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1NC SHELL

Our obsession with terrorism is a self-fulfilling prophecy – we force ourselves to envision terrorism where it doesn’t exist and pre-emptively act which creates the situations we see today. We have born it into existence 

Joseba Zulaika, 2003, PROFESSOR, CENTER FOR BASQUE STUDIES, AT THE UNIVERSIY OF NEVADA “The self-fulfilling prophesies of counterterrorism”, Radical History Review http://rhr.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/2003/85/191.pdf, pg 191-3
In the 1980s Brian Jenkins, the doyen of terrorism experts, predicted that “we could see a doubling of terrorism by the end of the decade.”1 As it happened, during the four years from 1989 to 1992, terrorism did not cause a single fatality in the United States. The more remarkable fact was, however, that during those four years with no single terrorism case, American libraries catalogued, according to the OCLC WorldCat Database, 1322 new book titles under the rubric “terrorism” and 121 under “terrorist.” The obvious question at the time was: How could a discursive machine provide the ammunition necessary to sustain an entire industry based on a phenomenon that was both the ultimate threat to civilization and statistically almost absent? What amount of self-fulfilling prophecy was required for the real thing to make its appearance in the United States? Let us not forget that, regarding terrorism, those blissful 1980s—can anyone remember one single terrorist event in the United States during the entire decade?—were also the years in which the Reagan administration labeled terrorism its major international problem. At times, over 80 percent of Americans regarded terrorism as an “extreme” danger. In April of 1986, a national survey showed that terrorism was “the number one concern” for Americans.2 Nobody remembers who they were, but statistics say that during the period from 1980 to 1985, acts of terrorism killed seventeen people in the United States. These fewer than three terrorist fatalities a year proved, of course, far more threatening to national security than the 25,000 “ordinary” murders occurring annually during the same years. Now one might say that terrorism during the Reagan period was “a sideshow got up as major theater,” to use the words of John Le Carre applied to espionage after the end of the cold war. Yet even at that time terrorism was perceived as the ultimate threat. Such power assigned to terrorism’s “reality effect” recalls the “referential illusion” of modernist literature’s realist aesthetics, by which “the very absence of the signified . . . becomes the very signifier of realism.”3 But the true reality effect would finally come in 1993 with the bombing of the World Trade Center (WTC). “Is this a new day in American politics?” Dan Rather asked on the CBS Evening News to the politician on camera, followed by the commentary, “For the first time, we are vulnerable to foreign terrorists.” In 1995 the Oklahoma City bombing further dispelled any doubts as to whether terrorism in the United States was for real. Oh, yes, the experts had been prescient all along. Terrorists were always lurking there in the dark. But were they? To put it bluntly, were Sheik Omar Abdul Rahman and Timothy McVeigh our natural-born, archterrorist enemies, or were they rather, to a significant degree, the products of our own counterterrorism practices? It is no secret, for a start, that Sheik Omar was recruited by the CIA and came to this country with visas repeatedly provided by the agency. Robert Friedman reached the following conclusion in an article entitled “The CIA’s Jihad”: “The CIA has inadvertently managed to do something that America’s enemies have been unable to: give terrorism a foothold in the United States.”4 Sheik Omar was confined to a New York prison on conspiracy charges, which, according to a New York Times editorial, “only required [the government] to prove the intention to wage a terror campaign” and in which “only the sketchiest connections [were] established between Sheik Omar Abdel Rahman and the alleged mastermind of that crime, Ramzi Ahmed Yousef.”5 As for the lone McVeigh, not only does the nature of his terrorism not fit any classical definition of the phenomenon (typically, a member of an armed group practicing psychological terror for the sake of furthering some political agenda), but more important, the basic references of his plot were all provided by the dominant terrorism discourse in the United States. His shooting targets while a soldier were terrorists; his action plan was scripted by William Pierce’s right-wing The Turner Diaries (itself inspired by the apocalyptic novel The John Franklin Letters, in which the United States falls under a global Soviet conspiracy); his alias was “T. Tuttle,” the name of the superterrorist hero in the Hollywood movie Brazil; the day chosen for the explosion was April 19, the second anniversary of the Waco tragedy, a cause celebre for militias angered by the government’s violent response to the apocalyptic Branch Davidians. So the initial question to ask should be: To what extent were Sheik Omar and McVeigh—or Saddam Hussein and Osama bin Laden for that matter— the products of the United States’ own counterterrorism discursive practices? This is primarily a discourse that substitutes the spectacle of a constant “wait-ing for terror” for actual historical temporality. Begona Aretxaga describes it in the following way: “In contrast to historical time, the structure of this timeless war is characterized by the temporality of waiting, waiting for the next attack. Waiting for the spread of a virus, waiting for the killing of terrorists, waiting . . . as a prolonged moment of suspension and anxiety, of terror transformed into spectacle, of terror that is also a thrill, of terror that focuses and binds into a new sense of patriotic affect.”6 If the Beckettian theater of waiting is so intensely ominous (“it is not if, but when”), if the political manipulations of collective fantasies about nuclearism and savagery can prove so effective, it is hard not to assume that terrorism foretold must become prophecy fulfilled at some point. The army of public officials, experts, journalists, and academics who orchestrate the doom of terrorist futurology are thus vindicated.

PG 191-3

1NC SHELL

The paradigm of security develops infinite opponents locked in a mutually reinforcing relationship and leads to worldwide civil war that destroys all forms of coexistence

Diane Enns 2004 Diane, Philosophy Department at the University of Toronto, John Hopkins University Press, 
“Bare Life and the Occupied Body”, Theory & Event - Volume 7, Issue 3, 2004 http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v007/7.3enns.html
In 1940 Walter Benjamin wrote: "The tradition of the oppressed teaches us that the 'state of emergency' in which we live is not the exception but the rule. We must attain to a conception of history that is in keeping with this insight."1 These words have lost none of their relevancy, according to Giorgio Agamben, who suggests that power no longer has any form of legitimization other than emergency. In fact, not only does power appeal to emergency but labors secretly to produce it. We have only to think here of the U.S. government's post-9/11 warnings of the imminence of terrorist attacks, whether provoked by actual or fabricated threats, for the express purpose of maintaining public support for its foreign policies and goading other nations into a war on terror. Agamben warns that we currently face the most extreme and dangerous developments of the paradigm of security in the name of a state of emergency. Rapidly imposing itself as the basic principle of state activity, security, he argues, is becoming the sole criterion of political legitimization while traditional tasks of the state surrender to a gradual neutralization of politics.2 Ironically, the more security reasoning is promoted, the more vulnerable we become. This is the ultimate risk. Security and terrorism have become a single deadly system in which they legitimate and justify each other's actions. The risk is twofold according to Agamben: not only does the paradigm of security develop a "clandestine complicity of opponents" in which resistance and power are locked together in a mutually reinforcing relationship, but it also leads to "a worldwide civil war which destroys all civil coexistence."3 This is the result of the dependency of security measures on maintaining a state of emergency. Nearly three decades ago, Michel Foucault remarked that the question of power was raised anew around 1955, against the background of what he calls the "two gigantic shadows" created by the "black heritages" of fascism and Stalinism.4 Today, we must revisit the question again, under the new shadows that darken our world: these metamorphosed modalities of power and resistance that are escalating with frightening rapidity on a global scale. In the desperate cycle of state terror and insurrectionary terrorism that has gripped the world we need more than ever to understand power both in its repressive and resistant forms. In the following reflections I wish to revisit Foucault's ideas on power to highlight what I argue is a failure to adequately account for the power of resistance. I address this via an excursion into Agamben, who takes up Foucault's question concerning power over natural life: a biopolitics in which living itself is at stake. Despite Foucault's argument that resistance and power are inseparable -- since one can never escape power relations -- dominating power proves to be an intriguing exception. Collective revolutionary struggles appear to remain an enigma for him. The implications of this problematic will be drawn out with reference to the occupied body: the individual stripped of political and human rights, reduced to a bare existence, who sometimes turns to self-sacrifice in the name of revolt against the occupiers. In what sense can this body be said to be resisting power? In what sense complicit? What hope is there for resisting repressive regimes if the contemporary paradigms of security and terror recuperate into their violent vortex all modes of struggle? 

1NC SHELL

We have a responsibility to challenge status quo dominant discourse that allows us to open up a critical space to creating new, emancipator forms of knowledge and practice. 

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

The purpose of this article is not to assert that the terrorist threat does not exist or that terrorism and religion are not linked in some fashion. Rather, its central aim is to draw attention to the contestable and politicized character of the dominant narratives, the ways in which ‘Islamic terrorism’ is interpreted and socially constructed as an existential threat and the means by which the broader discourse functions to promote a number of discrete political projects and reify a particular kind of political and social order. Exposing the ideo- logical effects and political technologies of the discourse has the potential to open up critical space for the articulation of alternative and potentially emancipatory forms of knowledge and practice. Moreover, given the enormous material and social destruction of the war on terrorism thus far, the possibility of articulating non-violent or constructive responses to acts of terrorism takes on immense norma- tive significance. Fortunately, discourses are never completely hegemonic; there is always room for counter-hegemonic struggle and subversive forms of knowledge. In this case, not only is the discourse inherently unstable and vulnerable to different forms of critique, but the continual set- backs in Iraq and Afghanistan, ongoing revelations of torture and rendition and increasing resistance to government attempts to restrict civil liberties suggest that the present juncture provides an opportune moment to engage in deliberate and sustained critique. Recent moves by officials of the European Union for example, to review its lexicon of terms regarding ‘Islamic’ or ‘jihadi’ terrorism are indicative of a growing dissatisfaction with the discourse within parts of the political establishment.112 In particular, given their public role, scholars in the field have a responsibility to challenge the articulation of the central labels and narratives of the dominant discourse and to explore alternative forms of language and knowledge. As an initial starting point, reclaiming the labels and narratives of ‘political vio- lence’, ‘revolutionaries’, ‘militants’, ‘nationalism’, ‘anti-imperialism’, ‘self-determination’, ‘insurgency’, ‘ideology’ and the like to describe the current conflict, could provide a more flexible and ethically responsible alternative to the oppressive confines of the discourse of ‘Islamic terrorism’.

1NC SHELL

We cannot be forced into choosing us or them – The alternative is a rejection of the affirmative’s essentializing discourse to create space for “the terrorist” to explain their struggles. Without the alternative we create this split choice creates an ethical catastrophe. We must take an unconditional solidarity with all victims. We cannot be regulated by terrorist discourse and re must resist all attempts to imply the innocence in one and the evil in others. 

Joseba Zulaika, 2003, PROFESSOR, CENTER FOR BASQUE STUDIES, AT THE UNIVERSIY OF NEVADA “The self-fulfilling prophesies of counterterrorism”, Radical History Review http://rhr.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/2003/85/191.pdf, pg 198
Our choice cannot be between Bush and bin Laden, nor is our struggle one of “us” versus “them.” Such a split leads us into the ethical catastrophe of not feeling full solidarity with the victims of either side—since the value of each life is absolute, “the only appropriate stance is the unconditional solidarity with ALL victims.” 28We must question our own involvement with the phantasmatic reality of terrorism discourse, for “now even the USA and its citizens can be regulated by terrorist discourse. . . . Now the North American territory has become the most global and central place in the new history that terrorist ideology inaugurates.”29 Resisting the temptation of innocence regarding the barbarian other implies an awareness of a point Hegel made and that applies to the contemporary and increasingly globalized world more than ever: evil, he claims, resides also in the innocent gaze itself, perceiving as it does evil all around itself. Derrida equally holds this position. In reference to the events of September 11, he said: “My unconditional compassion, addressed to the victims of September 11, does not prevent me from saying it loudly: with regard to this crime, I do not believe that anyone is politically guiltless.”30 In brief, we are all included in the picture, and these tragic events must make us problematize our own innocence while questioning our own political and libidinal investment in the global terrorism discourse.

SUICIDE BOMBING LINK

Suicide bombing is greater than an act of terrorism– it’s an act of sacrifice and we have to come to grips with its irrationality. The obsession to rationalize such acts cannot understand the root causes of these acts of self-sacrifice and the grief and horro 

Diane Enns 2004 Diane, Philosophy Department at the University of Toronto, John Hopkins University Press, 
“Bare Life and the Occupied Body”, Theory & Event - Volume 7, Issue 3, 2004 http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v007/7.3enns.html
If the production of the biopolitical body is the very function of the state, we cannot think of the self-sacrifice of this body as a strategy of resistance. The act of sacrifice is itself recuperable. Killing oneself in the process of killing others is not then a strategy of resistance, so much as a desperate refusal of bare life to the condition of being occupied, as well as one of the most horrific, and counter-productive examples of violent retribution.54 Accusations made against those who wish to understand it -- for failing to condemn a heinous act -- are therefore misplaced. We have to negotiate the terrain between arguments concerning the moral justification of such an act of violence, citing this despair as reason enough to justify revenge in the name of self-defense, and the foreclosure of any discussion by demanding unconditional condemnation for what is judged to be an act of terrorism.55 The urgent question then, has to do with understanding the occupied body who sacrifices his life, and accounting for the political conditions that breed eager new volunteers. In such a negotiation, we must ask why "suicide bombing"? Why now? Why this method of resistance and not another? Why is this phenomenon particular to certain struggles for self-determination and not to others?56 Why is it often assumed as an inevitable response to despair and repression? It is all too easy to dehistoricize diverse methods of political resistance as well as the State powers they contest. We must, as Bamyeh argues, "maintain the sobriety of the concrete at all costs" for it is "material existence and material grievances that create suffering and struggle": the lack of access to land and water, denial of human rights, demolition of homes, relegation to refugee-status, restriction of movement, among other abuses. Attention to the particularities of the struggle will demonstrate, Bamyeh continues, "that even the most seemingly irrational acts, like suicide bombings, have their basis in concrete but ignored grievances."57 While we need to guard against assimilating the Palestinian struggle to the reactionary terrorism of Al-Qaeda, or for that matter to any other mode of violent resistance or act of anti-imperialism, I am suggesting that what the twenty-first century knows as "terrorism" alters the focus of Foucault's discussion of power and resistance, and highlights the necessity of formulating an analysis that acknowledges the root causes of the act of self-sacrifice and murder. For all the horror, grief and violent vengeance caused by this act, the important question is precisely that which Foucault wished to deflect: who wields the power? The transition from theorizing disciplinary power to dominating power, individual subjectivization to collective subordination, necessitates posing this question. 

TERRORISTS LINK

The Terrorist has become a new category of human being – it is a separate human type defined by terms like evil and is an Enemy of God. Our obsession with terrorism is based on essentialism, a logic utilized by Nazism 
C. Douglas Lummis, 2004, U.C. Berkeley, entered the U.S. Marines for three years, the third of which he spent in a military base on Okinawa, he returned to Japan to write his Ph.D. thesis. He taught at Tsuda College, Tokyo. “The Terrorist as a New Human Type,” http://zcommunications.org/the-terrorist-as-a-new-human-type-by-c-douglas-lummis, January 19th
In the past several years, a new category of human being has been introduced into the public discourse: The Terrorist. Of course, people have been called terrorists before, but with the beginning of the U.S. government's War on Terrorism, "terrorist" has come to mean not simply a person who engages (or engaged) in a certain form of combat, but rather a separate human type. The Terrorist is different from, for example, the criminal. We think of a criminal as a person who was born as an ordinary human being, but has somehow "gone wrong." The criminal has committed a criminal act, but may still be capable of penitence, which is why we put criminals in penitentiaries. But The Terrorist has not "gone wrong." As President Bush has so often told us, The Terrorist is evil. The word "evil" is not a legal term; no court of law can convict a person of being "evil." Evil is a religious concept. The evil person is not someone who has taken the wrong path, but rather someone who has come into this world for the very purpose of causing pain and suffering. As you can see by putting a "d" at the beginning of the word, the evil person is here to carry out the project of the Enemy of God. Repentance is out of the question: the misery that the evil person has brought about is exactly what was intended. In the new terrorist discourse, the issue, when a particular case is being discussed, is not what the person did, but what the person is. When the case of John Walker Lind, the young man from California who was captured in Afghanistan, was being discussed in the newspapers, the question was framed not in terms of what crimes, if any, he actually may have committed, but rather what category he should be placed into: was he a terrorist, or was he an ordinary American boy gone wrong? If the former, he should be tried (the papers said) by a military tribunal; if the latter, he should get an ordinary jury trial (as it happened, the latter position prevailed). The terrorism discourse is based on a form of essentialism: once a person is categorized as a terrorist-in-essence, that person can be placed in a separate legal category. The important thing is that this determination of what the person is takes place before a legal determination is made (by trial) as to what the person did. I wrote above that no court of law can make a judgment of what a person is (e.g., essentially good or evil), but there is another kind of court that has claimed to make such judgments. That is the court used in witch trials, where the evidence as to what the accused person did is only relevant insofar as it indicates whether that person is or is not a witch. Once the person is judged to be a witch, then what he or she did is no longer relevant. The logic of the present terrorist discourse is witch-hunt logic. In political cartoons and commentaries, The Terrorist has most often been depicted as a gutter rat. Not the white rat or the brown country rat, but the plague rat, the one that is never displayed in zoos and that no one (except witches) ever keeps as pets. The plague rat, like the cockroach, exists in popular imagination (though animal rights activists may disagree) as an animal to be killed on sight, and exterminated if possible. And "extermination," a word that, outside of Nazi discourse, has not often been used in regard to a category of human beings, is precisely the word being used in War-on-Terrorism propaganda today. This characterization of The Terrorist revives the emotional content of racism without being, strictly speaking, racist. Anti-Terrorist propaganda cannot be racist because The Terrorist, while a category, is not a race. The people the U.S. government calls terrorist belong to a variety of nationalities and speak a variety of languages. Moreover, given the multi-ethnic makeup of the U.S. voting population today, it is no longer politically wise for U.S. politicians to lay this kind of stereotype on a particular ethnic group. So when government spokespeople say this is not a war against Muslims or Arabs, this should be taken seriously. What is happening is that the stereotype that used to be projected onto this or that ethnic group is now being projected onto this new category: The Terrorist. In classic racism, the discriminated people were depicted as incapable of education, enlightenment, or moral improvement, so that it would be fruitless to put them in the same legal framework, and grant them the same rights, as the dominating group. There is nothing for it but to place them in a separate legal category, say slavery, or apartheid, or ghettoization, or legal segregation. And today this is just what is happening: for the new human type called The Terrorist, a separate and unprecedented legal framework is being established.

TERRORIST LINK

Terrorists stand outside of all customary rights, particularly those within the Middle East – we justify all acts violence because they are terrorists.

C. Douglas Lummis, 2004, U.C. Berkeley, entered the U.S. Marines for three years, the third of which he spent in a military base on Okinawa, he returned to Japan to write his Ph.D. thesis. He taught at Tsuda College, Tokyo. “The Terrorist as a New Human Type,” http://zcommunications.org/the-terrorist-as-a-new-human-type-by-c-douglas-lummis, January 19th
The U.S. government continues to insist that the people captured in Afghanistan and elsewhere and presently being held in prison cells (made from containers) on the U.S. military base at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, are not prisoners of war. If they were POWs, they would have the rights guaranteed under the Geneva Convention of 1949, and by the customary laws of war based on centuries of precedent. In particular, it would be illegal to put them on trial unless there was evidence that they had committed specific violations of the laws of war. However, the U.S. government has asserted that the Geneva Convention does not apply to them and that they will be subject to trial. But if they don't have the rights of POWs, they don't have the rights of criminal suspects either. They are placed in the new legal category established by President Bush's Executive Order of 13 November, 2001 under which they may be tried by military tribunal. (Of course, there is nothing in the U.S. Constitution or criminal law that gives the President the authority to establish such tribunals. It seems that the President simply pulled the authority out of thin air.) The order states, "it is not practicable to apply in military commissions under this order the principles of law and the rules of evidence generally recognized in the trial of criminal cases in the United States district courts." (Section 1, f) That is, the basic rights of criminal suspects guaranteed under the U.S. Constitution and U.S. criminal law and precedent are to be denied. Among these are the right to be informed of what you are being detained for so you can contest this in court, the right of Habeas Corpus (under which if the prosecutor is unable within a reasonable period to show evidence you have committed a crime, you must be released), the right to confront and question witnesses (for government witnesses may be spies, and if they show their faces in court they can't be used again), the right to see the evidence being used against you (some of it may be state secrets), the right to consult a lawyer, the right to trial by a jury of your peers, the right to appeal to a higher court, the right to an open trial, and (as all these rights are taken away before any judicial determination of guilt or innocence) the right to be presumed innocent until proven guilty. This last is especially mind-boggling. The prisoners are trapped in a kind of backward tautology: they are placed in the category of "terrorist" (or as U.S. officials have come to put it, "illegal combatant"). But how did they get put in that category? Through what legal procedure, and under what evidence? Answer: there's no need to follow any legal procedure, or show any evidence. Why not? Because they are terrorists.

TERRORISM LINK

Terrorism is clouded by a rhetoric that distracts from the moral concerns inherent in our political violence – our discourse sustains antagonism, creating fear ensuring further conflict

Steven Talbot 2008 Steven, Defense Sociologist, Land Operations Division, Defense Science and Technology Organization, Sociological Research Online 13(1)17 “'Us' and 'Them': Terrorism, Conflict and (O)ther Discursive Formations”, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/13/1/17.html March 21st
When examining issues concerning what is terrorism, who practices it and why, as well as appropriate responses to this activity, this paper contends that such issues are often clouded by a rhetoric (discourse) that has deflected attention away from political and moral concerns underlying political violence. This paper has also argued that utilising dichotomous logic in the construction of an enemy is a counterproductive strategy for grappling with terrorism. The use of binaries like Good/Evil and Us/Them assist with the construction of a dehumanised Other who cannot be reasoned with, thus repudiating calls for negotiation, and in the process, reducing incentives to understand difference. Demonising the enemy in such a manner, amplifies fear and alarm, and perpetuates cycles of revenge and retaliation which necessitate more violent responses to perceived injustices. In this sense, the production and maintenance of a West and Rest dichotomy, a dichotomy which characterises current terrorist and security discourses, has also lead to the creation of mutually sustaining antagonisms ensuring further conflict. Consequently, it is important to rethink the binary oppositions employed within the social constructions of other socio-cultural groups, enemies or threats, and national identities. When employed within a national security context, these dichotomies not only serve to reify imagined differences between communities, but also may inflame hostilities through the continuation of oppositional identities and relations which are viewed as being fixed, and thus resistant to change. A way around this binary impasse is the construction of counter-discourses which contain dual positions for both parties as victims and as agents of conflict. As long as both sides represent themselves as being victims, rather than perpetrators of violence, more violence will ensue. Moreover, another way to challenge the legitimacy of dichotomous logic is to create a counter-discourse highlighting the diversity extant within ‘so-called’ homogenous populations.

TERRORISM LINK

Terrorism discourse culminates in a self-fulfilling prophecy in which its victims find that violence is their only recourse. 

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

At a more practical level, it can also be argued that the ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse is proving to be counter-productive in its effects on the broader counter-terrorism campaign of the war on terrorism. For example, it seems obvious that the discourse assists certain mili- tant groups in promoting their message that there is a fundamental conflict between Islam and the West; in this sense, the language works to co-constitute the very threat it purports to counter. In addi- tion, narratives of fanatical, murderous, suicidal ‘Islamic terrorists’ functions to amplify rather than allay the social fear generated by terrorist actions because it reinforces the perception that the attackers are inhuman killing machines who cannot be deterred or reasoned with. In terms of foreign policy, the construction of a global Islamic threat can contribute to support for governments who actively suppress popular Islamic movements or cancel elections, thus creat- ing a self-fulfilling prophecy in which imprisoned, tortured and harassed activists decide that the use of violence is their only recourse.111

TERRORISM LINK

Terror narratives create their own conditions – the probability of terror is wrapped in a rhetoric of power and creates an apocalypse based in unreality 

Galip Isen, 2003 Professor at the Istanbul Bilgi University “Discourse of Evil: Speaking Terrorism to Silence,” http://reconstruction.eserver.org/033/isen.htm
As any other social form, terror narratives, too, "transform the conditions of their emergence by 'dehumanizing' them into instruments of their own functioning" [35]. In this discourse, terrorism as a tool of politics, metamorphoses into Hydra [36]. Viewed from that perspective, it becomes less perplexing why 9-11 was received with universal shock and confusion, even though the public was almost worked up to expecting it by statement, fiction and reportage. The discourse management of the communication elite succeeded in withdrawing the entire experiential range of terrorism into the realm of politics. In its dehumanized form the probability of terror was abstracted from the phenomenology of everyday life, wrapped in a rhetoric of power and imbued with the larger-than-life unreality of an apocalypse: a frightening contingency every believer must accommodate and abide by, but one everyone knows by virtue of hope, will not happen in this lifetime -- except now that it is proved a real experience, is constantly reiterated and through reiteration acquires further unreal, nightmarish dimensions. The only chance terror has of success is in upending and gradually vitiating the feeling of legitimacy people invest in social existence; a process that seems to be happening since 9-11. For the first time since the assassination of Archduke Ferdinand of Austria in 1914, an act of terror elicited military reaction on a major scale in Afghanistan and then in Iraq. Furthermore, the possibility that the belligerence might spread against "small clots of people in 60 countries" and "like the Drug War, simply might never end" was not exhausted either. The narratives favored by the polity quorum helped nourish the post 9-11 aura of ubiquitous terror the epidemic of "anthrax" letters, "mailbox bombs," FBI's warnings of explosive laden trucks in urban areas and then the inevitable threat of nuclear terrorism created [38]. Significant ratios of Americans still viewed terrorism as the country's most important problem one year after [39]. Indeed it is quite possible to speculate that America could have been paralyzed by an all pervasive, debilitating fear if Osama Bin Ladin or others of his ilk had continued the secret war, fanning out violence to the foci of ordinary peoples' lives via widespread campaigns of terror, for instance in the manner of the live bombs which crippled life in Israel. Instead, the polity quorum ushered an invincible Hydra out of its established terrorism discourse [40], having found the most fertile social ground to sow credulity in the sheer spectacle of the attacks on the Twin Towers and the Pentagon, which offered an immense opportunity to cast awe on any political "management" of truth by feeding the myths, legends, rhetoric and the potential of the terrorist threat”. In turn, the Monster seems to have furnished its creators with the power of polity they crave.

COUNTER-TERRORISM LINK 

Counter-terrorism is, ironically, terroristic and illegal – our one-sided focus on terrorism in US policy and discourse is totalizing and we become so blinded and ignore the everyday realities and immune to the fact that counter-terrorism fosters more terrorism 

Joseba Zulaika, 2003, PROFESSOR, CENTER FOR BASQUE STUDIES, AT THE UNIVERSIY OF NEVADA “The self-fulfilling prophesies of counterterrorism”, Radical History Review http://rhr.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/2003/85/191.pdf, pg. 194-5
Welcome to the promised land of terrorism. At the turn of the eighties, the problem with the terrorism industry might have been to convince the rest of us that a phenomenon that for years had not produced one single fatality was still the most dangerous threat to national life. Soon the problem is going to be to convince the rest of us that not everything is terrorism. The self-fulfilling prophecies of the 1980s and 1990s pale compared with the new scenario between “Good and evil” that George Bush has laid down for us, apparently to everyone’s approval. The danger with such morality plays is that by constantly repeating them, one ends up believing them. Splitting the world radically in Good/Evil terms, calling all Evil terrorism, and declaring that the destiny of the Good side is to combat the Evil one to death, must surely be a preface to political silliness. As he told Congress, the Bush doctrine states that “from this day forward, any nation that continues to harbor or support terrorism will be regarded by the United States as a hostile regime.” The problem is, of course, that the very “evildoer” blamed for sending suicide bombers to kill innocent Israelis, and the very nations supporting such “martyrs” (Saudi Arabia, Pakistan), are also the ones we need as partners in the war. And the great morality play reveals itself for what it is—an intellectual and political sham. A painful example of this is translating the Palestinian-Israeli conflict into one more chapter in the new global war on terror. From the outset, this has forced the Bush administration into simultaneously trumpeting the “moral clarity” of the war against terror, according to which “there is no such a thing as a good terrorist,” while at the same time having to dispatch the secretary of state to meet with the Palestinian leader Yasir Arafat, often labeled by his enemies a world-class archterrorist. As in other prominent cases (Nelson Mandela, Sean McBride, Menachem Begin), the terrorist Arafat is also the Nobel Peace Prize winner Arafat. So much for Bush’s proclamations that “my job isn’t to try to nuance” between good guys and bad guys, while his secretary of state Powell will soon be having “constructive” meetings with the archterrorist. Of course, as everyone agreed, Powell’s mediation had nothing much to do with the perpetual tragedy of the Middle East per se and everything to do with removing the obstacle for Bush the son to complete his father’s unfinished war against Iraq. As Benjamin Netanyahu put it, “Saddam Hussein is driving United States foreign policy.”9 Netanyahu knows what he is talking about. He is the man to the right of Ariel Sharon, waiting to replace him as the next prime minister of Israel. Sharon is a warrior hawk who sees everything in actual military terms. Netanyahu is something much worse: a hawk whose only assets are the windmills of terrorism. Is there a better example than Netanyahu of the interdependencies between the terrorist and the counterterrorist? Bush should learn from Netanyahu about the fables and follies that inevitably accompany terrorism as idee fixe. His political career heavily dependent on terrorism from the very beginning, Netanyahu is “a sort of Israeli Rambo,” who has never had “anything particularly interesting or authoritative to say about terror, or anything else,” but who, nevertheless, has “built a successful career in the United States as a regular and articulate participant in talk shows, much sought after because of his reputation as a leading expert on the ‘war on terrorism.’ ”10 One of his “students” was Ronald Reagan, who decided to attack Libya after he read in Time magazine excerpts from a conference that Netanyahu organized at the Jonathan Institute, an action censured by a General Assembly resolution at the United Nations. Antonio Cassesse devoted an entire book to the complex legal implications of this entire affair, including the United States interception of an Egyptian airliner “in a way that was totally unjustified under international law” and concluded that “the United States preferred violence to law, leaving behind an unfortunate legacy that has polluted international law and aggravated political and diplomatic relations between states.”11 Thus it is not surprising that some critical legal scholars have had no qualms in describing the United States counterterrorism policy as “itself both terroristic and illegal.”12 The critical point, one that can be illustrated with countless examples from Great Britain, Spain, Israel, Chechnya, South America, India, and other nation-states, has to do with the inevitable tendency of how the semantics of terrorism work in relation to law. By charging the other with terrorist lawlessness, it allows oneself to dispense with the rule of law. The final result is what Agamben describes as “the state of exception,” in which “it is impossible to distinguish transgression of the law from the execution of the law, such that what violates a rule and what conforms to it coincide without any reminder.”13 To the post–September 11 question of “why they hate us,” a generalized response was “because of our freedoms,” rather than because of the legal, political, and social justice implications of our policies, and because of our main ally in the Middle East, Israel. By letting terrorism become the main United States public discourse and by thus enshrining categorical totalization and moral fundamentalism, we are blinded so as not to see the everyday realities of history, culture, and politics. As a consequence, we become immune to the one realization that really matters: the extent to which our own counterterrorism policies foster more terrorism.

COUNTER-TERRORISM LINK 

Counter-terrorism and terrorism go hand in hand – there are systemic complicities in our policies

Joseba Zulaika, 2003, PROFESSOR, CENTER FOR BASQUE STUDIES, AT THE UNIVERSIY OF NEVADA “The self-fulfilling prophesies of counterterrorism”, Radical History Review http://rhr.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/2003/85/191.pdf, pg. 196-7
The administrations of presidents Carter and Reagan were also replete with instances in which the slippery phantom qualities of terrorism came to haunt its promoters. Gary Sick, the expert in charge of Iran during the hostage crisis, wrote an insider account of the Carter White House’s war on terrorism, in which reacting to fictional threats played a major part. Whatever policy mistakes the government made, the tendency was always to blame them on “intelligence failures.” But there was something else far harder to correct regarding that administration’s myopia, Sick tells us: “[It] was not so much a failure of sources or observation of data as a structural inadequacy of the system itself to make a conceptual leap from chessboard to hurricane.”18 He complains how, during the Iran crisis, the journalist Robert Moss, who lacked hard evidence and had no qualifications as a specialist on Iran, still had an enormous influence on top United States policymakers when he wrote a piece stating what many in the administration feared, namely, that the Soviets must have guided the events of the Iranian hostage crisis. Sick shows that this influenced United States policy disastrously.19 Similarly, it was no secret that Ronald Reagan, Alexander Haig, William Casey, and other high officials read and praised Claire Sterling’s book The Terror Network, only to later discover to their embarrassment that it was based essentially on CIA disinformation “blown back.”20 The final result of playing with terrorism was of course the Iran-Contra fiasco, in which the White House secretly traded arms for hostages with Iran, while proclaiming a highly publicized policy of no negotiating whatsoever with states sponsoring terrorism, and which almost derailed the presidency of Reagan and the vice presidency of the senior Bush. It doesn’t look like the present Bush administration has learned much from its predecessors. And what are we to make of the massive intelligence failures leading to September 11, according to which the CIA knew that two of the Al-Qaeda hijackers, Khalid al-Midhar and Nawag Alhazmi, were in the United States and never shared that information with the FBI or any other federal agency? By simply tracking the two men, who were living openly in Los Angeles without even concealing their real names, the entire group taking part in the September 11 plot could have been uncovered. Similarly, an FBI agent’s repeated warnings that Al-Qaeda operatives might be training as pilots in the United States went unheeded by her superiors. Don’t these inexplicable lapses point once again to the systemic complicity between terrorists and counterterrorists?
DISCOURSE SHAPES REALITY

Our discourse formations shapes knowledge - The US constructs discourse to portray a just war on terror to mask our true intentions

Steven Talbot 2008 Steven, Defense Sociologist, Land Operations Division, Defense Science and Technology Organization, Sociological Research Online 13(1)17 “'Us' and 'Them': Terrorism, Conflict and (O)ther Discursive Formations”, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/13/1/17.html March 21st

The same discourse (which characterises a way of thinking or the given state of knowledge at one time) can appear throughout a range of texts, across numerous sites. When these discursive events refer to the same object, say terrorism for example, and share a similar style and support a strategy, they are said to belong to the same discursive formation (Hall, 1997, p.44). It is through these discursive formations that things/practices acquire their meaning. However, discursive representation is not a benign practice, for it is often those in positions of power and authority who are able to construct ‘reality’ and thus knowledge itself. As Klein (1994) explains: ‘[a] discourse, then, is not a way of learning ‘about’ something out there in the ‘real world’; it is rather a way of producing that something as real, as identifiable, classifiable, knowable, and therefore, meaningful. Discourse creates the conditions of knowing’ (cited in George, 1994, p.30). Foucault contends that knowledge is a form of power, and that power is present or exercised within decisions regarding what circumstances knowledge is applied or not. Moreover, Foucault argues that knowledge (when linked to power) assumes the authority of ‘the truth’ and has the power to make itself true through a variety of regulatory and disciplining practices (Hall, 1997, p.49). Knowledge (ways of knowing about others through discursive representations) therefore is constructed by humans through their interactions with the world around them and is a reflection of existing social, historical and political factors, and as such, is never neutral. In his analysis of the socially constructed nature of knowledge, Foucault explores the production of knowledge through discourse, and particularly how knowledge about the social, the individual, and associated shared meanings are produced in specific periods. In Madness and Civilization: A History of Insanity in the Age of Reason (1988) and The History of Sexuality Volume One (1981), Foucault provides examples of the shifting historical significance of sexuality and mental illness and the emergence of deviant identities. In this respect, mental illness and sexuality did not exist as independent objects, which remained the same and meant the same thing throughout all periods. Rather, it was through distinct discursive formations that the objects ‘madness’ or ‘heterosexuality’ emerged and appeared as meaningful constructs. Sexual relations and desires have always been present, but the constructs ‘heterosexual’ and ‘homosexual’ were produced through moral, legal, and medical discourses and practices. Through these discourses and practices, behaviours and acts were aligned with the construction of ‘types of’ people or identities - identities which were subject to medical treatment and legal constraints designed to regulate behaviour. In this respect, social and self identities are a consequence of power reflected in historically and institutionally specific systems/sites of discourse. As social constructs, it is important therefore to view knowledge and discourse production through the socio-historical conditions in which they are produced. In this respect, discourses concerning terrorism, security dilemmas and threat, and world order, are produced within specific historical, geographical and socio-political contexts as well as within social relations of power. Furthermore, the controlling and legitimising aspects of discourse are such that proponents of violence are not likely to construct a narrative that is contrary to their values. For instance, Al Qaeda is unlikely to construct a narrative that posits them in a contrary manner to their own moral values by engaging in ‘terrorist’ activities. Rather, they would position themselves as acting morally, and as victims of oppression or humiliation (Cobb, 2004). Similarly, the US and her coalition allies are also likely to construct a narrative which posits their involvement in a ‘fight against terror’ within a discursive framework of liberty and democracy, rather than expansionist or imperialist terms. 

DISCOURSE SHAPES IDENTITY

Our discourse shapes the identities we see in others – it constructs dichotomies via discursive practices

Steven Talbot 2008 Steven, Defense Sociologist, Land Operations Division, Defense Science and Technology Organization, Sociological Research Online 13(1)17 “'Us' and 'Them': Terrorism, Conflict and (O)ther Discursive Formations”, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/13/1/17.html March 21st

In his foundational work Orientalism (1978), Edward Said examines the historical construction of the East (Them/Other) and West (Us/Self) as essentially different entities through discursive practices. Drawing upon Foucault’s notion of discourse, Said contends that Orientalism is a discourse: by which European culture was able to manage – and even produce – the Orient politically, sociologically, militarily, ideologically, scientifically, and imaginatively during the post-Enlightenment period (p. 3). Such a discourse draws upon assumptions that are imperialist by design, privilege European sensibilities and representations of the Other, and reinforce ideas concerning the fixed nature of states of being and difference (McDowell, 2003). Said argues that Orientalist ideas can be found in current representations of ‘Arab’ cultures as backward, lacking democracy, threatening and anti-Western (2003). Similarly, Occidentalism2 can be found in stereotypical representations of an “imperialist, corrupting, decadent and alienating West” (Nadje Al-Ali cited in Freund, 2001). As I suggest later, these representations have become a feature of the current Western perceptions of terrorism. As a practice, Othering is not solely a province of East versus West relations, but also exists as a strategy within other non-Westerns nations. For example, Shah (2004), Kennedy-Pipe and Welch (2005) and Baev (2007) note how the ‘war on international terrorism’ discourse has been used by Russia to legitimate it actions against former Soviet republics like Chechnya. Within a sociological context, identity discourse is often characterised by issues concerning essentialising and marginalising social groups, as well as totalising and categorising individuals and groups (Gaudelli, 2001, p.60). Categorisation results as a response to diversity, wherein categorisation assists with making the diversity (of people) more understandable. As a consequence of this, people become viewed as being more typical of certain categories (eg. a Muslim from Iraq is stereotypically viewed as being ‘Muslim’ in comparison to an Australian Muslim in Cronulla within some discursive frameworks). Following the construction and application of these categories, is a tendency to essentialise (belief in essence) as is evident in notions of ‘the laconic Aussie,’ ‘the whingeing Pom,’ and the ‘fanatical terrorist.’ In this sense, the act of ‘naming’ is akin to ‘knowing.’ Dividing practices evident in the categorisation and essentialising processes which inform the production of binaries reflect power struggles, as they primarily entail an external authority imposing a ‘condition of life upon people’ (Gaudelli, 2001, p.74) that are supposed to have certain essences. These power relations become evident in the abilities of claim-makers or particular agents to make certain discourses, categories and labels acceptable and make them ‘stick’ as it were. In turn, essentialism results in reifying culture by viewing cultural systems as being discrete and homogeneous units (nationally, ethnically and ideologically), which are ‘naturally given’ and fixed in locality (Jones, 1999). Here it is important to remember, that it is not culture that is ‘found’ or ‘discovered’ out in the field, but individuals who act and interact and express their views of culture (Schulte-Tenckhoff, 2001, p.5). This paper contends that it is the relations between groups and related boundary making practices (insider/outsider, Self/Other) rather than ‘traits’ which are important indicators and producers of identity. As discussed above, binaries such as those of Self/Other have a tendency to convey world views in concrete, simplified and often imperialist ways (Berry, 2006). The process of ‘Othering’ is commensurate with identification (as culture, community, or nation) which further entails an act of differentiation, authentication, and at times, exclusion – creating boundaries between members of the ‘in’ group and outsiders. In this sense the: ‘Self/Other relation induces comparisons used by social actors to describe themselves or to describe others, depending on their location. In locking a given group into a substantially transformed identity, one constructs and immobilises this relation so that it operates in favour of those to whose advantage it is’ (Schulte-Tenckhoff, 2001, p.11). Self/Other relations are therefore ‘matters of power and rhetoric rather than of essence’ (Clifford, 2004, p.14). Within this context, boundary-making practices are a way of ‘locking’ ‘imagined communities’ into strategically informed ontological states of being. Moreover, these boundaries are inter-subjectively determined, that is, they are constructed through an emphasis on only a subset of many identity labels that apply (eg. religion). President George Bush has described his war on terror as a ‘crusade’ and a ‘divine plan’ guided by God. These sentiments are similar to Islamic calls for Jihad, with religious terrorists viewing themselves as God’s people and their enemies as God’s enemies, ‘infidels’, or sinners. As a consequence, for both sides, the conflict takes on the form of a ‘spiritual battle.’ Thus religious doctrine acts as fuel for Islamic-based terrorism as it does for the US led ‘war on terror’. Inside this discursive framework, both would contend that each party’s religion is the only meaningful one (Berry, 2006 p.4). Indeed, the construction of identity plays a key role in relation to the prospect for religious and political violence. Hence, identity claims invariably informs interests. The call by fundamentalist Islamists for a Jihad on Western nations for example is a realisation of both interests and identities simultaneously. In this sense, identities and interests are mutually reinforcing concepts and incapable of being pursued separately (Hughes, 2004, p.7). Identity negotiation highlights the political nature of social identifications of Self and Others within and between groups. Contestation arises out of those ascribed social or collective identities that do not align with an individual’s or group’s self-definition, highlighting global and national tensions, as well as power dynamics which frequently underplay such identification processes. Hence Self/Other struggles are ultimately struggles of legitimacy and meaning, frequently enacting and fuelling conflict. Indeed, it is in the creation of Self and an all-threatening Other that the state, or prominent figures within terrorist networks like Al Qaeda, use their power and available resources for legitimated violence (Grondin, 2004). 

DISCOURSE SHAPES IDENTITY

Discourse also creates identity boundaries, setting up the foundation for insecurity and conflict – only through these boundaries can we construct the “enemy”

Steven Talbot 2008 Steven, Defense Sociologist, Land Operations Division, Defense Science and Technology Organization, Sociological Research Online 13(1)17 “'Us' and 'Them': Terrorism, Conflict and (O)ther Discursive Formations”, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/13/1/17.html March 21st

Identity boundaries are functional in that they allow us to distinguish humans from animals, culture from nature, as well as differences between classes and nations. Using identity to distinguish in this way is the foundation for insecurity and conflict. Such boundaries allow the demarcation of ‘Us’ versus ‘Them’ and ‘domestic’ versus ‘foreign.’ Without the creation of these distinctions, the ‘enemy’ could not be identified (Campbell, 1998 cited in Hughes 2004).  Sociology of the enemy examines the social process of constructing enemies, and within the context of identity politics and negotiation, creating Others for advantageous reasons. Politicians, other charismatic leaders, social elites, and the military alike, are in prime positions to construct particular representations of the enemy. In turn, these representations are also influenced by a host of other actors (academics and intellectuals, advisors), and array of sources and representations at their disposal. The proliferation of these representations through the internet, media reports, government documents, books, articles, and film has led to an expansion of an enemy discourse (as part of a deliberate and incidental public diplomacy3), assisting the articulation of a dualistic collective moral righteousness which attempts to legitimate the destruction of the Other (Aho, 1994; cited in Cerulo 1997; Berry, 2006; Hansen, 2004).  Orientalist and occidentalist inspired representations of ‘enemies’ can be seen at work within the current terrorism discourse. The Australian and US national security ideology for example frames the terrorism discourse within a system of representations that defines Australian and US national identities through their reference to the Un-Australian, Un-American, Un-Western Other, usually confined to a Muslim/Islamic centre located in the Middle East, but also extending by association to Muslim/Islamist global diasporas. Similarly, representations of the Un-Eastern, Un-Muslim or Non-Islamic Other are employed by some Islamic fundamentalist groups to assert their identity and cause. Both parties construct an enemy that reflect and fuel ideological strains within the American/Australian body politic and Islamist terrorist networks (Grondin, 2004, pp.15-16). The use of dichotomous logic in these representations fails to account for degrees of ‘Otherness’ and ‘Usness,’ or diversity, within both populations. In this sense, the homogenising effects of such a discourse fails to acknowledge an ‘other – Other,’ namely, a more moderate Muslim population located within an Islamic centre and its periphery. Similarly, distinctions can be drawn between an Australian ‘Us’ and her United States counterpart. In either case, the discursive construction of a homogenous West and ‘Rest’ has the effect of silencing dissenting voices residing within both camps.  Using simple dichotomies like ‘Us’ and ‘Them’ or ‘friend’ or ‘foe’ ignore the multidimensionality of identity and fail to recognise the interconnectedness and complexity of modern life. The use of such terms also highlights the emotional underpinnings for issues of security. With their use of an enemy discourse which incorporates notions of religiosity, good versus evil, and right and wrong, both the Taliban and US led ‘coalition of the willing’ appeal to beliefs over empiricism (what is knowable, measurable and debatable) – belief systems grounded in notions of faith where it is important to believe things to be true, rather than actually being true (Berry, 2006, p.5). Similarly, claim making of this nature appeals to emotions (like hatred, revenge and fear) in contrast to logic in the sense that they encourage communities to feel in particular ways which are less likely to be challenged than appeals to think in particular ways (Loseke, 2003, p.76). Hence, Berry (2006) contends, that because definitions of enemies are often not empirically based, they can fluctuate according to the needs of the definers. With the creation of ‘identifiable’ enemies, defining ‘Us’ automatically entails defining ‘Them,’ with ‘Them’ being the social foe or ‘evil’ (Huntington, 1996). As Burman and MacLure (2005) remind us, ‘there is always a hierarchy in these oppositions’ for there is an essence of a higher principle or ideal articulated in one, and something lesser, or subordinate in the other (p.284). Thus, within this hierarchical value system of prioritised logic, good is seen as coming before evil, positive before negative, Us before Them, and real over the written. Moreover, to label a population as evil is to render the other ‘sub-human.’ We are told of the ‘Evil doers,’ Axis of evil,’ Osama Bin Laden the evil, America the evil, capitalism the evil, and terrorism the evil, and evil acts (Davetian, 2001). The ensuing pursuit and eradication of this evil within the context of calls for jihad and a corresponding ‘war on terror’ also implies a ‘promotion of war more willingly than accommodation’ (Armitage, 2003, p.202). However, as is the case with dichotomous logic, good and evil are two sides of the same coin, or mutually sustaining concepts. Thus, to speak of eradicating evil in this context is a nonsensical pursuit. As Baudrillard explains: ‘We believe naively that the progress of the Good, its advance in all fields (the sciences, technology, democracy, human rights), corresponds to a defeat of Evil. No one seems to have understood that Good and Evil advance together, as part of the same movement…Good does not conquer Evil, nor indeed does the reverse happen: they are once both irreducible to each other and inextricably interrelated’ (2002, p.13). Dichotomous logic can be applied to an examination of security and associated threat discourses. 

BINARIES LINK

Status Quo discourse of binaries characterizes the Islamist as terrorist

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

The discourse is first and foremost founded on the deployment of a series of core labels, terms and discursive formations, including, among others: ‘the Islamic world’, ‘the West’, ‘the Islamic revival’, ‘political Islam’, ‘Islamism’, ‘extremism’, ‘radicalism’, ‘fundamental- ism’, ‘religious terrorism’, ‘jihadists’, ‘Wahhabis’, ‘Salafis’, ‘militants’, ‘moderates’, ‘global jihadist movement’, ‘al-Qaeda’, and of course, ‘Islamic terrorism’. Crucially, in their textual usage these terms are often vaguely defined (if at all), yet culturally loaded and highly flexible in the way they are deployed. In addition, these labels and terms are organized into a series of dramatic oppositional binaries, such as the West versus the Islamic world, extremists versus moderates, violent versus peaceful, demo- cratic versus totalitarian, religious versus secular, medieval versus modern and savage versus civilized. Such powerful categories func- tion to construct ‘Islamic terrorists’ and ‘extremists’ as particular kinds of subjects within the overall discourse and enforce highly constricting subject positions upon them vis-à-vis other subjects, such as ‘decent people’, ‘democratic states’ or ‘moderate Muslims’, for example. Importantly, they also render unreasonable more nuanced narratives about the often-contradictory identities and characteristics of the narratives’ central actors. The application of labels such as ‘terrorist’, ‘fundamentalist’ and ‘extremist’ to groups like Hamas and Hizbollah for example, functions to obscure their simultaneous exist- ence as political party, social welfare provider, protection force, local association, relief agency, charity, education provider, bank, guerrilla force and the like – as well as position them as the enemy of Western societies.

BINARIES LINK (Enemies)

The mark of the enemy allows us to mobilize one against the other – our binaries create opposing identitis that dehumanize and depersonalize all Others

Steven Talbot 2008 Steven, Defense Sociologist, Land Operations Division, Defense Science and Technology Organization, Sociological Research Online 13(1)17 “'Us' and 'Them': Terrorism, Conflict and (O)ther Discursive Formations”, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/13/1/17.html March 21st
Implicit within ‘Us/Them,’ ‘East/West,’ ‘Good/Bad’ and ‘Self/Other’ binaries is the notion that opposing identities are relatively homogenous. The use of these non-specific yet all-inclusive tags also serves to dehumanise and depersonalise a highly abstracted Other. In turn, depersonalisation allows social stereotyping, group cohesiveness and collective action to occur. The construction of absolutist discourses of this kind are an important vehicle for understanding conflict: ‘[a]lthough generally described as integrated and homogenous, communities as loci of production, transmission, and evolution of group membership foster conflict through the negotiation and manipulation of social representations’ (LCC, 2001, p.6). Here, the demarcation of the common enemy/Other assists with the mobilisation of one group against another (Aho, 1994). Identity demarcation of this kind further allows the mobilisation of audiences to carry out conflict. President Bush for example has made many references to ‘evil doers’. He has been quoted as saying ‘we're on the hunt...got the evildoers on the run...we're bringing them to justice’ and ‘they kill without mercy because they hate our freedoms...’ (Sample, 2006, The White House, 2001). The emotive language used in ‘speech acts’ of this kind are designed to elicit ‘in-group’ distinctiveness and cohesion through the negation and disparagement of the ‘out-group’ (terrorist organisations). The use of terms ‘evil doers,’ ‘them,’ and ‘they’ are interesting however in the sense that they refer to an enemy that extends beyond the confines of terrorist organisations like Al Qaeda. * 7. ‘A clear and simplified depiction of good (us) and evil (them) that serves many functions’ (Brown and Gaertner, 2001; Coleman, 2004, p.18). By framing their conflict within a discourse which accentuates a struggle between good and evil, both religious terrorist groups and their Western-led protagonists, view non-members of either camp to be ‘infidels’ or ‘apostates’ (Cronin, 2003) and ‘immoral’ or ‘fanatical’ respectively. The maintenance of such a discourse can be seen as serving a dual purpose; namely, to dehumanise the respective victims on both sides of the conflict, and sustain in-group and out-group identities.

ISLAM LINK

Their discourse constructs the idea that Islam and terrorism are inherently linked. 
Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

First, central to the discourse is an underlying assumption that violence – and by implication, terrorism – is inherent to Islam, because unlike Christianity, Islam makes no distinction between Church and State, has never discarded the notion of religious war,25 purports to regulate both the public and private lives of Muslims and has much to say about the political life of the community. This narrative is frequently expressed opaquely in observations about Islam’s prominent status in the field of religious violence. Walter Laqueur, a respected terrorism expert, suggests that while there is ‘no Muslim or Arab monopoly in the field of religious fanati- cism . . . the frequency of Muslim- and Arab-inspired terrorism is still striking’, and while ‘a discussion of religion-inspired terrorism cannot possibly confine itself to radical Islam it has to take into account the Muslim countries’ pre-eminent position in this field’.26 Similarly, Barak Mendelsohn notes that ‘religious extremists who wish to impose religious order exist in all religions, but evidently, religious terrorism looms larger in Muslim societies’.27 However, there are also a great many overt expressions of this narrative. Apart from Samuel Huntington’s crude assertion that ‘Islam has bloody borders’,28 it is not uncommon to find discussions of ‘the inherent, even organic connection that has always existed between Political Islam and violence’ due to the fact that ‘Islam does not separate the realms of religion and politics.’29 A prominent counter-terrorism think-tank publication argues that ‘in the Islamic world one cannot differentiate between the political violence of Islamic groups and
their
popular
support
derived from
religion . . . the present terrorism on the part of the Arab and Muslim world is Islamic in nature’.30 Directly related to this, it is most frequently assumed that terrorism is directly linked to, emerges from, or is inspired by, extremist and fundamentalist forms of Islam. In particular, many texts appear to take it as axiomatic that ‘Islamist’, ‘Wahhabist’ and ‘Salafist’ groups are usually linked to or directly involved in terrorism. Magnus Ran- storp for example, refers to ‘the Islamist movements and their respec- tive armed terrorist wings’ without any qualification at all, implying that all ‘Islamist’ groups naturally have a ‘terrorist wing’.31 Reuven Paz of the International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism (ICT) writes of the ‘Islamist terrorist culture’ and ‘violent Islamist ideolo- gies, doctrines and activities’32 – implying that violence is culturally embedded within Islamism. Similarly, Marc Sageman, a noted terror- ism expert, refers to ‘the global Salafi jihad’ and ‘Salafi terrorist groups’ led by al-Qaeda, arguing that ‘Salafi ideology determines its mission, sets its goals, and guides its tactics’.33 Moreover, according to Sageman, ‘Al Qaeda is not only a terrorist political organization; it is also a revivalist religious social movement.’34 The terrorism–extremism association contained in these discursive formations works to construct the widely accepted ‘knowledge’ that certain forms of Islam are by nature violent and terroristic.
ISLAM LINK 

The discourse falsely describes Islamic fundamentalism as violent. 

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

In contradistinction to most ‘Islamic terrorism’ texts, there is a large and sophisticated body of research that confirms that Islamic doctrine and practice, including varieties of ‘Islamism’ and ‘Islamic fundamentalism’, is not typically or necessarily violent, anti- democratic or incompatible with secularism and modernity.77 This research suggests that not only are Islamic values compatible with democracy,78 but, as opinion polls have consistently shown over many years, the great majority of individuals in Muslim countries prefer democracy over other kinds of political systems.79 Nor is it the case that ‘Islamists’ are opposed to democracy; in many countries they constitute the only viable vehicle for democratic participation and opposition in relatively closed political systems.80 As Mumtaz Ahmad has noted: ‘The Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Turkish, Malaysian, Egyptian, Jordanian, Algerian, Tunisian and Moroccan Islamists have already accepted the Islamic legitimacy of popular elections, the electoral process, the multiplicity of political parties and even the authority of the popularly elected parliament to legislate not only on socio-economic matters but also on Islamic doctrinal issues.’81 We should also note that Islamist movements like Hamas, Hizbollah and the Muslim Brotherhood (referred to simply as ‘Islamic terrorists’ in most texts), as well as Islamist parties in several Central Asian states,82 have not only participated in national elections, but have well-established internal democratic processes. In fact, Islamist groups have adopted a multitude of strategies and approaches to their interaction with the state and other social actors and are engaged in a variety of locally defined projects, most of which are focused on winning power. From this perspective, Islamism is perhaps better understood as a dynamic set of processes rather than a fixed or essential identity.

WAR ON TERROR LINK 

Our war against evil, on terror, legitimizes the repression of minorities in all countries – we begin to recreate the mentality of insurgent terrorists, fighting violence with increased violence

Joseba Zulaika, 2003, PROFESSOR, CENTER FOR BASQUE STUDIES, AT THE UNIVERSIY OF NEVADA “The self-fulfilling prophesies of counterterrorism”, Radical History Review http://rhr.dukejournals.org/cgi/reprint/2003/85/191.pdf, pg. 197-8
As widely reported at the time, the Reagan administration, led by Alexander Haig, would self-servingly “confuse terrorism with communism.”24 As the cold war was coming to an end, terrorism became the easy substitute for communism in Reagan’s black-and-white world. Still, when Haig would voice his belief that Moscow controlled the worldwide terrorist network, the State Department’s bureau of intelligence chief Ronald Spiers would react by thinking that “he was kidding.”25 By the 1990s, the Soviet Union no longer constituted the terrorist enemy and only days after the Oklahoma City bombing, Russian president Yeltsin hosted President Clinton in Moscow who equated the recent massacres in Chechnya with Oklahoma City as domestic conflicts. We should be concerned as to what this new Good-versus-Evil war on terror substitutes for. Its consequences in legitimizing the repression of minorities in India, Russia, Turkey, and other countries are all too obvious. But the ultimate catastrophe is that such a categorically ill-defined, perpetually deferred, simpleminded Good-versus-Evil war echoes and re-creates the very absolutist mentality and exceptionalist tactics of the insurgent terrorists. By formally adopting the terrorists’ own game—one that by definition lacks rules of engagement, definite endings, clear alignments between enemies and friends, or formal arrangements of any sort, military, political, legal, or ethical—the inevitable danger lies in reproducing it endlessly. One only has to look at the Palestinian-Israeli or the Basque-Spanish conflicts to see how self-defeating the alleged “victories” against terrorism can be in the absence of addressing the causes of the violence. “A war against terrorism, then, mirrors the state of exception characteristic of insurgent violence, and in so doing it reproduces it ad infinitum. The question remains: What politics might be involved in this state of alert as normal state? Would this possible scenario of competing (and mutually constituting) terror signify the end of politics as we know it?”27 It is either politics or once again the self-fulfilling prophecy of fundamentalist crusaders who will never be able to entirely eradicate evil from the world.

WAR ON TERROR LINK

The discourse of the war on terror not constitutes a message of fear, a fear that is more devastating what it represents – it has come to embody the war itself
Galip Isen, 2003 Professor at the Istanbul Bilgi University “Discourse of Evil: Speaking Terrorism to Silence,” http://reconstruction.eserver.org/033/isen.htm
A few weeks after the carnage of 9-11, The Village Voice commented "the whole thing was a prophetic fantasy come true all as it had been on the screen." Indeed, there are probably more passages presaging a terrorist attack of similar mode and magnitude in a plethora of pulp fiction, from Mario Puzo to William Safire or Tom Clancy than in texts on political science, international relations, sociology, history or psychology. Therefore, it can be argued that the American (and world) public, the media, Hollywood producers, paperback publishers etc. had reason to see such an eventuality as sufficiently plausible to warrant attention and merit the interest of culture consumers. So can it be safely assumed that numerous government agencies tasked with technical and psychological preparedness against such emergencies, must have pored over a respectable array of intelligence reports, worst case scenarios, contingency plans, preemptive measures and so on, to anticipate and alleviate the effects of an imminent and devastating attack by terrorists. <3> In that case, ignoring the sheer abominability of the act for a moment, it is perplexing why the tragedy of September 11 caught America and the rest of the world by such surprise. Opinion polls point to the sociological drift and spread of the shock in the wake of 9-11 and the aura of mediated communication surrounding it: Terrorism figures to have become a "buzzword" in the life course of the ordinary citizen, too, a force that exerts itself into known conceptions and practices of life. A conceptual presence exerts its influence primarily on minds and therefore, the phenomenon of terrorism needs to be probed deeper, if possible, in areas and aspects reflecting its effect on collective mental frames of reference. The quintessential question may be how aware an important sector of humanity is as to what it is so frightened of. Then, it might be more enlightening to begin reviewing the entire problem in another fashion: When speaking of terrorism, are we reitirating a tired jargon of matters of prophylactic techniques and technology, intelligence, detection and punishment, policies and reprisals etc.? Or are we facing a weakness of modern society against a genre of violence that may be caused by the very same reasoning applied to understanding and formulating the evil of terrorism and the already exhausted usual answers? <4> Polls reveal that Americans who before September 11 tended to assess their government in relation to issues of social policy, are now more focused on national security. Terrorism was seen as the most important problem facing the country right after 9-11 and despite a drop in rating, continued to vie with economic concerns for the top spot since. There were responses with a deeper reaching potential of new socio-political demands: the public voiced support for deterring terrorism at the expense of "limited" infringements to individual and personal rights. A majority of Americans said they approved the reinstitution of the military draft if more soldiers were needed in the war on terrorism. Seventy percent of the people interviewed six months later reported that they had shed tears in the aftermath of the attacks and about 20 percent still occasionally did [11]. <5> In the light of such indicators, it makes sense that the official and public reaction to 9-11 has accorded terrorism, which used to be but the "warfare of losers" the status of a successful modus operandi. The eponymy of the military intervention to Afghanistan as "War against Terror," too, has elevated it to a par with "war", to which aeons of historical conditioning, myths of valor, heroism and victory have accorded a measure of legitimacy. It can further be commented that terrorism has almost come to be accepted as some kind of inevitability. The mere utterance of terror now constitutes a message, and worse, is perceived as a symbol, another semiological instrument of power with the potency of a totem, no less fear rousing than the evil it represents. 
POLITICS LINK

Acts of terrorism and warfare in Afghanistan and Iraq sponsor states of terrorism – the discourse of American politics provides the foundation for thought and political action, capitalizing on preemptive measures

Galip Isen, 2003 Professor at the Istanbul Bilgi University “Discourse of Evil: Speaking Terrorism to Silence,” http://reconstruction.eserver.org/033/isen.htm
During the entire process, the drift of intellectual concentration and political discussion [68] visibly turned from acts of terror to open and out warfare against Afghanistan and Iraq as sponsor states of terrorism while shifts of public opinion manifested an impressive parallel with government rhetoric and policy. Public support coincided with calls to arms against terrorism, instant and peremptory retaliation and stark measures in post 9-11 social and political literature endorsing Bush's "War Against Terror." However, little new -- except the names of a few lead actors and places -- in this rhetoric did not repeat the sentiments and ideas frequently aired in the last decade(s), complaining that the U.S. political apparatus was insufficiently geared to react swiftly against terrorism [69] -- Another factor that can be interpreted as indicative of the composite nature of the polity quorum and its narratives. <19> Though the trends outlined above certainly do not prove beyond doubt, they seriously signal that the polity quorum can somehow sway the representations of truth to its will with recourse to that subtle power of discourse. However, despite the coalescence at home, America's long enjoyed preponderance as the chief author of "truth" globally, suffered a significant blow as a consequence of its terror rhetoric and policy. Not only the U.S. but almost the entire world was flabbergasted by the 9-11 nightmare. However, long time allies of Washington put a cognitive wedge between combating terrorism and invading Iraq. The PEW Research Center Global Attitudes Project released in June 2003 [70] concluded the venture in Iraq widened the rift between Americans and the people of Western Europe, further inflamed the Muslim world, softened support for the war on terrorism and weakened global public support for the U.N. and the North Atlantic alliance [71]. The point is less how America, whose emerging image looks rather negative [72], is valued worldwide than the difference of opinion and discourse management between parties that profess fealty to the same political culture of liberal democracy. Within the U.S. too, dissident voices declared Bush's pro-war policy irrational. They accused Washington of pursuing a hidden agenda to gain control of oil resources and strategic regions. Since it would be difficult to convince the American public to approve shedding blood "for oil or empire," in narratives Saddam was equated with Osama, and Iraq was treated as if it were al Qaeda [73] itself. The point of view here underlines how effective the discourse of the U.S. polity quorum is in tacitly providing the people with templates of thought and supplementary political action. <20> To conclude, it sounds as plausible premise that the polity quorum, capitalizing on a discourse of fear, has succeeded in asserting itself as a composite Heracles who can vanquish the Hydra, the fictional beast it endowed with the power to terrorize. The cognizance of the evil and the threat terror has shed on ordinary lives and lifestyle is thus commanded and induced vicariously by pundits who, by virtue of power, claim to experience and understand the horror "for us" and who, in the same vein, believe they can prescribe remedies although their "preemptive" or "restorative" measures have proved to be of dubious yield by historical record. The personification and reification of evil in the vile is the universal hermeneutic style of the polity quorum. Persistent narratives lead the student of terrorism into omitting probably the most significant aspect, the human essence of violence. Indeed, this may mirror the chief intellectual shortcoming in grasping terrorism as an exclusively political problem [74], whereas it should rather be explored as a holistic human issue. <21> One key to understanding terrorism lies in the semiologic repercussions of the term. Terror, although a one-time-event, conveys a lingering message that is also the medium it travels in. The act of terrorism per se, is an act of the individual: Mohammad Atta, the alleged author of the 9-11 assault on major symbols of American might, is no longer anywhere he can be apprehended, tried and punished. Similarly it is Timothy McVeigh that has been put to death, not the memory of the horror he created. For the terrorist, the magnetism of terrorism [75] generates from the exhilaration of possessing a might to rule over life and death, the power to create fear and mystery, feeling alive with the knife's edge psychological acrobatics of gambling with fate, including one's own, all the while, believing to be special and important for being in the service of a sublimated ideal. The deed itself is not so much "rational" as "rationalized" [76]. The political, ideological, religious etc. "causes" serve as socio-cultural props for idealizing the attraction to the power of commanding and dealing death. Therefore, it appears extremely difficult if not impossible to "preempt" the violent manifestations of such irrationality using the dominant paradigms, implements and methods of conventional symmetrical rationality. <22> Conversely, from the viewpoint of terror's actual or potential victims, the repetition of its discourse of evil over and over, levies terror a message of potency and significance that articulates into a single psychological expression: fear from an imminent, unpredictable, unexpected experience of violence beyond the boundaries of "normal," because its origin, reason, target, timing and effects are unknown to those who (may) suffer its effects. Heuristically, normal can be given a lasting name only in an existence where social cohesion is based on legitimacy [77]. A state of terror obscures the recognition and knowledge of what is safe for physical and psychological survival, hence, of what is normal and legitimate. In any case, such terror does not have to be of political nature to precipitate similar reverberations. Waves of psychopathic murders as committed by such killers as John Wayne Gacy, Ted Bundy, Jeffrey Dahmer or snipers who shoot unexpected passersby may create the kind of horror that can sway traditional parameters of normalcy as effectively as the acts of the Red Army Faction or the Hamas. <23> Only the resultant force of two social and psychological processes operating collaterally may be expected to curb the appeal of terrorism: On one hand, the structures of social experience must continue to provide the adaptational values which prevent the fabric of social interaction from disintegrating [78] and avert the de-normalizing effects of violence on individual consciousnesses. On the psychological dimension, this corresponds to a paradigm shift that in practice, will strip the "ism" from terror, reducing it to no more than the status of a common crime. In this way the "message" can be vitiated, so that the medium will also become void [79]. 

POLITICS LINK 

Terrorism literature and discourse has physical implications in all forms of political rhetoric, creating the most memorable speeches from our leaders that spillover into general society to justify our violence and shield us from shame from our actions
L.A. Khan, 2005, Professor of Law at Washburn University School of Law “The Essentialist Terrorist,” Washburn Law Journal, pg. 68-72 http://washburnlaw.edu/wlj/45-1/articles/khan-liaquat.pdf L. ALI KHAN, A THEORY Of INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM (2006)
The influence of HITLit theses over political rhetoric is vivid and tangible. Speechwriters for the U.S. president and cabinet secretaries employ terrorism vocabulary that promotes and voices HITLit ideas. The U.S. official political rhetoric paints Muslim militants as heartless, immoral murderers and worse. The rhetoric is designed to defend aggressive policies against Muslim militants both at home and abroad. Official words prepare the public to think about Muslim militants as an unprincipled enemy who relies on a decadent version of Islam to attack the West’s modern, civilized, and innocent way of life. President Bush employs the word “evil” to describe Muslim militants. 124 Most often in his speeches, he uses the word evil as a noun and not as an adjective, implying the character and the internal formation of Muslim militants, and not their acts.125 Muslim militants are therefore inherently evil, and not merely because they commit evil acts. In his speech at the 2002 Graduation Exercise of the United States Military Academy at West Point, President Bush captured the morality of the war on terror in the following words: “We are in a conflict between good and evil, and America will call evil by its name.”126 Muslim militants are evil, the president said in this speech, because they target innocent civilians for murder and commit brutality against women.127 The charge that Muslims oppress women, a wellaccepted thesis in the Western world, accentuates the moral depravity of “puritanical” teachings of Islam. It furthers the HITLit thesis that Muslim militants resort to violence because they oppose universal values of the modern world. The focus of political rhetoric is not limited to “crazy militants.” It also highlights the murderous ideology128 that supposedly inspires Muslim militants to die and kill, a theme that the more radical HITLit authors, such as Perle and Frum, advocate.129 Speaking to soldiers at Fort Bragg, President Bush repeated the HITLit thesis in the following words: “The terrorists who attacked us and the terrorists we face murder in the name of a totalitarian ideology that hates freedom, rejects tolerance and despises all dissent.”130 This was a reference to militant Islam that Frum and Perle and other HITLit authors have espoused in their books and articles. Furthermore, the president also embraced HITLit ideas that essentialist terrorists murder the “innocent,” despise free societies, and wish “to remake the Middle East in their own grim image of tyranny and oppression.”131 This portrait of the essentialist terrorist shifts the entire blame to the teachings of militant Islam as portrayed in the HITLit, and it refuses to recognize that Muslim militants might be fighting for less grandiose causes, such as occupation, theft of land, settlements, home demolitions, or grief over the “collateral damage” that occupation forces have caused in Tikrit, Baghdad, or Falluja.132 Believing that Muslim militants resort to violence because they are essentially evil, Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice embraces the HITLit thesis of grievances denial. “When are we going to stop making excuses for the terrorists and saying that somebody is making them do it? No, these are simply evil people who want to kill . . . . This isn’t about some kind of grievance. This is an effort to destroy, rather than to build.”133 However, she does not advocate that Muslim militants are indeed inspired by Islam. Instead, she embraces what the HITLit describes as “politically correct” language. Namely, that Muslim militants “want to kill in the name of a perverted ideology that really is not Islam, but they somehow want to claim that mantle to say that this is about some kind of grievance.”134 The HITLit theses have begun to shape some foreign leaders’ political rhetoric as well. Reacting to the July 2005 bombings of London, Prime Minister Tony Blair stated, “It is important . . . that the terrorists realize our determination to defend our values . . . is greater than their determination to . . . impose their extremism on the world.”135 This characterization of violence (assuming that the bombings were indeed the work of Muslim militants, for which no credible proof existed at the time of Blair’s statement) casts the bombing in grandiose terms. When translated, the statement means: Muslim militants bombed London because they desire to impose an extreme, purist version of Islam on the world. This characterization, which appears to be a non-sequitur, provides only the remotest accusatory logic to the effect that Muslim militants foolishly believe that the world, or London, would embrace puritanical Islam through sheer fear. It declines to acknowledge more mundane explanations for the bombings, such as that the militants were unhappy about the United Kingdom’s participation in the U.S. invasion of Iraq. It completely ignores Osama bin Laden’s famous statement: “If you bomb our cities, we will bomb yours.”136 While political leaders continue to equate Islamic violence to Islam’s puritanical rooting, some U.S. military generals have taken the rhetoric even further. After the September 11 attacks, some American military generals launched a campaign of propaganda, using religious, national, and racial contempt to prepare soldiers to fight hard in Afghanistan and Iraq, and to win the support of Christian conservatives who see Islam as a global threat to notions of goodness and American power. General William Boykin, who believes God chose Bush for the White House to fight evil,137 attacked Islam in the clearest possible words. Speaking to a congregation of Baptists in Florida, the general narrated the story of a Muslim warlord in Somalia, who had boasted that Allah (God) would shield him from American soldiers. “I knew . . . my God was bigger than his. I knew that my God was a real God, and his was an idol,” General Boykin said.138 This religious contrast was drawn to persuade Christian conservatives that the war on terror is against the false faith of Islam. This was not just a one-time slip of the tongue. Beginning in January 2002, General Boykin traveled the nation in dress uniform, addressing religious-oriented events, staging a slideshow, displaying pictures of Osama bin Laden and Saddam Hussein, and saying to the audience, “Satan wants to destroy this nation, he wants to destroy us as a nation, and he wants to destroy us as a Christian army.”139

THREAT CONSTRUCTION LINKS

The sovereign views anything not in accordance with global governance as a threat fabricating them as an Other.
Duffield 2004 (Mark, Department of Politics and IR - University of Lancaster, 2004. http://www.diis.dk/sw8141.asp, April)
Although the ending of the Cold War raised hopes of a ‘peace dividend’, the diagrammatic form of bio-power was to be re-inscribed in the ‘new wars’ of the 1990s and confirmed with the declaration of war on terrorism. This re-inscription has taken in its stride the shift in the locus of threat from the Soviet Union, one of the world’s largest and most centralized war economies, to its very opposite, that is, the new security cartography of failed states, shadow economies and terrorist networks. However, as the Guardian columnist quoted above has grasped, despite this radical re-ordering the bio-political principle of state power has remained the same: in order to carry on living one has to carry on killing (Ibid). As well as departing from a realist conception of power, the idea of global governance as a design of bio-power also breaks with the conventional view of what global governance is. That is, as an essentially benign undertaking involving state and non-state actors in a collective pursuit of global security, an open and inclusive economic system, effective legal and political instutions, global welfare and development, and a shared commitment to conflict resolution (Biscop 2004). From this perspective, security threats are usually seen as emerging independently of global governance and, indeed, despite its best intentions. It becomes an ethico-political response to pre-existing or externally motivated threats. Global governance as a design of bio-power, however, rather than responding ‘out of the blue’ to external threats, directly fabricates its own security environment. In distinguishing between valid and invalid global life, it creates its own ‘other’ – with all its specific deviancies, singular threats and instances of mal-development – to which it then responds and tries to change. Consequently, it also shapes the terrain over which the bio-political logic of living through killing must operate. It is in relation to this constitutive function of global governance that the place of sovereignty within it can now be examined

THREAT CONSTRUCTION LINKS

The mindset of endless threats is a self-fulfilling prophecy leading to the constant creation of more threats.
Lipschutz 1998 (Ronnie, Director – Politics PhD Program, UC Santa Cruz,. “On Security” 1998 p. 8)
Security is, to put Wæver's argument in other words, a socially constructed  concept: It has a specific meaning only within a specific social context.18 It emerges and changes as a result of discourses and discursive actions intended to reproduce historical structures and subjects within states and among them.19 To be sure, policymakers define security on the basis of a set of assumptions regarding vital interests, plausible enemies, and possible scenarios, all of which grow, to a not-insignificant extent, out of the specific historical and social context of a particular country and some understanding of what is "out there."20 But, while these interests, enemies, and scenarios have a material existence and, presumably, a real import for state security, they cannot be regarded simply as having some sort of "objective" reality independent of these constructions.21 That security is socially constructed does not mean that there are not to be found real, material conditions that help to create particular interpretations of threats, or that such conditions are irrelevant to either the creation or undermining of the assumptions underlying security policy. Enemies, in part, "create" each other, via the projections of their worst fears onto the other; in this respect, their relationship is intersubjective. To the extent that they act on these projections, threats to each other acquire a material character. In other words, nuclear-tipped ICBMs are not mere figments of our imagination, but their targeting is a function of what we imagine the possessors of other missiles might do to us with theirs.
DISCOURSE SHAPES REALITY

Discourse is an integral part of our public agendas and determines the way our messages are portrayed and they shape our knowledge and its production of “truth”

Galip Isen, 2003 Professor at the Istanbul Bilgi University “Discourse of Evil: Speaking Terrorism to Silence,” http://reconstruction.eserver.org/033/isen.htm
The flood of rhetoric encompassing the policy moves pioneered by U.S. President George W. Bush and his complement of "communication elites" had a considerable effect in the management of the discourse spurred by 9-11 and progressed to the belligerency in Afghanistan and Iraq. Discourse management is a term fairly widely used in studies of human-computer interaction and face-to-face communication situations. It usually refers to the strategies and the control of the flow and direction of messages, choice of topics, techniques of guiding discussions for influencing outcomes. As such, in general lexicons the concept has the attributes of a power-play, oriented to the accomplishment of willed ends, albeit in the limited bounds of conversational interaction and behavior [15]. Here, rather in the Foucauldian manner, the usage is relatively comprehensive, comprising more than the techniques, mechanisms and strategies of controlling small group -- limited issue communication frames. Discourse management in this broader and rather sociological sense too, is again in part, a process of setting public agendas, determining the limits and flow of messages, monitoring their sources, impacts and limiting or remedying their damage. Then, it also incorporates the selection of particular arrays of means, modes and media of debate conducive for creating favored mindsets, ways of seeing, thinking, doing and being-in-the-world. "Discourse," by definition, constrains communication processes and hence thought and social praxis. It accomplishes this by delimiting the choices and extent of intellectual foci, the parameters of knowledge and its production. Thus, prevailing discourse is elemental in construing whatever is adhered to in the community as "truth." Even when arguments run counter to the tenets of a favored content and use of language as "truth," they are still largely determined by it and possibly contribute to the power it commands, constituting more a complementary para-discourse than anti-discourse
DISCOURSE SHAPES REALITY

Discourse comprises of all the messages, both implicit and explicit – the narratives of terrorism and its implications are solely determined by discourse 

Galip Isen, 2003 Professor at the Istanbul Bilgi University “Discourse of Evil: Speaking Terrorism to Silence,” http://reconstruction.eserver.org/033/isen.htm 
Discourse is not a sum total of semantics or rhetoric. It comprises above and beyond the use of language and symbols, messages never uttered but still communicated implicitly, concealed in utterances. All propositions of discourse need not be expressed in order to be "understood." This hermeneutic process takes place by means of what Tuen van Dijk calls "macro-structures." Macro-structures organize complex semantic information enabling the interpretation of such latent cognitive information, accord a cognitive ability to summarize discourse and resort to it for comprehending and rendering relevant other information. The constraints of discourse operate globally on macro-structures and their quite specific contents, providing a global meaning for discourse. Michel Foucault concentrated on the power-related aspects of discourse. He noted that the "production of discourse is controlled, selected, organized and redistributed to avert its powers, avoid its dangers, to cope with hazard and to evade its ponderous, awesome materiality". According to Foucault, it is the type of discourse which constantly "is reiterated, discussed, spoken and remains spoken indefinitely" that lends itself to power [20]. Weltanschaaungen are directly or implicitly woven into "ouvres"; texts, statements or utterances as discourse by way of what Foucault calls the "author function". The genealogical aspect of discourse constitutes a domain of objects in relation to which true or false propositions can be denied or affirmed. It is via this process of controlling contents that engage the mind, and hence, the mind that knowledge becomes objectified through discourse into both power itself and an instrument of power. This view takes into account a rather subtle dimension of power that has rather been neglected by the concerns of mainstream social science because it is not an empirical, institutionalized and therefore, "safe" category. Power, with reference to its psychologically effective vectors relates directly to its communicative aspect. Similar to what Foucault extrapolated in the concept "will to truth", power, perhaps in its most influential and most ingenious form, appears as a capability to determine, dictate or dominate the predominant discourses or "narratives" of "truth". Narratives are the most significant form of discourse. Foucault posits truth as "a system of ordered procedures for the production, regulation, distribution, circulation and operation of statements, linked to systems of power, which produce and sustain it". Truth constitutes a system of knowledge and knowing, consecutive to which, reality arbitrated. Inverting Foucault's perspective, it might be more suitable, however, to state "in potestas veritas": "power" as a requisite if not prerequisite of truth, rather than vice versa. The assertion of "truth as power" may allude to it an essence or character that is independent from "experience" out of which both power and truth emerge. Thus, a "capacity of writing truth" affords command of the most convincing narrative(s) and through that, the capability to describe the content of socio-political reality. Since narratives implicitly organize modes of experience, knowing the world and constructing reality, the capability of dominating discourse/narrative praxes is accompanied with considerable influence in determining the parameters of legitimacy adopted by and adhered to by the entire society or its decisive majority. Communicative power manifests itself in motives as well as actions -- not unlike the Gramscian reference to ideas and consent as an important component of establishing and maintaining hegemony. The foregoing also apply to all discourses and narratives of terrorism, whose form and content are almost exclusively determined by a polity quorum. Comparable to Charles Wright Mill's "power elites" or James Der Derian's MIME-NET, this quorum exercises its potency, among other matters, on the structures and contents of communication and thus, even when not directly involved in that particular industry, can function as a body of "communication elites" by means of its global social influence. It consists of the designers, deciders, advocates, implementers, alternatives, critics and opponents of policy, active in the fields of politics, academe, media-communications industry and the clergy [34]. In the last few decades, the mystique of terrorism has turned into a lucrative trade, giving birth to a new "security sector," reminiscent of the military-industrial complex. This paramilitary-industrial complex converts the rhetoric and conceptualization of fear into an economic reality. The "anti-terror sector" or the "paramilitary industry" can also be counted upon to stand with this polity quorum. With a multi billion dollar turnover exceeding the combined national budgets of many so called "rogue states," it certainly has a stake in designating the narratives of terror.
ALTERNATIVE EXTENSIONS

We must question and debate the fundamentals of the war on terrorism to prevent destabilization. 

Jackson 08 (Richard, Aberystwyth University, Wales, UK, State terror, terrorism research and knowledge politics, http://cadair.aber.ac.uk/dspace/bitstream/2160/1949/1/BISA-Paper-2008-Jackson-FINAL.pdf) 
Finally, there are real dangers for the stability of the international system itself. For instance, there is the danger of de-stabilizing already unstable regions through the application of pre- emptive war doctrines (the operative conclusion of the discourse) by states that are currently fighting insurgencies and terrorist campaigns. Many of these states Russia, China, Algeria, India, Israel, Macedonia, Malaysia, Indonesia, Zimbabwe—have already re-framed their struggles against internal dissidents as local ―wars on terrorism as a way of both muting international criticism and garnering fresh support. Additionally, there is little doubt that the Iraq war phase of the ―war on terrorism‖has undermined institutions of global governance, particularly the United Nations, and the conduct of US forces and military doctrines are re- asserting exclusivist communitarian values (it is the duty and right of every state to value the lives of its own citizens above the lives of all others) over cosmopolitan values. If these and other dangers are to be avoided, we must first reclaim the right to question and debate the profound policy issues that lie at the heart of the ―war on terrorism, and challenge the normative foundations of counterterrorist violence. In large part, such an engagement will only be possible when the deconstruction of the discursive straightjacket we are currently trapped within begins in earnest.
ALTERNATIVE EXTENSIONS (Middle East Key)
There is always room for a counter-hegemonic struggle – and the wars in the Middle East allow for that struggle.

Jackson 08 (Richard, Aberystwyth University, Wales, UK, State terror, terrorism research and knowledge politics, http://cadair.aber.ac.uk/dspace/bitstream/2160/1949/1/BISA-Paper-2008-Jackson-FINAL.pdf) 
In conclusion, exposing the ideological effects and political technologies of the discourse has the potential to open up critical space for the articulation of alternative and potentially emancipatory forms of knowledge and practice. The good news is that discourses are never completely hegemonic; there is always room for counter-hegemonic struggle and subversive forms of knowledge. In this case, not only is the discourse inherently unstable and vulnerable to different forms of critique, but the continual setbacks in Iraq and Afghanistan, ongoing revelations of state torture and rendition by Western forces, and increasing resistance to government attempts to restrict civil liberties suggest that the present juncture provides an opportune moment to engage in deliberate and sustained critique of a dominant discourse which focuses on non-state actors and obscures the much greater terrorism of state actors.

IMPACTS (Genocide/War)

The “new terrorism” engages a propaganda war against Muslim militants and Islam and justifies violences in our legal processes – it’s the same logic used to justify slavery, persecution, genocide and gendered violence
L.A. Khan, 2005, Professor of Law at Washburn University School of Law “The Essentialist Terrorist,” Washburn Law Journal, pg. 48-52 http://washburnlaw.edu/wlj/45-1/articles/khan-liaquat.pdf L. ALI KHAN, A THEORY Of INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM (2006)
The HITLit’s new terrorism is not simply a rhetorical device to engage in a propaganda war against Muslim militants or Islam. It also has serious consequences in the realm of law. The distinction proposes and defends that the law treats Muslim terrorists differently than it treats conventional terrorists. Since the conventional terrorist is a moral being, his rehabilitation through law is possible; therefore, he is entitled to rights and legal protections. The essentialist terrorist has no claim to demand traditional legal rights and protections because he is fundamentally immoral and irredeemable. Consequently, the Muslim militant is humiliated, tortured, detained without charges or a trial, and even killed without any judicial process. Conventional terrorists are the subjects of the traditional criminal justice system, but essentialist terrorists are unlawful combatants who may be denied protections available under domestic and international law, including the prisoner of war status under the law of war. In addition to government lawyers, a cadre of law professors, such as John Yoo, Ruth Wedgwood, Jack Goldsmith, and Alan Dershowitz, propose and defend morally odious and legally questionable treatments of Muslim militants fighting against occupation, settlements, theft of land and resources, and for the right of self-determination. Although initially muted and bamboozled, the American legal academy has made vigorous protests to Bush officials’ lawlessness.16 The HITLit authors’ “clumsy and unconvincing exercise in conjecture,” 17 however, has remained for the most part unexposed. The HITLit’s conjectures and consequent prescriptions are genocidal and generally lawless. One proposed prescription for dealing with Muslim militants is to engage them in battle and kill them.18 No legal process is recommended to wipe them out. The other prescription is to capture Muslim militants and completely disable them. Disability rather than accountability must be the fate of essentialist terrorists. Accordingly, the Guant´anamo prison embodies the concept of comprehensive disability, which suspends essentialist terrorists in legal limbo. Essentialist terrorists are guilty without proof. The proof of their monstrosity is in their being. But in law, they are neither charged with any crime nor released. They are neither tried in courts, nor declared innocent. They are neither criminals, nor prisoners of war.20 Their status defies existing legal categories. They are a category of their own. They are sui generis. They are unique. Therefore, the law or the lawyer cannot help them, should not help them.21 As the mantra goes, September 11 changed everything. The legal outrage over the suspension of civil liberties, as expressed by Professor Erwin Chemerinsky, is often doctrinal.22 It points out the betrayal of the United States Constitution, specifically the Bill of Rights, and the deeply entrenched case law. Although U.S. courts have begun to review and even modestly slash the president’s executive powers to define the law of war on terror,23 the debate over treatment of essentialist terrorists has barely reached the doors of law. Important legal questions pertaining to treatment of Muslim detainees have not yet been conclusively answered as cases are still evolving and passing through the appellate process.24 Bush officials continue to argue that they are dealing with a new enemy who falls outside legal parameters of constitutional assumptions and precedents.25 Their aim is to create new law for the new enemy. They insist that critics and courts are still hanging on to old law and the old paradigm, refusing to appreciate the threat that essentialist terrorists pose to U.S. security at home and its interests abroad.26 It remains to be seen how U.S. laws will develop to deal with Muslim militants that the Administration kills or detains without due process. In fashioning appropriate laws, some jurists side with the Bush Administration and some do not; the battle to define the Muslim militant under U.S. laws will be long and tedious. Much depends on whether there would be another massive attack on U.S. interests here or abroad. A security-conscious Congress has extended the life of the Patriot Act, which shows that the old law of civil liberties might have changed forever, formalistically for everyone, even though Muslims are the law’s primary targets.27 In addition to explaining HITLit theses girding the concepts of new terrorism and the essentialist terrorist, this article provides a historically informed critique of the concepts. Note, however, that essentialist agendas have had a checkered history. In the United States, essentialist arguments were made to justify laws of slavery, segregation, and persecution of African Americans. The genocide of indigenous populations, labeled savages, and the theft of their land had essentialist dimensions. Likewise, under the inherited common law, the subjection of women was essentialist since laws reflected the fundamental “nature” of women. Globally, the Nazi philosophy grew from essentialist visions of racial superiority and Jewish stereotyping. HITLit authors are working hard to paint Muslims as Nazis and communists, and Islam as a murderous ideology. They have popularized the term “Islamism” that rhymes with Nazism and communism.29 
IMPACTS (Violence)

Their descriptions of the terrorist find fault in Islam and Muslim and malign the aggregate – their logic is so flawed, they will always draw upon using violence against violence

L.A. Khan, 2005, Professor of Law at Washburn University School of Law “The Essentialist Terrorist,” Washburn Law Journal, pg. 53-4 http://washburnlaw.edu/wlj/45-1/articles/khan-liaquat.pdf L. ALI KHAN, A THEORY Of INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM (2006)
HITLit authors, however, do argue that Muslim terrorists are the products of essentially violent Islamic teachings, culture, theology, and pathos. They malign the aggregate, not just the individual. An essentialist terrorist derives his addiction to violence primarily from Islam, and not necessarily from his genes or individual life experiences. His essentialism is rooted in the teachings of Islam. The closer he gets to the puritanical version of Islam, the more likely he will embrace terrorism as an essentialist response to feelings of frustration and maladaptation. This is the core thesis that each HITLit author advocates from a different perspective. HITLit authors offer numerous psychoanalytical perspectives to manufacture the essentialist terrorist.35 These themes deny the obvious that Muslim militants are fighting occupation, alien domination, hegemony, settlements, colonization, and the denial of the right of self-determination. Instead, they find fault in Islamic civilization, in Muslim cultures, and in calls for faith that invite Muslims to embrace the Quran and the Prophet’s traditions. HITLit authors have invented the essentialist terrorist to divert attention from festering regional disputes. They range from the superficial to the deep, from Muslims’ concrete grievances to their alleged mystical propensity towards violence. Their themes, as the following discussion demonstrates, denigrate Islam as a religion—unleashing powerful propaganda that an unknowing but trusting public embraces—and provide democratic support for proposed policies to wage war. The following discussion also shows how HITLit authors orchestrate their “findings” to assert that Muslim terrorists are the product of a defeated Islamic civilization and an intolerant and violent faith. Ironically, these authors prescribe exactly what they condemn. They prescribe violence to overcome violence. They propose to defeat a supposedly defeated civilization.

AT: But Our Authors Say So/ Author Indicts
Don’t give any credence to what their authors say – the discourse of Islamic terrorism reflect false stereotyping and a hostile fears.

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

First and foremost, the current discourse of ‘Islamic terrorism’ is rooted in the assumptions, theories and knowledge of terrorism studies – a discrete field of academic research that has grown tremen- dously and gained genuine authority since the 11 September terrorist attacks. The notion of ‘Islamic terrorism’ appears to have emerged from studies of ‘religious terrorism’, a subject founded largely on David Rapoport’s seminal article from 1984.9 Since then, a number of core texts and scholars have established reputations as leading sources of expert knowledge in ‘Islamic terrorism’.10 As later sections of this article demonstrate, a great many of the central labels and narratives of the ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse are drawn from this body of work. Importantly, through well-established networks of influence linking ‘terrorism experts’ with the policy-making establishment many of these narratives have become politically influential.11 Secondly, the discourse derives a great many of its core assump- tions, labels and narratives from the long tradition and archive of orientalist scholarship on the Middle East and Arab culture and religion.12 This literature expanded rapidly in response to the tumul- tuous events in the Middle East in the 1970s and 1980s – such as the 1972 Munich massacre, the 1973 oil shocks, the 1979 Iranian revolu- tion and embassy hostage crisis, the Rushdie affair and the terrorist kidnappings and hijackings of the 1980s. It has been greatly stimu- lated once again by the 9/11 attacks and subsequent war on terrorism. Importantly, Samuel Huntington’s highly influential 1993 essay ‘The Clash of Civilizations?’, the title of which is derived from a much-cited article by Bernard Lewis,13 reproduced a number of orientalist claims for an international affairs audience and it is there- fore an important antecedent of the current ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse.14 As with terrorism studies scholars, a great many identifi- able orientalist Middle East scholars, including Bernard Lewis, Noah Feldman and the late Raphael Patai, have made frequent appear- ances as advisers and expert witnesses for official bodies, thereby transmitting many of the central assumptions and narratives of ori- entalist scholarship into the policy process.15 Thirdly, the discourse draws on a long tradition of cultural stereo- types and deeply hostile media representations and depictions of Islam and Muslims.16 Typically, in portraying Muslims, the main- stream media has tended to employ frameworks centred on violence, threat, extremism, fanaticism and terrorism, although there is also a visual orientalist tradition in which they are portrayed as exotic and mysterious.17 Moreover, these kinds of cultural representations have proved extremely resilient, perhaps because, as Said claims, they reflect deeper social-cultural fears, anxieties and stereotypes of the oriental ‘other’ that go back to the imperial age.18 For others, they are the necessary cultural corollary of contemporary forms of imperialism. In addition to these three primary historical discursive traditions, the post-9/11 ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse frequently draws upon and is embedded within a wider set of political-cultural narratives surrounding the war on terrorism, including, among others: the ‘good war’ narrative surrounding the struggle against fascism during the Second World War; mythologies of the Cold War, including the notion of ‘the long war’, the deeply embedded civilization- versus-barbarism narrative, the cult of innocence, the language and assumptions of the enemy within, the labels and narratives of ‘rogue states’, and the discourse surrounding the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.

AT: But Our Authors Say So/ Author Indicts
Their authors are founded in what is the Highly Influential Terrorist Literature which constructs the “new terrorist” that essentializes a terrorist to a Muslim militant intent on utilizing violence against all authority – their terrorist experts have been shaped from flawed ideas
L.A. Khan, 2005, Professor of Law at Washburn University School of Law “The Essentialist Terrorist,” Washburn Law Journal, pg. 47-8 http://washburnlaw.edu/wlj/45-1/articles/khan-liaquat.pdf L. ALI KHAN, A THEORY Of INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM (2006)
The essentialist terrorist is a violent monster that the Highly Influential Terrorist Literature (HITLit) has successfully invented and made real and believable. It is the new terrorist. It is dark and evil, part real and part phantom, part human and part animal, part man and part woman, part bearded and part veiled, part strategic and part crazy. A noted trait of this grotesque but cowardly creature is that it kills innocents. But this monster’s most defining characteristic is that it is driven to violence by its nature, compelled by an ingrained mental/psychological/cultural/religious formation. Its violence has little to do with any outward political or geopolitical grievances. It hates Israel and America and the West. It loathes democracy and liberties and freedoms. It subjugates women. It is warped and jealous and vengeful. Addicted to violence, this monster resides in sleeping cells, prays to Allah, lurks in tunnels and airports, wears a belt of explosives, and craves traveling in buses, trains, and airplanes. One day it explodes, killing innocents. Amazingly though, even after dying a thousand deaths, it does not die. It constantly reproduces itself into many more similar-looking monsters.2 It must be obliterated. The HITLit’s essentialist terrorist is the Muslim militant who uses violence to terrorize governments and communities. He is a religious fanatic, raised in fundamentalism, trained in religious schools, made to memorize the Quran by heart, and recruited to unleash violence against the unbelievers—particularly Jews and Christians. He is in spiritual love with violence. The essentialist terrorist is new because he is distinguishable from the conventional terrorist who used violence to gain personal or communitarian goals. Whereas the conventional terrorist uses violence as a means to an end, the essentialist terrorist uses violence as an end in itself. According to HITLit, even when the essentialist terrorist justifies violence in political or geopolitical terms, the justification must not be taken seriously, for this monster’s addiction to violence finds a legion of excuses. This HITLit thesis has been called the “new terrorism.”3 The 9/11 Commission, summoned to study terrorist attacks on the United States, adopted the terminology of new terrorism, thus conferring validity on the HITLit.4 The HITLit’s new terrorism is intellectualized propaganda. It was written and published in the United States years before the September 11 attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon.5 It is still being produced and published. The HITLit consists of academic books published by elite university presses, popular books, magazine articles, and syndicated columns. This literature is highly influential in that it shapes, defends, and justifies U.S. government policies towards the Muslim world. As referenced in this article, the 9/11 Report adopted many concepts that the HITLit has been spawning for years.6 Most HITLit authors, known as terrorism experts, are research associates with influential think tanks such as RAND and the American Enterprise Institute, and some teach at Harvard University.7 Some have worked for the National Security Council and the U.S. Defense Department. These authors include Bernard Lewis, Bruce Hoffman, Steven Simon, Jessica Stern, Daniel Benjamin, and Richard Perle.8 They appear on National Public Radio and major radio and television networks to comment on terrorist events and disseminate their views to the general public. The HITLit themes of the essentialist terrorist are further disseminated through the views of collaborating journalists such as Thomas Friedman, Charles Krauthammer, David Brooks, and William Kristol.9 
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