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2AC Orientalism Kritik 1/3
Permutation solves – taking concrete action to reverse imperialism is a prerequisite

Bilgin, IR Professor at Bikent, ‘5 (“Regional Security in the Middle East: A Critical Perspective” p 60-61)
Admittedly, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first step. In other words, from a critical security perspective, self-reflection, thinking and writing are not enough in themselves. They should be compounded by other forms of practice (that is, action taken on the ground). It is indeed crucial for students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice by pointing to possibilities for change immanent in world politics and suggesting emancipatory practices if it is going to fulfil the promise of becoming a 'force of change' in world politics. Cognisant of the need to find and suggest alternative practices to meet a broadened security agenda without adopting militarised or zero-sum thinking and practices, students of critical approaches to security have suggested the imagining, creation and nurturing of security communities as emancipatory practices (Booth 1994a; Booth and Vale 1997).

Although Devetak's approach to the theory/practice relationship echoes critical approaches' conception of theory as a form of practice, the latter seeks to go further in shaping global practices. The distinction Booth makes between 'thinking about thinking' and 'thinking about doing' grasps the difference between the two. Booth (1997:114) writes:

Thinking about thinking is important, but, more urgently, so is thinking about doing…. Abstract ideas about emancipation will not suffice: it is important for Critical Security Studies to engage with the real by suggesting policies, agents, and sites of change, to help humankind, in whole and in part, to move away from its structural wrongs.

In this sense, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first (albeit crucial) step. It is vital for the students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice.

The way orientalism manifests itself is as important – criticizing US imperial presence in other nations in the best starting point

Rotter, History Professor at Colgate, 2K (October “Orientalism and US Diplomatic History” Vol 105, No 4)
For diplomatic historians, the link between cause and effect is crucial, and this constitutes another area of disagreement with Said. In a perceptive 1995 Diplomatic History essay, Melvyn P. Leffler complained that "the post-modernist emphasis on culture, language, and rhetoric often diverts attention from questions of causation and agency." The problem with discourse theory specifically "is that although we might learn that seemingly unconnected phenomena are related in some diffuse ways, Twe do not necessarily get much insight into how relatively important these relationships are to one another." And Leffler quotes Patrick O'Brien: "'Foucault's study of culture is a history with beginnings but no causes.'" Leffler does not mention Said, but insofar as Said employs Foucauldian analysis in his work, the criticism could apply to him as well.13 
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If most historians continue to believe that establishing the cause of things is a meaningful part of their enterprise, even more insistently do diplomatic historians hold to this principle. That is because so much is at stake: most scholars of U.S. foreign policy are interested in expansionism, imperialism, and ultimately war. Given the field of analysis, the dismissal of cause seems irresponsible, for people should try to understand what causes imperialism and war, and where power has such solemn consequences it seems trivial to equate it with knowledge. Power, say diplomatic historians, is economic and military superiority, not narrative authority. Imperialism is not just an attitude. War is not preeminently a discourse. 

2AC Orientalism Kritik 2/3
Alternative doesn’t solve without the aff – we make theoretical criticism effective

Bilgin, IR Professor at Bikent, ‘4 (“Whose Middle East” International Relations, Vol 18 No 25)
From a Critical Security Studies perspective, the choice is not between adopting a top-down or a bottom-up approach to security. Students of Critical Security Studies need to rethink security in the ‘Middle East’ from both top-down and bottom-up43 with an eye on the practical implications of their own thinking on the subject of research (the theory–practice relationship). Although the securitization of such a wide range of issues may not be considered desirable by some (for fear of ‘securitizing’ issues and thereby rendering them intractable),44 from another perspective, keeping the security agenda open is a must if one is serious about moving beyond state-centric conceptions and practices of security.45 After all, the issues discussed above are all security concerns for some. Having considered these four competing approaches to conceiving regional security and constructing it in their own image, it could be argued that it is highly unlikely that their proponents will come to an agreement on one common perspective. If they cannot agree on the definition of the region, one may ask, how could they ever agree on common security policies? This is where the argument comes full circle, for conceiving the relationship between the representations of regions and the conceptions and practices of security as mutually constitutive enables one to make the theoretical move and argue that an alternative conception of security could give rise to a new perspective of regional security that would be acceptable to all – a perspective that aims at moving towards stable security maintained not because of the threat and use of force, but due to mutual satisfaction with the existing situation; that is security practised together with the others, not at their expense.46

They essentialize the West – turns the kritik

Radosh, History Professor at New York City College, ‘2 (March 8, “Said and the WOT” Front Page Magazine)
A FEW WEEKS AGO, writing about the statement by 60 intellectuals on why the US is at war, I wrote that I found their position “unnecessarily defensive,” and that reading their arguments, one had to wonder why it was even necessary for them to spell out in such great lengths why the American response to September 11 met the criterion of a “just war.”

Now, in this “Thoughts About America,” written for AlAhram Weekly (March 2), Edward Said has given us good reasons for why such a statement was necessary. We can also be thankful that the ultraleftwing Z Magazine on line has seen fit to reprint Said’s essay, because it reveals for all those who have praised the Columbia University Professor for his brilliance and comprehension to get the full measure of what he really thinks, and what kind of arguments he offers. Reading Said, it is, quite frankly, hard for me to believe that anyone can take him seriously from this point on.

Said, for those who are not aware, is one of the most influential of all contemporary radical theorists. One of the founders of what is called postcolonial studies, an offshoot of neoMarxist French cultural criticism, he devised the theory of “the Orient” as a discourse constructed by Western imperialism. His 1978 book Orientalism perhaps single handedly created the idea that the concept of the Orient became the mechanism by which the West sought to dominate and gain authority over the Arab world. To Said, it was only a concept which never existed, but which was created by Westerners as a tool to subjugate the region. Said’s work has been subject to brutal criticism by the distinguished scholar of Islam, Bernard Lewis, who has argued that Said has oversimplified the dichotomy between East and West, as well as having exaggerated the nature of colonial reality. Most recently, Martin Kramer has argued in Ivory Towers on Sand that the entire field of Middle Eastern studies became ideologically distorted as a result of Said’s work. His Orientalism, as Hillel Halkin writes, was nothing but “a crass and politically motivated attack on the entire tradition of Arabic studies in the West,” and hence “quickly became…the Bible of Middle Eastern Studies.”

2AC Orientalism 3/3
Only the permutation solves – pragmatism achieves the alternative while solving the case impacts – the alternative results in destruction

Gayman 99 (Cynthia, Penn State Journal of Speculative Philosophy, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/journal​_of_speculative_philosophy/v013/13.2gayman.html)

However, even as postmodernism can challenge the positive values inherent in pragmatic method--meliorism, reconstruction, community, instrumentalism, pluralism--since even careful inquiry can be subverted by domination, pragmatism challenges postmodernism pessimism: the privileging of "oppositionality and difference . . . commits 'the fallacy of selective emphasis' detailed by Dewey." As Stuhr remarks, "This is a seductive error, offering us, now fortified by an appreciation of difference, the easy solace of traditional idealism: self-transformation and self-transcendence (and becoming other than what one is) through self-understanding and self-awareness" (108). Pragmatism would argue against arbitrary and false self-assertion as the only hope against domination and totalization, for the fact of social constitution of selves does not preclude recognition of or respect for difference and oppositionality. Instead, socially constructed selves can join together as a pragmatic community of inquirers who refuse to support inhumane social practices, thereby de-structuring institutional domination and creating the communally recognized value of individual human dignity. Stuhr thus conjoins deconstructive critique with pragmatic instrumentalism, whose means are political and moral action. [End Page 148]  In Stuhr's view, pragmatism and postmodernism together constitute a theoretical and practical challenge to beliefs and practices in view of a reconstructive vision of the future. But on what basis will such a future be envisioned? Is self-conscious critique an adequate basis for determining which forms of social domination are more or less harmful? Does such critique indicate whose interests a desired end best serves or how a chosen means of action can be determined as moral? If answers to such questions remain provisional, for no absolute justification exists for any particular action, this is not to say "there is sufficient reason for doing nothing at all" (114). On the contrary, "because there is no reason to think fuller individuality and fuller community are impossible, therefore there is sufficient reason for undertaking the reconstruction of experience by means of intelligent criticism--criticism that is always partial, perspectival, and provisional" (114). This embrace of life's inherent contingency makes Stuhr's pragmatism a hard philosophy, for no ground of certainty provides rest for the birth and nurturance of the real. But perhaps even the urge to philosophize is born less of wonder than of fear. As Dewey recognized, "the quest for certainty" leads epistemological and moral inquiries to discover order in the nature of experience or find structure intrinsic to human understanding. But if reality is less assured and more contextually determined, if it demands more courage in the face of the ever-not-quite, this does not mean that the truth of human meanings and moral values are relative to mere agreement or are a matter of social and political expediency. The hard philosophy of genealogical pragmatism demands that inquiry be directed to open-ended truths or truths-in-process, to the complexities of everyday experience, and to a never-ending critical assessment of choices finalized or mistakes made. 

1AR Orientalism – Material Change Key

We have to focus on material change to achieve any change in our thought

Rorty, Philosophy Professor at Stanford, ’98 (Richard, “Achieving Our Country” p 98-101)
The cultural Left often seems convinced that the nation-state is obsolete, and that there is therefore no point in at- tempting to revive national politics. The trouble with this claim is that the government of our nation-state will be, for the foreseeable future, the only agent capable of making any real difference in the amount of selfishness and sadism inflicted on Americans. It is no comfort to those in danger of being immiserated by globalization to be told that, since national governments are now irrelevant, we must think up a replacement for such governments. The cosmopolitan super-rich do not think any replacements are needed, and they are likely to prevail. Bill Readings was right to say that "the nation-state [has ceased] to be the elemental unit of capitalism," but it remains the entity which makes decisions about social benefits, and thus about social justice.12 The current leftist habit of taking the long view and looking beyond nationhood to a global polity is as useless as was faith in Marx's philosophy of history, for which it has become a substitute. Both are equally irrelevant to the question of how to prevent the reemergence of hereditary castes, or of how to prevent right-wing populists from taking advantage of resentment at that reemergence. When we think about these latter questions, we begin to realize that one of the essential transformations which the cultural Left will have to undergo is the shedding of its semi-conscious anti-Americanism, which it carried over from the rage of the late Sixties. This Left will have to stop thinking up ever more abstract and abusive names for "the system" and start trying to construct inspiring images of the country. Only by doing so can it begin to form alliances with people outside the academy—and, specifically, with the labor unions. Outside the academy, Americans still want to feel patriotic. They still want to feel part of a nation which can take control of its destiny and make itself a better place. If the Left forms no such alliances, it will never have any effect on the laws of the United States. To form them will re- quire the cultural Left to forget about Baudrillard's account of America as Disneyland—as a country of simulacra—and to start proposing changes in the laws of a real country, inhabited by real people who are enduring unnecessary suffering, much of which can be cured by governmental action.13 Nothing would do more to resurrect the American Left than agreement on a concrete political platform, a People's Charter, a list of specific reforms. The existence of such a list— endlessly reprinted and debated, equally familiar to professors and production workers, imprinted on the memory both of professional people and of those who clean the professionals' toilets—might revitalize leftist politics.14 The problems which can be cured by governmental action, and which such a list would canvass, are mostly those that stem from selfishness rather than sadism. But to bring about such cures it would help if the Left would change the tone in which it now discusses sadism. The pre-Sixties reformist Left, insofar as it concerned itself with oppressed minorities, did so by proclaiming that all of us—black, white, and brown—are Americans, and that we should respect one another as such. This strategy gave rise to the "platoon" movies, which showed Americans of various ethnic back- grounds fighting and dying side by side. By contrast, the con- temporary cultural Left urges that America should not be a melting-pot, because we need to respect one another in our differences. This Left wants to preserve otherness rather than ignore it. The distinction between the old strategy and the new is important. The choice between them makes the difference between what Todd Gitlin calls "common dreams" and what Arthur Schlesinger calls "disuniting America." To take pride in being black or gay is an entirely reasonable response to the sadistic humiliation to which one has been subjected. But insofar as this pride prevents someone from also taking pride in being an American citizen, from thinking of his or her country as capable of reform, or from being able to join with straights or whites in reformist initiatives, it is a political disaster. The rhetorical question of the "platoon" movies—"What do our differences matter, compared with our commonality as fellow Americans?"—did not commend pride in difference, but neither did it condemn it. The intent of posing that question was to help us become a country in which a per- son's difference would be largely neglected by others, unless the person in question wished to call attention to it. If the cultural Left insists on its present strategy—on asking us to respect one another in our differences rather than asking us to cease noticing those differences—it will have to find a new way of creating a sense of commonality at the level of national politics. For only a rhetoric of commonality can forge a winning majority in national elections. I doubt that any such new way will be found. Nobody has yet suggested a viable leftist alternative to the civic religion of which Whitman and Dewey were prophets. That civic religion centered around taking advantage of traditional pride in American citizenship by substituting social justice for individual freedom as our country's principal goal. We were sup- posed to love our country because it showed promise of being kinder and more generous than other countries. As the blacks and the gays, among others, were well aware, this was a counsel of perfection rather than description of fact. But you cannot urge national political renewal on the basis of descriptions of fact. You have to describe the country in terms of what you passionately hope it will become, as well as in terms of what you know it to be now. You have to be loyal to a dream country rather than to the one to which you wake up every morning. Unless such loyalty exists, the ideal has no chance of becoming actual.
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