 2004). It is challenged in military courts which unravel the present-day abuses of long-standing war conventions such as the Geneva conventions and U.N. protocols.

Links – Iraq (Patriotism)

US actions in Iraq are based on hyper-patriotism. 

O’Reilly 08, School of Politics and International Relations, University College Dublin,

Ciaran, “Primetime Patriotism: News Media and the Securitization of Iraq”, Journal of Politics and Law, Vol 1, No 3

The impetus to push support for the war through formal channels both in the US and at the UN may have seemed laborious and time-consuming given the malleable nature of public feeling. However this formalization is another key aspect of the critical mass concept, and one which gave the Bush administration four key advantages. First, they were seen as further differentiating themselves from the enemy, most notably Al-Qaeda, for respecting due process and the basics of democracy. Second, the inclusion of both parties via the Senate vote while technically necessary in order to wage war created an impression of political consensus and agreement on the issue for the wide public and media. Third, they were seen as having respect for the opinion and authority of the international community. Although soon after enough foreign states were in support of the US to circumvent UN procedure which was seen by many as an arrogant and hasty move. Last and most importantly, such formalization significantly resists challenges or charges of illegal action and/or war crimes in the future, should the military action become unpopular. This could come about either domestically or internationally based on new evidence, a perception of instability and ineptitude or a failure to achieve stated goals. Each of these four can be thought of in a broader context as elements of the securitization process which should be incorporated and considered when examining future empirical evidence. 3. Representation and Perception The Bush administration did enough of a job securitizing Iraq as to gain support from a significant majority of the US public, the US Senate and several other states including most importantly the United Kingdom. The entire process was also made easier by the environment or ‘context’ as Balzacq would describe it (Balzacq 2005). Specifically, I believe there is a direct correlation between levels of nationalism and patriotism and the ease by which a securitizing actor can successfully legitimize something or someone as a threat to national security. With this mind, I will turn to how the government achieved this, given the level of international opposition, with specific reference to the role played by both the intelligence community and mainstream US media, in the context of a national identity heavily influenced by the events of 9/11.

Links – Iraq

Iraq was constructed as a threat to peace through war rhetoric that politicizes oppression and creates crises. 

Lazer and Lazar, prof at the Lancaster University and National University of Singapore, 04 
Disocourse and Society, “The Discourse of the New World Order: 'Out-Casting'the Double Face of Threat. “  Vol 14, No 4. pg 230
There are three points worth noting here. First, ‘their’ beliefs and visions are ‘radical’ and fanatical, antithetical to liberalism, and connote intolerance and irrationality. Second, there is a lumping together of ‘their’ beliefs with historically well-known ideologies of oppression. The lack of differentiation makes this an ‘efficient rhetorical ploy to emphasise how bad the Others are’ (van Dijk, 1994: 20). Third, enemies are depicted as driven by power (note especially the nominals ‘the will’ and ‘the pursuit’). Whereas the values of America and the NWO have been de-politicized and made to appear non-ideological – with ‘freedom’ as a shorthand for the universal values of humanity – the enemies’ values have been deliberately politicized and ideologized. Drawing on Derrida, Sims (1999: 19) summarizes this nicely: It is conventional . . . to believe that one’s opponent has an ideology, but that one’s own side does not. Only the enemy are [sic] nasty ideologues, whereas we stand for the cause of freedom, justice, human rights, etc. From this perspective, liberal democracy is not an ideology so much as an ideal state of affairs. The enemies’ ‘will/pursuit to power’ indicates that their beliefs are not only  different from ‘ours’ but also that, alarmingly, they seek to actively destabilize and replace ‘our’ moral order. This evokes a crisis rhetoric, making the threat all the more imminent and ominous. The synonyms ‘disrupt’, ‘challenge’ and ‘threat(en)’ are frequent in the discourse: disrupt and end a way of life; a threat to our way of life (Bush, 2001d) freedom has been threatened by war and terror; it has been challenged by the clashing wills of powerful states and the designs of tyrants (Bush, 2002e) Iraq’s threat to peace (Bush Senior, 1990a)

US military engagement in Iraqi was manipulated to make the US military look like the bringer of justice. 

Staines  07,  a cultural theorist teaching Holocaust and Genocide Studies in the Australian Centre for Jewish Civilisation; previously a researcher at Macquarie University, Australia, Fellow at Cambridge University. Deborah , Interrogating the War on Terror: Interdisciplinary Perspectives. CAMBRIDGE SCHOLARS PUBLISHING, Pg 6-7

By intervening in the popularised relation of the terms “war on terror” these papers question their dominance over alternative means of understanding contemporary realities and risks. Despite the passage of several years, there are few volumes comparable to this one. Dissent from the Homeland (Hauerwas and Lentricchia 2003) and Understanding September 11 (Calhoun, Price and Timmer 2002) are two of the best academic critiques of the mobilisation of the war on terror. This publishing trend in part reflects the operation of a dominant paradigm—for there are many publications available that tacitly or explicitly assert the existence of a war on terror, and then debate and rationalise its application.5 They express an American sense of vulnerability by speaking of an uncertain future and of engagement with an unfamiliar enemy. They capitalise on the fear generated by September 11, 2001, making accusations of underfunded military capability and policing and analysis failures, and present improved security solutions. They manipulate the new language of international terrorism: violent jihad, militant Islamist, suicide bomber, preparedness. Suddenly, there is an overt emphasis on survival—a language echoing World War Two and Cold War rhetoric—and an over-reliance on military force to produce justice. These volumes operate well within the paradigm. They do not problematise the paradigm itself, or deploy the cross-disciplinary perspectives that this volume offers. In this volume, the practices, effects, and future of the paradigm are addressed across a range of topics. The paradigm for a war on terror can be traced in the operations of government, military, law, economy, media, and penalty, and in its effects on embodied subjects. It is visible in the bureaucracy of newly formed government bodies such as the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. It is represented in Interrogating the War on Terror: Interdisciplinary Perspectives 7 the ideological agenda of the neo-conservative movement in the U.S. It is expressed by the large military engagements of Operation Iraqi Freedom (Iraq) and Operation Enduring Freedom (Afghanistan). It is practised through new laws invented for the purpose of counter-terrorism, especially in the United States, Britain, and Australia (USA Patriot Act 2001; UK Anti-terrorism, Crime and Security Act 2001; Australian Anti-terrorism Act 2004). It takes form in Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, in Camps Delta and X-Ray. It is perpetuated in secret CIA flights enabling the illegal transfer of prisoners to U.S. soil, via Europe— renditions first reported in 2004 and still under investigation (Grey 2006; Norton-Taylor 2006; Priest 2004). It is challenged in military courts which unravel the present-day abuses of long-standing war conventions such as the Geneva conventions and U.N. protocols. 

Links – Iraq

Iraq was constructed as a threat to peace through war rhetoric that politicizes oppression and creates crises. 

Lazer and Lazar, prof at the Lancaster University and National University of Singapore, 04 

Disocourse and Society, “The Discourse of the New World Order: 'Out-Casting'the Double Face of Threat. “  Vol 14, No 4. pg 230
There are three points worth noting here. First, ‘their’ beliefs and visions are ‘radical’ and fanatical, antithetical to liberalism, and connote intolerance and irrationality. Second, there is a lumping together of ‘their’ beliefs with historically well-known ideologies of oppression. The lack of differentiation makes this an ‘efficient rhetorical ploy to emphasise how bad the Others are’ (van Dijk, 1994: 20). Third, enemies are depicted as driven by power (note especially the nominals ‘the will’ and ‘the pursuit’). Whereas the values of America and the NWO have been de-politicized and made to appear non-ideological – with ‘freedom’ as a shorthand for the universal values of humanity – the enemies’ values have been deliberately politicized and ideologized. Drawing on Derrida, Sims (1999: 19) summarizes this nicely: It is conventional . . . to believe that one’s opponent has an ideology, but that one’s own side does not. Only the enemy are [sic] nasty ideologues, whereas we stand for the cause of freedom, justice, human rights, etc. From this perspective, liberal democracy is not an ideology so much as an ideal state of affairs. The enemies’ ‘will/pursuit to power’ indicates that their beliefs are not only  different from ‘ours’ but also that, alarmingly, they seek to actively destabilize and replace ‘our’ moral order. This evokes a crisis rhetoric, making the threat all the more imminent and ominous. The synonyms ‘disrupt’, ‘challenge’ and ‘threat(en)’ are frequent in the discourse: disrupt and end a way of life; a threat to our way of life (Bush, 2001d) freedom has been threatened by war and terror; it has been challenged by the clashing wills of powerful states and the designs of tyrants (Bush, 2002e) Iraq’s threat to peace (Bush Senior, 1990a)

US military engagement in Iraqi was manipulated to make the US military look like the bringer of justice. 

Staines  07,  a cultural theorist teaching Holocaust and Genocide Studies in the Australian Centre for Jewish Civilisation; previously a researcher at Macquarie University, Australia, Fellow at Cambridge University. Deborah , Interrogating the War on Terror: Interdisciplinary Perspectives. CAMBRIDGE SCHOLARS PUBLISHING, Pg 6-7

By intervening in the popularised relation of the terms “war on terror” these papers question their dominance over alternative means of understanding contemporary realities and risks. Despite the passage of several years, there are few volumes comparable to this one. Dissent from the Homeland (Hauerwas and Lentricchia 2003) and Understanding September 11 (Calhoun, Price and Timmer 2002) are two of the best academic critiques of the mobilisation of the war on terror. This publishing trend in part reflects the operation of a dominant paradigm—for there are many publications available that tacitly or explicitly assert the existence of a war on terror, and then debate and rationalise its application.5 They express an American sense of vulnerability by speaking of an uncertain future and of engagement with an unfamiliar enemy. They capitalise on the fear generated by September 11, 2001, making accusations of underfunded military capability and policing and analysis failures, and present improved security solutions. They manipulate the new language of international terrorism: violent jihad, militant Islamist, suicide bomber, preparedness. Suddenly, there is an overt emphasis on survival—a language echoing World War Two and Cold War rhetoric—and an over-reliance on military force to produce justice. These volumes operate well within the paradigm. They do not problematise the paradigm itself, or deploy the cross-disciplinary perspectives that this volume offers. In this volume, the practices, effects, and future of the paradigm are addressed across a range of topics. The paradigm for a war on terror can be traced in the operations of government, military, law, economy, media, and penalty, and in its effects on embodied subjects. It is visible in the bureaucracy of newly formed government bodies such as the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. It is represented in Interrogating the War on Terror: Interdisciplinary Perspectives 7 the ideological agenda of the neo-conservative movement in the U.S. It is expressed by the large military engagements of Operation Iraqi Freedom (Iraq) and Operation Enduring Freedom (Afghanistan). It is practised through new laws invented for the purpose of counter-terrorism, especially in the United States, Britain, and Australia (USA Patriot Act 2001; UK Anti-terrorism, Crime and Security Act 2001; Australian Anti-terrorism Act 2004). It takes form in Guantánamo Bay, Cuba, in Camps Delta and X-Ray. It is perpetuated in secret CIA flights enabling the illegal transfer of prisoners to U.S. soil, via Europe— renditions first reported in 2004 and still under investigation (Grey 2006; Norton-Taylor 2006; Priest 2004). It is challenged in military courts which unravel the present-day abuses of long-standing war conventions such as the Geneva conventions and U.N. protocols. 

Links – North Korea

Positive evolution in North Korea does not work with a realist mindset.

Lott, Associate Political Science Professor at St. Olaf College, 2004
[Anthony, Creating Insecurity: Realism, Constructivism, and US Security Policy, Ashgate Publishing, p.97]
Political constructivists recognize the potential for multilateral cooperation to enhance national securities. In so doing, they provide this analysis with an assortment of tools that promote more secure relationships. By way of example, we might consider the recent dismissal by the Bush administration of attempts to reach an agreement with North Korea on their nuclear program. Legro and Moravcsik provide a succinct summary of this dismissal. Consider the quick quashing of a deal, all but reached by South Korean President Kim Dae-Jung, for a far-reaching détente on the Korean peninsula, including significant restrictions on the North Korean nuclear program. Unfortunately, such a deal, designed to spur a positive evolution in North Korea's behavior, fit neither [Bush] administration's reliance on military deterrence nor its justification for NMD. Antagonistic identity towards the United States (a point McSweeney emphasizes in his constructivist work above). Further, policy makers were unwilling to reflect on the potential that their identity (in opposition to North Korea) might be unduly hostile and indicative of increased insecurity between the two states.
A Constructivist mindset could manage North Korea’s “threats”

Howard, PhD SIS ‘02, Professor, School of International Service American University, 2004 

[Peter, “Why Not Invade North Korea? Threats, Language Games, and U.S. Foreign Policy” p. 805] 
International relations theory has difficulty explaining how similar policies produce different outcomes. Iraq and North Korea have been identified as members of the ‘‘axis of evil’’ with weapons of mass destruction programs that threaten the United States. Yet in late 2002, the United States prepared to attack Iraq whereas it chose to negotiate with North Korea, even after North Korea admitted to a secret nuclear program in direct violation of its 1994 agreement with the United States. Moreover, a direct comparison with Iraq shows North Korea to possess the greater material capability to threaten the United States. I argue that a language-based constructivist approach can explain these differences in U.S. foreign policy where other theoretical approaches cannot. By examining the U.S. entanglement in intersected language games – the implementation of the 1994 Agreed Framework with North Korea and the enforcement of United Nations Resolutions in Iraq - it becomes possible to show how the United States could construct North Korea’s nuclear program as a manageable threat that could be dealt with diplomatically.
Diplomacy can be considered in North Korea with a constructivist approach.

Howard, PhD SIS ‘02, Professor, School of International Service American University, 2004 
[Peter, “Why Not Invade North Korea? Threats, Language Games, and U.S. Foreign Policy” p. 825] 
The language-based constructivist approach shows why it is possible for the Bush administration to consider a diplomatic solution to the North Korea crisis despite the fact that it represented the larger material threat to the United Sates and its security interests. Interests, threats, and rules of response are constructed through the rules of language, not by raw material capability. These capabilities have no intrinsic meaning; they only have meaning within a language game. The rules of this game then say what is or is not possible, and the realm of different possibilities allows actors to choose among strategies, opening the potential for both similar and different policy outcomes across instances.
Links – North Korea

The way the affirmative constructs North Korea as a threat to U.S. security ignores the complex relationships involved – rejecting technostrategic discourse is key in the context of North Korea in order to challenge dominant narratives and allow peaceful solutions. 

Roland Bleiker, Professor of International Relations at the University of Queensland, 2003 (“A Rogue Is A Rogue Is A Rogue: US Foreign Policy And The Korean Nuclear Crisis,” International Affairs, Volume 79, Issue 4, July, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Academic Search Elite, p. 736-737)

This article has examined the underlying patterns that shaped the two Korean nuclear crises of the last decade. In each case, in 1993–4 and in 2002–3, the crisis allegedly emerged suddenly and was largely attributed to North Korea’s problematic behaviour, most notably to its nuclear brinkmanship. But a more thorough analysis of the events reveals a far more complex picture. Given the deeply entrenched antagonistic Cold War atmosphere on the peninsula, the most recent crisis hardly comes as a surprise. Indeed, a crisis is always already present: the question is simply when and how it is perceived and represented as such.  Responsibility for the nuclear crisis is equally blurred. North Korea undoubtedly bears a large part of it. Pyongyang has demonstrated repeatedly that it does not shy away from generating tension to promote its own interests, particularly when the survival of the regime is at stake. Even a primitive North Korean nuclear programme poses a grave threat to the region, not least because it could unleash a new nuclear arms race. But Pyongyang’s actions have not taken place in a vacuum. They occurred in response to internal as well as external circumstances. The central point to keep in mind here is that North Korea has been subject to over half a century of clear and repeated American nuclear threats. Few decision-makers and defence analysts realize the extent to which these threats have shaped the security dilemmas on the peninsula.  If one steps back from the immediate and highly emotional ideological context that still dominates security interactions on the peninsula, then the attitude and behaviour of North Korea and the US bear striking similarities. Both have contributed a great deal to each other’s fears. Both have also used their fears to justify aggressive military postures. And both rely on a strikingly similar form of crisis diplomacy. But the ensuing interactive dynamics are largely hidden behind a rationalized security policy that presents threats in a one-dimensional manner. The image of North Korea as an evil and unpredictable rogue state is so deeply entrenched that any crisis can easily be attributed to Pyongyang’s problematic actions, even in the face of contradictory evidence. Keeping up this image, and the threat projections that are associated with it, requires constant work. The specialized discourse on security and national defence contributes to the performance of this task. It presents threats in a highly technical manner and in a jargon-ridden language that is inaccessible to all but a few military experts. As a result, a very subjective and largely one-sided interpretation of security dilemmas has come to be accepted as real and politically legitimate. [end page 736]  Articles on defence issues usually end with policy recommendations. Not so this one, even though much could be said about a great many crucial issues, such as the possibility of involving China as a way of reaching a compromise between Pyongyang’s insistence on bilateral negotiations and Washington’s preference for a multilateral approach. But trying to identify the underlying patterns of Korea’s security dilemmas seems a big enough task on its own. This conclusion, then, takes on a more modest tone and merely draws attention to the type of mindset with which the challenges ahead may be approached more successfully. Required more than anything is what Gertrude Stein sought to capture through the metaphor that served as a model for the title of this article:80 the political and moral obligation to 

Links - Orientalism

Their Orientalist epistemology constructs the world in violent, racist dichotomies 

Gourgouris 2006 Stathis Gourgouris Social Text 87, Vol. 24, No. 2, Summer 2006. © 2006 by Duke University Press 

It is important to understand that both these registers are, in the first instance, constitutively intertwined. Namely, the broader epistemological and allegorical register is as real and historical as the one that pertains to actual social times and spaces. Conversely, a profound allegorical and epistemological force animates and surely exceeds the explicit boundaries of the social dimensions that are easily recognizable in the specific histories and geographies of orientalist practices. One need only consider how complex and ubiquitous — indeed, practically limitless — is the racist prejudice that configures the Arab as terrorist, which permeates the social and political imagination in America, with very real and brutal consequences. In the second instance, both these registers, intertwined as they are, are fundamentally political in nature. By this I mean: they are both determined by, but also determining of, a whole complex of relations of power and violent contention, a social dynamics of domination, antagonism, and resistance, which has been linked from the outset (that is, from when Links - Orientalismemerged as a bona fide discipline in the nineteenth century) to a vast network of colonialist and, later, imperialist practices. The tremendous anxiety and animosity that Said‘s book continues to provoke in certain quarters are certainly due to the immanent political stakes of its object of inquiry, despite the fact that most critiques from such quarters compulsively displace their source of animosity to the author himself. 
And there‘s no impact to the aff – the unequal power relations constructed by their Orientalist representations thwart any ability to predict or understand 
Strong 2007 

Edward Strong February 22, 2007http://edstrong.blogcity.com/orientalism_racist_attitudes_prejudice__oppression_towards_m.htm

Every anti-war activist is familiar with the frustration of hearing the media and pro-war politicians talk about fighting for ―democracy‖ in Iraq while they whip up hysteria over the alleged threat posed by ―Muslim extremists‖ to ―our values‖. The racism is clear. But this sort of language is part of a much deeper tradition in Western culture of how so called ―experts‖ have come to know and understand the people of the Middle East and the Indian subcontinent – what used to be called ―the Orient‖. Once upon a time an ―Orientalist‖ was someone who studied ―the Orient‖. An individual Orientalist might be seen as competent or incompetent, but the respectability of their profession went largely unquestioned. But in 1978 a Palestinian scholar called Edward Said threw a large spanner in that works. His hugely influential book Links - Orientalismrecast this term to be a byword for racism, prejudice and oppression. Of course Said was not the first person to suggest that a great deal of what had been written on the Orient was misleading, biased or just wrong. But he showed how there had been a common prejudice across a range of cultural and academic work in the West. This prejudice cast the Orient as the ―other‖ – as somehow fundamentally different to the West and, by implication, inferior. Said argued that there had never been a neutral scholarship that studied the Orient because those who were doing the studying were located in the West, which exercised colonial power over those being studied. This unequal power relation created the very object of study – ―we‖ could study ―them‖ because ―they‖ were separate from ―us‖ and subject to ―our‖ rule.

Links - Orientalism
American discourse on Asian nations normalizes them as a “threatening other”—withdrawal doesn’t stop this realist construction inherent in American policymakers.
Pan, Lecturer @ School of International and Political Studies, 04 

(Chengxin,  “The ‘China Threat’ in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction”, http://www.questia.com/googleScholar.qst;jsessionid=M1YVnSQnVSKjfc64wGDLfJYxh2JxkyN4VF9vqT3g2TNC7TjFXGg1!-685608593!-730112469?docId=5008295085, AD: 7-15-10)
We do not see things as they are, we see them as we are. China and its relationship with the United States has long been a fascinating subject of study in the mainstream U.S. international relations community. This is reflected, for example, in the current heated debates over whether China is primarily a strategic threat to or a market bonanza for the United States and whether containment or engagement is the best way to deal with it. (1) While U.S. China scholars argue fiercely over "what China precisely is," their debates have been underpinned by some common ground, especially in terms of a positivist epistemology. Firstly, they believe that China is ultimately a knowable object, whose reality can be, and ought to be, empirically revealed by scientific means. For example, after expressing his dissatisfaction with often conflicting Western perceptions of China, David M. Lampton, former president of the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations, suggests that "it is time to step back and look at where China is today, where it might be going, and what consequences that direction will hold for the rest of the world." (2) Like many other China scholars, Lampton views his object of study as essentially "something we can stand back from and observe with clinical detachment." (3) Secondly, associated with the first assumption, it is commonly believed that China scholars merely serve as "disinterested observers" and that their studies of China are neutral, passive descriptions of reality. And thirdly, in pondering whether China poses a threat or offers an opportunity to the United States, they rarely raise the question of "what the United States is." That is, the meaning of the United States is believed to be certain and beyond doubt. I do not dismiss altogether the conventional ways of debating China. It is not the purpose of this article to venture my own "observation" of "where China is today," nor to join the "containment" versus "engagement" debate per se. Rather, I want to contribute to a novel dimension of the China debate by questioning the seemingly unproblematic assumptions shared by most China scholars in the mainstream IR community in the United States. To perform this task, I will focus attention on a particularly significant component of the China debate; namely, the "China threat" literature. More specifically, I want to argue that U.S. conceptions of China as a threatening other are always intrinsically linked to how U.S. policymakers/mainstream China specialists see themselves (as representatives of the indispensable, security-conscious nation, for example). As such, they are not value-free, objective descriptions of an independent, preexisting Chinese reality out there, but are better understood as a kind of normative, meaning-giving practice that often legitimates power politics in U.S.-China relations and helps transform the "China threat" into social reality. In other words, it is self-fulfilling in practice, and is always part of the "China threat" problem it purports merely to describe. In doing so, I seek to bring to the fore two interconnected themes of self/other constructions and of theory as practice inherent in the "China threat" literature--themes that have been overridden and rendered largely invisible by those common positivist assumptions. These themes are of course nothing new nor peculiar to the "China threat" literature. They have been identified elsewhere by critics of some conventional fields of study such as ethnography, anthropology, oriental studies, political science, and international relations. (4) Yet, so far, the China field in the West in general and the U.S. "China threat" literature in particular have shown remarkable resistance to systematic critical reflection on both their normative status as discursive practice and their enormous practical implications for international politics. (5) It is in this context that this article seeks to make a contribution. I begin with a brief survey of the "China threat" argument in contemporary U.S. international relations literature, followed by an investigation of how this particular argument about China is a discursive construction of other, which is predicated on the predominant way in which the United States imagines itself as the universal, indispensable nation-state in constant need of absolute certainty and security. Finally, this article will illustrate some of the dangerous practical consequences of the "China threat" discourse for contemporary U.S.-China relations, particularly with regard to the 1995-1996 Taiwan Strait missile crisis and the 2001 spy-plane incident.

Impact- Afghanistan – War
Exaggerated threats lead to wars, Iraq proves
Kull, DirectorProgram on International Policy Attitudes (PIPA) School of Public Policy University of Maryland, College Park, 2003 [Steven, Misperceptions, the Media, and the Iraq War, The Academy of Political Science, 570]

The Iraq war and its aftermath have raised compelling questions about the capacity of the executive branch to elicit public consent for the use of military force and about the role the media plays in this process. From the outset, the Bush administration was faced with unique challenges in its effort to legitimate its decision to go to war. Because the war was not prompted by an overt act against the United States or its interests, and was not approved by the UN Security Council, the Bush administration argued that the war was necessary on the basis of a potential threat. Because the evidence for this threat was not fully manifest, the Bush administration led the public to believe that Iraq was developing weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and providing substantial support to the al Qaeda terrorist group. The challenge for the administration was later intensified when the United States occupied Iraq and was unable to find the expected corroborating evidence. From the outset the public was sympathetic to the idea of removing Saddam Hussein, though only a small minority of Americans was ready to go to war with Iraq without UN Security Council approval.1 The majority was inclined to believe that Iraq had a WMD program and was supporting al Qaeda. However, most were not persuaded that the case was strong enough to justity taking ac​tion unilaterally. The majority preferred to continue looking for more decisive evidence through the UN inspection process and to continue seeking the sup​port of the UN Security Council.2 Nevertheless, when the President decided to go to war, the majority of the public expressed support. More significantly, when the United States failed to find the expected evidence that would corroborate the administration's as​sumptions that prompted the war, the majority continued to support the deci​sion to go to war.' This polling data raises the question of why the public has been so accom​modating. Did they simply change their views about the war despite their ear​lier reservations? Or did they in some way come to have certain false beliefs or misperceptions that would make going to war appear more legitimate, con​sistent with pre-existing beliefs? A variety of possible misperceptions could justify going to war with Iraq. If Americans believed that the United States had found WMD in Iraq or had found evidence that Iraq was providing support to al Qaeda, then they may have seen the war as justified as an act of self-defense even without UN ap​proval. If Americans believed that world public opinion backed the United States going to war with Iraq, then they may have seen the war as legitimate even if some members of the UN Security Council obstructed approval.
Impact – Iraq- Laundry List

American securitization of Iraq has culminated in war-mongering, terrorism, and torture. 

Røyrvik 09

Emil A. , “The Sociality of Securitization: Symbolic Weapons of Mass Deception”

Journal Of Dialogic Anthropology

This latter process of political-military securitization is the process whereby a certain issue, potentially any issue in society, is transformed into a matter of security (Wæver 1995). Securitization is an extreme version of politicization that enables the use of extraordinary means in the name of security – such as war-making, suspension of civil rights, torture, surveillance and secrecy. Securitization in this sense is in the contemporarily exemplified by the expanding new American-led militarism that has culminated in the disastrous and fraudulent “global war on terrorism”, and has involved social relations in the post 11. September climate becoming “hyper-securitized” and suffused with a “rhetoric and culture of shared fears” (Giroux 2003: 2). Already in his State of the Union Address January 29, 2002, then President George W. Bush stated that “the war on terror is only the beginning” (ibid). The global war on terror is constituted culturally in terms of what C. Wright Mills in 1965 called a “military metaphysics”. Mills defined this metaphysics as “the cast of mind that defines international reality as basically military” (1965: 222). In a similar argument, the new militarism, according to Bacevich, presents itself as a marriage between “a militaristic cast of mind and utopian ends”, between “a military metaphysics and eschatological ambitions” (2005: 3,7). Militarization perceived as “the contradictory and tense social process in which civil society organizes itself for the production of violence” (Lutz 2002: 723),4 involves both the intensification of the labor and resources allocated to military purposes and a discursive process, constituting “a shift in general societal beliefs and values in ways necessary to legitimate the use of force…” (ibid.). With nearly a quarter of a million troops, nearly 1000 military bases, more than 26,000 buildings and structures across 46 countries and territories, and a 2010 defense budget of $680 billion, the largest in world history and larger than the military expenditures of the whole rest of the world combined,5 “the global omnipresence and unparalleled lethality of the U.S. military, and the ambition with which it is being deployed around the world [is unprecedented]”, writes Catherine Lutz (2009: 1). The global war on terror include the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq and numerous other political “securitization” measures. Moreover, it involves the partial transformation of the state itself, from a constitutional or democratic state to a “security state”.   

Impact – Iraq- War/Terror
The rhetoric of the “War on Terror” in Iraq legitimized a never ending war and a cultural paradigm inscribing war and terror. 

Staines  07,  a cultural theorist teaching Holocaust and Genocide Studies in the Australian Centre for Jewish Civilisation; previously a researcher at Macquarie University, Australia, Fellow at Cambridge University. Deborah , Interrogating the War on Terror: Interdisciplinary Perspectives. CAMBRIDGE SCHOLARS PUBLISHING, pg 1-2

http://www.c-s-p.org/Flyers/9781847181305-sample.pdf, Accessed 7/15/10

In announcing a “war on terror” President George W. Bush said it “begins with al Qaeda, but it does not end there. It will not end until every terrorist group of global reach has been found, stopped and defeated,” and went on to claim that there were thousands of terrorists in over 60 countries.1 The implication was that any or all of these countries could become new warfronts. The main theatres of operation for the so-called war on terror at present are Iraq and Afghanistan. Military strikes by the United States have also been conducted against Somalia under the same rhetoric, and threats against Iran and North Korea have been issued. At a time when the “war on terror” is the new global conflict consuming untold resources and replacing the Cold War in the West’s social imaginary, it is important to problematise, if not resist, the claims favouring this war. This volume therefore aims to interrogate the paradigm of Introduction 2 contemporary reality summed up in the popularly circulating terms war on terror, “war on terrorism” and “terror war”. These terms have been crafted by the dominant discourse on terrorism, consolidated since the early 1980s by government, media, think tanks, and the military, especially in the United States (Herman and O’Sullivan 1991, 40). In their deployment of such terms, these institutions have constituted a socio-cultural paradigm of meaning. Like the operations of a scientific paradigm, first theorised by Thomas Kuhn, it has practices that shape the material world through its meaning-making and other substantive effects including the distribution of resources (Kuhn 1962). Its effects are evident in the everyday social and cultural environment: as the anthropologist Catherine Lutz has demonstrated through fieldwork, towns hosting American military bases are typically “places where pervasive child poverty, domestic violence, prostitution, environmental catastrophes large and small, and homelessness coexist with the nation’s massive state of war readiness,” (Lutz 2003, 45). Historically, the current conflict may well be remembered as “a new type of war” as initially recorded at a U.S. command centre on September 11, 2001 (Kean 2004, 4), but this volume examines how its operations are not so much new as repetitive and paradigmatic—that is, how they reproduce and instantiate a cultural paradigm inscribing war and terror. In this volume the contributors aim to demonstrate and critique how this paradigm is evident in contemporary discourse, and related cultural forms and practices. [T]he war against terrorism ushers in a new paradigm, one in which groups with broad, international reach commit horrific acts against innocent civilians, sometimes with the direct support of States … (President George W. Bush, 2002) Bush’s memo cited above was probably not intended to imply that the “war against terrorism” (emphasis added) is what has ushered in horrific acts against civilians with the direct support of states such as the U.S. the U.K. and Australia. Nonetheless, that has certainly been the outcome of this and various other directives. The war on terror delivers a reality paradigm so dominant, that it has been described as a potentially “endless war,” (AP 2005). Without denying the pain and suffering of victims of terrorism and war, this collection of papers aims to open up a space for interrogating that paradigm. It will examine the definitions of terrorism, the discursive constructs unique to the so-called war on terror such as “enemy combatants” and “moral torture”, and the cultural effects of this twenty first century conflict. The authors ask, what are the consequences of investing in this war over other priorities? In the course of examining the mobilisation of social and cultural resources in the current war, these papers point to other pressing realities—such as human rights violations— equally deserving of the West’s terror, and its resources in combating them. 

Impact – Iraq- Violence
US attempts to securitize Iraq only exacerbated violence in Iraq. 

Staines  07,  a cultural theorist teaching Holocaust and Genocide Studies in the Australian Centre for Jewish Civilisation; previously a researcher at Macquarie University, Australia, Fellow at Cambridge University. Deborah , Interrogating the War on Terror: Interdisciplinary Perspectives. CAMBRIDGE SCHOLARS PUBLISHING,  Pg 10

Much attention has focussed on the suicide bomber as a paradigmatic figure for international terrorism in the twenty first century. The suicide bomber remains a rather enigmatic but always fundamentalist figure in the social imagination, despite several studies that counter this notion (Pape 2005; Sageman 2004). Robert Pape’s study is important for statistically arguing that the emergence of the suicide bomber and the deployment of suicide missions is inherently geopolitical and strategic rather than based in religious fundamentalism. In the period covered by Pape’s research (his statistics calculate events up to and including 2003), Tamil Tigers were the globe’s leading exponents of suicide terrorism, in a conflict rooted in national resistance. Pape makes a special point of investigating, through comparative statistical analyses, al-Qaeda attacks in relation to U.S. military presence, and finds that: “al-Qaeda suicide terrorists are ten times more likely to come from a Sunni country with American military presence than from another Sunni country” (112); and that “al-Qaeda’s transnational suicide terrorists have come overwhelmingly from America’s closest allies in the Muslim world and not at all from the Muslim regimes that the US State Department considers ‘state sponsors of terrorism’”(114). Since this study was published, the situation in Iraq has only reinforced the conclusion that an American military presence is a provocative factor in al-Qaeda-led suicide attacks. 
Security rhetoric perpetuaties violence towards Iraq. 

Pezdirc ‘10

Marjetka, MA School of Humanities and Social Sciences, University of Exeter, “CONSTRUCTION AND DECONSTRUCTION OF A JUST WAR:WAR ON TERROR REVISITED” Ethnopoltics Paper no 1, 

Rhetoric becomes important in a construction of a war and serves to divert attention from the more objectionable reasons for war by overemphasizing the acceptable ones. Truth and power, after all, are inextricably linked (Foucault 1984, 51-75). Foucault imposes a difficult task on the intellectual – to ascertain the possibility of constituting a new politics of truth (1984, 74). This dissertation aspired, more or less successfully, towards this. Just war rhetoric combined with humanitarian intervention rhetoric may serve as justification for more pre-emptive strikes in other sovereign states’ territories. The War on Terror example is aiming to help predict future developments in the Middle East and the potential of another clash between the United States’ pursuit of war and the UN’s diplomatic endeavours concerning the recent situation in Iran. And herein rests the importance of questioning the very beginnings of the War on Terror in terms of its legitimacy, to examine its “justness” and possibly prevent the next operation using “freedom” rhetoric to conceal neo-imperialistic or other endeavours.  

Impact – Iraq- Structural Violence/Ethics
Securitizing rhetoric allowed tragedies in Iraq even post regime change

Youssef, 08 

Maisaa, phD English At the University of Alberta “Suffering Men of Empire : Human Security and the War on Iraq “ Cultural Dynamics 2008 20: 149

Unfolding those ten years, however, re-presents the severe and systematic destruction of Iraq’s infrastructure in every area of social and economic life, from public services such as healthcare and education to public as well as private initiatives in civil services, the arts, and the economy. An entire nation and economy were effectively de-developed: development in reverse. In an effort to pressure Saddam Hussein, an entire country was brought to its bare essentials. In ten years of some of the harshest sanctions ever imposed in the history of the United Nations, pencils became a rarity in Iraq and basic antibiotics a luxury. (Of course the merciless paradox at the heart of sanctions is that heartless dictators who crush democratic initiatives, and hold on to power illegitimately while they savagely exploit their people—as the United States portrayed Saddam and as he certainly was—will escape sanctions relatively unscathed while the people they are already said to neglect suffer; sanctions, thus, are more often than not ethically suspect if not criminal—the case could be different were sanctions to be imposed on democratic regimes.) In ten years, Iraqis as a nation and as individuals were daily and systematically stripped of goods, of services, of a standard of living.4 By the time the United States invaded, Iraqis were to varying degrees a people in need, in need of goods, of services, of a standard of living, as much as—if not more than—of a regime change. Here two points must be stressed. The first is that the huge under-representation, the undermining of the significance and legacy of this period of sanctions in the discourse on Iraq is politically irresponsible and ethically unforgivable: according to UNICEF surveys, at least half a million Iraqi children lost their lives in those ten years due to malnutrition and the deterioration of medical services and lack of medical supplies (UNICEF, 1999). And second, and more pertinently in the context of this article, the production of those Iraqis in need—as a direct result of American-led sanctions—and the posited need of Iraqis for a regime change cannot be considered unrelated. Remembering Agamben as well as Hardt and Negri, one could view ten years of sanctions as ten years of de-development aimed precisely at the production of human beings in need of intervention. Despite the fact that the official discourse of the American administration chose to focus its earlier energies on 160 Cultural Dynamics 20(2) ‘weapons of mass destruction’ before switching to the horrors of Saddam’s regime, it remains true that the ‘rebuilding’ of Iraq (and the outsourcing and contract deals meted out to foreign corporations) remains perhaps the only legitimating ground for continued American involvement in Iraq. In order for the US to justify its removal of Saddam Hussein it was never enough to argue that he possessed weapons of mass destruction aimed at the American Heartland. From the beginning, the idea of ‘winning hearts and minds’ focused on delivering basic supplies like bottled water to the beleaguered Iraqi population; the phrase ‘winning hearts and minds’ attests to the importance of establishing the US as a guardian, socially, economically, and politically, of Iraqis rendered non-citizens by the invasion. The imperial plan was and is to change a regime by force and install a replacement that will then be representative of the Iraqi population: the recreation of Iraqis as citizens after they were temporarily left without a state in the wake of Saddam’s removal. To ensure the cooperation of said non-citizens, who were already said to be desirous of Saddam’s removal anyway, the US gambled on the notion that Iraqis would be grateful not only to be rid of a tyrant like Saddam but for basic supplies and services, from water and electricity to privatized television stations and satellite channels: the reversal of de-development which would accompany the reinstalment of Iraqis as citizens of a nation state.  
Impact – North Korea

Framing North Korea as a threat to U.S. interests obscures the complex issues involved in the relationship – relying on hyper-technical defense analysis creates a self-fulfilling prophecy of conflict.

Roland Bleiker, Professor of International Relations at the University of Queensland, 2003 (“A Rogue Is A Rogue Is A Rogue: US Foreign Policy And The Korean Nuclear Crisis,” International Affairs, Volume 79, Issue 4, July, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Academic Search Elite, p. 720-721)

The purpose of this article is to examine the role of the United States in the Korean nuclear crisis, for no aspect of the past and present dilemmas on the peninsula can be addressed or even understood without recourse to the US. This is why China repeatedly stressed that the latest nuclear crisis was primarily an issue between North Korea and the United States.6 Kim Dae-jung, in his final speech as South Korea's president, reiterated the same theme: 'more than anything, dialogue between North Korea and the United States is the important key to a solution.'7 A solution is, however, far from reach. Both the US and North Korea see the other as a threat. And each has good reasons for doing so. But each is also implicated in the production of this threat. The problem is that these interactive dynamics are hard to see, for the West tends to project a very one-sided image of North Korea—one that sees it solely as a rogue outlaw, and thus a source of danger and instability. Nicolas Eberstadt, for instance, stresses [end page 720] that 'North Korean policies and practices have accounted for most of the volatility within the Northeast Asian region since the end of the Cold War.'8 Very few policy-makers, security analysts and journalists ever make the effort to imagine how threats are perceived from the North Korean perspective, or consider how these perceptions are part of an interactive security dilemma in which the West, and US foreign policy in particular, is implicated as deeply as the vilified regime in Pyongyang.  The central argument of this article is that the image of North Korea as a 'rogue state' severely hinders both an adequate understanding and a possible resolution of the crisis. The rhetoric of rogue states is indicative of how US foreign policy continues to be driven by dualistic and militaristic Cold War thinking patterns. The 'Evil Empire' may be gone; not so the underlying need to define safety and security with reference to an external threat that must be warded off at any cost. Rogues are among the new threat-images that serve to demarcate the line between good and evil. As during the Cold War, military means are considered the key tool with which this line is to be defended. In the absence of a global power that matches the US, this militaristic attitude has, if anything, even intensified. Look at Washington's recent promulgation of a pre-emptive strike policy against rogue states. The consequences of this posture are particularly fateful in Korea, for it reinforces half a century of explicit and repeated nuclear threats against the government in Pyongyang. The impact of these threats has been largely obscured, not least because the highly technical and specialized discourse of security analysis has enabled the US to present the strategic situation on the peninsula in a manner that misleadingly attributes responsibility for the crisis solely to North Korea's actions. 

Impact – Orientalism – Extermination

These racist dichotomies grant states the power to exterminate – this is the root of all war 

Mendieta, 2002 

Eduardo Mendieta, 2002, ―To Make Live and to Let Die – Foucault and Racism 

This is where racism intervenes, not from without, exogenously, but from within, constitutively. For the emergence of biopower as the form of a new form of political rationality, entails the inscription within the very logic of the modern state the logic of racism. For racism grants, and here I am quoting: ―the conditions for the acceptability of putting to death in a society of normalization. Where there is a society of normalization, where there is a power that is, in all of its surface and in first instance, and first line, a bio-power, racism is indispensable as a condition to be able to put to death someone, in order to be able to put to death others. The homicidal [meurtrière] function of the state, to the degree that the state functions on the modality of bio-power, can only be assured by racism ―(Foucault 1997, 227) To use the formulations from his 1982 lecture ―The Political Technology of Individuals‖ –which incidentally, echo his 1979 Tanner Lectures –the power of the state after the 18 th century, a power which is enacted through the police, and is enacted over the population, is a power over living beings, and as such it is a biopolitics. And, to quote more directly, ―since the population is nothing more than what the state takes care of for its own sake, of course, the state is entitled to slaughter it, if necessary. So the reverse of biopolitics is thanatopolitics.‖ (Foucault 2000, 416). Racism, is the thanatopolitics of the biopolitics of the total state. They are two sides of one same political technology, one same political rationality: the management of life, the life of a population, the tending to the continuum of life of a people. And with the inscription of racism within the state of biopower, the long history of war that Foucault has been telling in these dazzling lectures has made a new turn: the war of peoples, a war against invaders, imperials colonizers, which turned into a war of races, to then turn into a war of classes, has now turned into the war of a race, a biological unit, against its polluters and threats. Racism is the means by which bourgeois political power, biopower, re-kindles the fires of war within civil society. Racism normalizes and medicalizes war. Racism makes war the permanent condition of society, while at the same time masking its weapons of death and torture. As I wrote somewhere else, racism banalizes genocide by making quotidian the lynching of suspect threats to the health of the social body. Racism makes the killing of the other, of others, an everyday occurrence by internalizing and normalizing the war of society against its enemies. To protect society entails we be ready to kill its threats, its foes, and if we understand society as a unity of life, as a continuum of the living, then these threat and foes are biological in nature. 

Alt - Constructivism Solves 

Threats constructed with a realist mindset make collective security responses improbable, and falsely assumes war as inevitable.  The Alternative is constructivism.

Wendt 06,  Ph.D., Political Science, Professor of International Security, The Ohio State University, 2008

[Alexander, “Constructing International Politics”, The MIT Press, p.77]
If past interactions have created a structure in which status quo states are divided or naive, revisionists will prosper and the system will tend toward a Hobbesian world in which power and self-interest rule. In contrast, if past interactions have created a structure in which status quo states trust and identify with each other, predators are more likely to face collective security responses like the Gulf War. History matters. Security dilemmas are not acts of God: they are effects of practice. This does not mean that once created they can necessarily be escaped (they are, after all, "dilemmas"), but it puts the causal  locus in the right place. Contrast this explanation of power politics with the "poverty of neorealism."'' Mearsheimer thinks it significant that in anarchy, states cannot be 100 percent certain that others will not attack. Yet even in domestic society, I cannot be certain that I will be safe walking to class. There are no guarantees in life, domestic or international, but the fact that in anarchy war is possible does not mean "it may at any moment occur.  Indeed, it may be quite unlikely, as it is in most interactions today. Possibility is not probability. Anarchy as such is not a structural cause of anything. What matters is its social structure, which varies across anarchies. An anarchy of friends differs from one of enemies, one of self-help from one of collective security, and these are all constituted by structures of shared knowledge. Mearsheimer does not provide an argument for why this is wrong; he simply asserts that it is.

Critical constructivism sensitizes one to hegemonic representational formats.

Tierney & Lincoln, University Professor at the Rossier School of Education, Distinguished Professor, Texas A&M University, 1997

Any representation of the world manifests its power through its foreclosure of worlds not represented – that is, the world is always larger than its maps.  When cartographers employ the official mode of geographical representation, they reduce reader cognizance of alternative ways of “knowing” the topography.  Which map is real: the Mercator projection or Peter’s projection?  A Western schizophrenic’s catatonic seizure or an aboriginal shaman’s divine trance?  A critical constructivist pedagogy of representation grapples with the relationship between the production of an image and the mode of its presentation to an audience.  As critical researchers come to understand the historical/social nature of representational form and content, they are better prepared to represent their own subjectivities and personal contexts outside the orbit of hegemonic representational formats.  Here they are able to rescue both their scholarship and their “selves” from the structuring on dominant modes of representation.  In the process such researchers are sensitized to the erasure of particular group and individuals by power wielders and to the ways particular hegemonic representational forms mobilize their desire and thus their complicity in such deletions.

Alt – Constructivism Solves

Only by understanding state’s identities can we solve security dilemmas. 

Hopf 98 Associate Professor of Political Science, Ohio State University,  
"The promise of constructivism in international relations theory." International Security 23.1 (1998): 171+. Accessed 7/19/2010
BALANCE OF THREAT. Neorealism tells us that states ally against power. Steven Wait rightly observed that this is empirically wrong. He suggested, instead, that states ally against threats. The attempted fix was to claim that states will balance, not against power, but against particular kinds of power. The latter is the power possessed by a relatively capable, geographically proximate state with offensive military capabilities and perceived hostile intentions.(54) Whereas geographical proximity and offensive military capacity can be established a priori, perceived intentions threaten tautology. Several constructivist scholars have pointed to balance of threat as one of the mainstream accounts most susceptible to a constructivist alternative.(55) What is missing here is a theory of threat perception, and this is precisely what a constructivist account of identity offers.  Distribution of power cannot explain the alliance patterns that emerged after World War II; otherwise, the United States would have been balanced against, not the Soviet Union. Instead, the issue must be how France, Britain, Germany, and the United States came to understand Soviet military capabilities and geographical proximity as threatening. The neorealist account would be that the Soviet Union demonstrated by its behavior that it was an objective threat to Western Europe. A constructivist account would be that the state identities of Western Europe, the United States, and the Soviet Union, each rooted in domestic sociocultural milieus, produced understandings of one another based on differences in identity and practice. The potential advantage of this approach is that it is more likely to surface differences in how the Soviet threat was constructed in different sites than is the neorealist approach, which accords objective meaning to Soviet conduct.  Let us imagine, for example, that the United States balanced against the Soviet Union because of the latter's communist identity, and what that meant to the United States. If true, it means that other possible Soviet identities, such as an Asian, Stalinist, Russian, or authoritarian threat, were not operative. So what? First, how the United States understood the Soviet threat, as communist, not only explains the anticommunist direction of U.S. actions in the Cold War, but it also tells us that the United States understood itself as the anticommunist protector of a particular set of values both at home and abroad. Second, how the United States constructed the Soviet communist threat needs to be understood in relation to how Western Europeans understood that threat. If, for example, France understood the Soviet threat as a Russian threat, as an instance of superior Russian power in Europe, then France would not readily join in U.S. anticommunist ventures against the Soviet Union. In particular, whereas the United States saw the third world during the Cold War as an arena for battling communism, as in Vietnam, Europeans very rarely understood it in those terms, instead regarding third world states as economic actors or as former colonies.  SECURITY DILEMMAS. Security dilemmas are the products of presumed uncertainty.(56) They are assumed to be commonplace in world politics because states presumably cannot know, with sufficient certainty or confidence, the intentions of others. But as important as the security dilemma is to understanding conflictual relations among states, we do not see much evidence of security dilemmas among many pairs or groups of states: members of the same alliance, members of the same economic institution, perhaps two peaceful states or two neutral states, and so on. In the study of world politics, uncertainty might be best treated as a variable, not a constant. Constructivism can provide an understanding of what happens most of the time in relations between states, namely, nothing threatening at all. By providing meaning, identities reduce uncertainty.(57) . States understand different states differently. Soviet and French nuclear capabilities had different meanings for British decision makers. But of course certainty is not always a source of security. Knowing that another state is an aggressor resolves the security dilemma, but only by replacing it with certain insecurity, an increased confidence that the other state is in fact threatening. As Richard Ashley, bowing generously to Karl Deutsch, pointed out, politics itself is impossible in the absence of "a background of mutual understandings and habitual practices that orients and limits the mutual comprehension of practices, the signification of social action."(58) Constructivism's empirical mission is to surface the "background" that makes uncertainty a variable to understand, rather than a constant to assume.
Discourse Key – Afghanistan
Through Debate the conceptualization of “security” in the Middle East can be changed 

Martin, Associate. Louise Doherty Wyant Professor and Professor of Political Science, Emmanuel College, Department of Political Science, 2002 [Lenore, Redefining Security in the Middle East, Manchester University Press, 20]

In a world that has recently undergone seismic change with the collapse of the Cold War and is still uncertain as to the ramifications of the New World Order, it is scholars who have become of key importance to developing theories or paradigms to comprehend changing relationships in the international arena. Novel concepts gain acceptance within the academic community as they attract contributors to their intellectual development and proponents who urge their utility for policy makers. For the careful scholar, the worth of any new conceptualization must be proven through testing, typically by applying it to factual situations in defined periods, and comparing its explanatory power against competing theories. For the prudent policy maker, the validity of any novel construct or worldview lies in its utility for making effective choices among competing policy options. If ultimately successful, these analytical constructs will create questions and goals that develop agendas for both policy makers and academics. The novel paradigm proposed for conceptualizing 'national security' uses an integrated approach that should prove useful for both academics and policy makers In one of the more turbulent regions In the world, the Middle East (Martin. 1999).1 This chapter will outline the paradigm and apply it to a preliminary analysis of the national security of Israel and a nascent Palestinian state, vis-d-vls each other.2

Threat interpretation is done in policy debate

Lieberfeld, Ph.D., The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, International Relations, 1999 [Daniel, Talking with the Enemy: Negotiation and Threat Perception in South Africa, Praeger Publishers, 14]

The degree to which one state threatens another has been described as the product of its aggregate power, its geographic proximity, its offensive capa​bility, and the aggressiveness of its intentions.30 These elements of threat can be objectively measured, although this is certainly far less true in the case of aggressive intentions, and it is this factor that may contribute most to war initiation. It is how the objective dimensions of threat are interpreted, and how such interpretations are deployed in policy debates, that determines the effect of threat assessment on conflict behavior. In the formulation of conflict policy, political scientists Glenn Snyder and Paul Diesing note, 4The internal power of the proponents of each alternative will tend to vary with the potency of its logic, given the facts of the external situation, and interacting with what​ever consensus does exist about the nature of the opponent and the 'national interest.'"31Threats may be differentiated by the magnitude of the value at risk, with the highest value being the existence of the nation's people and the culture that provides them with a shared identity. Yet ascertaining the magnitude of a threat is an inherently subjective process. Subjective dimensions that influ​ence conflict decisionmaking are the novelty of the threat, and its proximity in both time and space: Newly apparent threats are more salient than familiar ones to which people may become habituated; imminent threats require more attention than do longer-term ones; and threats closer to home, presumably including those from domestic sources, are generally more compelling than that are geographically distant.32

Discourse Key – Iraq

Discourse is especially important in analyzing our presence in Iraq. 
O’Reilly 08, School of Politics and International Relations, University College Dublin,

Ciaran, “Primetime Patriotism: News Media and the Securitization of Iraq”, Journal of Politics and Law, Vol 1, No 3

While some dangers exist in reality regardless of whether or not their existence is recognized, I would maintain that a speech-act remains in force in the sense of how such a threat is presented to an audience. Unless one stands by the shore waiting for rockets to come flying by, one gleans the existence of a threat real or perceived through the media. Depending on how a threat is framed, even if its results or effects remain unaffected, the response by the audience is still based on the speech-act of journalistic presentation. For example, if an American airplane was shot down by Russian forces and one network were to report the incident as an accident while another claimed it as a terrorist attack, the subsequent response by the viewers of each network would be vastly different. The real nature or motive of the attack has not been affected and of course cannot be, but the subsequent perception, response and reaction of the Journal of Politics and Law September, 2008 69 audience are based on such journalistic presentation. Indeed the study done in 2003 on misperceptions and the Iraq war by the Program on International Policy Attitudes (PIPA) and Knowledge Networks would seem to support my thesis. External context remains paramount because threats will always exist regardless of acknowledgment or acceptance, but the response and reaction to the threat by the referent object is nonetheless shaped by a speech-act, i.e. the framing of the threat by news media, the source from which the referent object learns of the threat’s existence. In the PIPA/Knowledge Networks study an element of the methodology reveals a worldwide majority was opposed to the Iraq war (PIPA & Knowledge Networks 2003). Could it be based on the variance in how Iraq was presented as a threat within US media compared to international news media sources? Can intelligence be to blame when all major international security services were under the same illusion as to the presence of WMD in Iraq?  “Of course, by virtue of ‘good reasons’ (i.e. the claim that they know more than they can say or the argument of secrecy) public officials would find it easier, compared to any other securitizing actor, to securitize an issue, primarily, because they hold influential positions in the security field based on their political capital, and have privileged access to mass media” (Balzacq 2005: 190, my emphasis). Could it be perhaps because the world’s media, without a US government influence or the context of 9/11, presented Iraq more realistically and truthfully? The singularity of hyper-patriotism within the US at that time must be taken into account to explore this further. The US government’s use of media in convincing the American public was significantly based on this concept of perception and framing and an understanding of the power of the media to affect public opinion. It remains for individual networks and print media to reflect on their roles in misrepresenting the cause for war, and their motives for doing so.Taking it further, the government who are in theory privy to all relevant information, are in a position to make what Buzan et al describe as a ‘political choice’ (Buzan et al 1998) to securitize something with a far more balanced opportunity than the general public. They have in theory been allowed to view all the intelligence data and been spared the inherent selectivity and framing of mainstream media, particularly any news media channels recognized as either right or left-leaning. This is premised on the notion of competent intelligence gathering of course, which in the case of Iraq was arguably non-existent. Depending on your source, one can conclude that the failure of the security services was anything from a vested interest in instigating war, pure ineptitude and human error or the result of heavy and consistent influence and pressure from policy-makers and members of the Bush administration. The impetus from the US government to produce evidence to support their war on Iraq seems to have incessant and unforgiving (Pillar 2006). Rather than creating policy based on intelligence produced in relative isolation, there is much to suggest that intelligence services were continuously guided in a particular direction, where it became apparent that only intelligence supporting Iraq as a threat would be accepted (Taylor 2007). The fundamental failure therefore of the security services was not the issue of WMD (although they were clearly mistaken on this issue) but rather for not taking a stronger stance and resisting the policy-makers. By putting their name to such intelligence they knowingly contributed to justifying government policy, misinforming media sources and thus indirectly shaping public opinion.
Realism Fails 

Realist theory assumes material capabilities as structure; this creates a security crisis when understandings conflict in a realist mindset.
Wendt,  Ph.D., Political Science, Professor of International Security, The Ohio State University, 2008
[Alexander, “Constructing International Politics”, The MIT Press, p.73]

Where neorealist and constructivist structuralisms really differ, however, is in their assumptions about what structure is made of. Neorealists think it is made only of a distribution of material capabilities, whereas constructivists think it is also made of social relationships. Social structures have three elements: shared knowledge, material resources, and practice^.^ First, social structures are defined, in part, by shared understandings, expectations, or knowledge. These constitute the actors in a situation and the nature of their relationships, whether cooperative or conflictual. A security dilemma, for example, is a social structure composed of intersubjective understandings in which states are so distrustful that they make worst-case assumptions about each others' intentions, and as a result define their interests in self-help terms. A security community is a different social structure, one composed of shared knowledge in which states trust one another to resolve disputes without war.8 This dependence of social structure on ideas is the sense in which constructivism has an idealist (or "idea-ist") view of structure. What makes these ideas (and thus structure) "social," however, is their intersubjective quality. In other words, sociality (in contrast to "materiality," in the sense of brute physical capabilities), is about shared knowledge. 
Realism does not attempt to understand threat construction.

Lott, Associate Political Science Professor at St. Olaf College, 2004

[Anthony, Creating Insecurity: Realism, Constructivism, and US Security Policy, Ashgate Publishing, p.26]
But herein lies the problem with realism. Only after threats have been sufficiently understood can realism participate in the policy debate to overcome those threats. This, however, begs the question, how does a state come to recognize a threat? What consideration is made prior to something being labeled a threat in order for that label to apply? If realism is to function in the security calculus, then answers to these questions should be forthcoming. Yet realism seems incapable of understanding how threats are constructed.

Realists fail to distinguish between real crises and small predicaments.
Koga, Department of Political Science University of Pittsburgh, 2005

[Yoshifumi, “ Constructivist Approach of International Sanctions: Realism, Liberalism, Cosmopolitanism, and Hegemonism”]

Realist conceptualization of international sanctions is more problematic than liberal one. Liberal approach is acceptable as long as it is understood as a normative theory that specifies the  conditions under which coercive acts are permissible in interstate relations. We do not live in a Kantian world now, therefore, their arguments are not useful for understanding the realpolitik of international sanctions very much. Yet, the unreality of liberal prescriptions can be a real force for civilizing our international society in the long run. As E. H. Carr notes, “The ideal, once it is embodied in an institution, ceases to be an ideal and becomes the expression of a selfish interest, which must be destroyed in the name of a new ideal. This constant interaction of irreconcilable force is the stuff of politics. Every political situation contains mutually incompatible elements of utopia and reality, of morality  and power” (1946: 94). Realists, however, distort both the ideal and the reality of international sanctions. The meaning of sanctions is lost completely in their arguments. They conceptualize economic sanctions as the attempt to change another country’s behaviors by restricting economic interactions. They fail to realize how distorted their conceptualization of economic sanctions is. Their definitions of economic sanctions defy common sense. Ask them three questions. Some realists may start to apprehend the problems of their arguments. First, ask them to give us a few examples of military sanctions? Representative military sanctions they mention would be Great Britain’s gunboat diplomacy in the 19th century, Theodore Roosevelt’s “big-stick diplomacy” in the early 20th century, China’s attacks on Vietnamese forces in 1979, or the U.S.-led invasions of Iraq in 1991 and 2003. Then, ask them how to distinguish between these cases and many other cases of wars listed in the Correlates of War projects (Singer and Diehl 1990). Our common sense tells us that Mussolini’s invasion of Abyssinia, Hitler’s invasion of Poland, and Japan’s attack on Pearl Harbor are not military sanctions. What is the difference between Japan’s Pearl Harbor attack of 1941 and the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003? Realists cannot explain the difference between them because they treat sanctions as synonymous with coercion and military attacks are also coercive acts. In their theory of sanctions the study of military sanctions becomes indistinguishable from the study of wars. But how many realists could say that “of course, Japan imposed military sanctions on the United States in December 1941” without hesitation? 

Realism Fails – Policy Making

Human security cannot be ruled out in policy making; Security and Peace are interrelated, and Peace is intrinsic to well-being.

Alberth & Carlsson, Linköping University, 2009

[Johan Alberth, Henning Carlsson, “Critical Security Studies, Human Security and Peace”]
One of the most outspoken policy endorsements of human security outside of the UN is the European Union report A Human Security Doctrine for Europe. This report states that “a human security approach for the European Union means that it should contribute to the protection of every individual human being and not focus only on the defense of the Union's borders, as was the security approach of nation-states”75. The report deals with rather detailed proposals of how a human security approach would change the focus of the European Union’s security actions outside of the Union. What is important to notice in the report is that it links the concept of human security and development in that it endorses the 'eradication of poverty' and the 'protection of human rights' as parts of the goal of the security strategy. The emphasis on the eradication of poverty in particular, is in line with the broader conception of human security, and thus the report is an excellent example of an important policy orientated document using this wider concept as policy guide. In conclusion, then, the concept of human security both in its narrow and broad variant, cannot be ruled out as an important concept for changing policy formation.

Realism Bad – Violence 

Realist thought bolsters America’s military occupation abroad—it now means “liberation” that ignores the violence and gendered violence it endorsed, especially in Japan

Yoneyama, Professor of Cultural Studies @ UCSD, 05 
(Lisa, “Liberation under Siege: U.S. Military Occupation and Japanese Women's Enfranchisement”, American Quarterly 57.3, AD: 7-16-10)
What is remarkable, therefore, is not so much whether Washington policymakers were seriously modeling the postwar occupation of Iraq on the occupation of Japan. The analogy Washington officials drew between the U.S. occupation of Japan and the postwar plans for occupying Iraq were publicized precisely at the moment when the United States was threatening to attack, when millions of people throughout the world were vigilantly protesting the illegality of the war. It remains crucial that remembering the occupation of Japan as a "success" prior to the beginning of war proved effective in preparing the public, both here and abroad, for the preemptive military strike the U.S. government was about to launch against Iraq. This anachronism, which enabled the American public to foresee the "success" of the postwar U.S. occupation of Iraq antecedent to the war itself, is arguably one instantiation of the discursive power the dominant memory of the U.S.–Japan War and its aftermath can exert over the production of "just war" narratives. This dominant memory not only remembers the U.S. war against Japan as a "good war" that liberated the people of Asia, including the Japanese themselves, from Japan's military fanaticism, cultic imperial worship, and feudalism—all of which helped define U.S. modernity and democracy as their antitheses. It also remembers that those liberated by the United States were reformed into free and advanced citizens of the postwar democratic world. Insisting that the war's mission was rescue and rehabilitation, this memory shapes and feeds the American myth that allows people to at once anticipate and explain that the enemy can be freed and reformed through U.S. military interventions and territorial takeovers. The ability to anticipate Iraq's successful postwar recovery while planning its destruction stemmed precisely from the compelling power of this myth—a myth that allows for the simultaneous enunciation of violence and recovery. Underlying this myth and the "just war" it endorses is the "women question." In the midst of mounting difficulties and increasing violence in post–cease-fire Iraq, the Bush administration continued to draw parallels between its "war on terror" and the World War II missions that led to the demise of totalitarian regimes and "women's freedom."3 Earlier, in countering the European and other nations' challenges to U.S. "unilateralism," George F. Will defended the Bush administration's abrogation of the Kyoto environmental protocol and the United Nation's Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women, among other policies, by claiming that American democracy is so "uniquely well developed" that it surpasses the standards of international supervision. For proof of such uniqueness, Will reminded us that "the most important emancipator of Japanese women was Gen. Douglas MacArthur, who made women's suffrage occupation policy. The liberators of Afghan women wore U.S. battle dress."4 The knowledge that Japanese women gained constitutional rights at this U.S. imperial border of occupied space is thus integral to American exceptionalism.5 If, as Kaplan astutely put it, the Bush administration confuses occupation with liberation in its justification of the U.S. military presence in Iraq, American popular memories of Japanese women's liberation under U.S. occupation are key to enabling such a confusion to persist.
A2: Links Turns

The affirmative’s withdrawal cannot tear down America’s security obsessed mindset—they endorse quashing anything different or “opposing”

Flint & Falah 04, 


(Colin, Professor of Political Geography @ Penn State, Ghazi-Walid, Professor of Geography @ Akron, “How the United States Justified Its War on Terrorism: Prime Morality and the Construction of a 'Just War'”, Third World Quarterly, Vol 25, No. 8, AD: 7-17-10)
'Shock and awe' became the catchphrase of the 2003 US invasion of Iraq. It referred to the bombing blitz that began the offensive, captured by the media who broadcast blast after blast upon the landscape of Baghdad. 'Shock and awe' is an act of national self-aggrandizement based upon the exercise of techno-military superiority-with the twin goals of glorification and submission. 'Awe' implies inferiority. For the American military it expressed a technological might at the moment of attack. But the explosions seemed to come from nowhere-fired by distant aircraft and ships. Hence, the message was also one of universality, or the ability to reach everywhere and anywhere. 'Awe' also implies worship and part of worship is to follow, to be led. Universality and leadership are the elements of awe that are evident in the cultural power of the United States, its cultural hegemony. A particular expression of power is one state's dominance in the interstate system, or global hegemony. During the twentieth century, the United States acted as hegemonic power; though there have been recent debates as to whether its power is in decline or not.2 Similar to the intra-state hegemony identified by Gramsci,3 and the imperialist hegemony of orientalism,4 global hegemony generates compliance by means other than the 'shock' of military force. A hegemonic power has its cultural power, the prime modernity.5 As a hegemonic power, a state takes on the responsibility of defining and disseminating a particular model, or vision, of civilization, known as the prime modernity. But such definition and dissemination is never total, despite the best efforts of the hegemonic power. There is resistance to hegemonic power-subjugation is not total; worship is reflective; and awe is not pervasive. Resistance to the hegemonic power is expressed both militarily and culturally, or ideologically. The Soviet Union offered both types of challenge and at the moment of writing, so does North Korea and to a lesser extent Iran. A hegemonic power has an imperative need to quash. such cultural resistance. The ideological basis of the hegemonic power's rule lies in its ability to maintain cultural universality. In other words, hegemonic cultural power rests upon the assumption that the prime modernity is desired by all, beneficial to all and attainable by all. Resistance to the prime modernity by any state is a chink in the armor of universality, inevitability and belief in the ability and desire of all to arrange their societies along the model of the hegemonic state.6 For the hegemonic power, the 'horrors' of their different societies must not only be highlighted, but quashed.

Security Answers – Makes War Inevitable

Threats must be confronted—refusal to engage emboldens aggression, resulting in conflict

Thayer 6 (Bradley, Professor of Security Studies at Missouri State, The National Interest, “In Defense of Primacy,” Nov/Dec, 32-7)
In contrast, a strategy based on retrenchment will not be able to achieve these fundamental objectives of the United States. Indeed, retrenchment will make the United States less secure than the present grand strategy of primacy. This is because threats will exist no matter what role America chooses to play in international politics. Washington cannot call a "time out", and it cannot hide from threats. Whether they are terrorists, rogue states or rising powers, history shows that threats must be confronted. Simply by declaring that the United States is "going home", thus abandoning its commitments or making unconvincing half-pledges to defend its interests and allies, does not mean that others will respect American wishes to retreat. To make such a declaration implies weakness and emboldens aggression. In the anarchic world of the animal kingdom, predators prefer to eat the weak rather than confront the strong. The same is true of the anarchic world of international politics. If there is no diplomatic solution to the threats that confront the United States, then the conventional and strategic military power of the United States is what protects the country from such threats. 

Wishing doesn’t make it so – deviating from power politics will leave us open for attack

Murray 97 (Alastair, Professor in the Politics Department at the University of Wales Swansea, Reconstructing Realism)

This highlights the central difficulty with Wendt's constructivism. It is not any form of unfounded idealism about the possibility of effecting a change in international politics. Wendt accepts that the intersubjective character of international institutions such as self-help render them relatively hard social facts. Rather, what is problematic is his faith that such change, if it could be achieved, implies progress. Wendt's entire approach is governed by the belief that the problematic elements of international politics can be transcended, that the competitive identities which create these elements can be reconditioned, and that the predatory policies which underlie these identities can be eliminated. Everything, in his account, is up for grabs: there is no core of recalcitrance to human conduct which cannot be reformed, unlearnt, disposed of. This generates a stance that so privileges the possibility of a systemic transformation that it simply puts aside the difficulties which it recognises to be inherent in its achievement. Thus, even though Wendt acknowledges that the intersubjective basis of the self-help system makes its reform difficult, this does not dissuade him. He simply demands that states adopt a strategy of 'altercasting', a strategy which 'tries to induce alter to take on a new identity (and thereby enlist alter in ego's effort to change itself) by treating alter as if it already had that identity'. Wendt's position effectively culminates in a demand that the state undertake nothing less than a giant leap of faith. The fact that its opponent might not take its overtures seriously, might not be interested in reformulating its own construction of the world, or might simply see such an opening as a weakness to be exploited, are completely discounted. The prospect of achieving a systemic transformation simply outweighs any adverse consequences which might arise from the effort to achieve it. Wendt ultimately appears, in the final analysis, to have overdosed on 'Gorbimania'.

Security Answers – Realism Good

A departure from realism leads to power war.

Mearsheimer 1 (John, professor at the University of Chicago, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics)
The possible consequences of falling victim to aggression further amplify the importance of fear as a motivating force in world politics. Great powers do not compete with each other as if international politics were merely an economic marketplace. Political competition among states is a much more dangerous business than mere economic intercourse; the former can read to war, and war often means mass killing on the battlefield as well a5 mass murder of civilians. In extreme cases, war can even lead to the destruction of states. The horrible consequences of war sometimes cause states to view each other not just as competitors, but as potentially deadly enemies. Political antagonism, in short, tends to be intense, because the stakes are great.  States in the international system also aim to guarantee their own survival. Because other states are potential threats, and because there is no higher authority to come to their rescue when they dial 911, states can’ t just depend on others for their own security. Each state tends to see itself as vulnerable and alone, and therefore it aims to provide for its own survival. In international politics, God helps those who help themselves. This emphasis on self-help does not preclude states from forming alliances.” But alliances are only temporary marriages of convenience:  today’s alliance partner might be tomorrow’s enemy, and today’s enemy might be tomorrow’s alliance partner. For example, the United States fought with China and the Soviet Union against Germany and Japan in World War II, but soon thereafter flip-flopped enemies and partners and allied with West Germany and Japan against China and the Soviet Union during the Cold War.

Realism prevents extinction

Mearsheimer 1 (John, professor at the University of Chicago, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics)
It should be apparent from this discussion that offensive realism is mainly a descriptive theory. It explains how great powers have behaved in the past and how they are likely to behave in the future. But it is also a prescriptive theory. States should behave according to the dictates of offensive realism, because it outlines the best way to survive in a dangerous world.  One might ask, if the theory describes how great powers act, why is it necessary to stipulate how they should act? The imposing constraints of the system should leave great powers with little choice but to act as the theory predicts. Although there is much truth in this description of great powers as prisoners trapped in an iron cage, the fact remains that they sometimes—although not often—act in contradiction to the theory. These are the anomalous cases discussed above. As we shall see, such foolish behavior invariably has negative consequences. In short, if they want to survive, great powers should always act like good offensive realists.
Security Answers – Realism Inevitable

Realism is inevitable - State competition for power and military buildup is here to stay 

Mearsheimer 1 (John, professor at the University of Chicago, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics)

The optimists' claim that security competition and war among the great powers has been burned out of the system is wrong. In fact, all of the major states around the globe still care deeply about the balance of power and are destined to compete for power among themselves for the foreseeable future. Consequently, realism will offer the most powerful explanations of international politics over the next century, and this will be true even if the debates among academic and policy elites are dominated by non-realist theories. In short, the real world remains a realist world.  States still fear each other and seek to gain power at each other's expense, because international anarchy—the driving force behind great-power behavior—did not change with the end of the Cold War, and there are few signs that such change is likely any time soon. States remain the principal actors in world politics and there is still no night watchman standing above them. For sure, the collapse of the Soviet Union caused a major shift in the global distribution of power. But it did not give rise to a change in the anarchic structure of the system, and without that kind of profound change, there is no reason to expect the great powers to behave much differently in the new century than they did in previous centuries.  Indeed, considerable evidence from the 1990s indicates that power politics has not disappeared from Europe and Northeast Asia, the regions in which there are two or more great powers, as well as possible great powers such as Germany and Japan. There is no question, however, that the competition for power over the past decade has been low-key. Still, there is potential for intense security competition among the great powers that might lead to a major war. 

Realism inevitable—it’s grounded in human nature

Thayer 4 [Bradley, Ph.D, Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and a consultant to the Rand Corporation, "Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict"]
In chapter 2, I explain how evolutionary theory contributes to the realist theory of international relations and to rational choice analysis.  First, realism, like the Darwinian view of the natural world, submits that international relations is a competitive and dangerous realm, where statesmen must strive to protect the interests of their state before the interests of others or international society.  Traditional realist arguments rest principally on one of two discrete ultimate causes, or intellectual foundations of the theory.  The first is Reinhold Niebuhr's argument that humans are evil.  The second, anchored in the thought of Thomas Hobbes and Hans Morgenthau, is that humans possess an innate animus dominandi - a drive to dominate.  From these foundations, Niebuhr and Morgenthau argue that what is true for the individual is also true of the state: because individuals are evil or possess a drive to dominate so too do states because their leaders are individuals who have these motivations.   argue that realists have a much stronger foundation for the realist argument than that used by either Morgenthau or Niebuhr.  My intent is to present an alternative ultimate cause of classical realism: evolutionary theory.  The use of evolutionary theory allows realism to be scientifically grounded for the first time, because evolution explains egoism.  Thus a scientific explanation provides a better foundation for their arguments than either theology or metaphysics.  Moreover, evolutionary theory can anchor the branch of realism termed offensive realism and advanced most forcefully by John Mearsheimer.  He argues that the anarchy of the international system, the fact that there is no world government, forces leaders of states to strive to maximize their relative power in order to be secure.  I argue that theorists of international relations must recognize that human evolution occurred in an anarchic environment and that this explains why leaders act as offensive realism predicts.  Humans evolved in anarchic conditions, and the implications of this are profound for theories of human behavior.  It is also important to note at this point that my argument does not depend upon "anarchy" as it is traditionally used in the discipline - as the ordering principle of the post-1648 Westphalian state system.  When human evolution is used to ground offensive realism, it immediately becomes a more powerful theory than is currently recognized.  It explains more than just state behavior; it begins to explain human behavior.  It applies equally to non-state actors, be they individuals, tribes, or organizations.  Moreover, it explains this behavior before the creation of the modern state system.  Offensive realists do not need an anarchic state system to advance their argument.  They only need humans.  Thus, their argument applies equally well before or after 1648, whenever humans form groups, be they tribes in Papua New Guinea, conflicting city-states in ancient Greece, organizations like the Catholic Church, or contemporary states in international relations.

Security Answers – Perm

Perm – engage in the act of criticism and do the plan. We can solve all the reasons why criticism is good while still practicing caution in case power politics prove to be resilient.

Murray 97 (Alastair, Professor in the Politics Department at the University of Wales Swansea, Reconstructing Realism)

For the realist, then, if rationalist theories prove so conservative as to make their adoption problematic, critical theories prove so progressive as to make their adoption unattractive. If the former can justifiably be criticised for seeking to make a far from ideal order work more efficiently, thus perpetuating its existence and legitimating its errors, reflectivist theory can equally be criticised for searching for a tomorrow which may never exist, thereby endangering the possibility of establishing any form of stable order in the here and now. Realism's distinctive contribution thus lies in its attempt to drive a path between the two, a path which, in the process, suggests the basis on which some form of synthesis between rationalism and reflectivism might be achieved. Oriented in its genesis towards addressing the shortcomings in an idealist transformatory project, it is centrally motivated by a concern to reconcile vision with practicality, to relate utopia and reality. Unifying a technical and a practical stance, it combines aspects of the positivist methodology employed by problem-solving theory with the interpretative stance adopted by critical theory, avoiding the monism of perspective which leads to the self-destructive conflict between the two. Ultimately, it can simultaneously acknowledge the possibility of change in the structure of the international system and the need to probe the limits of the possible, and yet also question the proximity of any international transformation, emphasise the persistence of problems after such a transformation, and serve as a reminder of the need to grasp whatever semblance of order can be obtained in the mean time. Indeed, it is possible to say that realism is uniquely suited to serve as such an orientation. Simultaneously to critique contemporary resolutions of the problem of political authority as unsatisfactory and yet to support them as an attainable measure of order in an unstable world involves one in a contradiction which is difficult to accept. Yet, because it grasps the essential ambiguity of the political, and adopts imperfectionism as its dominant motif, realism can relate these two tasks in a way which allows neither to predominate, achieving, if not a reconciliation, then at least a viable synthesis.
Perhaps the most famous realist refrain is that all politics are power politics. It is the all that is important here. Realism lays claim to a relevance across systems, and because it relies on a conception of human nature, rather than a historically specific structure of world politics, it can make good on this claim. If its observations about human nature are even remotely accurate, the problems that it addresses will transcend contingent formulations of the problem of political order. Even in a genuine cosmopolis, conflict might become technical, but it would not be eliminated altogether. The primary manifestations of power might become more economic or institutional rather than (para)military, but, where disagreements occur and power exists, the employment of the one to ensure the satisfactory resolution of the other is inevitable short of a wholesale transformation of human behaviour. Power is ultimately of the essence of politics; it is not something which can be banished, only tamed and restrained. As a result, realism achieves a universal relevance to the problem of political action which allows it to relate the reformist zeal of critical theory, without which advance would be impossible, with the problem-solver's sensible caution that, before reform is attempted, whatever measure of security is possible under contemporary conditions must first be ensured.
Security Answers – Perm

Perm solves- recognizing that our representations are imperfect opens us the possibility of an ethical relationship to others

Colebrook 0 ( Professor in the Department of English Literature at the University of Edinburgh, "Questioning Representation")
As I've already suggested, a strain of nostalgia and utopianism runs through both forms of anti-representationalism: both the desire to return to a world that is lived as present, rather than subjectively re-presented, and the desire to overcome all commitments to presence in the celebration of a [End Page 59] differential, non-autonomous and post-human writing. If the concept of representation generates the consistent incoherence of a real that is then represented and a subject who then represents, we have to ask ourselves whether we can cleanse thought of the risky vocabulary of representation, whether we can return to the lived immediacy of pre-modern pre-subjective mutual recognition, or whether we can paste over our Cartesian separation and think a world that is not written by us but that writes itself. Is the representational antinomy or paradox an accident and is it curable? We might consider post-Kantian anti-representationalism as an increasing anti-subjectivism. Talk of schemes, representations, constructions, and paradigms does generate notions of what these schemes are schemes of. To talk of representation as a construction, schematization or structuration also implies that there is one who constructs, or that there is (to use Nietzsche's phrase) a doer behind the deed (Nietzsche 1967, 45). Representation presents us with what Michael Dummett refers to as the danger of falling back into psychologism (1993, 129). How possible is it to overcome these illusions and to remain within representation without appealing to what is, or, more important, without demanding autonomy? Perhaps representation in both its epistemological and ethical/political senses is valuable precisely for the contradictions and tensions it presents for thought. Consider, to begin with, knowledge as representation and the possibility that we might no longer trouble ourselves with an ultimate foundation for our representations, and this because any attempt to do so would bring us up against our own representational limit. In Realism with a Human Face, Hilary Putnam distinguishes between two broad readings of Wittgenstein's notion that the limits of my language are the limits of my world. The first response to such a predicament would be to rule out as nonsensical any attempt to think outside my world. The second response, favored by Putnam, would be that this recognition brings us up against the very notion that my world is my world (Putnam 1990, 28). While we have no appeal or foundation that lies outside representation, we sustain a philosophical question in the face of this inability. We might say, then, that rather than be ruled out of court as a nonsensical illusion, representation functions as a useful antinomy. The idea that our world is always a represented world renders us both responsible for that world, at the same time as we recognize our separation or non-coincidence with the world. And this might be how we can retrieve a notion of autonomy through representation in the second, ethical, sense. As I have already suggested, autonomy need not be defined as the feature of pre-social or pre-linguistic [End Page 60] moral individuals. Rather, to take an act of speech as autonomous is to see it as not grounded in a pre-given, law, nature or being. Thus the "subject" on this account would not be a substantive entity that authors its own meaning fully, but would be effected through acts of representation. Why save a notion of subjective autonomy? Think of the converse situation: a world of writing effects, disowned speech acts, performances without performers or moves in a game without players. Such a world imagines that it is possible to have a form of speech that does not carve out a point of view, that is not located in a way of being, that presents no resistance to perpetual coming and self-invention. It is a world in which the representational illusion is disavowed, a world in which speech takes place without the reifying error that I imagine myself as one who speaks. The idea that there is a writing, speaking or language that represents and that can't be owned by subjects does, quite sensibly, challenge the idea that what we say is a straightforward representation of some pre-linguistic meaning or ownness. But what such an idea of a radically anonymous writing in general precludes is the autonomy effects generated through processes of representation. Just as cultural studies--we are told--dreams of a world in which truth claims, foundations and representational claims are no longer made, and just as Richard Rorty imagines a world of ironists who accept their language games as nothing more than games and themselves as nothing more than players (Rorty 1989, 80), so the attempt to think beyond autonomy imagines a world in which what I say is not taken as issuing from the intention of some reified, congealed and illusory notion of man. But we might think of autonomy alongside the antinomy of representation. To take demands as autonomous is to recognize them as both ungrounded, as well as being demands for a certain grounding. If what I say makes a claim for autonomy, then it is both owned as what I say (and thereby institutes me as a subject), at the same time as the claim for autonomy separates this saying from any pre-given subject. To be autonomous, a claim would have to be more than a determined expression of a subject; it would have to have its own positive, singular and effective force. As Kant argued, true autonomy could not be thought of as issuing from a natural ground; but once we think an autonomous law this generates the regulative idea (but not knowledge) of a subject from whom this law has issued. 

Consider this antinomy in terms of some of the typical approaches to representation in popular culture--in particular, in popular feminism. It is widely asserted that women are subordinated to alien domains of representation. Eating disorders are explained by 

Security Answers – Perm

The permutation is the best option—realism can accommodate multiple perspectives and allows for the possibility of reform

Murray 97 (Alistair, Professor of Politics at the University of Wales, Reconstructing Realism Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics,)

Cox's articulation of the division between the two approaches is perhaps definitive, but his conclusion is much more problematic. Whilst he is undoubtedly correct to argue that each has a contribution to make, this does not suggest, as he presumes, a strategy of alternation according to the stability of the historical process. It is precisely this question of stability which is ultimately at stake in the debates between rationalist and reflectivist perspectives, and the danger is always that the one will predominate to the exclusion of the other in periods ill-suited to it, undermining whatever possibilities of order or reform actually exist. Consequently, a strategy of alternation is inevitably going to prove inadequate to the challenges posed by world politics; what is required is some form of synthesis.  6 Realism, I will argue, is capable of providing a foundation on which such a perspective might be built. It is, of course, conventionally treated as a part of the rationalist orthodoxy — and hence criticised for reproducing an iniquitous status quo by seeking to mitigate its problems. Yet, as should already be apparent from the understanding of realism put forward in earlier chapters, this account is clearly problematic. If realism emphasises the need to grasp what semblance of order can be obtained under the current structure of the system, it nevertheless acknowledges the need to investigate the possibilities of reforming this structure. If it makes use of aspects of the positivist methodology employed by rationalism, it is nevertheless convinced of the importance of the more interpretative approach adopted by reflectivism.7 Realism ultimately avoids the monism of perspective which leads to the self-destructive conflict between the two, maintaining a position which provides an opening for a path between the conservatism that privileges the extant to the exclusion of the possible and the progressivism which privileges the possible to the exclusion of the extant.

Security Answers – A2: Reps key

Discourse isn’t transformative – it only reflects preexisting changes in the objective world

Mearsheimer 95 ( John J., Profess of Political Science at the University of Chicago, “The False Promise of International Institutions,” International Security, Vol. 19, No. 3.)

Critical theory maintains that state behavior changes when discourse changes. But that argument leaves open the obvious and crucially important question: what determines why some discourses become dominant and others lose out in the marketplace of ideas? What is the mechanism that governs the rise and fall of discourses? This general question, in turn, leads to three more specific questions: 1) Why has realism been the hegemonic discourse in world politics for so long? 2) Why is the time ripe for its unseating? 3) Why is realism likely to be replaced by a more peaceful communitarian discourse? 

Critical theory provides few insights on why discourses rise and fall. Thomas Risse-Kappen writes, "Research on ... 'epistemic communities' of knowledge-based transnational networks has failed so far to specify the conditions under which specific ideas are selected and influence policies while others fall by the wayside." (156) Not surprisingly, critical theorists say little about why realism has been the dominant discourse, and why its foundations are now so shaky. They certainly do not offer a well-defined argument that deals with this important issue. Therefore, it is difficult to judge the fate of realism through the lens of critical theory. 

Nevertheless, critical theorists occasionally point to particular factors that might lead to changes in international relations discourse. In such cases, however, they usually end up arguing that changes in the material world drive changes in discourse. For example, when Ashley makes surmises about the future of realism, he claims that "a crucial issue is whether or not changing historical conditions have disabled longstanding realist rituals of power." Specifically, he asks whether "developments in late capitalist society," like the "fiscal crisis of the state," and the "internationalization of capital," coupled with "the presence of vastly destructive and highly automated nuclear arsenals [has] deprived statesmen of the latitude for competent performance of realist rituals of power?" (157) Similarly, Cox argues that fundamental change occurs when there is a "disjuncture" between "the stock of ideas people have about the nature of the world and the practical problems that challenge them." He then writes, "So me of us think the erstwhile dominant mental construct of neorealism is inadequate to confront the challenges of global politics today." (158) 

It would be understandable if realists made such arguments, since they believe there is an objective reality that largely determines which discourse will be dominant. Critical theorists, however, emphasize that the world is socially constructed, and not shaped in fundamental ways by objective factors. Anarchy, after all, is what we make of it. Yet when critical theorists attempt to explain why realism may be losing its hegemonic position, they too point to objective factors as the ultimate cause of change. Discourse, so it appears, turns out not to be determinative, but mainly a reflection of developments in the objective world. In short, it seems that when critical theorists who study international politics offer glimpses of their thinking about the causes of change in the real world, they make arguments that directly contradict their own theory, but which appear to be compatible with the theory they are challenging. (159)

Security Answers – A2: Reps key

Alternative doesn’t solve- Changing representational practices won’t alter policy, looking to structures and politics is more vital

Tuathail 96 (Gearoid, Department of Geography at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Political Geography, 15(6-7), 664 )
While theoretical debates at academic conferences  are important to academics, the discourse and concerns of foreign-policy decision-  makers are quite different, so different that they constitute a distinctive problem-  solving, theory-averse, policy-making subculture. There is a danger that academics  assume that the discourses they engage are more significant in the practice of foreign  policy and the exercise of power than they really are. This is not, however, to  minimize the obvious importance of academia as a general institutional structure  among many that sustain certain epistemic communities in particular states.  In general, I do not disagree with Dalby’s fourth point about politics and discourse  except to note that his statement-‘Precisely because reality could be represented in  particular ways political decisions could be taken, troops and material moved and war  fought’-evades the important question of agency that I noted in my review essay. The  assumption that it is representations that make action possible is inadequate by itself.  Political, military and economic structures, institutions, discursive networks and  leadership are all crucial in explaining social action and should be theorized together  with representational practices. Both here and earlier, Dalby’s reasoning inclines  towards a form of idealism.  In response to Dalby’s fifth point (with its three subpoints), it is worth noting, first,  that his book is about the CPD, not the Reagan administration. He analyzes certain CPD  discourses, root the geographical reasoning practices of the Reagan administration nor  its public-policy reasoning on national security. Dalby’s book is narrowly textual; the  general contextuality of the Reagan administration is not dealt with. Second, let me  simply note that I find that the distinction between critical theorists and post-  structuralists is a little too rigidly and heroically drawn by Dalby and others. Third,  Dalby’s interpretation of the reconceptualization of national security in Moscow as  heavily influenced by dissident peace researchers in Europe is highly idealist, an  interpretation that ignores the structural and ideological crises facing the Soviet elite at  that time. Gorbachev’s reforms and his new security discourse were also strongly self-  interested, an ultimately futile attempt to save the Communist Party and a discredited  regime of power from disintegration.  The issues raised by Simon Dalby in his comment are important ones for all those  interested in the practice of critical geopolitics. While I agree with Dalby that questions  of discourse are extremely important ones for political geographers to engage, there is  a danger of fetishizing this concern with discourse so that we neglect the institutional  and the sociological, the materialist and the cultural, the political and the geographical  contexts within which particular discursive strategies become significant. Critical  geopolitics, in other words, should not be a prisoner of the sweeping ahistorical cant  that sometimes accompanies ‘poststructuralism nor convenient reading strategies like  the identity politics narrative; it needs to always be open to the patterned mess that is  human history.

Security Answers – Alt Fails- Policy Key

Alternative doesn’t solve- analyzing representations don’t and shouldn’t affect policies.  

Tuathail 96 (Gearoid, Department of Geography at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, “The patterned mess of history and the writing of critical geopolitics: a reply to Dalby,” Political Geography, 15(6-7))

While theoretical debates at academic conferences are important to academics, the discourse and concerns of foreign-policy decision-  makers are quite different, so different that they constitute a distinctive problem-  solving, theory-averse, policy-making subculture. There is a danger that academics  assume that the discourses they engage are more significant in the practice of foreign  policy and the exercise of power than they really are. This is not, however, to  minimize the obvious importance of academia as a general institutional structure  among many that sustain certain epistemic communities in particular states.  In general, I do not disagree with Dalby’s fourth point about politics and discourse  except to note that his statement-‘Precisely because reality could be represented in  particular ways political decisions could be taken, troops and material moved and war  fought’-evades the important question of agency that I noted in my review essay. The  assumption that it is representations that make action possible is inadequate by itself.  Political, military and economic structures, institutions, discursive networks and  leadership are all crucial in explaining social action and should be theorized together  with representational practices. Both here and earlier, Dalby’s reasoning inclines  towards a form of idealism.  In response to Dalby’s fifth point (with its three subpoints), it is worth noting, first,  that his book is about the CPD, not the Reagan administration. He analyzes certain CPD  discourses, root the geographical reasoning practices of the Reagan administration nor  its public-policy reasoning on national security. Dalby’s book is narrowly textual; the  general contextuality of the Reagan administration is not dealt with. Second, let me  simply note that I find that the distinction between critical theorists and post-  structuralists is a little too rigidly and heroically drawn by Dalby and others. Third,  Dalby’s interpretation of the reconceptualization of national security in Moscow as  heavily influenced by dissident peace researchers in Europe is highly idealist, an  interpretation that ignores the structural and ideological crises facing the Soviet elite at  that time. Gorbachev’s reforms and his new security discourse were also strongly self-  interested, an ultimately futile attempt to save the Communist Party and a discredited  regime of power from disintegration.  The issues raised by Simon Dalby in his comment are important ones for all those  interested in the practice of critical geopolitics. While I agree with Dalby that questions  of discourse are extremely important ones for political geographers to engage, there is  a danger of fetishizing this concern with discourse so that we neglect the institutional  and the sociological, the materialist and the cultural, the political and the geographical  contexts within which particular discursive strategies become significant. Critical  geopolitics, in other words, should not be a prisoner of the sweeping ahistorical cant  that sometimes accompanies ‘poststructuralism nor convenient reading strategies like  the identity politics narrative; it needs to always be open to the patterned mess that is  human history.

Security Answers – Alt Fails- No Mechanism

Their alternative fails—it’s a statement of intent with no method of implementation.

Jones 99 (Richard, professor of International Politics at the University of Wales, Security, Strategy, and Critical Theory, CIAO Net)
Because emancipatory political practice is central to the claims of critical theory, one might expect that proponents of a critical approach to the study of international relations would be reflexive about the relationship between theory and practice. Yet their thinking on this issue thus far does not seem to have progressed much beyond grandiose statements of intent. There have been no systematic considerations of how critical international theory can help generate, support, or sustain emancipatory politics beyond the seminar room or conference hotel. Robert Cox, for example, has described the task of critical theorists as providing “a guide to strategic action for bringing about an alternative order” (R. Cox 1981: 130). Although he has also gone on to identify possible agents for change and has outlined the nature and structure of some feasible alternative orders, he has not explicitly indicated whom he regards as the addressee of critical theory (i.e., who is being guided) and thus how the theory can hope to become a part of the political process (see R. Cox 1981, 1983, 1996). Similarly, Andrew Linklater has argued that “a critical theory of international relations must regard the practical project of extending community beyond the nation–state as its most important problem” (Linklater 1990b: 171). However, he has little to say about the role of theory in the realization of this “practical project.” Indeed, his main point is to suggest that the role of critical theory “is not to offer instructions on how to act but to reveal the existence of unrealised possibilities” (Linklater 1990b: 172). But the question still remains, reveal to whom? Is the audience enlightened politicians? Particular social classes? Particular social movements? Or particular (and presumably particularized) communities? In light of Linklater’s primary concern with emancipation, one might expect more guidance as to whom he believes might do the emancipating and how critical theory can impinge upon the emancipatory process. There is, likewise, little enlightenment to be gleaned from Mark Hoffman’s otherwise important contribution. He argues that critical international theory seeks not simply to reproduce society via description, but to understand society and change it. It is both descriptive and constructive in its theoretical intent: it is both an intellectual and a social act. It is not merely an expression of the concrete realities of the historical situation, but also a force for change within those conditions. (M. Hoffman 1987: 233) Despite this very ambitious declaration, once again, Hoffman gives no suggestion as to how this “force for change” should be operationalized and what concrete role critical theorizing might play in changing society. Thus, although the critical international theorists’ critique of the role that more conventional approaches to the study of world politics play in reproducing the contemporary world order may be persuasive, their account of the relationship between their own work and emancipatory political practice is unconvincing. Given the centrality of practice to the claims of critical theory, this is a very significant weakness. Without some plausible account of the mechanisms by which they hope to aid in the achievement of their emancipatory goals, proponents of critical international theory are hardly in a position to justify the assertion that “it represents the next stage in the development of International Relations theory” (M. Hoffman 1987: 244). Indeed, without a more convincing conceptualization of the theory–practice nexus, one can argue that critical international theory, by its own terms, has no way of redeeming some of its central epistemological and methodological claims and thus that it is a fatally flawed enterprise.
Security Answers – Alt Fails- Action Key

The attempt to avoid securitization avoids all action and allows atrocities to continue

Huysmans 2 (Jef, Lecturer in Politics, Department of Government, Open University, “Defining social constructivism in security studies: the normative dilemma of writing security,” Alternatives 2002)
To summarize, the normative dilemma of social constructivism rests on the understanding that the effect of the communication depends on a socially constructed formation of rules, which constrains the author in what can be said and how it will be received while the author depends on security language ruled by the formation if he or she wants to transform a securitization of a particular area from within security studies. In other words, the desire to transform always risks further securitizing an area because the security formation simultaneously constrains and empowers the authors to make serious security statements. Social-constructivist authors who are critical of a particular securitization such as migration are thus caught by the question: "How can I interpret security problems in the societal area in such a fashion that I reduce the risk of repeating the very securitization of the area?"

Aff – Constructivism Fails

Constructivist theory of security fails – 3 reasons. 

McDonald 08

Matt, Associate Professor in International Security in the Department of Politics and International Studies at the University of Warwick,  “Securitization and the Construction of Security”

This article argues that while an important and innovative contribution to our understanding of security and its construction, the securitization framework is problematically narrow in three basic senses. First, the form of act constructing security is defined narrowly, with the focus on the speech of dominant actors, usually political leaders. This excludes a focus on other forms of representation (images or material practices, for example), and also encourages a focus only on the discursive interventions of those voices deemed institutionally legitimate to speak on behalf of a particular collective, usually a state. Second, the context of the act is defined narrowly, with the focus on the moment of intervention only. The potential for security to be constructed over time through a range of incremental processes and representations is not addressed, and the question of why particular representations resonate with relevant constituencies is under-theorized in this framework.2 Finally, and perhaps most fundamentally, the framework of securitization is narrow in the sense that the nature of the act is defined solely in terms of the designation of threats to security. This focus ignores the central importance of the way in which security (as a normative goal or expression of core values) is understood in particular contexts. It also suggests that security acquires content only through representations of danger and threat. Such a framework encourages a conceptualization of security politics as inherently negative and reactionary. 

Aff – Security k/t Peace

Security and Peace are interrelated, and Peace is intrinsic to well-being.

Alberth & Carlsson, Linköping University, 2009

[Johan Alberth, Henning Carlsson, “Critical Security Studies, Human Security and Peace”]
On the relation between peace and security - security aims to uphold the peace.  Most people would probably agree that peace and security in a rather commonsensical way are connected to each other, although pinpointing the exact relation is hard. A fundamental premise in this thesis is that the reason to attribute security any importance, is that security is something that secures peace, and that this constitutes the basic relation between the concepts. Peace, on the other hand, is something to have as a goal because it is concerned with some intrinsic value. This thesis holds that human well-being is the intrinsic value that peace upholds. Peace, therefore, is desirable because it strives towards human well-being, and security is desirable because it aims to uphold peace. To be able to realize why peace is concerned with human well-being, one just have to think about war, which is often perceived as the opposite of peace. Why is war seen with contempt? A short moment of reflection will reveal that it is because war is one of the extreme forms of human suffering and thus the opposite of human well-being. The view of peace as the mere absence of war does not necessarily ensure well-being however, since such a state still allows many factors threatening the core of human well-being, such as for instance massive human rights violations and starvation. Peace ought to be something more.

Aff : K Links to Itself

The K’s claims of securitization as an urgent existential threat make it link to itself
Charrett ‘9 [Catherine Charrett, International Catalan Institute for Peace, “A Critical Application of Securitization Theory: Overcoming the Normative Dilemma of Writing Security”, CATO International Institute in Barcelona, Spain, December 2009, http://www.gencat.cat/icip/pdf/WP7_ANG.pdf, Accessed 7/17/10] soap

Theorizers and critics of the CS discuss how its particular understanding of securitization is involved in the reproduction of dominant subjectivities of security and the validation of oppressive or exclusionary securitization processes. The argument posited in this article, therefore, is that ST, uncritically applied, contributes to the negative securitization of a referent. Williams explains how the logic of securitization employed by the CS in order to broaden the security agenda without loosing conceptual specificity, that which characterizes a security problem as demanding urgent action by the state, mirrors “the intense condition of existential division, of friendship and enmity that constitutes Schmitt’s concept of the political” (Williams 2003: 516). Williams analyzes the CS’ conceptualization of securitization through a Schmittian lens to identify how their theoretical approach to security works to reproduce the same ‘friend-enemy’ logic as Schmitt’s understanding of the political. He explains how Schmitt’s “decisionist theory of sovereignty” can be located in the CS understanding of securitization as the suspension of normal politics (Williams 2003: 516). Bigo shares a similar concern with the CS’ particular conceptualization of security, which he argues validates the view of security professionals who purport that “exceptionalization,” or a “beyond the law” politics is required of securitization (Bigo 2002: 72-73). The critique formulated against the CS is, therefore, that its conceptualization of securitization reinforces traditionalist or realist views of how securitization processes take place. Hence, the uncritical application of ST reproduces the subjectivities of fear and othering generated from such an understanding of security, and replicates the notion that state power and ordering are required to manage threats. Despite their social constructivist approach to defining security threats, the CS utilizes a particular understanding of security which does not challenge the dominant or militarized view of security; rather it17 accepts it as the “truth” about what security is (Bigo 2002: 73). ST thus feeds into the logic that immediate and undemocratic state action is the only method to manage security concerns, which often result in the negative securitization of a sector.
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