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A. The 1ac is grounded in an orientalist discourse of middle eastern security defined according to U.S. imperial interests.   

Pinar Bilgin, @ Bilkent Univ, ‘4 [International Relations 18.1, “Whose ‘Middle East’? Geopolitical Inventions and Practices of Security,” p. 28]
What I call the ‘Middle East’ perspective is usually associated with the United  States and its regional allies. It derives from a ‘western’ conception of security  which could be summed up as the unhindered flow of oil at reasonable prices, the  cessation of the Arab–Israeli conflict, the prevention of the emergence of any  regional hegemon while holding Islamism in check, and the maintenance of  ‘friendly’ regimes that are sensitive to these concerns. This was (and still is) a top-  down conception of security that privileged the security of states and military  stability.  It is top-down because threats to security have been defined largely from the  perspective of external powers rather than regional states or peoples. In the eyes of  British and US defence planners, Communist infiltration and Soviet intervention  constituted the greatest threat to security in the ‘Middle East’ during the Cold War.  The way to enhance regional security, they argued, was for regional states to enter  into alliances with the West. Two security umbrella schemes, the ill-born Middle  East Defence Organisation (1951) and the Baghdad Pact (1955), were designed  for this purpose. Although there were regional states such as Iraq (until the 1958  coup), Iran (until the 1978–9 revolution) and Turkey that shared this perception of  security to a certain extent, many Arab policy-makers begged to differ.22  Traces of this top-down thinking were prevalent in the US approach to security  in the ‘Middle East’ during the 1990s. In following a policy of dual containment,23  US policy-makers presented Iran and Iraq as the main threats to regional security  largely due to their military capabilities and the revisionist character of their  regimes that are not subservient to US interests. However, these top-down  perspectives, while revealing certain aspects of regional insecurity, at the same  time hinder others. For example the lives of women in Kuwait and Saudi Arabia  are made insecure not only by the threat caused by their Gulf neighbours’ military  capabilities, but also because of the conservative character of their own regimes  that restrict women’s rights under the cloak of religious tradition.24 For it is  women who suffer disproportionately as a result of militarism and the channelling  of valuable resources into defence budgets instead of education and health. Their  concerns rarely make it into security analyses.  This top-down approach to regional security in the ‘Middle East’ was com-  pounded by a conception of security that was directed outwards – that is threats to  security were assumed to stem from outside the state whereas inside is viewed as a  realm of peace. Although it could be argued – following R.B.J. Walker – that what  makes it possible for ‘inside’ to remain peaceful is the presentation of ‘outside’ as  a realm of danger,25the practices of Middle Eastern states indicate that this does  not always work as prescribed in theory. For many regional policy-makers justify  certain domestic security measures by way of presenting the international arena as  anarchical and stressing the need to strengthen the state to cope with external  threats. While doing this, however, they at the same time cause insecurity for  some individuals and social groups at home – the very peoples whose security  they purport to maintain. The practices of regional actors that do not match up to  the theoretical prescriptions include the Baath regime in Iraq that infringed their  own citizens’ rights often for the purposes of state security. Those who dare to  challenge their states’ security practices may be marginalized at best, and accused  of treachery and imprisoned at worst.
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B. Orientalist forms of security guarantee genocidal conflicts -- their perspective consolidates the racist hierarchies responsible for global exploitation.  
 
Pinar Batur, PhD @ UT-Austin – Prof. of Scociology @ Vassar, ‘7 [“The Heart of Violence: Global Racism, War, and Genocide,” in Handbook of the The Soiology of Racial and Ethnic Relations, eds. Vera and Feagin, p. 446-7]
 
At the turn of the 20th century, the “Terrible Turk” was the image that summarized the enemy of Europe and the antagonism toward the hegemony of the Ottoman Empire, stretching from Europe to the Middle East, and across North Africa. Perpetuation of this imagery in American foreign policy exhibited how capitalism met with orientalist constructs in the white racial frame of the western mind (VanderLippe 1999). Orientalism is based on the conceptualization of the “Oriental” other—Eastern, Islamic societies as static, irrational, savage, fanatical, and inferior to the peaceful, rational, scientific “Occidental” Europe and the West (Said 1978). This is as an elastic construct, proving useful to describe whatever is considered as the latest threat to Western economic expansion, political and cultural hegemony, and global domination for exploitation and absorption.
Post-Enlightenment Europe and later America used this iconography to define basic racist assumptions regarding their uncontestable right to impose political and economic dominance globally. When the Soviet Union existed as an opposing power, the orientalist vision of the 20th century shifted from the image of the “Terrible Turk” to that of the “Barbaric Russian Bear.” In this context, orientalist thought then, as now, set the terms of exclusion. It racialized exclusion to define the terms of racial privilege and superiority. By focusing on ideology, orientalism recreated the superior race, even though there was no “race.” It equated the hegemony of Western civilization with the “right ideological and cultural framework.” It segued into war and annihilation and genocide and continued to foster and aid the recreation of racial hatred of others with the collapse of the Soviet “other.” Orientalism’s global racist ideology reformed in the 1990s with Muslims and Islamic culture as to the “inferior other.” Seeing Muslims as opponents of Christian civilization is not new, going back to the Crusades, but the elasticity and reframing of this exclusion is evident in recent debates regarding Islam in the West, one raised by the Pope and the other by the President of the United States.
Against the background of the latest Iraq war, attacks in the name of Islam, racist attacks on Muslims in Europe and in the United States, and detention of Muslims without trial in secret prisons, Pope Benedict XVI gave a speech in September 2006 at Regensburg University in Germany. He quoted a 14th-century Byzantine emperor who said, “show me just what Muhammad brought that was new, and there you will find things only evil and inhuman, such as his command to spread by the sword the faith he preached.” In addition, the Pope discussed the concept of Jihad, which he defined as Islamic “holy war,” and said, “violence in the name of religion was contrary to God’s nature and to reason.” He also called for dialogue between cultures and religions (Fisher 2006b). While some Muslims found the Pope’s speech “regrettable,” it also caused a spark of angry protests against the Pope’s “ill informed and bigoted” comments, and voices raised to demand an apology (Fisher 2006a). Some argue that the Pope was ordering a new crusade, for Christian civilization to conquer terrible and savage Islam. When Benedict apologized, organizations and parliaments demanded a retraction and apology from the Pope and the Vatican (Lee 2006). Yet, when the Pope apologized, it came as a second insult, because in his apology he said, “I’m deeply sorry for the reaction in some countries to a few passages of my address at the University of Regensburg, which were considered offensive to the sensibilities of Muslims” (Reuters 2006). In other words, he is sorry that Muslims are intolerant to the point of fanaticism. In the racialized world, the Pope’s apology came as an effort to show justification for his speech—he was not apologizing for being insulting, but rather saying that he was sorry that “Muslim” violence had proved his point.
Through orientalist and the white racial frame, those who are subject to racial hatred and exclusion themselves become agents of racist legitimization. Like Huntington, Bernard Lewis was looking for Armageddon in his Wall Street Journal article warning that August 22, 2006, was the 27th day of the month of Rajab in the Islamic calendar and is considered a holy day, when Muhammad was taken to heaven and returned. For Muslims this day is a day of rejoicing and celebration. But for Lewis, Professor Emeritus at Princeton, “this might well be deemed an appropriate date for the apocalyptic ending of Israel and, if necessary, of the world” (Lewis 2006). He cautions that “it is far from certain that [the President of Iran] Mr. Ahmadinejad plans any such cataclysmic events for August 22, but it would be wise to bear the possibility in mind.” Lewis argues that Muslims, unlike others, seek self-destruction in order to reach heaven faster. For Lewis, Muslims in this mindset don’t see the idea of Mutually Assured Destruction as a constraint but rather as “an inducement” (Lewis 2006). In 1993, Huntington pleaded that “in a world of different civilizations, each . . .will have to learn to coexist with the others” (Huntington 1993:49). Lewis, like Pope Benedict, views Islam as the apocalyptic destroyer of civilization and claims that reactions against orientalist, racist visions such as his actually prove the validity of his position.
Lewis’s assertions run parallel with George Bush’s claims. In response to the alleged plot to blow up British airliners, Bush claimed, “This nation is at war with Islamic fascists who will use any means to destroy those of us who love freedom, to hurt our nation” (TurkishPress.com. 2006; Beck 2006). Bush argued that “the fight against terrorism is the ideological struggle of the 21st century” and he compared it to the 20th century’s fight against fascism, Nazism, and communism. Even though “Islamo-fascist” has for some time
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 been a buzzword for Bill O’Reilly, Rush Limbaugh, and Sean Hannity on the talk-show circuit, for the president of the United States it drew reactions worldwide. Muslim Americans found this phrase “contributing to the rising level of hostility to Islam and the American Muslim community” (Raum 2006). Considering that since 2001, Bush has had a tendency to equate “war on terrorism” with “crusade,” this new rhetoric equates ideology with religion and reinforces the worldview of a war of civilizations. As Bush said, “ . .
.we still aren’t completely safe, because there are people that still plot and people who want to harm us for what we believe in” (CNN 2006).
Exclusion in physical space is only matched by exclusion in the imagination, and racialized exclusion has an internal logic leading to the annihilation of the excluded. Annihilation, in this sense, is not only designed to maintain the terms of racial inequality, both ideologically and physically, but is institutionalized with the vocabulary of self-protection. Even though the terms of exclusion are never complete, genocide is the definitive point in the exclusionary racial ideology, and such is the logic of the outcome of the exclusionary process, that it can conclude only in ultimate domination. War and genocide take place with compliant efficiency to serve the global racist ideology with dizzying frequency. The 21st century opened up with genocide, in Darfur.
1NC
 
C. Rejecting their demand for immediate yes/no policy response is the only way to raise critical ethical questions about the discourse and practice of ir in the middle east.  
 

Shampa BISWAS Politics @ Whitman ‘7 “Empire and Global Public Intellectuals: Reading Edward Said as an International Relations Theorist” Millennium 36 (1) p. 117-125
 

The recent resuscitation of the project of Empire should give International Relations scholars particular pause.1 For a discipline long premised on a triumphant Westphalian sovereignty, there should be something remarkable about the ease with which the case for brute force, regime change and empire-building is being formulated in widespread commentary spanning the political spectrum. Writing after the 1991 Gulf War, Edward Said notes the US hesitance to use the word ‘empire’ despite its long imperial history.2 This hesitance too is increasingly under attack as even self-designated liberal commentators such as Michael Ignatieff urge the US to overcome its unease with the ‘e-word’ and selfconsciously don the mantle of imperial power, contravening the limits of sovereign authority and remaking the world in its universalist image of ‘democracy’ and ‘freedom’.3 Rashid Khalidi has argued that the US invasion and occupation of Iraq does indeed mark a new stage in American world hegemony, replacing the indirect and proxy forms of Cold War domination with a regime much more reminiscent of European colonial empires in the Middle East.4 The ease with which a defence of empire has been mounted and a colonial project so unabashedly resurrected makes this a particularly opportune, if not necessary, moment, as scholars of ‘the global’, to take stock of our disciplinary complicities with power, to account for colonialist imaginaries that are lodged at the heart of a discipline ostensibly interested in power but perhaps far too deluded by the formal equality of state sovereignty and overly concerned with security and order.

Perhaps more than any other scholar, Edward Said’s groundbreaking work in Orientalism has argued and demonstrated the long and deep complicity of academic scholarship with colonial domination.5 In addition to spawning whole new areas of scholarship such as postcolonial studies, Said’s writings have had considerable influence in his own discipline of comparative literature but also in such varied disciplines as anthropology, geography and history, all of which have taken serious and sustained stock of their own participation in imperial projects and in fact regrouped around that consciousness in a way that has simply not happened with International Relations.6 It has been 30 years since Stanley Hoffman accused IR of being an ‘American social science’ and noted its too close connections to US foreign policy elites and US preoccupations of the Cold War to be able to make any universal claims,7 yet there seems to be a curious amnesia and lack of curiosity about the political history of the discipline, and in particular its own complicities in the production of empire.8 Through what discourses the imperial gets reproduced, resurrected and re-energised is a question that should be very much at the heart of a discipline whose task it is to examine the contours of global power.
Thinking this failure of IR through some of Edward Said’s critical scholarly work from his long distinguished career as an intellectual and activist, this article is an attempt to politicise and hence render questionable the disciplinary traps that have, ironically, circumscribed the ability of scholars whose very business it is to think about global politics to actually think globally and politically. What Edward Said has to offer IR scholars, I believe, is a certain kind of global sensibility, a critical but sympathetic and felt awareness of an inhabited and cohabited world. Furthermore, it is a profoundly political sensibility whose globalism is predicated on a cognisance of the imperial and a firm non-imperial ethic in its formulation. I make this argument by travelling through a couple of Said’s thematic foci in his enormous corpus of writing. Using a lot of Said’s reflections on the role of public intellectuals, I argue in this article that IR scholars need to develop what I call a ‘global intellectual posture’. In the 1993 Reith Lectures delivered on BBC channels, Said outlines three positions for public intellectuals to assume – as an outsider/exile/marginal, as an ‘amateur’, and as a disturber of the status quo speaking ‘truth to power’ and self-consciously siding with those who are underrepresented and disadvantaged.9 Beginning with a discussion of Said’s critique of ‘professionalism’ and the ‘cult of expertise’ as it applies to International Relations, I first argue the importance, for scholars of global politics, of taking politics seriously. Second, I turn to Said’s comments on the posture of exile and his critique of identity politics, particularly in its nationalist formulations, to ask what it means for students of global politics to take the global seriously. Finally, I attend to some of Said’s comments on humanism and contrapuntality to examine what IR scholars can learn from Said about feeling and thinking globally concretely, thoroughly and carefully.

IR Professionals in an Age of Empire: From ‘International Experts’

to ‘Global Public Intellectuals’

One of the profound effects of the war on terror initiated by the Bush administration has been a significant constriction of a democratic public sphere, which has included the active and aggressive curtailment of intellectual and political dissent and a sharp delineation of national boundaries along with concentration of state power. The academy in this context has become a particularly embattled site with some highly disturbing onslaughts on academic freedom. At the most obvious level, this has involved fairly well-calibrated neoconservative attacks on US higher education that have invoked the mantra of ‘liberal bias’ and demanded legislative regulation and 
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reform10, an onslaught supported by a well-funded network of conservative think tanks, centres, institutes and ‘concerned citizen groups’ within and outside the higher education establishment11 and with considerable reach among sitting legislators, jurists and policy-makers as well as the media. But what has in part made possible the encroachment of such nationalist and statist agendas has been a larger history of the corporatisation of the university and the accompanying ‘professionalisation’ that goes with it. Expressing concern with ‘academic acquiescence in the decline of public discourse in the United States’, Herbert Reid has examined the ways in which the university is beginning to operate as another transnational corporation12, and critiqued the consolidation of a ‘culture of professionalism’ where academic bureaucrats engage in bureaucratic role-playing, minor academic turf battles mask the larger managerial power play on campuses and the increasing influence of a relatively autonomous administrative elite and the rise of insular ‘expert cultures’ have led to academics relinquishing their claims to public space and authority.13

While it is no surprise that the US academy should find itself too at that uneasy confluence of neoliberal globalising dynamics and exclusivist nationalist agendas that is the predicament of many contemporary institutions around the world, there is much reason for concern and an urgent need to rethink the role and place of intellectual labour in the democratic process. This is especially true for scholars of the global writing in this age of globalisation and empire. Edward Said has written extensively on the place of the academy as one of the few and increasingly precarious spaces for democratic deliberation and argued the necessity for public intellectuals immured from the seductions of power.14 Defending the US academy as one of the last remaining utopian spaces, ‘the one public space available to real alternative intellectual practices: no other institution like it on such a scale exists anywhere else in the world today’15, and lauding the remarkable critical theoretical and historical work of many academic intellectuals in a lot of his work, Said also complains that ‘the American University, with its munificence, utopian sanctuary, and remarkable diversity, has defanged (intellectuals)’16. The most serious threat to the ‘intellectual vocation’, he argues, is ‘professionalism’ and mounts a pointed attack on the proliferation of ‘specializations’ and the ‘cult of expertise’ with their focus on ‘relatively narrow areas of knowledge’, ‘technical formalism’, ‘impersonal theories and methodologies’, and most worrisome of all, their ability and willingness to be seduced by power.17 Said mentions in this context the funding of academic programmes and research which came out of the exigencies of the Cold War18, an area in which there was considerable traffic of political scientists (largely trained as IR and comparative politics scholars) with institutions of policy-making. Looking at various influential US academics as ‘organic intellectuals’ involved in a dialectical relationship with foreign policy-makers and examining the institutional relationships at and among numerous think tanks and universities that create convergent perspectives and interests, Christopher Clement has studied US intervention in the Third World both during and after the Cold War made possible and justified through various forms of ‘intellectual articulation’.19 This is not simply a matter of scholars working for the state, but indeed a larger question of intellectual orientation. It is not uncommon for IR scholars to feel the need to formulate their scholarly conclusions in terms of its relevance for global politics, where ‘relevance’ is measured entirely in terms of policy wisdom. Edward Said’s searing indictment of US intellectuals – policy-experts and Middle East experts - in the context of the first Gulf War20 is certainly even more resonant in the contemporary context preceding and following the 2003 invasion of Iraq. The space for a critical appraisal of the motivations and conduct of this war has been considerably diminished by the expertise-framed national debate wherein certain kinds of ethical questions irreducible to formulaic ‘for or against’ and ‘costs and benefits’ analysis can simply not be raised. In effect, what Said argues for, and IR scholars need to pay particular heed to, is an understanding of ‘intellectual relevance’ that is larger and more worthwhile, that is about the posing of critical, historical, ethical and perhaps unanswerable questions rather than the offering of recipes and solutions, that is about politics (rather than techno-expertise) in the most fundamental and important senses of the vocation.21
Middle East Instability Link

Representing the “Middle East” as a problem region entrenches Orientalist racial hierarchies.

Pinar Bilgin, Associate Professor of International Relations, March 04, International Relations 18 (1), “Whose ‘Middle East’? Geopolitical Interventions and Practices of Security,” http://ire.sagepub.com/content/18/1/25.full.pdf+html
The ‘Middle East’1 has long been viewed as a region that ‘best fits the realist view of international politics’.2 Although there has begun to emerge, in the aftermath of the 11 September attacks against New York and Washington, DC, some awareness of the need to adopt a fresh approach to security in the Middle East,3 it remains a commonplace to argue that, whereas critical approaches to security4 may have some relevance within the Western European context, in other parts of the world – such as the ‘Middle East’ – traditional approaches retain their validity.5 The Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, the stalling in the Arab–Israeli peacemaking amid escalating violence between Israelis and Palestinians, the US-led war on Iraq and the seeming lack of enthusiasm for addressing the problem of regional insecurity, especially when viewed against the backdrop of increasing regionalization of security relations in other parts of the world,6 do indeed suggest that the ‘Middle East’ is a place where traditional conceptions and practices of security are still having a field day. Contesting such approaches that present the ‘Middle East’ as an exception, this article will submit that critical approaches are indeed relevant in the ‘Middle East’, while accepting that some of the items of the old security agenda also retain their pertinence (as in Western Europe). Instead of taking the seemingly little evidence of enthusiasm for addressing the problem of regional insecurity in the ‘Middle East’ for granted, a critical place for such approaches to begin is a recognition of the presence of a multitude of contending perspectives on regional security each one of which derives from different conceptions of security that have their roots in alternative worldviews.7 When rethinking regional security from a Critical Security Studies perspective, both the concepts ‘region’ and ‘security’ need to be opened up to reveal the mutually constitutive relationship between (inventing) regions and (conceptions and practices of) security. Regions as geopolitical inventions The burgeoning literature on regions and regionalism has emphasized the ‘invented’ character of regions as opposed to some earlier conceptions that viewed regions as ‘eternal’,8 the point being that there is nothing ‘natural’ or ‘neutral’ about geographical assumptions and language. Throughout history, the driving purpose behind the identification and naming of geographic sites has almost always been military strategic interests. Indeed as Kären Wigen and Martin Lewis note, ‘some of the most basic and taken-for-granted “regions” of the world [such as Southeast Asia and Latin America] were first framed by military thinkers’.9 In other words, the origins of regions have had their roots in the security conceptions and practices of their inventors. In the case of the ‘Middle East’ the invention of the region is usually ascribed to Captain Alfred Thayer Mahan, US naval officer and author of key works on naval strategy.10 In an article published in The National Review in 1902 Mahan suggested that Britain should take up the responsibility of maintaining security in the (Persian) Gulf and its coasts – the ‘Middle East’ – so that the route to India would be secured and Russia kept in check.11 The term ‘Middle East’ took-off from then onwards but as time progressed, the area so designated shifted westwards. In the interwar period the discovery of considerable quantities of oil in the Arabian peninsula and the increasing pace of Jewish migration into Palestine linked these chunks of territory to Mahan’s ‘Middle East’. During the Second World War British policy-makers began to use the term with reference to all Asian and North African lands to the west of India. No definite boundaries were set to the region during this period. In line with changes in British wartime policies, ‘Iran was added in 1942; Eritrea was dropped in September 1941 and welcomed back again five months later’.12 Towards the end of the Second World War the United States got involved in the ‘Middle East’, adopting the British wartime definition. These switches from one definition to another took place so swiftly that it prompted a well-known historian of the region, Roderic Davison, to ask in the pages of the Foreign Affairs: ‘Where is the Middle East?’.13 The argument so far should not be taken to mean that it was solely the military strategic interests of western powers that have been the driving force behind the invention and reproduction of such representations. Throughout history all societies have produced their own representations of the world. The term ‘Maghreb’ (‘the West’ in Arabic) has its origins in the geopolitics of an earlier epoch, that of the first waves of Arab invaders who came to North Africa in the 7th and 8th centuries. However, not all societies have been able to impose their maps on to others. This is where relative endowment of material resources comes into play in deciding whose discourse emerges as the dominant one. To put it another way, the reason why the lands to the southwest of Asia and north of Africa have been lumped together in the mind’s eye and labelled as the ‘Middle East’ has its roots not merely in the military strategic interests of Great Britain of the late 19th century, but also in Britain’s material and representational prowess. It is not only the relative endowment of the material resources of rival powers but also the changes in communications and transportation technologies that have an impact on the way geographical categories are invented and adjusted. As the military strategic interests and capabilities of the major geopolitical actors of the time changed, the ‘Middle East’ shifted in 
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 tandem with these changes. The point here is that technological and economic, as well as political changes, alter the way one ‘sees’ the world, thereby helping shape one’s practices. For example, after the end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, some proposed a new region, that of the ‘Greater Middle East’.14 This new region includes the former Soviet republics of Central Asia which is in itself indicative of the security conceptions and practices of its inventors that include securing the route to Central Asian oil resources (in which there is now much interest) while holding Islamism in check (which has become a persistent anxiety in the United States and Western Europe in the aftermath of 11 September 2001).

Middle East Instability Link

Crisis representations naturalize imperialist orientalism. They naturalize the west as a rational source of security and oriental others as irrational, dangerous, and in need of intervention.  

Toine van Teffelen, Prof. in Discourse Analysis @ Birzeit Univ, ’95 [The Decolonization of imagination: Culture, Knowledge, and Power, p. 113-8]

A major methodological problem in the study of Western images of the non-Western other is how precisely such images surface in discourse. Much post-structuralist theorizing, preeminently concerned with texts and self--other contrasts, pays scant attention to the concrete manifestations of images as they are evoked, negotiated, and adapted in talk and in writing. In the modern media, self-other divides cannot be taken for granted. Powerful as they are, such divides are not immune to interrogation and challenge; in fact, their viability partially depends on their adaptive capacity in the face of new arguments and new developments. Critical discourse analysis is an approach intended to reveal the subtle linguistic re-creation and negotiation of self-other oppositions against a background of commonsense reasonings. In following one strand of this tradition, I will inquire here into the workings of a set of metaphors commonly brought into association with the Arab-Islamic world. Since the 1970S regular media hypes about the dangers of terrorism, Islamic fundamentalism and (nuclear) war have suggested the Middle East to be a 'powder keg' where problems are 'explosive', or a 'volcano' where crises reach a 'boiling point'. In associating the domains of physics and nature with a political situation, these crisis metaphors give expression to a fear of a Middle East out of control.A political issue in the Middle East that has long been regarded as defying control is the Palestine question, and of all the various events and places related to this conflict those pertaining to the West Bank and especially to the Gaza Strip have obtained special metaphoric treatment. During the Intifada, soldiers petitioned for withdrawal from the Gaza Strip, feeling they were 'sinking' in an 'ocean' of hostility, 'engulfed' by crowds. In a reversal of the image, Israeli prime minister Rabin wished the Gaza Strip, in an offstage remark made in 1993, 'to sink into the se-a'. An article headline such as 'West Bank explodes' or 'Gaza explodes' has for a long time been routine in the Israeli media in the same way as similar metaphors dominated the coverage of violence in Soweto during

apartheid. In the case of the West Bank and the Gaza Strip some Israeli lournalists have in fact become aware of the cliché:

Expression like 'pressure cooker', 'powder keg', 'playing with fire', and a 'match liable at any moment to ignite a terrible conflagration here' sounded especially true this time. (Gid'on Levi, 'The Gaza Strip: 'A dog in Tel Aviv lives a more normal life than we do", Haaretz weekly supplement, 12 June I992. In its turn the Western press took over crisis discourse on the Occupied Palestinian Territories. It is quite likely that this discourse has contributed to the political viewpoint, gradually endorsed by a dominant current of Israeli society, that Israel should abandon Gaza; not as a matter of principle, out of concern for Palestinian political rights, but rather to protect Israeli lives and interests, and to realize control by other means. This viewpoint became reality after the Gaza-.Jericho agreement between Israel and the PLO made in I993-94.

Here I consider a number of articles on the Occupied Palestinian Territories, and especially Gaza, written in the 59805 by Israeli and Western Dutch journalists, in order to show the ideological implications of the above-mentioned metaphors; how they shaped attitudes and definitions of reality within an argumentative context not without ambiguity.

The explosion metaphor Recently communication studies, psychology and social anthropology have paid a great deal of attention to metaphors. As has been argued by Lakoff and Johnson (1980), metaphors should not be treated as simply rhetorical decorations or convenlions of figurative language but rather as keys to people's imagining and reasoning about the world. Some cognitive studies regard metaphors as economic devices - frames or schemas suitable to grasp quickly divergent or new situations where a non-metaphoric, literal approach would render understanding and reasoning laborious. More socially or culturally inclined authors (for instance, Quinn 1987, and contributions in Fernandez 1991) regard metaphors as linguistic cues to widely shared cultural models, Whereas metaphors can be applied in a deliberate way, as handy devices to think through dilemmas or to shed light on new realities, most of the time they are employed routinely and unconsciously to express commonsense notions. Although such approaches have helped to give metaphor a more prominent status in cognitive and cultural studies they run the risk of losing sight of the constructive as well as ideological potential of metaphor. Metaphors are not mere windows on or tools to understand a pre-existing reality, but rather they take part in a situated practice of defining reality (see Haste 1993 and Lupton 5994 for recent case studies on the political use of metaphors). In conveying authority to a particular reasoning about reality they discredit or de-emphasize rival interpretations They thus have a bearing upon social and political reality, including relations of domination and control.

In much crisis discourse about the Gaza Strip we see the elaborate use of a metaphoric construction of politics in which increasing tension or pressure is said to culminate in an explosion. Consider an example from David Grossman's preface to the Dutch translation of his Yellow Wind (1988). In this book Grossman, a widely known Israeli journalist and an acclaimed writer, relays his experiences during his journeys in the Occupied Palestinian Territories just before the Intifada 
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began. [The first stone was thrown in Gaza, ... Emotions and forces which were repressed for twenty years erupted in an explosion of violence. (p. 8, translation TvT) In December 1987 the Palestinian uprising started. It was not planned: it was the fruit of prolonged dissatisfaction. The violence suddenly erupted, nourished by years of bitterness and hatred. Not only were the Israelis surprised. For the Arab countries and the PLO the uprising was a surprise as well. Indeed, the Palestinians themselves were surprised. Until that moment they had never dared to make use of the energy which they had bottled up for twenty years without action. (p. io, translation Tv1) The main metaphors suggest the situation at hand, the beginning of the Intifada, is to he understood through the consecutive stages of built-up 'energy'/'tension' followed by 'eruption'/'explosion'. In the commonsense schema presented here, three conditions seem to influence the explosion's intensity: the repression of tension, the 'prolonged' duration of this repression as emphasized by the repeated mentioning of the occupation's length, and the lack of an opportunity to release the 'bottled-up' tension. The level of tension apparently determines the size of the explosion. Concepts of energy arid tension refer to the emotions and unspecified 'forces' of the refugees; concepts of eruption and explosion refer to the resulting violent behaviour. This reasoning seems primarily based upon ordinary metaphoric thinking about the psychology of anger. Lakoff and Kovecses (1987) have demonstrated how Western discourse tends to understand anger in terms of a central metaphoric construction: 'the heat of a fluid in a container'. Examples are when somebody 'boils over', 'seethes with rage' or 'makes your blood boil'.  Their analysis indirectly suggests why anger metaphors can be effective devices for constructing self-other relations. The metaphor tension/explosion suggests a breakdown of self control and a loss of rationality that violate a broadly shared set of Western values. Ideally speaking, the expression of anger should be guided by reason, which means that it must be based on a legitimate grief; that other ways should be tried to redress the grief; that when anger is allowed to come out, it should happen in a controlled way, and that it should be directed towards the wrongdoer, and retributive in proportion to the grief (Lakoff and Koveeses 1987). Apparently, all this does not apply here: the Palestinians simply release their tension, they are even 'surprised' by their own anger. The intifada appears to lack planning or a meaningful target. Both literary criticism and the social sciences provide authoritative sources for the reasoning associated with the deviant anger model that is imposed upon the Palestinians. The literary prototype of ressentimeni, extensively theorized by Nietzsche, has been a common device in Western novels to discredit forms of resistance of the working class or the nonWestern Other as being reactive and based on griefs and feelings of envy and hate that can be easily manipulated to suit exterior ends (Jameson 1980). In the social sciences the 'volcanic' model of rebellion or revolution equates collective violence with the 'periodic eruption of social-psychological tensions that boil up in human groups like lava under the earth's crust' (Aya 1979: 14, quoted in Farsoun and Landis 1991: I-f). In this model, society is epitomized by the 'mass', the fearful phenomenon which, according to popular psychologies, is not only a threat to the social order but in fact its very negation. In mass society there is 'lurking ... the undefined mass, the anonymous crowd, a formless aggregation of little entities, each isolated from the others' (Moscovici 1990: 70). The individual is nothing but 'a molecule in an expanding gas'. Such a society is prone to explosion. Social reasoning here easily ties in with the above-mentioned conception of the individual being overpowered by emotions. When society is nothing more than a sum of individuals, it can only reflect the laws of individual behaviour. According to this line of thinking, discontent, if not put into constructive action, transforms itself into madness and hysteria which in their turn are prime sources of criminal individual behaviour or destabilizing mass action when people mindlessly imitate each other's behaviour (a process that Gustave Le Bon, a writer who was particularly instrumental in popularizing mass psychology, called 'contagion'). Isolated from their political context, oppositional violence or resistance can thus he easily dismissed as destructive, senseless and dangerous from a functional point of view. More generally, these reasonings are informed by the reason-versus emotion dichotomy that permeates Western discourse. Emotion points to a fearful threat to order: to wildness, chaos, nature, femininity, alternatively, rationality points to control, order, predictability, culture, masculinity. Both person and society are viewed as being physically divided into spheres of rationality and spheres of emotion. This division, and the wish to keep it intact, also seem to inform the metaphors under discussion here. By evoking two domains separated by a physical border vulnerable to penetration - when the tension explodes, the lava erupts, or the hot water flows over - the metaphors graphically construct a fragile boundary in need of protection (van Teeffelcn ii). By naturalizing 'Others' and making them the object of uncontrollable forces, the energy-tension and eruption-explosion metaphors also down play human agency. Although it is impossible to discuss linguistic elements other than metaphor in detail here, it should be noted that the example above contains syntactic devices that serve to reinforce the draining of discourse from human agency (Kress and Hodge 1979), especially intransitives ('the violence ... erupted'; 'emotions and forces which were repressed.') and nominalizations (when processes or actions are represented by nouns, as in the clause 'bitterness and 
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hatred'). They make it easier to suggest that human properties are part of a quasi-physical rather than a moral realm. Let us move from the linguistic construction of a self-other divide to the ideological implications for the situation described, the Israeli control over the Gaza Strip. In describing a border situation that defies control, the discourse of fear is said to accomplish a double purpose: the justification of suppression and the mobilization of support for the colonizing power (AbuLughod and Lutz 1990: 14). It is pertinent here to reflect upon the question of to what extent Grossman, in creating a self-other boundary by emphasizing the Other's deviant expression of anger, in fact exploits such a discourse of fear for ideological ends. To begin with, those familiar with the journalistic and literary work of Grossman will remark that the example above should be considered in relation to the remainder of the book, and also in the context of the public climate in Israel, Grossman is a journalist who was courageous enough to present the Israeli public with the harsh reality of Palestinian daily life in the Occupied Palestinian Territories before the Intifada started. In the Introduction to the book he asserts that his account of the Occupied Palestinian Territories delivered all the facts needed to understand the emergence of the Intifada. The crisis metaphors served to urge Israel to realize that long-term control over Gaza is untenable,

It may seem paradoxical that Grossman constructs a self-other contrast while at the same time opting for a liberal politics of changing the political status quo. Here we arrive at a point of supreme importance for understanding the politics of metaphor, namely, its employment to lend authority to a particular definition of reality as opposed to rival definitions. In other words, political metaphors attain their rhetorical effect within what Billig (1987) calls 'a context of controversy'. Like many other Israeli liberal writers, Grossman pursues two polemics. He objects to the normalizing discourse practised by the Israeli right, which pretended that the army was in control of the West Bank and Gaza Strip and that the occupation was benevolent in nature. Yet he also warns against a definition of Palestinian reality in terms of curtailed political rights, a definition supported in many liberal Western circles. In addressing a Dutch public Grossman explicitly states that his descriptions of the occupation must not be misunderstood as evidence of support for the Palestinian cause. The use of the tension and explosion metaphors in crisis discourse serves to effectuate this dual demarcation vis-ã-vis normalizing discourse and political rights discourse. On the one hand, the metaphors negate the idea of a normal situation; they ring the bell warning that something may happen. On the other hand, they maintain and even reinforce a self-other divide by casting the reasoning in a mechanistic form. This device creates distance and prevents identification with the victims of the occupation. It does not matter what emotions they have: grief, anger, hatred, or whatever. All emotions are lumped together as potential sources of violence. It is difficult to sympathize with undifferentiated emotions or with people who function in a mechanistic way and are controlled by outside forces; the more so when they internally 'build up tension' and 'explode' at an unpredictable time, You had better get out of their way. In the Grossman example, the interaction with the other discourses remains implicit. I now turn to other examples to show how the metaphors function when conflict between the rival discourses surfaces in the text, and how the metaphors are used to reframe a definition of the problem from one based on a denial of political rights to one created by a loss of control. At the same time, the new examples render it possible to illustrate some other theoretical issues that inform the politics of metaphor.

Middle East Stability Link

Western representations construct the Middle East as irrational and alien through discursive practices as a justification for Western intervention and dominance

Morten Valbjørn, PhD in the Department of Political Science @ Aarhus, ‘4 [Middle East and Palestine: Global Politics and Regional Conflict, “Culture Blind and Culture Blinded: Images of Middle Eastern Conflicts in International Relations,” p. 68 - 69

From this perspective, it is irrelevant to discuss whether the Middle East should be regarded as a region like all the others, as this is the case in the IR mainstream, or as a region like no other, as the essentialists would claim. Rather, regions should be seen as social constructions that are produced through discursive practices just like the international system and its various actors. Instead of discussing what the Middle East is, the relational conception of culture regards the Middle East as an imaginary region, where, and foremost, it is important to focus on how the Middle East has been constructed through discursive practices and how this has extensive consequences on its international relations. This focus characterizes Edward Said`s (1995), one of the principal works dealing, with the Middle East in applying a relational conception of culture. Despite his principle recognition of the mere existence of societies with a location southeast of the Mediterranean, Said almost completely refrains dealing with what these societies (1995: 5). Instead, he focuses on how European and American contexts have described and imagined the Middle East and how particular way of thinking has functioned as a filter through which the Middle East is constructed as a unique oriental cultural entity. Even though the orientalist representations of the Middle East should have less to do with the Middle East than with the orientalists own context ( 1995: 12), this docs not mean that these representations are innocent or ineffectual. The European and American identity and way of performing power are thus closely interwoven with the conception of the Middle East as oriental and alien. The orientalist conception of the Middle East functions as a constituting counterimagc of European and identity, of a occidental culture whose supposedly democratic, rational, and enlightened character is contrasted by the depictions of despotic, irrational, and barbaric Orient. According to Said, “the Orient has helped to define Europe (or the West) as its contrasting (Said, 1995: 1-2). But orientalism also formed ax central clement of  “a western style for dominating, restructuring, and having authority over the Orient” (Said, 1995: 3). The French and British colonial representation of Middle Eastern societies as passive, backward, and inferior justified and subsequently legitimized their colonization. This close connection between orientalist descriptions of the Middle East and different kinds of performance of power allegedly docs not belong only to the past. According to Said, the situation of today bears a lot of resemblance to the Lime of British and French colonialism. He points to how U.S. military the Carter Doctrine, and the establishment of Rapid Deployment Forces often have been preceded by popular and academic discussions of the threat from “political Islam” and the like (Said, 1997; 28; see also Farmrmaian, 1992; Sidaway, 1998; McAlistcr, 2001). As a consequence of this very different approach to international relations in the Middle East, subscribers to a relational conception of culture, instead of asking what makes the Middle Eastern international relations conflict-ridden, will ask how representations of the Middle East as an unstable “Arc of Crises”-to phrase Zbignicw Brczczinski, President Cartefs National Advisor-have made “the West” appear impressively peaceful, and made Western military engagement in this part of the world possible, necessary, and for the benefit of the people of the Middle East themselves.
Middle East Stability Link

Focus on “stability” in the Middle East privileges U.S. national security at the expense of individual security.

Pinar Bilgin, Associate Professor of International Relations, March 04, International Relations 18 (1), “Whose ‘Middle East’? Geopolitical Interventions and Practices of Security,” http://ire.sagepub.com/content/18/1/25.full.pdf+html
This top-down approach to regional security in the ‘Middle East’ was compounded by a conception of security that was directed outwards – that is threats to security were assumed to stem from outside the state whereas inside is viewed as a realm of peace. Although it could be argued – following R.B.J. Walker – that what makes it possible for ‘inside’ to remain peaceful is the presentation of ‘outside’ as a realm of danger,25 the practices of Middle Eastern states indicate that this does not always work as prescribed in theory. For many regional policy-makers justify certain domestic security measures by way of presenting the international arena as anarchical and stressing the need to strengthen the state to cope with external threats. While doing this, however, they at the same time cause insecurity for some individuals and social groups at home – the very peoples whose security they purport to maintain. The practices of regional actors that do not match up to the theoretical prescriptions include the Baath regime in Iraq that infringed their own citizens’ rights often for the purposes of state security. Those who dare to challenge their states’ security practices may be marginalized at best, and accused of treachery and imprisoned at worst. The military priority of security thinking in the Cold War manifested itself within the Middle Eastern context by regional as well as external actors’ reliance on practices such as heavy defence outlays, concern with orders-of-battle, joint military exercises and defence pacts. For example, the British and US security practices during this period took the form of defending regional states against external intervention by way of helping them to strengthen their defences and acquiring military bases in the region as well as bolstering ‘friendly’ regimes’ stronghold over their populace so that the ‘Middle East’ would become inviolable to Soviet infiltration and intervention. The ‘Middle East’ perspective continues to be military-focused and stability oriented in the post-Cold War era. US policy towards Iraq before and after the Gulf War (1990–1) and the 1998–9 bombing campaign directed at obtaining Iraqi cooperation with the UN team inspecting the Iraqi weapons of mass destruction programme could be viewed as examples of this. What has changed in the aftermath of the 11 September attacks is that US policy-makers declared commitment to ‘advancing freedom’ in the Middle East as a way of ‘confronting the threats to peace from terrorism and weapons of mass destruction’.26 The 2003 ‘war on Iraq’ and the US effort to change the Iraqi regime were explained with reference to this new policy priority. At the same time, US policy-makers sought to give momentum to Israeli–Palestinian peacemaking by presenting a new ‘roadmap’. For the peace process (that began in the aftermath of the 1991 Gulf War) had come to a halt towards the end of the 1990s for reasons largely to do with the incongruities between the US perspective of regional security and those of regional states. Among the latter, the critique brought by the proponents of what I term the ‘Arab’ perspective is likely to be of particular significance for the attempts to jump-start Arab–Israeli peacemaking.

Middle East Instability Link

Representations of the Middle East are dependent on Western notions of Security that reflect Imperialistic interests 
Pinar Bilgin, , Prof. of IR @ Bilkent, 2005, (Regional Security in the Middle East, p. 125)

Throughout the twentieth century, the Middle East remained as an arena of incessant conflict attracting global attention. As the recent developments in Israel/Palestine and the US-led war on Iraq have showed, it is difficult to exaggerate the signifcance of Middle Eastern insecurities for world politics. By adopting a critical approach to re-think security in the Middle East, this study addresses an issue that continues to attract the attention of students of world politics. Focusing on the constitutive relationship between (inventing) regions, and (conceptions and practices of) security, the study argues that the current state of 'regional security' - often a euphemism for regional insecurities - has its roots in practices that have throughout history been shaped by its various representations - the geopolitical inventions of security. In doing this, it lays out the contours of a framework for thinking differently about regional security in the Middle East. Prevailing approaches to regional security have had their origins in the security concerns and interests of Western states, mainly the United States. The implication of this Western bias in security thinking within the Middle Eastern context has been that much of the thinking done on regional security in the Middle East has been based on Western conceptions of 'security'. During the Cold War what was meant by 'security in the Middle East' was maintaining the security of Western (mostly US) interests in this part of the world and its military defence against other external actors (such as the Soviet Union that could jeopardise the regional and/or global status quo). Western security interests in the Middle East during the Cold War era could be summed up as the unhindered flow of oil at reasonable prices, the cessation of the Arab-Israeli conflict, the prevention of the emergence of any regional hegemon, and the maintenance of 'friendly' regimes that were sensitive to these concerns. This was (and still is) a top-down conception of security that was military-focused, directed outwards and privileged the maintenance of stability. Let us take a brief look at these characteristics. The Cold War approach to regional security in the Middle East was top-down because threats to security were defined largely from the perspective of external powers rather than regional states or peoples. In the eyes of British and US defence planners, communist infiltration and Soviet intervention constituted the greatest threats to security in the Middle East during the Cold War. The way to enhance regional security, they argued, was for regional states to enter into alliances with the West. Two security umbrella schemes, the Middle East Defence Organisation (1951) and the Baghdad Pact (1955), were designed for this purpose. Although there were regional states such as Iraq (until the 1958 coup), Iran (until the 1978-79 revolution), Saudi Arabia, Israel and Turkey that shared this perception of security to a certain extent, many Arab policy-makers begged to differ. Traces of this top-down thinking are still prevalent in the US approach to security in the 'Middle East'. During the 1990s, in following a policy of dual containment US policy-makers presented Iran and Iraq as the main threats to regional security largely due to their military capabilities and the revisionist character of their regimes that were not subservient to US interests. In the aftermath of the events of September 11 US policy-makers have focused on 'terrorism' as a major threat to security in the Middle East and elsewhere. Yet, US policy so far has been one of 'confronting the symptoms rather than the cause' (Zunes 2002:237) as it has focused on the military dimension of security (to the neglect of the socio-economic one) and relied on military tools (as with the war on Iraq) in addressing these threats. This is not to underestimate the threat posed by weapons of mass destruction or terrorism to global and regional security. Rather, the point is that these top-down perspectives, while revealing certain aspects of regional insecurity at the same time hinder others. For example, societal and environmental problems caused by resource scarcity do not only threaten the security of individual human beings but also exacerbate existing conflicts (as with the struggle over water resources in Israel/Palestine; see Sosland 2002). Besides, the lives of women in Kuwait and Saudi Arabia were made insecure not only by the threat caused by Iraq's military capabilities, but also because of the conservative character of their own regimes that restrict women's rights under the cloak of religious tradition. For, it is women who suffer disproportionately as a result of militarism and the channelling of valuable resources into defence budgets instead of education and health (see Mernissi 1993). What is more, the measures that are adopted to meet such military threats sometimes constitute threats to the security of individuals and social groups. The sanctions regime adopted to rid Iraq of weapons of mass destruction has caused a problem of food insecurity for Iraqi people during the 1990s. In the aftermath of the US-led war on Iraq, Iraqi people are still far from meeting their daily needs. Indeed, it is estimated that if it were not for the monthly basket distributed as part of the United Nations' 'Oil for Food' programme, 'approximately 80 percent of the Iraqi population would become vulnerable to food insecurity' (Hurd 2003). Such concerns rarely make it into analyses on regional security in the Middle East.
Middle East Instability – Alternative

Refuse the position of imperial problem-solver.  Criticizing their representations of Middle Eastern insecurity is the only way to generate lasting peace.  
Pinar Bilgin, , Prof. of IR @ Bilkent, 2005, (Regional Security in the Middle East, p. 125)

Reflecting upon the history of US engagement with the Middle East, Douglas Little identifies representations of the region as the problem behind policy failures. According to Little, it is 'American Orientalism' defined as 'a tendency to underestimate the peoples of the region and to overestimate America's ability to make a bad situation better' that has often misled US policy-makers in their dealings with the region. Regarding the future, Little (2002:314) writes: Although there is greater appreciation for the complexities of the Muslim world than a generation ago, most Americans still view radical Islam as a cause for instant alarm. Having been fed a steady diet of books, films and news reports depicting Arabs as demonic anti-Western others and Israelis as heroic pro-Western partners and having watched in horror the events of 11 September, the American public understandably fears Osama bin Laden and cheers Aladdin. Little's argument builds upon that of Edward Said in his 1978 book Orientalism, where the author pointed to the relationship between representations and practice. Said's point was that the academic discourse of Orientalism (defined as 'a style of thought based upon an ontological and epistemological distinction made between “the Orient” and [most of the time] “the Occident”' [Said 1995a: 2]) had not only helped to make the Middle East what it has become but also made it difficult to become something else: a book on how to handle a fierce lion might … cause a series of books to be produced on such subjects as the fierceness of lions, the origins of fierceness, and so forth. Similarly, as the focus of the text centers more narrowly on the subject - no longer lions but their fierceness - we might expect that the ways by which it is recommended that a lion's fierceness be handled will actually increase its fierceness, force it to be fierce since that is what it is, and that is what in essence what we know or can only know about it. (Said 1995a: 94) This is because the Orientalist discourse does not merely represent the 'Orient' but also lays down the rules that enable one to 'write, speak and act meaningfully' (Agnew and Corbridge 1995:45). In his later works (see Said 1994b, 1995b, 1997, 2001) Said went on to show how contemporary representations of the Middle East (and Islam) in the media (as well as academia) have reduced it to terrorism and very little else. Said's argument is in line with E.P. Thompson's observation on the impact British historical representations of India have had on Indian politics (Said 2001:44-5). According to Thompson, writings on India in English 'simply left out the Indian side of things' thereby deepening the irreconcilability between Indians and the British. Thompson wrote: Our misrepresentation of Indian history and character is one of the things that have so alienated the educated classes of India that even their moderate elements have refused to help the Reforms [of colonial policy]. Those measures, because of this sullenness, have failed, when they deserved a better fate. (quoted in Said 2001:45) Reading Thompson, one is reminded of the numerous attempts made by US policy-makers during the Cold War to generate reform and modernisation movements in the Middle East; some of which attempts have backfired (as with Iraq, Libya and Iran) (Little 2002:193-227). What Little, Thompson and Said are pointing to are the different impact representations have on those who produce the representations and those who are represented. What all share is the damaging effect representations have had on both groups of actors. According to Said, the Middle East as a spatial representation has been repressive in that it has had 'the kind of authority … [that] doesn't permit or make room for interventions on the part of those represented' (Said 2001:42). The Middle Eastern security discourse, which is informed by this representation, has reflected the Cold War security concerns of the great powers while neglecting that of regional states and peoples. Hence the argument that the current state of regional insecurity in the Middle East has its roots in practices that have been informed by its dominant representation: the 'Middle East'. By way of adopting this spatial representation, the Middle East has been categorised in terms of its politics (as the region that 'best fits the realist theory of international politics' [Nye 2000:163]) and the type of foreign policy its 'nature' demands. In the immediate aftermath of the US-led war on Iraq, one newspaper columnist warned: 'Middle East is not Europe' (Zaharna 2003). Indeed. Yet, this should not be taken to suggest that the Middle East is destined to relive its insecure past. Such representations that emphasised Middle Eastern insecurities without reflecting upon their roots have had the effect of privileging certain security practices (such as the 1998-99 bombing campaign directed at obtaining Iraqi cooperation with the UN team inspecting the Iraqi weapons of mass destruction programme) whilst marginalising others (such as the adoption of a more comprehensive long-term policy of creating a nuclear-free zone in the Middle East). Becoming aware of the 'politics of the geographical specification of politics' (Dalby 1991:274) and exploring the mutually constitutive relationship between (inventing) regions, and (conceptions and practices of) security is not mere intellectual exercise; it helps reveal the role human agency has played in the past and could play in the future. Such awareness, in turn, would enable one to begin 
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thinking differently about regional security to help constitute an alternative future whilst remaining sensitive to regional actors' multiple and contending conceptions of security, what they view as referent object(s), and how they think security should be sought in this part of the world.
Middle East Stability-Alternative

Rejecting their national security approach to the Middle East opens up alternative political forms.

Pinar BILGIN, International Relations Professor @ Bilikent (Ankara) ‘2 “Beyond Statism in Security Studies? Human Agency and Security in the Middle East” Review of International Affairs 2 (1), p. 102 - 103

Statism could be defined as ‘the concentration of all loyalty and decision- making power at the level of the sovereign state°." Defined as such, Statism is different from state-centrism. The latter could be viewed as focusing on states as referents and agents without necessarily giving out their well-being. ln security studies, the state has traditionally been viewed as both the primary is about the agent sum: is about security). In the literature, this is often justified as a methodological choice made by scholars who wanted to model international relations after the natural sciences in an to create a 'scientific' approach into the of world politics. Towards this end. they sought to create an ‘closed system' by identifying statues as the most significant actors: assuming them to be like units: and focusing on the military dimension of security. The point is that methodological choice has had normative implications that remain unrecognized in established ways of thinking about security. This is because of the difference between statism (which is viewed as a normative disposition) and state-centrism (which is as a methodological choice) is often blurred. For. adopting a approach in studying security may end up reinforcing statism by way of rendering invisible other potential referents and agents of security. This point about the theory/practice relationship will be further discussed in the concluding part of the article. it to say here that according primacy to states in om' analyses docs not just reflect a ‘reality’ out there. or make the conduct of ‘scientific’ analyses of world politics much neuter. but also helps reinforce statism in security studies by making it to move away from the state as the dominant referent and agent where all loyalty and decision making is concentrated. Critical approaches to security have challenged the primacy accorded to the Stale as the primary referent for security by posing the question ‘whose security are we concerned However. although the privileged status of the state: as the primary referent been challenged. security studies continues to accord the stale a central position largely due no its as the dominant agent for security. In other words. due In uninvoiced and/or unchallenged assumptions regarding the dominant agency of the security .studies remains statist in outlook. A plethora of works produced in the post-Cold War era critical of Cold War security studies have argued that security should be about referents other than the slate. such as individuals. social groups or global society. By forward the question ‘whose security should we (as students of security) be concerned with? States, however, should be concerned with means and not ends’." This is because. argued Booth, security of “the state" is not necessarily synonymous with the security of everybody living within that state, and is even less synonymous with the security of those living in other .When the security of .some is at expense of the security of others. tension is Criticizing Booth’s  ìndividual ­focused approach, Martin Shaw culled for a 'sociologically adequate’ approach to the study of security when he wrote that: ‘individual and collective human security do not depend overwhelmingly on the stale and/or ethnic-national context. Security issues are faced in all levels of social life'." Accordingly. he underlined the need to look at social relations and the ways in which individuals, social groups, states and the global society interact and affect each other’s security. Bill McSweeney concurred when he argued that security policies should not be formulated simply by aggregating needs. or by attributing such needs to states. ln its stead, he called fur a ‘reflexive theory of social order’ that views the analysis of security as comprising the dynamic process in which identities and interests am mutually constituted by social agents in search for security."
Middle East Instability – Alternative

Criticizing their orientalist security discourse of Middle East instability is the crucial first step to an altnerative security politics.

Pinar Bilgin, Associate Professor of International Relations, March 04, International Relations 18 (1), “Whose ‘Middle East’? Geopolitical Interventions and Practices of Security,” http://ire.sagepub.com/content/18/1/25.full.pdf+html
The significance of conceiving the relationship between regions and security as mutually constitutive becomes more explicit once one recognizes that the ‘Middle East’ has developed to its present condition partly due to the way it has been represented by the dominant security discourses. Throughout the 20th century representations of the ‘Middle East’ (in foreign policy- and opinion-makers’ discourses as well as in popular culture)15 have underwritten certain security practices that were deemed fit for the ‘character’ of the region. In other words, the current state of (in)security in the ‘Middle East’ has its roots in practices that have been informed by its representation. What shaped this particular dominant representation, in turn, was the conception of security in which it was rooted. It is in this sense that having a better grasp of what Simon Dalby calls the ‘politics of the geographical specification of politics’16 becomes crucial, for it enables one to begin thinking differently about the future of security in the ‘Middle East’ while remaining sensitive to security concerns and needs of myriad actors that propound contending perspectives. Having traced the development of the ‘Middle East’ (as a concept and as a region) back to security policies of late 19th-century Britain, the following sections will turn to four contending perspectives on regional security that developed during the Cold War years (the ‘Middle East’, ‘Arab Middle East’, ‘Muslim Middle East’ and ‘Mediterranean Middle East’) each one of which give primacy to different kinds of threats.17 It will be argued that when rethinking regional security in the ‘Middle East’, students of Critical Security Studies need to pay attention to regional people’s conceptions of security; what they view as the referent; and how they think security should be established in this part of the world. The aim is to show how difficult it is to generalize about questions of security; how people’s ideas about security differ from one another; and how they changed in the past and might change in the future. Within the context of the ‘Middle East’ this amounts to amplifying the voices of those whose views have been left out of security analyses and pointing to possibilities for change that exist. This is not meant to suggest that these alternatives should not be put under critical scrutiny. The role of students of Critical Security Studies should not be merely to represent those views that have so far been marginalized by the dominant approaches, but also to critically analyse them. To adopt a relativist perspective and argue that all approaches voice the concerns of their proponents and are therefore equally valid is not helpful (especially if one is interested in pointing to possible avenues for change). It is even less desirable in places like the ‘Middle East’ where contending conceptions of security often clash. A striking example of this can be found in Israel/Palestine. ‘Peace is my security’ is what a PeaceNow activist’s banner read when celebrating the signing of the Oslo Accords in 1993.18 But ‘peace with security’ has long been the motto of those Israelis sceptical of the virtues of an Arab–Israeli peace agreement. Rather, the role of the student of Critical Security Studies is to adopt a ‘critical distance’,19 to ‘anchor’20 him/herself by being self-conscious and open about other versions of ‘reality’ and by reflecting upon his/her own role as an intellectual and the effects of the research on its subject matter.21 Within the Middle Eastern context this involves being sensitive towards conceptions of security adopted by the region’s peoples, representing the ideas and experiences of those who have been marginalized by the dominant discourses and drawing up an alternative template for thinking about regional security that promotes emancipatory practices. This will be the focus of the final section of the article.

Middle East Instability – K Prior

The Middle East is affected by Western representations of security discourse

Pinar Bilgin, @ Bilkent Univ, ‘4 [International Relations 18.1, “Whose ‘Middle East’? Geopolitical Inventions and Practices of Security,” p. 27

It is not only the relative endowment of the material resources of rival powers but also the changes in communications and transportation technologies that have an impact on the way geographical categories are invented and adjusted. As the

military strategic interests and capabilities of the major geopolitical actors of the time changed, the ‘Middle East’ shifted in tandem with these changes. The point here is that technological and economic, as well as political changes, alter the way one ‘sees’ the world, thereby helping shape one’s practices. For example, after the end of the Cold War and the dissolution of the Soviet Union, some proposed a new region, that of the ‘Greater Middle East’.14 This new region includes the former

Soviet republics of Central Asia which is in itself indicative of the security conceptions and practices of its inventors that include securing the route to Central Asian oil resources (in which there is now much interest) while holding Islamism

in check (which has become a persistent anxiety in the United States and Western Europe in the aftermath of 11 September 2001). The significance of conceiving the relationship between regions and security as mutually constitutive becomes more explicit once one recognizes that the ‘Middle East’ has developed to its present condition partly due to the way it has been

represented by the dominant security discourses. Throughout the 20th century representations of the ‘Middle East’ (in foreign policy- and opinion-makers’ discourses as well as in popular culture)15 have underwritten certain security

practices that were deemed fit for the ‘character’ of the region. In other words, the current state of (in)security in the ‘Middle East’ has its roots in practices that have been informed by its representation. What shaped this particular dominant

representation, in turn, was the conception of security in which it was rooted. It is in this sense that having a better grasp of what Simon Dalby calls the ‘politics of the geographical the ‘Middle East’ while remaining sensitive to security concerns and needs of myriad actors that propound contending perspectives.
Hegemony Link

Their representation of American hegemony as benign and peaceful ignores the history of imperial violence.  Their evidence is produced by hacks in the conservative elite establishment. 

David Campbell, Geography @ Durham ET AL ‘7 “Performing Security: The Imaginative Geographies of current US strategy” Political Geography 26 (4) 

To understand the power of the imaginative geographies guiding current US strategy it is important to look back at the recitation, reiteration and resignification of previous strategic formulations. During the Clinton years, a number of figures who had been involved in various guises in previous Republican administrations wrote widely on the geopolitical opportunities and threats of a post-Cold War era. From specifications of the threat posed by international terrorism, ‘failed states’ and ‘rogue regimes’, to the dangers posed by cultural/civilisational conflicts. The individuals and institutions we choose to examine in this section are those whose geographical imaginations have been central in laying the ground for some of the securitizing strategies of the current Bush administration and, specifically, whose work has been key in specifying the importance of ‘‘integrating’’ a chaotic world where conflict is inevitable. The writers whose work we highlight here occupy a liminal position within policy circles. While not paid members of the administration, they have either occupied such positions in the past or were aspiring to them in the future. They do not, therefore, directly speak for the state (a position that grants them a veneer of ‘‘objectivity’’), and they navigate in the interstices between academic and ‘‘policy-oriented’’ research: a location that, in turn, absolves them from the rigors of a scholarly discipline, including disciplinary critique. By the term ‘non-state scribes’ we wish to indicate those who occupy a liminal zone between academic and nonacademic work, working in a range of governmental and private research centres, think-tanks and study groups. What we would like to highlight are some of the ways in which their influence problematises simple, secure understandings of the state and the constitution of ‘state-interest’. While these individuals appear as impartial commentators-cum-advisers-cumanalysts, their access to policy circles is open, if not privileged. To the extent that their geographical imaginations are invoked by state power, they are also today’s consummate ‘‘intellectuals of statecraft’’: those who ‘‘designate a world and ‘fill’ it with certain dramas, subjects, histories and dilemmas’’ (O ´ Tuathail & Agnew, 1992: 192). Certainly the most prominent self-styled ‘community of experts’ intersecting with the Bush administration is the Project for a New American Century (for critical analysis see Sparke, 2005). The PNAC, founded in the spring of 1997, defines itself as a ‘‘non-profit, educational organization whose goal is to promote American global leadership’’ (see PNAC, 2006). Putatively lying outside ‘‘formal’’ policy networks, the Project from its inception has aimed to provide the intellectual basis for continued US military dominance e and especially the willingness to use its military might. As sole hegemon, PNAC argued, the US could not ‘‘avoid the responsibilities of global leadership’’. But it should not simply ‘‘react’’ to threats as they present themselves: it should, rather, actively shape the global scenario before such threats emerge: ‘‘the history of the 20th century should have taught us that it is important to shape circumstances before crises emerge, and to meet threats before they become dire’’ (PNAC, 2000: i). The resonance of these views with those of the Bush administration should come as no surprise: among the Project’s founders were individuals who had held posts in previous Republican administrations and went on to serve in Bush’s cabinet: Vice-President Dick Cheney, former Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld and his deputy and now World Bank President Paul Wolfowitz, along with the former ambassador to Iraq (and soon to be US Ambassador to the UN) Zalmay Khalilzad, in addition to well known neoconservatives shaping policy debates in the US today, including Francis Fukuyama, Norman Podhoretz, and William Kristol (see Fukuyama, 2006; Williams, 2005). Unsurprisingly, the most explicit formulation of what would become goals of the Bush administration can be found in the PNAC’s manifesto Rebuilding America’s Defenses, which appeared in the election year of 2000. Here and in subsequent documents, the PNAC envisages the US military’s role to be fourfold: ‘‘Defend the American Homeland’’; ‘‘fight and decisively win multiple, simultaneous major theatre wars’’; ‘‘perform the ‘constabulary’ duties associated with shaping the security environment in critical regions’’; and ‘‘transform U.S. forces to exploit the ‘revolution in military affairs’’’ (PNAC, 2000: iv, 5; cf. The White House, 2002b: 30).
Hegemony Link

Representation of American hegemony creates racial hierarchies – they demonize all others as threats to the liberal order. 

David Campbell, Geography @ Durham ET AL ‘7 “Performing Security: The Imaginative Geographies of current US strategy” Political Geography 26 (4) 

Again, it is essential that we conceptualize these strategies as both containing and making imaginative geographies; specifying the ways ‘‘the world is’’ and, in so doing, actively (re)making that same world. This goes beyond merely the military action or aid programmes that governments follow, but indicates a wider concern with the production of ways of seeing the world, which percolate through media, popular imaginations as well as political strategy. These performative imaginative geographies are at the heart of this paper and will re-occur throughout it. Our concern lies specifically with the ways in which the US portrays e and over the past decade has portrayed e certain parts of the world as requiring involvement, as threats, as zones of instability, as rogue states, ‘‘states of concern’’, as ‘‘global hotspots’’, as well as the associated suggestion that by bringing these within the ‘‘integrated’’ zones of democratic peace, US security e both economically and militarily e can be preserved. Of course, the translation of such imaginations into actual practice (and certainly results) is never as simple as some might like to suggest. Nonetheless, what we wish to highlight here is how these strategies, in essence, produce the effect they name. This, again, is nothing new: the United States has long constituted its identity at least in part through discourses of danger that materialize others as a threat (see Campbell, 1992). Equally, much has been written about the new set of threats and enemies that emerged to fill the post-Soviet void e from radical Islam through the war on drugs to ‘‘rogue states’’ (for a critical analyses see, among others, Benjamin & Simon, 2003; Stokes, 2005; on the genealogies of the idea of ‘‘rogue states’’ see Blum, 2002; Litwak, 2000). What is crucial in the rendering of these strategies, rather, is how those perceived threats are to be dealt with. PNAC, for instance, urged Clinton to take a more hawkish line on Iraq in a 1998 letter (signed by many who would later populate the Bush administration), which concluded with an exhortation: ‘‘We urge you to act decisively. If you act now to end the threat of weapons of mass destruction against the U.S. or its allies, you will be acting in the most fundamental national security interests of the country. If we accept a course of weakness and drift, we put our interests and our future at risk’’ (PNAC, 1998). Yet another of PNAC’s co-founders chose to remain on the ‘outside’, howevere and it is to his work that we now turn. 
Hegemony Link
U.S. hegemony is a form of neo-imperialism – it oppresses others for the sake of absolute safety for U.S. elites.

Alison J. Ayers, Department of Political Science - Simon Fraser University, “Imperial Liberties: Democratisation and Governance in the ‘New’ Imperial Order” POLITICAL STUDIES: 2009 VOL 57, 1–27
The dominant traditions of international relations theory assume and portray the current practices and discourses of global governance as non-imperial. These various traditions – not only realist scholarship but a much wider spectrum of thought encompassing liberal perspectives and more recently social constructivism – conceptualise the world in terms of states and their interrelationships (Smith, 2000). According to this statist framework, the current Westphalian ‘global(ising)’ order – constituted by legally enshrined formally equal, independent, sovereign states underpinned by norms of democratic citizenship – is antithetical to imperial rule. As such, colonialism and imperialism are understood as ‘descriptions of a long-past, even ancient, world order’ (Saurin, 2006, p. 23). The increasingly unconcealed face of US imperialism (Panitch and Gindin, 2004) has unsettled these non- or post-imperial historical ontologies, spawning a vast array of neoliberal and neo-conservative literature on empire and imperialism (Cox, 2003; Kiely, 2007). This diverse literature encapsulates seemingly differing political positions: those such as Max Boot and Robert Kaplan who seek to defend unilateral US imperialism in the face of endemic conflict,‘terrorism’ and ‘failed states’; others such as Michael Ignatieff, Niall Ferguson and Oliver Kamm who defend US global leadership as a benign and progressive form of imperialism intent on establishing a multilateral (neo)liberal-democratic global order of ‘free’ and ‘equal’ peoples; as well as those such as Benjamin Barber and David Held who acknowledge but condemn this form of US empire (see Tully, 2006). Such differences notwithstanding, each of these accounts characterises the ‘new’ imperialism in a highly circumscribed sense; that is, distinct from modes of global governance that are presumed to be non-imperial. The article rejects this dominant narrative, whereby colonialism and imperialism are understood to have been ‘ejected and substituted by novel and distinctive forms of rule’. Rather, it endorses the argument that ‘colonialism, being just one form of imperialism, metamorphosed in such a way as to retain the fundamental powers of imperialism while shedding the outward forms of colonialism’ (Saurin, 2006, p. 31, based on Louis and Robinson, 2001). Imperialism has constantly ‘reinvented’ itself as the structure of global capitalism itself changes (Ahmad, 2004; Wood, 2005). According to the current modalities of informal or non-territorial imperialism the subaltern are governed indirectly rather than through (formal) colonial rule. Imperialism ‘without colonies’ has existed in many forms (Ahmad, 2004; Magdoff, 2003), at times as commercial empires preceding military conquest (such as European mercantilism within Africa prior to the 1880s ‘Scramble’), in other instances following decolonisation (such as within South America following the cessation of Spanish and Portuguese rule) and sometimes in the form which Lenin (1986) characterised as ‘semi-colonial’ (such as Turkey, Persia and China). But as Aijaz Ahmad has argued, the imperialism of our time constitutes ‘the first fully post-colonial imperialism, not only free of colonial rule but antithetical to it’ (Ahmad, 2004, pp. 44–5). The preponderance of ‘informal’ rather than ‘formal’ imperialism reflects not simply current socio-political sensibilities, but rather a ‘structural imperative of the current composition of global capital itself’ (Ahmad, 2004, p. 45). The circulation of capital and commodities must be as unconstrained as possible yet this is realised through the ‘nation-state’ form. The state constitutes the ‘articulating principle’ between globalising capital and national political economies (Ahmad, 1996). As such, the internationalisation of the rule of capital is enforced through globally constituted ‘domestic’ regimes, in conditions specific to each territorialised unit (Ahmad, 2004; Wood, 1999; 2005). The dissolution of the formal colonial empires and the post-war reconstitution of the capitalist order under US dominance have witnessed therefore ‘an intensification of the nation-state form’ carved from the old colonial empires (Ahmad, 1995a, p. 12). Nation states constitute the primary means through which the social relations and institutions of class, property, currency, contract and markets are produced and reproduced, and through which the international accumulation of capital is carried out (Panitch and Gindin, 2004, pp. 41–2).Within such a system, imperialism operates through formally independent ‘internationalised’ states – that is, states which assume responsibility for the production and reproduction of ‘the necessary internal conditions for sustained international accumulation’ (Panitch and Gindin, 2004, p. 48, emphases in original). As such, the ‘empire of capital’ is increasingly reliant upon a territorially based state system to provide the local conditions for global accumulation (Wood, 2005).4 Internal to the new modalities of informal imperialism are therefore the constitution, governance and governmentalities of domestic political jurisdictions. In particular, it has been through the putatively non-imperial languages and practices of ‘sovereignty’ and ‘democratisation’ that post-colonial imperial governance has been realised (Anghie, 2004; Gathii, 1999; 2000; Grovogui, 1996).

Hegemony Link

The discourse of U.S. hegemony is rooted in the racist hierarchies of Orientalism. 

Meghana V. Nayak, Department of Political Science, Pace University, and Christopher Malone, Chief Advisory Officer at The Relational Capital Group. 2009, “American Orientalism and American Exceptionalism: A Critical Rethinking of US Hegemony,” (International Studies Review 11, 253-276)
These contemporary tensions and questions should be understood in the con-  text of American Exceptionalism, which reveals a long-standing ambivalence by  the United States about Europe. Orientalism does not make these distinctions  between Western countries, and we implore critical IR to think through the  implications of the aforementioned questions. We argue that the tension within  the so-called Atlantic Alliance is not simply about changes rendered by globaliza-  tion or by the Bush Doctrine, or even a potential rethinking about transatlantic  values, as mainstream scholars might maintain. Rather, it is indicative of how  and why Western powers differ in the way they perform sovereignty. A critical  analysis of the clashes would bring to light how European power is not necessar-  ily ‘‘better’’ than or more inclusive than American hegemony but is perhaps taking advantage of the backlash against American Exceptionalism in its most  recent form. This brings us to the next point.  Our third reason for examining Exceptionalism in tandem with Orientalism  is to understand the different logics at work in US foreign policy and the cre-  ation of its identity. If identity is fundamentally understood through other  identities, who are the ‘‘others’’ and what kinds of others are there? As Diez  (2004:4) notes in the context of understanding whether the European Union  offers a different type of identity formation in international politics, there are  different kinds of difference with different kinds of purposes and implica-  tions.  The othering of Europe that has been continuously crucial to the narrative of  American nationalism is different from the othering of the non-West. As  explained above, the West’s non-Western Other is an existential threat yet also  inferior and disposable (Buzan, Wæver, and deWilde 1998; Campbell 1998b).  The identity differentiation of the West and non-West, or, alternatively, North  and South, developed and developing, is the creation of two mutually exclusive  entities, privileging one over the other (Ashley 1989). As critical IR scholars have  eloquently discussed, the very creation of the ‘‘West’’ and something that is not  the West indicates an oppositional thinking about identity.  The non-Western Other embodies that which is ‘‘disavowed,’’ the ‘‘over there’’  to the Western Self’s ‘‘here,’’ but the Western Other is familiar to and recogniz-  able to the Western Self even in moments of ﬁerce disagreement and rivalry  (Schick 1999). Self–Other relationships do not always signify difference as fear  or as danger but rather as distinction or rivalry. This second type of othering  delegitimizes the need or possibility for aggressive interference (Rumelili 2004).   There is nothing unintelligible or incomprehensible about the Western Other;  so the differentiation is about distinctness.  Western powers collude in hegemonic practices not only because of Orientalist  representations of non-Western powers that are not seen to be ‘‘capable’’ of  power, but also because they see themselves as distinct from but similar enough  to each other. But, the potential similarities to the non-Western Other are  beyond the realm of imagination. Orientalism, by producing knowledge about  the Other as something to be feared, targeted, or even saved, underlies the com-  plicity of Western powers in governing the non-western world. Inherent within  Orientalism is the assumption that only a Western power could be civilized and  serve as a global hegemony. The non-West serves as ‘‘danger’’ that justiﬁes  Western imperialism. As Said (1979:5–6) notes, the Orient is orientalized as the  object to be (and that could be) represented and controlled, the foil against  which the West can understand and ‘‘make’’ itself.  While most mainstream political science texts discuss the rivalry between the  United States and Europe as a competition over distribution of power capabili-  ties and resources, as well as whether to govern through unilateralism or multi-  lateralism, through state sovereignty or collective sovereignty, we argue that, as  American Exceptionalism shows us, it is actually about a distinction being made  as to who will set the standards of civilization and normative power, and how.  There is no doubt that both the United States and Europe in this scenario are  considered ‘‘civilized.’’ As discussed in the next section, while nineteenth and  early twentieth century political leaders explicitly claimed that the United States  was setting ‘‘new standards’’ for Anglo-Saxons, mid to late twentieth century and  early twenty-ﬁrst century political thinkers have also articulated the same  concept—albeit in less racially explicit ways.

Hegemony – Link

American hegemony only appears beneficial from within the racial hierarchies of Orientalism.

Meghana V. Nayak, Department of Political Science, Pace University, and Christopher Malone, Chief Advisory Officer at The Relational Capital Group. 2009, “American Orientalism and American Exceptionalism: A Critical Rethinking of US Hegemony,” (International Studies Review 11, 253-276)

Kristol and Kagan, to be sure, drop the language of ‘‘savage and senile peo-  ples’’ found a century earlier. The effect is nonetheless the same: there is chaos  in the world and the United States has to impose moral order on it. American  Exceptionalism, then, works through the ‘‘hard contests’’ of military conquest  and might as well as the importance of American values and beliefs in providing  ‘‘government among savages and senile peoples.’’ Here in fact are the origins of  the terms ‘‘hard power’’ and ‘‘soft power,’’ coined by Joseph Nye (2004), a  prominent contributor to the IR neoliberalism theoretical tradition. Nye is refer-  ring to something ingrained much deeper in the American consciousness, some-  thing more primal. American involvement in world affairs—be it military  intervention or humanitarian intervention—is tied to a moral imperative derived  from a providential mission. This explains why, for instance, Luce used the Good  Samaritan as a metaphor in his ‘‘The American Century’’ essay in 1941. But it  should also be noted that the supporters of the benevolent hegemony theory are  sure to mention the speciﬁc role of the United States in providing stability and  security to Europe, going as far as to claim that ‘‘the principal concern of Amer-  ica’s allies [such as the Europeans and the Japanese] these days is not that it will  be too dominant but that it will withdraw’’ (Kristol and Kagan 1996).  Since then, Europeans have become decidedly less sure about the US role in  the world. Americans and scholars alike are increasingly critical of the post 9 ⁄ 11  neoconservative movement, particularly given its unabashed commitment  to American Exceptionalism (Fukuyama 2006). As such, will the United States  continue to use the myth of American Exceptionalism to draw distinctions with  13  Neorealist and neoliberal IR theorists, building on regime theory and hegemonic stability theory, have long  debated ‘‘benevolent hegemony’’ to explain the ‘‘beneﬁts,’’ such as the spreading of liberal internationalism, of a  single hegemonic power in structuring the international system after the end of World War II and after the Soviet  Union fell. However, Francis Fukuyama, like many political writers, attributes the concept of benevolent hegemony  to neoconservative policymakers and scholars who do not necessarily subscribe to any particular IR school of  thought (Fukuyama 2006).  270 American Orientalism and American Exceptionalism the Europe, and what are the implications? And, will the US and European  collaboration, particularly on the issue of terrorism, continue to rely on Oriental-ist discourse?  Conclusions  9 ⁄ 11 has taught us that terrorism against American interests ‘‘over there’’ should  be regarded just as we regard terrorism against America ‘‘over here.’’ In this  sense, the American homeland is the planet. (9 ⁄ 11 Commission Report)  We conclude that a discourse analysis that probes both Orientalism and Exceptionalism to critically rethink US identity and policy can engender two major  research agendas: ﬁrst, we can better understand the continuity and endurance  of American hegemony; and, second, we can better analyze the implications of  European challenges to American hegemony. As to the ﬁrst point, we have  attempted to show that, while an analysis of Orientalism is instructive in identify-  ing and analyzing the fallacies of Huntington’s class of civilization thesis, understanding the knowledge ⁄ power nexus, exploring the dynamics of the ‘‘othering’’  of the non-Western world by the Western world, and, serving as a lens to link  critical IR to various disciplines informed by and engaged with Said’s work, it is  less successful in explaining why and how the rivalries between the United States  and Europe have persisted for the past two centuries and more. Certainly, the  United States and Europe have colluded to ‘‘other’’ the rest of the non-western  world. Yet, we believe that the historical rivalry between the United States and Eur-  ope and the subsequent attempt of the United States to distinguish itself cannot  be overlooked in seeking explanations for US foreign policy decisions—especially  in the post 9 ⁄ 11 world.  The 9 ⁄ 11 Commission Report provides a clear example of the logic of the  American foundational narrative. At the end of the 400+ page document, the  9 ⁄ 11 Commission provides for dozens of recommendations to combat the new  threat of global terrorism. Strategic alliances and potential threats alike are con-  ﬂated; the globe is broken down into two regions—‘‘over here’’ and ‘‘over  there.’’ In laying out the US response, an incredible conﬂuence takes place: the  whole world becomes the Other (including Europe) at the same time the entire  planet becomes the American Homeland. In the post 9 ⁄ 11 world, what the  United States does and says is an ‘‘exceptional’’ example for all ‘‘over there’’; it  warrants the attention of the world, if not its outright emulation. 
Hegemony Link (Kagan)

The construction of security by authors such as Kagan has increasingly influenced how the US has become a global hegemon and is required to maintain that power

David Campbell, Geography @ Durham ET AL ‘7 “Performing Security: The Imaginative Geographies of current US strategy” Political Geography 26 (4) 

The ‘scribe’ in question is Robert Kagan, who in June 2002 published a highly influential piece in the foreign policy journal Policy Review, later expanded as a book (Kagan, 2003). At the time, Kagan was a political commentator for the Washington Post and a writer for a number of conservative monthlies, and had served in the State Department from 1984 to 1998. In the early 1980s he was a member of the Department’s policy planning unit, and worked in the first Bush Administration as Secretary of State George Schultz’s speechwriter. Entitled ‘‘Power and Weakness’’, Kagan’s essay detailed what he argued was the increasingly evident disparity between American and European worldviews, particularly with regard to the conduct of international affairs. But his analysis, as we will argue here, constituted above all a justification for American power, and its exercise wherever and however necessary. Kagan’s analysis e as part of a wider ‘‘understanding’’ of the ways in which the post-Cold War world ‘‘works’’ developed by neoconservative intellectuals e would prepare the ground, indeed, make ‘‘indispensable’’, US unilateralism and its doctrine of pre-emptive action. Kagan’s article was highly influential, just as Fukuyama’s (1989, 1992) ‘‘The End of History’’ had been 13 years before, because of his profile within the foreign policy establishment, and because Kagan (as Fukuyama) was speaking to friends and colleagues e and, in many ways, reiterating a set of shared understandings. Kagan’s claims have been widely discussed, lauded and refuted by academics and political leaders alike (see, for example those referenced in Bialasiewicz & Elden, 2006), so we will present them here only in brief. Kagan’s central claim was that Europeans and Americans no longer share a common view of the world and, moreover, that in essential ways they can be understood as occupying different worlds: ‘‘Europe is turning away from power, or to put it a little differently, it is moving beyond power into a self-contained world of laws and rules and transnational negotiation and cooperation’’. And while Europe has withdrawn into a mirage of Kantian ‘perpetual peace’, the US has no choice but to act in a Hobbesian world of perpetual war. This state of affairs, for Kagan, is not the result of the strategic choices of a single administration, but a persistent divide and the reflection of fundamentally different perspectives on the world e and the role of Europe/ the US within it (Kagan, 2002: 1). Kagan spends a significant part of his paper (and later book) analyzing what he terms ‘‘the psychology of power and weakness’’. It is a deeply troubling argument, for Kagan claims, at base, that Europeans believe in diplomacy and multilateralism because they are ‘‘weak’’: ‘‘Europeans oppose unilateralism [.] because they have no capacity for unilateralism’’ (Kagan, 2002: 7). What is more, he claims, the construction of the European ‘‘paradise’’, the ‘‘geopolitical fantasy [of] a postmodern system [where] the age-old laws of international relations have been repealed; [where] Europeans have stepped out of the Hobbesian world of anarchy into the Kantian world of perpetual peace’’ (2002: 11) was made possible only by American power which assured the Cold War peace. America continues to hold this role because ‘‘post-historical Europe’’ will not e and cannot; the US is forced to remain ‘‘stuck in history, left to deal with the Saddams and the ayatollahs, the Kim Jong Ils and the Jiang Zemins, leaving the happy benefits to others’’ (2002: 16). As we have argued elsewhere, the US is thus invoked into a number of positions: as global leader (faced with Europe’s failings/ withdrawal), but also the only state able, due to its power-position, to perceive threats clearly; the only one with a God’s eye view of international affairs. It is thus, at once, the world’s geo-politican and its geo-police; the only state with the ‘knowledge’ but also the capability to intervene. Such attitudes clearly inform and reinforce the notion of ‘pre-emptive action’ articulated in the 2002 National Security Strategy. What is more interesting is that these ideas are also to be found in other contemporary calls for a proper ordering of the world that have issued from the broader community of ‘non-state’ experts previously described. As we have suggested, what constitutes the force of such understandings is their performative e citational and reiterative e nature. These understandings echo and speak to each other, resonate with one another, thus reinforcing their validity as a faithful description of ‘the way the world is’. 

Soft Power Link

Softpower and the hearts and minds approach to the war on terror supports the most violent forms of security. 

Liam Kennedy, Prof. American Studies @ University College (Dublin), and Scott Lucas, director of the Center for U.S. Foreign Policy, Media, and Culture @ Birmingham, 2005 (“Enduring Freedom: Public Diplomacy and U.S. Foreign Policy.” American Quarterly 57.2 pg. 309-333. Muse //ZE)

The difficulty of conducting a "war of ideas" is compounded in a global information sphere that can swiftly expose and interrogate contradictions of declared values and apparent policies and actions. When George Kennan wrote his 1948 memorandum, the chief technological difficulty for U.S. agencies was circumventing the jamming of American radio broadcasts into Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union. Today the American state-private network faces alternative systems that are not trying to block "information" but are seeking to expand it through local, regional, and even global radio and television output [End Page 322] and the Internet. In the process, the "receptive international environment" sought by the U.S. government has become a questioning and often challenging one. There is much evidence of this in the responses to recent public diplomacy initiatives from sources in the Middle East, as journalists and other commentators in the region pick up American policy and media discussions and critique them. At the same time, the emergence of pan-Arab satellite TV stations, such as Al Jazeera and Al Arabiya, has influentially challenged Western depictions of conflicts in the Middle East and has shaped a new public sphere that brings together Arab locals and diasporas. (See Ron Robin's essay in this forum for a fuller consideration of this.) Given such challenges—heightened but not created by 9/11—the U.S. government has struggled to adapt its public diplomacy machinery to fight a war on terror. Despite the continuing criticisms of its public diplomacy planning and initiatives, the State Department has continued to emphasize a "soft power" complement to the potential and actual use of military force, maintaining its commitment to a "public diplomacy [that] has value as a strategic element of power in the information age."61 The 2004 report of the U.S. Advisory Committee on Public Diplomacy underlined that "in the information age, diplomatic influence and military power go to those who can disseminate credible information in ways that support their interests and effectively put public pressure on the leaders of other countries."62 To date, this often-repeated promise to seize the communication initiative has produced activities that have crudely exposed the diplomatic illusion of reconciling interests and ideals in international relations. The new public diplomacy might be conducted on the basis that the cultural and economic dimensions of political warfare can be divorced from military dimensions, but its revival cannot efface the tensions between values and security shadowing the relations between overt and covert operations. If anything, these tensions have been exacerbated by the extensions of media and diplomatic communications that blur the meanings of diplomatic messages and the boundaries between domestic and foreign publics. The efforts of public diplomacy strategists can never define the totality of political warfare, particularly when the objective of an American "preponderance of power" abroad is paralleled by the struggle for bureaucratic power at home. An illuminating incident came in February 2002 when, in response to media pressure to disband the Pentagon's covert Office of Strategic Influence, U.S. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld told reporters, "If you want to savage this thing, fine, I'll give you the corpse . . . but I'm gonna keep doing every single thing that needs to be done and I have."63 
Soft Power Link

Softpower rests on ideal of American superiority – ignores imperial coercion and violence.

Liam Kennedy, Prof. American Studies @ University College (Dublin), and Scott Lucas, director of the Center for U.S. Foreign Policy, Media, and Culture @ Birmingham, 2005 (“Enduring Freedom: Public Diplomacy and U.S. Foreign Policy.” American Quarterly 57.2 pg. 309-333. Muse //ZE)

Members of the Bush Administration are fond of drawing analogies between the America of the early cold war and the America of the present, especially to emphasize the material preponderance of the United States at both historical moments and to underline the special responsibility that the nation bore and continues to bear in the execution of its power.65 Yet, even as the U.S. government promotes the assumption that “public diplomacy helped win the cold war, and it has the potential to win the war on terror,” it has established a framework for the waging of the contemporary battle that is very different from that promoted fifty years ago.66 In both instances, a “war of ideas” is evoked to frame a bipolar clash of civilizations and promote a national ideal of liberal democracy, yet the combination of value and security in each instance is shaped by different geostrategic frameworks of “national security.” During the cold war the (publicly stated) regulatory paradigm was that of “containment,” which functioned to segment publics and information; in the war on terror the leading paradigm is “integration,” which seeks to draw publics into an American designed “zone of peace.” The National Strategy for Combating Terrorism states that “ridding the world of terrorism is essential to a broader purpose. We strive to build an international order where more countries and peoples are integrated into a world consistent with the interests and values we share with our partners.”67 Both paradigms, however, conceal strategic tensions. For many inside and outside U.S. administrations in the 1950s, containment pointed toward coexistence with the Soviet bloc and its captive peoples, precluding the extension of freedom through “liberation.” For many inside and outside the current administration, “integration” does not provide a solution for long-term war with rogue states and tyrants, a war that has to be waged by and for a U.S. “preponderance of power.” It is our contention that political warfare tries to bridge, if not resolve, these tensions. In 1950, NSC 68 concluded with the mandate not only to “strengthen the orientation toward the United States of the non-Soviet nations” but also “to encourage and promote the gradual retraction of undue Russian power and influence from the present perimeter areas around traditional Russian boundaries and the emergence of the satellite countries as entities independent of the USSR.”68 A half-century later Richard Haass, Director of Policy Planning in the State Department (and far from an acolyte of the “neoconservative” movement), easily moved from describing the goal of post– cold war U.S. foreign policy as “a process of integration in which the United States works with others to promote ends that benefit everyone” to acknowledging it is “an imperial foreign policy . . . a foreign policy that attempts to organize the world along certain principles affecting relations between states and conditions within them.”

Soft Power Link

The goal of spreading the concept ‘freedom’ in US Foreign Policy is a state-centered approach to the idea of ‘national interest’ 

Liam Kennedy, Prof. American Studies @ University College (Dublin), and Scott Lucas, director of the Center for U.S. Foreign Policy, Media, and Culture @ Birmingham, 2005 (“Enduring Freedom: Public Diplomacy and U.S. Foreign Policy.” American Quarterly 57.2 pg. 309-333. Muse //ZE)

The National Security Act of 2002 states: “The U.S. will use this moment of opportunity to extend the benefits of freedom across the globe. . . . We will actively work to bring the hope of democracy, development, free markets, and free trade to every corner of the world.”70 As in the cold war, “freedom” is a prized trope of U.S. international affairs, but is now framed by a different set of ideological and policy aims. The cold war conflation of “national interest” and the “free world” was a rhetorical reflection of a realpolitik, state-centered approach to international affairs, often defined by struggles over territory and sovereignty. The goal of the war on terror is “not to defend the free world but, rather, freedom itself.”71 This is to say that freedom is now more fully abstracted and deterritorialized, just as the empire is unbound in a perpetual war. “Freedom” is certainly the key trope of the war on terror, the integer of idea and value, as Henry Hyde has clearly articulated: “In addition to genuine altruism, our promotion of freedom can have another purpose, namely as an element in the U.S.’s geopolitical strategy.”72 In this sense, freedom is an abstracted signifier of American imperialism; it is not a promise of negative liberty and social respect (the “empire of liberty” reflected in the Constitution), but rather a harbinger of the “empire for liberty,” which combines the reinstantiation of the national security state with the pursuit of “virtuous war.”73 This combination makes a “regulatory fiction” of the American mythology of freedom, transforming it into a master rationale for the neoliberal empire’s symbolic dramas of emergency and extension.74 Actions against the “enemies of freedom” (as defined by President Bush) extend “national security” around the globe, producing spectacular military and media campaigns in the process. In the promotion of “freedom” to foreign audiences, public diplomacy is inextricably connected with the development and implementation of U.S. foreign policy, charged with the awkward task of reconciling interests and ideals. This reconciliation is always deferred, forever incomplete, yet it cannot be disavowed since it is the horizon of the imperial imaginary projected by the extension of the national security state. It is with due regard to the complex role public diplomacy plays within the international affairs of the United States that we have sought here to sketch some of its key features. The shifting terrains and frameworks of public diplomacy have rendered academic engagement with it a trickier yet all the more necessary task for those for whom “America” functions as object of knowledge in international political culture. The changing conditions and contexts of public diplomacy have been shadowed by paradigm shifts in those realms of academic study that are focused on the nation or/and the state, and there are signs of fresh scholarly interest in public diplomacy in several disciplines. Both diplomatic history and international relations, for example, have expanded their fields of explanation and enquiry in recent years to incorporate “aesthetic” or “cultural” turns. In both fields, ideas of “interstate relations,” “the sovereign state,” and “the diplomatic subject” have been called into question.
Soft Power Link

We must be especially critical of liberal forms of hegemony—they will be used to justify preventative wars and imperial violence 
Jan Nederveen PIETERSE Sociology @ Illinois (Urbana) ‘7 “Political and Economic Brinkmanship” Review of International Political Economy 14: 3 p.
The neoconservative case for American power, as set forth in the Project for a New American Century, is a straightforward geopolitical argument alongside a Wilsonian argument for ‘benevolent global hegemony’ to spread democracy. The former is relatively easy to deal with; since it does not claim legitimacy it is plain geopolitics. The latter dominates in policy speeches and is a harder nut to crack because it resonates with a wider constituency that shares the liberal case for hegemony. Many liberals (not only Americans) also endorse strong American power. According to Michael Ignatieff, it is the ‘lesser evil’ (2004). According to Paul Berman, in response to terrorism war is just (2003). It resonates with a long standing idea that spreading democracy is an ‘American mission’ (Smith, 1994). At a recent meeting of the American Political Science Association, Joseph Nye said ‘the United States cannot win by hard power alone, but must pay more heed to soft power and global communications’. I asked him why should the United States win and he replied, ‘the United States must win because it is the world’s largest democracy and this is a dangerous world’. This is a quintessential liberal position and a tenet that runs the gamut of political positions. This may be a ‘dangerous and chaotic world’, but the question is does American hegemony and ‘preventive war’ make it less or more dangerous While much recent criticism targets the neoconservatives, criticism should rather focus on the liberal position because it claims a legitimacy that the neoconservative view lacks, is shared by many more than the neoconservative view, is used by neoconservatives to garner support for forward policies, and underpins bipartisan and public support for the defense industries. ‘Promoting democracy’ is controversial because exporting democracy and ‘democracy from the barrel of a gun’ are difficult propositions and inconsistent with policies of cooperating with authoritarian governments. Indeed, the liberal view should be examined not in terms of its declared intentions but in terms of its implementation. In the first part of this paper I discuss the views and methods of American security professionals and argue that these stand in contrast to the declared liberal aims of American policy. This is not merely a matter of unintentional messiness of action on the ground but is often intentional and, I argue, part of a posture of political brinkmanship, which goes back at least to the Kennedy administration. The Vietnam War, too, was part of Kennedy’s ‘global liberalism’. Entering hegemony through the service entrance reveals the tension between ends and means and exposes fundamental flaws in the liberal position. The term brinkmanship was first used in relation to American policy during the Cuban missile crisis. ‘Brinkmanship refers to the policy or practice, especially in international politics and foreign policy, of pushing a dangerous situation to the brink of disaster (to the limits of safety) in order to achieve the most advantageous outcome by forcing the opposition to make concessions’ (Wikipedia). Brinkmanship was part of the American stance during the cold war and has since become part of the habitus of superpower. During the Reagan administration American foreign policy shifted from containment to rollback, pushing back Soviet influence. Support for the Mujahideen in Afghanistan and the contras in Nicaragua and the Irancontra affair were part of this (Mamdani, 2004). Rollback means occupying offensive positions, war of maneuver and involves risk taking and brinkmanship. The unilateral policy which the United States increasingly adopted after the end of the cold war (Skidmore, 2005) may be considered a form of brinkmanship. ‘Prolonging the unipolar moment’ as advocated by Charles Krauthammer (2002/2003) and the grandiose defense policy guidance formulated by PaulWolfowitz in 1992 to build American military
Soft Power Link

The idea of brinksmanship and pursuing only ideology and not knowledge requires massive costs – critical assessments are necessary – Iraq and Afghan proves

Jan Nederveen PIETERSE Sociology @ Illinois (Urbana) ‘7 “Political and Economic Brinkmanship” Review of International Political Economy 14: 3 p.
Several policy outcomes are now familiar. The war in Iraq is now widely viewed as brinkmanship that backfired, ‘a flawed policy wrapped in illusion’ (in the words of Representative John Murtha), mismanaged in planning and execution. But interpreting policies as brinkmanship concerns not just the outcomes but the agendas and risk assessments underlying them. An analysis of the Savings and Loan collapse found that poor accounting and lax regulation made it ‘rational for executives to loot their companies’ (Akerlof and Romer, 1993). The executive reward system of stock options along with lax monitoring of how stocks are sold precipitated the Enron wave of corporate scandals (Nederveen Pieterse, 2004: 147). Can we argue along similar lines that for American policy executives brinkmanship is ‘rational’, even if the overall consequences spell disaster A factor common to corporate and political brinkmanship is that executives obtain the gains but may be sheltered from the losses; a difference is that in the case of brinkmanship by politicians, ideology and public perceptions carry greater weight. Political brinkmanship produces gains for defense industries and, in the case of operations in energy rich areas, potentially energy companies, which are linked to policy elites via ‘revolving doors’. Special Forces and private military contractors deal with the fallout from military interventions, in part off the record. This scenario is vulnerable on two points, both of which materialized in the Afghanistan and Iraq wars. The long duration of the wars stretches the armed forces beyond capacity and as the cost of war increases and the prospects for victory dim, their political support decreases. Ideological and cultural brinkmanship is part of the equation. Many blame the neoconservatives for warmongering and the G.W. Bush administration for incompetence and deception, but their brinkmanship is the apotheosis of decades of rightwing campaigning for ‘free market’ values and militarism, for tax cuts and against welfare, unions, gun control and abortion. Lavishly funded campaigns in defense of extreme capitalism and extreme militarism have deeply affected American public culture (Brock, 2004) and set the stage for American overreach, though this would not have materialized without the endorsement of liberals. Neoconservatives hold that ‘globalization is Darwinian’ (Kaplan, 2002: 119) and cherish Machiavelli’s counsel to the prince that ‘it is better to be feared than loved’. However, ignoring soft power requires massive expenditure in hard power. Because the new wars have been driven by ideology rather than area knowledge and only consider short time frames, their risk assessments have been wishful. Policymakers underestimated the resistance in Iraq and Afghanistan and the wrath in the Islamic world. They miscalculated the price of unilateralism, which massively raises the cost of intervention, and the consequences of sidestepping international law, which leads nations to think that since international law is inoperative they can find protection only in nuclear arms.
Soft Power Link

The intended benevolence of colonial powers creates a social hierarchy in which the colonized country is instructed to learn and internalize the colonizing country’s culture and language – the civilizing process is a part of the concept of providing ‘security’ to the colonials

Nermeen Shaikh, @ Asia Source, ‘7 [Development 50, “Interrogating Charity and the Benevolence of Empire,”
It would probably be incorrect to assume that the principal impulse behind the imperial conquests of the18th and19th centuries was charity. Having conquered large parts of Africa and Asia for reasons other than goodwill, however, countries like England and France eventually did evince more benevolent aspirations; the civilizing mission itself was an act of goodwill. As Anatol Lieven (2007) points out, even ‘the most ghastly European colonial project of all, King Leopold of Belgium’s conquest of the Congo, professed benevolent goals: Belgian propaganda was all about bringing progress, railways and peace, and of course, ending slavery’.Whether or not there was a general agreement about what exactly it meant to be civilized, it is likely that there was a unanimous belief that being civilized was better than being uncivilized ^ morally, of course, but also in terms of what would enable the most in human life and potential. But what did the teaching of this civility entail, and what were some of the consequences of changes brought about by this benevolent intervention In the realm of education, the spread of reason and the hierarchies created between different ways of knowing had at least one (no doubt unintended) effect. As Thomas Macaulay (1935) wrote in his famous Minute on Indian Education, We must at present do our best to form a class who may be interpreters between us and the millions whom we govern; a class of persons, Indian in blood and colour, but English in taste, in opinions, in morals, and in intellect. To that class we may leave it to refine the vernacular dialects of the country, to enrich those dialects with terms of science borrowed from the Western nomenclature, and to render themby degrees fit vehicles for conveying knowledge to the great mass of the population. This meant,minimally, that English (and other colonial languages elsewhere) became the language of instruction, explicitly creating a hierarchy between the vernacular languages and the colonial one. More than that, it meant instructing an elite class to learn and internalize the culture ^ in the most expansive sense of the term ^ of the colonizing country, the methodical acculturation of the local population through education. As Macaulay makes it clear, not only did the hierarchy exist at the level of language, it also affected ‘taste, opinions, morals and intellect’ ^ all essential ingredients of the civilizing process. Although, as Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak points out, colonialism can always be interpreted as an ‘enabling violation’, it remains a violation: the systematic eradication of ways of thinking, speaking, and being. Pursuing this line of thought, Spivak has elsewhere drawn a parallel to a healthy child born of rape. The child is born, the English language disseminated (the enablement), and yet the rape, colonialism (the violation), remains reprehensible. And, like the child, its effects linger. The enablement cannot be advanced, therefore, as a justification of the violation. Even as vernacular languages, and all habits of mind and being associated with them, were denigrated or eradicated, some of the native population was taught a hegemonic ^ and foreign ^ language (English) (Spivak, 1999). Is it important to consider whether we will ever be able to hear ^ whether we should not hear ^ from the peoples whose languages and cultures were lost

Softpower Link

Soft Power is used to conceal imposition and manipulation of others 

Dryzek 06( John S., Political Science and Australian Research Council Federation Fellow “Deliberate Global Politics: Discourse and Democracy in a Divided World”) p. 81-82

A still more fundamental problem with the idea of “soft power” is that it works best to the degree the rest of the world is tabula rasa in discourse terms. This is paradoxical in light of Nye’s own acceptance of the need to respect non-American points of view, and of the interdependence accompanying globalization (2002: 77—110). The soft power imagery involves dissemination of US values, norms, and viewpoints. But those on the receiving end have their own values, norms, and viewpoints too. The “war of ideas” metaphor at least recognizes that there are other points of view that need to be taken on, though only in terms of opponents that need to be defeated, “Soft power” looks like it recognizes other points of view, and indeed has to take them seriously in order to work. Nye himself points to the soft power that other states, NGOs, and even terrorists such as Osama bin Laden might exercise (2002: 70). However, there are limits to how seriously other points of view can be taken before the whole idea of soft power dissolves. The important distinction here is between imposition of one’s own discourse on the rest of the world, and serious engagement with the discourses of others. Even if accompanied by subtlety and solicitude, soft power will betray the intentions of its proponents to the degree it involves attempted imposition or manipulation. But if it eschews imposition entirely, then it is hardly “power” at all; rather, it is dialogue.  

Soft power is a tool used to further U.S. objectives 

Dryzek 06( John S., Political Science and Australian Research Council Federation Fellow “Deliberate Global Politics: Discourse and Democracy in a Divided World”) p. 84

The problem with this idea of engagement across discourses is that the outcome is not predetermined. It may be that the values pushed by the United States would emerge on top; but they might not. It would have to be accepted that the public goods of international security; free trade, and international institutions that Nye believes legitimate the US exercise of soft power can be defined very differently by others. This difference would have to be negotiated (Reus-Smit, 2004: 65). This indeterminacy may be a very democratic principle at the international level, just as it is at the domestic level for all those who believe that it is central to democracy that good arguments should be reflected in public policy. But this principle is likely to make even proponents of soft power in the United States uncomfortable. For soft power is still in the end about power, and the right to wield it over others seems backed in the end by the fact that the United States dominates when it comes to the hard power of economic and military resources. To put the matter starkly: one can believe in soft power wielded by the United States, or one can believe in transnational democratic principles. One cannot believe in both.
Soft Power – Impact (Turns Case) 

Political Institutions or nation-states acting with the intent of providing the public with more ‘benefits’ and security are still in the structure of colonial hierarchy – the benevolent actions will lead to more insecurity and chaos
Nermeen Shaikh, @ Asia Source, ‘7 [Development 50, “Interrogating Charity and the Benevolence of Empire,”
It is not necessary to elaborate this point; for present purposes, it is sufficient to mark the significance (and persistence) of the colonial antecedents to contemporary political violence. The genocide in Rwanda need not exclusively have been the consequence of colonial identity formation, but does appear less opaque when presented in the historical context of colonial violence and administrative practices. Given the scale of the colonial intervention, good intentions should not become an excuse to overlook the unintended consequences. In this particular instance, rather than indulging fatuous theories about ‘primordial’ loyalties, the ‘backwardness’ of ‘premodern’ peoples, the African state as an aberration standing outside modernity, and so forth, it makes more sense to situate the Rwandan genocide within the logic of colonialism, which is of course not to advance reductive explanations but simply to historicize and contextualize contemporary events in the wake of such massive intervention. Comparable arguments have been made about the consolidation of Hindu and Muslim identities in colonial India, where the corresponding terms were ‘native’ Hindu and ‘alien’ Muslim (with particular focus on the nature and extent of the violence during the Partition) (Pandey, 1998), or the consolidation of Jewish and Arab identities in Palestine and the Mediterranean generally Extreme political violence, such as genocide, is clearly not the only instance inwhich the legacy of colonial institutions remains operative. One may consider as well the insurrectionary violence at work throughout the ThirdWorld (the Assamese in India, the Muslims in the southern Philippines, the Acehnese in Indonesia, to name only a handful), all of which result at least in part from a highly centralized state structure. The social and political demands of these groups range from calls for an independent state, increased autonomy, or a greater share of resources to simple claims for recognition.5 The hyper-centralization of the colonial and postcolonial state, the difficulty of genuine federalism in the post-colonial context, is not the expression of indigenous ‘Asiatic despotisms’. It is, rather, in direct continuity with the despotism of the colonial state, which reluctantly conceded sovereignty to democratic structures only in the face of tenacious struggle by the peoples it governed and in response to exigent conditions at home. Of course, the reasons for the current grievances of these minority communities ^ a category whose provenance itself lies in the colonial period ^ cannot be reduced to the fact of colonialism. But in no case can the colonial legacy be discounted or dismissed, not least because, as Partha Chatterjee (1993) argues, the nation-state structure itself is a legacy (or remnant) of colonial rule. Whatever the pathologies of this structure in particular instances, the arbitrariness with which state boundaries were drawn, the multiple groups and languages that were accommodated within its frame, cannot be ignored in discussions of contemporary problems within the same modern state structure. And what of the institutions born of world war, not directed towards ‘humane international socialism’ (Spivak, 2007), but at least towards a more equitable global order TheWorld Bank, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), and the United Nations were all in their own way established to enable harmony between peoples and states across the world.When these institutions were initially conceived, the problems of the poor were conceived of in terms of economic deprivation, and the solution was development focused primarily on economic growth. This proved not to be a very good way of thinking about human wellbeing and freedom.TheWorld Bank, whose principal aim is the alleviation of poverty, has been responsible, if inadvertently, for exacerbating the immiseration of people around the world through policies that were formulated precisely to increase economic growth. The prescriptions of the Bank, in keeping with an emphasis on economic development as the mainstay of human well-being, entailed export-led growth, low inflation, privatization, and financial deregulation, the effects of which were eventually to‘trickle down’to the poor in affected countries (all conditions that were outlined in the Structural Adjustment Programmes that gained notoriety in the 1980s and 1990s). The failure of this approach became most apparent following the 1997 Asian financial crisis that led to massive unemployment and dramatic increases in levels of poverty and social insecurity.
Soft Power Link

Benevolence comes from power – the US is accountable for the supposed goodwill it professes that leads to the various forms of oppression and exclusion - collateral damage of imperial power 
Nermeen Shaikh, @ Asia Source, ‘7 [Development 50, “Interrogating Charity and the Benevolence of Empire,”
Such have been some of the unintended consequences of benevolent, colonial and post-colonial intervention. The condition of possibility of such intervention is power. This was true in the colonial period and it is true today.Who, after all, can apprehend the world, the idea of humanity, as a whole What enables such a perspectiveWho can desire to change that ‘world’ And most of all, what are the conditions of acting in theworldWho has the potential to act andwhat does it mean for thosewho exercise itWhat are the forms that benevolent goodwill takes And how might we evaluate its effects How to uphold the perspective of its recipients The proliferation of international aid and humanitarian organizations is an obvious site from which to answer these questions. Human rights activists and aid workers are employees whose job it is to dispense goodwill globally. One focus of this goodwill is to ensure that all human beings, regardless of any ascriptive quality, are treated equally ^ by the law, the state, neighbours, kin, and others.Women, as historically inferior, are of particular concern; religion, as historically unjust and unreasonable, is another. The efforts to save Muslim women in Afghanistan during the recent American invasion, Lila Shaikh: Charity and Empire 87 Abu-Lughod (2007) argues, are reminiscent of the British in India and the French in Algeria enlisting the support of women for their colonial project. The missionary zeal of such an enterprise could not, she insists, be reproduced in theAmerican context if, for example, white, middle-class Americans were to attempt the same with poor African-American women.What does this reveal about such benevolence What are the conditions that make it possible And where, again, does this power for benevolent goodwill reside In the post-war period, and especially after the collapse of the Soviet Union and the end of the ColdWar, it is the United States that sees itself increasingly as the vanguard of human emancipation, John Winthrop’s ‘city upon a hill’. This is also its rightful place, having emerged from a unique tradition (political, social, cultural and religious), which has brought it to its current position of freedom and leadership. And so it is the US, sometimes in the guise of multilateralism, most recently not as much, that exercises the most power globally. The liberal, democratic-capitalist political system is triumphant. How, then, does one interrogate American intervention in the world according to its own standards How does one hold the US accountable precisely for the goodwill it professes Can the US hold itself accountable in any meaningful sense Collateral damage One clue as to the possibility of such an auto-critique lies in a phrase that has become part of the popular political imaginary: collateral damage. This term, inaugurated during the Cold War, is perhaps the euphemism par excellence: it contains within it the cleansing, indeed the impossibility, of culpability; it must be assumed that the US is always acting with good intentions, and if events unfold in such away as to suggest otherwise, then each instance is simply a betrayal of the original intent, which is itself beyond reproach ^ or at the very least, absolved of the worst offences. In certain readings, the various forms of oppression and exclusion that make up the collateral damage of imperial power might also be interpreted as constitutive of the order in which they occur. In the economic realm, Joseph Stiglitz, for instance, argues that the West has used its disproportionate share of economic power to maintain its position, most notably when it comes to determining the terms of trade as well as the limits of free trade (an essential ingredient of the present liberal-capitalist dispensation) (Stiglitz, 2002). This often, and perhaps unsurprisingly, results in a distinct advantage for richer countries. In other readings, intentions may be harder to determine, but given that the termcollateral damage includes within it the possibility of its own exoneration, what can be said about the likelihood of justice in such a system If every inequality, every abuse, every infraction is seen as an aberration, as a demonstration of the fact that the order has not yet reached its full potential, are we to hope that this same order will eventually be equal to its own avowed aspirations The response to the latter question is of course widely affirmative. The problem is that it is predicated on the claims of the dispensers of benevolent intervention themselves. But it is necessary to interrogate these very claims to bring out the more egregious and systematic forms of collateral damage and thereby question the very possibility of justice within this order. On the one hand, as Stiglitz also points out, there is some hope: whereas previously only the radical left was critical of theWorld Bank and IMF, now these critiques are far more widespread. Onthe other hand, the possibility of a global, socialist revolution is scarcely found anywhere. Attempting to speak from the perspective of the recipients of goodwill immediately, then, begs the question: is radical structural change necessary before the possibility of justice in the realm of collateral damage can be born
Democracy Promotion Link

Democratizing the world is a form of contemporary imperialism 
Alison J. Ayers, Department of Political Science - Simon Fraser University, “Imperial Liberties: Democratisation and Governance in the ‘New’ Imperial Order” POLITICAL STUDIES: 2009 VOL 57, 1–27
Thus, far from non- or indeed anti-imperial, the current ‘global mission’ to ‘democratise’ the world is internal to contemporary imperialism. For those who do constantly think within the horizons of the putatively non-imperial present, the internationalisation of (neo)liberal democracy is presumed to be incompatible with imperialism, but this habitual and normative acceptance is highly problematic (Marks, 2000; Tully, 2008). Mainstream accounts of ‘democratisation’ presuppose what requires explanation, taking for granted the non-imperial character of this global project, the hegemony of a specific and impoverished model of (neo)liberal democracy, highly problematic, de-historicised notions of state, society and self and the categorical separation of the ‘domestic’ and the ‘international’. The article seeks to address such lacunae through a critique of the project of ‘democratisation’. It provides detailed empirical evidence from Africa. As such Africa is central while also curiously marginal to the general thesis. The article seeks to demonstrate that far from an alternative to imperialism, the ‘democratisation project’ involves the imposition of aWestern (neo)liberal procedural form of democracy on imperialised peoples. As such, ‘democracy promotion’ is concerned, in part, with manufacturing mentalities and consent around the dominant (neo)liberal notion of democracy, foreclosing attempts to understand or constitute democracy in any other terms. It should be noted, however, that this project is executed somewhat inconsistently. Western powers have been selective in their approach to liberal-democratic reform when countervailing strategic, economic or ‘ideological’ interests have prevailed. Thus Western governments have eschewed aid restrictions despite gross and persistent violations of human rights or ‘good governance’ in Indonesia, Sri Lanka, Algeria, Egypt, Colombia, Uzbekistan, Pakistan and Niger (Callinicos, 2003; Crawford, 2001; Olsen, 1998). As demonstrated by the situation in Uganda (detailed below) as well as Niger, in cases of violations of liberal democratic principles, official Western agencies have routinely prioritised liberalisation over democratic principles. Likewise, in other instances, Western intervention has terminated autonomous democratic processes, for example in Chile, Guatemala and Nicaragua (Slater, 2002). Selective adherence notwithstanding, the orthodox (neo)liberal model of democracy claims universality. As Bhikhu Parekh notes in his account of the cultural particularity of liberal democracy, such claims have ‘aroused deep fears in the fragile and nervous societies of the rest of the world’ (Parekh, 1992, p. 160). In seeking to constitute African (and other) social relations in its own particular image, the democratisation project reproduces internal tensions and antinomies within liberal thought. As such, a profound non-correspondence exists, in Mahmood Mamdani’s (1992) terms, between ‘received’ (neo)liberal democratic theory and ‘living’ African realities. Resistance is therefore widespread, with Western (neo)liberal democratic notions being ‘re-assessed in many places on the continent nowadays, often more censoriously than may be heard above the clamor of Euro-American triumphalism’ (Comaroff and Comaroff, 1997, p. 141). As Michel Foucault argued in The Subject and Power, ‘between a relationship of power and a strategy of struggle there is a reciprocal appeal, a perpetual linking and a perpetual reversal’. The ensuing instability enables analysis ‘either from inside the history of struggle or from the standpoint of the power relationships’ as well as interaction or ‘reference’ between the two (Foucault, 1994, p. 347). Each approach is necessary but not possible within the scope of the present article. The article seeks to provide analysis of the articulation of informal imperialism, inter alia through ‘democracy’ and ‘governance’ interventions, as a necessary and prefigurative ‘mapping’ exercise (Peterson, 2003) to understanding social transformation, as well as the social conditions of possibility of alternative forms of relation and engagement.5 The ‘mapping’ of this project is essential in illuminating relations of power. The current imperial order is inimical to democracy but to ‘disrupt and redirect the particular orderings “at work” we must first be able to see them clearly’ (Peterson, 2003, p. 173, emphasis in original). As such, analysis of how ‘post-colonial’ imperialism is articulated is a necessary precondition of thinking in an informed manner about resistance and transformation.

Democracy Link

 

The affirmative’s conception of an innate peace existing liberal state works to justify violence against illiberal. 

 

Buchan 02 Bruce Buchan  B Arts (Hons), M Arts, PhD winner of B Arts (Hons), M Arts, PhD Senior Lecturer, School of Humanities Senior Lecturer, School of Humanities “Explaining War and Peace: Kant and Liberal IR Theory” Alternatives v. 27

 

Liberal IR theory accepts as axiomatic that the domestic "nature" of the state "is a key determinant" of its "behaviour" toward other states. (1) This assumption rests on the centrality within liberal political thought of the view that peace is a quality achieved by civil societies within states, while the external world of relations between states remains an arena of, at least potential, conflict. (2) Within recent IR thought however, there has been a growing acknowledgment of the need to question this boundary, evinced by growing interest in questions of identity that cut across the divide between the domestic and international realms. (3) Nevertheless, the boundary between "inside" and "outside" of an exclusive community of citizens within and a potentially threatening world of hostile states without remains central to liberal thought. (4) What this division implies is that while liberal or civil societies within states practice a politics of universal principles, of peace, rights, and citizenship, relations outside the state are shaped by "contingency ... barbarism ... violence and war." (5) Liberal IR theory has responded to this apparent problem by arguing that liberal states are at least more peaceful than illiberal states and that global conflict can be reduced by the spread of liberalism worldwide. In contrast to liberals, realists are inclined to accept the persistence of war as an enduring phenomenon of an international system that imposes its requirements on the behavior of states. Liberal IR theorists tend to respond that liberal states are "inherently peaceful," and engage in warfare only with illiberal and undemocratic states. (6) For a variety of liberal theorists, the implicit acceptance of this latter proposition can be detected in the consistent ascription of violent motives to illiberal and nondemocratic states to which liberal states must be prepared to respond. But there is indeed a problem here insofar as liberal states cannot be inherently peaceful if that peacefulness is restricted only to relations with other liberal states. Even where it is acknowledged that liberal states may engage in war with nonliberal states, the implicit assumption is made that however warlike liberal states must become, the civil societies within them are identified as peaceful. In this way, defenses of liberalism fall back on an implicit distinction between internal and external realms. Informing this distinction is a standard of civilization in which the inherent peace of liberal societies is traced to civilizing processes that have created pacified civil societies and representative states inclined toward peace. On this basis, responsibility for initiating and sustaining violence is transferred onto illiberal, "uncivilized" states and societies, against which the violence of the civilized can be justified.
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The Normative Superiority of Liberalism

Among the many attempts to offer such an explanation, Michael Doyle's is the most theoretically sophisticated defense of the argument that "constitutionally secure liberal states" do not fight wars with other liberal states and that a steadily increasing number of liberal states worldwide indicates that a "liberal zone of peace, a pacific union, has been maintained and has expanded." (24) Nonetheless, he contends that liberal states do not necessarily pursue peaceful means in their dealings with nonliberal states, and hence the pacific union "extends as far as, and no further than, the relations among liberal states." (25) Doyle bases his position on Kant's teleological account of the emergence of a pacific federation of republican states characterized by a unique combination of principle (right) and self-interest. (26) Kant is credited with having realized not simply the normative superiority of liberal-republican states, but to have acknowledged that they were also most likely to fully engage in commerce and trade with other nations, gaining thereby greater wealth and economic power than other states. (27) Consequently, the great complexity and diversity of economic ties between liberal, republican states prevents any conflict of interest between them from dominating and souring the overall relationship. In relations with nonliberal states, however, their very paucity of relations with economically powerful liberal-republican states invites just this sort of problem. Such relationships are likely to be ruptured and may lead to war when a conflict of interest develops and no other profitable relations are able to counterbalance the resulting "tension." (28) The economic success of liberal states, however, is not without its own perils since it may lead to aggressive policies toward weak nondemocratic states to protect commercial interests. Consequently, while liberalism has enjoyed considerable success in eliminating war between similarly developed liberal states, Doyle admits that dealings between these and less developed illiberal states have been less peaceful. (29) The problem that liberal IR theorists must then explain is how liberal states can be identified as both agents of peace and the potentially warlike instruments of foreign policy. This dilemma has produced two quite different attempts to explain the presumed pacific tendencies of the liberal state: one appeals explicitly to a normative basis of liberal peace; the other looks to a "conflict-centered" appreciation of the creation of peace through war. I argue, however, that even where the effort is made to eschew a normative explanation, contemporary liberal theorists rely on the assumption that liberal states have a normative superiority over nonliberal states. In tracing the peacefulness of liberal states and civil societies to this normative superiority, an implicit conception of civilization is sustained within liberal discourse, often without acknowledgement. (30) Normative explanations of liberal peacefulness rest on the perception that nonliberal states are "in a state of aggression" with their own populations, and hence lack legitimacy. (31) This explicitly normative explanation is a popular one because it appeals to the liberal faith that liberal and representative states "seek their citizens' true interests" and are therefore "pacific and trustworthy," while nonliberal states are deemed "dangerous because they seek other ends, such as conquest or plunder." (32) For the sake of enduring peace, therefore, these illiberal, troublemaking states must be "transformed into democracies." (33) The liberal response to the presence of nonliberal states is thus motivated by the normative perception that they are "unreasonable, unpredictable, and potentially dangerous ... ruled by despots, or with unenlightened citizenries ... [seeking] illiberal ends such as conquest, intolerance, or impoverishment of others." (34) As Russett argues, "if people in a democracy perceive themselves as autonomous, self-governing people who share norms of live-and-let-live, they will respect the rights of others to self-determination if those others are also perceived as self-governing and hence not easily led into aggressive foreign policies by a self-serving elite." (35) Despite its popularity, the normative explanation of liberal peacefulness has rarely been accepted as sufficient, and this has led to an alternative explanation that relies on the conviction that in actual military competition, liberal states will prove more powerful and resilient than nonliberal states. (36) Hence, the most sophisticated spokesperson of this explanation, Doyle, has used Kant to argue that armed conflict between states will ensure the ultimate victory of liberal over nonliberal states, thereby hastening "a global society ... encompassing an ever larger zone of peace" (which he calculates to be achievable by the year 2113) (37) I want to leave this latter, supposedly realist, explanation aside for the moment and turn first to a brief examination of the normative explanation.
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Shortly after the attacks on the Twin Towers, the United States and its allies set about persuading other members of international society that a militaristic response to the threat posed by Al Qaeda was necessary and justifiable. The rationale for resorting to war was self-defence – an implausible claim which enabled the US and its allies to turn domestic conflict in failing states into a legitimate casus belli. The blurring of several post-9/11 interventions with the ‘war on terror’ has highlighted an important tension in the liberal understanding of international order. On the one hand, international institutions are designed to be procedurally liberal, meaning that membership is not restricted to democratic states, and collective action requires the consent of legitimate institutions (however imperfectly expressed). The expectation of a liberal order defined by pluralist principles is that all states have an interest in, and an obligation to obey, the rules. There is empirical evidence that liberal publics strongly buy in to the importance of procedural correctness. One of the striking features of the polling data acquired in the UK prior to the 2003 Iraq War was the astonishing ‘bounce’ in favour of military action if it was backed by a UN Security Council resolution. In one poll, 76 per cent preferred multilateral action, as against 32 per cent who favoured war in circumstances when the US launched a war but the Security Council did not authorize it.19 The unipolar moment coincided with a shift towards substantive liberal norms to do with democratic entitlement, good governance and the responsibility of states for ensuring terrorist groups acting inside their borders were either contained or eradicated. These emergent substantive norms can be invoked to justify military interventions – against tyrannical states committing human rights violations (Kosovo 1999) or failing states unable to control terrorist networks (Afghanistan 2001 to the present). In the absence of the UN being able to act militarily, as was  envisaged by the framers of the Charter, the consequence of this shift towards substantive liberal norms in international society is to place significant power in the hands of those states and alliances who have the capacity to act militarily. Such inequities are thrown into even sharper relief when, in the case of Iraq, the US and the UK brazenly circumvented the will of the very institution tasked with legitimating forcible action. The flexibility with which democratic wars are conducted by coalitions of powerful liberal states operating alongside military forces from authoritarian regimes adds weight to those who are sceptical about how far democratic ideals animate foreign policy behaviour. It is uncertain why democracies should be so sensitive to regime type when engaged in long-run institution building (such as NATO or the EU), yet so indifferent to regime type when constructing war-fighting coalitions. How can it be defensible to fight unjust enemies while standing shoulder to shoulder with unjust friends? 
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The assumption in liberal IR theory that violence can be eliminated only within and between liberal-democratic states is but one feature of the discourse of civilization that has shaped the development of liberal political thought. Within the liberal tradition, civilization has been conceived as a process of pacification of social relations necessary for the creation and maintenance of a civil society. Violence has thus been defined as alien to the requirements of liberal civil societies, an attribute of uncivilized peoples, or of the barbaric past. As Frederick von Hayek makes clear, the liberal conception of civilization rests on the inculcation of disciplines of self-control and self-mastery: The transition from the small band to the settled community and finally to the open society and with it to civilisation was due to men learning to obey the same abstract rules instead of being guided by innate instincts.... And although we still share most of the emotional traits of primitive man, he does not share all ours, or the restraints which made civilisation possible.... [T]he discipline of civilisation ... protects [individuals] ... by impersonal abstract rules against the arbitrary violence of others and enables each individual to try to build for himself a protected domain. (90) A key feature of this liberal view, as Hayek presents it, is that having become civilized, modern liberal civil societies have left violence behind. In drawing an opposition between civilized peace and uncivilized violence, the responsibility for perpetrating violence and war is too easily traced to peoples, societies, or states deemed uncivilized. To be uncivilized means that one exists in the unruly and undisciplined condition of "normlessness." The significance of norms in IR has been emphasized by "constructivists," who tell us that "institutions express norms" that emerge from and shape the development of individuals and societies. (91) On this view, liberal states and societies are to be understood as products of multiple processes of construction, embodying liberal norms. Domestically, these processes are said to give rise to inclusive communities constituted by similarly constructed individuals. Internationally, an inclusive community of similarly constructed states is established embodying a liberal commitment to the inclusion of all peoples and states "in the universal moral community." (92) Seeing liberal peace as the product of processes of norm-oriented construction of selves and states, however, tells us comparatively little about how liberal thinkers actually conceptualized liberal norms and their application. Liberalism has always been associated with theories of civilization in which the construction of liberal selves, societies, and states was juxtaposed to the threat posed by the uncivilized. Within liberal thought, civilization was understood not only as a process of instilling norms of civility, but of subduing, subjecting, and governing (often by illiberal means) those people deemed uncivilized. In general, contemporary liberal theorists have been unwilling to address this legacy. (93) Some, however, have lamented the decline of supposedly more civilized international standards and the rise of uncivil wars. Such wars are thought to "lack any logic or structure." defy "sober restrictions covering the ground rules of war," threaten to "ransack the legal monopoly of armed force," and "put an end to the distinction between war and crime." (94) 
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The supposed normative superiority of liberalism largely rests on the credentials of civil society, often invoked in contemporary IR discourse as the font of peace. (84) What is interesting about this view, and indeed much of the recent interest in civil society generally, is that many of its earlier proponents tended to see civil society--rather than the state alone--as vital to the successful pursuit of war. Adam Smith, for example, was clear on this point--that only a civil society based on a thriving commercial economy could support the advanced technology, division of labor, and industrial production to create a powerful military force at the disposal of the state. (85) Adam Ferguson, too, though more anxious than Smith, was clear that civil society provided the basis for a new, much greater capacity for war. (86) More recently, Mann has argued that we should acknowledge the intimate connection between civil society and liberal imperialism; indeed, he identifies a "civil society militarism" that expressed itself in the "state-supported but not state-led" aggression fueled by a popular will to civilize the uncivilized, often carried out by private corporations (such as the British East India Company) "against peoples who were often stateless." (87) "The citizens of liberal regimes," he argues, "were the undisputed world leaders" at this kind of warfare "for two centuries." (88) Civil society thus appears as a perpetual source of conflict driven in part by a presumption that those within civil society must arm themselves against the 'uncivilized' forces that threaten them from without. (89)
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The distinction between liberals and realists therefore rests, as Doyle suggests, on the fact that liberals see the global order as constituted by a "heterogenous state of peace and war," while realists interpret that same order as a "relatively homogenous state of war." (42) In this view, realists are represented as anticipating a perpetual state of war between states based on the logic of interstate competition, over which domestic liberal or democratic institutions and norms exert little mitigating influence. Liberals, however, are represented as insisting on a distinction between inherently aggressive and inherently pacific states, a distinction that can rest on nothing but the supposed normative superiority of liberal states. Doyle avoids simplistic endorsements of this claim, which he associates with "First Image" liberalism, which traces the source of peace to the provision of rights to protection and property. (43) Following his earlier work on Kantian international relations theory, Doyle endorses a version of "Third Image" liberalism that explains peace by distinguishing between the different sorts of relations between liberal states and those between liberal and nonliberal states. The difficulty here, however, is that this formulation does not entirely escape the fundamental liberal assumption that external peace is a function of the normative superiority of civil societies with liberal states. Doyle's "Third Image" liberalism traces the incidence of war to the perception that liberal-democratic states are legitimate or "domestically just" because they rest on popular consent, while "nonliberal states" are unjust in that they do not reflect the "free consent" of their populace. (44) War is waged against illiberal states because they are perceived to be troublemakers. The very perception of another regime as legitimate and trustworthy makes warfare with that state unlikely, while the perception that a state is illegitimate leads to the view that they are untrustworthy and more warlike. (45) The defining characteristic of liberal peace theories therefore is that peace is a function of the superiority of liberal norms and values. (46) This assumption is so deeply rooted within liberal IR theory that its proponents often fail to realize when they are making it. Samuel Huntington's The Third Wave, for instance, cast considerable doubt on the prospect of a global conversion to liberal-democracy and eschewed the focus on what he called "fuzzy norms." (47) Despite this claim, however, Huntington in fact attributes the emergence of liberal-democratic states precisely to democratic norms and the ability and willingness of citizens to make normative judgments. Huntington admitted, for instance, that the number of states that have institutionalized regular elections depended upon the "prevalence of democratic norms globally" and the "development of values and attitudes supportive of democracy" within nations. (48) The very sustainability of democratic regimes was held to depend on a shared commitment to "t he value of the democratic system," which can be nothing other than a normative claim to superiority over other state forms. (49) This assumption is made even more clear in his The Clash of Civilisations, in which he concludes that the "central issue of the West" is how to defend and revive Western civilization in the face of resurgent attacks on the "American Creed." (50) In other words, the integrity of Western civilization is traced to the norms and values on which Western liberal civil societies rest--in other words, "liberty, democracy, individualism, equality before the law, constitutionalism, [and] private property."
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From the Kosovo War to the Iraq War, it has been apparent that the executive branch of government in the UK and the USA has not been held in check, as liberal peace theory would lead us to expect. The first anomaly relates to the question why state leaders engage in a process of threat inflation. In relation to Kosovo, while it was clear that Milosevic was engaged in human rights abuses on a significant scale, the representation of his regime as being engaged in genocide stretched the truth to breaking point. The sense of threat inflation was only heightened by the corresponding claim that, unless military action brought about regime change, the future of NATO was at stake. Much has been made of the role played by the then British Prime Minister, Tony Blair, as a norm entrepreneur in relation to publicly articulating a rationale for which ‘we’ should forcibly intervene to resolve ‘their’ humanitarian catastrophes. In perhaps the most memorable line from his Chicago speech, Blair opined that ‘today, we fight for values not for territory’.20 Public support in the UK for the Kosovo War was high. In the case of the 2003 Iraq War, fought in part because of an explicit linkage between failing states and WMD capability, the UK government realized it had to mobilize opinion in favour of war. War entrepreneurs such as Prime Minister Blair and his supporters realized that a strong case had to be made in order to ‘upgrade’ the Iraq problem from the category of a normal security risk to one that demanded a military response. The September 2002 intelligence dossier in which the Iraqi threat was described as ‘serious and current’ is an example of a liberal leader engaging in the politics of securitization.
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 As to whether Guizot, Kant, Fukuyama, and their kind are correct or not is, I suspect, knowable only to an all-seeing deity--although there is nothing to stop mere mortals from finding fault with their arguments or methods. What is known, however--or, at the very least, what there is considerable evidence to suggest--is that the world powers that dominate modern international society are effectively attempting to write such a history. And it is not so much a Hegelian-style History, as Fukuyama would have us believe, but a history that bares far closer resemblance to the Kantian "idea of world history" for an ius cosmopoliticum. The reasons for this are twofold: first, while Hegel's view that "the History of the world is none other than the progress of the consciousness of Freedom" might fit with Fukuyama's view of human history, Hegel's "Idea of Freedom" is markedly at odds with that of most thinkers throughout history, especially liberals who base their philosophy on the primacy of the individual, although Fukuyama's reading of Hegel denies this. Second, Kant's "idea of world history" as something that can be constructed, and the destination he sees it heading toward--ius cosmopoliticum, or in Fukuyama's case, liberal universalism--is a more appropriate lens through which to view contemporary international society and the nature of its constituent institutions, as envisaged by its most influential architects. Humanity Divided: Savages, Barbarians, and the Civilized Related to the idea of progress is the notion of a distinction between civilized and uncivilized peoples of the world. Not so long ago, some thought that our world was reasonably neatly divided between "savage," "barbarian," and "civilized" peoples. For instance, in 1877 the lawyer-cum-anthropologist Lewis Henry Morgan wrote: "It can now be asserted upon convincing evidence that savagery preceded barbarism in all tribes of mankind, as barbarism is known to have preceded civilization." He further claimed that the "three distinct conditions are connected with each other in a natural as well as necessary sequence of progress." (29) The ideas presented by Morgan and others held much appeal beyond their immediate discipline. For instance, Marx and Engels were so impressed by Morgan's conclusions that Engels stated that "Morgan rediscovered in America ... the materialist conception of history that had been discovered by Marx forty years ago, and in his comparison of barbarism and civilization was led by this conception to the same conclusions, in the main points, as Marx had arrived at." (30) Similarly, the distinction between "savages," "barbarians," and the "civilized" was extended to, and found expression in law and legal philosophy. Montesquieu had earlier stated that the "difference between savage peoples and barbarian peoples is that the former are small scattered nations that, for certain, particular reasons, cannot unite, whereas barbarians are ordinarily small nations that can unite. The former," he adds, "are usually hunting peoples; the latter, pastoral peoples." (31) The influence of anthropology and ethnology is most evident in the work of the nineteenth-century jurist James Lorimer, who stated: "No modern contribution to science seems destined to influence international politics and jurisprudence to so great an extent as that which is known as ethnology, or the science of races." Its appeal led him to conclude: "As a political phenomenon, humanity, in its present condition, divides itself into three concentric zones or spheres--that of civilized humanity, that of barbarous humanity, and that of savage humanity." To which he added, "Even now [1883] the same rights and duties do not belong to savages and civilized men." Like others, he believed that "savages are incapable of municipal organisation beyond its most rudimentary stages; and yet it is by means of municipal organisation that men cease to be savages." Such beliefs led Lorimer to argue: "Grotius lays it down that a band of robbers is not a State. On this ground the Barbary States were never recognized by European nations; and the conquest of Algeria by France was not regarded as a violation of international law." He went so far as to declare: "To talk of the recognition of Mahometan States as a question of time, is to talk nonsense." Why? Because "in order to be entitled to recognition, a State must ... possess" both "the will ... [and] the power to reciprocate the recognition which it demands." (32) It is this, the capacity for self-government, that is very much at the center of the debate over the distinction drawn between "civilized" and "uncivilized" societies, both past and present. The Classical "Standard of Civilization" A major component of the legal distinction between civilized and uncivilized peoples is what Georg Schwarzenberger termed the "standard of civilisation in international law," (33) or what Gerrit Gong later called the "the standard of 'civilization' in international society." (34) Operating during the European colonial period, the "standard of civilization" was a legal mechanism designed to set the benchmark for the ascent of non-European states to the ranks of the "civilized" family of 
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nations and, with it, their full recognition under international law. Reflecting the requirement of a capacity for self-government, Schwarzenberger summarizes the legal standard as follows: The test whether a State was civilised and, thus, entitled to full recognition as an international personality was, as a rule, merely whether its government was sufficiently stable to undertake binding commitments under international law and whether it was able and willing to protect adequately the life, liberty and property of foreigners. (35) Naturally, the protection afforded to "foreigners" was limited to citizens of "civilized" states--that is, Europeans. The legal standard became redundant upon the settlement of World War II: The abrogation of the laws of war as witnessed by the nature of the totalitarian aggression perpetrated by members of the thought-to-be "civilized" world had put paid to maintaining a legal distinction. The principle was further undermined by the use of nuclear weapons and the subsequent evolution of the concept of mutually assured destruction. (36) Even prior to World War II, leading jurists recognized that adhering to a standard of civilization was "considered anachronistic and insulting by the growing number of non-European countries which were becoming for both political and legal reasons full International Persons and members of the Family of Nations." (37) For example, Hersh Lauterpacht criticized Lorimer, declaring: "Modern international law knows of no distinction, for the purposes of recognition, between civilized and uncivilized States or between States within and outside the international community of civilized States." (38) Commenting on this development, Schwarzenberger misses the irony in his statement that "at this point doctrine reaches the other extreme. The standard of civilisation has vanished, and States are supposed to be under a legal duty to recognise even non-civilised States and their governments." (39) As this passage suggests, while it might be that the legal standard of civilization was superseded in the annals of international law, that is not to say that something similar did not continue to serve the same purpose in the conduct of international politics. As Martin Wight noted, during the cold war the states system remained "divided still concentrically between the world city and the world rural district." And out of this two-tiered states-system came "one of the unwritten understandings of the cold war ... that the peace of Europe shall be warily preserved while the struggle is pursued for influence and position throughout the Third World." (40) The Test of Modernity: Updating the Standard Since Wight made these observations, the collapse of communism and the breakup of the Soviet Union has brought the cold war to an end. Nevertheless, the notion that there exists a "hierarchy of states" has outlived the cold war and continues to gather adherents. While it is interpreted and described in a range of ways, its "key theme is that disparities in capability are reflected, more or less formally, in the [membership and] decision making of the society of states." (41) In his account of the classical standard of civilization, Gong points to the possibility that "at least two possible successors may have arisen as new standards in contemporary international society." The first is a "standard of non-discrimination or standard of human rights," and the second, a "standard of modernity." Reflecting its predecessor's origins, Gong notes that the "willingness and ability to protect human rights has become a new standard for Europe." Citing the example of Greece's entry into the European Economic Community in 1981, he adds that the European Human Rights Convention is the only convention of its kind empowered to enforce compulsory jurisdiction over its constituents. With its "ability to guarantee human rights," it "still retains something of its old role as shibboleth for those seeking to enter Europe." Furthermore, with its "supranational conventions and court systems, Europe appears to be setting a standard of transnationalism" in an age that is characterized by strident assertion of national sovereignty. Gong insists that in this respect, despite protestations that they are not mere imitations, "groups like the Association of South East Asian Nations" effectively remain "quasi-European Communities, just as their nineteenth-century predecessors were labelled quasi-sovereign or semi-sovereign states" under the classical standard of civilization. (42) The second possible successor, the "standard of modernity," takes two possible forms: one "vindicates the nineteenth-century assumption that the laws of science, being universal, undergirded a rational cosmology which would bring the 'blessings of civilization' to all." Its primary significance is related in terms of the "standard of living" and "quality of life" that can be achieved universally via the application of science and technology to issues of health, nutrition, and general well-being. The other shape it might take is in the guise of a "contemporary cosmopolitan culture" reflecting the "shared values, moral norms, and experiences" given popular expression in terms like "the global village" and "the global city." (43) But, like Wight, Gong made these observations in the midst of a world divided by the tensions of the cold war--there was no agreement on universally shared values and norms, let alone experiences. On the contrary, the cold war divide engendered an environment that inhibited the formation of a universal international society based on shared ideological values and norms that some advocated. (44) Rather, given the opposing camps' desperation to woo allies at virtually any cost and the willingness to bring them into the fold regardless of the nature of the regime, the cold war made for some odd alliances of convenience. But as noted, the end 
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of the cold war was seen by many in the West as a triumphant turning point that ushered in a "new world order" in which capitalist liberal democracy had defeated all comers. Post-cold war international politics are now conducted in an environment in which the concepts of individual rights, participation in government, and unhindered access to the goods and services available in the marketplace are widely thought to be the universal aspirational norm. The "triumph of the West," or possibly as significantly, the triumphalism of the now-dominant West, has allowed the West to set the agenda in terms of defining a "standard of civilization" for the twenty-first century. As Mehdi Mozaffari notes, the "role of formulating" and setting the principles that constitute the standard of civilization "is incumbent upon the predominant civilization." Thus, in the present era the "global standard of civilization is therefore defined--primarily--by the dominant Western civilization, which happens to be democratic," liberal, and economically globalized. (45) In essence, then, it is argued that a variation of the "might equals right," or realist, brand of logic prevails; since it is the West that dominates, it is the West that sets the standard.
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The Liberal State: Inherently Peaceful?

Within liberal thought, individual rights, freedoms, and legal protections of life and property were to be guaranteed to citizens of civil societies; that is, societies that had been civilized and pacified. (7) The states deemed best suited to protecting these precious yet fragile societies were thought to be those incorporating representative principles, constitutional restrictions on the exercise of power, a formal separation of powers, regular elections, and the rule of law. (8) The conviction that only liberal civil societies were capable of eliminating violence was matched by the not entirely unproblematic presumption that the liberal and democratic states protecting them would conduct themselves peacefully. (9) The important assumption behind this view was that international peace was a function of domestic social structure. (10) As John Rawls has recently expressed it, "peoples living under liberal constitutional democracies" are not motivated by "power or glory, or the ... pride of ruling," have no interest in "the religious conversion of other societies," and in fact "have nothing to go to war about." (11) The domestic determination of international state action thus constitutes one of the "core assumptions" of liberal IR theory. (12) This assumption is matched by the view that only after there has been a global transition to states based on representation, rights, and strong market economies will international peace be achievable. (13) Nonrepresentative or illiberal states are therefore seen as unrestrained in their actions while liberal polities respect popular opinion, seek compromise, negotiation, or mediation because of their domestic arrangements which determine the range of options governments can choose from in pursuing foreign policy. (14) For liberal theorists, then, liberal and representative states manifest pacific behavior in their relations (at least with other liberal states), and the intellectual origins of this view, and its supposed cogency, are routinely attributed to Immanuel Kant. (15) According to Pagden for example, Kant was a "formative figure in the history of modern international relations" in attempting to develop a framework of norms and values capable of sustaining an international peace. (16) Kant is thus identified as a theorist of an international peace based on liberal and democratic norms. (17) Even the failure to construct a global order on liberal and democratic norms has been taken by his admirers as evidence that Kant must have been right. Fukuyama contends, for example, that even the spectacular failure of "actual incarnations of the Kantian idea" (such as the League of Nations) were "seriously flawed" simply by "not following Kant's own precepts" properly. (18) In other words, if they had, such institutions would not have aimed at world peace between all states, but only between states with "republican" constitutions, which Fukuyama unproblematically takes to mean "liberal democracies." (19) In arguing so, Fukuyama and others present an interpretation of Kant as a champion of both liberalism and democracy, and as the "originator of the democratic peace thesis." (20) A central tenet in contemporary liberal IR theory is that liberal-democratic states do not fight one another. According to Fukuyama, liberal-democratic regimes "manifest little distrust or interest in mutual domination ... [because they] share with one another principles of universal equality and rights." (21) Indeed, the peacefulness of liberal states in their dealings with other liberal states has become an almost unquestionable axiom within liberal IR theory. For Levy, "the absence of war between democracies comes as close as anything we have to an empirical law in international relations," while Russett argues that the interliberal state peace "is one of the strongest nontrivial or nontautological generalisations that can be made about international relations." (22) Though apparently "strong" and "nontrivial," and despite the plethora of empirical analyses, considerable doubt still persists on the basic question of how exactly to explain this "empirical law." (23)

 

Link--- Liberalism

 

The affirmatives escalation of threats from illiberal states is the type of political manipulation that is used to convince democratic citizens to go to war.
 

Dunne 09 Tim Dunne March 2009 International Relations Prof-Oxford, “Liberalism, International Terrorism, and Democratic Wars,” International Relations, Sage

 

In thinking about the relationship between liberalism and terrorism, an important line of enquiry ought to be how and why ‘war entrepreneurs’ are able to escalate the threat without significant pushback from democratic institutions (such as the media and political opposition parties). Writings on liberalism and war have a great deal to gain from engaging more closely with work on ‘the marketplace of ideas’ and how this failed to operate in the case of the Iraq War. In a much-cited article published in the journal International Security, Chaim Kaufmann argues that, in the United States, the decision to go to war can be explained in terms of a failure in the marketplace of ideas. Working within the liberal tradition, Kaufmann assumes that attempts by elites to mobilize for war will trigger wideranging debate in which the government’s justifications are subject to detailed public scrutiny. In this process, ‘unfounded, mendacious or self-serving foreign policy arguments’ will be exposed as false.21 Yet in the run-up to the Iraq War the Bush administration persuaded the American public that the Iraqi government possessed weapons of mass destruction and had developed operational links with Al Qaeda, and that these factors warranted military action against Iraq. In his words: The marketplace of ideas failed to correct the administration’s misrepresentations or hinder its ability to persuade the American public. The administration succeeded, despite the weakness of the evidence for its claims, in convincing a majority of the public that Iraq posed a threat so extreme and immediate that it could be dealt with only be preventative war.22 The notion of there being a ‘marketplace of ideas’ can trace its roots back to John Stuart Mill’s argument that rigorous public debate is a condition both of overthrowing error and of fully understanding the grounds on which truths are held. How might we judge the effectiveness of a political market? For Kaufmann (as for Mill) what counts is the truth. Are ‘unfounded, mendacious or self-serving’ arguments – in this case those arguments about the threat posed by Iraq – exposed as being false through a process of scrutiny and deliberation? The public’s capacity to reach informed decisions about complex debates depends upon the institutional environment and prevailing political circumstances. A key finding in this literature is that the institutions of democracy were unable to correct the flawed arguments that were being advanced in favour of war. 

 

 

International Law LInk

 

The focus on civilized nations bringing peace to uncivilized nations represents a new global culture grounded in securitization.

 

Bowden 04 Brett Bowden ‘4 “In the Name of Progress and Peace” (PhD from The Australian National University and his undergraduate degrees from Flinders University of South Australia associate Professor of Politics and International Studies. He holds appointments at the University of Western Sydney, The Australian National University, Canberra, and at the University of New South Wales at the Australian Defence Force Academy, Canberr, Alernatives 29

 

The violence committed against "uncivilized" peoples in the name of "civilizing missions" in the past five hundred-plus years is evidence enough of this danger. As a key tool in the pursuit of this enterprise, the principle of a standard of civilization is implicated in the universalizing project, and as a critical concept in international law it is neither neutral nor abstract; rather, it "is mired in this history of subordinating and extinguishing alien cultures." (82) As history forewarns, the division of our world into varying shades of civilization and the concomitant enforcement of a standard of civilization has potentially dire consequences for the "uncivilized." While there is some need to distinguish between states on the basis of legitimacy, which is essentially the objective of Rawls's "law of peoples" and like projects, this particular endeavor comes at a (generally unacknowledged) cost. For distinctions based on civilization are implicated, by one means or another, in the diminishing of cultural pluralism. That is, such distinctions lead to (1) the self-fulfilling prophecy of the violent "clash of civilizations" thesis, (83) resulting in one extinguishing the other(s), or (2) a world in which there is a more stealthy homogenization of culture to the point at which Western liberal values represent the global culture. On a similar note, it is widely held that Fukuyama's "end of history" thesis (and the associated notion of universal civilization) and Huntington's "clash of civilizations" thesis are competing views of the future state of international politics. On the contrary, in effect they are two sides of the same coin: The pursuit of the former through the West's strict enforcement of a standard of civilization almost inevitably risks leading to the latter. But these are not the only available options or conceivable outcomes. Basic human rights, a decent standard of living, and a just system of government are achievable in societies that are something other than replicas of the West. There need not be an arbitrary distinction between "civilized" and "uncivilized" societies, the former looking down upon the latter with an unjustifiable sense of superiority closely accompanied by a missionary zeal. The "realistic utopia" of a Huxleyesque Brave New World is not the answer. People will revolt not only against totalitarianism, but against any universalizing system, be it well-meaning and seemingly benign or otherwise.

Rule of Law/International Law Link

Authoritarian acts are the iron fist in the velvet glove of acting in the name of emergency within a liberal constitution – recognizing this is critical to stopping the violence justified by the central power
Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 72-75, Published 2008)

But there is a wider argument to be made, one with political implications. The idea that the permanent emergency involves a suspension of the law encourages the idea that resistance must involve a 'return to legality', a return to the 'normal' mode of governing through the rule of law. This involves a serious misjudgement in which it is simply assumed that legal procedures - both international and domestic are designed to protect human rights from state violence. 'Law'  are comes to appear largely unproblematic and the rule of law 'an unqualified human good'." What this amounts to is what I have elsewhere called a form of legal fetishism, in which Law becomes a mystical answer to the problems posed by power. In the process, the problems inherent in Law are ignored. Law is treated as an 'indepen-  dent' or 'autonomous' reality, explained according to its own dynamics, a Subject in itself whose very existence requires that individuals and institutions 'objectify' themselves before it. This produces the illusion that Law has a life of its own, abstracting the rule of law from its origins in class domination, ignoring the ways in which the rule of law is deployed as a political strategy, and obscuring the ideological mystification of these processes in the liberal trumpeting of the rule of law. To demand the return to the 'rule of law' is to seriously misread the history of the relation between the rule of law and emergency powers and, consequently, to get sucked into a less-than-radical politics in dealing with state violence. Part of what I am suggesting is that emergency measures are part of the everyday exercise of powers, working alongside rather than against the rule of law as part of a unified political strategy in the fabrication of social order. 
The question to ask, then, is less 'how can we bring law to bear on violence?' and much more 'what is it that the law permits emergency measures to accomplish?"' This question - the question that Schmitt, with his fetish for the decision cannot understand/'° which is also why contemporary Left Schmittianism is such a dead loss - disposes of any supposed juxtaposition between legality and emergency and allows us to recognise instead the extent to which the concept of emergency is deeply inscribed within the law and the legal condition of the modem state, and a central part of liberalism's authoritarian moment: the iron fist in the velvet glove of liberal constitutionalism. Far from suspending law or bracketing off the juridical, emergency powers lie firmly within the legal domain. How could they not, since they are so obviously central to state power and the political technology of government - part of the deployment of law, rather than its abandonment? Once this is recognised, the supposed problematic of violence disappears completely, for it can then be seen that emergency  powers are deployed for the exercise of a violence necessary for the permanent refashioning of order - the violence of law, not violence contra law. Liberalism struggles with this, and thus presents it as an exceptional moment; fascism recognises it for what it is, and aestheticises the moment. As David Dyzenhaus points out, while the stripping of liberties in the name of emergency the denial of rights on the grounds of necessity and the suspension of freedoms through the exercise of prerogative might appear quite minor compared to what happens in fascist regimes, the fact that the stripping, denial and suspension does happen under the guise of emergency and in full view of the courts brings the legal order of liberal democracies far closer to the legal order of fascism than liberals would care to admit. But in a wonderful ideological loop, the rule of law is also its own ideological obfuscation of that fact 
The political implications of this are enormous. For if emergency powers are part and parcel of the exercise of law and violence (that is, law as violence), and if historically they have been aimed at the oppressed - in advanced capitalist states against the proletariat and its various struggles, in reactionary regimes against genuine politicisation of the people, in colonial systems against popular mobilisation - then they need to be fought not by demanding a return to the 'normal' rule of law, but in what Benjamin calls a real state of emergency, on the grounds that only this will improve our position in the struggle against the fascism of our time. And this is a task which requires violence, not the rule of law. As Benjamin saw, the law's claim to a monopoly of violence is explained not by the intention of preserving some mythical 'legal end' such as security or normality but, rather, for 'the intention of preserving the law itself'. But violence not in the hands of the law threatens it by its mere existence outside the law. A violence exercised not by the state, but used for very different political ends. For 'if the existence of violence outside the law, as pure immediate violence, is assured, [then] this furnishes proof that revolutionary violence ... is possible'."' 
That this possibility of and necessity for revolutionary violence is so often omitted when emergency powers are discussed is indicative of the extent to which much of the Left has given up any talk of political violence for the far more comfortable world of the rule of law, regardless of how little the latter has achieved in just the last few years. But if the history of emergency powers tells us anything it is that the least effective response to state violence is to simply insist on the rule of law. Rather than aiming to counter state violence with a demand for legality, then, what is needed is a counter-politics: against the permanent emergency by all means, but also against the 'normality' of everyday class power and the bourgeois world of the rule of law. And since the logic of emergency is so deeply embedded in the rhetorical structure of liberalism's concept of security this means being against the politics of security. For the very 
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posing of political  questions through the trope of emergency is always already on the side of security. To grasp why, we need to now refocus our attention more specifically on security as a political technology. 

Rule of Law Link

Trying to obtain Social security is still built around discursive structures of Emergency – abandoning these structures removes the opportunity for violence

Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 85-87, Published 2008)
But there is a wider argument to be made, one with political implications. The idea that the permanent emergency involves a suspension of the law encourages the idea that resistance must involve a 'return to legality', a return to the 'normal' mode of governing through the rule of law. This involves a serious misjudgement in which it is simply assumed that legal procedures - both international and domestic are designed to protect human rights from state violence. 'Law'  are comes to appear largely unproblematic and the rule of law 'an unqualified human good'." What this amounts to is what I have elsewhere called a form of legal fetishism, in which Law becomes a mystical answer to the problems posed by power. In the process, the problems inherent in Law are ignored. Law is treated as an 'indepen-  dent' or 'autonomous' reality, explained according to its own dynamics, a Subject in itself whose very existence requires that individuals and institutions 'objectify' themselves before it. This produces the illusion that Law has a life of its own, abstracting the rule of law from its origins in class domination, ignoring the ways in which the rule of law is deployed as a political strategy, and obscuring the ideological mystification of these processes in the liberal trumpeting of the rule of law. To demand the return to the 'rule of law' is to seriously misread the history of the relation between the rule of law and emergency powers and, consequently, to get sucked into a less-than-radical politics in dealing with state violence. Part of what I am suggesting is  that emergency measures are part of the everyday exercise of powers, working alongside rather than against the rule of law as part of a unified political strategy in the fabrication of social order. 
The question to ask, then, is less 'how can we bring law to bear on violence?' and much more 'what is it that the law permits emergency measures to accomplish?"' This question - the question that Schmitt, with his fetish for the decision cannot understand/'° which is also why contemporary Left Schmittianism is such a dead loss - disposes of any supposed juxtaposition between legality and emergency and allows us to recognise instead the extent to which the concept of emergency is deeply inscribed within the law and the legal condition of the modem state, and a central part of liberalism's authoritarian moment: the iron fist in the velvet glove of liberal constitutionalism. Far from suspending law or bracketing off the juridical, emergency powers lie firmly within the legal domain. How could they not, since they are so obviously central to state power and the political technology of government - part of the deployment of law, rather than its abandonment? Once this is recognised, the supposed problematic of violence disappears completely, for it can then be seen that emergency  powers are deployed for the exercise of a violence necessary for the permanent refashioning of order - the violence of law, not violence  contra law. Liberalism struggles with this, and thus presents it as an exceptional moment; fascism recognises it for what it is, and aestheticises the moment. As David Dyzenhaus points out, while the stripping of liberties in the name of emergency the denial of rights on the grounds of necessity and the suspension of freedoms through the exercise of prerogative might appear quite minor compared to what happens in fascist regimes, the fact that the stripping, denial and suspension does happen under the guise of emergency and in full view of the courts brings the legal order of liberal democracies far closer to the legal order of fascism than liberals would care to admit. But in a wonderful ideological loop, the rule of law is also its own ideological obfuscation of that fact 
The political implications of this are enormous. For if emergency powers are part and parcel of the exercise of law and violence (that is, law as violence), and if historically they have been aimed at the oppressed - in advanced capitalist states against the proletariat and its various struggles, in reactionary regimes against genuine politicisation of the people, in colonial systems against popular mobilisation - then they need to be fought not by demanding a return to the 'normal' rule of law, but in what Benjamin calls a real state of emergency, on the grounds that only this will improve our position in the struggle against the fascism of our time. And this is a task which requires violence, not the rule of law. As Benjamin saw, the law's claim to a monopoly of violence is explained not by the intention of preserving some mythical 'legal end' such as security or normality but, rather, for 'the intention of preserving the law itself'. But violence not in the hands of the law threatens it by its mere existence outside the law. A violence exercised not by the state, but used for very different political ends. For 'if the existence of violence outside the law, as pure immediate violence, is assured, [then] this furnishes proof that revolutionary violence ... is possible'."' 
That this possibility of and necessity for revolutionary violence is so often omitted when emergency powers are discussed is indicative of the extent to which much of the Left has given up any talk of political violence for the far more comfortable world of the rule of law, regardless of how little the latter has achieved in just the last few years. But if the history of emergency powers tells us anything it is that the least effective response to state violence is to simply insist on the rule of law. Rather than aiming to counter state violence with a demand for legality, then, what is needed is a counter-politics: against the permanent emergency by all means, but also against the 'normality' of everyday class power and the bourgeois world of the rule of law. 
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And since the logic of emergency is so deeply embedded in the rhetorical structure of liberalism's concept of security this means being against the politics of security. For the very posing of political  questions through the trope of emergency is always already on the side of security. To grasp why, we need to now refocus our attention more specifically on security as a political technology. 

 

Liberalism Impact--- War

 

To view the West as responsible for limiting war make a new world of imperialism in the 21st century that embraces invasions to civilize inevitable.

 

Buchan 02 Bruce Buchan  B Arts (Hons), M Arts, PhD winner of B Arts (Hons), M Arts, PhD Senior Lecturer, School of Humanities Senior Lecturer, School of Humanities “Explaining War and Peace: Kant and Liberal IR Theory” Alternatives v. 27

 

There are even those who call for a "new" imperialism committed to imposing order on unruly and "stateless" peoples, without degenerating into the injustice and bloodshed of nineteenth-century-style colonialism. (95) We are led to believe here that Western civilization has been responsible for the limitation of war and violence, or that the norms of that civilization, if reimposed, might bring an end to uncivil wars. To accept this assumption, however, leaves us blind to the inseparability of liberalism, civilization, and imperialism in the nineteenth century--and indeed to the lethal intensification of war (and the technology of mass killing) by apparently civilized liberal states and civil societies in the twentieth century. (96) The identification of peace with civil society in contemporary JR literature reinforces the view that the responsibility for perpetuating war should be traced to uncivilized peoples or to "troublemaking," "rogue," or simply "bad" states. (97) If there were more liberal-democracies, the argument runs, there would be more peace. (98) For its proponents, the success that liberal states have had in achieving international preeminence is a direct consequence of having pacified their own domestic populations and their relations with other liberal states. (99) This view effectively places the onus of responsibility for causing violence onto nonliberal states by assuming that liberal states will pursue foreign policies consistent with and constrained by the domestically pacific liberal institutions, values, and principles nourished in civil society. (100) The association of civil society with domestic peace is an enduring feature of liberal political thought, and within recent IR literature the structures of civil society have been closely identified with the prospects for global peace. Nowhere is this more evident than in the emergence of "cosmopolitan democracy" and the attempt to envisage a "transnational civil society," a concept redolent of the imagery of Kantian thought. (101) In perpetuating the association of civil society with peace, however, we run the very real risk of overlooking the frightening intensification of killing power that civil societies have so successfully fostered and that now lies at the disposal not only of liberal states but significant proportions of their citizenries as well. Nor indeed will we recognize the intimate connection between and mutual reliance of "liberal" and "illiberal" states, as attested by the history of Western liberal support for repressive regimes throughout Latin America, Africa, and the Middle East. Liberal IR theorists often present an interpretation of liberalism as if it were to be understood solely in terms of its "universal" norms and values, with little or no sense of the contingent and contextual development of those norms. Throughout its history, a range of liberal thinkers (not to mention liberal governments and states) have argued that most people are incapable of exercising the values they regard as restricted to a much smaller circle of civilized beneficiaries. (102) For those deemed "incapable," those who reside outside the restricted circle of civil society (such as the poor at home or the "natives" abroad), liberals have long been prepared to support illiberal and undemocratic kinds of government. The key to understanding this is not to see it as an embarrassing inconsistency but as a consequence of how liberal thinkers make distinctions between different kinds of people requiring different kinds of government. The chief conceptual means employed in making these distinctions has been the discourse of civilization, understood not simply as a standard of conduct but as a project of controlling and exerting influence over the uncivilized. Given its long association with liberal imperialism, it is hard to see why civilization should now be seen as an acceptable standard of good conduct, much less as an agent of peace. Nor is it clear that even if a Kantian pacific federation were possible, why a peace built on the superiority of the civilized over the uncivilized should be thought at all worthy of the name.

 

Liberalism Impact--- War

 

The division of the uncivilized and civilized states leads to the justification of a preventative war or development assistant

Bowden 04 Brett Bowden ‘4 “In the Name of Progress and Peace” (PhD from The Australian National University and his undergraduate degrees from Flinders University of South Australia associate Professor of Politics and International Studies. He holds appointments at the University of Western Sydney, The Australian National University, Canberra, and at the University of New South Wales at the Australian Defence Force Academy, Canberr, Alernatives 29

 

There are further consequences that proponents of a division of the world into different spheres of civilization leave unacknowledged. Just as the classical standard of civilization led to the civilizing missions that became colonialism, so, too, there are serious implications in the present era for how the "uncivilized" world is intervened in by the "civilized" world, be it in the form of humanitarian intervention, preemptive/preventative war, or under the guise of development assistance.

Claims such as Fukuyama's that the U.S. way of life is universally accordant with human nature and aspired to by all or Mozaffari's insistence that we are on the verge of a "single global civilization" are seriously flawed. As Huntington rightly argues, the "very notion that there could be a 'universal civilization' is a Western idea" that is "misguided, arrogant, false, and dangerous." (75) If there is anything to these claims, it is not that the late twentieth century has witnessed the coming together of a universal civilization; rather, it is that the application of a standard of civilization based on Western values serves to engender a uniform civilization and/or international society. Using the democratic syllogism as a template and the standard of civilization as an engineering tool, the architects of international society are effectively writing Guizot's universal history of human civilization. But this supposedly peaceful cosmopolitan world order is not the benign system its advocates would have us believe. As Anthony Pagden highlights, "cosmopolitanism is a distinctively European concept" inextricably linked "with the history of European universalism." Its history runs a "torturous course" through the "construction of ... European overseas empires," and "it is hard to see how cosmopolitanism can be entirely separated from some kind of 'civilizing' mission." (76) Despite claims to the contrary, throughout its history cosmopolitanism has fallen well short of "extending a benign cultural relativity to all possible peoples." For instance, "In calling upon all men to belong to a common deme or polis, Zeno was also, of course, making all men members of the deme or polis to which he belonged." (77) Just as today, to belong to cosmopolitan civilized international society means conforming to an international society that continues to fly the colors of its Western origins.

 

Liberalism Impact--- War/Interventions

 

The aff’s construction of the threat of the illiberal state causes military interventions and war.

 

Burger and Villumsen 07 (Christian and Trine, Journal of International Relations and Development, “Beyond the gap: relevance, fields of practice and the securitizing consequences of (democratic peace) research” pg. 24, https//secure.palgrave-journals.com/jird/journal/v10/n4/full/1800136a.html)

 

 

To give empirical flesh to the theoretical discussions and to demonstrate the difference a practice theory approach makes, we discussed the example of the democratic peace thesis. We sought to raise the possibility that ‘ivory tower scientists’, US foreign policymakers and NATO politicians and bureaucrats hang together in a web and use each other as a resource. Our claim was that the certainty that researchers gave to a philosophical thought of democratic peace helped weave the web tighter. Scientific authority became an essential resource in establishing the democratic peace as a strong principle of contemporary security politics. Peace researchers’ translation and depolitization of Kant’s utopia opened the floor for securitizing democracy, but they did not govern it. Their creation of the binaries of democracy/peace and non-democracy/war contributed to constructing non-democracy as a threat, but did not dictate it. In the end, democratization became a security issue, increasing the likelihood of the application of emergency measures. The case of democratic peace stresses a process similar to the normative dilemma of writing security. In the described situation, however, the logic seems to be more subtle or hidden. Peace researchers did not establish a direct   between security and non-democracy, nor did they explicitly utter the signifier ‘security’. Rather, the democracy–peace  , established and produced with the intention of offering a road to peace, held the potential of being turned upside down. With hindsight and after the widespread legitimation of military action on the grounds of the ‘democratic peace fact’ this hidden dilemma is becoming increasingly clear: the US-led Iraq war and other contemporary military peace operations testify to a dilemma of vast proportions. 

 

Liberalism Impact--- Interventions

 

This control allows the West to decide which countries are uncivilized to legitimize military interventions.
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Human Rights, Liberal Democracy, and Globalization In large measure because of the more hospitable political environment, Jack Donnelly claims that, despite "still common scepticism towards international human rights ... internationally recognized human rights have become very much like a new international 'standard of civilization.'" He goes on to plead that "a standard of civilization is needed to save us from the barbarism of a pristine sovereignty that would consign countless millions of individuals and entire peoples to international neglect." Donnelly's intent is most clearly expressed in the statement that "human rights represent a progressive late twentieth-century expression of the important idea that international legitimacy and full membership in international society must rest in part on standards of just, humane or civilized behaviour." This is despite his acknowledging that the "language of 'civilization'" carries the "fatal tainting" of "abuses carried out under (and by the exponents) of the classic standard of civilization" and his admission that "internationally recognized human rights share a similar legitimating logic." Arguing that this "fatal tainting" has been overcome by giving "greater emphasis" to the "positive demands of 'civilization,'" the term civilization is now said to be imbued with a new and enlightened postcolonial meaning by "shifting attention from the exclusive or particularist, intercultural dimensions ... [of the term] to the inclusive and universal." It is presumably with this shift that "European human rights initiatives have been missionary in the best sense of that term, seeking to spread the benefits of (universal) values enjoyed at home" (46)--which one could interpret as implying that it will inevitably require yet more Western intervention in the "uncivilized" world to save the wretched of the earth from homegrown "barbarism." Similar sentiments are implied by John Rawls in The Law of Peoples, in which he constructs an implicit standard of civilization in endeavoring to outline a legal template governing interactions between what he calls "liberal" and "hierarchical" societies. The spheres of the Rawlsian world are not explicitly labeled civilized or uncivilized; rather, it is divided into a hierarchy of five distinct groups within two subsets, the "well-ordered peoples" and the "not well-ordered." In using the term well-ordered, Rawls is following Jean Bodin, who set the parameters of what constitutes a "well ordered Commonweale." Bodin argued that a "wise and well ordered ... Commonweale ought to be a lawfull or rightful government: for that name of a Commonweale is holy, as also to put a difference betwixt the same, and the great assemblies of robbers and pirats, with whome we ought not to have any part, commercement, societie, or alliance, but utter enmitie." (47) Within the "well-ordered" peoples are what Rawls calls "reasonable liberal peoples"--that is, liberal, democratic societies and "decent peoples," or what he refers to as "decent constitutional hierarch[ies]." Similar to Bodin, within the subset of "not well-ordered peoples" are "outlaw states," "societies burdened by unfavorable conditions," and "benevolent absolutisms," who, despite their recognizing human rights, are not deemed "well-ordered" because their members play no "meaningful role" in political decision making. (48) In speaking of a "Law of Peoples," Rawls is referring to "a particular political conception of right and justice that applies to the principles and norms of international law and practice." Arising out of its application is a "Society of Peoples," which approximates to Bull's definition of "international society" in that it encompasses "those peoples who follow the ideals of and principles of the Law of Peoples in their mutual relations." Rawls argues that the "Law of Peoples" regulating interactions within the "Society" is so right and just that the "Law of Peoples fulfills certain conditions, which justify calling the Society of Peoples a realistic utopia." But it is only the "well-ordered" who are admitted into this "realistic utopia" since they are the only peoples truly "worthy of membership in a Society of Peoples." (49) Presumably, the "not well-ordered"--which constitutes the majority of the world's population--are barred from membership in international society and are relegated to the chaotic realms of an all-too-realistic dystopia. The jurist Thomas Franck's proposed conditions for membership in international society are even more exclusive: to qualify, states must have some form of democratic government. Moreover, Franck makes the explicit link between the role of a standard of civilization and the democratic syllogism. Following Kant, who is said to have "discerned a three-way link between democracy, peace, and human rights," Franck maintains "that compliance with the norms prohibiting war-making is inextricably linked to observance of human rights and the democratic entitlement." He continues: The democratic entitlement is welcomed from Malagache to Mongolia, in the streets, the universities, and the legislatures, not only for its                                                                  promise of a new global political culture ... but also because it opens up the stagnant politics, economies, and culture of states to development. (50)                                       

Liberalism Impact--- Terrorism

 

The war on terror is rooted in the liberalist conception of the uncivilized. 

 

Dunne 09 Tim Dunne March 2009 International Relations Prof-Oxford, “Liberalism, International Terrorism, and Democratic Wars,” International Relations, Sage

 

Despite its claim that the questions ‘Why do wars occur?’ and ‘How can a stable peace be achieved?’ are fundamental to its raison d’être, IR has been relatively slow to re-evaluate its theoretical frameworks in light of the violence generated by terrorist groups and the responses to these threats by state actors.2 This short article argues that such a re-appraisal is of some urgency. The so-called war on terror has highlighted the fact that certain liberal democracies are highly war-prone, and their ‘enemies’ are represented as being existential threats to the Western way of life. Moreover, the institutions that are purportedly meant to constrain executive authority from engaging in wars of aggression have failed to prevent illiberal interventions. War-like behaviour towards those who fight without just cause and who do not distinguish between combatants and non-combatants does not in itself refute the argument that democracies have forged a ‘separate peace’; indeed, defending this zone might be regarded as a historic duty.  It is commonplace to draw distinctions between the various strands of liberal thought. This made a great deal of sense during the 1980s when neo-liberal institutionalists sought to make liberalism compatible with social scientific methods of inquiry.6 In so doing, a space was opened up for normative liberals to re-assert a values-based version of liberalism which centred on the claim that liberal states were more peace-prone. I would argue that this distinction is no longer relevant. Post- 9/11, many former liberal regime theorists (such as Robert Keohane and Ann-Marie Slaughter) have grafted onto their once positivist approach a strong normative distinction between liberal and illiberal regimes.7 In place of the distinction between positivist and normative conceptions of liberalism, the main fault-line in relation to the war on terror has been between defensive and offensive variants.8 Pre-9/11, the dominant narrative inside liberalism was about the pacifi c character of liberal states. Post-9/11, a significant number of influential liberals have defended the right of Western states to wage war on terrorist groups and those that allegedly harbour them. The legal basis for such action has been contested in domains as varied as the UN Security Council and parliaments where the validity of the use of force against Iraq has been vigorously debated. The tendency for legal discourse to be at its most universalist at the hour when statecraft is at its most brutal was one that Martin Wight identified over four decades ago. What follows is a series of reflections on the relationship between liberalism and violence; it is only in this context that it is possible to recover how liberals understand terrorism and what responses are deemed to be acceptable. This means, in part, reaching back prior to 9/11 to show how the phenomenon of ‘warlike democracies’ evolved.10 Notice that, in focusing on the ‘second-image’ dimension of liberal thought, I am self-consciously leaving untouched important liberal debates about the relationship between individual freedom and security (first-image considerations),11 as well as questions of the capacity of international organizations to end systemic violence (third-image liberal theories). 

 
Liberalism Impact--- Torture

 

The values and rights ascribed to Democratic citizens are taken away from those in uncivilized states--- promoting torture and abuse.

 

Dunne 09 Tim Dunne March 2009 International Relations Prof-Oxford, “Liberalism, International Terrorism, and Democratic Wars,” International Relations, Sage

 

 

Conclusion Thinking through the relationship between liberalism and terrorism requires a wider consideration of the complex inter-relationship of the challenges and responses of liberal states and institutions to security threats. The arguments set out in this article broadly coincide with ‘second-image’ responses to liberalism and terrorism – I have said little about the ordering of the international system and how this impinges on the conduct of liberal states. We should be mindful of the structural realist claim that democratic wars happened ‘because they could’; in other words, a crucial variable in constraining or enabling war-proneness is the presence/absence of countervailing power. The succession of democratic wars – from the interventions for justice in the 1990s to the interventions for order in the twenty-first century – are not easily comprehensible though the lens of liberal peace theory, particularly the strong version which sees an automatic connection between the virtuous democratic culture on the ‘inside’ and an ethical foreign policy on the ‘outside’. It is, however, in relation to the weaker version of the hypothesis that the ambiguities of liberalism and terrorism are most in evidence. Advocates of the dyadic interpretation admit that democratic states can be as (or even more) likely to resort to war in relation to authoritarian states. From this it is logical to infer that liberal democracies are likely to be war-prone in relation to terrorist movements and the countries which are complicit in their activities. Reflecting on the incidences when democracies are ‘at war with terrorism’ shows the tensions evident in the dyadic theoretical interpretation. The basis of the post-1945 liberal order has been put under strain by the Bush doctrine that every individual and every state has to choose – ‘you’re either with the civilized world or with the terrorists’.23 Similarly, the limited and imperfect procedures of the UN Security Council to have consent as a prior condition for collective action has also been undermined by the war of regime change against Iraq. In waging war against what certain states regard as unjust enemies, the values ascribed to the liberal way of life – fairness, toleration, dignity – have not been extended to those captured enemy soldiers held in brutal and dehumanizing torture chambers, from Abu Ghraib to Guantanamo Bay. While it is coherent for liberal states to, in the last resort, fight wars of necessity, there can surely be no grounds in liberal theory for defending the prosecution of such wars unjustly. It is apparent that, in contradistinction to the Kantian hope that republican states would be judicious and risk-averse, we have witnessed modern liberal states – the USA, the UK, Australia and at times also Spain, Denmark and Poland – rushing to war. For various domestic political reasons, the executive branch of government inside these countries has not been held in check by either the media, the opposition parties, or public opinion. Arguments that both Afghanistan and Iraq constituted a threat to our security have not been subjected to sufficient scrutiny, hence the fact that the natural correctives of the political marketplace have been conspicuously absent. One response might be to argue that those countries where the marketplace of ideas failed to operate are those in which democratic institutions have little or no constraining power over foreign policy. Only where liberal-republican institutions are deeply embedded is it possible for securitization claims to be refuted. Even then, there is always the possibility that an exogenous factor, such as a major terrorist attack, could turn institutional restraint into a pro-war mobilization. In short, Stanley Hoffmann was right. By inquiring into liberalism in international affairs, we are exposed to the limits of liberalism itself. 

Turns Case--- Liberalism

 

The justification to go to war to spread peace makes the makes civilized countries more dangerous.

 

Buchan 02 Bruce Buchan  B Arts (Hons), M Arts, PhD winner of B Arts (Hons), M Arts, PhD Senior Lecturer, School of Humanities Senior Lecturer, School of Humanities “Explaining War and Peace: Kant and Liberal IR Theory” Alternatives v. 27

 

There are two main variants of the normative explanation, the first of which emphasizes the structural constraints imposed by representative norms on the state's war-making capacity. In other words, peace is attributed to the domestic limitations of the institutionalization of popular consent in regular elections, popularly elected parliamentary representatives, and the supposed need of democratic governments to obtain the consent of the populace before declaring war. (38) The other variant attributes liberal peacefulness to shared norms between liberal representative states--in particular, respect for human rights, aversion to violence, and the assumption that such governments serve their citizens' (rather than their own) interests. While the former variant purports to show that liberal-democracies are inherently pacific, the latter merely demonstrates that they are more inclined to peaceful relations only with other liberal-democracies. (39) The problem here is that while either of these explanations may be invoked separately, they cannot sensibly be invoked together. Either liberal states are inherently pacific, which would be seen in their conduct with all states, or liberal states are merely inclined to an exclusive peace between similarly liberal states. (40) Now the problem that liberal IR theorists such as Doyle have realized is that claims that liberal states are inherently pacific are inherently problematic. Far from abstaining from wars, liberal states have shown a willingness to engage in war, particularly against states (and peoples) perceived to be nonliberal or illiberal. Moreover, instead of acting as a brake on hostility and war, representative and democratic institutions may just as easily provide positive inducements to war. (41) Whatever arguments may be used to defend democracy, there seems no prima facie reason, nor compelling historical evidence, to demonstrate that a democracy cannot wage war as willingly and enthusiastically as any undemocratic state. Consequently, the more sophisticated defenders of liberal peacefulness have turned to the second conflict-centered explanation--that warfare between states will favor the triumph of liberal over illiberal states, hastening a global peace of liberal states. Even these kinds of explanations, however, incorporate a basic assumption of normative superiority insofar as liberal states are thought to embody norms and values more likely to triumph over others and to lead to an eventual global peace. Thus it is deduced that the international system of states is divided between liberal and democratic states that can be relied upon to conduct themselves peacefully and illiberal, unrepresentative states that face no normative restrictions on their willingness to wage war others.
 

Liberalism wrong

 

The Democratic Peace theory is wrong--- ignores economic and political incentives for war that are felt by liberal states.

 

Dunne 09 Tim Dunne March 2009 International Relations Prof-Oxford, “Liberalism, International Terrorism, and Democratic Wars,” International Relations, Sage

 

An engagement with the question of liberalism and violence must include consideration of the democratic peace thesis, famously described by Jack Levy as ‘the closest thing we have to an empirical law in international politics’.13 The strong version of the theory claims that democracies are more peaceful in general: in other words, there are checks on the executive which diminish the war-proneness of the state. Democracies are defensive in character ‘all the way down’ to the level of rational citizens, who oppose war because it endangers their lives and is a waste of economic resources. This rational aversion to war becomes embedded in the political order of the liberal state such that democracies are ‘least prone’ to war. The puzzle with this rationalist account of monadic democratic peace theory is that it does not account for why strong democracies do not go to war against weak democracies when the anticipated benefi ts are high and the costs very low. To address these weaknesses, advocates of the general hypothesis that democracies are peace-prone have emphasized cultural factors inherent in open societies, such as the emphasis upon mediation, dialogue and compromise. The logic of this position is that war is still possible, though the likelihood is significantly reduced because of domestic institutions and characteristics. The potential pacifying role of public opinion plays a key role here; a liberal public will constrain the illiberal temptation of ‘executive power’ during periods when there is an alleged threat to the security of the state. What is unclear about this monadic cultural explanation is under what circumstances liberal states can engage in wars of self-defence or wars against what Kant called ‘unjust enemies’. How do we know when a breach of the general peaceprone status quo is acceptable and when it is a betrayal of democratic principles? In answering this question it is useful to engage with advocates of the democratic peace theory who believe that democracies are only peace-prone in relation to other democracies, the weaker version of the thesis (the so-called dyadic explanation). In relation to illiberal states, democracies are as war-prone as any other regime type. While war might have become unthinkable between democracies, the dyadic explanation allows for the fact that war remains an instrument of statecraft in relation to authoritarian regimes that are unpredictable, unjust and dangerous.  The most convincing account of the dyadic theory comes from constructivism. Inter-democratic peace emerges because democracies project the same preferences and intentions onto other democratic regimes.14 Without the fear of aggression, cooperation becomes possible across a range of issue areas, from the technical to the substantive. In structural theoretical terms, proponents of dyadic theory believe that the logic of anarchy does not apply to those who have contracted a separate peace.15 This variant of the literature is particularly germane for considering the relationship between liberalism and terrorism. No liberal theorist believes there is a duty to include authoritarian enemies – be they states or terrorist networks – in the pacifi c union: they do not share ‘our values’ and their states are illegitimate because they lack the consent of the governed. Yet, beyond the exclusion of non-democracies, there is no agreement on how liberal states should engage with those whom Kant called ‘unjust enemies’. Democratic peace theory provides powerful openings into the relationship between domestic institutions and values, and foreign-policy outcomes. From the vantage point of international history after the Cold War, however, both variants of the theory are in need of revision. The monadic variant cannot explain the war-like interventions on the part of liberal states in Somalia, Bosnia, Kosovo, Afghanistan and Iraq. Looked at from a vantage point outside the liberal zone, the monadic claim to peace-proneness appears to be illusory. The dyadic account has greater immunity to the several post-Cold War cases in which liberal states have resorted to war. As we have seen, there is no particular claim to peace-proneness in relations between democracies and authoritarian regimes. That said, the dyadic variant is challenged by two factors. First, in the period since 1990, the incidence of initiating inter-state war has been lower among authoritarian states than among democracies, casting doubt on Risse’s claim that democratic states are ‘defensively motivated’. Second, given the centrality of regime type to the democratic peace thesis, there remains the puzzle how and why democracies have varied so significantly in their response to ‘new threats’ such as international terrorism. In short, why do anti-militaristic norms of ‘civilian power’ frame the response by certain liberal states to foreign policy threats, while others are quick to resort to force and demonstrate effective war-fighting capability? To begin to address these questions requires a rethinking of the relationship between liberalism and international terrorism – specifically, the institutional and social processes by which war is produced and legitimated. \

 

Liberalism wrong

 

The fundamental assumptions of liberalism ignore other more vital causes of war—the properties that make a democratic nation peaceful aren’t democratic

 

Buchan 02 Bruce Buchan  B Arts (Hons), M Arts, PhD winner of B Arts (Hons), M Arts, PhD Senior Lecturer, School of Humanities Senior Lecturer, School of Humanities “Explaining War and Peace: Kant and Liberal IR Theory” Alternatives v. 27

 

This sort of argument strips bare the assumption behind much liberal IR theory, that liberalism, and in particular the creation of civil society, is held to be the key to domestic and international peace. The "liberal" states that surround and protect their own civil societies are thus taken to be "morally complete" and nonviolent because they embody the normative superiority of liberalism. (51) In theorizing the development of a zone of interstate peace, therefore, liberal IR theorists assume that liberal states are not the source of war; they may engage in war, but only because illiberal or uncivilized states pose a threat. More importantly, however, the second consequence is that liberal IR theorists seem insensible to the domestic, "civil" roots of violence, its control and intensification, alongside liberal norms and within liberal and representative institutions, nurtured and sustained in the crucible of civil society, and driven by a process of civilization. Nowhere is this more obvious than in the work of Kant, on whom many contemporary liberal democratic-peace theorists unwisely rely. (52) When they do so, the claim to the normative superiority of liberal-democratic norms collapses since it soon becomes clear that Kant's arguments for a "pacific federation" of states were based in part on military competition, and his principles of representation turn out to be anything but democratic. (53) If, as Cederman suggests, "it is our duty" to take Kant's "ethical reasoning" seriously, then we may find, contrary to Cederman's expectations, that Kant was neither a democrat nor a liberal, and certainly not a theorist of "interdemocratic peace." (54)

Economic Security Link

Attempting to save the global economy from disaster is a liberal order-building method of security

Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 94-97, Published 2008)

But 'social security' was clearly an inadequate term for this, associated as it now was with 'soft' domestic policy issues such as old-age insurance. 'Collective security' would not do, associated as it was with the dull internationalism of Wilson on the one hand and still very much connected to the institutions of social security on the other." Only one term would do: national security. 
This not to imply that 'national security' was simply adopted and adapted from 'social security'. Rather, what we are dealing with here is another ideological circuit, this time between 'national security' and 'social security', in which the policies 'insuring' the security of the population are a means of securing the body politic, and vice versa;" a circuit in which, to paraphrase David Peace in the epigraph to this chapter, one can have one's teeth kicked out in the name of national security and put back in through social security. Social security and national security were woven together: the social and the national were the warp and the weft of the security fabric. The warp and the welt, that is, of a broader vision of economic security. 
Robert Pollard has suggested that 'the concept of "economic security'- the idea that American interests would be best sewed by an open and integrated economic system, as opposed to a large peacetime military establishment - was firmly established during the wartime period'. 71 In fact, the concept of 'economic security' became a concept of international politics in this period, but the concept itself had a longer history as the underlying idea behind social security in the 1930s, as we have seen. Economic security, in this sense, provides the important link between social and national security, becoming liberalism's strategic weapon of choice and the main policy instrument from 1945. As one State Department memo of February 1944 put it, 'the development of sound international economic relations is closely related to the problem of security. But it would also continue to be used to think about the political administration of internal order. Hence Roosevelt's comment that 'we must plan for, and help to bring about, an expanded economy which will result in more security [and so that the conditions of 1932 and the beginning of 1933 won't come back again'.' On security grounds, inside and outside were constantly folding into one another, the domestic and the foreign never quite On the fabrication of economic order properly distinguishable. The reason why lay in the kind of economic order to be secured: both domestically and internationally, 'economic security' is coda for capitalist order. 
Giving a lecture at Harvard University on 5 June 1947, Secretary of State George C. Marshall recalled the disruption to the European economy during the war and Europe's continuing inability to feed itself, and suggested that if the US did not help there would be serious economic, social and political deterioration which would in turn have a knock-on effect on US capital. The outcome was a joint plan submitted to the US from European states at the end of August, after much wrangling with the Soviet Union, requesting $28 billion over a four-year period (the figure was reduced when finally agreed by Congress). The European Recovery Program (ERE known as the Marshall Plan) which emerged has gone down as an economic panacea, 'saving' Europe from economic disaster. But as the first of many such 'Plans', all the way down to the recent 'reconstruction' of Iraq, it does not take much to read the original Marshall Plan through the lens of security and liberal order-building. 
Alan Milward has suggested that the conventional reading of the Marshall Plan and US aid tends to accept the picture of post-war Europe on the verge of collapse and with serious social and economic discontent, such that it needed to be rescued by US aid. In fact, excluding Germany, no country was actually on the verge of collapse. There were no bank crashes, very few bankruptcies and the evidence of a slow down in industrial production is unconvincing. There is also little evidence of grave distress or a general deterioration in the standard of living. By late-1946 production had roughly equalled pre-war levels in all countries except Germany. And yet Marshall Aid came about. Milward argues that the Marshall Plan was designed not to increase the rate of recovery in European countries or to prevent European economies from deteriorating, but to sustain ambitious, new, expansionary economic and social policies in Western European countries which were in fact already in full-bloom conditions. In other words, the Marshall Plan was predominantly designed for political objectives - hence conceived and rushed through by the Department of State itself." 
Milward's figures are compelling, and complicate the conventional picture of the Marshall Plan as simply a form of economic aid. But to distinguish reasons that are 'economic' reasons from reasons that are 'political' misses the extent to which, in terms of security, the economic and the political are entwined. This is why the Marshall Plan is so inextricably linked to the Truman Doctrine's offer of military aid and intervention beyond us borders, a new global commitment at the heart of which was the possibility of intervention in the affairs of other countries. As Joyce and Gabriel Kolko have argued the important dimension of the Truman Doctrine is revealed in the various drafts of Truman's speech before it was finally delivered on 12 March, and the private memos of the period. Members of the cabinet and other top officials understood very clearly that the united States was now defining a strategy and budget appropriate to its new global commitments, and that a far greater involvement in other countries was now pending especially on the economic level. Hence the plethora of references to 'a world-wide trend away from the 







[CONTINUES NO TEXT REMOVED]

Economic Security Link







[CONTINUED NO TEXT REMOVED]

system of free enterprise's which the state Department's speech-writers thought a 'grave threat' to American interests. Truman's actual speech to Congress is therefore more interesting for what it implied than what it stated explicitly. And what it implied was the politics behind the Marshall Plan: economic security as a means of maintaining political order against the threat of communism. 
The point then, is not just that the Marshall Plan was 'political' how could any attempt to reshape global capital be anything but political? It is fairly clear that the Marshall Plan was multidimensional, and to distinguish reasons that are 'economic' reasons from reasons that are 'political' misses the extent to which the economic, political and military are entwined The point is that it was very much a project driven by the ideology of security. The referent object of 'securi here is 'economic order'. The government and the emerging national security bureaucracy saw the communist threat as economic rather than military. As Latham notes, at first glance the idea of military security within a broad context of economic containment merely appears to be one more dimension of strength within the liberal order. But in another respect the project of economic security might itself be viewed as the very force that made military security appear to be necessary. In this sense, the priority given to economic security was the driving force behind the us commitment to underwrite military security for Western Europe." The protection and expansion of capital came to be seen as the path to security, and vice versa. This created the grounds for a re-ordering of global capital involving a constellation of class and corporate forces as well as state power, undertaken in the guise of national security. NSC-68, the most significant national security document to emerge in this period, stated that the 'overall policy at the present time may be described as one designed to foster a world environment in which the American system can survive and flourish'." In this sense we can also read the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) of 1947, the Brussels Pact of March 1948 and the nascent movement towards 'European Union' as part and parcel of the security project being mapped out." The key institutions of 'international order' in this period invoked a particular vision of order with a view to reshaping global capital as a means of bringing 'security' political, social and economic - from the communist threat. 

Failed State Link

Post Cold War foreign policy has justified securitization against so called “failed states” by classifying them as unstable and moving closer to the brink of collapse.  Correlation between “failed” and “rouge” is imperialist in itself.

Pinar Bilgin is International Relations at Bilikent University and David Morton Senior Lecturer and Fellow of the Centre for the Study of Social and Global Justice IR @  Nottingham, 2004 “From ‘Rogue’ to ‘Failed’ States? The Fallacy of Short-termism” (Political Studies Association.)

Following the 11 September 2001 attacks against New York and Washington, DC  and the war in Afghanistan, ‘failed states’ have once again come to the fore of US  policy planning. Previously, within a brief ‘universal moment’ (Holm, 2001, p. 361)  in the immediate aftermath of the end of the Cold War, the issue of ‘state failure’  was considered a responsibility of the international community. During this period,  intervention to establish state structures was considered not only do-able but also  morally responsible. Yet, beginning with the failure of US intervention in Somalia,  this consensus disappeared and policymaking towards failed states became more  ad hoc. Hence, as the signiﬁcance of former anti-communist allies declined, a selec-  tive policy was adopted whereby those developing states that retained their strate-  gic signiﬁcance were still supported whilst the rest were left to their own devices.  Additionally, states that refused to take cues from the US – such as North Korea,  Iran and Iraq – became labelled as ‘rogue’ states and were engaged with accord-  ingly. The stress was therefore put on the threat posed by ‘rogue states’ to the  neglect of ‘failed states’, especially during the initial months of the George W. Bush  administration (see Bleiker 2003; Caprioli and Trumbore 2003).  This article seeks to address the recent shift in US policymaking interest from ‘rogue  states’ back to ‘failed’ states. It is argued that the prevalence of notions of ‘state  failure’ in US policy lexicon can be understood with reference to the persistence  of Cold War discourse on statehood that revolves around the binary opposition of   ‘failed’ versus ‘successful’ states. The purveyors of this discourse are within the  academy as well as practitioners (governmental and non-governmental) who are  all interested in issues that demand immediate attention, for example the implica-  tions of state collapse, building institutions in post-conﬂict societies or distributing  aid. In addressing such issues, they focus on the supposed symptoms of ‘state  failure’ (international terrorism) rather than the conditions that permit such  ‘failure’ to occur. Instead, it is argued here that an understanding of ‘state failure’  should begin by moving away from the binary oppositions of Cold War discourse  by focusing on the political economy of security relations. This is crucial in order  to become aware of not only the different processes of state formation and modes  of social organisation, but also the social and economic processes, through which  some states come to ‘fail’ while others ‘succeed’.  The difference an adjective makes?  Although these two labels (‘failed’ and ‘rogue’) are often used interchangeably in  the daily political lexicon, the difference between the two has often been clear to  US policymakers. One major difference is that whereas the notion of a ‘failed’ state  refers to internal characteristics, ‘rogue’ states are labelled as such because of their  (anti-Western) foreign policy outlook. Another crucial difference is that whereas  ‘failed states’ are considered a cause for concern when they come closer to the  brink of collapse (such as Somalia), ‘rogue’ states are viewed as directly threaten-  ing international order and stability (as with Iraq and North Korea). Indeed, during  the 1990s, labelling certain states as ‘rogue’ and ‘failed’ served to enable different  kinds of policy aimed at two different kinds of states: ‘friends’ and ‘foes’. When  ‘friends’ (or client states during the Cold War) posed a threat to international sta-  bility because of their ‘weakness’, the recommended policy was usually one of  building ‘strong’ states, as was the case with Pakistan, Indonesia, Colombia and  Sierra Leone. When the ‘failed’ state happened to be a ‘foe’ it was invariably  represented as a ‘rogue’ state and containment became the recommended policy  course, as with North Korea. Consequently, in the immediate post-Cold War era,  the eyes of the policy establishment remained ﬁxed on the ‘rogue’ phenomenon  to the neglect of that of ‘failed’ states, although the latter became increasingly  recognised as a threat to international stability from the mid-1990s onwards (see  Zartman, 1995). Indeed, Brian Atwood, US Agency for International Development  administrator, argued as early as 1994 that ‘disintegrating societies and failed states  with their civil conﬂicts and destabilising refugee ﬂows have emerged as the great-  est menace to global stability’.1 This pathology became more acute after 11 Sep-  tember 2001 when the world awoke to the prospect of ‘failed states’ becoming a  cause of concern even before they moved towards the brink of collapse. Hence the  need for a better deﬁnition of what constitutes state ‘failure’.  Since then, the example of Afghanistan, which served as a location for the al-  Qa’eda network, has apparently shown that ‘because failed states are hospitable to  and harbour non-state actors – warlords and terrorists – understanding the dynam-  ics of nation-state failure is central to the war against terrorism’ (Rotberg, 2002,  p. 85). Recent studies on ‘failed states’ have sought to inform this shift in policy-  making interest from ‘rogue’ to ‘failed’ states by focusing on the problem of insecurity in the developing world and its repercussions for international stability. This, in turn, serves to remind how the problems of the  developing world customarily become visible to Western policymakers only when  they threaten international stability. 

Failed States – Afghanistan Link

Framing Afghanistan in terms of global security upholds a militarized form of security that justifies genocidal politics.   

Neil COOPER Peace Studies @ Bradford ‘5 “Picking out the Pieces of the Liberal Peaces: Representations of Conflict Economies and the Implications for Policy” Security Dialogue 36 (4) p. 471-
 

The political economies of contemporary conflicts have also been the object of analyses influenced by critical theory and post-structuralism. Mark Duffield, in particular, has identified shadow trade in the developed world as a form of really existing development taking place outside the formal structures of the global economy, from which large parts remain excluded. Much of this literature has also emphasized the need to distinguish between different kinds of economies that exist in the same environment, for instance the combat economy of the warlords, the shadow economy of the mafiosi and the coping economy of ordinary citizens (Pugh, Cooper & Goodhand, 2004). A key feature in this work, however, has been a concern with the way in which weak and failed states have been incorporated into a discourse that has re-inscribed underdevelopment as the source of multiple instabilities for the developed world – what Luke & Ó Tuathail (1997) term ‘the virus of disorder’. Duffield’s work, in particular, has identified the processes by which the securitization of underdevelopment has underpinned the new ‘liberal peace’ aid paradigm, centred around the restoration of order through the application of neoliberalism and the formal accoutrements of democracy and civil (but not economic) rights (Duffield, 2001). Indeed, for Duffield, development has become a form of biopolitics concerned with addressing the putative threats posed to effective states by transborder migratory flows, shadow economies, illicit networks and the global insurgent networks of ineffective states (Duffield, 2005). And, in contrast to the Cold War, the geopolitics of effective states is concerned less with arming Third World allies and more with transforming the populations inside ineffective states. In this view, development represents a ‘security mechanism that attempts through poverty reduction, conditional debt cancellation and selective funding to insulate [developed] mass society from the permanent crisis on its borders’ (Duffield, 2005: 157).

While Duffield’s analysis arguably understates the continuities between the Cold War and the post-Cold War era, these insights are nevertheless of particular relevance when examining both shifts in discourse and policy on development and security in general and the political economy of conflict in particular, and it is to these that we will now turn.  Towards a Synthesis of Difference or a Difference in Synthesis? In the aftermath of 9/11, weak and failed states have become the object of a heightened discourse of threat that represents them as actual or potential nodal points in global terrorist networks. In this conception, the absence of state authority and the persistence of disorder creates local societies relatively immune to technologies of surveillance, making them ideal breeding grounds for terrorist recruitment, training, money-laundering and armstrafficking, as well as organized crime more generally. As Collier et al. (2003: 41) note, civil war generates territories outside the control of governments that have become ‘epicentres of crime and disease’ and that export ‘global evils’ such as drugs, AIDS and terrorism. This has produced an element of synthesis between new-right critiques of the current aid paradigm and at least some critics from the liberal left. In particular, the idea that the neoliberal project has been taken too far and has had the counterproductive effect of eroding state capacity and legitimacy – a traditional refrain of the left – has now been taken up by realists. Thus, Fukuyama’s State Building signs up to earlier analyses that have emphasized the way in which neopatrimonial regimes used external conditionality as an excuse for cutting back on modern state sectors while expanding the scope of the neopatrimonial state (Fukuyama, 2004: 22). Fukuyama has also become a belated convert to the idea that, under the Washington Consensus, the state-building agenda was given insufficient emphasis (Fukuyama, 2004: 7). Thus, the new-right analysis is one that emphasizes strong states and local empowerment. Even (especially) the Bush administration concluded in its National Security Strategy of 2002 that ‘America is now threatened less by conquering states than we are by failing states’ (White House, 2002: 1). However, this apparent consensus between the new-right analysis and the liberal critique raises a number of concerns. First, the new-right analysis is situated as a response to the apparently new global dangers unleashed by 9/11. As Fukuyama (2004: 126) notes, ‘the failed state problem . . . was seen previously as largely a humanitarian or human rights issue’, whereas now it has been constructed as a problem of Western security. This dichotomy between the situation preceding and that after 9/11 is most certainly an exaggeration. Underdevelopment has always been securitized, just in different ways; and even its post-Cold War manifestation was firmly in place well before 9/11. Indeed, this historical amnesia can be understood as an intrinsic element of a securitizing discourse that justifies regulatory interventions as a response to a specific global emergency rather than as part of longer-term trends. Nevertheless, it is also the case that the securitization of underdevelopment highlighted by Duffield has become acutely heightened post-9/11, and it is in this context that current debates about the need to eradicate debt, increase aid and reform trading structures are taking place. Thus, the cosmopolitan emphasis on responding 
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to the plight of other global citizens has been merged with the security imperatives of the war on terror to create something of a monolithic discourse across left and right that justifies intervention, regulation and monitoring as about securing both the poor and the developed world. Consequently, what structures the debate about addressing abuse or underdevelopment in this perspective is not the abuse or underdevelopment per se but its links with multiple threats posed to the developed world. A continuum is thus created for external intervention, entailing not merely the overthrow of Saddam Hussein in Iraq but also structuring debate about Somalia or the need to address shadow trade. Moreover, this discourse is by no means unique to new-right perspectives. Thus, the recent Barcelona Report on a Human Security Doctrine for Europe deploys much the same kind of language, despite being situated in an explicitly cosmopolitanist analysis that emphasizes the importance of human security. For the authors, regional conflicts and failed states are ‘the source of new global threats including terrorism, weapons of mass destruction and organised crime’ and consequently ‘no citizens of the world are any longer safely ensconced behind their national border’ (Study Group on Europe’s Security Capabilities, 2004: 6–7). Interventionary strategies, whether designed to address weapons of mass destruction, AIDS or the shadow trade emanating from civil conflict, are thus explicitly framed as prophylactic strategies designed to protect the West from terror, disease, refugees, crime and disorder. In the words of an IISS (2002: 2) report on Somalia, the concern is with ‘inoculating failed or failing states against occupation by al-Qaeda’. This is not to suggest there is now complete synthesis between new-right analyses and liberal critiques. As already noted, analyses such as the Barcelona Report are located in a cosmopolitanist perspective that still emphasizes the importance of providing human security to the citizens of weak states and stresses the need for a bottom-up approach that empowers locals. In contrast, for Fukuyama (2004: 115), state-building and local ownership somehow manage to encompass approval for the idea that, on key areas such as central banking, ‘ten bright technocrats can be air-dropped into a developing country and bring about massive changes for the better in public policy’. The emphasis is also on state capacity for enforcement, ‘the ability to send someone with a uniform and a gun to force people to comply with the state’s laws’ (Fukuyama, 2004: 8) and to maintain the integrity of borders too easily traversed by networked crime and terror. However, the promise inherent in this monolithic discourse is of a potential synthesis between solidarism and security – one in which welfare, representation and security (for both rich and poor) can really be combined. The risk, though, is that security will delimit solidarism in terms of both the breadth of its reach and the depth of its implementation. For example, following US allegations of support for terrorism, the operations of a Saudi charity operating in Somalia were suspended, throwing over 2,600 orphans onto the streets (ICG, 2005a: 15). Similarly, while the USA has increased aid, much of the direction of this aid has been determined by the priorities of the war on terror, while bilateral trade arrangements have been used to reward key allies in the war on terror, such as Pakistan (Tujan, Gaughran & Mollett, 2004). A further notable feature of the post-9/11 environment is that while the ‘war on terror’ framing has colonized the representation of a wide variety of topics, including discussion of conflict trade and shadow war economies, insights from this literature have not always travelled in the reverse direction. Thus, even the most basis lessons from the literature on the economic challenges of peacebuilding were ignored in Iraq. What was notable here was the failure of imagination to conceive pre-invasion Iraq as an entity that exhibited many features of a war economy – for example, high levels of corruption, weak infrastructure, a shadow trade in oil and other forms of sanctions-busting, and a militarized society. Similarly, concern at the way porous borders and informal economies may have been exploited by terror networks in the Sahel has led the USA to develop a Pan-Sahel Initiative focused on reinforcing borders and enhancing surveillance. In other words, cutting off networks that have ‘become the economic lifeblood of Saharan peoples’ (ICG, 2005b: i) has been prioritized rather than dealing with the underlying dynamics driving such networks. Conclusion In some respects, then, there has been a degree of convergence in at least the mainstream discourse and language deployed to discuss weak states and their various features, including shadow economies. The current emphasis is on reversing the excesses of neoliberal reforms that are deemed to have undermined the state in the 1980s and 1990s. The consensus is on the need for strong states and local empowerment (see the contribution by Rolf Schwarz in this edition of Security Dialogue). However, while the discourse and terminology are the same, the meaning applied to them is often very different. How these commonalities and differences will play themselves out in the development of policy remains to be seen. What is nonetheless clear is that much of the discussion of civil war economies has become infected by the virus that is the language of the war on terror. A key concern that this gives rise to is that such framings will structure all or much policy on inconflict and post-conflict societies as being about providing hermetic protection for the West, rather than really addressing the lessons about the local economic dynamics driving shadow economies. The risk is that post-9/11 post-conflict reconstruction may fuse the liberal 
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peace aid paradigm (a continued emphasis on the rigours of neoliberalism, albeit mitigated by a nod towards poverty reduction) with elements of more traditional Cold War interventions that emphasized formal state strength: powerful militaries and intelligence services (albeit mitigated by a nod to civil society). The ways in which this synthesis between the security imperatives of the developed world, cosmopolitanist concerns with the poor and the current reworking of the neoliberal model play themselves out will only really become clear with the test of time. However, what seems to be emerging is a variable-geometry approach to weak states. Some, like Iraq and Afghanistan, may become the object of heightened discourses of threat, producing highly militarized intervention strategies that prioritize order and security issues while failing to address other factors such as the nature of shadow economies and their relationship to occupation and regulation. Indeed, at their extreme, as in Iraq, rather than witnessing the modification of discredited neoliberal models, such objects of intervention may experience even more virulent versions (Klein, 2005). Others, such as Sudan, may find themselves subject to a post-9/11 variant of the new barbarism thesis, in which the anarchy and extremes of violence they are deemed to exhibit are simultaneously presented not only as a rationale for intervention but also as a reason for severely delimiting intervention in the absence of acute imperatives for action provided by the logic of the war on terror. In between, there may be a broad swathe of states, from Sierra Leone to Angola to Liberia, where specific intervention policies may be less strongly influenced by the logic of war on terror and the more general securitization of underdevelopment, but where broader policies that influence such interventions are mediated via the dictates of both solidarism and the security and economic interests of the developed world. Thus, it is perhaps more appropriate to refer not to the imposition of the liberal peace on post-conflict societies but to the imposition of a variety of liberal peaces (Richmond, 2005), albeit ones still imposed within the broad constraints of neoliberalism and within the context of profoundly unequal global trading structures that contribute to underdevelopment.

Failed State – Afghanistan Link

Afghanistan is a key example of how it was not labeled a “failed state” until Western nations deemed it a threat

Morten BOAS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) AND Kathleen JENNINGS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) ‘7 “FailedStates’ and ‘State Failure’: Threats or Opportunities” Globalizations 4:4

Afghanistan’s recent history exemplifies the ‘failed state as security threat’ scenario, and how this has been acted upon by Western powers. Significantly, the rise and fall of the Taliban also indicates that the intervention in Afghanistan—despite rhetoric to the contrary—had little to do with any humanitarian or governance-based conception of state failure. Institutionally, Afghanistan was less a failed state under the Taliban than under preceding regimes: the Taliban re-established a central government, restored some law and order—albeit based on a brutal interpretation of sharia law—and even decreased poppy cultivation, a feat that has not been replicated by Western forces despite concerted efforts. Meanwhile, their many human rights abuses were, as noted below, deemed insufficiently important to justify international involvement before 2001. What eventually brought down the Taliban, of course, was not state failure but that they harboured Osama bin Laden, who moved to Afghanistan from Sudan in 1996. When they came to power, bin Laden established an alliance between the Taliban and his al-Qaeda organisation, which persisted even after the 1998 bombings of the US embassies in Nairobi and Dar es Salaam. The Taliban’s arrangement with bin Laden was not, however, the extent of the Taliban’s interaction with the Western world, including the United States. With the collapse of the Soviet Union, major US oil interests, led by UNOCAL, searched for ways to get oil and gas out of Turkmenistan and other former Soviet republics without passing through Russian or Iran. It soon became clear that the only viable route for such a pipeline was through Afghanistan (Rashid, 2001). When the Taliban came into power, the US administration duly entered into discussions with them. However, relations deteriorated over time, particularly after 1998, and by the end of the Clinton administration, communications were essentially terminated. When Bush took over, discussions with the Taliban restarted, with the aim of persuading the Taliban to sign an agreement with the opposition Northern Alliance in order to facilitate the construction of the pipeline. These discussions continued almost until the attacks on 11 September 2001 (Brisard and Dasquie, 2002). In this period, the language of the relationship did not dwell on the extent to which Afghanistan was a failed state—which would have provoked discussion about the many human rights abuses of the Taliban, especially related to women and girls—but rather centred on the gospel of oil and geopolitics. The 2001 terror attacks radically altered this dynamic. However, it is interesting that during the period immediately preceding and following the subsequent invasion, the ‘Failed States’ and ‘State Failure’  human rights situation under the Taliban (especially the plight of women) suddenly received a great deal of lip service as an additional humanitarian justification for offensive intervention. This is not to say that the humanitarian-based argument for overthrowing the Taliban was necessarily wrong or specious, but rather to point out that this argument was never seriously considered (or even voiced) before the 9/11 attacks changed the equation of the Western relationship to Afghanistan.

Failed State Link

The concept of “failed states” was created to justify actions based on security

Morten BOAS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) AND Kathleen JENNINGS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) ‘7 “FailedStates’ and ‘State Failure’: Threats or Opportunities” Globalizations 4:4

In the aftermath of the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the Western world has become increasingly concerned with ‘failed states’ in the global south. The debate around such states takes place on both a policy and a critical level (see, e.g., Armstrong and Rubin, 2005; Bøa°s and Jennings, 2005; Chabal and Daloz, 1999; Clapham, 2000; Herbst, 1996; Mayall, 2005). However, the degree to which the latter informs the former is questionable. Especially since 9/11—and much to the detriment of effective policymaking—the critical genesis and development of the concept has been largely overshadowed by its political and rhetorical uses. Reframing existing conflicts, humanitarian crises, or pockets of instability according to a failed states framework—building on a presumed link between failed states and terrorism— has provided a basis for Western policymakers, analysts, and advocates to access, re-channel, or increase military and financial resources. Some leaders of countries considered failed or failing have similarly exploited the concept in ways intended to buttress regime security (Bøa°s, 2007; Bøa°s and Dunn, 2006). However, the way in which the failed state concept has been understood and operationalised, especially since 2001, is problematic. From an analytical standpoint, the concept’s usefulness to effective policy formulation is in fact sharply limited. The concept is based on flawed assumptions about state uniformity, which enables crucial differences in state formation and recession to be smoothed over and obscured, while elevating analytically superficial similarities that both inform and perpetuate misguided policy responses (Bøa°s and Jennings, 2005). It is difficult to gauge the extent to which the failed state concept is used pretextually; that is, not to guide policy formulation, but to justify and defend policy interventions by recourse to the security, governance, or humanitarian crises of a ‘failed state’. Perhaps more interesting than untangling this knot, however, is examining the circumstances under which the failed state label is—or is not—applied. After all, many states experience at least some of the security, humanitarian, and governance crises commonly associated with failed states, but it is only to some that the label is attached. We argue that the use of the failed state label is inherently political, and based primarily on Western perceptions of Western security and interests. This argument expands upon our previous observation (Bøa°s and Jennings, 2005) that, in order to bring meaning to the failed state concept, one must first ask: For whom is the state failing, and how? Such questioning enables the realisation that the structures and power relations generally considered the consequence of state failure may in fact be deliberate. Indeed, assuming that the recession and informalisation of the state—to the extent that decisions about distribution and redistribution occur outside and in-between official state structures—constitutes failure overlooks the fact that, for those in power, such conditions may be their objective, consolidating elite networks and reinforcing regime security (Bøa°s and Jennings, 2005; see also Reno, 1998). Building on this contention, therefore, we maintain that states called ‘failed’ are primarily those in which this recession and informalisation of the state is perceived to be a threat to Western interests. In other states, however, this feature of state functioning is not only accepted, but also to a certain degree facilitated, as it creates an enabling environment for business and international capital. These cases are not branded failed states. Crucially, labelling states as failed (or not) operates as a means of delineating the range of acceptable policy responses to those states. 
Failed State Link

The affs framing of instability and escalation justifies eliminating any threats to the imperial order.

Adam David Morton, ESRC Postdoctoral Fellow in the Department of International Politics, University of Wales, September 2005, “The ‘Failed State’ of International Relations” (New Political Economy, Vol. 10 No. 3, Ebsco) 

This policy-making approach represents a pathological view of conditions in  postcolonial states as characterised by deviancy, aberration and breakdown from  the norms of Western statehood. It is a view perhaps most starkly supported  in the scholarly community by Robert Kaplan’s vision of the ‘coming anarchy’  in West Africa as a predicament that will soon confront the rest of the world. In  his words:  The coming upheaval, in which foreign embassies are shut down,  states collapse, and contact with the outside world takes place  through dangerous, disease-ridden coastal trading posts, will  loom large in the century we are entering.11  Hence a presumed reversion ‘to the Africa of the Victorian atlas’, which ‘consists  now of a series of coastal trading posts . . . and an interior that, owing to violence,  and disease, is again becoming . . . “blank” and “unexplored”’.12 Similarly,  Samuel Huntington has referred to ‘a global breakdown of law and order, failed  states, and increasing anarchy in many parts of the world’, yielding a ‘global  Dark Ages’ about to descend on humanity. The threat here is characterised as a  resurgence of non-Western power generating conﬂictual civilisational fault-  lines. For Huntington’s supposition is that ‘the crescent-shaped Islamic bloc . . .  from the bulge of Africa to central Asia . . . has bloody borders’ and ‘bloody  innards’.13 In the similar opinion of Francis Fukuyama:  Weak or failing states commit human rights abuses, provoke huma-  nitarian disasters, drive massive waves of immigration, and attack  their neighbours. Since September 11, it also has been clear that  they shelter international terrorists who can do signiﬁcant  damage to the United States and other developed countries.14  Finally, the prevalence of warlords, disorder and anomic behaviour is regarded by  Robert Rotberg as the primary causal factor behind the proliferation of ‘failed  states’. The leadership faults of ﬁgures such as Siakka Stevens (Sierra Leone),  Mobutu Sese Seko (Zaı  ¨re), Siad Barre (Somalia) or Charles Taylor (Liberia) are  therefore condemned. Again, though, the analysis relies on an internalist account  of the ‘process of decay’, of ‘shadowy insurgents’, of states that exist merely as  ‘black holes’, of ‘dark energy’ and ‘forces of entropy’ that cast gloom over previous  semblances of order.15  Overall, within these representations of deviancy, aberration and breakdown,  there is a signiﬁcant signalling function contained within the metaphors: of  373 darkness, emptiness, blankness, decay, black holes and shadows. There is, then, a  dominant view of postcolonial states that is imbued with the imperial represen-  tations of the past based on a discursive economy that renews a focus on the  postcolonial world as a site of danger, anarchy and disorder.  In response to such dangers, Robert Jackson has raised complex questions  about the extent to which international society should intervene in ‘quasi-’ or  ‘failed states’ to restore domestic conditions of security and freedom.16  Indeed, he has entertained the notion of some form of international trusteeship  for former colonies that would control the ‘chaos and barbarism from within’  such ‘incorrigibly delinquent countries’ as Afghanistan, Cambodia, Haiti and  Sudan with a view to establishing a ‘reformation of decolonisation’.17 Andrew  Linklater has similarly stated that ‘the plight of the quasi-state may require a  bold experiment with forms of international government which assume tempor-  ary responsibility for the welfare of vulnerable populations’.18 In the opinion of  some specialists, this is because ‘such weak states are not able to stand on their  own feet in the international system’.19 Whilst the extreme scenario of sanction-  ing state failure has been contemplated, the common response is to rejuvenate  forms of international imperium through global governance structures.20  Backers of a ‘new humanitarian empire’ have therefore emerged, proposing  the recreation of semi-permanent colonial relationships and the furtherance of  Western ‘universal’ values, and, in so doing, echoing the earlier mandatory  system of imperial rule.21 In Robert Keohane’s view, ‘future military actions  in failed states, or attempts to bolster states that are in danger of failing, may  be more likely to be described both as self-defence and as humanitarian or  public-spirited’.22  What these views neglect, however, is the way in which the expansion of inter-  national society and the adoption of speciﬁc Western norms, values and property  rights is itself linked to the international expansion of capitalism. For,  on the surface of it, the expansion of international society was  measured by the adoption of civilised norms of international inter-  course; underlying this process, however, were the surreptitious  forces of capitalist accumulation and exchange, imposing the uni-  versal logic of value creation and appropriation.23  Beyond the phenomenal form of state failure – with which much of the above  focus on state failure is enamoured – what needs to be given greater consideration  is how the different logics of sovereignty and capitalism are intertwined and shape  the structural conditions confronting postcolonial states. However, this is not to  recommend the view that states have a simplistically predetermined structural  position within the world economy where ‘the world-economy develops a  pattern where state structures are relatively strong in the core areas and relatively  weak in the periphery’.

Failed State Link

The aff’s framing of instability as a problem of state failure treats all non-sovereign politics as threats to the West – justifying their elimination. 

Pinar Bilgin is International Relations at Bilikent University and David Morton Senior Lecturer and Fellow of the Centre for the Study of Social and Global Justice IR @  Nottingham, 2004 “From ‘Rogue’ to ‘Failed’ States? The Fallacy of Short-termism” (Political Studies Association.)
‘Failed’ states are considered to be ‘problems’  only when the situation becomes acute enough to threaten the world beyond their  boundaries.  The 11 September 2001 attacks have resulted in not only a change in policy discourse but also a shift in the US policy establishment’s approach to state failure in  that the need for prevention (understood as acting against emerging threats before  they are fully formed) is emphasised as a means of coping with international terrorism and maintaining international stability (see Takeyh and Gvosdev, 2002;  Zelikow, 2003, pp. 21–22). As Robert Keohane (2002, p. 282, original emphasis)  has added, ‘future military actions in failed states, or attempts to bolster states that  are in danger of failing, may be more likely to be described both as self-defence and  as humanitarian or public-spirited’. The emphasis put on ‘failed’ states in the latest  US National Security Strategy document can be seen as indicative of a move away  from ‘crisis management and containment’ to ‘early diagnosis and prevention’ in  its approach to the failed state phenomenon. The document states that ‘America  is now threatened less by conquering states than we are by failing ones’, and that,  ‘the events of September 11, 2001, taught us that weak states, like Afghanistan,  can pose as great a danger to our national interests as strong states. Poverty does  not make poor people into terrorists and murderers. Yet, poverty, weak institu-  tions, and corruption can make weak states vulnerable to terrorist networks and  drug cartels within their borders’.3  Yet, such a shift from an almost exclusive concern with ‘rogue’ to that of ‘failed’  states requires a better appreciation of the processes through which some states  come to ‘fail’ whilst others ‘succeed’. As Robert Rotberg (2002, p. 93) has argued,  ‘state failure is man-made, not merely accidental nor – fundamentally – caused  geographically, environmentally, or externally. Leadership decisions and leader-  ship failures have destroyed states and continue to weaken the fragile polities  that operate on the cusp of failure’.  However, it would be misleading to represent local leaderships as solely responsible for state failure. After all, focusing on the domestic dynamics to the neglect  of the socio-economic conjuncture, that allows some states to ‘fail’ and others to  ‘succeed’, would not enable one to address the long-term consequences of state  failure. Instead, an alternative approach that looks at the political economy of security relations between ‘failed’ states and their ‘successful’ counterparts is needed.  Rogue states and US policies  Although similar assumptions prevailed as a result of anterior developments, the  ‘rogue’ label emerged predominantly in US foreign policy discourse in the post-  Cold War era. Whilst inclusion within the ‘rogues gallery’ is rather arbitrary, three  criteria have been commonly invoked: the pursuit of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD), the use of international terrorism as an instrument of state policy and  a foreign policy orientation threatening US interests in key regions of the world  (Litwak, 2000, p. 49). These criteria became the cornerstone of the US post-Cold  War containment doctrine to meet the perceived challenges of ‘rogue states,’ which  often appeared in the annual US State Department’s ‘global terrorism’ list.4  An early declaration of this containment doctrine was articulated by Anthony Lake,  then assistant for national security during the administration of President Bill  Clinton, in a piece on ‘confronting backlash states’. Lake maintained that recalcitrant and outlaw states were those that assaulted the basic values of ‘the family of  nations’ (the pursuit of democratic institutions, the expansion of free markets, the  peaceful settlement of conﬂict and the promotion of collective security) and consisted of regimes ‘on the wrong side of history’: Cuba, North Korea, Iran, Iraq and  Libya (Lake, 1994, pp. 45–55). Similarly, the then secretary of state Madeleine  Albright announced that ‘dealing with the rogue states is one of the greatest chal-  lenges of our time ... because they are there with the sole purpose of destroying  the system’.5  Reﬂecting upon such policy declarations, it was maintained that, as the certainty  of Cold War threat perceptions eroded in the wake of the collapse of the Soviet  Union, US security practice underwent a process of rethinking, as a result of which  ‘rogue states’ were represented as the emerging primary threats during the post-  Cold War period. This can be viewed as an attempt on the part of US policy-  makers and others to replace the threat of communist expansionism with another  ‘one size ﬁts all’ nemesis.6 Although it is worth re-emphasising that ‘rogue states’  were not constructed ex nihilo, with such conceptions ﬂourishing as a result of  prior Cold War developments, the rogue state label was considered to reﬂect US  policy preferences as the sole superpower of the post-Cold War era (Klare, 1995).  The explicit ‘rogue states’ metaphor was notably dropped during the last year of  ofﬁce during the Clinton administration to become replaced by the more neutral  ‘states of concern’ term.7 Reﬂecting on this at the time, Secretary of State  Madeleine Albright confessed that ‘we are now calling these states “states of  concern” because we are concerned about their support for terrorist activity, their  development of missiles, and their desire to disrupt the international system’.8  Since then, invoking the spectre of devastating nuclear, chemical or biological  attack from ‘rogue states’ has served as the rationale justifying an expansion of  military forces, including the deployment of the National 
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Missile Defence (NMD)  system. As the recent Proliferation: Threat and Response report by the US Department  of Defence evidences, the countering of rogue ‘states of concern’ has become a  central tenet of the security strategy of the George W. Bush administration.9Indeed,  ‘rogue states’ became the entire raison d’être of NMD and the cornerstone of policy  planning. ‘We believe’, US Secretary of State Colin Powell declared in February  2001, ‘that it is our responsibility to have a missile defence shield to protect the  United States and our friends and allies from rogue states’.10‘Unlike the Cold War’,  President George W. Bush told students at the US National Defence University,  ‘today’s most urgent threat stems from ... a small number of missiles in the hands  of these states, states for whom terror and blackmail are a way of life’.11This stress  is also best exempliﬁed by the Bush administration’s aim of stopping ‘regimes that  sponsor terror from threatening America or our friends and allies with weapons of  mass destruction’ that ‘constitute an axis of evil, arming to threaten the peace of  the world’.12  From ‘rogue’ to ‘failed’ states  The recent interest in ‘failed states’ seemingly constitutes a departure from the simpliﬁcations of the ‘rogue’ state doctrine in that ‘threats’ to international stability  posed by state failure per se are documented. Different from their ‘rogue’ coun-  terparts, ‘failed’ states are considered to constitute a threat not because of their  foreign policy stance, but because they have become places for terrorist networks  to use as hideouts. Nick Stern (2001, p. 1), senior vice president and chief economist of the World Bank, has declared in a recent interview that ‘we have to under-  stand the role of failed states that often provide or condone safe havens for  organised terrorism’. The UK’s prime minister Tony Blair has extended this logic  in initiatives such as the New Partnership for African Development (NePAD) when  arguing that it is ‘the failed states, the dictatorships, the economically and politi-  cally bankrupt’ that export drugs, terror and extremism; hence the need for new  development initiatives.13 One of the most recent MoD reports in the UK, The Strate-  gic Defence Review: A New Chapter, similarly signals the compulsion to address ‘the  breeding grounds of terrorism abroad’ to prevent ‘the growth of failed-state havens  for terrorists’. It claims to be ‘well placed to help less capable states build a society  in which terrorism is less likely to emerge’, through conﬂict prevention by under-  taking peace support operations, by training other states’ armed forces and trans-  ferring military skills ‘so that they can do the job themselves’.14  Yet, the phenomenon of state ‘failure’ deﬁes generalisation. One brash rendering  of the ‘failed states’ approach gauges degrees of ‘stateness’ along a continuum start-  ing with those states that meet classical Weberian criteria of statehood and ending  with those that meet none of these criteria of ‘successful’ statehood (Gros, 1996).  In common with attempts elsewhere (Carment, 2003), the goal is to assess states  in order to assist in ‘calibrating’ the conditions for successful intervention. As a  result, a taxonomy of ‘failed states’ has been developed by Gros (1996) ranging  from so-called ‘anarchic states’ (Somalia, Liberia), to ‘phantom’ or ‘mirage states’  (Zaïre/Democratic Republic of Congo), to ‘anaemic states’ (Haiti), to ‘captured  states’ (Rwanda) or ‘aborted states’ (Angola, Mozambique). Paraphrasing Mark  Dufﬁeld (2001, p. 13), this view of conﬂict zones is akin to Victorian butterﬂy collectors constructing lists and typologies of the different species identiﬁed. The  problem is that the arbitrary and discriminatory nature of such taxonomy is barely  recognised. Yet precisely such arbitrariness characterises the diagnoses of state  failure within Western foreign policymaking. This, in turn, has implications for  practices of intervention (Dufﬁeld, 2002; Ottaway, 2002).  Furthermore, as Jennifer Milliken and Keith Krause (2002b, pp. 753–755) have  argued, prevailing understandings of ‘state failure’ rest on assumptions about  ‘“stateness” against which any given state should be measured as having succeeded  or failed’. The point being that presenting the experience of developing states as  ‘deviations’ from the norm does not only reinforce commonly held assumptions  about ‘ideal’ statehood but also inhibits reﬂection on the binary opposition of ‘failed’ versus ‘successful’ states. This approach is symptomatic of the prevalence  of Cold War discourses that revolve around such binary oppositions (e.g. Jackson,  1990).  

Failed State Link

Failed state discourse supports hierarchies between “good” liberal states and threatening underdeveloped state.  This classification is rooted in Cold War discourse and recreates the inequalities responsible for conflict. 

Pinar Bilgin is International Relations at Bilikent University and David Morton Senior Lecturer and Fellow of the Centre for the Study of Social and Global Justice IR @  Nottingham, 2004 “From ‘Rogue’ to ‘Failed’ States? The Fallacy of Short-termism” (Political Studies Association.)

Although preventing state failure is presented as a primary concern in tackling the  problem of insecurity in the developing world, this is still largely shaped by the  persistence of Cold War discourses. As Jack Straw has admitted, in the ostensibly  post-Cold War era, ‘the East and West no longer needed to maintain extensive  spheres of inﬂuence through ﬁnancial and other forms of assistance to states whose  support they wanted. So the bargain between the major powers and their client  states unravelled’.15The result, in his view, is again the perfusion of warlords, crim-  inals, drug barons or terrorists that ﬁll the vacuum within failed states and hence,  despite the controversy it may court, there is ‘no doubt’ that the domino theory  applies to the ‘chaos’ of failed states.16  Therefore, although the ‘formal Cold War’ has ceased – involving the stalemate  between capitalism and communism – a ‘structural Cold War’ still prevails – involv-  ing new justiﬁcations for the persistence of old institutions that perpetuate mental  frameworks in search of alternative applications (Cox with Schecter, 2002, p. 160).  The post-11 September 2001 interest in state failure does not therefore constitute a  deviation from, but a persistence of, Cold War thinking and policies suitably adjusted  to ‘new world order’ power relations (Bilgin and Morton, 2002). This is best exem-  pliﬁed by avatars of global capitalism, such as Larry Diamond, extolling the need to  win the ‘New Cold War on Terrorism’ through the extension of a global governance  imperative linked to the promotion of liberal democracy (Diamond, 2002).  The need for a better appreciation of state ‘failure’  A better appreciation of state failure is not likely to materialise unless the socio-  economic conjuncture within which such ‘failure’ emerges is analysed. However,  little reference is commonly made to the processes through which these states have  come to ‘fail’ whilst others ‘succeeded’. In other words, the conditions that allow  for state failure to occur are almost never investigated (Milliken and Krause, 2002a  is a signiﬁcant exception to this generalisation). Yet, this is an important avenue  for research because existing approaches are rooted in the assumption that  ‘failures’ are caused by the intrinsic characteristics of certain states without neces-  sarily reﬂecting upon their colonial background and/or their peripheral position in  global politico-economic structures. The broader point to make is that the ways in  which deepening our understanding of the factors that have led some states to ‘fail’  may also help us to take alternative action.  A second problem is that the contributors to present debates reduce state ‘success’  or ‘failure’ to an empirically observable capacity to manipulate (usually) coercive  resources resulting in a not-so-democratic overtone of control and subordination  (see Migdal, 1988 and 2001). Such insistence on the need for strong states to estab-  lish stability and political control is again not new but reminiscent of Cold War  approaches to modernisation and development in the less-developed world when  explanations were sought for the prevalence, particularly in Latin America, of  authoritarian rule and ‘strong’ state corporatist regimes. Third, the stance of many contributors to state ‘failure’ analysis is reminiscent of  the liberal peace ‘two worlds’ approach that has characterised post-Cold War  debates on international security. The ‘two worlds’ – labelled as ‘core’ and ‘periph-  ery’ by James Goldgeier and Michael McFaul (1992) – are represented as the zone  of conﬂict (periphery) and zone of peace (core). The practical implication of the  ‘two worlds’ approach is that the structural and constitutive relationships between  the two realms of security are obscured. The only alternative left to the ‘failed’  states of the world is presented as that of becoming ‘strong’ states and joining the  liberal peace. Yet what is left underemphasised is the centrality, for instance, of  arms exports to many Western economies, which effectively underlines the con-  tradictions at work in the making of the ‘zone of peace’ and ‘zone of conﬂict’. What  sustains such relations within the arms trade industry, despite the critical voices  raised by non-governmental organisations, is the representation of some states as  ‘failed’ within ‘zones of conﬂict’. Therefore, the inherently unequal structural rela-  tionships between the two zones are sustained.  Fourth, prevalent approaches to state failure and collapse, as ‘deviance’ from the  norm, help to establish ‘both a justiﬁcation and legitimacy for intervention’,  thereby marginalising alternative approaches (and practices) (see Dufﬁeld, 2002,  p. 1050). After all, as Milliken and Krause (2002b, p. 762) remind us, ‘what has  collapsed is more the vision(or dream) of the progressive developmental state that  sustained generations of academics, activists and policymakers, than any real exist-  ing state’. Hence the authors’ call to analyse state failure (and collapse) as part of  a ‘broader and more prevalent crisis in the capacities and legitimacy of modern  states’ (Milliken and Krause, 2002b, p. 755).  The ﬁfth problem that is neglected is recognition of the role played by the sequenc-  ing of aid and structural adjustment programmes by International Financial Insti-  tutions (IFIs) such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Bank that  have exacerbated the political and socio-economic landscape of 
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states in the devel-  oping world. Further attention needs to be drawn to the institutional processes that  have impacted on and constructed conditions of state failure (Ottaway, 2002),  which are often embedded within wider institutional practices throughout the  global political economy that contribute to weakening state capacity. Recognition  of globally embedded state failure within IMF structures and policies that have insisted  on cutting back the state itself, effectively dismantling modes of authority,  mechanisms of social regulation and the maintenance of social bonds within  developing states, is therefore essential.  An alternative approach would therefore have to appreciate better the forces that  shape the realms of political economy and security constraining and enabling  developing states. Needless to say this is easier said than done. One way to do this,  we argue, is to open analysis up to the different processes of state formation and  the historical circumstances constitutive of various developing states. This might  permit an appreciation of the differing historical and contemporary social circum-  stances and the alternative – but no less legitimate – modes of social organisation  that prevail within states of the developing world. Linked to this is the need to  shift the focus from pathologies of deviancy, or ‘aberration and breakdown’, to  understanding the different strategies of accumulation, redistribution and political legitimacy that unfold in zones of conﬂict, thereby appreciating war as ‘social trans-formation’ (Dufﬁeld, 2001, pp. 136, 140; Dufﬁeld, 2002). To cite Mark Dufﬁeld  directly (2001, p. 6):  ‘there is a distinction between seeing conﬂict in terms of having causes that lead  mechanically to forms of breakdown, as opposed to sites of innovation and  reordering resulting in the creation of new types of legitimacy and authority’.  For example, factional struggles within and between states in sub-Saharan Africa  (Liberia, Rwanda, Congo, Uganda), allied with the interests of IFIs can be inter-  preted as reducing war to a mode of production: a source of accumulation that  enables the seizure of the resources of the economy alongside criminalisation and  diplomatic, military or humanitarian aid to transform social institutions and politi-  cal activity (Bayart, 1993, pp. xiii–xiv; see also Reno, 1998; Bayart, Ellis and Hibou,  1999). 

Failed State Link

Current US foreign policy aims at eradicating threats from “failed states”
Mark Duffield is Professor of Development, Democratization and Conflict in the Institute for Politics and International Studies at the University of Leeds and Nicholas Waddell is a Research Officer with the Humanitarian Policy Group (HPG) at the Overseas Development Institute (ODI). 2006 “Securing Humans in a Dangerous World” (Published in International Politics, 43(1): 1-23.) 
In achieving security, addressing weak or so-called ‘failed states’ has been identified as  pivotal.  Whereas such states were treated with relative neglect during the 1990s  (Newburg, 1999) they are now the subject of rafts of policy initiatives.  The ‘...highest  item on the agenda’, stated one DFID interviewee, ‘...is how we link development and  security, particularly in the context of failing states’.  A speech by Hilary Benn, the  Secretary of State for International Development suggested that  ‘...one of the main  reasons why it is proving so hard to achieve Millennium Development Goals is the  concentration of the poorest in crisis states’ (Benn, 2004: 2).  DFID is working with the  FCO, MoD and the Prime Minister’s Strategy Unit to improve Britain’s ability to respond  by devising an integrated approach that ‘…combines development programmes with  diplomatic engagement and security interventions.  The common goal is reducing the risk  of state crises’ (Ibid: 3).  With respect to the UN, 2005 is the year that it will respond to    Kofi Annan’s High Level Panel on how to address state failure under the UN Charter and  thus discourage the unilateralism of recent years.  According to Benn, this is a chance for  the UN to identify state crises and work with the World Bank and other agencies in order  to act ‘…decisively when human security is at risk’ (Ibid: 4).  The newfound concern over failed states indicates that the war on terror is not simply a  military campaign.  It is a multidimensional conflict that also engages with questions of  poverty, development and internal conflict.  The National Security Strategy, together with  the OECD (DAC, 2003) and the EU (Solana, 2003), all highlight development assistance  as a strategic tool in the war against terrorism.  The Development Assistance  Committee’s Lens on Terrorism report, for example, illustrates that while the regional  containment of the effects of poverty and conflict remains important, current policy has  broadened to address issues of leakage and interpenetration.  Insurgent populations,  shadow economies and violent networks are the new global danger in a world ‘…of  increasingly open borders in which the internal and external aspects of security are  indissolubly linked’ (Ibid: 5).  In an echo of the 1990s ‘the poor are attracted to violent  leaders’ argument, the Lens on Terrorism sees terrorist insurgency as stemming from a  sense of anger arising from exclusion, injustice and helplessness.  In this situation,  terrorist leaders, who may themselves be motivated by grievances and resentment,  ‘…feed on these factors and exploit them, gathering support for their organisations’  (DAC 2003: 11).  The package of developmental measures designed for offsetting  alienation involves a complex set of biopolitical interventions with the ultimate goal of  building  ‘...the capacity of communities to resist extreme religious and political  ideologies based on violence’ (Ibid: 8).  Education and job opportunities become key,  reflecting the concern that the new global danger no longer necessarily lies with the  abject poor, who are fixed in their misery.

The label of a “Failed State” is used selectively to protect Western interests

Morten BOAS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) AND Kathleen JENNINGS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) ‘7 “FailedStates’ and ‘State Failure’: Threats or Opportunities” Globalizations 4:4

It is important to note, moreover, that the situations in Afghanistan, Somalia, and Liberia only became cases of actionable state failure when Western security or other interests became threatened. In Afghanistan, the Taliban was in power for several years prior to 9/11, without generating much outrage over its human rights abuses or practice of harbouring terrorists; indeed, as seen below, by many inside and outside Afghanistan the Taliban were tolerated because they managed to bring stability to the country. In Liberia, it took the combination of al-Qaeda rumours and Charles Taylor’s connection to rebel groups in Sierra Leone before the situation merited a more vigorous response. Similarly, it was only when Somalia retained some few degrees of statehood under the rule of the Islamic Courts Union (ICU)—in effect moving away from the failed state category—that it became a security threat to be urgently addressed by the United States and its regional allies. On the other hand, although there is little to suggest that the level of state failure and human suffering is comparatively less in the Niger Delta of Nigeria or in Darfur in Sudan, few if any Western leaders would dare to describe Nigeria as a failed state, much less consider an intrusive or unwelcome intervention in either country. We elaborate further on these cases below.

Failed State Link

“Failed State” is used to protect commercial interests

Morten BOAS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) AND Kathleen JENNINGS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) ‘7 “FailedStates’ and ‘State Failure’: Threats or Opportunities” Globalizations 4:4

International interventions involve several considerations, but power and interest are always important factors. Power has to do with the rules of engagement in the international community, and here the former great powers have a special role, reflected among other things in their special position in the Security Council of the United Nations (see also Sørensen, 2006). This anodyne observation helps explain why Sudan escapes being treated according to the ‘failed state as security threat’ scenario outlined above. The crisis in Darfur, regardless of the attention it has garnered in Western media, is hardly forced by Western powers (Flint and Waal, 2005); in fact, the only action resembling the ‘failed state as security threat’ response was made back in 1998, when the Clinton administration bombed a factory in Sudan in retaliation for the terrorist bombings of the American embassies in Nairobi and Dar es Salaam. Since then, the approach from the West has been much gentler. The reasons are oil and China (see also Kessler, 2007). China is currently Sudan’s biggest trading partner, and has invested heavily in its oil sector. Sudan is one of Africa’s most rapidly growing economies—enjoying 7–8% growth in 2006—and much of this is owed to its relationship with China. In the 1980s and 1990s, when the North–South civil war forced Western companies to pull out, China stepped in, helping Sudan become an oil exporting country in August 1999 (approximately a year after the US bombing raid; Johnson, 2003).4 China’s involvement, and the subsequent transformation of the Sudanese economy to an oil economy, changed the nature of the Western powers’ engagement. Substantively, Sudan may still have been a failed state, but it was no longer in the category of states that could be the target of an intervention. As Sudan’s primary investor and key trading partner, China could have played a vital role in trying to resolve the war in Darfur. Instead, it has blocked tough resolutions at the Security Council and refused to push for a more robust peacekeeping force, preferring a joint UN–African Union force. The Sudan case shows that having strategic resources and great power allies is an efficient shield against being included in the ‘failed state as security threat’ category. The application of this category is not about stopping human suffering, but about Western perceptions of Western interests coupled with what is seen as possible. Even great outrage among Western publics over the Darfur situation—which hasn’t happened—would not prompt these powers to intervene and risk upsetting the apple cart with China, or the future commercial interests of their own companies. Instead, the response to the Darfur crisis has been half-hearted and repeatedly thwarted by the obstructionism of a Khartoum government seemingly sanguine about the consequences of its actions. 

Failed State – Economics Link

The economic and rationalist framing of conflict undermines commitment to politics necessary for peace-builidng.

Neil Cooper, Department of Peace Studies, University of Bradford, 2005, Security Dialogue, “Picking out the Pieces of the Liberal Peaces: Representations of Conflict Economies and the Implications for Policy,” http://sdi.sagepub.com/content/36/4/463.full.pdf+html
Partly in response to such criticisms, more recent research from Collier and Hoeffler, as they note themselves, ‘considerably extends and revises [their] earlier work’ (Collier & Hoeffler, 2004: 563), with the emphasis on greed now replaced with an emphasis on the opportunities for rebellion. Moreover, while they still argue that the correlation between the proxies they use for greed and civil war is insignificant, they also emphasize that combined models incorporating both greed and grievance have more explanatory value. In addition, they acknowledge that the proxies they use for opportunity (greed) – mean income per capita, male secondary schooling and the growth rate of the economy – might equally be proxies for grievance, although they argue that the absence in their study of inequality as an influence on the likelihood of conflict suggests this is unlikely. Other studies have focused in particular on Collier and Hoeffler’s original conclusions regarding the relationship between dependence on commodity exports and conflict, and have attempted to refine them. However, as Ross (2004) has noted in a review of 14 econometric studies on the relationship between natural resources and civil war, there is little agreement on the nature of this link, and indeed little evidence for the notion that primary commodities as a whole (oil, non-fuel minerals and agricultural goods) have a significant impact on the likelihood of conflict. However, the studies reviewed do lead him to conclude that oil dependence appears to be linked to the onset of conflict, particularly separatist conflicts, and that lootable commodities such as gemstones and drugs are correlated with the duration of conflict. This mirrors other work by Ross in which he has argued that the lootability or non-lootability of a resource is likely to influence the nature and duration of conflicts. For instance, he suggests, non-lootable resources (e.g. deep-shaft minerals or oil) are more likely to either produce separatist conflicts or to advantage governments, whereas lootable resources (e.g. alluvial gemstones or timber) are more easily captured by rebel groups and more likely to prolong non-separatist conflicts. In addition, illegal resources such as drugs are deemed more likely to benefit rebel groups on the grounds that most (although not all) governments are generally more sensitive to international condemnation and sanctions against drugs trading than are rebels (Ross, 2003; see also Achim Wennmann’s classification of goods in parallel economies in this issue of Security Dialogue). Collier and Hoeffler’s reformulation of their work has certainly brought them closer to some of their critics, yet there remain fundamental issues with their work and the whole oeuvre of econometric and rational choice studies on the political economy of civil wars that it has given rise to. First, as Cramer (2002: 1846) has noted, such studies tend to ‘lay waste to specificity and contingency’. Second, there is a duality in such studies between the tendency to valorize agency in the person of the value-maximizing rebel and deterministic accounts in which agency is influential only insofar as it fulfils a destiny predetermined by rigid laws of human and market behaviour. Third, as Pearce (2005) has noted, at the domestic level, the focus of such work is on the economic agendas of armed actors, and the concern is with how to shift the incentives available to them rather than with the important role played by civilian democratic actors in building peace and how these might be strengthened. Fourth, the focus on rebel greed in the early work of Collier and Hoeffler and the emphasis on the geography or the nature of resources as a determinant of conflict and the nature of conflicts incorporates a profoundly anaemic conception of the role of domestic politics, of state policy and of externally imposed programmes of neoliberal reform in creating the conditions for the inception and perpetuation of conflict (Duffield, 2001: 132). Fifth, the focus on the factors inside the state essentially absolve (by simply taking them as given) the broader structures of the global economy and the role of hegemonic power in creating the conditions for underdevelopment, state failure and conflict. At least some of these issues, however, have been taken up in cosmopolitanist and liberal internationalist approaches to the issue of war economies.

Failed State – Alternative

Critically interrogating the failed state frame opens up alternative practices for peace-building not based in Western security.

Michael PUGH Peace and Conflict Studies @ Bradford ‘5 “The Polictical Economy of Peacebuilding: a critical theory perspective” International Journal of Peace Studies 10 (2)
In applying a critical approach, this analysis focuses on the politics of the economic projects within the liberal peace framework, drawing examples from south-east Europe. First, it deals with the orthodox rationale of the political economy of peacebuilding. Next, the article notes the virtual death of the Washington consensus and identifies a millennial revisionist agenda that emerged internationally during the course of 2004–05. This interrogation, then, allows reflection about the objectification  of war-torn societies, and on the essentialist rationale of the political economy of peacebuilding and its dysfunctional and normative/ethical contradictions. The article contends that, although the depiction of an aggressive, undifferentiated liberal peacebuilding has been refined, the millennial revisionist project ultimately fails to address these contradictions. An inclusive/emancipatory participation of local actors and structural diversity in political economies indicates alternative options to the revisionist ideology that is embedded in a liberal structuring of global political economy.  The Economic Peacebuilding Rationale  The rationale for determining rules and frameworks for the development of societies that will release them from so-called “conflict traps” (Collier et al., 2003), attributes economic dysfunctionalism to societies, in their pre-conflict, conflict and post-conflict stages, rather than to any dysfunctional economic precepts, structures and conditionalities generated by expressions of capitalist power and “global governance,”(1). A key aspect of the ‘liberal peace’ thus promotes a form of economic control and regulation to establish market correctives in societies that have been resistant to conventional marketisation imperatives (Paris, 1997; Duffield, 2001; Richmond, 2005).  Although its modern version derives from the 1989 Washington consensus, to which Kofi Annan subsequently acceded on behalf of the United Nations, the project has not been revolutionary. Its antecedents can be traced to Cobdenite teachings concerning the peaceful benefits of free trade, though it was not so much ‘free’ as imposed by the hegemon, the UK and its powerful navy. Nevertheless, the ideology survived the First World War, and only in the Second did it give way to a system of international management on Keynesian lines. Even so, poverty reduction was conceived as serving the security interests of the most powerful. Robert McNamara’s “war on poverty” at the World Bank in 1972 was driven by the notion that the poor went communist (George, 1994: 48-57). Subsequent pressure on the US dollar in the Vietnam war and the collapse of trade proposals in the New International Economic Order, that would have assisted the poor countries, cemented the rise of neoliberalism. In historical terms, then, one can legitimately argue that the liberal peace has been a fluid response to the logic of industrial and post-industrial capitalism (Murphy, 2005: 142).  In its most modern manifestation, the liberal project has gained enormous strength, less perhaps from the economics of profiteering and driving down costs of production, than from the rationale of globalisation. The future vision has been constructed as economics without borders. State and international regulation should survive mainly to preserve fair competition and guard against fraudulence or the worst excesses of environmental degradation – less to ensure that people make a living. The liberal peace has promoted transformation through macro-economic stability, reduction of the role of the state, the squeezing of collective and public space, a quest for private affluence, and a reliance on privatisation and on exports and foreign investment to stimulate economic growth. Concerns about large, often corrupt and wasteful, state-run infrastructure projects in developing countries, may also have had an affect on donor policy. For instance, the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development (EBRD) did not fund state infrastructure reconstruction in Bosnia (EBRD: 1997), though when normal commercial circumstances apply, these concerns are generally brushed aside. Nevertheless, the “small state” rationale appears to have  worked for the wealthiest post-industrial societies, and so it must also work for the poorest and most disrupted. Indeed, the US State Department’s Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization has a mission to help post-conflict societies to install market economies (Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilisation, 2004).  However, there is plentiful evidence that choices made for war-torn societies are serve to maintain wealth imbalances and poorly implemented. The liberal project not only ignores the socio-economic problems confronting war-torn societies, it aggravates the vulnerability of sectors of populations to poverty and does little either to alleviate people’s engagement in shadow economies or to give them a say in economic reconstruction. As Balakrishnan Rajagopal contends, development interventions have been socially costly and divisive, with:  forced privatization of key national industries and increased unemployment, speculative bubbles in international finance transactions that have massive impact on real estate and housing markets, displacements of vast populations, great waves of migrations including to urban areas, elimination of subsidies for food and services and the introduction of user fees (Rajagopal, forthcoming 2006).  War results in destabilising changes in employment, production and “[t]he ensuing collapse of market entitlements for large groups of people makes it highly dangerous to rely exclusively on the market to allocate resources, set prices and fix factor incomes” (Nafziger, 1996:16). Prices alone cannot correct injustice. 

Failed State Alternative

Problem solving theory fails to assume the structural reasons for violence, while critical theory investigates those reasons

Alex BELLAMY Peace and Conflict Studies @ Queensland AND Paul WILLIAMS Visiting Int’l Affairs @ GW ‘5 “Introduction: Thinking Anew about  Peace Operations” in Peace Operations and Global Order p
Problem solving theory takes the world as it finds it and aims to make the relationships and institutions found therein work smoothly by dealing with particular sources of trouble. As we discuss in greater detail in the concluding essay, such theories are far from socially or politically redundant but must be seen as limited in their perspective and as identifying and dealing with problems in a particular manner. In this collection, several contributors argue that the theory and practice of peace operations and conflict resolution have been shaped by a problem-solving epistemology. This has resulted in managerialist solutions based upon the prevailing definitions of common sense that privilege particular types of knowledge and experiences as relevant, and draw spatial and temporal limits around the remit of peace operations. Although such approaches may mitigate particular violent conflicts they do not challenge or seriously reflect upon the global structures that contribute to human suffering and, sometimes, violent conflict in the first place. Moreover, problem-solving approaches define certain forms of action as relevant, identify particular lines of causality and render certain practices legitimate at the expense of others. Critical theory on the other hand aims to reflect upon the characteristics and structures of the prevailing world order and asks how that order came about. Critical knowledge calls into question existing institutions and social power relations by enquiring into their origins and how and whether they might be in the process of changing. In relation to peace operations, a critical approach seeks to investigate who benefits from certain types of practices, what linkages exist between local actors and global structures, and why certain voices and experiences are marginalized in policy debates.24 But critical theory is not solely concerned with developing critiques of past and present thought and action. It is fundamentally concerned with proposing reconstructive agendas based on possibilities immanent within the current global order. The first step in any reconstructive agenda, however, is to challenge prevailing conceptions of common sense and listen to what Edward Said called ‘the poor, the disadvantaged, the voiceless, the unrepresented, the powerless’. 25 Reflecting upon the epistemological assumptions behind current peace operations is thus a necessary part of thinking anew. 

Failed State - AT: Perm

We deem states as failures when they are mysterious or different than us. This paradigm presumes that reinstituting the sovereign-state model will end conflict.   

Mark Duffield is Professor of Development, Democratization and Conflict in the Institute for Politics and International Studies at the University of Leeds and Nicholas Waddell is a Research Officer with the Humanitarian Policy Group (HPG) at the Overseas Development Institute (ODI). 2006 “Securing Humans in a Dangerous World” (Published in International Politics, 43(1): 1-23.) 

Weak and failing states existing in zones of crisis can be captured by  unsuitable rulers.  The perception of these rulers as the illegitimate enemies of  development, together with concerns that disaffected people are liable to be drawn to  them, establishes an interventionist dynamic.  A range of conflict resolution and social  reconstruction strategies emerge from this dynamic that are geared for the sovereign  separation of such leaders from the led while acting governmentally on collectivities and  populations to strengthen their resilience and civility (DAC, 1997).  We will now  examine the distinct institutional dimensions attaching to the development and security  inflections of human security.    An Unstable Assemblage of Global Governance As an organising concept, human security emerged in the mid 1990s and began to  develop considerable institutional depth.  Two early documents of enduring influence to  human security are UN Secretary General Boutros Ghali’s 1992 Agenda for Peace (1995:  42-43), and the UNDP’s Human Development Report (1994).  With respect to the  security dimension of human security, the Agenda for Peace was one of the first  systematic elaborations of the idea that the post-Cold War period was defined by threats  to people’s well-being rather than inter-state conflict.  In what is now a well-established  human security approach, the Agenda argues that the referent object of security is the  individual rather than the state and that this broadens the definition of security to include  wider environmental, health, demographic, economic and political issues (Boutros-Ghali,  1995: 42-43).   Boutros-Ghali calls for these issues to be addressed through an extensive  international division of labour that includes not only states but also UN agencies, NGOs  and civil society groups working within ‘…an integrated approach to human security’  (Ibid: 44).     If the Agenda has shaped the security dimension of human security, the UNDP’s Human  Development Report has had equivalent influence with regard to the development  dimension.  The UNDP presents human security as being constituted by ‘freedom from  want’ and ‘freedom from fear’.  That is, safety from chronic threats such as hunger and  disease, together with protection from damaging disruptions ‘…in the patterns of daily  life’ (UNDP, 1994: 23).  The UNDP divides life’s contingencies into seven  interconnected areas of security: economic, food, health, environment, personal,  community and political.  While critics have argued that this list is descriptive and lacks  an explanation for how these areas are related, the UNDP’s initiative has, nonetheless,  been influential.  King and Murray, for example, have described the project as a  ‘…unifying event’ in terms of launching human security as an assemblage that fused  security and development (King and Murray, 2001: 589).  The UNDP has stimulated  others to suggest more rigorous ways of measuring human security through new and  cross-cutting datasets (Ibid; Mack 2002) as well as encouraging more inclusive  definitions (Thomas, 2001).      More recently, two events have defined how human security as a biopolitical assemblage  has taken shape.  The first was the publication at the end of 2001 of the International  Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty’s report The Responsibility to Protect.    The second event was the 2003 release of the Commission of Human Security’s Human  Security Now.  These two reports reflect, in a practical sense, how, until recently, the  governance networks of human security were being constructed in two complementary  but different ways.  The Responsibility to Protect sees human security at the heart of a  redefinition of the nature of sovereignty in respect of the state and the international  community.  It moves the earlier juridically-based idea of ‘humanitarian intervention’ as  requiring authorisation under the UN charter, onto the terrain of moral duty (Warner,  2003).      Evident in The Responsibility to Protect is the fact that, while implying a universal ethic,  human security (like human rights) has been re-inscribed within the juridico-political  architecture of the nation-state.  The proposition that human security prioritises people  rather than states is more accurately understood in terms of effective states prioritising  populations living within ineffective ones.10  This distinction between effective and  ineffective states on the terrain of population is central to The Responsibility to Protect.   In an interconnected and globalised world ‘…in which security depends on a framework  of stable sovereign entities’ the existence of failed states who either harbour those that are  dangerous to others, or are only able to maintain order ‘…by means of gross human  rights violations, can constitute a risk to people everywhere’.  Indeed, there is no longer  such a thing ‘…as a humanitarian catastrophe occurring “in a faraway country of which  we know little”’ (ICISS, 2001: 5).  When a state is unable or unwilling to ensure the  human security of its citizens, the Commission argues ‘…the principle of non-  interference yields to the international responsibility to protect’ (Ibid: ix).  It is striking  that while the security of people rather than the state is prioritised, in practical terms, the  Commission remains wedded to reinstating the state:     …a cohesive and peaceful international system is far more likely to be achieved  through the cooperation of effective states confident in their place in the world,  than in an environment of fragile, collapsed, fragmenting or generally chaotic  state entities (Ibid: 8).   

Failed States – AT: Perm

Reforming the failed state paradigm fails.  They presume that Western political and economic institutions are superior and unquestionable.  They don’t address the underlying flaws of liberal politics that make conflict.  

Neil Cooper, Department of Peace Studies, University of Bradford, 2005, Security Dialogue, “Picking out the Pieces of the Liberal Peaces: Representations of Conflict Economies and the Implications for Policy,” http://sdi.sagepub.com/content/36/4/463.full.pdf+html
The political economy of contemporary conflicts has also been treated as the subject of an explicitly cosmopolitanist analysis that emphasizes the importance of solidarity with ‘islands of civility’ that persist in the midst of violent conflict and can support PCPB. This has been particularly associated with the work of Mary Kaldor (1999). In addition, there have been a variety of edited publications (Berdal & Malone, 2000; Ballentine & Sherman, 2003), policyorientated works (particularly from the International Peace Academy and Fafo) and reports by campaigning NGOs such as Global Witness or Partnership Africa Canada that have explicitly addressed the political economy of civil conflicts. While these generally leave their theoretical underpinnings unstated, they can perhaps be loosely lumped together under the rubric of liberal internationalism. As such, they essentially advocate a reformist agenda that takes the state and the capitalist system as given, but promotes the extension of regulation both at the local and at the global level as a vehicle for addressing the negative effects of war economies and shadow trade. As in the cosmopolitanist analysis, there is a certain overlap with the neoliberal emphasis on individualism, democracy and the provision of security through law and order reform. However, such analyses are also underpinned by a clearer articulation of solidarity with the victims not only of local oppression but of the global economy and the IFIs. They also emphasize the transformatory potential inherent in enhanced representation for civil society at the local and the global level. Indeed, this aspect of these analyses has become very influential, and the promotion of human rights, free speech, civil society representation (via more pluralist politics) and civil society protection (via the effective application of the rule of law) have become staples of peacebuilding discourse and policy. In reality, however, civil society has traditionally been more notable for its absence when it comes to economic decisionmaking or has been the object of tokenistic consultation exercises designed to provide a veneer of legitimacy for policies that have already been predetermined by donors and the IFIs (see Béatrice Pouligny in this edition of Security Dialogue). Moreover, while much lip-service is paid to civil society, the experience of aid recipients is that accountability in terms of aid delivery is generally upwards to donors rather than downwards to locals – especially when it comes to evaluation of aid programmes.

Failed States – AT: Perm

The paradigm of peacebuilding for economic purposes ignores questions such as “who is peacebuilding for” and reults in inequality
Michael PUGH Peace and Conflict Studies @ Bradford ‘5 “The Polictical Economy of Peacebuilding: a critical theory perspective” International Journal of Peace Studies 10 (2)
But we are still entitled to ask the critical question: who is peacebuilding for, and what purposes does it serve? The means for achieving the good life are constructions that emerge from the discourse and policy frameworks dominated by specific capitalist interests – represented as shared, inevitable, commonsensical or the only available option – when they correspond to the prevailing mode of ownership. Economic wisdom resides with the powerful. As Murphy notes, political inequality leaves many with no control over the major decisions that affect their lives (Murphy, 2005: 18). For Cox, too, “whereas the right of self-assertion is celebrated, in a social and economic context the individual’s capacity to exert control over the systemic factors that determine its implementation is removed. Consequently, just as in one-party, authoritarian regimes, politics is about depoliticizing people, by removing the economic determinants of everyday conditions from political control” (Cox, 1992). The millennial revisionism represents a significant shift. But ultimately it may perpetuate asymmetries that maintain the liberal peace, albeit in less orthodox forms. Indeed, the revisionism may intensify the grip of capitalist-dominated financial and trade institutions. The recommendations of the 2004 UN High Level Panel’s report on boosting the UN’s attention to peacebuilding activities includes provision for international financial institutions to be more actively involved in peace processes. However, without transformation of the IFIs, and the liberal agenda itself, subjugation rather than emancipation will continue to be injected into the political economy of peacebuilding.
Failed State - K Prior

It is the discourse behind the theory that is the problem. To label them a failed state is to label them a disease or infection. We’re only diagnosing the illness so that we can treat it.  

Moncef Kartas, Graduate Institute for International Studies Geneva, 2007, “Post-conflict Peace-building – Is the Hegemony of the 

‘Good Governance’ Discourse Depoliticising the Local?" (Annual Conference of the Nordic International Studies Association)
  11  Another important discursive thread strengthening the validity of the good governance discourse  resonates in the academic and policy debate on ‘failed’ states. This debate, of course, falls into the broader  ‘securitisation’ of underdevelopment identified by, for example, Duffield (2001: 38), as the merging of  development and security that connects the threats of ‘new wars’ with underdevelopment into a mutually  reinforcing imagery: “Underdevelopment is dangerous since it can lead to violence; at the same time,  conflict entrenches that danger.” Duffield further notes: “Such commonly held sentiments have provided  the rationale for the widespread commitment to conflict prevention and conflict resolution activities. This  incorporation lies at the heart of the radicalisation of the politics of development. A commitment to  conflict resolution denotes a major shift of official donor policy towards interventionism.” (Ibid.) When  Helman and Ratner (cf. 1992/93: 7–8, 12) identified the threat posed by ‘failing’ and ‘failed’ states they  endorse the Agenda for Peace’s peace-building concept advocating in favour of ‘conservatorships’ and  trusteeships to create a new political, economic and social environment for states riven by war in order to  prevent future conflict. In fact, the image of a governance ‘disease’ (Zartman 1995) that can spread from  one country to another, or that breeds terrorism (e.g. Rotberg 2002; Crocker 2003) and requires  international intervention has often been invoked.23 The penetration of the transition paradigm’s logic in  the ‘failed’ state literature is obvious: for Zartman failure “means that the basic functions of the state are  no longer performed, as analyzed in various theories of the state.” (1995: 5) Those functions include: 1)  effective government and the rule of law; 2) state as symbol of identity; 3) territorial control; and 4)  effective economic system. Zartman underlines the Hegelian duality between the state and society and  argues for their interdependence and proportional strength – that is, state collapse, as the breakdown of  good governance, goes hand in hand with societal collapse conceived in terms of deterioration of social  coherence and cohesion (ibid.: 6). Hence, where modern state institutions have collapsed, we are  confronted with a tabula rasa, an incoherent, debilitated and pathologic population, which must be  protected from its own incapacity. Against this backdrop Helman and Ratner’s suggestion is not  surprising: “Forms of guardianship or trusteeship are a common response to broken families, serious  mental and physical illness, or economic destitution. The hapless individual is placed under the  responsibility of a trustee or guardian, who is charged to look out for the best interests of that person.”  (1993: 12)  Like transitology this approach conceives of the state as a value-free organisation, as a set of universally  valid procedures: “there is a set of functions that need to be performed for the coherence and the  effectiveness of the polity – anywhere.” (Zartmann 1995: 10) State failure is a disease of governance and the  reconstruction’s antidote consists in reversing the process back towards traditional modern state  institutions under the rule of law (cf. ibid.). In this vein, Rotberg (2004: 2, 4–10) – differentiating strong,  weak, failing, failed, and collapsed states according to their performance in effectively delivering the most  crucial political goods – defined collapsed states as an extreme form of failure, where public authority has  disappeared overshadowed by the private procurement of political goods. By taking the well-governed  Western bureaucratic state as the standard against which the failure of the state can be explained, this  discourse turns abstract symptoms into causes, thereby crowding out other forms of (informal) social  regulations and political articulations from the equation. The only possibility to stop violence, to establish  a society and create political order and stability is through state-centred governance. In fact, it is within  this tautological argument that the strength of the good governance discourse resides. Hence, the notion  that democratisation may spur violence and conflict, as for example suggested by Snyder (2000), is  principally silenced by the logic that not the democratic and liberal market institutions per se are the cause,  but badly implemented institutional reform. That is, the ‘theory’ is set beyond suspicion. In contrast, the  discourse says: failure results from bad governance, and in fact underlines that the model is correct.  The three agendas mirror the good governance discourse and the securitisation of underdevelopment:  First, the necessity of development is justified as the most secure basis for peace, without development there is  no prospect for lasting peace (cf. Boutros-Ghali 1994: § 3, 11). Second, however, peace (or security)  simultaneously is fundamental for development, and “peace-building offers the chance to establish new  institutions, social, political and judicial, that can give impetus to development.” (Idid.: § 23) Now, the  agenda suggests further that peace-building is equally a good treatment for countries in transition “as a  chance to put their national systems on the path of sustainable development.” (Ibid.) Yet, democratisation  as good governance is prior to development, because it provides the means to minimise violent internal  conflict. Paradoxically, the agendas suggest at the same time that  development is required to create the                                                   23   For an overview see Langford 1999.  conditions for a secure and peaceful environment. It would be naïve, however, to take this tautology as  accidental, rather it produces a knowledge that is self-referential.   And there is a second important 
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tautology. The Agenda for Democracy insists that although “democracy can  and should be assimilated by all cultures and traditions, it is not for the United Nations to offer a model of  democratization or democracy or to promote democracy in a specific case.” (Boutros-Ghali 1996: §10)  Further, we remember: democracy is necessary for peace. Yet, the agenda also notes that the precondition  for democratisation is the existence of a state with the capacity to create the conditions for  democratisation (ibid.: § 21). Hence, the UN does not impose democracy, but provides technical assistance  either in form of development as good governance, or in the form of peace and state-building as good  governance. The bottom line of the discourse says: ‘we do not impose democratisation, but is the only  form of assistance we provide.’   

Failed State – K Prior

The label of a “Failed State” ignores key prior ontological questions

Morten BOAS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) AND Kathleen JENNINGS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) ‘7 “FailedStates’ and ‘State Failure’: Threats or Opportunities” Globalizations 4:4

The orthodox interpretation of failed states is closely tied to a view of the modern state system that assumes that all states are essentially alike and function in the same way. States control their borders, have a monopoly on the use of force, and generally supervise the management and regulation of economic, social, and political processes in accordance with Western standards (see Duffield, 2001); failed states, on the other hand, are characterised by an inability to control territory, borders, and internal legal order and security, and lack the capacity or will to provide services to the citizenry (typically due to some kind of large-scale institutional collapse; Jennings, 2007; see also Krasner, 2005; White House, 2002). States considered to be functioning are perceived as legitimate actors and worthy recipients of Western donor assistance, whereas those unable or unwilling to function according to the template tend to be regarded with some suspicion, and/or are assumed to represent a security threat to the Western world.1 This tendency is particularly evident in the 2002 US National Security Strategy (White House, 2002), the 2005 US Agency on International Development (USAID) paper on failed states, and the 2003 European Security Strategy (European Union, 2003). Although the explicit emphasis on failed states has been reduced in revised versions of these key documents, this does not imply that such dichotomisation has disappeared, but rather that it has been thoroughly mainstreamed. Unfortunately, this categorisation, by donors and policymakers, of states as functioning or failing is reductive, non-contextual, and ahistorical. The notion that states can be divided into those that are worthy and those that are suspicious stems from the assumption that all states can and should function in essentially the same way, and can therefore be located on a spectrum from good to bad (Bøa°s and Jennings, 2005). This is simply untrue. Every state is a culmination of unique historical processes. Problematising them not on the basis of their own merits, needs, and particular pathologies of state and regime formation, but against the norms and standards of a specific type of advanced, northern state results in misguided and self-referential policy responses.    

The K is a prior issue – the rhetoric they use shapes their value system and changes what one considers an actionable policy option
Morten BOAS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) AND Kathleen JENNINGS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) ‘7 “FailedStates’ and ‘State Failure’: Threats or Opportunities” Globalizations 4:4

The Western world has become increasingly concerned with failed states in the global south. However, the way in which the failed state concept has been understood and operationalised, especially since 2001, is problematic. Although the concept’s usefulness to policy formulation is low, it is used to justify and defend policy interventions. And as we have argued, while many states experience some of the security, humanitarian, and governance crises associated with failed states, it is only to some that the label is attached.  This matters because labelling a country as a failed state is more than merely a rhetorical exercise. It delineates the acceptable range of policy options that can be exercised. States called ‘failed’ are therefore primarily those in which such crises are perceived to threaten Western interests; in other cases, conversely, these features of state (mal)functioning are not only accepted, but sometimes almost encouraged. Above, the former scenario is illustrated by Afghanistan, Somalia, and to a lesser extent Liberia, and the latter by Nigeria’s Niger Delta region and Sudan. Failed state situations are sometimes defined as threats and sometimes not: the crucial point is that the concept and term itself does not shed any light on the human security situation in the countries in question. There is little to suggest that the levels of state failure and human suffering differ much in the five countries discussed. However, few would dare to describe Nigeria as a failed state, or argue for an intrusive intervention in Sudan without a UN Security Council mandate. Countries with superpower protection, or those seen as useful regional allies in possession of strategic resources, are not given the failed state treatment. This demonstrates how shallow the political use of the failed state concept is—an observation further strengthened by the Afghanistan and Somalia cases, in which intervention occurred not when they were most ‘failed’ but after regimes considered threats in the Western world started enhancing their levels of statehood in these countries. The failed state concept, as currently understood and operationalised, does not relate to human suffering, and its value to thoughtful analysis and effective policy planning is questionable. 

Failed State – K Prior

Our K is prior – the frame of failed states determines the assessment of desirability.

Morten BOAS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) AND Kathleen JENNINGS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) ‘7 “FailedStates’ and ‘State Failure’: Threats or Opportunities” Globalizations 4:4

Labelling states ‘failures’ is not just a rhetorical exercise. Rather, we argue that it is used to delineate the acceptable range of policy options that can then be exercised against those states. In Afghanistan, Somalia, and to a lesser extent Liberia, state failure has been defined as a security threat to be handled militarily. It also implies, in the Liberian case, a subsequent level of international involvement that greatly and overtly diminishes state sovereignty, which is predicated on the same assumptions about state functioning criticised above. Similar scenarios in the oilrich Niger Delta in Nigeria and Sudan, although clearly causes of concern, have not been so defined. 
Failed State – AT: Case Outweighs

Ontological questions are ignored in problem solving theory

Alex BELLAMY Peace and Conflict Studies @ Queensland AND Paul WILLIAMS Visiting Int’l Affairs @ GW ‘5 “Introduction: Thinking Anew about  Peace Operations” in Peace Operations and Global Order p
The second set of challenges concerns ontological issues. What are the entities that make up global politics? Or, more specifically here, what are the relevant entities when discussing peace operations and how should we understand the environment in which they take place? All theories make ontological assumptions about what the world is like, including theories of peace operations. Sometimes, ontological assumptions are made explicit. In International Relations, for example, neo-realists explicitly focus on states competing in an anarchic international system, Marxists focus upon class relations and structures of capitalism, and feminists concentrate upon gender relations and patriarchal structures. The ontology behind the theories of peace operations, however, is rarely, if ever, discussed. In our opinion it needs to be, because as Scott Burchill put it, ‘we cannot define a problem in world politics without presupposing a basic structure consisting of certain kinds of entities involved and the form of significant relationships between them’.26 

Problem solving theory has three major problems. It assumes they are independent of the crisis. It tends to emphasize military aspects. And it objectifies the crisis and the subjects.

Alex BELLAMY Peace and Conflict Studies @ Queensland AND Paul WILLIAMS Visiting Int’l Affairs @ GW ‘5 “Introduction: Thinking Anew about  Peace Operations” in Peace Operations and Global Order p
In his contribution to this collection, Alex Bellamy argues that problem solving and critical theories are based on different understandings of the relationship between the intervener and the recipient of intervention. Problem-solving theories treat the recipient of intervention as an object, the context as a pre-given environment that exists outside the intervener’s own understanding of it, and the intervention as a discrete act with a clear beginning and end. There are three major problems with this approach. First, the idea that intervention is a discrete act suggests that the intervening states or organizations are not already implicated in the crisis they are intervening in. However, military intervention is but one aspect of wider relations of interference in domestic societies.27 Second, this approach tends to emphasize the military aspects of intervention at the expense of long-term programmes aimed at sustaining economic development and genuine democratization. INTRODUCTION 7 Third, this approach turns subjects of security into objects who have little say about what ‘being secure’ might mean to them and what security policies might be most appropriate.28 Critical theories, on the other hand, recognize that interveners and recipients are bound together by complex relationships that extend beyond the ostensible limits of the particular intervention in question. This recognition provides the impetus for thinking critically about the ideational and material context in which peace operations take place and the issues that are considered to be pertinent. 

Critical approaches allows us to confront the signifigance of issues and epistemological assumptions

Alex BELLAMY Peace and Conflict Studies @ Queensland AND Paul WILLIAMS Visiting Int’l Affairs @ GW ‘5 “Introduction: Thinking Anew about  Peace Operations” in Peace Operations and Global Order p
Thinking ontologically about peace operations also challenges us to think about what counts as an issue worthy of response and why. In general, conceptual approaches to peace operations have been temporally limited to the period in which the intervention is taking place and the issues that have apparently confronted the peacekeepers. This again reflects the idea, central to problem-solving theories, that the issues exist ‘out there’ and simply present themselves to peacekeepers. By contrast, critical approaches insist that issues do not exist independently of the person or collectivities perceiving them. Issues are constructed, not discovered, and the relative significance attached to particular issues is shaped by factors such as ideology, material circumstances, epistemological assumptions and geographical location. To take one example, until very recently the idea that peace operations may be shaped by particular understandings of gender, may help reinforce particular gender roles, or that such operations may have different consequences for different genders, has been all but ignored as an irrelevance.31 

Failed State – K Prior

Our kritik is prior – the state failure frame presumes sovereign forms of security is the solution instead of part of the problem.  

Moncef Kartas, Graduate Institute for International Studies Geneva, 2007, “Post-conflict Peace-building – Is the Hegemony of the 

‘Good Governance’ Discourse Depoliticising the Local?" (Annual Conference of the Nordic International Studies Association)
As the brief description of the discourses behind the emergence of the peace-building concept highlights,  the concepts rests on a wide range of underlying assumptions about good governance as a means of  conflict resolution. As mentioned above, the transition paradigm played an important role in framing the  vocabulary of democratisation. The astonishing reduction of democracy, to what Dahl termed polyarchy,  entails some significant consequences for the general appreciation of politics. Firstly, the functional and  procedural notion of politics becomes especially visible in the way institutions are assessed. The capacity  of formal legal-rational institutions to enforce/implement policies in general is hardly questioned.  Institutional failure is reduced to problems of administrative ‘capacity’ due to lack of training, corruption  and lack of transparency.  However, the subtlety with which the transition paradigm influenced the whole democratisation  enterprise, its knowledge and expertise, can be grasped by comparing the recent writings of Carothers  with his previous work. Before he presented his famous argument on the end of the transition paradigm  he noted in a  study on democracy promotion  that the strategy of USAID, NED and so forth could be  best described as ‘institutional modeling’ (Carothers 2000: 192). This strategy consists of projecting the  institutions of established democracies as the model towards which the democratising countries progress.  Carothers claims in that publication that democracy promotion policies have not incorporated  transitology’s arguments, especially not the central idea of elite-pacts. Rather, he further argues, the  policies derive from common-sense on how to achieve the endpoints of the transition process, and it is  this simplicity and clarity which make the strength of the approach (ibid: 193).  Two years later Carothers notes that the analytical model embraced by the democracy promoters derived,  at least partly, from “…the early work of the emergent academic field of ‘transitology’ above all the  seminal work of Guillermo O’Donell and Philipp Schmitter.” (2002: 6)   In the same manner as the transition paradigm has managed to frame democratisation as teleological and  sequenced path from authoritarian breakdown to established democracy, the good governance discourse  has managed to frame conflict resolution as a sequenced path from conflict to good governance. The  central problem with that move is that good governance, which is a procedural means to attain a goal,  which can in fact only be determined through deliberation within a political community, is that it turns the  means into an end. That is, while good governance was rhetorically advanced as a way to transform  conflict through politics instead of armed violence, it has evolved independently of conflict resolution.to  the goal of peace-builidng practices. The danger with the hegemony of the good governance discourse in  the context of PCPB is that it becomes self-referential.  This becomes particularly problematic when it comes to the assessment of the conflict. The methodology  takes the good governance as the reference, i.e. as the ideal type, against which the conflict is assessed in  terms of deviation from the ideal-type of the Western legal-rational state. Society can, thus, be conceived  of as the separated sphere of the private and thus apolitical and the state as autonomous and regulating  the public (see Cynthia Weber 1995; Walker 1993). The state’s autonomy from society is a crucial image,  because crises of the polity do not result from a failure of the state, but are caused by societal and/or  institutional deviation from the idea. Hence, the idea provides a powerful justification for its own  existence. Those two effects become visible in the way the ‘good governance’ perspective stigmatises  societies and institutions in failing states as ‘ill’, as evidenced by the failed states literature mentioned  above. Thus, the society can be ‘pathologised’ in terms of culture of violence, corruption, etc. As X and X  have aptly argued in a recent paper heavily criticising the conflict assessment tools used by donor agencies  and international organisations, even security is a highly context specific and culturally constituted  concept. Therefore, we cannot apply our categories of good governance and security in non-western  conflict situations inferring symptoms of the conflict as its roots and causes. In contrast, post-colonial  studies usually retrace the process of state formation, whereby they emphasise that the mechanisms of the  historical process in Europe described, for example, by Tilly, as a by-product of war making, which  required ever increasing bureaucracy and tax collection capacity, cannot account for the colonial and post-  colonial process of state formation (see Leander 2002; Tilly 1985). Further the process underlines that the  state rests on a legal fiction that has undergone substantive changes in history.

Failed State - Intervention Impact

Classification of a failing or collapsing state is a justification for intervention.  

Alexandros Yannis Former political advisor to the Special Representative of the UN Sec. Gen in Kosovo and Research Associate in the Hellenic Foundation for European and Foreign Policy (ELIAMEP) in Athens, 2002, “State Collapse and its Implications for Peace-Building and Reconstruction” (Development and Change 22) 

At the time of writing, terms such as state collapse, failed states, state dis-  integration, breakdown of law and order, anarchy and chaos are being  regularly employed in the international relations vernacular to describe a  new and worrying situation which seems to challenge, if not threaten, inter-  national security. These terms refer to the drastic deterioration of the  political, social, and economic conditions of life in certain parts of the globe and to their implications for the local populations, for regional stability, and  for international security.  As wit h any issue in international relations, understanding the phenomenon  of state collapse requires an examination of the contextual circumstances  from which it emerged. In the early post-Cold War period, state collapse  usually implied an extreme disruption of the political order of a country due  to protracted domestic conflicts and disintegration of public authorities, and  the main issues raised were about its destabilizing impact on neighbouring  countries and the humanitarian consequences for the local population. Its  predominant features were thus regional and humanitarian; interest in  addressing these issues was an integral part of the climate that dominated  the early post-Cold War period and, particularly, the tendency of the  western-led international community to provide assertive responses to such  challenges. The dramatic events of September 11 have elevated the relevance  of collapsed states into a central question for international security. State  collapse is now increasingly identified with the emergence within a dis-  integrated state of non-state actors who are hostile to the fundamental  values and interests of the international society such as peace, stability, rule  of law, freedom and democracy. These actors — including terrorist groups,  drugs cartels, money launderers and weapons dealers — are challenging the  international status quo by exploiting the territorial vacuum of power and  the technological and information opportunities of globalization.  This contribution first explains in greater detail the contextual factors that  gave rise to the phenomenon of state collapse in the post-Cold War period.  Second, in the light of this analysis, it provides some observations about the  normative implications for peace-building and reconstruction which can  address the underlying issues of the phenomenon of state collapse.1 [footnote added] 1. Language plays an important role in the contemporary discourse on state collapse. The  post-Cold War terms ‘failed states’ and ‘state collapse’ are currently most commonly used  to describe an implosion of government. While both terms have been used interchange-  ably, ‘failed state’ was originally endorsed by authoritative figures of international politics  such as the previous UN Secretary General, Boutros Boutros-Ghali and the former US  Secretary of State, Madeleine Albright. After September 11, ‘failed state’ also seems to  have become the dominant term. However, the term can mislead if it is understood to  imply a value judgement that there are specific standards of social, political and economic  performance and success to which all states should aspire, rather than minimum standards  of governance that reflect a universal consensus about the minimum requirements of  effective and responsible government. Moreover, the picture portrayed when ‘failed state’  is used is one of societal failure. This automatically attributes the entire political  responsibility and moral liability for state collapse to local communities — generating a  moral justification for outside intervention to assist ‘those who have failed’. For these  reasons, this article uses the the more descriptive and dispassionate term ‘state collapse’, as  well as ‘state disintegration’, and ‘implosion’ or ‘dissolution of government’.  
Failed State – Turns the Case

Hegemonic state failure paradigm ensures the failure of democratization—they create top-down neoliberal forms of governance.  Only our alternative paradigm could provide bottom-up democracy. 

Moncef Kartas, Graduate Institute for International Studies Geneva, 2007, “Post-conflict Peace-building – Is the Hegemony of the 

‘Good Governance’ Discourse Depoliticising the Local?" (Annual Conference of the Nordic International Studies Association)
  In the context of the Cold War anti-communist policy of Western governments, the development  discourse departed from the democratisation concept at the heart of modernisation theory. Development  agencies, especially the World Bank were fearful of democratisation and increased social mobilisation.  Mainly inspired by development theories emphasising the importance of political order and stability21, the  development discourse had an essentially anti-democratic tune leading to the overt support of  authoritarian regimes (see Abrahamsen 2000: 27–29). State-led development based on Keynesian policies  continued until the late 1970s. However, the neo-liberal development discourse and practices of structural  adjustment programmes, which emerged in the early 1980s focusing on tough market reforms, and the  downscaling of state institutions and social services, hardly embraced democratisation. In contrast, as  Abrahamsen notes: “During the heyday of structural adjustment programmes, then, political participation  was either relegated to a position of insignificance within development discourse or explicitly recognised  as potentially harmful and detrimental to the overall aim of economic adjustment.” (2000: 30)   The transition paradigm offered important conceptual and intellectual resources for the transformation of  the development discourse from a neo-liberal market development paradigm often coined as the  ‘Washington consensus’, towards a neo-liberal market democracy paradigm. The introduction of the good  governance agenda constituted only partly the recognition of the failure of the structural adjustment  programmes: the flaw lay not in the market reforms per se, but in the lack of concomitant political reform  eventually requiring external support and expertise (see World Bank 1989: 6, 14, 60–61, 192). Robert  Kaufmann (1986) highlighted the importance of structural adjustment programmes. In Latin America they  played a central role in triggering conflicts between the ‘moderate’ technocratic elite and the industrial elite  and, thus, initiated the transition processes. In fact, one of transitology’s main hypotheses suggests that  the democratisation path opens up, if the status quo of economic distribution is maintained as a trade off  for political participation, and better human rights protection (see O’Donnell and Schmitter 1986: 46–47).  Hence, the transition paradigm not only conceived economic reform as a political process – thus  sustaining the proposition that bad governance caused the crisis of economic reforms – but further  legitimised structural adjustment programmes as a factor weakening authoritarian rule. Additionally, the  rule of law, i.e. low institutional uncertainty, functions for the transition paradigm as the rationale for elites  and the citizen to support democratic institutions and, thus, to maintain a stable political order.22 In the  same vein, according to the World Bank (1989: 22,192) development needs liberal markets, which, in turn,  need the rule of law to be established, and the rule of law can only be guaranteed within democratic  structures, i.e. less but better government. In fact, the Agenda for Development calls for development by  better governance and adopting a ‘human focus’, but stresses: “structural adjustment remains a necessary  prescription” (Boutros-Ghali 1994: § 109).  Now, it is exactly at this point where the democratisation discourse and the ‘new’ development discourse  traverse each other, to propose first that development and stable order are conditional upon  democratisation, and second that political reforms need external support and expertise. In fact, it reflects  the underlying tension of the good governance approach of the World Bank. On the one hand,  development and democratisation must be bottom-up processes based on local traditional (pre-modern)  social institutions, but on the other hand it needs the expertise, advice and guidance of a ‘global coalition’.  The development as good governance discourse manages to link a radical emancipatory agenda of  participation, partnership and self-management with a paternalistic policy of non-territorial control and  management (see Duffield 2001: 34). Finally, democracy promotion is no longer merely an ideological  foreign policy tool, but a crucial expertise for development and political stability. A brief analysis of the  Agenda for Development and the Agenda for Democratization, which were both embraced by the General Assembly of the UN, highlights the emergence of a hegemonic discourse on good governance. The  agendas propose that “[d]emocratization is predominantly a new area for technical assistance” (Boutros-  Ghali 1996: § 13) and “that a consensus on democracy and its practical importance has begun to take  shape.” (Boutros-Ghali 1996: §14) In fact, “[d]emocracy and development are linked in fundamental ways  […], because democracy is inherently attached to the question of governance, which has an impact on all  aspects of development efforts.” (Boutros-Ghali 1994: § 120) Further the Agendas underline that where  democracy is lacking the middle class is weak, poverty widespread, and corruption institutionalised, while  good governance provides fair bureaucratic procedures, brings government closer to the people, allows  for accountable social development through greater societal participation (cf. Boutros-Ghali 1994: §127–  129, 107).   

Failed State – Turns the Case

Failed State paradigm destroys peace-building by imposing Western style institutions.  

Moncef Kartas, Graduate Institute for International Studies Geneva, 2007, “Post-conflict Peace-building – Is the Hegemony of the 

‘Good Governance’ Discourse Depoliticising the Local?" (Annual Conference of the Nordic International Studies Association)
The title of this paper asked if the good governance discourse was depoliticising the local. The answer,  unfortunately, is affirmative. Being totally absorbed by the good governance discourse, post-conflict  peace-building in its current rhetoric and practice seeks to resolve conflict not by addressing the root  causes of a specific conflict, but by imposing Western-style legal-rational institutions. Although, elections,  the rule of law and good governance may provide some tools of conflict resolution in established  democracies, there is no evidence that it would yield the same effects in non-Western post-conflict  situations. In contrast, the virtue of democracy is to create a public space, where the sundry political and  social forces can express themselves and struggle over the appropriate political organisation or policies.  Hence, instead of directly addressing structural deficiencies and/or grievances the good governance  discourse simply present new, yet alien procedures and processes. Furthermore, these legal-rational  procedures are themselves applied through a legal-rational mode, which also frame the interaction  between international or bilateral donors and the local stakeholder. Therefore, no popular deliberation  about the political order to be created is possible, because it must be formulated in a language acceptable  to the good governance discourse. Similarly, the ‘official’ and formal avenues for the sundry social forces  to air their political, social and economic claims are also framed in the vocabulary of the legal-rational. The  local social forces retreats into everyday forms of resistance consisting of withdrawal rather than  institutional confrontation rejecting public and symbolic goals. The local retreats itself from the public  political space. The international intervention forces fail to generate popular support for the construction  of new political institutions.  The argument was presented first by highlighting that PCPB is caught in the good governance discourse.  Then, the conditions for the absorption of the PCPB concept and practices into the good governance  discourse were examined. Furthermore, the paper intertwined this examination with a discussion of the  content of peace-building as good governance. Finally, the paper presented some preliminary reflections  on the effects of international intervention on the post-conflict situation.  

Western peace opertions privilege western interests of democracy and liberal economies
Alex BELLAMY Peace and Conflict Studies @ Queensland AND Paul WILLIAMS Visiting Int’l Affairs @ GW ‘5 “Introduction: Thinking Anew about  Peace Operations” in Peace Operations and Global Order p
The post-Westphalian conception, therefore, insists that in the long term the best chance for stable peace to take root in international society will be if all its members are liberal democracies. According to this approach, liberal democratic states construct relationships built on confident expectations of peaceful change, free trade, cooperation for mutual gain and transnational relationships between societies. It also implies that where liberal societies are absent, war within and between states will be more likely. The principal aim of peace operations thus becomes not so much about creating spaces for negotiated conflict resolution between states but about actively contributing to the construction of liberal politics, economies and societies. In other words, post-Westphalian peace operations are intended to protect and spread liberal democratic governance. Although what Michael Pugh describes in his contribution as the ‘New York orthodoxy’ has developed around the post-Westphalian approach to peace operations its implementation has been inconsistent and selective, for two principal reasons. First, constructing liberal democracies is a contested, expensive and prolonged activity. After ‘discovering’ this in post-war Germany and Japan and more recently in Bosnia and Kosovo, Western states have been reluctant to commit themselves to similar projects in places like East Timor and Afghanistan. Instead, in most parts of the world aid remains conditional upon the pursuit of liberal democracy, neo-liberal economic policies and ‘good governance’ (as defined by the international financial institutions). This has had many negative social and political consequences from sub-Saharan Africa to Latin America.17 Second, there is no consistent consensus in the Security Council that this is what the UN ought to be doing.     
Failed State – Turns the Case

Failed state discourse is imperialist – universalizing sovereignty magnifies inequality and conflict.

Adam David Morton, ESRC Postdoctoral Fellow in the Department of International Politics, University of Wales, September 2005, “The ‘Failed State’ of International Relations” (New Political Economy, Vol. 10 No. 3, Ebsco) 
Just as Lord Salisbury drew distinctions between ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ states in the  international states system at the height of classical imperialism, policy makers  and international theorists today are making similar assumptions about states  outside the non-Western context. Evoking the medical metaphors of Salisbury,  it has been assumed that ‘state collapse is a long-term degenerative disease’,  although it should equally be noted that ‘cure and remission are possible’.38  Albeit with shifts of emphasis, postcolonial states are still seen in a pathological  manner as the main sources of instability and disorder that threaten the security  concerns of the West. In this vein, British Foreign Secretary Jack Straw highlighted the perfusion of warlords and terrorists within failed states to the extent  that he declared himself as having ‘no doubt’ that the domino theory applies to  the chaos, disorder and anarchy of ‘failed states’.39 At a time when it has been  claimed that the post-Cold-War order lacked an overwhelmingly dominant cleavage, the threat of ‘failed states’ has come to the fore of policy makers’ and inter-  national theorists’ concerns. ‘The perception of fault line wars as civilisational  clashes’, argues Huntington, ‘also gave new life to the domino theory which  had existed during the Cold War’.40 What has recently emerged, then, is a doctrine  on failed states that is deployed as part of a rejuvenation of Cold-War strategic  thinking and practice within a ‘new Cold War on terrorism’.41 As Richard  Perle, Chairman of the US Pentagon Defense Policy Board from 2001 to 2003,  has put it:  The struggle against Soviet totalitarianism was a struggle between  fundamental value questions. ‘Good’ and ‘evil’ is about as effective  a shorthand as I can imagine in this regard, and there’s something  rather similar going on in the war on terror . . . [that is] a battle  between good and evil.42  At the same time, though, this doctrine itself reveals the failed state – in terms of a  condition or status – of much IR theory. Statehood is assumed to be a universal  order achieved through the acceptance of objective conditions of sovereignty  shaped in the self-image of Western development. Yet my argument has raised  the need to problematise universally recognisable signs of sovereign statehood  in order to highlight the ‘failed universalisation of the imported state’.43 More-  over, I have argued that greater account has to be given to the relationship  between sovereignty and capitalism that shapes state identities. A political  economy approach to sovereignty is better able to draw attention to the capitalist  global division of labour within which state identities have been and are consti-  tuted, whilst also according due regard to forms of political action operating  within such conditions. Imperialism unleashed a world process of uneven development in capital accumulation within which different forms of production  were combined. This posed certain problems for the postcolonial bifurcated  state in reconciling both the territorial and capitalist logics of power. These have  most commonly become manifest in ongoing attempts to engage in continual pro-  cesses of primitive accumulation – or accumulation by dispossession44 – through  377 tthe tactics of predation, fraud or warlord violence. Recognising these rather different  political economy processes is essential in moving beyond the increasingly evident  ‘failed state’ of International Relations.  

Failed State - Takes Out Solvency

The label of a “Failed State” overlooks the reason why the state has failed and normatively assumes liberal market democracies are the goal
Morten BOAS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) AND Kathleen JENNINGS Fafo Inst. for Applied Int’l Studies (Oslo) ‘7 “FailedStates’ and ‘State Failure’: Threats or Opportunities” Globalizations 4:4

Furthermore, the corollary of the assumption that states can and should function the same way—namely, that poorly functioning states can be ‘fixed’ using technocratic solutions, such as good governance programmes or security sector reform—ignores the issue of why it is these states function as they do.2 As noted above, we argue that most policy interventions and analyses overlook the deliberate aspect of state failure: the extent to which regimes allow and enable state recession in order to serve their own financial and security interests, regardless of the best interests of the people. Conversely, good governance and institutional reform agendas are predicated on the self-referential notion that modern, Western, ‘liberal market democracies’ (Paris, 2004, p. 5) are the normative goal, and that mimicking their structures is the only viable option to overcome the decrepitude that enables criminality, terrorism, and poverty to flourish. These states are thus severely compromised, insofar as they are trying to ‘fix’ that which is probably broken for a reason. Even where this programming occurs in the context of post-conflict peacebuilding operations, the fact of conflict (and probably regime shift) does not necessarily change the incentives for continued state recession and informalisation, as the pathologies that created these incentives typically remain intact.  

A Critical approach enables us to interrogate our modern forms of thinking

Alex BELLAMY Peace and Conflict Studies @ Queensland AND Paul WILLIAMS Visiting Int’l Affairs @ GW ‘5 “Introduction: Thinking Anew about  Peace Operations” in Peace Operations and Global Order p
The challenge to ‘think anew’ about peace operations therefore presents several important but under-explored questions about what peace operations are for, how we decide to evaluate them and what issues we think are important. This collection seeks to address some of these questions first by addressing the conceptual and theoretical issues discussed above and then by considering some empirical cases. All the contributors problematize the assumptions underpinning contemporary peace operations in one way or another and discuss some of the immanent possibilities for reform. In order to address these issues the study proceeds in two parts. Part I addresses in more detail many of the conceptual issues raised in this introduction. In Part II the contributors analyse a variety of topics to explore what ‘thinking anew’ about peace operations might mean in practice. In the opening contribution, Alex J. Bellamy explores contending approaches to the theory of peace operations. Following on from the idea of ‘problem-solving’ and ‘critical’ theories, a theme developed further by Michael Pugh, Bellamy identifies three key issues that divide the two approaches: the purpose of theorizing, how to understand the social world, and the relationship between theory and practice. Bellamy argues that in all three areas ‘problem solving’ theories perform important functions but limit our understanding of peace operations in important ways. For example, ‘problem solving’ theories do not reflect on the ideological values that they, and the practices they examine, are supporting. As a result, they have proved unable to satisfactorily explain or understand political practices in complex emergencies. In concluding, therefore, Bellamy calls for the development of ‘critical’ approaches to the subject that interrogate dominant forms of common sense about peace operations by asking whether or not they contribute to human emancipation. 
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The affirmatives’ representations of North Korea as an irrational proliferator prevent peace
David Shim, Phd Candidate @ GIGA Institute of Asian Studies, 2008 [Paper prepared for presentation at the 2008 ISA, Production, Hegemonization  and Contestation of Discursive Hegemony: The Case of the Six-Party Talks in Northeast Asia, www.allacademic.com/meta/p253290_index.html] 

This paper’s starting point is the consideration that practices within NEA security politics representing the nuclear ambitions and intentions of North Korea as malign and, therefore, as the rationale behind the need of the nuclear disarmament framework, indicate a particular shared understanding or interpretation – presumed by all remaining parties – regarding the actions, policies or statements of the DPRK. It is argued that signifying practices ascribed and fixed a specific meaning with regard to North Korea’s behaviour, which is problematized in terms of certain narratives revolving around nuclear armament, missiles and nuclear proliferation, terrorism, criminal activities, illegitimacy, instability, isolation and irrationality. Regardless of the inner coherence of some arguments the DPRK is represented by the remaining SPT actors as a threat, a danger or a risk. Common to cite, for instance, is its military strength (missile and nuclear program and suspected proliferation of means and know-how), its internal weakness (economic, energy and food crises, potential instability/collapse and flood of refugees), its irrationality (madness, unpredictable behaviour and/or non-compliance of agreements), its rationality (calculative behaviour of coercive or blackmail diplomacy), its lack of transparency and isolation in the international community (no or little information on its condition) which is combined to a certain degree with its ideology/philosophy of Juche. In short, it is regarded as a problem in regional security politics and this seems to be the dominant reality or valid knowledge with regard to North Korea. In this vein, the emergence of the Six-Party Talks can be regarded as an institutionalized embodiment of the problematization of North Korea, because it unifies major themes, which contribute to the ascription of a specific meaning towards it. However, the current interpretational and representational practices to make sense of North  Korea’s actions or statements are not necessarily or naturally the only way to make its  behaviour intelligible. There can also be alternative interpretations (cf. e.g. Cumings 1999,  2004; Sigal 1998; Bleiker 2003, 2005; Smith 2000; Kang 2003; Suh 2006, 2007). For instance,  the rationale behind North Korea’s pursuit of nuclear weapons could be seen as a defensive  measure or as a deterrent, particularly if one considers the ‘axis or evil’ rhetoric or the  (nuclear) pre-emption policy of the United States and its military alliances with South Korea  and Japan. Further, one could make sense of its nuclear programme in terms of economic or  energy needs or it could be interpreted as a bargaining chip. Its missile programme or the  test-firing of such a device could also be seen as the legal right of a sovereign state (cf. Smith  2000: 598; Suh 2007: 157).  
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Even if the affirmative alters the policy mechanism of approaching Korea– the representation of North Korea as a threatening rogue state promotes war

Roland Bleiker, PhD in International Relations at ANU, professor of international relations at the University of Queensland, 11/18/2003, International Affairs Volume 79 Issue 4, Pages 719 – 737 (http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/118868835/
abstract). 

The purpose of this article is to examine the role of the United States in the Korean nuclear crisis, for no aspect of the past and present dilemmas on the peninsula can be addressed or even understood without recourse to the US. This is why China repeatedly stressed that the latest nuclear crisis was primarily an issue between North Korea and the United States.6 Kim Dae-jung, in his final speech as South Korea’s president, reiterated the same theme: ‘more than anything, dialogue between North Korea and the United States is the important key to a solution.’7 A solution is, however, far from reach. Both the US and North Korea see the other as a threat. And each has good reasons for doing so. But each is also implicated in the production of this threat. The problem is that these interactive dynamics are hard to see, for the West tends to project a very one-sided image of North Korea—one that sees it solely as a rogue outlaw, and thus a source of danger and instability. Nicolas Eberstadt, for instance, stresses that ‘North Korean policies and practices have accounted for most of the volatility within the Northeast Asian region since the end of the Cold War.’8 Very few policy-makers, security analysts and journalists ever the make the effort to imagine how threats are perceived from North Korean perspective, or con- sider how these perceptions are part of an interactive security dilemma in which the West, and US foreign policy in particular, is implicated as deeply as the vilified regime in Pyongyang. The central argument of this article is that the image of North Korea as a ‘rogue state’ severely hinders both an adequate understanding and a possible resolution of the crisis. The rhetoric of rogue states is indicative of how US foreign policy continues to be driven by dualistic and militaristic Cold War thinking patterns. The ‘Evil Empire’ may be gone; not so the underlying need to define safety and security with reference to an external threat that must be warded off at any cost. Rogues are among the new threat-images that serve to demarcate the line between good and evil. As during the Cold War, military means are considered the key tool with which this line is to be defended. In the absence of a global power that matches the US, this militaristic attitude has, if anything, even intensified. Look at Washington’s recent promulgation of a pre- emptive strike policy against rogue states. The consequences of this posture are particularly fateful in Korea, for it reinforces half a century of explicit and repeated nuclear threats against the government in Pyongyang. The impact of these threats has been largely obscured, not least because the highly technical and specialized discourse of security analysis has enabled the US to present the strategic situation on the peninsula in a manner that misleadingly attributes responsibility for the crisis solely to North Korea’s actions. A brief disclaimer is in order at this point. I offer neither a comprehensive review of the Korean security situation nor a detailed analysis of the latest events. As a result, there will be little mention of some admittedly crucial issues, such as the role of China or the increasingly problematic rift between Washington and Seoul. Instead, I identify broad patterns of conflict and embark on a con- ceptual engagement with some of the ensuing dilemmas. Focusing on underly- ing trends inevitably entails glossing over nuances at times. For instance, there are heated debates between hawks and doves within Washington’s policy circles, and as a result periods dominated by hard-line realist positions have alternated with periods during which softer and more liberal policies prevailed. But the persistent pattern of seeing North Korea as a rogue state is far more striking, and in many ways far more significant, than the strategic policy manoeuvring that takes place within these patterns. Focusing on the big picture also entails depart- ing from some of the conventions that prevail in the field of strategic and security studies. Contrary to most treatments of the subject, I do not discuss the technical aspects of nuclear and other weapons, except to show, as indicated above, how these very discussions, jargon-ridden and inaccessible as they are to any but military experts, often serve to stifle debate about some of the underly- ing political and ethical issues.
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Rhetoric of evil obstructs any compromises or negotiations
Roland Bleiker, PhD in International Relations at ANU, professor of international relations at the University of Queensland, 11/18/2003, International Affairs Volume 79 Issue 4, Pages 719 – 737 (http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/118868835/
abstract). 
The conflict pattern had been set long before the latest crisis unfolded. Several scholars, most notably Bruce Cumings and Hazel Smith, have for years drawn attention to Washington’s inability to see North Korea as anything but a dangerous and unpredictable rogue state.51 A look at the deeply embedded nature of this policy attitude is thus in order, even if it entails a brief detour from the imme- diate issue of Korean security. Central here is the transition from the Cold War to a new world order. While the global Cold War power structures collapsed like a house of cards, the mindsets that these structures produced turned out to be far more resilient. Cold War thinking patterns remain deeply entrenched in US foreign policy, not least because virtually all of its influential architects rose to power or passed their formative political years during the Cold War. As a result, security has in essence remained a dualistic affair: an effort to protect a safe inside from a threatening outside. Once the danger of communism had vanished, security had to be articulated with reference to a new Feindbild, a new threatening other that could provide a sense of identity, order and safety at home. ‘I’m running out of demons. I’m running out of villains,’ said US general Colin Powell in 1991. ‘I’m down to Castro and Kim Il Sung.’52 Rogue states were among the new threat images that rose to prominence when Cold War ideological schism gave way to a more blurred picture of global politics.53 And North Korea became the rogue par excellence: the totalitarian state that disregards human rights and aspires to possess weapons of mass destruction; the one that lies outside the sphere of good and is to be watched, contained and controlled. But there is far more to this practice of ‘othering’ than meets the eye. Robert Dujarric hits the nail on the head when identifying why some of the key rogue states, such as North Korea, Iraq, Iran or Libya, are constituted as ‘rogue’ by the US. It cannot be their authoritarian nature and their human rights violations alone, for many other states, including Saudi Arabia and Egypt, have an equally appalling record. Nor can it be that they possess or aspire to possess weapons of mass destruction. Otherwise states like India, Pakistan or Israel would be constituted as rogues too. Dujarric stresses that rogue states above all share one common characteristic: ‘they are small or medium nations that have achieved some success in thwarting American policy.’54 The tendency to demonize rogue states considerably intensified following the terrorist attacks on New York and Washington of 11 September 2001. For some policy-makers and political commentators, the American reaction to these events signified a fundamentally new approach to foreign policy. US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld heralds the arrival of ‘new ways of thinking and new ways of fighting’.55 Stephen Walt, likewise, speaks of ‘the most rapid and dramatic change in the history of US foreign policy’.56 Significant changes did, indeed, take place. The inclusion of a preventive first-strike option, for instance, is a radical departure from previous approaches, which revolved around a more defence- oriented military policy. But at a more fundamental, conceptual level, there is far more continuity than change in the US position. Indeed, one can clearly detect a strong desire to return to the reassuring familiarity of dualistic and militaristic thinking patterns that dominated foreign policy during the Cold War. The new US foreign policy re-established the sense of order and certitude that had existed during the Cold War: an inside/outside world in which, according to the words of President George W. Bush, ‘you are either with us or against us.’57 Once again, the world is divided into ‘good’ and ‘evil’; once again, military means occupy a key, if not the only, role in protecting the former against the latter. ‘The opposition between good and evil is not negotiable,’ Allan Bloom noted at the time of Ronald Reagan’s presidency. It is a question of principles, and thus ‘a cause of war’.58 Expressed in other words, the rhetoric of evil moves the concept of rogue states into the realm of irrationality. ‘Evil’ is in essence a term of condemnation for a phenomenon that can neither be fully compre- hended nor addressed other than through militaristic forms of dissuasion and retaliation. This is why various commentators believe that the rhetoric of evil is an ‘analytical cul de sac’ that prevents, rather than encourages, understanding. Some go as far as arguing that a rhetoric of evil entails an ‘evasion of account- ability’, for the normative connotations of the term inevitably lead to policy positions that ‘deny negotiations and compromise’.59 How is it, indeed, possible to negotiate with evil without being implicated in it? ‘
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Techno-strategic planning distorts North Korea as a more dangerous threat than it is
Roland Bleiker, PhD in International Relations at ANU, professor of international relations at the University of Queensland, 11/18/2003, International Affairs Volume 79 Issue 4, Pages 719 – 737 (http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/118868835/
abstract).
For decades, the US and South Korea have argued that the military balance on the peninsula represents one of the most severe imbalances in military power anywhere in the world.68 During the late 1980s, for instance, North Korean troops were said to outnumber South Koreans by 840,000 to 650,000, with the North enjoying an even greater advantage in tanks, aircraft and naval forces.69 The South Korean Defense White Paper at the time argued that its military power was only 65 per cent of North Korea’s, and that a military balance would not be reached until after the year 2000.70 But on the eve of the year 2000 the refrain remained exactly the same. The 1999 Defense White Paper still insisted that ‘North Korea has the quantitative upper hand in troops and weaponry, and it possesses strong capabilities of conducting mobile warfare designed to succeed in a short-term blitzkrieg.’71 Virtually all official defence statistics present a seemingly alarming North Korean presence. They juxtapose, for instance, North Korea’s 1,170,000 standing forces against the 690,000 of the South, its 78 brigades against the 19, its 23,001 armoured vehicles against the 2,400, its 50 submarines against 6, etc., etc., etc.72 Articulated from the privileged vantage point of the state, the strategic studies discourse acquires a degree of political and moral authority that goes far beyond its empirically sustainable claims. For years scholars have questioned the accuracy of the calculations and the political conclusions derived from them. Already in the 1980s, critics pointed out that the official statistics compare quantity, not quality, and that in terms of the latter the South enjoys a clear strategic advantage over the North, even without including American nuclear and other weapons stationed in or (possibly) directed towards the Korean peninsula.73 These critiques have intensified in recent years. In a detailed study of the subject, Moon Chung-in argues that even without US nuclear support, ‘South Korea is far superior to the North in military capacity’, citing major quality differences in such realms as communication, intelligence, electronic warfare and cutting-edge offensive weapons systems.74 Sigal, likewise, points out that the much feared one- million-man North Korean army is largely a fiction. About half of them, he estimates, are either untrained or soldier-workers engaged in civil construction. Many of North Korea’s tanks and aircraft are obsolescent, leaving its ‘ground forces and lines of supply vulnerable to attack from the air’.75 Humanitarian workers, who have gained access to much of North Korea’s territory in recent years, paint a similar picture. They stress, for instance, that ‘the few tanks seen on the road cannot get from one village to the next without breaking down or running out of fuel.’76 The political manipulation of defence expenditure statistics perfectly illustrates how technical data are used to project threats in a particular manner. Policy- makers and security experts keep drawing attention to North Korea’s excessive military expenditures. And excessive they are indeed, averaging 27.5 per cent of GDP over the past few years and reaching a staggering 37.9 per cent in 1998, at a time when the country was being devastated by famine.77 Seoul’s defence expenditure seems much more modest in comparison, at a mere 3.5 per cent of GDP. But when one compares the respective expenditures in absolute terms, which is hardly ever done in official statistics, then the picture all of a sudden looks very different. Given its superior economy, the 3.5 per cent of GDP that Seoul spends on its military amounts to more than twice as much as the Northern Korean expenses, no matter how excessive the latter appear in terms of per- centage of GDP.78 One does not need to be fluent in the techno-strategic language of security analysis to realize that over the years this unequal pattern of defence spending has created a qualitative imbalance of military capacities on the peninsula. And yet, the myth of the strong North Korean army, of ‘the world’s third largest military capability’, is as prevalent and as strongly hyped as ever.79
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Specialized discourse distorts North Korea’s security dilemmas, presenting them as a threat 
Roland Bleiker, PhD in International Relations at ANU, professor of international relations at the University of Queensland, 11/18/2003, International Affairs Volume 79 Issue 4, Pages 719 – 737 (http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/118868835/
abstract). 
If one steps back from the immediate and highly emotional ideological context that still dominates security interactions on the peninsula, then the attitude and behaviour of North Korea and the US bear striking similarities. Both have contributed a great deal to each other’s fears. Both have also used their fears to justify aggressive military postures. And both rely on a strikingly similar form of crisis diplomacy. But the ensuing interactive dynamics are largely hidden behind a rationalized security policy that presents threats in a one- dimensional manner. The image of North Korea as an evil and unpredictable rogue state is so deeply entrenched that any crisis can easily be attributed to Pyongyang’s problematic actions, even in the face of contradictory evidence. Keeping up this image, and the threat projections that are associated with it, requires constant work. The specialized discourse on security and national defence contributes to the performance of this task. It presents threats in a highly technical manner and in a jargon-ridden language that is inaccessible to all but a few military experts. As a result, a very subjective and largely one-sided interpretation of security dilemmas has come to be accepted as real and politically legitimate. Articles on defence issues usually end with policy recommendations. Not so this one, even though much could be said about a great many crucial issues, such as the possibility of involving China as a way of reaching a compromise between Pyongyang’s insistence on bilateral negotiations and Washington’s preference for a multilateral approach. But trying to identify the underlying patterns of Korea’s security dilemmas seems a big enough task on its own. This conclusion, then, takes on a more modest tone and merely draws attention to the type of mindset with which the challenges ahead may be approached more successfully. Required more than anything is what Gertrude Stein sought to capture through the metaphor that served as a model for the title of this article:80 the political and moral obligation to question the assumption that something is how it is and how it has always been; the need to replace old and highly problematic Cold War thinking patterns with new and more sensitive attempts to address the dilemmas of Korean security.
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The representations of North Korea as a security threat predetermines the policy response and shapes reality
David Shim, Phd Candidate @ GIGA Institute of Asian Studies, 2008 [Paper prepared for presentation at the 2008 ISA, Production, Hegemonization  and Contestation of Discursive Hegemony: The Case of the Six-Party Talks in Northeast Asia, www.allacademic.com/meta/p253290_index.html] 
The process of fixing meaning, that is, in terms of Laclau and Mouffe (2001: 105), when an  element (sign with unfixed meaning) is transformed through articulation into a moment (sign  with fixed meaning), is hegemonic, since it reduces the range of possibilities and excludes  alternative meanings by determining the ways in which the signs are related to each other.  That is to say, when meaning is fixed, i.e. hegemonized, it determines, what can be thought,  said or done in a meaningful way. 13 Applied to this case, the exclusive character of a  hegemonic discourse makes it unintelligible to make sense of North Korea’s nuclear program  in terms of, for instance, energy needs, because – as it is argued – practices of  problematization hegemonized the ways of thinking, acting and speaking about North Korea.  Discursive hegemony can be regarded as the result of certain practices, in which a particular  understanding or interpretation appears to be the natural order of things (Laclau/Mouffe 2001).  This naturalization consolidates a specific idea, which is taken for granted by involved actors  and makes sense of the(ir) world. As Hall (1998: 1055-7) argues, common sense resembles a  hegemonic discourse, which is a dominant interpretation and representation of reality and  therefore accepted to be the valid truth and knowledge. Referring to the productive character  of discursive hegemony, the Six-Party Talks can be regarded as an outcome of the dominating  interpretation of reality (cf. also Jackson 2005: 20; Cox 1983; Hajer 2005).  The hegemonic discourse regarding North Korea provides the framework for a specific  interpretation in which the words, actions or policies of it are attached with meaning, that is,  are problematized. As Jacob Torfing argues “a discursive truth regime […] specifies the  criteria for judging something to be true of false”, and further states, that within such a  discursive framework the criteria for acknowledging something as true, right or good are  negotiated and defined (Torfing 2005a: 14; 19; cf. also Mills 2004: 14-20). However,  important to note is, if one is able to define this yardstick, not only one is able to define what  is right, good or true, but also what kinds of action are possible. In other words, if you can  mark someone or something with a specific label, then certain kinds of acts become feasible.  Basically, it can be stated that discursive hegemony depends on the interpretation and  representation by actors of real events since the interpretation of non-existent facts would not  make sense. But the existence of real events does not necessarily have to be a prerequisite for  hegemonizing interpretational and representational practices because actions do not need to be  carried out, thus, to become a material fact, in order to be interpreted and represented in a  certain way (Campbell 1998: 3). Suh Jae-Jung (2004: 155) gives an example of this practice.  In 1999 US intelligence agencies indicated to preparing measures taken by North Korea to  test fire a missile. Although the action was not yet executed, it was treated as a fact, which  involved and enabled certain implications and material consequences such as the public  criticism of North Korea, the issuance of statements, diplomatic activity and efforts to  hegemonize and secure this certain kind of reality, i.e. to build a broad majority to confirm  this view on North Korea. In other words, the practices of problematizing North Korea took  place even before an action was done.  
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The representation of North Korea as a rogue state distorts the complexities of North Korea’s actions

Alexandra Homolar-Riechmann, @ Peace Research Institute Frankfurt & Kings College, February 2009 [Prepared for delivery at the 2009 Annual Meeting of the International Studies Association, “Rebels without a cause: US foreign policy and the concept of rogue states,” p. allacademic]
Second, the North Korean nuclear crisis had a major impact on the development of US policy options that aimed  at countering the threats posed by rogue states armed with weapons of mass destruction and the means to deliver them. In  December 1993, for example, Secretary of Defense Les Aspin announced that the Pentagon had launched a program, the ‘Defense Counterproliferation Initiative’, to counter the perceived increased threat posed by Third World countries armed with nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons, which included developing a range of new military capabilities (Abrams   1993). In  a  Foreign Affairs  article  in  spring  1994, Clinton’s National Security Advisor Anthony Lake (1994: 45-6) emphasized that the outlaws Cuba, North Korea, Iran, Iraq, and Libya are ‘often aggressive and defiant’, which share a  ‘siege mentality’ and have the potential to threaten the international community with advanced weaponry,  in  particular   weapons  of  mass  destruction and missile  delivery  systems.  Invoking George Kennan’s 1947 strategy, Lake specifically  laid out a strategy of ‘dual containment’ toward the ‘backlash’  states of Iran  and Iraq as part of the  US objective  to  develop  ‘a strategy to neutralize, contain and, through selective pressure, perhaps eventually transform’ these states 
(Lake 1994: 46). Applying the language of ‘containment’ to the problem of dealing with rogue states is significant because, similar  to its original  application  to the Soviet  threat, the term containment implies the introduction of a carrot-and-stick approach to changing rogue state behavior, as well as an ambitious attempt at the ‘restructuring of geopolitical space’. This, in turn, further enabled the establishment of an overarching security narrative and conceptual framework that has  influenced how the intentions and capabilities of rogue states are interpreted by US defense policymakers (Chilton 1996:  134). Both the concept of ‘counterproliferation’ and the ‘dual containment strategy’ subsequently became integral parts of Clinton’s 1995 National Security Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement (cf. Clinton 1995: 13; 30). By the mid-1990s,  the rogue state terminology had thus become a central element in President Clinton’s approach to US foreign and defense policy (cf. Litwak 2000: 56-70; Klare 1998: 14).  Finally, the North Korean nuclear crisis contributed  significantly to the proliferation of the rogue states terminology in political discourse outside the branches of US  government. Among other things, in order for actors to take advantage of such catalytic events to promote particular 
policy agendas ‘requires planning, organization, publicity and political positioning’ (Parmar 2005: 8). In light of North  Korea’s potential nuclear ambitions and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and related technologies,  conservative US think thanks, such as the Heritage Foundation and the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), began to actively engage in the proliferation and consolidation of the rogue states terminology. A review of the Heritage  Foundation’s online archives shows that while the term ‘rogue state’ did not feature in its publications during the early  post-Cold War era prior to the North Korean nuclear crisis, the number of articles mentioning rogue states in general  and those with a specific focus on North Korea skyrocketed between 1993 and 1994 (www.heritage.org). A similar effect can be observed in US mainstream news media. A search of the Lexis-Nexis  database for ‘major mentions’ of the  ‘rogue states’ label in all US news media shows the impact of the North Korea-US nuclear crisis on the development of an overarching rogue states narrative. Despite the War in the Persian Gulf against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq, which later became  the ‘model’ rogue state, only two newspaper articles mentioned the term ‘rogue state’ in 1992-one in  relation  to human rights and one with respect to fissile material. In 1993, US news organizations began to report on ‘rogue states’ more  frequently: twelve newspaper articles use the term and seven made an explicit connection between nuclear weapons, missile technology, proliferation and North Korea. While Iran was counted as a rogue state in five of the 1993 newspaper articles, Iraq was mentioned only twice. One year later, over thirty newspaper articles mentioned the term ‘rogue state’, many of  them now referring to North Korea, along with Iraq and Iran, as ‘the archetypal rogue state’ (Sigal 1994: 22). By 1996 the ‘rogue state’ concept had become firmly rooted in the US news media vocabulary: the term ‘rogue state’ was mentioned in  129 newspaper articles and has not fallen under the benchmark of one hundred in any year since. What is particularly  important is that the conservative US think tank community portrayed North Korea as immoral, unpredictable, and belligerent so vigorously that opposing views were  marginalized and even deemed questionable in the wider defense  policy community and political debates (Smith 2000: 596-8). In the absence of major alternative sources of information that were independent from US government agencies, both policymakers and US news media tended to  reflect these views, thereby distorting the complexities of North Korea’s actions, politics, and policies (cf. Bleiker 2003;  Smith 2000). Overall, the increased attention paid by conservative US think tanks and by the US news media suggests that the crisis over North Korea’s nuclear weapons program served as a stimulus both to popularize the notion of the danger posed by ‘rogue states’ through their alleged  ambitions to join the nuclear club, and furthered the development of an overarching rogue states narrative.

North Korea Link

Security discourse in national policy will inevitably lead to conflict and volatility in Korea

Roland Bleiker, PhD in International Relations at ANU, professor of international relations at the University of Queensland, 3/1/2001, The Pacific Review, Vol. 14 No. 1 2001: 121–148 (http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=5&hid=
112&sid=c838f5c6-4ba1-4c7d-a420-60f92b86faf6%40sessionmgr104) 

The security situation on the Korean Peninsula will remain volatile as long as current identity constructs continue to guide policy formation. A soft-landing approach may well be the most reasonable and desirable scenario, but it can only unfold and develop to its fullest potential once it incorporates, in a central manner, issues of identity and difference. This process starts with recognizing that identities are constructed, and that these constructs constitute key elements of the security situation on the peninsula. Needed, then, is a move away from the widespread essentialist tendency to ground policy in an understanding of North Korea ‘as it is’ (see, for instance, Choi 1999: 2). The Perry Report is a case in point: it recommends that the US should deal with North Korea ‘as it is, not as we might wish it to be’. It advocates a ‘realist view [of North Korea], a hard-headed understanding of military realities’ (Perry 1999: 5, 12). But, of course, there is no such thing as a ‘reality’ on the Korean Peninsula. There has been far too much destruction and antagonistic rhetoric to allow for judgements that are even remotely objective. Earlier sections of this essay have pointed out how decades of media representations have consti- tuted North Korea as a ‘rogue state’. As a result, signs of compromise and dialogue that diverged from the expected pattern of hostility and aggression were – with notable exceptions – often neither reported in the press nor appreciated by policy-makers. Needed, then, are policy approaches based not on an understanding of North Korea ‘as it is’, but on a critical appreciation of how the current security dilemmas ‘have become what they are’. Needed are approaches that do not deny difference, but make it part of a new, more pluralisti- cally defined vision of identity and unity – a vision that may one day replace the present, violence-prone demarcation of self and other. Such a struggle on behalf of alterity, as David Campbell (1998) calls it, is all the more imperative in Korea since a hermetically sealed-off border between South and North has prevented virtually all forms of interactions that could have engendered at least a rudimentary appreciation of the other’s identity practices. As a result, countless post-war incidents, from the Rangoon bombing to recent naval clashes in the Yellow Sea, have established antagonistic identity practices that are now entrenched in polit- ical culture and societal consciousness. In the context of such hostile iden- tity performances it is imperative that an ethical position on national division and unification is based on an approach that does not subsume the other into the self. To advance such an argument, is, of course, not to defend the authoritarian regime in the North or to suggest its ideological world-view be retained. Rather, it is to stress that a peaceful rapproche- ment can only occur if a multitude of identity practices are recognized as legitimate and, indeed, as essential to laying the foundation for what one day may be a peaceful peninsula, unified or not. Needed is what Grinker (1998: xiv, 10–12) calls for: an active process of mourning, rather than a denial of loss. Indeed, the German precedent demonstrates that decades of national division can create different sets of identities that persist and cause conflict long after political unification (see Maaz 1990; Gilliar 1996). Owing to the Korean War and countless other confrontations, the poten- tial for violence that arises from these antagonistic identity constructs is far greater in Korea than it ever was in Germany (Paik 1996: 17). And as long as there is an operative mythology of homogeneous nationhood, the conflict over competing forms of identity will remain a present source of conflict and danger. This is not the space to discuss in detail the specific policy changes that would follow from rethinking Korean security through an appreciation of identity and difference. Rather, the purpose of the essay has been to draw attention to some of the broad conceptual domains that need urgent rethinking. While conventional security concerns will (and should) remain central to both academics and security practitioners, one must also recog- nize that fundamental political change can occur only once the underlying issue of political identity has become a topic of discussion and scrutiny. This, in turn, would entail searching for a political perspective that reaches beyond the parameters of current political manoeuvrings. Such a search is inevitably a long-term affair, for it revolves around the need to rethink notions of security that are deeply entrenched in political practice and societal consciousness – not just in Korea, but in international politics in general. Perhaps security may one day no longer be associated with order and certainty, for it is exactly the search for order and certainty (the process of drawing a rigid line across the 38th parallel, for instance) that has generated the problematic demarcation between inside and outside, the political and mental boundaries that account for the violent nature of present political structures. An alternative understanding of security would, in Costas Constantinou’s words (2000: 303), ‘desynchronise security from safety and certitude’. He, alongside a number of other critical scholars, now seek to validate a different notion of security, one that points not to an (impossible) escape from danger, but to a ‘passage through fear and loss’, one that allows us to ‘feel secure-in-danger . . . and dwell next to one’s enemy in security, without surrendering, or dominating, or making the foe friend’ (Constantinou 2000: 290; Burke 2000: 308). These and a range of other related security challenges can clearly not be solved today, nor can they be addressed at the level of the nation-state. They call for ways of heeding the cross-
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territorial bonds that may develop between people and the human ideals they stand for. To think ahead of security in such a broad and post-national way is a first step – necessary and long overdue as it is – towards life in a Korea that is no longer defined by the constant spectre of violent encounters. 
North Korea - Alternative

Our alternative is to reject the affirmative’s construction of security. Questioning traditional security can open space for alternative interpretations.

David Shim, Phd Candidate @ GIGA Institute of Asian Studies, 2008 [Paper prepared for presentation at the 2008 ISA, Production, Hegemonization  and Contestation of Discursive Hegemony: The Case of the Six-Party Talks in Northeast Asia, www.allacademic.com/meta/p253290_index.html] 
As it was stated above, meaning is produced and hegemonized through articulatory practices,  which position it in an exclusive relation to other possible meanings. However, since eternal  fixing of meaning is impossible, that is, discourses are never fully closed, there are always  alternative meanings available in the field of discursivity (‘surplus of meaning’), which  compete for discursive hegemony. As Phillips and Jorgensen (2002: 29, italics in original)  summarize “[d]iscourses are incomplete structures […] Hence there is always room for  struggles over what the structure should look like, what discourses should prevail, and how  meaning should be ascribed to the individual signs” (cf. also Nabers 2007: 23). The need of  the outside for the constitution of the inside makes hegemonic discourses vulnerable for  disruption. Foucault (1978: 100-1, cited in Mills 2004: 40) noted on this “discourse can be  both an instrument and an effect of power […] Discourse transmits and produces power; it  reinforces it, but also undermines it and exposes it, renders it fragile and makes it possible to  thwart it”. In other words, discourses are both sites of consolidation and contestation for  hegemonized meaning. In this way, discursive hegemony is only temporarily possible and  contestation or change is discourse inherent. The impossibility of total closure opens the way  for alternative meanings and interpretations to make sense of the world so that hegemonic  discourses can be challenged through counter-discourses. For instance, remarks by Secretary  of State Condolezza Rice (2007, 2008) about the United States not having permanent enemies  in reference to North Korea and Iran, point at the impossibility of signifying practices to fix  meaning once and for all.
North Korea- Turns Case

The aff’s representation of a violent and irrational North Korea generates exclusive identities incapable of peace.

David Shim, Phd Candidate @ GIGA Institute of Asian Studies, 2008 [Paper prepared for presentation at the 2008 ISA, Production, Hegemonization  and Contestation of Discursive Hegemony: The Case of the Six-Party Talks in Northeast Asia, www.allacademic.com/meta/p253290_index.html] 
As it was mentioned above, a discourse is the (temporarily) fixing of meaning around signs,  which Laclau and Mouffe (2001: 112) call nodal points. Once partial fixing of meaning is  attained, it determines what counts as valid, true or real; in short, the hegemonic discourse  defines what is meaningful and establishes a taken-for-granted knowledge. This section aims  to scrutinize the representational practices in the documents of the Six-Party Talks 19 in order  to identify what kind of reality is being produced. That is to say, it is intended to look for  indications of what is taken-for-granted, the positioning of subjects in terms of equivalence  and difference and identify patterns of fractures that might lead to contest or change  discursive hegemony. The SPT-documents might be particular suitable to look for specific  representational practices because it can be assumed that because language in those cases is  carefully chosen; it is an accurate account of the reality the parties wish to create.  The majority of the scientific and policy-making community refers to the 2002 Pyongyang  visit by then Assistant Secretary of State James Kelly as the beginning of the ‘second nuclear  crisis’. 20 After his visit, Kelly accused the DPRK of having a secret nuclear program. The  demand of North Korea to hold bilateral meetings with the United States to solve this issue  and the stance of Washington to have direct talks only within a multilateral framework, that is, to include more actors in the negotiations process, point to the struggles about the scope of  problematizing the nuclear issue. While in the April 2003 meeting between the DPRK, United  States and China the matter was discussed trilaterally, with the formation of the Six-Party  Talks it was now made an issue for three more actors, indicating the emerging  problematization of a nuclear North Korea within regional security politics.  One obvious narrative pattern appearing in the SPT-documents is to position a nuclear North  Korea 21 , as a hindrance to local and regional peace and stability. The signifiers ‘peace’,  ‘peacefully’ and ‘stability’, which are being used continuously in the SPT-documents, are  combined (articulatory practice) with the sign ‘denuclearization (of the Korean peninsula)’ –  and to a lesser degree with ‘non-proliferation’ and ‘normalization’ – establishing a mutually  dependent relation between those signs (cf. SPT 2003, 2004a/b, 2005a/b/c, 2006, 2007a/b/c/d).  In other words, regional peace and stability are only attainable with denuclearization  indicating the exclusion of alternative meanings or ways for maintaining and achieving peace  and stability. The reference or emphasis on maintaining peace/stability, attaining permanent  peace or seek a peaceful solution indicate the apprehension by the six parties of a violent, say,  bellicose solution of the nuclear issue. 22 The unanimous reaffirmation that “the goal of the  Six-Party Talks is the verifiable denuclearization of the Korean Peninsula in a peaceful  manner” (SPT 2005b: point 1) reveals the efforts by the participants to create unity or  equivalence among them and suggest the valid understanding regarding the meaning of  regional peace or stability. That is to say, common sense in regional security politics is to  problematize a nuclear North Korea in opposition to peace implying the latent danger of war.

North Korea - Alternative

The alternative is to reject the affirmative’s national security framing of Korean politics- this opens up room for alternatives of peace

Roland Bleiker, PhD in International Relations at ANU, professor of international relations at the University of Queensland, 3/1/2001, The Pacific Review, Vol. 14 No. 1 2001: 121–148 (http://web.ebscohost.com/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=5&hid=
112&sid=c838f5c6-4ba1-4c7d-a420-60f92b86faf6%40sessionmgr104) 

In contrast to this mythical homogeneity we find the reality of half a century of political division, during which the two Koreas have developed identities that are not only distinct, but also articulated in direct and stark opposition against each other. Over the years these antagonistic forms of identity have become so deeply entrenched in societal consciousness that the current politics of insecurity appears virtually inevitable. It is the tension between these two contradictory aspects of Korea politics – the strong myth of homogeneity and the actual reality of opposional iden- tity practices – that contains the key to understanding both the sources of the existing conflict and the potential for a more peaceful peninsula.

To foreground identity is not to deny that security policies in divided Korea have been dominated by strategic and ideological motives. The point, rather, is to acknowledge that the ensuing dilemmas were, and still are, also part of a much deeper entrenched practice of defining security through a stark opposition between self and other. This mind-set, which defines security as a protection of the inside from the threat of a hostile outside, turns into a collective mind-set that greatly increases the risk of instability and violent encounters. The essay begins by illustrating how the construction of self and other has affected the security of Korean people – security as defined not only in terms of militarily perceived national defence, but also in the wider sense of guaranteeing stability, subsistence, dignity, basic human rights and freedom from fear. The main part of the essay then consists of exploring possibilities for the establishment of a more peaceful political climate on the peninsula. Despite recent progress in negotiations between North and South, the likelihood of a humanitarian catastrophe remains high as long as current North and South Korean notions of identity prevail. An alter- native to present insecurity politics would need to be based on a concept of justice that subsumes, at its core, a fundamentally different conception of the relationship between self and other. An articulation of an adequate security policy must revolve around combining the ongoing and encour- aging search for dialogue with a new and more radical willingness to accept that the other’s sense of identity and politics may be inherently incom- mensurable with one’s own. Needless to say, it cannot be the task of brief exposé to provide an exhaustive account of the peninsula’s political intricacies. While the essay pays particular attention to some of the recent changes in security poli- cies, its prime task consists not of analysing these developments in detail, but of placing them into the context of long-term identity patterns that have come to frame political interactions on the peninsula. What follows should thus be read as attempts to outline – in a conceptual and neces- sarily tentative manner – the long-term challenges that have emerged in the wake of the summit meeting of June 2000. 
North Korea – Turns Case

The one-sided representation of North Korea as a rogue state intensifies conflict and prevents diplomacy
Roland Bleiker, PhD in International Relations at ANU, professor of international relations at the University of Queensland, 11/18/2003, International Affairs Volume 79 Issue 4, Pages 719 – 737 (http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/118868835/
abstract). 

The more nuanced policy attitudes in Washington and Seoul soon led to several breakthroughs, including the lifting of restrictions on trade with, invest- ment in and travel to North Korea. Pyongyang responded in turn with a variety of gestures, such as a gradual (although still very timid) opening of its borders, agreements on family exchanges with the South and a tuning down of its hostile rhetoric. The process of detente culminated in June 2000 with a historic summit meeting between the two Korean heads of state, Kim Jong-il and Kim Dae- jung. The symbolic significance of this meeting cannot be overestimated. Bruce Cumings goes as far as arguing that ‘Bill Clinton and the two Korean leaders did more to lessen tensions in Korea than all the heads of state going back to the country’s division in 1945.’15 Others would undoubtedly disagree, interpreting Clinton’s approach to North Korea as a dangerous policy of appeasement, which needed to be rectified with a return to a more principled form of real- politik. In any event, detente in Korea did not last long. It was soon replaced with a return to familiar Cold War thinking patterns and conflict-prone behaviour. According to conventional media and policy accounts, the second nuclear crisis emerged suddenly in the autumn of 2002. The official and largely accepted storyline is perfectly captured by a passage in one of Europe’s leading news magazines. Writing in February 2003, the author presents the crisis as follows: The dispute over Pyongyang’s nuclear programme began in October last year. North Korea admitted that it had secretly pursued plans for enriching uranium. Then the government threw international inspectors out of the country and withdrew from the nuclear nonproliferation treaty.16 North Korea’s admission came as a shock to the international community. It was described as ‘the mother of all confessions’.17 Fears increased dramatically a few months later, when Pyongyang officially announced that it would restart its nuclear reactor at Yongbyon. US intelligence assessments concluded that North Korea might be able to turn out enough plutonium to produce five nuclear weapons by the summer.18 Add to this a renewed intensification of North Korea’s hostile rhetoric, including threats to turn Seoul into a ‘sea of fire’, and you have a full-blown crisis on the peninsula. The overall verdict thus seemed clear: ‘Pyongyang is responsible for the crisis that has ensued because it broke the earlier agreement to scrap its nuclear program in return for energy assistance.’19 Or so goes the prevalent interpretation of events. But one could, and indeed should, stress exactly the same point as Sigal did with respect to the first nuclear crisis: ‘the standard account is wrong.’20 This is not to say that the above events did not occur, or that North Korea’s nuclear weapons programme does not pose a serious threat to regional and world peace. Rather, the point is that the official account is, at minimum, a one-sided and highly inadequate portrayal of events. The crisis did not emerge out of the blue in October 2002, nor can it be attributed solely to North Korea’s actions, highly problematic as they un- doubtedly are. Like any crisis, this one resulted from a sustained interaction of threat perceptions, actions and reactions to them. It was rooted in entrenched antagonisms and established conflict patterns, involving a variety of different actors, each playing its role in constituting the crisis. Before going on it must be stressed that the task of this article is not to explore in detail the role of these perceptions. There is already an extensive literature on the subject.21 Applying this body of knowledge to the Korean peninsula would go far beyond what is possible in the space available here. Accordingly I will examine threat perceptions only as far as is necessary to demonstrate that the rhetoric of rogue states obstructs an adequate understanding of the security situation in Korea.

North Korea – K Prior

Discourse describing North Korea as a rogue state shapes reality, making aggression inevitable

Roland Bleiker, PhD in International Relations at ANU, professor of international relations at the University of Queensland, 11/18/2003, International Affairs Volume 79 Issue 4, Pages 719 – 737 (http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/118868835/
abstract). 
Instead of appreciating and building on these concessions, US foreign policy towards North Korea focused on Pyongyang’s lingering nuclear ambition. But not everyone believed Pyongyang when it declared in October 2002 that it had never ceased its nuclear programme. The Russian foreign minister, for instance, called the admission a North Korean tactical ‘manoeuvre’.43 Neither claim can be empirically verified, but that is not the main point. More important is the fact that the US failed to pay attention to a series of rather obvious North Korean gestures long before the crisis was acknowledged as such in October. North Korea’s anxiety began to grow with President Bush’s ‘axis of evil’ speech in February. An official North Korean spokesperson, Kim Myong Chol, then told a New York Times journalist, Nicholas Kristof, that he foresaw ‘a crisis beginning in the latter half of this year’. North Korea, he suggested, ‘will respond to the breakdown of the nuclear deal . . . by starting its nuclear program and resuming its missiles tests’.44 That is, of course, precisely what happened eight months later. It is striking how closely North Korea’s approach in 2002–3 paralleled its behaviour during the crisis of 1993–4. Pyongyang most likely assumed, as it did a decade earlier, that a hard-line US administration would not engage in serious dialogue until North Korea threatened to withdraw from the NPT. Scott Snyder, in an extensive study of Pyongyang’s approach during the first crisis, speaks of a ‘crisis-oriented negotiation style’ that is rooted in North Korea’s particular historical experience, most notably the role that some of its leaders played in guerilla activities against the Japanese colonial occupation. Snyder writes of a remarkably rational and entirely consistent approach—one that relies on ‘threats, bluff, and forms of blackmail to extract maximal concession from a negotiating counterpart’.45 Even the dramatic language that shocked the world media in early 2003 was entirely predictable. The apocalyptic threat to turn Seoul into a ‘sea of fire’, for instance, was literally a rehearsed metaphor from the first crisis.46 It is part of an all-too-predictable emotional vocabulary that has prevailed in North Korea’s press for decades. Once translated into standard English it is not very different from the more rationally expressed US threat of pre-emptive nuclear strikes. One can agree or disagree with North Korea’s dramatic brinkmanship tactic, but one cannot ignore its deeply entrenched existence without risking danger- ous miscalculation. At minimum, doing so prevents us from recognizing how Pyongyang may be using its last bargaining chip, its nuclear potential, as a way of entering into dialogue with the US. In case this was not clear from North Korea’s behaviour during the first crisis, Kim Myong Chol stressed the same point again in the above mentioned conversation with Nicholas Kristof. In February 2002, several months before the crisis escalated, Kim pointed out that ‘North Korea cannot kill the heavy-weight champion, the U.S. But it can maim one of his limbs, and so the heavyweight champion will not want to fight. That is the North Korean logic.’47 The logic may be flawed, as Kristof notes, but it is entirely consistent with Pyongyang’s attitude during the first crisis. It demonstrates that Pyongyang had no interest in a military confrontation with the US. Indeed, North Korea’s press repeatedly stressed that the first nuclear crisis ‘was settled through negotiations’ and that this proved the present issue could be solved in the same manner.48 Pyongyang wanted guarantees and concessions. And its demands were not particularly outrageous. For years Pyongyang has requested a non-aggression pact as well as bilateral negotiations with the US, leading to a normalization of the relationship between the two countries, or at least to a recognition of each other’s sovereignty.49 The US, by contrast, has always preferred multilateral negotiations and demanded North Korean disarmament prior to a normalization of relations. Despite numerous and obvious signs, and despite detailed and insightful studies of North Korea’s previous negotiation behaviour, in 2003 US decision- makers repeated exactly the same mistakes made during the first crisis: they believed that by demonizing North Korea as an evil rogue state they could force Pyongyang into concessions. Whether this policy resulted from ignorance or specific design remains open to debate. The bottom line is that the US position was firm: ‘America and the world will not be blackmailed,’ stressed President Bush in his 2003 State of the Union Address.50 The result was predictable: Pyongyang became more recalcitrant. A new nuclear crisis started to take hold of the Korean peninsula. 
China Threat 

China threat discourse is self-fulfilling.  Their evidence is suspect.

Chengxin Pan, Lecturer in International Relations and School Honours Coordinator, Peking University and Australian National University, PhD in Political Science and International Relations, visiting scholar at the University of Melbourne, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, member of the International Studies Association, Chinese Studies Association of Australia, editoral board of Series in International Relations Classics, 2004, (The “China Threat” in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics”, Alternations 29 (2004), p. 306)

More specifically, I want to argue that U.S. conceptions of China as a threatening other are always intrinsically linked to how U.S. policymakers/mainstream China specialists see themselves (as representatives of the indispensable, security-conscious nation, for example). As such, they are not value-free, objective descriptions of an independent, preexisting Chinese reality out there, but are better understood as a kind of normative, meaning-giving practice that often legitimates power politics in U.S.-China relations and helps transform the "China threat" into social reality. In other words, it is self-fulfilling in practice, and is always part of the "China threat" problem it purports merely to describe. In doing so, I seek

to bring to the fore two interconnected themes of self/other constructions and of theory as practice inherent in the "China threat" literature—themes that have been overridden and rendered largely invisible by those common positivist assumptions. These themes are of course nothing new nor peculiar to the "China threat" literature. They have been identified elsewhere by critics of some conventional fields of study such as ethnography, anthropology, oriental studies, political science, and international relations. Yet, so far, the China field in the West in general and the U.S. "China threat" literature in particular have shown remarkable resistance to systematic critical reflection on both their normative status as discursive practice and their enormous practical implications for international politics.^ It is in this context that this article seeks to make a contribution.
China Threat

China threats are largely constructed by American security fears- US perceives China as the opposite to American democracy

Chengxin Pan, Lecturer in International Relations and School Honours Coordinator, Peking University and Australian National University, PhD in Political Science and International Relations, visiting scholar at the University of Melbourne, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, member of the International Studies Association, Chinese Studies Association of Australia, editoral board of Series in International Relations Classics, 2004, (The “China Threat” in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics”, Alternations 29 (2004), p. 306)

At first glance, as the "China threat" literature has told us, China seems to fall perfectly into the "threat" category, particularly given its growing power. However, China's power as such does not speak for itself in terms of an emerging threat. By any reasonable measure, China remains a largely poor country edged with only a sliver of affiuence along its coastal areas. Nor is China's sheer size a self-evident confirmation of the "China threat" thesis, as other countries like India, Brazil, and Australia are almost as big as China. Instead, China as a "threat" has much to do with the particular mode of U.S. self-imagination. As Steve Chan notes: China is an object of attention not only because of its huge size, ancient legacy, or current or projected relative national power. . . . The importance of China has to do with perceptions, especially those regarding the potential that Beijing will become an example, source, or model that contradicts Western liberalism as the reigning paradigm. In an era of supposed universalizing cosmopolitanism, China demonstrates the potency and persistence of nationalism, and embodies an alternative to Western and especially U.S. conceptions of democracy and capitalism. China is a reminder that history is not close to an Certainly, I do not deny China's potential for strategic misbehavior in the global context, nor do I claim the "essential peacefulness" of Chinese culture." For Having said that, my main point here is that there is no such thing as "Chinese reality" that can automatically speak for itself, for example, as a "threat." Rather, the "China threat" is essentially a specifically social meaning given to China by its U.S. observers, a meaning that cannot be disconnected from the dominant U.S. self-construction. Thus, to fully understand the U.S. "China threat" argument, it is essential to recognize its autobiographical nature. Indeed, the construction of other is not only a product of U.S. self-imagination, but often a necessary foil to it. For example, by taking this representation of China as Chinese reality per

se, those scholars are able to assert their self-identity as "mature," "rational" realists capable of knowing the "hard facts" of international politics, in distinction from those "idealists" whose views are said to be grounded more in "an article of faith" than in "historical experience."41 On the other hand, given that history is

apparently not "progressively" linear, the invocation of a certain other not only helps explain away such historical uncertainties or "anomalies" and maintain the credibility of the allegedly universal path trodden by the United States, but also serves to highlight U.S. "indispensability." As Samuel Huntington puts it, "If being an American means being committed to the principles of liberty, democracy, individualism, and private property, and if there is no evil empire out there threatening those principles, what indeed does it mean to be an American, and what becomes of American national interests?" In this way, it seems that the constructions of the particular U.S. self and its other are always intertwined and mutually reinforcing.
China Threat Link

Neorealism represents China as a threat due to US demands for security in international relations

Chengxin Pan, Lecturer in International Relations and School Honours Coordinator, Peking University and Australian National University, PhD in Political Science and International Relations, visiting scholar at the University of Melbourne, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, member of the International Studies Association, Chinese Studies Association of Australia, editoral board of Series in International Relations Classics, 2004, (The “China Threat” in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics”, Alternations 29 (2004), p. 306)

Having examined how the "China threat" literature is enabled by and serves the purpose of a particular U.S. self-construction, I want to turn now to the issue of how this literature represents a discursive construction of other, instead of an "objective" account of Chinese reality. This, I argue, has less to do with its portrayal of China as a threat per se than with its essentialization and totalization of China as an externally knowable object, independent of historically contingent contexts or dynamic international interactions. In this sense, the discursive construction of China as a threatening other cannot be detached from (neo)realism, a positivist. ahistorical framework of analysis within which global life is reduced to endless interstate rivalry for power and survival. As many critical IR scholars have noted, (neo) realism is not a transcendent description of global reality but is predicated on the modernist Western identity, which, in the quest for scientific certainty, has come to define itself essentially as the sovereign territorial nation-state. This realist self-identity of Western states leads to the constitution of anarchy as the sphere of insecurity, disorder, and war. In an anarchical system, as (neo) realists argue, "the gain of one side is often considered to be the loss of the other,"''5 and "All other states are

potential threats."' In order to survive in such a system, states inevitably pursue power or capability. In doing so, these realist claims represent what R. B. J. Walker calls "a specific historical articulation of relations of universality/particularity and self/Other." The (neo) realist paradigm has dominated the U.S. IR discipline in general and the U.S. China studies field in particular. As Kurt Campbell notes, after the end of the Cold War, a whole new crop of China experts "are much more likely to have a background in strategic studies or international relations than China itself. " As a result, for those experts to know China is nothing more or less than to undertake a geopolitical analysis of it, often by asking only a few questions such as how China will "behave" in a strategic sense and how it may affect the regional or global balance of power, with a particular emphasis on China's military power or capabilities. As Thomas J. Christensen notes, "Although many have focused on intentions as well as capabilities, the most prevalent component of the [China threat] debate is the assessment of China's overall future military power compared with that of the United States and other East Asian regional powers."''^ Consequently, almost by default, China emerges as an absolute other and a threat thanks to this (neo) realist prism.

The (neo) realist emphasis on survival and security in international relations dovetails perfectly with the U.S. self-imagination, because for the United States to define itself as the indispensable nation in a world of anarchy is often to demand absolute security. As James Chace and Caleb Carr note, "for over two centuries the aspiration toward an eventual condition of absolute security has been viewed as central to an effective American foreign policy."50 And this self-identification in turn leads to the definition of not only "tangible" foreign powers but global contingency and uncertainty per se as threats. For example, former U.S. President George H. W. Bush repeatedly said that "the enemy [of America] is unpredictability. The enemy is instability. "5' Similarly, arguing for the continuation of U.S. Cold War alliances, a high-ranking Pentagon official asked, "if we pull out, who knows what nervousness will result? " Thus understood, by its very uncertain character, China would now automatically constitute a threat to the United States. For example, Bernstein and Munro believe that "China's political unpredictability, the always-present possibility that it will fall into a state of domestic disunion and factional fighting," constitutes a source of danger. In like manner, Richard Betts and Thomas Christensen write: If the PLA [People's Liberation Army] remains second-rate, should the world breathe a sigh of relief? Not entirely. . . . Drawing China into the web of global interdependence may do more to encourage peace than war, but it cannot guarantee that the pursuit of heartfelt political interests will be blocked by a fear of economic consequences. . . . U.S. efforts to create a stable balance across the Taiwan Strait might deter the use of force under certain circumstances, but certainly not all.
China Threat Link

US scholars characterize China as a security risk by demonizing it as the Other 

Chengxin Pan, Lecturer in International Relations and School Honours Coordinator, Peking University and Australian National University, PhD in Political Science and International Relations, visiting scholar at the University of Melbourne, Hong Kong University of Science and Technology, member of the International Studies Association, Chinese Studies Association of Australia, editoral board of Series in International Relations Classics, 2004, (The “China Threat” in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics”, Alternations 29 (2004), p. 306)

It is mainly on the basis of this self-fashioning that many U.S. scholars have for long claimed their "expertise" on China. For example, from his observation (presumably on Western TV networks) of the Chinese protest against the U.S. bombing of their embassy in Belgrade in May 1999, Robert Kagan is confident enough to speak on behalf of the whole Chinese people, claiming that he knows "the fact" of "what [China] really thinks about the United States." That is, "they consider the United States an enemy— or, more precisely, the enemy. . . . How else can one interpret the Chinese government's response to the bombing?" he asks, rhetorically. For Kagan, because the Chinese "have no other information" than their government's propaganda, the protesters cannot rationally "know" the whole event as "we" do. Thus, their anger must have been orchestrated, unreal, and hence need not be taken seriously.^^ Given that Kagan heads the U.S. Leadership Project at
the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and is very much at the heart of redefining the United States as the benevolent global hegemon, his confidence in speaking for the Chinese "other" is perhaps not surprising. In a similar vein, without producing in-depth analysis, Bernstein and Munro invoke with great ease such all-encompassing notions as "the Chinese tradition" and its "entire three-thousandyear history. "59 In particular, they repeatedly speak of what China's

"real" goal is: "China is an unsatisfied and ambitious power whose goal is to dominate Asia. . . . China aims at achieving a kind of hegemony. . . . China is so big and so naturally powerful that [we know] it will tend to dominate its region even if it does not intend to do so as a matter of national policy."^^ Likewise, with the goal of absolute security for the United States in mind, Richard Betts and Thomas Christensen argue: The truth is that China can pose a grave problem even if it does not become a military power on the American model, does not intend to commit aggression, integrates into a global economy, and liberalizes politically. Similarly, the United States could face a dangerous conflict over Taiwan even if it turns out that Beijing lacks the capacity to conquer the island. . . . This is true because of geography; because of America's reliance on alliances to project power; and because of China's capacity to harm U.S. forces, U.S. regional allies, and the American homeland, even while losing a war in the technical, military sense. By now, it seems clear that neither China's capabilities nor intentions really matter. Rather, almost by its mere geographical existence, China has been qualified as an absolute strategic "other," a discursive construct from which it cannot escape. Because of this, "China" in U.S. IR discourse has been objectified and deprived of its own subjectivity and exists mainly in and/or the U.S. self. Little wonder that for many U.S. China specialists, China becomes merely a "national security concern" for the United States, with the "severe disproportion between the keen attention to China as a security concern and the intractable neglect of China's [own] security concerns

in the current debate." At this point, at issue here is no longer whether the "China threat" argument is true or false, but is rather its reflection of a shared positivist mentality among mainstream China experts that they know China better than do the Chinese themselves. "We" alone can know for sure that they consider "us" their enemy and thus pose a menace to "us." Such an account of China, in many ways, strongly seems to resemble Orientalists' problematic distinction between the West and the Orient. Like orientalism, the U.S. construction of the Chinese "other" does not require that China acknowledge the validity of that dichotomous construction. Indeed, as Edward Said point out, "It is enough for 'us' to set up these distinctions in our own minds; [and] 'they' become 'they' accordingly. " It may be the case that there is nothing inherently wrong with

perceiving others through one's own subjective lens. Yet, what is problematic with mainstream U.S. China watchers is that they refuse to acknowledge the legitimacy of the inherent fluidity of Chinese identity and subjectivity and try instead to fix its ambiguity as absolute difference from "us," a kind of certainty that denotes nothing but otherness and threats. As a result, it becomes difficult to find a legitimate space for alternative ways of understanding an inherently volatile, amorphous China or to recognize that China's future trajectory in global politics is contingent essentially on how "we" in the United States and the West in general want to see it as well as on how the Chinese choose to shape it.^^ Indeed, discourses of "us" and "them" are always closely linked to how "we" as "what we are" deal with "them" as "what they are" in the practical realm. This is exactly how the discursive strategy of perceiving China as a threatening other should be understood, a point addressed in the following section, which explores some of the practical dimension of this discursive strategy in the containment perspectives and hegemonic ambitions of U.S. foreign policy. 

Reform War on Terror Link 

Liberal arguments to moderate the war on terror support the most violent forms of security.

Frédéric Volpi, Lecturer in IR @ St. Andrews, ‘7 [Government and Opposition 42.3, “Constructing the ‘Ummah’ in European Security: Between Exit, Voice and Loyalty,” p. Blackwell-synergy]

In traditional security studies, security is generally portrayed as a function of government. In ‘realist’ terms, where states are the central actors in an anarchic world-system, governments seek to protect their institutional order and their citizens against various (mostly external) enemies. From this perspective, a threat like ‘international terrorism’ presents an objective (essentially external) threat to which state actors are obliged to respond to re-secure themselves, their societies, and the ideal that they represent. In recent decades ‘national security’ – narrowly understood as involving the physical security of the State guaranteed by military force – has been supplemented in various ways to include both smaller (human security) and larger (regional security) units of analysis. It has also been expanded beyond the mere notion of the survival of the national territory, to address issues of economic, social, environmental security and so on.6 At heart, though, such extensions of the concept of security leave intact much of the initial realist model. The war against terror, particularly in its early stages, has often been thought of (and/or marketed) in similarly clear-cut terms: ‘us versus them’, the coalition versus the Taliban, the ‘coalition of the willing’ versus Saddam Hussein and the Baathist regime. Over time it has become increasingly obvious even to those behind these depictions that the security dilemmas posed by terror networks of the al-Qaeda type are not most satisfactorily solved by those traditional approaches to security. Even the US defence secretary, Donald Rumsfeld, noted that ‘we are in a war of ideas, as well as a global war on terror’.7 Here Rumsfeld evidently meant to emphasize that the material capabilities of each of the parties – ‘us’ and ‘them’ – were underpinned by the ideological strength of specific worldviews, and that by winning the war of ideas, one would take a decisive step toward winning the war tout court. However, beside this passing remark, the reference to the role of ideas highlights a fundamental aspect of these security dilemmas well addressed by the literature on critical security studies, namely the notion that claims of insecurity are grounded on a wider discursive process of identity construction.8 States and societies – in so far as they have definite loci of agency outside institutions – try to secure themselves through practices of government, by identifying what the threat ‘really’ is. However, by generating assessments of insecurity, organized social and political actors become more insecure. By trying to make ‘objective’ defensive gains against perceived terrorist threats, governments deploy security policies that induce other social and political players to view their own security and insecurity in a particular way. Consequently, regardless of its initial intention, the process of deploying policies with pervasive (and often unintended) implications does not simply address pre-existing threats but also shapes what would count as a threat subsequently. When considering these security dilemmas it is therefore crucial to view securitization not only as a logical counterpart to given threats, but also, in Foucault's terminology, as a self-generating product of a system of governmentality.9 Foucault's approach brings into sharp focus the process of mutual constitution of power and knowledge, via the production of ‘experts’ licensed to speak authoritatively within a particular discourse. In addition, his notion of governmentality draws our attention to the modes of production of a self-discipline through which particular social behaviours are normalized.10 It highlights the role that self-discipline plays in supporting and diffusing state policies, as individuals normalize their behaviour in accordance with the dominant/authoritative discursive practices, or in some cases according to the main counter-hegemonic discourses. These practices connect the discursive constitution of threats and identities to the institutionalized practices through which policy is implemented. As Jef Huysmans suggested, this governmentality approach allows us to examine the application and institutionalization of technologies of government and their constitutive role.11 It highlights the bureaucratic capacity of a security discourse like the ‘war on terror’ to structure social relations through the implementation of technological devices (CCTV, firewalls, fingerprints) in the context of governmental programmes. 

Terrorism vs. Moderates Link

The aff binary of moderate vs. extremist eradicates contigency through colonialist assumptions – ensuring contant hostility**

Richard Jackson, Prof. of International Studies @ Manchester, ‘7 [Government and Opposition 42.3, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse,” p. Blackwell-Synergy]

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 tremendously 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 assumptions, 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 tumultuous events in the Middle East in the 1970s and 1980s – such as the 1972 Munich massacre, the 1973 oil shocks, the 1979 Iranian revolution and embassy hostage crisis, the Rushdie affair and the terrorist kidnappings and hijackings of the 1980s. It has been greatly stimulated 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 therefore an important antecedent of the current ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse.14 As with terrorism studies scholars, a great many identifiable orientalist Middle East scholars, including Bernard Lewis, Noah Feldman and the late Raphael Patai, have made frequent appearances as advisers and expert witnesses for official bodies, thereby transmitting many of the central assumptions and narratives of orientalist scholarship into the policy process.15

Thirdly, the discourse draws on a long tradition of cultural stereotypes and deeply hostile media representations and depictions of Islam and Muslims.16 Typically, in portraying Muslims, the mainstream 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.19

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.20

The Discursive Foundations of the ‘Islamic Terrorism’ 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’, ‘fundamentalism’, ‘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, democratic versus totalitarian, religious versus secular, medieval versus modern and savage versus civilized. Such powerful categories function 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 existence as political party, social welfare provider, protection force, local association, relief agency, charity, education provider, bank, guerrilla 
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Terrorism vs. Moderates Link
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force and the like – as well as position them as the enemy of Western societies.

The discourse also includes a series of careful qualifications that are designed to mitigate the use of labels, narratives and assumptions that in other political or cultural contexts would be considered pejorative. Thus, it is not uncommon for ‘Islamic terrorism’ texts to begin with statements such as: ‘Most Muslims prefer a peaceful and inclusive version of their faith’;21 ‘Islamic terrorists’ are ‘inspired by a distorted vision of Islam and sanctify their campaign of violence through a selective reading of Quranic phrases’;22 and ‘We do not act against Islam. The true followers of Islam are our brothers and sisters in this struggle.’23 Of course, in extreme expressions of the discourse, such qualifications are replaced by overt hostility towards Islam or aspects of it. However, in the majority of ‘Islamic terrorism’ texts, these kinds of statements are ubiquitous, but notably fail to avoid subsequent expressions of prejudicial material.

Terrorism vs. Moderates Link

The distinction between fundamentalism and moderates absolves the us of responsibility for violence – resulting in recurrent warfare

Richard Falk, Professor of International Law Emeritus @Princeton, ‘5 [Journal of Palestine Studies 34.3, “Imperial Vibrations, 9/11, and the Ordeal of the Middle East,” p. 74]

Bad Muslims are responsible for the attacks and must be destroyed, while Good Muslims endeavor to restructure the Islamic world for the benefit of other Good Muslims. Mamdani takes creative issue with the prevailing narrative of 9/11 as the work of “Islamic Terrorists,” insisting that such a narrative usefully absolves theWest and the United States of the need for self-scrutiny. Such denial is helpful in assuring American leaders that market capitalism and the exercise of state power in its geopolitical modes of domination have no share in responsibility for the attacks. According to Mamdani, willingness to consider such alternative explanations could lead to policy adjustments, which in turn could enable the American political imagination to conceive of responses other than a dysfunctional recourse to recurrent warfare against unprotected and vulnerable societies. Mamdani usefully distinguishes between two strands of culture talk utilized in the anti-Muslim discourse adopted by mainstream American thought. The first is that Islamic peoples are headed for modernity but are traveling on a slower train. The second is that the train itself is heading for a different destination and is driven by an anti-modern engineer unaware that the rails end just beyond the next curve. It is this second strand, “productive of fear and preemptive police or military action” (p. 18), that Mamdani argues has been adopted by the U.S. government to justify the conduct of its global war on terrorism. The essence of this approach is that if the Muslim adversary cannot be induced to join us in the making of the modern world, then the only option is to eliminate him through a war of extermination. A crucial argument made by Mamdani is that Washington will never find a solution to the 9/11 challenge as long as it attributes the violence of that day to “a racial or cultural affliction” of the other, and by so doing fails “to understand that both forms of contemporary terrorism [ours and theirs] were forged in an environment of impunity created by state terror during the ColdWar” (p. 255). In a manner that recalls Tariq Ali’s Clash of Fundamentalisms, Mamdani perceives a symmetry of outlook between the fundamentalist thought patterns, prescriptions, moral certitude, and totalizing imagery of George W. Bush and Osama Bin Laden.3 Mamdani regards the underlying fallibility of American goals in the Middle East as deriving from its unconditional commitment to Israel, “the Achilles’ heel of American liberalism” (p. 240). At the same time, he believes in the theoretical possibility that openness of democratic discussion could lead to an adjustment to the Islamic world: “So long as democracy is a living reality at home, democratic empires are potentially self-correcting” (p. 239). But even leaving aside questions of whether democracy is still “a living reality at home” in the light of the recent reelection of Bush, the reaffirmation of the Patriot Act, the passivity of the Democratic Party, and Alberto Gonzales’s confirmation as Attorney General, Mamdani’s faintly optimistic note is not sustained. He notes with respect to the Achilles’ heel of U.S. policy on Israel that there exists “not even the trace of public debate” (p. 241). In this regard, he compares the settler realities of Israeli Jews with the American settlers who first occupied the lands of North America, with both waves of settlers resorting to criminality in their treatment of the “natives” and with both rationalizing their own presence as constitutive of “the nation” entitled to uphold its security against all claimants. As Mamdani makes clear, it is this settler mentality that has frequently been used by the West to solve domestic problems at the expense of an externally located native population (e.g., Liberia, Sierra Leone, South Africa).4 

Islamic Moderates Link

The promotion of moderates creates the security state as a universal good, ensuring its continual expansion through constant extermination

Ronald AT. Judy, Prof. of English @ Pitt, ‘6 [boundary 2, “Democracy of Ideology,” p. e-Duke Scholarly Connection]

The creative destruction of community for society forecloses on the possible identification of ethics and politics—ethics must now function as the limit, the rules of the game, guaranteeing the continued social existence of diverse populations. This distinguishing feature of modernity means that no group can impose its moral conception of the whole society through civil means. Regarding the legitimate exercise of violence to achieve its purpose— which is the classical definition of political power that still works with us—every population is powerless. It is becoming abundantly clear that the current ascendant configuration of power is the security state, and that the only ‘‘trans-population’’ social existence the state will permit is the market. In that configuration, the effort of any population to constitute itself as a hypersocial entity, such as the umma, results in a violence that destroys, or at least severely incapacitates, the social order—Algeria is a paradigmatic instance of this within recent living memory.Oneway to forestall such annihilation is through the generation of the facade of universal values and general interest, as in Gramsci’s account of hegemony. To the extent that such universalism is conceptualized as a veneer, masking the constellation of conflicting special interests, presumed to be the true material circumstance of society—after all the universal is ultimately the hyperinflated ethics of just one specific population—it is ‘‘false consciousness,’’ or as Marx called it, ideology. In modernity’s society, ideology replaces ethics. The dire ramifications of the situation in which this sort of universalism is achieved were made manifest by the advent of fascism and the globalization of managerial regimes of governmentality by the mid-twentieth century. Returning for a moment to Fukuyama’s 1989/1992 assessment about the end of ideology I briefly referred to earlier, his argument is precisely that the victory of liberalism in the twentieth century has resulted from the expansion of market-driven modernization in the world. The underlying claim is that modernization eventually equates with modernity, which achieves the actualization of universal liberalism, not as a facade covering divergent and conflicting special interests but as the only viable system of values available to the species. Fukuyama’s latest effort to distinguish between that assessment and the maximalist doctrine articulated as a principle of official U.S. foreign policy in The National Security Strategy of the United States of America—the doctrine of preemptive war—notwithstanding, both he and The National Security Strategy hold the same principal premise of modernity inevitably achieving liberal democracy. This, indeed, is how the end of ideology can be announced. Were this so, then hegemony—not in the commonplace sense of domination, but inGramsci’s analytical category describing the circumstances and condition in which a particular type of consciousJudy ness is disseminated and sustained globally—will have fulfilled its practical function so well it no longer requires its war apparatuses. A logical corollary to the end of ideology is necessarily the end of society. Instead of diverse populations brought into the full scope of the market with residual premarket values manifest as political interests, what Fukuyama is describing in his account of the planetary ubiquity of U.S. mass culture is the ongoing generation of populations within the market. In this sense, the public is a function of a complicated technology of desire that dynamically constitutes and disposes of market niches.

The recent resurrection of ideology, however, suggests that the process is not quite complete, that there are elements within the public sphere that have penetrated it from without, carrying alien values asserted as special interest. With regard to Islam, this is the problem of immigrant groups that have resisted metabolization as in-market populations—the French term of art for the process is laïcité. The adequate understanding of the historicality of this problem still awaits a fuller analysis of the actualities of modernity’s imperialism. Such an analysis would undoubtedly account for Islamism as a function of modernity, and for Islamists as an in-market population. In which case, the resurrection of ideology does not herald the resurgence of residual premodern religious tendencies—what Blair calls religious ideology—but heralds instead the iteration of modernity’s society: the new universal value and general interest is liberty equated with security, whose cost is the perpetual generation and disposal of populations in a dynamic network of evaluation. It is worthwhile to point out in passing here that there are amazing resemblances between the Muslim population that emerges in twentieth-century Europe and the Negro population of late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century America. I mean precisely their constitution as an essential disposable population whose presence threatens liberal democracy. This is indicative of the tremendous force of the American system to extend itself to any and all localities on the planet.

Recognizing this about the current arrangement is not equivalent to submitting to the American economy of domination but is a key first step in achieving a thorough and adequate analysis of what the present conditions of life are around the planet. One of the most salient aspects of the American system is how it manifests itself locally—and increasingly in all localities—through the phenomenon of violence that does not operate as an exceptional event but as an ongoing instrument of subjugation in the hands of powerful economic, social, and political forces.The rate of expansion, and 
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seemingly unavoidability, of this violence around the planet has begun to  yield a generalized condition of disposability or superfluousness for significant populations of humans. A constitutive feature of this condition is that these populations are, to paraphrase Marx, a substantial element of society that has no social or political status. Indeed, as the 2005 London bombings and French riots, as well as the global furor over the Danish cartoons demeaning the Prophet Muhammad, reveal, the occurrence of disposable populations is symptomatic of the irrelevance of the entire discourse of sovereignty to the current arrangements of power.On the political side of things, which is where Blair’s project operates, the challenge has become in determining how to most effectively manage the ongoing disposability of populations— where the formal procedure endures any given group that comes to be designated as disposable. In this vein, even reconciliation efforts— such as identifying ‘‘good Muslims’’—can be construed as instruments of management, because they are concerned with addressing cruelties perpetrated against populations already disposed of and not populations currently under disposal. This could best be described as ‘‘necropolitics,’’20 the advent of which may very well indicate the abandonment of all modalities of persuasion (whether reasoned argument or political parties and their instruments for securing lasting majorities) in favor of brutal coercion. Once again, we ask, Why all this talk about ideology now, then?

The sustained disposability of populations is a much more adequate explanation of the conditions conducive to global terrorism than is the currently preferred European analytical category of inadequate integration. Referring to global terrorism in this way, rather than the domestic terrorism associated with the problem of integration, makes more apparent how the already established planetary scope of neoliberalism and the nearly completed scope of the planetary security state have made the distinction of internal and external spheres of action trivial. Even Pape’s statistical analysis of suicide bombings worldwide does not contradict the relevance of disposability. It is not merely U.S. military presence that incites terrorism; it is the fact that such presence is symptomatic of the incorporation of the entire planet into the U.S.-engendered economy of force, to use Henry Adams’s euphemistic description of the Open Door policy initiated by his friend John Hay, in 1898, when hewas William McKinley’s secretary of state. Misconstruing the problem of disposability as that of inadequate integration, and then presenting the resolution to be increased security measures directed at the entire population and the enhanced bureaucratic management of daily life, empties the current societal crisis of the issues of justice and equality, and recasts it as one of ideological contest.

Arguably, that is the function of Blair’s invocation of ideology, or rather his construing Islamism as the incarnation of ideology resurrect. To state that a particular way of representing reality is false is to maintain that there is ultimately a correct representation that corresponds to the true reality. On its own, Blair’s testimony of ideology’s resurrection suggests the outmoded absurdity, ‘‘false consciousness.’’ But taken together with Bush’s testimony— the resonances of these two testimonies by the leaders of the two most closely allied countries in the war on terror given within five days of each other is not merely coincidental—the overall story is arguably not about false consciousness but rather about establishing the universal, absolutely seamless regime of truth.
Islamic Threat/Moderation Link

Rational western IR subordinates Islamic culture is backwards and assumes secularism is the correct approach

Mustapha Kamal PASHA School of Int’l Service @ American ‘3 “Fractured Worlds: Islam, Identity and International Relations” Global Society 17 (2) p.

A less presentist reading of the times, on the other hand, yields a similar verdict of closure, but for entirely different reasons. The relative ease with which familiar tropes concerning Islam are now currently deployed to produce familiar effects suggests continuity and the historical nature of our contemporary consciousness. On this sobering view, perhaps the structure of Western IR has been more durable, more resilient, and far less susceptible to alternative perspectives served either by culture, identity, or difference, notwithstanding periodic pronouncements of the end of IR theory as we knew it, or its impending demise in its secure borders.6 Thus, only historical amnesia would warrant belief in a dying imperium of fetishised knowledge. The manifest ‘‘love of country’’ following the tragic events of ‘‘9/11’’ in the IR academy should be placed in context, the sturdiness of received knowledge structures recognised, and their link to statecraft, governmentality, and hegemony revealed.7 This exercise may provide some clue to the apparently widening divide between the worlds of ‘‘Islam’’ and the ‘‘West’’.8 The idea that the IR enterprise is a part of the political world, rather than simply its explanation,9 focuses our attention squarely in the direction of a more nuanced, historical awareness than static predispositions to dramatic events would allow.10 Hence, the insecurities released by the events of 11 September 2001 and the psychic and political closure these insecurities have evoked11 in the cultural West,12 can be read only against the otherness of Islam, which is historically and culturally inscribed. The ontological persistence of Islam as the generalised Other of Western modernity and its socialised and materialised forms is a durable obstacle to glasnost in IR theory. To the degree this intuition is valid, appreciation of difference is merely a first step, secured by self-reflexivity. The claim that the limits of Western IR have a deeper source invites an acknowledgement of the cultural underpinnings of theory itself. Calls to ‘‘bring back’’ culture and identity are, therefore, misplaced. Culture and identity are already there; they must be rediscovered. The limits of (Western) IR lie in the discomforting story of theory’s constitution itself, imbricated in international practice that has been wedded to power and hegemony.13 A part of that practice is the use and abuse of the figure of Islam as the real and symbolic other, now as the modular civilisation, a coequivalent, but mostly as an intimate enemy assuming benevolent, exotic or barbaric forms given the particular historical circumstance.14 With its stable, if uneasy, presence the world of Islam has marked the cultural boundaries of Europe/West, perhaps even helping to constitute them. An historical irony is evident here in the present atmosphere of ahistorical fetishisation: the cultural interdependency between Islam and the West (and other zones of civilisation) that secures modernity is emptied out in place of Western provincialism.15 The narrative of a miraculously unhindered rise of the West without dialogue, learning, and mutual borrowing from distant others returns as the principal prop of cultural hubris with recurring consequences on our contemporary imagination.16 Against this backdrop, (mis)recognising Islam becomes more explicable, both in the image of an exaggerated alterity, or a less-than-honourable imitation of the (Western) original. In one case, the strangeness of a differentiated faith is first reduced to singularity, then placed at the outposts of modernity. Alternatively, processes of modernisation are said to reveal Durkhemian anomie or Freudian pathologies turned into collective frenzy or the barbaric excesses of desperation. The political struggles within the worlds of Islam are subordinated to cultural pathologies induced by alien contact, with Muslims found invariably deficient or hostile (or both) to modernisation.17 That a faith so vast, complex, and differentiated in either cultural, political, social, or personal terms can be demonised so readily as the undifferentiated enemy gives the need for historical awareness greater salience and urgency. Western IR cannot escape the burdens of this history, as recent events seem to suggest. The only available comfort resides in the awareness that fractures within the IR enterprise persist and efforts to hegemonise difference may not be entirely successful. Yet it is the hegemonic story one must confront—it cannot simply be wished away with self-congratulatory assessments of the cultural turn. 
Islamic Threat/Moderation Link

Rational Western IR’s quest for the globalization of a desecularized modernity ignores the possiblilty of an “Islamic Modernity” – makes violence inevitable
Mustapha Kamal PASHA School of Int’l Service @ American ‘3 “Fractured Worlds: Islam, Identity and International Relations” Global Society 17 (2) p.

Islam and Western Political Imagination At the heart of mainstream Western theory lies a conceptual apparatus drawn in part from a complex and differentiated mixture of historically congealed practice, but especially the colonial encounter. Reading this apparatus from the location of Islamic cultural zones in very bold strokes, one is likely to recognise it immediately as the familiar liberal-modernist imaginary. Assuming numerous realised permutations within the borders of the cultural West, certain elements of this imaginary are noticeable for their relatively persistent quality: the idea of progress (modernisation), the fiction of Robinson Crusoe (atomistic rational agency), territorially bounded self-enclosed identities (nation); self-referential law and formal rights (negative freedoms and exchange); juridical equality and political rights; and legitimacy (law), to name just a few. To be certain, this conceptual apparatus is a product of cultural encounters, not some naturalised Western essence. In time, though, specific notions have particularised the idea of Western wo/man, society, community, social relations, ends of life, movement, temporality. The principles that guide human relations and conduct have also differentiated and individuated in particular horizontal and vertical order(s), giving the impression of incommensurability between the cultural worlds of Islam and (Western) modernity. While these elements are neither timeless nor transcendent, with effective force they have become an integral part of the repertoire of Western imagined and real practice with worldwide appeal. For over 300 years now, international practice, but especially Western encounters with other worlds (including those of Islam) have taken the liberal-modernist framework as the naturalised order of things. Alternative precepts and practice have appeared as deviance, tradition, or resistance. The doctrine of teleological desecularisation has been a key plank of this order, vital to its socio-political projects, including, and especially, modernisation.18 Upon scrutiny, liberalism continues to vigorously deny its own theological underpinnings, unwilling to acknowledge explicit linkage between notions of subjective morality, salvation, or work ethic, on the one hand, and political economy, on the other. Resting on the fiction of well-demarcated public and private zones, particularly in the more puritanical variants of the liberal order, sovereign individuality is simultaneously unleashed and restrained. The formal place for religion, then, becomes the private sphere, while its real effects can be easily disbursed throughout the social body to the point of opaqueness. Religion thrives, but it cannot be seen, heard, or acknowledged in the public domain. Religion’s alleged banishment from public life then becomes the basis of political judgement, of evaluation (and indictment) of other cultures and societies where this experiment allegedly has not been performed. The politicised appearance of religious sentiments in other spatial worlds is seen as a primordial leftover or as a ‘‘return’’.19 Suppressed in these representations is the structuring of many aspects of religion itself, including its transformation into ideology. The latter may have more to do with the institutional structure of modernity, notably the expansion of the public sphere,20 than faith or traditional religion. Rarely acknowledged here is the new idiom of enunciation which has allowed Islamicists (and their counterparts in other cultural contexts) to reach the masses—a decidedly modern phenomenon.21 Nor is there an appreciation of the historical presence of secular spaces in Islamic cultural zones, whether political, social or aesthetic.22 The problem of salvaging an alternative vision within Islamic cultural zones is further complicated by the globalisation of the liberal-modernist project. Virtually everywhere, communities, polities, and people live, work, and think in words and worlds produced by the expansion of this project, not only the most ardent proponents in the geographically disbursed zones of economic, political, and cultural power, but also its alleged detractors. Paradoxically, its hold on the imagination is most pervasive not only in the cultural West, but outside, in the minds of state elites and managers in the Islamic and other non-Western cultural zones, often inspiring mega-projects with disastrous social and environmental effects. Accustomed to binary constructions of the social world which are inherent to the liberal project, it is expedient to relegate discordant expressions of modernity as its absence or caricature. Alternatively, these manifestations may suggest the effects of power rather than the atavistic rumblings of separate worlds, civilisational or cultural. The current position in which Muslim and other societies with alternative cultural principles find themselves today is a poor symptom of their particularism, as those principles have been severely fractured by modernity. The fact remains that the repertoire of the liberal-modernist project provides both the dominant syntax and grammar for internal dialogue in the Islamic cultural zones on key issues: the nature of political community; the structure of economy; ends of government; technological and economic progress; and relations with the outside world. It is the framing device through which social and political projects can be realised, but also the actually existing context in which alternatives can be visualised. The limits to the political imagination, therefore, are 
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extended to the alternatives themselves, to the degree that the secular vision provides the basis of comparison. Despite its failures or feebleness, secular modernism structures political economy, civil society, and everyday life. The nation-state remains the principal container of collective societal projects, despite challenges from within and without. Can the liberal-modernist political imagination exhaust the possibilities for politics, good life, and social practice in the worlds of Islam? Part of the answer has already been given by the failures and persistent economic and political crises in the worlds of Islam. The remaining answer is complicated by the globalisation of the liberal-modernist imaginary. Virtually on a global scale, the zealous commitment to the modernist vision, especially by those who ‘‘represent’’ the many served least by that vision, has also marginalised real alternatives or radically reshaped them. Yet the struggle to recover fragments of alternative futures and pasts goes on unabated. The struggle also assumes bizarre, unpredictable, and especially violent forms, given the modern apparatuses of knowledge and power and the institutional structure of the state in which such plans are executed. From one point of view, Islam presents an alternative vision to Western modernity, an alternative ‘‘Islamic modernity’’, underscoring its putative specificity and cultural distance from the hegemonic narrative.24 This vision stands in radical contrast to the liberal-modernist imaginary,25 with considerable variations within an apparently unified framework sanctioned by the Quran (Holy Book), the Hadith (Sayings of the Prophet), the Sunnah (the conduct of the Prophet or Ijtihad (interpretation)). There are rival schools and tendencies which extend the meaning of terms and traditions.26 A multiplicity of contrasting interpretations and claims defines the Islamic vision, a more accurate picture of ferment in the worlds of Islam than the tired image of a monolithic, monotonic, undifferentiated religious order. Presenting a unified image of this alternative vision is misplaced. In general, though, there are discernible elements within the unrepresented worlds of Islam, alternatives that rarely penetrate the dense fog of orientalism. These alternatives depart in basic ways from the dominant Western imagination with regard to relations between state and society, the individual and community, family life and work, the ends of life and beyond. For instance, the hegemony of scientific reason without spirituality is contested.27 Materialism and its supple manifestations in consumerism, cares of the self, and the fiction of the sovereign individual all receive reprobation in a more densely layered conception of human agency and purpose.28 Justice, not legality, is presented as the ethical impetus for structuring political community.29 Hospitality, civility, and generalised reciprocity replace the exchange principle in the conduct of social relations. The human subject is nested and ordained with particular aims in very elaborate systems of philosophical and practical reason, linked to God, the living species and to nature.30 Built into these complex systems of ideas is an alternative notion of overlapping sovereignties in which human purpose, intentionality, and social life are embedded in concentric spiritual and secular pursuits: in family, community, state, the ummah (community of believers) and humanity. Both vertical and horizontal attachments bear moral and ethical content, not to be swallowed by the pursuit of happiness or reasons of state. The humility remitted by this construction provides codes of conduct to appreciate interconnectedness and interdependence, and implicitly underscores the need for an expanded inter-subjectivity. Despite its common representation as the total surrender of reason to the dictates of belief, a conception of overlapping sovereignties in Islamic thought recognises contingency, dialogue, and negotiation in demarcating moral and political boundaries.31 An appreciation of this alternative conception, however, depends upon an ability to transcend the reductionist cartography found in mainstream renderings of the Islamic conception of international relations in the binary construction Dar al-Islam (realm of Islam) and Dar al-Harb (realm of war).32 Thus, the imagined worlds in Islamic thought are quite alien from the secularly inspired vision that has guided modernisation drives in Islamic cultural zones; they lie outside the dominant discourse of progress, often seen to interrupt its linear march. They are to be found in the struggles for more holistic frameworks of being and becoming, in expressions of hospitality and care for the needy, or personal quests to secure a decent existence in a shrinking universe of piety. These worlds also collide with the imagined world of the extremist, the militant, the fundamentalist, whose will to power conditions piety, drastically circumscribing the compass of faith and the possibility to procure a virtuous life. 

Islamic Threat - Alternative

Challenging western IR requires abandoning the view of an “Islamic threat”

Mustapha Kamal PASHA School of Int’l Service @ American ‘3 “Fractured Worlds: Islam, Identity and International Relations” Global Society 17 (2) p.
The failure of the modernising state in the Islamic cultural zones is not simply demonstrated in crises of governability, legitimation, or economic performance— although these are important avenues of feebleness and discordance. The source of a deeper historical problem lies in the state’s denial of its own political unconscious and its reliance upon instrumental rationality to address social questions. Even state elites and managers who preside over ostensibly theocratic entities with religious fervour and commitment have tacitly accepted the institutional apparatus of modern statecraft. The political imagination of modern statecraft is inscribed in the fabric of daily life, constraining, not liberating, ex-colonials in an illusive quest to seek parity with others who have ‘‘left them behind’’ in material achievement. It is, thus, the secular notion of progress which reworks its way as an absence. The contradiction between the aspirations of the faithful and the available institutional apparatus for their articulation could not have been more stark. Here lies the dilemma: the impulse to entertain alternative futures is necessitated by the yardstick of material achievement. Perhaps this is also the source of extremism, which serves today as the recognizable face of Islam in the economy of meaning and signs. Contemporary expressions of religious zealotry and its political projects are inherently modern. They do not offer, despite claims by its partisans or sympathisers, a different conception of international relations, community, or world order. The Manichaean impulse and the will to power that has driven Western cultural encounters with the ‘‘Rest’’ is equally present in these presumably alternative sites of negotiation and contention. From the worship of brute force35 to an embrace of riches, one is less likely to find sanctuary in renunciation of power or ascetic withdrawal. Hence, neither Islamism nor Hindutva (and their modular cousins) are susceptible to the pre-modern sense of being and becoming. Extolling alternative visions in itself, therefore, can be a utopian exercise, fraught with a lot of wishful thinking, more surprises and few certainties. Conclusion To the extent that the terms of political discourse either generated or in circulation in Western IR are hegemonic with universal appeal, in practice if not in theory, the aim of articulating alternative visions of international political space in the world of Islam is a cumbersome exercise. Perhaps the task is two-fold: to demonstrate the limits of the extant political imagination and its materialisation and simultaneously to recover lost fragments of visions within Islamic (and other) cultural zones.36 Furthering this move is a recognition of the cultural trappings of Western IR. The more onerous undertaking, however, is a recovery of alternatives within the worlds of Islam, recognising both the ascending hegemony of secular liberalism, now hitched to West-centred globalisation, and declining state capacity in much of the Islamic cultural zones.37 Under the new regimes of a global political economy, the scope for autonomous political action has been further eroded, ripening conditions for repression internally, and capitulation externally. 38 In its current globalising version, liberal secularism appears as the spirit of market theology, reinforced by ‘‘new constitutionalism’’ 39 and the battery of global governance. Key to this spirit is a repudiation (ironically of modernity’s invention), namely, national space. Islamic cultural zones are neither sequestered places to realise alternative collective aspirations nor unified entities to resist the enticements of a ‘‘market civilization’’.40 Both social and life-worlds are increasingly fractured, with faith appearing to provide the sole effective element of coherence.41 Survival strategies are often mistaken, as in many critical accounts of globalisation, as resistance.42 In the contemporary globalising context, the Protestant/Calvinist compromise has been refurbished and is being presented to Muslims as the only basis to cultivate democracy, development and modernity.43 In the wake of ‘‘9/11’’, Afghanistan and the ‘‘war on terrorism’’, this alternative has acquired the status of a new religion with many new converts. Evading questions of historical specificity, elective affinity, or ontology, the theology of liberal secularism reinforces the cultural fault-lines that already exist within the Islamic cultural zones. The ‘‘additional’’ requirement of secularism to receive full political or cultural membership extends the wedge as internal others are further denied basic dignity and respect. Given durable inequalities in the Islamic cultural areas, this process of cultural disenfranchisement deepens the divide, with the obvious effects such injuries often produce. In this changed and changing context, Islamic alternatives can appear more deviant than ever before, now buried under the rhetoric of a cosmopolitan globalising vernacular. The old dichotomy of civilised/barbarian returns, now dressed in fresh attire. Mere affirmation of the faith can be seen as a badge of resistance to globalisation, modernity, or progress as desecularisation becomes the new crusade. The process has already been underway for a fairly long time, but it now acquires global proportions in both scale and intensity. What spaces are then available for religious identities to be realised? With a past of mostly fractured relations between ‘‘the West’’ and ‘‘Islam’’, the workings of this logic are not entirely opaque. Hence, recognition of the real character of these times is a necessary transitional step in accessing the meaning of negotiated alternatives in the Islamic cultural areas, including the discovery of liberal and illiberal variants of those alternatives. This discovery may also help disrupt the dichotomous 
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mentality which services extant knowledge systems, including Western IR. However, the pathways leading to discovery in the midst of dense fog may not be so easily accessible, or linear. 

Human Security Link

Human Security discourse rationalizes intervention by claiming the globe as the states field of operation 
De Larrinaga and Doucet 08 (Miguel and Marcm, Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at Saint Mary's University “Sovereign Power and the Biopolitics of Human Security” Security Dialogue 2008; 39; 517) p 11-12

This article has sought to explore the interconnections between biopower and sovereign power in relation to the human security discourse. An entry point into understanding factors contributing to such an assemblage is to be found precisely in the shifting conceptions of security in the postwar period. In this frame, the circulatory dynamics become the new grounds upon which to understand global order in terms of security. From here, the broadening and deepening of security can be traced to the apprehension of irremediable threats at a global level. It is from this general context that we can com- prehend the advent of the human security discourse in both its broad and narrow forms. While the human security discourse draws from the transformations of security in the postwar environment, it also, we argued, moves towards new terrain. Most notably, it casts the problematique of (in)security in biopolitical terms by having the health and welfare of populations as its referent. Much of the initial work of the human security discourse has been about properly ordering, categorizing and accounting for the ‘true’ threats to human life. More recently, the formalization and institutionalization of the human security discourse within the UN has begun to locate areas of strategic intervention that, informed by rationalities of governmentality, are meant to minimize risks by distinguishing between ‘good’ and ‘bad’ circulation. In the post-9/11 era, we identify continuity rather than rupture in the human security discourse. While many would see the humanitarian impulse within the human security discourse as anathema to emerging patterns of world order signed by the ‘global war on terrorism’, we make the argument that, in rendering life in biopolitical terms, this discourse in fact prepares the ground for the operation of a form of sovereign power that claims the globe as its field of operation. What an institutional examination of the human security discourse affords us is a way in which we can trace the assemblage of sovereign power and biopower in the contemporary moment while concurrently revealing a complexity to this articulation that escapes its more formal theorization. In rendering life bare and politically unqualified, human security enables a form of human subjectivity amenable to the sway of sovereign power exercised from the global realm. Moreover, we argue that the human security discourse is intimately bound with the problematique of exceptionality, and thus participates in providing the ground for the justification of suspending founding elements of international law while simultaneously seeking the force that law must entail in order to authorize a new form of international intervention. Finally, we suggest that this production of human subjectivity that the human security discourse participates in enabling, coupled with the logic of exceptionality in the post-9/11 moment, can be understood as providing the grounds for an exercise of sovereign power on a planetary scale. 

Emergency Link

The “Emergency” is at the crux of our policies on a governmental and local scale

Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 40-42, Published 2008)

But this stow has a little twist. For many have suggested that since the 'war on tenor' will probably never end - at least not until 'every terrorist group of global reach has been found, stopped, and defeated', as Bush put it just nine days after the attacks - or will last 'at least. the lifetime of most of us' (Cheney) and thus may 'take a generation to defeat' (Blair), the emergency in question appears to have quickly become a permanent feature of the political landscape.' In this 'long war'or 'lengthy campaign' of ‘unknown duration' the emergency seems to have become the 'new normalcy'! With this state of emergency, it is said, normal limes are gone. Central to the Left's response to this war, then, has been the claim that the emergency itself appears to be becoming permanent. The standard device for many is to then throw in a well-known quote from Walter Benjamin: 'the "state of emergency" in which we live is not the exception but the rule'.' 
The influential figure here has been Giorgio Agamben, who has built on Schmitt's concept of exception in developing his argument concerning the camp as the nomos of the modem and related themes such as the refugee and 'bare life'. As the space that opens up when the state of exception starts to become the rule, the camp is both a space of exception - a piece of territory placed outside the normal juridical order - and at the same time the ultimate expression of the logic of the exception. As such, the state of exception has now become the norm. Agamben was pushing this argument prior to the attack on the 'war on terror', but he has pursued the argument even more thoroughly since.' The same observation might be made about Michael Hardt and Anonio Negri. In Empire, Hardt and Negri had already suggested that what stands behind the intervention now so prevalent in international politics is 'a permanent state of emergency and exception justified by the appeal to essential values of justice and that the justification for deployment of military forces in this new 'Empire' rests on a state of permanent exception.' Pushing this further in their follow-up work since 9/11, they suggest that 'the state of exception has become permanent and general; the exception has become the rule, pervading both foreign relations and the homeland'.' 
Similar claims can be found in all sorts of other places, and so a few examples will have to suffice. For Leo Panitch the new anti-terrorism and emergency legislation in Canada mean that 'we have stepped outside the rule of law' towards 'the permanence of the temporary, an attempt to normalize the exception'.' Tony Bunyan of Statewatch suggests that the exceptional has along with the draconian become the norm,' while for Jean-Claude Paye the new anti-terrorist measures are so significant that they 'overturn the norm' -'deviations become the rule' and 'emergency procedures replace the Constitution and the law," a point repeated by Savas Michael-Matsas" and Vivienne Jabri.'2 Alex Callinicos cites Agamben's work to explore the way 'the terrifying military apparatus deployed on the banks of the Tigris commands the world to accept a permanent state of emergency'." The same idea that emergency is the new paradigm now permeates political and intellectual debate: from collections of essays by leading critical theorists" to various civil liberties pressure groups" and human rights lawyers;` from the first book-length sociology of the camp" to analysis of urban panic;" from writings on postcolonial melancholia" to black groups campaigning in the US;' from arguments about the demise of utopianism" to debates on the Schengen Agreement.' 
The idea that emergency is now permanent or that the exception is now the rule is, it seems, the standard position on the Left. The libertarian Right has also used the idea." And this position has at its heart one basic proposition: that the emergency involves a suspension of the law. The state of necessity is not a 'state of law', but a space ----without law, suggests Agamben, and others have duly followed suit." The general feeling is that the declared state of emergency has so transformed the legal landscape that we are in a 'lawless world', with detainees residing in a legal 'black hole', in 'legal limbo', in 'anomalous zones', in the 'legal equivalent of outer space', all of which are said to be: inconsistent with the rule of law and what had been generally -assumed to be fundamental liberties and inalienable rights. International law appears to have been abandoned in the name of reason of state and national security, while key states which once carried the flag for liberal democracy appear to have abandoned a commitment ::46-the rule of law and basic rights. The emergence of categories such as 'enemy combatants', 'battlefield detainees', or 'extraordinary rendition', all of which are said to have a legal status which is less than  clear, only serves to reinforce the notion that 'ordinary' or 'normal' law has been abandoned. 

Emergency Link

Security discourse of Emergency is abused by the state by normalizing a ever increasing state of fear in order to justity any action in the name of security
Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 67-69, Published 2008)

Part of the reason for this is that the concept of 'emergency' evokes images of short-term measures to deal with a specific and temporary problem. The assumption that runs through official documents on emergency powers is that once the 'temporary' problem is dealt with the state can return to normalcy. But states have constantly and systematically failed to fulfil the requirement to treat to 'emergency' as temporary, and so the tendency is for the measures in question to become part and parcel of a new conception of normality. The pattern is almost always the same: an event occurs which leads to the demand for new and more powerful security measures; emergency legislation is enacted; these new emergency powers are then gradually 'stretched' beyond their original scope and/or used to police situations for which they were never intended; this stretching is gradually justified and legitimised, until the powers are exercised way beyond their original context; finally, the legislature normalises those very emergency powers by transforming them into the ordinary criminal law." What appear initially to be extraordinary powers developed under the auspices of something labelled 'emergency' very quickly and easily infiltrate the ordinary legal system, becoming regularised as a technique of government and normalised as a technology of power. 'Temporariness' becomes merely a rhetorical device in the deployment of emergency powers and to justify new security measures: temporary security fences become permanent borders; temporary camps become permanent settlements; temporary closures become permanent; temporary revocations of travel permits become permanent; temporary changes in orders of engagement become permanent.' The ubiquitous way in which 'temporariness' is invoked belies the fact that it is almost impossible to find a case of a liberal democracy going through a period of 'emergency' without some permanent and purportedly irreversible alteration in its political technique. Either the state of emergency is constantly re-enacted, or it remains in place by virtue of not being explicitly repealed, or it is eventually placed on the statute books as part of 'ordinary' legislation and so carried over into a period of 'normalcy'. The de facto becomes dejure; emergency becomes the norm.' 
This tendency has been facilitated by the ever-expanding notion of what constitutes an 'emergency," masking the term's real political origins. Anything - and thus, in effect, everything - affecting the  'security of the state' and the 'life of the nation' must by definition be included, and its polymorphous nature suits its integral relation to the politics of security since it elides the differences between, say, 'war' in the conventional sense which is thought to 'obviously' constitute an emergency, and political rebellions which are now easily treated as emergencies It also elides the differences between these things and everything else that might be thought to be a problem for security and good order: drugs (for example Reagan's use of troops to counteract the drug trade on the grounds that the emergency constituted a threat to national security); football hooliganism (the communications officer of UEFA described a series of crowd troubles in European football in the 2006-7 season as an 'emergency situation');" child abuse (in 1990 a panel of government-appointed childcare experts concluded that 'child abuse and neglect in the United States now represents a national emergency'); 'natural' emergencies such as floods (for example, during Hurricane Katrina) or even just a bit of unusual weather (in the hot spring weather in Italy in 2007 officials declared that they were moving towards declaring a state of emergency and Macedonia actually did so in July of that year); famines (too numerous to mention); the possible extinction of species (see, for examples the United Nations Environment Programme Report of February 2007 called Last Stand of the Orang-Utan: State of Emergency); resistance to globalisation (such as the declaration of a state of emergency by Paul Schell, Mayor of Seattle, in response to the protest against the annual meeting of the World Trade Organization being held in the city);" and, of course, the intensification of class struggle (also instances too numerous to mention)." 
This overwhelming abundance of emergency and the ever increasing diffuseness of the concept is politically important since it helps create and sustain an emergency mentality among the populations eliding the difference between the natural and the national and so making the political decision to declare a national state of emergency appear as on a continuum with the actions taken in the face of earthquakes and hurricanes. This emergency mentality then feeds into and feeds on an overwhelming '(in)security consciousness' in which internal rebellion, enemy forces and 'terrorists' are rolled together with minor forms of disorder and even 'Nature' itself. This continued iteration of even the lowest level of emergency helps condition people to live with some notion of emergency; which makes it easier for Emergency? What emergency? 
69  states to 'upgrade' to a higher-level emergency regime as and when necessary.' And as the margins of emergency are broadened, so the possibilities for political action become increasingly circumscribed, to the point where they ultimately disappear." 
But if, historically speaking, times are never 'normal', then we really have to abandon the concept of the 'state of emergency' and instead explore the ways emergency powers are used in relation to 'normal law'. Or maybe 'normal times' is the biggest political myth going. Arid if it is, what does this say about the current fad for describing our situation post-9/11 as a permanent emergency? Arid what might it tell us about the way 'security' is used as a political tool?
Objectivism Link

Acceptance of a Free market system is structured around the idea that we should have our property secured by the government – thus our most important right is only controllable from a central power
Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 29-30, Published 2008)

Security is designed 'to guarantee to him, as much as possible, his possessions against future losses'.' As the decisive criterion of liberty, then, 'security' came to imply a set of expectations concerning the undisturbed development of the life process of society - to be achieved, if necessary and in the final instance, through the exercise of prerogative powers. But since 'society' here is an order founded on property 'security' comes to imply nothing other than the liberty of secure possession; that is, the liberty of private property. As I have shown elsewhere, the identification of liberty with security should thus be understood as part of the articulation of a certain vision of security, a vision grounded in the assumption that private property be the foundation of society. What Locke sees done for 'the public good' under the prerogative of the Prince, is, in effect, what is done in the protection of private property; The reason for men 'putting themselves under Government'. Locke insists, 'is the Preservation of their Property .' Government exists 'for the security of property', Smith tells us?' For liberalism, the link was clear: liberty is dependent on property and vice versa, but both can flourish only in conditions of security. 'Commerce and manufactures can seldom flourish long in any state ... in which the people do not feel themselves secure in the possession of their property', says Smith?' Thus the main function of the sovereign authority is to provide for the industrious the 'most perfect security that they shall enjoy the full recompence of their own industry.' Here and elsewhere Smith links the question of industry and the importance of the industrious to the demand for security, praising certain nations on the grounds that ‘industry is perfectly secure…though it is far from being perfectly free.’ For Bentham, ‘security is the seed of opulence. For the work of opulence, what men want principally of government is …security, which is the work of protection afforded by government in respect of the different possessions’. And where Mill discusses commerce and property as the foundation of civilization, it is always in terms of its connection with security rather than liberty: ‘the greater security of property is one of the main conditions and causes of greater production, which is Progress in its most familiar and vulgarest aspect’. The fundamental fear that runs through liberalism, then, is deeply connected to the insecurity of property: a fear o the pain that comes with the loss of private property. It is this that distinguishes the fear that Hobbes believes drives the atomized individuals in the state of nature into the security of the sovereign from the fear of the loss of liberty-property which Locke believes is the driving force behind the creation of a more secure body politic. We are often and rightly told that security is intimately associated with the rise of the modern state. But we also need to note that it is equally intimately bound up with the rise of bourgeois property rights and a liberal order-building, and in later chapters we will see the extent of this intimacy. In this way liberalism’s conception of security was intimately connected to its vision of political subjectivity centered on the self-contained and property-owning individual. The reason liberty is wrapped in the concept of security, then, is triad found in Smith, Blakckstone, Paine, the French Declaration of the Rights of man, and in a new conception of ‘the economy’ as its founding political act, a conception which integrated the wealth of nations, the world market and the labour of the population, its notion of liberty necessitated a particular vision of security: the ideological guarantee of the egoism of the independent and self-interested pursuit of property. It is for this reason Marx calls security ‘the supreme concept of bourgeois society’. 

Impact – Mass Death

Security policies of the US like the war on terror and the overthrowing of foreign governments have led to mass violence and the death the 6 million people due to the handling of the fear of political security

Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 102-105, Published 2008)

Security politics thereby became the basis of a distinctly liberal philosophy of global 'intervention', fusing global issues of economic management with domestic policy formations in an ambitious and frequently violent strategy. Here lies the Janus-faced character of American foreign policy." One face is the 'good liberal cop': friendly, prosperous and democratic, sending money and help around the globe when problems emerge, so that the world's nations are shown how they can alleviate their misery and perhaps even enjoy some prosperity. The other face is the 'bad liberal cop': should one of these nations decide, either through parliamentary procedure demands for self-determination or violent revolution to address its own social problems in ways that conflict with the interests of capital and the bourgeois concept of liberty, then the authoritarian dimension of liberalism shows its face; the 'liberal moment' becomes the moment of violence. This Janus-faced character has meant that through the mandate of security the US, as the national security state par excellence, has seen fit to either overtly or covertly re-order the affairs of myriads of nations - those 'rogue' or 'outlaw' states on the 'wrong side of history'." 
'Extrapolating the figures as best we can', one CIA agent commented in 1991, 'there have been about 3,000 major covert operations and over 10,000 minor operations - all illegal, and all designed to disrupt, destabilize, or modify the activities of other countries', adding that 'every covert operation has been rationalized in terms of U.S. national security."' These would include 'interventions' in Greece, Italy, France, Turkey, Macedonia, the Ukraine, Cambodia, Indonesia, China, Korea, Burma, Vietnam, Thailand, Ecuador, Chile, Argentina On the fabrication of economic order 
103  Brazil, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Cuba, the Dominican Republic Uruguay, Bolivia, Grenada, Paraguay, Nicaragua, El Salvador, the Philippines, Honduras, Haiti, Venezuela, Panama, Angola, Ghana, Congo, South Africa, Albania, Lebanon, Grenada, Libya, Somalia, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, Iran, Iraq, and many more, and many of these more than once. Next up are the '60 or more' countries identified as the bases of 'terror cells' by Bush in a speech on 1 June 2002.° The methods used have varied: most popular has been the favoured technique of liberal security - 'making the economy scream' via controls, interventions and the imposition of neo-liberal regulations. But a wide range of other techniques have been used: tenor bombing; subversion; rigging elections; the use of the CINs 'Health Alteration Committee' whose mandate was to 'incapacitate' foreign officials; drug- trafficking and the sponsorship of tenor groups, counterinsurgency agencies, death squads. Unsurprisingly, some plain old fascist groups and parties have been co-opted into the project, from the attempt at reviving the remnants of the Nazi collaborationist Vlasov Army for use against the USSR to the use of fascist forces to undermine democratically elected governments, such as in Chile; indeed, one of the reasons fascism flowed into Latin America was because of the ideology of national security" Concomitaritly,'national security' has meant a policy of non-intervention where satisfactory 'security partnerships' could be established with certain authoritarian and military regimes: Spain under Franco, the Greek junta, Chile, Iraq, Iran, Korea, Indonesia, Cambodia, Taiwan, South Vietnam, the Philippines, Turkey, the five Central Asian republics that emerged with the break-up of the USSR, and China. Either way, the whole world was to be included in the new 'secure' global liberal order. 
The result has been the slaughter of untold numbers. John Stockwell, who was part of a CIA project in Angola which led to the deaths of over 20,000 people, puts it like this:  Coming to grips with these U.5./CIA activities in broad numbers and figuring out how many people have been killed in the jungles of Laos or the hills of Nicaragua is very difficult. But, 
adding them up as best we can, we come up with a figure of six • million people killed - and this is a minimum figure. Included are: one million killed in the Korean War, two million killed in the Vietnam War, 800,000 killed in Indonesia, one million in Cambodia, 20,000 killed in Angola the operation I was part of and 22,000 killed in Nicaragua."  Note that the six million is a minimum figure, that he omits to mention rather a lot of other interventions, and that he was writing in 1991. This is security as the slaughter bench of history. 
All of this has been more than confirmed by events in the twenty first century: in a speech on 1 June 2002, which became the basis of the official National Security Strategy of the United States in September of that year, President Bush reiterated that the US has a unilateral right to overthrow any government in the world, and launched a new round of slaughtering to prove it. 
While much has been made about the supposedly 'new' doctrine of preemption in the early twenty-first century, the policy of preemption has a long history as part of national security doctrine.  The United States has long maintained the option of pre-emptive actions to counter a sufficient threat to our national security. The greater the threat, the greater is the risk of inaction - and the more compelling the case for taking anticipatory action to defend ourselves . . To forestall or prevent such hostile ads by our adversaries, the United States will, if necessary, act preemptively.'19  In other words, the security policy of the world's only superpower in its current 'war on tenor' is still underpinned by a notion of liberal order-building based on a certain vision of 'economic order'. The National Security 







[CONTINUES NO TEXT REMOVED]

Impact – Mass Death







[CONTINUED NO TEXT REMOVED]

Strategy concerns itself with a 'single sustainable model for national success' based on 'political and economic liberty', with whole sections devoted to the security benefits of 'economic liberty', and the benefits to liberty of the security strategy proposed."' Economic security (that is, 'capitalist accumulation') in the guise of 'national security' is now used as the justification for all kinds of 'intervention', still conducted where necessary in alliance with fascists, gangsters and drug cartels, and the proliferation of 'national security'type regimes has been the result. So while the national security state was in one sense a structural hi-product of the US's place in global capitalism, it was also vital to the fabrication of an international order founded on the power of capital. National security, in effect, became On the fabrication of economic order the perfect strategic tool for landscaping the human garden."' This was to also have huge domestic consequences, as the idea of containment would also come to reshape the American social order, helping fabricate a security apparatus intimately bound up with national identity and thus the politics of loyalty. 

Impact – Mass Death

Striking endless Fear in the hearts of the people leads to failing democracies, fascism, and totalitarian nightmares

Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 119-122, Published 2008)

 Writing in 1953, after having lived through some of these key political developments in the US and having been engaged in debating with fascist political and legal theorists in Germany, Franz Neumann commented that the integrating element of liberal democracy purports to be a moral one, whether it be freedom or justice. 'But there is opposed to this a second integrating principle of a political system: fear of an enemy'. Such fear, he notes, is a key feature of fascist political thought, which 'asserts that the creation of a national community is conditioned by the existence of an enemy whom one must be willing to exterminate physical. His reference here is to Carl Schmitt's Concept of the Political, in which Schmitt asserts that 'the specific political distinction to which political actions and motives can be reduced is that between friend and enemy', a distinction which 'denotes the utmost intensity of a union or separation, of an association or dissociation' and which receives its real meaning by opening up the possibility of war and death.50 Neumann comments that when the concepts of 'enemy' and 'fear’ come to constitute the energetic principles of politics, democracy becomes impossible and the system is ripe for dictatorship. We might add that this strategic deployment of fear is fundamental to the ideology of security. To help shape this fear and its deployment, the security state employed a rhetorical strategy focused on the moral fibre and identity of the American people.51 NSC-68 presented a more or less standard version of American exceptionalism rooted in the unquestioned virtues of the American way of life. The opening sections of the top-secret national security memorandum in particular go to some lengths to outline and elaborate the key differences between 'the fundamental purpose of the US', namely freedom, and 'the fundamental design of the Kremlin', namely slavery. The idea of 'freedom' was reiterated via one of the standard tropes in nationalist discourse, namely by invoking the bonds of community between the living and the dead embodied in the authority of the Constitution, thereby situating the national security state in the context of a long American tradition.52 The assertion of this identity was consciously linked to the authoritative texts that were/are invoked in US political discourse to silence dissent and to continually reaffirm the benevolence of the American idea of freedom. NSC-68 and related national security documents from the period are replete with references to the Declaration of Independence, the Constitution, The Federalist, God-given rights,53 and the historical duties of America. Just as Roosevelt in the mid-1930s had argued that the freedoms Americans so cherished required the kind of social security he was planning to offer, so now national security was to be thought of in the same terms. This (re-)imagined community of America was then used to distinguish 'American identity' from the 'other' - between 'us' and 'them'; 'good' versus 'evil'; the US as a 'country' compared to the USSR as a 'fortress'; the 'marvelous diversity, deep tolerance and lawfulness of the free societ/ compared to the 'slave state'; and so on - in a prime expression of the ways in which the politics of security is inextricably bound up with the technologies of cultural difference and an exemplary case of identity as a strategy of containment. This American identity was seen as an outcome of the exceptional and consensual nature of American history, which had to be re-imagined in such a way that obfuscated its former reliance on the slave trade, its relationship with Nazi Germany, its early positive relationship with the Soviet regime and its willingness to happily agree with the Soviet leadership at Yalta in 1945 about how to divide Europe and share the spoils in East Asia. In an exemplary instance of history as ideology, American political and cultural 'tradition' would thereby be placed in a different moral universe from the 'slaver/of the Communist system.54 The concept of 'history here was underpinned by the notion of Providence. In Kennan's view, rather than objecting to the Kremlin's challenge, Americans should 'experience a certain gratitude to Providence which, by providing the American people with this implacable challenge, has made their entire security as a nation dependent upon their pulling themselves together and accepting the responsibilities of moral and political leadership that history plainly intended them to bear'.55 Kennan was of the view that American security was being weakened in part by the moral laxity of its citizens, a laxity brought about by urbanisation, industrialisation and the decline of simpler modes of life with their 'stronger' moral codes and thus traditional forms of 'security. (In his diary of his journey on land from Washington to Latin America in 1950 he notes that he woke up on a train going though some industrial city -'what city I did not know, nor did it matter' - and realised just how 'sinister' cities are, with their dirt, unhealthy conditions and corresponding decadence, compared to the cleanliness, good health and better security provided by the farm.)56 So Providence is in fact to be thanked for providing the American people with the challenge of saving themselves. But the idea of Providence is also illustrative here because it further peddles the myth of American exceptionalism and panders to the idea of America as the chosen nation. NSC-68 and related documents were not just about national security, then, but also very much about national culture and national identity. Measures enacted in the name of security could be legitimised through reference to their role in defending a particular identity, while simultaneously constituting that very identity in the first place. This was part and parcel of the overall way in which the Western alliance drew upon security 
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strategy to articulate a common cultural as well as political agenda; conversely, it was also part and parcel of the overall way in which the Western alliance drew upon a cultural agenda to articulate a security strategy, as can be seen in the cases of both NATO57 and Canada.58 'In this sense', David Campbell comments, 'the texts which guided national security policy did more than simply offer strategic analyses of the "reality" they confronted: they actively concerned themselves with the scripting of a particular American identity'. Security and its discourse of danger become central to the production and reproduction of the very identity in whose name it operates.59 In other words, the ideology of (national) security served and continues to serve as a means of delineating, framing and asserting identity. Security functions as a means not just for identifying and dealing with potential military threats, but also as a mechanism for the political constitution and cultural production of identity and, as such, for the unity of political community. Thus the struggle for security against the enemy - be it the communist menace or global terrorism - becomes a reaffirmation of the historical burden of a distinctive identity around which the nation must unite. And yet we might equally say that the ideology of national identity serves to delineate, frame and assert national security: identity becomes a mechanism for the constitution of security. This is a double-edged process. On the one hand, it involves simultaneously distancing this identity from the Other, often through distinguishing the values central to this identity from the values of the enemy (or, more usually, the 'lack' of values of the enemy).60 In Michael Shapiro's terms, as a key dimension of foreign policy, national security involves the making of the 'foreign'and the constitution of 'Otherness'. The making of the Other as something foreign is not simply an exercise in differentiation, but is integrally linked to how the self is understood. A self constructed with a security-related identity leads to the constitution of Otherness in terms of the level of threat the Other is said to offer to that security.61 On the other hand, this reasserts and reinforces the acceptability of only certain forms of behaviour, modes of being, and political subjectivities. In so doing it steers us away from other alliances - those which might encourage us to contemplate a possible society not organised around security, private property and bourgeois order - and impresses on us the importance of loyalty.
Impact-Control Over Life

The act of trying to secure allows for state control over our lives

Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 4-6 Published 2008)

But what if at the heart of the logic of security lies not a vision of freedom or emancipation, but a means of modelling the whole of human society around a particular vision of order? What if security is little more than a semantic and semiotic black hole allowing authority to inscribe itself deeply into human experience? What if the magic word 'security' serves merely to neutralise political action, encouraging us to surrender ourselves to the state in a thoroughly conservative fashion?2° And what if this surrender facilitates an ongoing concession to authority and the institutional violence which underpins the authority in question, and thus constitutes the first key step in learning how to treat people not as human beings, but as objects to be administered? In other words, what if the major requirement of our time is less an expanded, refined, or redefined vision of security, and nothing less than a critique of security? Corey Robin points out that when a particular idea routinely accompanies atrocities then some real critical engagement with the idea would seem to be in order." And since there is a clear and not particularly long line linking the idea of security and the atrocities being carried out in Guantánarno, Abu Ghraib and the other 'security centres' at which people are currently being held, never mind the long history of states slaughtering millions in the name of security, then the time must be right for a critique of security. 
The starting point of the critique is to see it not as some kind of universal or transcendental value, but rather as a mode of goveming, a political technology through which individuals, groups, classes, and, ultimately, modern capital is reshaped and reordered. As a principle of formation, as Mick Dillon calls it," security is a technique of power; a political enactment deployed and mobilised in the exercise of power. Extending an argument I have made elsewhere/3 I want to show the extent to which security has facilitated a form of liberal order-building, and to develop a critique of the constant re-ordering of politics and reshaping of society in the name of security. In so doing I aim to challenge the ways in which security has become the master narrative through which the state shapes our lives and imaginations (security risks here, security measures there, security police everywhere), producing and organising subjects in a way that is always already predisposed towards the exercise of violence in defence of the established order. As such, the critique of security is part and parcel of a wider critique of power. This requires taking on the thinkers, groups and classes which have accepted and peddled the security fetish: security-obsessed politicians and policy wonks, the security and intelligence services, the security industry and security intellectuals; the 'security Fuckers', as James Kelman calls them. Such a critique must stand at a critical distance from critical security studies (and thus act as a kind of 'critique of critical criticism', in the sense in which Marx meant it in 1845). This 'school' of thought argues that security has to be oriented around the notion of emancipation. Ken Booth has argued that since 'security' is the absence of threats and 'emancipation' is the freeing of people from human and physical constraints, 'security and emancipation are two sides of the same coin. Emancipation, not power or order, produces true security. Emancipation, theoretically, is security'. He adds that this equation can be sustained empirically: 'emancipation, empirically, is security'." This seems to me to be as about as mistaken as one can possibly be about security; as we will see in Chapter 1, it is in fact far closer to classical liberalism than it is to critical theory.' Part of the argument here is that security and oppression are the two sides of the same coin. Any argument of this kind needs to go well beyond the places in which security is usually studied. 'Security studies' as such has tried a little too hard to understand itself as a discipline, and in so doing has tended to replicate the various schools or positions found in the study of international relations, offering up its own version of the narrow and deeply disciplinary 'name, school and subfield' approach without which most academics seem lost. And yet the proliferation of work aiming to expand security has quickly run into difficulties of definition. For example, the United Nations tells us that 'human security' has two aspects: 'first, safety from chronic threats such as hunger, disease and repression' and, second, 'protection from sudden and hurtful disruptions in the patterns of daily life - whether in homes, in jobs or in communities'." Whatever logic the first aspect may have, the second aspect appears to turn all human being and social interaction into a security problematic (neatly handing them over, of course, to the institutions which like to claim the power and right to secure). At the same time, one finds people working on security and yet seemingly talking about very different things. The extent to which 'security' has been 'disciplined' over the years" has been used to 'discipline' people in turn, encouraging intellectuals to retreat so far into their fields of expertise that, for example, people working on 'social security' have absolutely no contact with people working on 'national security' (just one of the many instances in which the division of intellectual labour in the university reflects nicely the desire of the state to keep these things apart, to draw a veil over the unity of state power). Rather than seek to be part of a discipline or school centred on security - of the traditional, critical, or expanded type; of the national or social kind the critique of security ranges widely and wildly through and around security studies and international political economy; history, law and political theory; international relations and historical sociology, in a seriously ill-disciplined manner which will no doubt 
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annoy the Guardians of Discipline and Professors of Good Order (the 'security guards' of the modern academy). Academic disciplines are part of a much broader problem of the compartmentalisation of knowledge and division of the intellect against which critical theory must struggle. This book is therefore not even meant to be an inter-disciplinary text; rather, it is anti-disciplinary. It is a work of critique. 
Impact - Fascism

The Affirmative’s discourse of security opens up the space for fascism – we must end our fetishism with security
Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 9-10, Published 2008)

A final introductory word on fascism. A number of writers have noted that there is a real Schmittian logic underpinning security politics: that casting an issue as one of 'security' tends to situate that issue within the logic of threat and decision, of friend and enemy, and so magnifies the dangers and ratchets up the strategic fears and insecurities that encourage the construction of a certain kind of political reason centred on the violent clampdown of the moment of decision." 'Speaking and writing about security is never innocent', says Jef Huysmans, 'it always risks contributing to the opening of a window of opportunity for a "fascist mobilisation"'." Events since 11 September 2001, bear witness to this. It seems abundantly clear that any revival of fascism would now come through the mobilisation of society in the name of security" This potential for fascist mobilisation underlines once more that far from being a distinct political force outside of liberalism and capital, fascism is in fact liberal capitalism's doppelganger. The lesson of the twentieth century is that the crises of liberalism, more often than not expressed as crises threatening the security of the state and the social order of capital, reveal the potential for the rehabilitation of fascism; thriving in the crises of liberalism, the fascist potential within liberal democracy has always been more dangerous than the fascist tendency against democracy.' The critique of security being developed here is intended as a reminder of the authoritarian, reactionary and fascist potential within the capitalist order and one of its key political categories. 
To this end, the aim of the critique of security is not a set of proposals for democratising security, humanising security, balancing security with liberty, or any other policy proposal to improve the wonderful world of security. There are more than enough security intellectuals for that. The aim is to play a part in freeing the political imagination from the paralysis experienced in the face of security to free ourselves from security fetishism by provoking and intriguing others to try and think politics without security. It is often said that security is the gift of the state; perhaps we ought to return the gift. 

Impact-Authoritarianism

Security moves us towards total authoritarian state

Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 13-16 Published 2008)

Modem political thought is often understood as beginning with the clash of positions exemplified by the 'absolutist' Hobbes and the 'liberal' Locke, a clash in which the story of sovereignty is said to be told in terms of either security or liberty. By beginning with a conjectured state of nature, both writers highlight the insecurities which serve to generate the social contract and the sovereign body. For Hobbes, humans are so driven by their desire for pride, revenge and natural passions that no covenant is secure in the state of nature. A power is thus needed ‘great enough for our security’ and for which an authoritarian state is necessary: The only way to erect such a Common Power, as may be able to defend them from the invasion of Forraigners, and the injuries of one another, and thereby to secure them … is to conferre all their power and strength upon one Man, or upon one Assembly of men, that may reduce all their wills, by plurality of voices, unto one Will. The search for security is thus the driving force behind the creation of absolute sovereignty, derived in turn from the supposed absolute liberty of the individual in the state of nature. The peace achieved via the social contract compared to the condition of war in the state of nature is ‘peace’ in the sense that it indicates a certain security – of both sovereign and subjects and in terms of both physical protection and a psychological confidence about the future. Without these there is no industry, culture, communication, transport: ‘no building… no Knowledge… no account of time; no Arts; no Letters, no Society’. The insecurity would, famously, render life nasty, brutish, and short. In terms of contemporary politics, then, Hobbes’s position pushes the ‘balance’ overwhelmingly in the direction of security; his mutual exchange of obedience for protection is equally an exchange of liberty for security. For Locke, in contrast, the state of nature is a state of ‘perfect liberty’ with no ‘Absolute or Arbitrary Power’, but which is still full of anxiety, fear and insecurity. The aim is to supposedly find a society in which such liberty can be secured, and in which the citizens have a right to dissolve the government should it be thought to be undermining liberty. IN this way it is generally said that Locke establishes a political position in which the balance is shifted towards liberty and the protection of that liberty against the demands of arbitrary power. I want to suggest that, contrary to this traditional image, Locke might in fact be thought to inaugurate less a tradition of ‘liberty’ and much more a liberal discourse on the priority of security.  The key to my argument lies in Locke’s account of prerogative. Locke’s political thought appears to resolve around the power of the people to constitute for themselves a government. IN so doing they appear to place political supremacy in the legislature; the legislature is supreme because it assures the rule of law, protects life, liberty and property, and prevents any exercise of arbitrary power. And yet Locke concedes that there must also be scope for discretion, since the public good – the protection of life liberty and property – may sometimes require immediate action. Locke therefore concedes that ‘the good of the Society requires, that several things should be left to the discrtion of him, that has the Executive Power’. Events may occur where ‘strict and rigid observation of the laws may do harm’. Law-making is often too slow, too ‘numerous’ and cannot deal with ‘Accidents and Necessities’ that may concern the public. Locke here palys on ‘executive power’, a term which he introduces not in relation to the body politic, but in relation to the state of nature and which he concedes is a ‘strange doctrine’: ‘That in the State of Nature, every one has the Executive Power of the Law of Nature’. For ‘the Execution of the Law of Nature is in that state, put into every Man’s hands…For the Law of Nature would, as all other Laws that concern Men in this World, be in vain, if there were no body that in the State of Nature, had a Power to Execute that Law’. It is this executive power – note: a strong executive power – which both allows and encourages men to construct political power, a part of which is a new form of executive power standing alongside the legislative. The power to act at moments which require immediate action or where the legislature is slow is what Locke understands by prerogative: ‘This Power to act according to discretion, for the publick good, without the prescription of the law, and sometimes even against it, is that which is called Prerogative’. Through prerogative the people permit their Rulers to act ‘of their own free choice’, not only where there is no clear legal position (‘where the Law was silent’) but there is no clear legal position (‘where the Law was silent’) but sometimes where they might feel the law insufficient or unimportant (against the direct letter of the Law’). Prerogative therefore grants to the sovereign discretionary powers not bound by law and which might even be used against the law. This is ‘an Arbitrary Power’, Locke comments in parenthesis, as though it were a minor point which might be passed over and which allows him to ignore the fact that arbitrary power is precisely the kind of power his constitution was designed to prevent -'we do but flatter ourselves, if we hope ever to be governed without an arbitrary power', says Robert Filmer, one of Locke's key targets." Prerogative, then, grants rulers powers which are legally indeterminate at best. At worst, prerogative serves to place rulers beyond law. The only requirement is that prerogative is exercised in the interests of the 'safety of the people' and the 'public good'. The principle of Salus Populi Suprema Lex (the safety of the people is the supreme law), so central to Hobbes, is for Locke also 'so just and fundamental a Rule that he who sincerely follows it, cannot dangerously err'. In other words, prerogative 'is, and always will be just' so long as it is exercised in the interest of the people.  

Impact - Genocide

Worst forms of imperialist atrocity are always couched in the language of good intentions. 

Nermeen Shaikh, @ Asia Source, ‘7 [Development 50, “Interrogating Charity and the Benevolence of Empire,” palgrave-journals]

It would probably be incorrect to assume that the principal impulse behind the imperial conquests of the 18th and 19th centuries was charity. Having conquered large parts of Africa and Asia for reasons other than goodwill, however, countries like England and France eventually did evince more benevolent aspirations; the civilizing mission itself was an act of goodwill. As Anatol Lieven (2007) points out, even 'the most ghastly European colonial project of all, King Leopold of Belgium's conquest of the Congo, professed benevolent goals: Belgian propaganda was all about bringing progress, railways and peace, and of course, ending slavery'. Whether or not there was a general agreement about what exactly it meant to be civilized, it is likely that there was a unanimous belief that being civilized was better than being uncivilized – morally, of course, but also in terms of what would enable the most in human life and potential. But what did the teaching of this civility entail, and what were some of the consequences of changes brought about by this benevolent intervention?

In the realm of education, the spread of reason and the hierarchies created between different ways of knowing had at least one (no doubt unintended) effect. As Thomas Macaulay (1935) wrote in his famous Minute on Indian Education, We must at present do our best to form a class who may be interpreters between us and the millions whom we govern; a class of persons, Indian in blood and colour, but English in taste, in opinions, in morals, and in intellect. To that class we may leave it to refine the vernacular dialects of the country, to enrich those dialects with terms of science borrowed from the Western nomenclature, and to render them by degrees fit vehicles for conveying knowledge to the great mass of the population.

This meant, minimally, that English (and other colonial languages elsewhere) became the language of instruction, explicitly creating a hierarchy between the vernacular languages and the colonial one. More than that, it meant instructing an elite class to learn and internalize the culture – in the most expansive sense of the term – of the colonizing country, the methodical acculturation of the local population through education. As Macaulay makes it clear, not only did the hierarchy exist at the level of language, it also affected 'taste, opinions, morals and intellect' – all essential ingredients of the civilizing process. Although, as Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak points out, colonialism can always be interpreted as an 'enabling violation', it remains a violation: the systematic eradication of ways of thinking, speaking, and being. Pursuing this line of thought, Spivak has elsewhere drawn a parallel to a healthy child born of rape. The child is born, the English language disseminated (the enablement), and yet the rape, colonialism (the violation), remains reprehensible. And, like the child, its effects linger. The enablement cannot be advanced, therefore, as a justification of the violation. Even as vernacular languages, and all habits of mind and being associated with them, were denigrated or eradicated, some of the native population was taught a hegemonic – and foreign – language (English) (Spivak, 1999). Is it important to consider whether we will ever be able to hear – whether we should not hear – from the peoples whose languages and cultures were lost?

The colonial legacy

At the political and administrative levels, the governing structures colonial imperialists established in the colonies, many of which survive more or less intact, continue, in numerous cases, to have devastating consequences – even if largely unintended (though by no means always, given the venerable place of divide et impera in the arcana imperii). Mahmood Mamdani cites the banalization of political violence (between native and settler) in colonial Rwanda, together with the consolidation of ethnic identities in the wake of decolonization with the institution and maintenance of colonial forms of law and government. Belgian colonial administrators created extensive political and juridical distinctions between the Hutu and the Tutsi, whom they divided and named as two separate ethnic groups. These distinctions had concrete economic and legal implications: at the most basic level, ethnicity was marked on the identity cards the colonial authorities introduced and was used to distribute state resources. The violence of colonialism, Mamdani suggests, thus operated on two levels: on the one hand, there was the violence (determined by race) between the colonizer and the colonized; then, with the introduction of ethnic distinctions among the colonized population, with one group being designated indigenous (Hutu) and the other alien (Tutsi), the violence between native and settler was institutionalized within the colonized population itself. The Rwandan genocide of 1994, which Mamdani suggests was a 'metaphor for postcolonial political violence' (2001: 11; 2007), needs therefore to be understood as a natives' genocide – akin to and enabled by colonial violence against the native, and by the new institutionalized forms of ethnic differentiation among the colonized population introduced by the colonial state.

It is not necessary to elaborate this point; for present purposes, it is sufficient to mark the significance (and persistence) of the colonial antecedents to contemporary political violence. The genocide in Rwanda need not exclusively have been the consequence of colonial identity formation, but does appear less opaque when presented in the historical context of colonial violence and administrative practices. Given the scale of the colonial intervention, good intentions should not become an 
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excuse to overlook the unintended consequences. In this particular instance, rather than indulging fatuous theories about 'primordial' loyalties, the 'backwardness' of 'premodern' peoples, the African state as an aberration standing outside modernity, and so forth, it makes more sense to situate the Rwandan genocide within the logic of colonialism, which is of course not to advance reductive explanations but simply to historicize and contextualize contemporary events in the wake of such massive intervention. Comparable arguments have been made about the consolidation of Hindu and Muslim identities in colonial India, where the corresponding terms were 'native' Hindu and 'alien' Muslim (with particular focus on the nature and extent of the violence during the Partition) (Pandey, 1998), or the consolidation of Jewish and Arab identities in Palestine and the Mediterranean generally (Anidjar, 2003, 2007).

Impact – Security Creates Insecurity

Attempts to securitize only breeds more insecurity- confining politics to the security trap 

C.A.S.E. Collective ‘6 [Security Dialogues 37.4, “Critical Approaches to Security in Europe: A Networked Manifesto,” Sage Political Science, p. 19

The precise mechanisms through which the process of securitization might lead to the involvement of coercive state agencies have, however, to be further analysed. Drawing on the work of French historian Jean Delumeau (1986), Bigo has shown that the securitization of societal issues raises the issue of protection by insecuritizing the audience the security discourses are addressing. This insecuritization will translate into a social demand for the intervention of coercive state agencies through reassurance discourses and protection techniques. In other words, the processes of securitization and of insecuritization are inseparable. This leads him to speak of the process of (in)securitization (Bigo, 1995). This means that one is confronted with a security dilemma: the more one tries to securitize social phenomena in order to ensure ‘security’, the more one creates (intentionally or non-intentionally) a feeling of insecurity. This happens, for example, when the military is called in to patrol streets in order to prevent terrorist attacks. Even if the underlying idea is to reassure the population, it might also create a feeling of panic (Guittet, 2006). As a logical consequence, the politics of maximal security are also politics of maximal anxiety. This is the second aspect of the security trap. The irony is that even the most careful and critical scholar aiming at avoiding the first and second traps might unwillingly participate in the securitization of new issues when analysing how these issues are de facto framed in terms of security. When analysing the securitization of a phenomenon, how can one avoid playing into the hands of the ‘deep structures’ of the security discourse and thus participating in its discursive securitization? This question of the ‘normative dilemma of security studies’ is the third aspect of the security trap. Highlighting the non-intentional and adverse effects of analysing the widening of security, it remains the most difficult to handle (Huysmans, 1998a).

Security is self-replicating

Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, 5-6] DH 

How can security be meaningful if its achievement is somehow always impossible? In the face of this problem, this book specifically develops a critique of security that conceives it less as an end than as a form of power. It conceptualizes security as a political technology that mobilizes two linked techniques of social production and regulation: 'totalizing' -power, of the kind exercised by states over vast areas, economies and populations; and 'individualizing' power, which works at the level of indi- viduals and souls, on their bodies and minds. Security then is less a desired end of politics than a system of politics whose end is only itself. It is a form of politics that mobilizes horror and pleasure, coercion and desire in equal measures, through linked systems of language, force, adminis- tration and freedom. Security is both a mode of administrative and governmental action - bureaucratic, ideological, military and economic - and a system of 'truths' that reach into people's hearts, framing their iden- tities, feelings and hopes. Whereas classical political theory frames security as an overarching guarantee of autonomous freedom and existence, I argue that when individuals are incorporated into such systems of power freedom is a chimera; our fears and desires may not be our own. Furthermore, the spatial differentiation of security's promises and power is simultaneously a moral differentiation: pleasure here, suffering there. We are all subject to the same system, but only some are victims of it. Even terrorism, which self-consciously seeks to erode such spatial divisions by bringing fear into the national home, only provokes ever more aggressive efforts to rein- state them, perpetuating a dynamic whose fundamental premises remain untouched. 

Impact – Security Reduce Life to Bare Life

The rhetoric of emergency binds citizens to the state and distorts sovereignty 

Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, 36, DH] In short, … Violence

In short, this and other chapters suggest that our understanding of how power produces, takes hold of and utilizes life must be more complex than Agamben's imagery of life in the camps reduced to 'bare life', as revealing as it is in many contexts. Mitchell Dean's comment that perhaps 'we are all homo sacer' - that the 'bare life which constituted the sover- eign exception [has begun] to enter a zone of indistinction with our moral and political life and with the fundamental presuppositions of polit- ical community' - is an intriguing expansion of Agamben's thinking, but it nonetheless portrays us as potential victims of our own societies (which is certainly a possibility),30 However, what if we are simultaneously beneficiaries of such power, or perceive ourselves as such? Hence the need to understand the production and seizure of life by power, beneath the overarching promise of security, in more complex ways. We need to understand how the living are created, organized and utilized by forms of social, political and economic power in diverse and differentiated ways, not all of them coercive or unpleasant; how the living are conceived as resources for use and exploitation; and how death and suffering can then be seen as necessary and productive, as perhaps regrettable but not immoral. In short, we need to understand how the pain and annihilation of some can be the condition of existence and happiness for others. It is this insight that Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence takes up as --a central theme and focus of critique: how the dreams of security, pros- perity and freedom hinge, from their earliest conceptualizations to the contemporary politics of the national security state, on the insecurity and dying of others. Our societies run, prosper and survive - however danger- ously and dysfunctional - on the back of a political economy of death and suffering that is embedded and legitimized in our most basic ethical and political ideals. 

Impact – Policy Failure

Absent the negatives problemetization of security there will be a violent global governance and serial policy failure. 

Michael Dillon, Professor of Political Science at Lancaster and internationally renowed author and Julian Reid, lecturer on international relations and progessor of political Science at King’s College in Longon, 2k (Alternatives, Volume 25, Issue 1: Global Governance, Liberal Peace, and Complex Emergency) 

As a precursor to global governance, governmentality, according to Foucault's initial account, poses the question of order not in terms of the origin of the law and the location of sovereignty, as do traditional accounts of power, but in terms instead of the management of population. The management of population is further refined in terms of specific problematics to which population management may be reduced. These typically include but are not necessarily exhausted by the following topoi of governmental power: economy, health, welfare, poverty, security, sexuality, demographics, resources, skills, culture, and so on. Now, where there is an operation of power there is knowledge, and where there is knowledge there is an operation of power. Here discursive formations emerge and, as Foucault noted,  in every society the production of discourse is at once controlled, selected, organised and redistributed by a certain number of procedures whose role is to ward off its powers and dangers, to gain mastery over its chance events, to evade its ponderous, formidable materiality.[ 34]  More specifically, where there is a policy problematic there is expertise, and where there is expertise there, too, a policy problematic will emerge. Such problematics are detailed and elaborated in terms of discrete forms of knowledge as well as interlocking policy domains. Policy domains reify the problematization of life in certain ways by turning these epistemically and politically contestable orderings of life into "problems" that require the continuous attention of policy science and the continuous resolutions of policymakers. Policy "actors" develop and compete on the basis of the expertise that grows up around such problems or clusters of problems and their client populations. Here, too, we may also discover what might be called "epistemic entrepreneurs." Albeit the market for discourse is prescribed and policed in ways that Foucault indicated, bidding to formulate novel problematizations they seek to "sell" these, or otherwise have them officially adopted. In principle, there is no limit to the ways in which the management of population may be problematized. All aspects of human conduct, any encounter with life, is problematizable. Any problematization is capable of becominga policy problem. Governmentality thereby creates a market for policy, for science and for policy science, in which problematizations go looking for policy sponsors while policy sponsors fiercely compete on behalf of their favored problematizations.  Reproblematization of problems is constrained by the institutional and ideological investments surrounding accepted "problems," and by the sheer difficulty of challenging the inescapable ontological and epistemological assumptions that go into their very formation. There is nothing so fiercely contested as an epistemological or ontological assumption. And there is nothing so fiercely ridiculed as the suggestion that the real problem with problematizations exists precisely at the level of such assumptions. Such "paralysis of analysis" is precisely what policymakers seek to avoid since they are compelled constantly to respond to circumstances over which they ordinarily have in fact both more and less control than they proclaim. What they do not have is precisely the control that they want. Yet serial policy failure--the fate and the fuel of all policy--compels them into a continuous search for the new analysis that will extract them from the aporias in which they constantly find themselves enmeshed.[ 35]  Serial policy failure is no simple shortcoming that science and policy--and policy science--will ultimately overcome. Serial policy failure is rooted in the ontological and epistemological assumptions that fashion the ways in which global governance encounters and problematizes life as a process of emergence through fitness landscapes that constantly adaptive and changing ensembles have continuously to negotiate. As a particular kind of intervention into life, global governance promotes the very changes and unintended outcomes that it then serially reproblematizes in terms of policy failure.
Alternative – Position of Exile

Exiling yourself from nation security is necessary to think outside of state-centric theories  
Shampa BISWAS Politics @ Whitman ‘7 “Empire and Global Public Intellectuals: Reading Edward Said as an International Relations Theorist” Millennium 36

Said has written extensively and poignantly about his own exilic conditions as a Palestinian schooled in the Western literary canon and living in the heart of US empire.27 But more importantly, he has also articulated exile as‘a style of thought and habitation’ which makes possible certain kinds of ontological and epistemological openings. Speaking of exile as a ‘metaphorical condition’,28 Said describes it as ‘the state of never being fully adjusted’, of ‘always feeling outside’, of ‘restlessness, movement, constantly being unsettled, and unsettling others’, of ‘a kind of curmudgeonly disagreeableness’. Exile, he says, ‘is the condition that characterizes the intellectual as someone who is a marginal figure outside the comforts of privilege, power, being-at-homeness’.29 Not just ‘foreigners’ but ‘lifelong members of a society’, can be such ‘outsiders’, so that ‘(e)ven if one is not an actual immigrant or expatriate, it is still possible to think as one, to imagine and investigate in spite of barriers, and always to move away from the centralizing authorities towards the margins, where you see things that are usually lost on minds that have never traveled beyond the conventional and comfortable’.30 What Said privileges here is an intellectual orientation, rather than any identarian claims to knowledge; there is much to learn in that for IR scholars. In making a case for the exilic orientation, it is the powerful hold of the nation-state upon intellectual thinking that Said most bemoans.31 The nation-state of course has a particular pride of place in the study of global politics. The state-centricity of International Relations has not just circumscribed the ability of scholars to understand a vast ensemble of globally oriented movements, exchanges and practices not reducible to the state, but also inhibited a critical intellectual orientation to the world outside the national borders within which scholarship is produced. Said acknowledges the fact that all intellectual work occurs in a (national) context which imposes upon one’s intellect certain linguistic boundaries, particular (nationally framed) issues and, most invidiously, certain domestic political constraints and pressures, but he cautions against the dangers of such restrictions upon the intellectual imagination.32 Comparing the development of IR in two different national contexts – the French and the German ones – Gerard Holden has argued that different intellectual influences, different historical resonances of different issues, different domestic exigencies shape the discipline in different contexts.33 While this is to be expected to an extent, there is good reason to be cautious about how scholarly sympathies are expressed and circumscribed when the reach of one’s work (issues covered, people affected) so obviously extends beyond the national context. For scholars of the global, the (often unconscious) hold of the nation-state can be especially pernicious in the ways that it limits the scope and range of the intellectual imagination. Said argues that the hold of the nation is such that even intellectuals progressive on domestic issues become collaborators of empire when it comes to state actions abroad.34 Specifically, he critiques nationalistically based systems of education and the tendency in much of political commentary to frame analysis in terms of ‘we’, ‘us’ and ‘our’ - particularly evident in coverage of the war on terrorism - which automatically sets up a series of (often hostile) oppositions to ‘others’. He points in this context to the rather common intellectual tendency to be alert to the abuses of others while remaining blind to those of one’s own.35 It is fair to say that the jostling and unsettling of the nation-state that critical International Relations scholars have contributed to has still done little to dislodge the centrality of the nation-state in much of International Relations and Foreign Policy analyses. Raising questions about the state-centricity of intellectual works becomes even more urgent in the contemporary context in which the hyperpatriotic surge following the events of 11 September 2001 has made considerable inroads into the US academy. The attempt to make the academy a place for the renewal of the nation-state project is troubling in itself; for IR scholars in the US, such attempts can only limit the reach of a global sensibility precisely at a time when such globality is even more urgently needed. Said warns against the inward pull of patriotism in times of emergency and crisis, and argues that even for an intellectual who speaks for a particular cause, the task is to ‘universalize the crisis, to give greater human scope to what a particular race or nation suffered, to associate that experience with the sufferings of others’.36 He is adamant that this is the case even for beleaguered groups such as the Palestinians whose very survival is dependent on formulating their demands in a nationalist idiom.37 American intellectuals, as members of a superpower with enormous global reach and where dissension in the public realm is noticeably absent, carry special responsibility in this regard.38 What the exilic orientation makes possible is this ability to universalise by enabling first, ‘a double perspective that never sees things in isolation’ so that from the juxtaposition of ideas and experiences ‘one gets a better, perhaps even more universal idea of how to think, say, about a human rights issue in one situation by comparison with another’,39 and second, an ability to see things ‘not simply as they are, but as they have come to be that way’, as contingent ‘historical choices made by men and women’ that are changeable.40 The second of these abilities displaces the ontological givenness of the nation-state in the study of global politics; for the intellectual who feels pulled by the demands of loyalty and 
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patriotism, Said suggests, ‘[n]ever solidarity before criticism’, arguing that it is the intellectual’s task to show how the nation ‘is not a natural or god-given entity but is a constructed, manufactured, even in some cases invented object, with a history of struggle and conquest behind it’.41 The first of these abilities interjects a comparativist approach as critical to the study of global politics, locating one’s work in a temporal and spatial plane that is always larger than one’s immediate (national) context and in the process historicising and politicising what may appear naturalised in any particular (national) context. The now famous passage from Hugo of St Victor, cited by Auerbach, appears in Said’s writings on at least four different occasions: The man who finds his homeland sweet is still a tender beginner; he to whom every soil is as his native one is already strong; but he is perfect to whom the entire world is as a foreign land. The tender soul has fixed his love on one spot in the world; the strong man has extended his love to all places; the perfect man has extinguished his.42
Alternative – Desecuritization

De-securitization is a pre-requisite for resolving the problems of U.S. military presence. The affirmative only addresses the symptom of troop presence.   

Matt McDonald, Senior Lecturer in International Relations @ Queensland, 2008, “Securitization and the Construction of Security,” (http://ejt.sagepub.com/content/14/4/563, European Journal of International Relations, International Relations 18 (1)).
In the securitization framework, the study of security is ultimately the study  of the designation of threat. In this framework, an issue is a security issue if  positioned as a threat to a particular political community. This commitment  to the study of ‘threats’ is based on a commitment to the idea that security  is constituted in oppositional terms: by designating that which it is not or  that from which it needs preservation or protection (Wæver, 1995: 56). Such  a commitment is consistent also with the oppositional conception of identity  in the securitization framework, wherein who we are is determined by the  designation of (threatening) others.21In short, we can learn all we need to  know about the construction of security through studying the issues that are  represented as existential threats.  As Michael Williams (2003) has suggested, this oppositional view of the  politics of security is related to the Copenhagen School’s indebtedness to the  political theory of Carl Schmitt. For Schmitt, politics in general is character-  ized by enmity and exclusion, with the sovereign’s designation of threatening  ‘others’ central to political life and allowing the ‘exception’: the suspension of  the normal rules of politics. For the securitization framework, such a vision of  politics is particularly applicable to the realm of security, which is character-  ized by the articulation of threat and ‘emergency measures’ enabled by that  articulation. The Copenhagen School suggests that this political dynamic captures something timeless about the logic of security itself, with the realm of  security an arena of exclusion and ‘panic politics’ (Buzan et al., 1998: 34).  This view of the logic of security has been central to their call for desecuritization, a point I will return to in a moment.  Representations of threat — pivotal to Schmittian security politics — can  of course be viewed as constitutive of security and identity. As Simon Dalby  has argued, the designation of that from which we need to be protected is  crucial in telling us ‘who we are, what we value and what we are prepared to  countenance to protect our self-preferred identities’ (Dalby, 2002: xxx). But  is this the only way in which security is constructed, and what do we miss  through focusing only on the designation of threat? I suggest here that while  central, a focus on the designation of threat alone risks missing much about  the construction of security, especially through privileging the ‘content’ of  security over its meaning in particular contexts.  As noted, Roxanne Lynn Doty (1998/9) has suggested that radically dif-  ferent approaches to immigration can be understood in the context of dif-  ferent discourses of security. For Doty, changing approaches to the treatment  of Haitian refugees by the US government in the 1990s can primarily — and  contra the Copenhagen School — be understood as a change in the way  security itself was understood. And I have suggested elsewhere (McDonald,  2003) that significant change in the Brazilian government’s approach to  Amazonian deforestation in the late 1980s — from conceptualizing the intact  rainforest as a threat to Brazil to positioning it as that in need of being pro-  tected as part of Brazil — can be better understood as a change in perceptions  McDonald: Securitization and the Construction of Security  or discourses of security rather than as an instance of ‘de-securitization’.  Here, articulations of the values in need of being protected were more  prominent — and I would suggest more politically significant — than articulations of ‘from what or whom we need protection’. The focus on the designation of threat alone therefore tells a partial story of how security is given  meaning, marginalizing inclusive and non-statist definitions of ‘our values’  that tell us how security is understood in particular contexts.22 More  problematically, the Copenhagen School image of security as acquiring  meaning (ormore accurately content) through the articulation of threat  arguably works only to the extent that security is fixed in a Schmittian logic  based on exclusion and exception.23  The ‘fixedness’ of the Copenhagen School’s logic of security has been  taken up by ‘Welsh School’ critical security theorists, for whom the study of  security should be geared towards recognizing and advancing opportunities  for emancipation of the most vulnerable. Ken Booth (2005: 207) and Paul  Williams (2004: 144), for example, have suggested that the securitization  framework is parasitic upon traditional (Realist) discourses of security that  are taken as indicative of a universal and timeless logic of security. This is evi-  dent, for these theorists, in the Copenhagen School’s commitment to strict  boundaries of inclusion and exclusion; to the state and state political leaders’  centrality in defining (usually external) threats and responses to them; and to  the association of security means and tools with the most significant of  ‘emergency measures’: military action. This constitutes an important norma-  tive problem, arguably serving to reify and normalize these traditional statist,  exclusionary and militaristic approaches to security. Indeed, the idea that the  Copenhagen School’s logic of security is both relatively fixed and politically  conservative is a feature of even sympathetic readings of the securitization  framework (Huysmans, 1998: 500–1; Hansen, 2000: 286).  In this context, key proponents of the Copenhagen School (Wæver, 1995;  2000: 253; 2004; Buzan et al., 1998: 204–9) have argued in favour of de-  securitization: the removal of issues from the security agenda. While recog-  nizing the possibility for securitization to be progressive (eg Wæver, 2000:  285), the general suggestion is that ‘it is better...to aim for desecuritization’  (Buzan and Wæver, 1998: 4). Here, the Schmittian logic of security can be  avoided and issues returned 







[CONTINUES NO TEXT REMOVED]

Alternative – Desecuritization







[CONTINUED NO TEXT REMOVED]

to the open and deliberative realm of normal  politics. Important issues surface again here about what constitutes normal  politics and about the relatively simplistic distinction between ‘security’ and  ‘politics’. Analytically, it is certainly possible to suggest that rather than con-  stituting the opposite realm to that of politics, debates around what consti-  tutes security and how ‘we’ should act to achieve or preserve it are particularly  politically intense, even a form of ‘hyper-politics’.

Alternative Ext.

Criticizing security practices opens up space for new political thought 
C.A.S.E. Collective ‘6 [Security Dialogues 37.4, “Critical Approaches to Security in Europe: A Networked Manifesto,” Sage Political Science, p.34

From the Kantian perspective to the post-Marxist Adornian emancipatory ideal, from Hockheimer’s project to the Foucaldian stance toward regimes of truth, being critical has meant to adopt a particular stance towards taken-forgranted assumptions and unquestioned categorizations of social reality. Many of these critical lines of thought have directly or indirectly inspired this critical approach to security in Europe project. Being critical means adhering to a rigorous form of sceptical questioning, rather than being suspicious or distrustful in the vernacular sense of those terms. But, it is also to recognize oneself as being partially framed by those regimes of truth, concepts, theories and ways of thinking that enable the critique. To be critical is thus also to be reflexive, developing abilities to locate the self in a broader heterogeneous context through abstraction and thinking. A reflexive perspective must offer tools for gauging how political orders are constituted. This effort to break away from naturalized correspondences between things and words, between processes framed as problems and ready-made solutions, permits us to bring back social and political issues to the realm of the political. Being critical therefore means, among other things, to disrupt depoliticizing practices and discourses of security in the name of exceptionality, urgency or bureaucratic expertise, and bring them back to political discussions and struggles. This goal can partly be achieved through a continuous confrontation of our theoretical considerations with the social practices they account for in two directions: constantly remodelling theoretical considerations on the basis of research and critical practice, and creating the possibilities for the use of our research in political debate and action. This raises questions about the willingness and modalities of personal engagement. While critical theories can find concrete expressions in multiple fields of practice, their role is particularly important in the field of security. Since engaging security issues necessarily implies a normative dilemma of speaking security (Huysmans, 1998a), being critical appears as a necessary moment in the research. The goal of a critical intellectual is not only to observe, but also to actively open spaces of discussion and political action, as well as to provide the analytical tools, concepts and categories for possible alternative discourses and practices. 

Alternative – Reject Security

The Alternative is to reject the Affirmative’s security discourse – the act of situating ourselves against security in all forms through the means of debate is the only way to be emancipated from the deep entrenchment of security in our minds and society

Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 184-186, Published 2008)
The only way out of such a dilemma, to escape the fetish, is perhaps to eschew the logic of security altogether - to reject it as so ideologically loaded in favour of the state that any real political thought other than the authoritarian and reactionary should be pressed to give it up. That is clearly something that can not be achieved within the limits of bourgeois thought and thus could never even begin to be imagined by the security intellectual. It is also something that the constant iteration of the refrain 'this is an insecure world' and reiteration of one fear, anxiety and insecurity after another will also make it hard to do. But it is something that the critique of security suggests we may have to consider if we want a political way out of the impasse of security. This impasse exists because security has now become so all-encompassing that it marginalises all else, most notably the constructive conflicts, debates and discussions that animate political life. The constant prioritising of a mythical security as a political end - as the political end - constitutes a rejection of politics in any meaningful sense of the term. That is, as a mode of action in which differences can be articulated, in which the conflicts and struggles that arise from such differences can be fought for and negotiated, in which people might come to believe that another world is possible - that they might transform the world and in turn be transformed. Security politics simply removes this; worse, it removes it while purportedly addressing it. In so doing it suppresses all issues of power and turns political questions into debates about the most efficient way to achieve 'security', despite the fact that we are never quite told - never could be told - what might count as having achieved it. Security politics is, in this sense, an anti-politics,141 dominating political discourse in much the same manner as the security state tries to dominate human beings, reinforcing security fetishism and the monopolistic character of security on the political imagination. We therefore need to get beyond security politics, not add yet more 'sectors' to it in a way that simply expands the scope of the state and legitimises state intervention in yet more and more areas of our lives. Simon Dalby reports a personal communication with Michael Williams, co-editor of the important text Critical Security Studies, in which the latter asks: if you take away security, what do you put in the hole that's left behind? But I'm inclined to agree with Dalby: maybe there is no hole.142 The mistake has been to think that there is a hole and that this hole needs to be filled with a new vision or revision of security in which it is re-mapped or civilised or gendered of humanised or expanded or whatever. All of these ultimately remain within the statist political imaginary, and consequently end up reaffirming the state as the terrain of modern politics, the grounds of security. The real task is not to fill the supposed hole with yet another vision of security, but to fight for an alternative political language which takes us beyond the narrow horizon of bourgeois security and which therefore does not constantly throw us into the arms of the state. That's the point of critical politics: to develop a new political language more adequate to the kind of society we want. Thus while much of what I have said here has been of a negative order, part of the tradition of critical theory is that the negative may be as significant as the positive in setting thought on new paths. For if security really is the supreme concept of bourgeois society and the fundamental thematic of liberalism, then to keep harping on about insecurity and to keep demanding 'more security' (while meekly hoping that this increased security doesn't damage our liberty) is to blind ourselves to the possibility of building real alternatives to the authoritarian tendencies in contemporary politics. To situate ourselves against security politics would allow us to circumvent the debilitating effect achieved through the constant securitising of social and political issues, debilitating in the sense that 'security' helps consolidate the power of the existing forms of social domination and justifies the short-circuiting of even the most democratic forms. It would also allow us to forge another kind of politics centred on a different conception of the good. We need a new way of thinking and talking about social being and politics that moves us beyond security. This would perhaps be emancipatory in the true sense of the word. What this might mean, precisely, must be open to debate. But it certainly requires recognising that security is an illusion that has forgotten it is an illusion; it requires recognising that security is not the same as solidarity; it requires accepting that insecurity is part of the human condition, and thus giving up the search for the certainty of security and instead learning to tolerate the uncertainties, ambiguities and 'insecurities' that come with being human; it requires accepting that 'securitizing' an issue does not mean dealing with it politically, but bracketing it out and handing it to the state; it requires us to be brave enough to return the gift.143 

K Prior

Our kriitk is a prior issue – ontological and epistemological commitments determine what appears possible and desirable.

Marysia ZALEWSKI Women’s Studies @ Queens (Belfast) ’96 in International Theory: Positivism and Beyond eds. Smith, Booth and Zalewksi p. 350-351
There are two key interloking points to emphasise here about the post-modernism approach. The first is that events in the world, issues in international politics, are not ontologically prior to our theories about them. This does not mean that people read about, say realism, and act accordingly, but that our (and by ‘our’ I mean theorisers/global actors) dominant ways of thinking and acting in the world will be (re)produced as ‘reality’. This is not simply about self-fulfilling prophecies but reflects a profound and complex debate about the existence of the world ‘out there’.4 The second point is that in the name of elegance and policy- relevance serious decisions are made about what gets included as a substantive issue in international politics. By serious I do not mean simply important, but rather with severe implications. In the words of Cynthia Enloe ‘for an explanation to be useful a great deal of human dignity is left on the cutting room floor’. The loss of human dignity often manifests itself in its worst extreme, death. The loss of life, through war for example, has been a central feature of the study of international politics. Why not alter this core of the subject to consider seriously the leading cause of death in the world — coded by the International Classification of Diseases as Z59.5  or in more simple terms, poverty. It is surely a serious and substantive issue that this is the world’s biggest killer.


Real world can’t be divorced from theoretical assumptions.
Marysia ZALEWSKI Women’s Studies @ Queens (Belfast) ’96 in International Theory: Positivism and Beyond eds. Smith, Booth and Zalewksi p.345 
On this view, theory is assumed to be actively interrelated with the ‘real world’ and, as a tool, is wielded with a different purpose. One example amongst the contributors to this volume who view theory as critique is Andrew Linklater. He is enough of a modernist to think of theory as a tool in the sense that one can use theory to understand the world but he takes theory much further than this. Linklater is clear and explicit about Some of the purposes of theory, which imply a radically different relationship between theory and the ‘real world’ than that put forward by those who write about theory primarily as a tool. For Linklater, Critical Theory is not just a tool to make Sense of the world ‘as it is’ but to make sense of how the world ‘got to be as it is’, with a central aim underlying such an endeavor being that of emancipation. Essentially, Linklater argues that we do not have to accept that the world is inevitably unequal and hierarchical. We can use theory both to understand how those inequities Came to exist and as a base for changing them. Additionally, Linklater asserts that Critical Theory collapses the subject object which indicates a clear break from the belief that events in the world are ontologically prior to our theories about them

Rhetoric of progress and historical destiny are linked to the security mindset
Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, 11-12] DH Security … weight

Security operates over much larger spaces and fields, as a geobio- political paradigm, and mobilizes 'positive', enabling and seductive forms of power as well as those that are repressive, disciplinary and nihilistic. Hence this book also seeks to identify the forms of desire, consent and identity that security mobilizes and constructs, and to interrogate the goods thaistates claim to be securing - freedom, prosperity, justice and progress which impart to security such a potent, idealistic sheen. (As I show in Chapter 9, any one of Bush's speeches will show the significance of such an' enlightenment gloss, one central to US narratives of history and iden- tity.). In particular, it is important to show how discourses of historical Progress and destiny are central to modem technologies of security and Sovereignty, and to challenge their hold upon our minds. In contrast to The somewhat paralyzing tendency of Agamben's analysis, this book also $tetrogates the fissures and weaknesses of such power, the possibilities Ktirefijsal and resistance, the flaws in its assumptions about its own efficacy and viability. Thus the book analyses and challenges the myriad tactics of security, along with the basic paradigmatic structures that govern how policymakers think and act; conceptual structures that constitute powerful images and practices of the real, and offer systems through which they act in an effort to manipulate and control the real, yet are ultimately just that - images of the real which must eventually crumble under their own violent weight. 
AT: Framework (Policy Relevance)


The call for policy relevance is flawed- focus on immediate prediction justifies continued racism of Orientalism.

Zachary Lockman, Professor of Middle Eastern Studies and History, Department of Middle Eastern and Islamic Studies, New York University, 2004, (Contending visions of the Middle East: the history and politics of Orientalism, p. 261-262)

As a history of Middle East studies as a scholarly field, however, Kramer’s approach was deeply flawed. Kramer simplistically blamed Edward Said and Orientalism for everything that he believed had gone wrong with Middle East studies from the late 1970s onward, utterly ignoring both the extensive critiques of modernization theory and Orientalism that preceded the publication of that book (see Chapter 5) and the complex and often critical ways in which Said’s intervention was received (see Chapter 6). As Ivory Towers tells the story, every scholar in Middle East studies either lost his or her critical faculties and slavishly embraced every pronouncement that fell from the lips of Edward W. Said, or else cringed in terror and kept silent. This is clearly a caricature as we saw, for the most part scholars in the field did not simply swallow Said’s take on Orientalism, hook link and sinker but engaged with it critically, accepting what seemed useful and rejected, recasting or developing other aspects. And Kramer’s psychologizing account of why so many scholars and students in Middle East studies were receptive to critiques of the field’s hitherto dominant paradigms was shallow and inadequate, as well as tendentious. All too often Kramer resorted to cheap shots and epithets instead of serious analysis. For example, it was no doubt good fun for Kramer to characterize the scholars of the Middle East and Islam at my own institution, New York University, as “post orientalist fashion designers”, but this does not really tell us much about what actually goes on there. More broadly, as Juan Cole of the University of Michigan has shown, such rightwing attacks on Middle East scholars as “postmodernist, leftist, anti-American terrorist-coddlers” have little basis in reality. By way of example Cole pointed out that of the fourteen senior professors of Middle East political science teaching at federally funded national resources centers as of early 2003, only one could plausibly be characterized as a post-modernist, few would defined themselves as leftists, and none could reasonally be called anti-American (whatever that means) or apologists for terrorism. Kramer claimed in Ivory Towers that US Middle East scholars had repeatedly made predictions that did not come true. In some instances his accusations were on target; in other she took quotations out of context or misconstrued them, But he was also rather selected; we do not, for example, find him taking his colleague Daniel Pipes to task for inaccurately predicting in the early 1980s that Islamist activism would decline as oil prices fell, nor is it likely that he would see fit to criticize mentors like Bernard Lewis and Fouad Ajami fro predicting that virtually all Iraqis would welcome invading US forces and happily accept American occupation. Nor has Kramer’s longtime institutional base, the Dayan Center in Tel Aviv, been especially successful at predicting significant developments, for example the outbreak of the first Palestinian intifada against Israeli occupation in 1987. More broadly, however, Kramer’s fixation on accurate prediction as the chief (or even sole) gauge of good scholarship is itself highly questionable. Most scholars do not in fact seek to predict the future or think they can do so; they try to interpret the past, discern and explain contemporary trends and, at most, tentatively suggest what might happen in the future if present trends continue, which they very often do not. Of course, governments was accurate predictions in order to shape and implement effective policies, but Kramer’s insistence that the primary goal of scholarship should be the satisfaction of that desire tells us a great deal about his conception of intellectual life and of the proper relationship between scholars and the state. 

AT: Framework (Policy Relevance)

Policy relevance in research is not necessary – scholars should focus on radical criticism instead of tinkering with the status quo 

Pinar Bilgin, Prof. of IR @ Bilkent, ‘4 [Third World Quarterly, “Is the Orientalist Past the Future of Middle East Studies,” pgs. 398 - 399
 To go back to Little’s argument about American Orientalism, the contrast between Kramer’s and Little’s understandings of what Orientalism is, and its impact on US thinking about and policies toward the Middle East, are interesting. From Kramer’s perspective Orientalism is a ‘great tradition’ which was discredited by Said’s writings. Said is critical of the Orientalist tradition, in Kramer’s view, because he considers it a ‘supremacist ideology of difference, articulated in the West to justify its dominion over the East’.34 This clearly is a part of Said’s critique. Yet there is more to Said’s definition of Orientalism than that. Said understands Orientalism as ‘a style of thought based upon an ontological and epistemological distinction made between “the Orient” and (most of the time) “the Occident” ’.35 The Orientalist discourse does not merely

represent the ‘Orient’ but also lays down the rules that enable one to ‘write, speak, listen and act meaningfully’.36 Defined as such, ‘prejudicial’, or ‘supremacist’ thinking is merely the tip of the Orientalist iceberg. Besides, one need not be prejudicial for his/her thinking and action to be influenced by the Orientalist outlook. As Little has shown, successive US governments were victims of the Orientalist outlook that not only limited how they were able to think about the Middle East but also established a hierarchical distinction between the Middle East and the West, thereby resulting in an underestimation of Middle Eastern actors and overestimation of what the US was capable of. Not even State Department ‘Arabists’, who were known (and criticised within the USestablishment) for their sympathy for the Arab world,37 could escape the limits imposed by the Orientalist outlook. Kramer’s narrow understanding of Orientalism also betrays a narrow view of theory and the purposes it serves. For Kramer, there are two kinds of theory: those that ‘explain and predict’ and those ‘fashionable’ theories that obscure (which correspond to Robert Cox’s problem-solving theory/critical theory distinction). 38 Kramer is clearly in favour of more of the former; he considers Said’s influence on Middle East studies as unfortunate for having encouraged the latter. When making a case for Middle East studies to go back to its Orientalist roots,

Kramer emphasises the need for approaches that would ‘explain and predict’. In other words, he expects Middle Eastern specialists to adopt problem-solving theories that take the existing social order as given and merely seek to uphold stability. Kramer’s understanding of theory as an explanatory and problem-solving tool also fits with his concern that Middle East specialists relate to the policy agenda. He expects academics to talk to the practitioners and produce policy-relevant work. However, since Kramer rejects the relevance of ‘critical’ approaches to the study of world politics, he also fails to note how theories are constitutive of the reality they purport to explain—an issue central to Said’s thinking. For theories do not just explain but are constitutive of the ‘reality’ they respond to. They help organise knowledge, which, in turn, privileges certain practices while marginalising others, thereby helping to shape the world in line with their tenets.39 From Said’s critical perspective, the role of the scholar is to point to the constitutive role theories play as opposed to contributing to the maintenance of the status quo (by assuming the theory/practice relationship to be neutral and the role of theory to be to explain the world for those who try to solve its problems).40 The latter job is what the Orientalist tradition did best by providing knowledge for the imperial power.41 Viewed like this, Kramer’s preferred vision for Middle East studies would involve restoring the links between scholarship and policy making established during the age of imperialism.

AT: Framework (Policy Relevance)

Critical theory is policy relevant – their framework arbitrarily separates theory and practice

C.A.S.E. Collective ‘6 [Security Dialogues 37.4, “Critical Approaches to Security in Europe: A Networked Manifesto,” Sage Political Science, p.30

More clearly than many other fields of study in international relations, security studies has always been tied to security policymaking. At the end of World War II, for example, security analysts helped to construct a language by which the new nuclear reality could be grasped (Lawrence, 1996). More recent examples, such as the discourse on human security, show how knowledge about security can emerge as a co-production between theorists, analysts and policymakers. Even though scholarly practices are not identical to policy practices, it would be mistaken to regard security studies and security policymaking as clearly separated spheres. Consequently, we engage in this section with the broader relevance of the production of critical knowledge, as well as the constitution of the ‘collective intellectual’. Scientific communities engage with many exoteric communities, such as citizens, policymakers, journalists and other analysts, for at least three purposes: to gain justification for their work; to gather resources necessary for conducting research; and to influence political agendas. This triad of purposes needs to be kept in mind when speaking about relevance.17 Moreover, as the sociology of the sciences ever since the pioneering work of Ludwik Fleck ([1935] 1979) points out, the dialogue between scientific communities and their exoteric communities is never a one-way transfer from science to relevant actors, but an interactive pattern. CASE scholars share a consensus that there is no clear boundary between the practices of theorizing security and practising security. An explicit outcome of recent debates has been agreement that any security analysis, theory, concept or publication has a political nature and hence potential policy effects, examined in studies of securitization.18 Social science communities are never relevant or irrelevant as such: the issue of relevance always involves the questions of relevance for and with whom. Relevance is a matter of ‘becoming’ relevant, not a static concept of ‘being’ relevant. If CASE wants to face the challenge of becoming relevant beyond plain justification strategies, variation in the types of knowledge and actors involved needs close attention. 

AT: Framework

Focus on policy relevance produces threat-mongering, not good policy.

Zachary Lockman, Professor of Middle Eastern Studies and History, Department of Middle Eastern and Islamic Studies, New York University, 2004, (Contending visions of the Middle East: the history and politics of Orientalism, p. 262-263)

As I suggested earlier, Kramer’s model of what US Middle East studies should be seems to be based on the institution with which he was affliated for two decades, the Dayan Center. Just as many (though by no means all) of the Israeli scholars associated with the Dayan Center have seen themselves as producing knowledge that will serve the security and foreign policy needs of Israel, so American scholars of the Middle East should, Kramer suggested, shape their research agendas to provide the kinds of knowledge the US government will find most useful. His book demonstrated no interest whatsoever in the uses to which such knowledge might be put or in the question of the responsibility of intellectuals to maintain their independence and “speak truth to power” or indeed in what scholarship and intellectual life should really be about. His real complaint was that US Middle East studies had failed to produce knowledge useful to the state. Yet by ignoring larger political and institutional contexts, Kramer could not understand or explain why so many scholars had grown less than enthusiastic about producing the kind of knowledge about the Middle East the government wanted, or conversely, why it was that the government and the media now routinely turned to analysts based in think tanks, along with former military and intelligence personnel, for policy-relevant knowledge rooted in the official consensus about what constitutes America’s national interest in the Middle East. But there is a larger issue at stake here. At the very heart of Kramer’s approach is a dubious distinction between the trendy, arcane “theorizing” of the scholarship he condemned as at best irrelevant and at worst pernicious, on the one hand, and on the other the purportedly hard head, clear sighted, theory free observation of, and research on, the “real Middle East” in which he and scholars like him see themselves as engaging. Kramer was not wrong to suggest that there has been some trendy theory-mongering in academia, including Middle East studies. But he went well beyond this by now banal observation, and beyond a rejection of poststructuralism, to imply that all theories, paradigms, and models are distorting and useless, because they get in the way of the direct, unmediated, accurate access to reality that he seemed to believe he and those who think like him possess. This seems to me an extraordinarily naïve and unsophisticated understanding of how knowledge is produced, one that few scholars in the humanities and social sciences have taken seriously for a long time. Even among historians, once the most positivist of scholars, few would today argue that the facts “speak for themselves’ in any simple sense. Almost all would acknowledge that deciding what should be construed as significant facts for the specific project of historical reconstruction in which they are engaged, choosing which are more relevant and important to the question at hand and which less so, and crafting a story in one particular way rather than another all involve making judgements that are, at bottom, rooted in some sense of how the world works- in short, in some theory or model or paradigm or vision, whether implicit or explicit, whether consciously acknowledged or not. Kramer’s inability or refusal to grasp this suggests a grave lack of self-awareness, coupled with an alarming disinterest in  some of the most important debates scholars have been having over the past four decades or so

AT: Case Outweighs

Appeal to “real-world” impacts reifies the interests of the powerful – their case outweighs arguments beg the question of the discourses that make those impacts appear possible. 

Marysia ZALEWSKI Women’s Studies @ Queens (Belfast) ’96 in International Theory: Positivism and Beyond eds. Smith, Booth and Zalewksi p. 351-352
The ‘real wonders’ use a variety of tactics to delegitimise those forms of theorising which they see as either useless or downright dangerous to international politics. These range from ridicule, attempts at incorporation, scare-mongering and claiming that such theories are the product of ‘juvenile’ whims, fads and fashions. The charitable interpretation of these manoeuvrings is that they are instigated by a sense of fear, with the ‘real wonders’ insisting that the ‘theorists’ and the plethora of theories do not relate to what is ‘really’ going on in the world and thus the ‘bodies keep piling up’ while the ‘theorists’ make nice points. Conversely, the ‘theorists’ accuse the ‘real wonders’ of being complicit in the construction of a world in which the ‘bodies keep piling up’ and the resistance to criticism simply reflects their institutional and, sometimes, public power as well as their intellectual weaknesses. Perhaps it is not surprising that we are having these debates about theory as ‘the practice of theory has been deeply affected by the debate about modernism versus postmodernism and the attendant questions of a social theory which can foster human autonomy and emancipation’ (Marshall, 1994, p. 1). But what is the future for the discipline and practice of international politics if such a debate has the effect of bringing out the worst in people and which is often conducted within a spirit of ‘jousting’ verging on the hostile? Richard Ashley’s contribution to this volume attests somewhat to the futility of and angst felt by many who are party to and witness to these debates with his comments that there is little point in offering arguments to a community ‘who have repeatedly shown themselves so proficient at doing what it takes not to hear’. In a paradigitiatically masculinit discipline such as international relations perhaps the sport of intellectual jousting and parodies of bar room brawling is functionally inevitable. Maybe the concentration on wars, foreign policy, practices of diplomacy and the imageries of ‘us’ and ‘them’ that goes along with all of that fosters a ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ mentality. So the ‘theorists’ do battle with the ‘real worlders’ and the ‘modernists’ do battle with the ‘post- modernists’. So who wins? Perhaps nobody wins with the possible exception of the publishers, especially in the context of contemporary academic life, where an academic’s value is measured by the quantity of publications. If research produced in International Relations departments is to be of use besides advancing careers and increasing departmental budgets then it surely has something to do with making sense of events in the world, at the very least. In that endeavor it will be of supreme importance what counts as an appropriate event to pay attention to and who counts as a ‘relevant’ theorist, which in turn fundamentally depends on what we think theory is and how it relates to the so-called ‘real world’. International politics is what we make it to be, the contents of the ‘what’ and the group that is the ‘we’ are questions of vital theoretical and therefore political importance. We need to re-think the discipline in ways that will disturb the existing boundaries of both what we claim to be relevant in international politics and what we assume to be legitimate ways of constructing knowledge about the world. The bodies do keep piling up but I would suggest that having a plethora of theories is not the problem. My fear is that statements such as ‘all these theories yet the bodies keep piling up’ might be used to foster a ‘back to basics’ mentality, which, in the context of international relations, implies a retreat to the comfort of theories and understanding of theory which offers relatively immediate gratification, simplistic solutions to complex problems and reifies and reflects the interests of the already powerful.
AT: Perm

Including their mainstream liberal option ward offs kritik of orientalist discourses that ground U.S. foreign policy.   

Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, p. 3-4]

These frameworks are interrogated at the level both of their theoretical conceptualisation and their practice: in their influence and implementation in specific policy contexts and conflicts in East and Central Asia, the Middle East and the 'war on terror', where their meaning and impact take on greater clarity. This approach is based on a conviction that the meaning of powerful political concepts cannot be abstract or easily universalised: they all have histories, often complex and conflictual; their forms and meanings change over time; and they are developed, refined and deployed in concrete struggles over power, wealth and societal form. While this should not preclude normative debate over how political or ethical concepts should be defined and used, and thus be beneficial or destructive to humanity, it embodies a caution that the meaning of concepts can never be stabilised or unproblematic in practice. Their normative potential must always be considered in relation to their utilisation in systems of political, social and economic power and their consequent worldly effects. Hence this book embodies a caution by Michel Foucault, who warned us about the 'politics of truth . . the battle about the status of truth and the economic and political role it plays', and it is inspired by his call to 'detach the power of truth from the forms of hegemony, social, economic and cultural, within which it operates at the present time'.1

It is clear that traditionally coercive and violent approaches to security and strategy are both still culturally dominant, and politically and ethically suspect. However, the reasons for pursuing a critical analysis relate not only to the most destructive or controversial approaches, such as the war in Iraq, but also to their available (and generally preferable) alternatives. There is a necessity to question not merely extremist versions such as the Bush doctrine, Indonesian militarism or Israeli expansionism, but also their mainstream critiques - whether they take the form of liberal policy approaches in international relations (IR), just war theory, US realism, optimistic accounts of globalisation, rhetorics of sensitivity to cultural difference, or centrist Israeli security discourses based on territorial compromise with the Palestinians. The surface appearance of lively (and often significant) debate masks a deeper agreement about major concepts, forms of political identity and the imperative to secure them. Debates about when and how it may be effective and legitimate to use military force in tandem with other policy options, for example, mask a more fundamental discursive consensus about the meaning of security, the effectiveness of strategic power, the nature of progress, the value of freedom or the promises of national and cultural identity.  As a result, political and intellectual debate about insecurity, violent conflict and global injustice can become hostage to a claustrophic structure of political and ethical possibility that systematically wards off critique.
AT: Perm

Reconstructing security discourse fails.  They change the content but maintain the imperialist form. Identifying current policy as a threat to stability strengthens the exlusionary constructions of security.  

Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, p. 30-1]

However, these differences should not be quickly effaced. While the common metaphysical assumption presents a problem, the critiques of Tickner, Walker and others have been of enormous political value, and implicitly contested both their own and realist assumptions that security was universal. This occurred in two ways. First, in arguments for human security there was a radical shift in the nature of the subject to be protected: from the highly abstract imaginary of the nation-state to the immediate, corporeal distress of the human; a human which, in that distress, activates a call for difference that simultaneously undermines the illusory unity of a body-politic that would subsume all differences beneath a common imagination of home.

Second, the force of such critiques shattered Realism's claim to be a founding and comprehensive account of security: scattering its objects, methods, and normative aims into an often contradictory and antithetical dispersal. What was revealed here was not a universality but a field of conflict - as much social as conceptual. This creates some serious problems for a more radical and inclusive language of security, however important its desire for justice. This was recognised later by Walker, who argued in 1997 that 'demands for broader accounts of security risk inducing epistemological overload'." Indeed Simon Dalby argues that security, as a concept, may no longer be viable. He thinks that radical reformulations suggest that: 'the political structures of modernity, patriarchy and capitalism are the sources [rather than the vulnerable objects] of insecurity ... [are] so different as to call into question whether the term itself can be stretched to accommodate such reinterpretations. Inescapably, it puts into question the utility of the term in political discourse after the Cold War."'

Thus humanist critiques of security uncover an aporia within the concept of security. An aporia is an event that prevents a metaphysical discourse from fulfilling its promised unity: not a contradiction which can be brought into the dialectic, smoothed over and resolved into the unity of the concept, but an untotalisable problem at the heart of the concept, disrupting its trajectory, emptying out its fullness, opening out its closure. Jacques Derrida writes of aporia being an 'impasse', a path that cannot be travelled; an 'interminable experience' that, however, 'must remain if one wants to think, to make come or to let come any event of decision or responsibility' 14

As an event, Derrida sees the aporia as something like a stranger crossing the threshold of a foreign land: yet the aporetic stranger 'does not simply cross a given threshold' but 'affects the very experience of the threshold to the point of annihilating or rendering indeterminate all the distinctive signs of a prior identity, beginning with the very border that delineated a legitimate home and assured lineage, names and language •'•1 With this in mind, we can begin to imagine how a critical discourse (the 'stranger' in the security state) can challenge and open up the self-evidence of security, its self- and boundary-drawing nature, its imbrication with borders, sovereignty, identity and violence. Hence it is important to open up and focus on aporias: they bring possibility, the hope of breaking down the hegemony and assumptions of powerful political concepts, to think and create new social, ethical and economic relationships outside their oppressive structures of political and epistemological order - in short, they help us to think new paths. Aporias mark not merely the failure of concepts but a new potential to experience and imagine the impossible. This is where the critical and life-affirming potential of genealogy can come into play.

My particular concern with humanist discourses of security is that, whatever their critical value, they leave in place (and possibly strengthen) a key structural feature of the elite strategy they oppose: its claim to embody truth and to fix the contours of the real. In particular, the ontology of security/threat or security/insecurity which forms the basic condition of the real for mainstream discourses of international policy - remains powerfully in place, and security's broader function as a defining condition of human experience and modern political life remains invisible and unexamined. This is to abjure a powerful critical approach that is able to question the very categories in which our thinking, our experience and actions remain confined.

This chapter remains focused on the aporias that lie at the heart of security, rather than pushing into the spaces that potentially lie beyond. This is another project, one whose contours are already becoming clearer and which I address in detail in Chapters 2 and 3•16 What this chapter builds is a genealogical account of security's origins and cultural power, its ability to provide what Walker calls a 'constitutive account of the political' - as he says, 'claims about common security, collective security, or world security do little more than fudge the contradictions written into the heart of modem politics: we can only become humans, or anything else, after we have given up our humanity, or any other attachments, to the greater good of citizenship' .17 Before we can rewrite security we have to properly understand how security has written us 
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how it has shaped and limited our very possibility, the possibilities for our selves, our relationships and our available images of political, social and economic order. This, as Walker intriguingly hints, is also to explore the aporetic distance that modernity establishes between our 'humanity' and a secure identity defined and limited by the state. In short, security needs to be placed alongside a range of other economic, political, technological, philosophic and scientific developments as one of the central constitutive events of our modernity, and it remains one of its essential underpinnings.

AT: Perm

Focus on feasibility destroys our critical project.  Their perm shores up the exclusivist discourse of security.  

Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, p. 21-2]

A further argument of the CSS thinkers, one that adds a sharply conservative note to their normative discourse, needs comment. This states that proposals for political transformation must be based on an identification of 'immanent possibilities' for change in the present order. Indeed, Richard Wyn Jones is quite, militant about this:

[D]escriptions of a more emancipated order must focus on realizable utopias ... If [critical theorists] succumb to the temptation of suggesting a blueprint for an emancipated order that is unrelated to the possibilities inherent in the present ... [they] have no way of justifying their arguments epistemologically. Furthermore, it is highly unlikely that a vision of an emancipated order that is not based on immanent potential will be politically efficacious. 47

Certainly it is helpful to try to identify such potentials; but whatever the common sense about the practicalities of political struggle this contains, I strongly reject the way Jones frames it so dogmatically. Even putting aside the analytical ambiguities in identifying where immanent possibilities exist, such arguments are ultimately disabling and risk denying the entire purpose of the critical project. It is precisely at times of the greatest pessimism, when new potentials are being shut down or normative change is distinctly negative arguably true of the period in which I am writing - that the critical project is most important. To take just one example from this book, any reader would recognise that my arguments about the resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict will be extremely difficult to 'realise' (even though they endorse a negotiated two-state solution). This only makes it more important to make them because the available contours of the present, confined as they are within the masculinist ontology of the insecure nation-state, fail to provide a stable platform either for peace or a meaningful security. In the face of such obstacles the critical project must think and conceive the unthought, and its limiting test ought not to be realism but responsibility.
The realism underlying the idea of immanent possibility sets up an important tension between the arguments of this book and the normative project of cosmopolitanism which was most famously set out by Kant in his Perpetual Peace as the establishment of a 'federation of peoples' based on Republication constitutions and principles of universal hospitality, that might result in the definitive abolition of the need to resort to war. 41 However, Kant's image of universal human community and the elimination of war exists in fundamental tension with its foundation on a 'pacific federation' of national democracies. With two terrible centuries' hindsight we know that republics have not turned out to be pacifistic vehicles of cosmopolitan feeling; instead, in a malign convergence of the social contract with Clausewitzian strategy, they have too often formed into exciusivist communities whose ultimate survival is premised upon violence. Is the nation-state the reality claim upon which cosmopolitanism always founders? Could a critique of security, sovereignty and violence, along the lines I set out here, help us to form a badly needed buttress for its structure?

AT: Perm

The Perm fails – re-visioning of security is still operating within the lens of insecurity, preventing the opening of space necessary to change social structure

Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 3-4 Published 2008)

This saturation of the political and social landscape with the logic of security has been accompanied by the emergence of an academic industry churning out ideas about how to defend and improve it. Security has been defined' and redefined.' It has been re-visioned,16 re-mapped," gendered,'2 refused." Some have asked whether there is perhaps too much security,14 some have sought its civilisation," and thousands of others have asked about how to 'balance' it with liberty. Much of this redefining, re-visioning re-mapping and so on, has come about through a more widespread attempt at widening the security agenda so as to include societal, economic and a broad range of other issues such as development or the environment. These moves have sought to forge alternative notions of 'democratic' and 'human' security as part of a debate about whose security is being studied, the ontological status of insecurities and questions of identity, and through these moves security has come to be treated less as an objective condition and much more as the product of social processes. At the same time, a developing body of work known as 'critical security studies' has emerged. This range of research - now quite formidable, often impressive and sometimes drawn on in this book - has a double lack. First, for all its talk about discourse, processes and the need for a critical edge, it still offers a relatively impoverished account of the different ways in which security and insecurity are imagined." To speak of different 'security fields' such as the environment, migration, energy, and so on, often fails to open up the analysis to the ways in which spaces and places, processes and categories, are imagined through the lens of insecurity and in turn appropriated and colonised by the project of security. Given the centrality of the state to the political imagination, to imagine the whole social order through the lens of insecurity is to hand it over to the key entity which is said to be the ground of security, namely the state." This is related to the second lack, which is that for all the critical edge employed by the authors in question, the running assumption underpinning the work is that security is still a good thing, still necessary despite how much we interrogate it. The assumption seems to be that while we might engage in a critical interrogation of security, we could never quite be against it. 'Why we might want "security" after all' is how one of the most influential essays in this area ends." As Didier Bigo points out, how to maximise security always seems to remain the core issue." And so there is a danger that these approaches do not quite manage to shake off the managerialism prevalent in more traditional security studies: the desire to 'do' security better. The common assumption remains that security is the foundation of freedom, democracy and the good society, and that the real question is how to improve the power of the state to 'secure' us. 

AT: Perm

Even if their intent is to demilitarize an issue—their discourse of national security depoliticizes questions of representational equality.  

C.A.S.E. Collective ‘6 [Security Dialogues 37.4, “Critical Approaches to Security in Europe: A Networked Manifesto,” Sage Political Science, p. 460]

Nowadays, matters of ‘peace and security’, as well as ‘security and develop-  ment’, are considered closely related. These nexuses have been referred to  as ‘mergings’.11 Such mergings lie at the core of new research agendas in  security studies. Indeed, by extending the field of security to new social  fields, such as peace and development, they allow for new research agendas  within security studies. However, before exploring the possibility of com-  mon research directions between critical peace research, development  studies and CASE, we need to critically engage the notion of ‘merging’ that  participates in the widening of the contemporary security agenda.  The question of the ‘widening of the field of security’ has given rise to fierce  debates. The implicit argument of many of the ‘wideners’ is that by securitiz-  ing new issues such as peace and development, one encourages politicians  to deal with them in a positive way. However, such an approach might be  problematic. The widening of the security agenda, when justified by a concern to free people from fear and threat, might run into what we have called  the ‘security trap’. Talking about a ‘security trap’ refers both to the non-  intentional dimension of the consequences of widening and to the fact that  these consequences might conflict with the underlying intention. It refers to  the fact that one cannot necessarily establish a feeling of security, understood  as a feeling of freedom from threat, simply by securitizing more issues or by  securitizing them more. 

The process of securitization is a specific form of politicization that appeals  to the professionals of security. It points not only to the fact that ‘one has to  deal with the problem’, but also to how ‘one has to deal with it in a coercive  way’. As many critical scholars have warned, when transforming a societal  issue into a security issue, one risks having the issue securitized for oneself  by more established security professionals (Bigo, 1996; Wæver, 1995). In  other words, even when widening the security agenda with the explicit  intention of ‘demilitarizing’ international security, the signifier ‘security’  might on the contrary subordinate these issues to governmental security  agencies, thus foreclosing the range of political options available to deal with  the issues. Even if securitization is a political process, it might legitimate  practices that depoliticize the approach to the securitized issues (Buzan,  Wæver & de Wilde, 1998; Olsson, 2006a,b) by giving preference to coercive  approaches. This can be seen as a first aspect of the security trap.  The precise mechanisms through which the process of securitization might  lead to the involvement of coercive state agencies have, however, to be  further analysed. Drawing on the work of French historian Jean Delumeau  (1986), Bigo has shown that the securitization of societal issues raises the  issue of protection by insecuritizing the audience the security discourses are  addressing. This insecuritization will translate into a social demand for the  intervention of coercive state agencies through reassurance discourses and  protection techniques. In other words, the processes of securitization and of  insecuritization are inseparable. This leads him to speak of the process of  (in)securitization (Bigo, 1995). This means that one is confronted with a  security dilemma: the more one tries to securitize social phenomena in order  to ensure ‘security’, the more one creates (intentionally or non-intentionally)  a feeling of insecurity. This happens, for example, when the military is called  in to patrol streets in order to prevent terrorist attacks. Even if the underlying  idea is to reassure the population, it might also create a feeling of panic  (Guittet, 2006). As a logical consequence, the politics of maximal security are  also politics of maximal anxiety. This is the second aspect of the security trap.  The irony is that even the most careful and critical scholar aiming at avoid-  ing the first and second traps might unwillingly participate in the securitiztion of new issues when analysing how these issues are de facto framed in  terms of security. When analysing the securitization of a phenomenon, how  can one avoid playing into the hands of the ‘deep structures’ of the security  discourse and thus participating in its discursive securitization? This  question of the ‘normative dilemma of security studies’ is the third aspect of  the security trap. Highlighting the non-intentional and adverse effects of  analysing the widening of security, it remains the most difficult to handle  (Huysmans, 1998a).
AT: Perm

Broadening security without questioning underlying state centrism coopts kritik.

Pinar BILGIN, International Relations Professor @ Bilikent (Ankara) ‘2 “Beyond Statism in Security Studies? Human Agency and Security in the Middle East” Review of International Affairs 2 (1), p. 105

The point here is that: a broader security agenda, such as the one compounded by Buzan. requires the analyst to look at the roles played by human agency (such as transnational corporations. grassroots movements. non-govemmental organizations (NGOs) and individuals) instead of restricting his/her analysis to the state’s agency. This is essential not only because states. as noted above. are not always able (or willing) to their side of the bargain in providing for their citizens' security. but also because there already are agents other than stares - be it social movements or intellectuals - who are striving to provide for the security needs of peoples (themselves and others). In other words, a broadened conception of security such as Buzan‘s cannot afford state- centrism or avoid neglecting the agency of non-state actors. This is necessarily because broadening the security agenda without attempting a reconceptualization of agency would result in falling back on the agency of the slate in meeting non-military threats to security (such as acute water shortages or ethnic strife). The problem of referring to the agency of the state in meeting such threats is that states may not be the most suitable actors to cope with them. For, there is always the danger of the militarization of otherwise nonmilitary issues when stares intervene." The slate being the most qualified actor in coping with some kinds of threats does not necessarily mean than it is competent (or willing) enough to cope with all. This is specially true for threats to individuals’ security (such ns human rights abuses and environmental degradation).
AT: Perm – Human Security

Human security approaches coopt kritik. 
C.A.S.E. Collective ‘6 [Security Dialogues 37.4, “Critical Approaches to Security in Europe: A Networked Manifesto,” Sage Political Science, p.21

The merging of security and development is most clearly represented by the concept of human security, introduced by the United Nations Development Programme’s (1994) Human Development Report. A number of other discourses have emerged that are both part of the human security discourse and analysed separately: for example, ‘new wars’ (Kaldor, 2001), ‘greed and grievance’ (Berdal & Malone, 2000), and ‘failed state’ models of conflict and social unrest. The political implications of the merging of security and development are profound. In these discourses, non-Western war, or social unrest or conflict, has been emptied of political, social and historical content – both external, in terms of the international context within which conflict occurs, and internal. Conflict is understood as a private, predatory activity, fostered by elites pursuing degenerate, criminal projects. Human rights violations that are committed are understood as being committed for their own sake, rather then as a consequence of war. Social instability is understood as arising out of biological needs rather then political struggle. Individuals in weak or unstable societies appear as pre-political, driven by their biological needs into conflict with one another. These populations are seen as vulnerable individuals who are in a permanent situation of being ‘at risk’ from the effects of chronic threats such as hunger and disease. This focus on the vulnerability of individuals and the merging of development and security acts to pathologize the activity of entire populations in weak or unstable states. The problems associated with underdevelopment are no longer understood as amenable to political or even economic solutions, but to be resolved on the terrain of security practices. During the initial period of decolonization, the capacity or internal makeup of a state did not threaten its formal international political equality (Duffield & Waddell, 2004: 18). The relinking of security and development reverses this and formally reintroduces hierarchy back into international relations through differentiation between the ‘dangerous’ underdeveloped states and the developed states. Within the Western democracies, the transformation of security from a necessarily limited political relationship between a territorially bound state and its citizens to a global moral principle also has serious implications. Intervention in and regulation of underdeveloped states becomes emptied of political content and transformed into an ethical necessity. The contribution of this section to the manifesto of the c.a.s.e. collective is to suggest the need for a critical approach to the merging of security and development. This needs to begin by challenging the depoliticized analysis of the supposed threats from underdevelopment (McCormack, forthcoming), discourses such as that of the ‘new wars’, and the ‘ethical’ nature of post- Cold War Western intervention (Chandler, 2003) and regulation of underdeveloped and impoverished states. 

AT: Link Turn

The act of removing presence is just part of the process of developing and securitizing the region through democratization and gaining positive influence in the region

Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 175-176, Published 2008)

In conforming to US policy in particular and the bourgeois conception of development in general, it is not difficult to see what took place more as 'underdevelopment' or 'maldevelopment', a direct result of pursuing US security interests at the expense of genuine improvements in people's lives and standards of living, carrying with it brutal violence in the form of counterinsurgency and destabilisation, again organised by 'First World' security agencies for the benefit of international capital.105 This gave radical new life to the idea of 'police' and 'military assistance', which increasingly allowed states to exercise violence in the name of development: 'police' and 'military' assistance were thought necessary as counters to the insurgencies generated by the struggles over the modernisation process, but were to be offered only to those nations'developing'in the appropriate ways.106'Development' thus became a means of extending 'security7, while 'security measures' became necessary due to the upheavals and resistance caused by development. Security intellectuals working in this field were deeply complicit in this process, providing the key information for the security agencies, legitimising the system, and peddling the key notions and concepts used in a range of books and reports. Contrary to recent accounts trying to 'humanise' security by merging it with development,107 development and security have always been merged; indeed, development is a security concept. Out of the question of how to maintain political order in the context of modernisation, elite formation and political culture came to the fore. Because 'modernity is a style of life' as well as an economic project the crux of the matter was how one might move from traditional ways towards modem life-styles.108 The focus on political culture naturally meant a focus on the main forms of cultural transmission and, in particular, the practices of participation. Lemer suggests that whereas traditional society is non-participant, modem society involves a culture of participation: formal schooling, reading newspapers, expressing an opinion, changing jobs, voting in elections of competing candidates.109 This is clear from the defining text on political culture, Almond and Verba's The Civic Culture (1963). This book is now regarded as a classic of comparative politics and for putting the concept of political culture onto the map of political science. But it should in fact be read as a contribution to the American national security state, for which Gabriel Almond served: its central argument is congruent with the strategy being employed by the national security state, in which the whole machinery of government in 'developing' states, including 'the people' themselves, was found wanting compared to those of liberal democracies, and which therefore needed the winning of hearts and minds through a psycho-cultural security project.110 In their book Almond and Verba state that 'new world political culture will be a political culture of participation', which they take to mean' the belief that the ordinary man is politically relevant' (the ordinary woman presumably not expected to enjoy the same level of participation or relevance). The term 'belief is important here, since the authors accept that much of the argument about participation is based on the myth of participation: that citizens see themselves as potentially active. Indeed, actual participation is not really desirable for good order, since participation was more often than not a cause for concern: the ideal order is one in which 'the ordinary citizen be relatively passive, uninvolved, and deferential'.111 The ideal citizen is a docile body. The other side of this argument is that the passive, uninvolved and deferential citizen be led by 'modernising elites' who by definition possess 'modern' habits and characteristics. 'Modernisation' was in this way part of the battle over identity discussed in the previous chapter, one in which the security intellectuals were more than willing to take sides armed with classically liberal notions of individuality, rationality and the standard justifications for the severe inequalities between nations. At the same time, modernisation theory also coincided with some of the main assumptions of elite theory. The real issue, however, is that since the participatory state can be either democratic or totalitarian, the project is to ensure that only one of these wins out - or, to put it another way, to ensure that one of the myths is more successful.112 'In American Cold War-era scholarship on political culture', notes Ida Oren, 'the boundaries between the study of political culture and the politics of U.S. foreign policy were porous at best'.113 In fact, what emerges from the academic study of political culture is an argument for extending the security project into the Third World,  a reinforcement of the prevailing economic and political orthodoxy around capital, and thus an apology for counterinsurgency tactics, all dressed up in the garb of'comparative politics'.1" 

AT: Realism

Realism fails- assumes the international system is anarchaic and that individual security is the same as national security
Pinar BILGIN, International Relations Professor @ Bilikent (Ankara) ‘2 “Beyond Statism in Security Studies? Human Agency and Security in the Middle East” Review of International Affairs 2 (1), p. 103 - 104

On the more conservative end of this critical spectrum was Bury Buzan who argued that ‘a notion of security bound to the level of individual states and military issues is inherently inadequate’ and called for looking upwards to the systemic level and downwards to the individual level in order to move beyond statist Cold War conceptions of security." Buzan’s position is a curious one, for he, whilst critical of statism in security studies, nevertheless argued for the state centered analyses thereby ending up reinforcing it. My argument here begs further clarification. In People, States and Fear. Buzan presented a broader framework for studying security, a framework that covered its economic. societal. environmental, political as well as military dimensions. As regards the referent for security. Buzan maintained that:  security has many potential referent objects. These objects of security multiply not only as the membership of the society of states increases, but also as one moves down through the state to the level of individuals. and up beyond it to the level of the international system as a whole. Buzan's study (first published in |983) marked a crucial corrective to statist Cold War concepts of security prevalent at the time. However. Buzan, while mentioning other potential referents at the sub- and supra-slate levels, nevertheless made a case for focusing on states in our analyses, He built his argument in two moves. First. argued Buzan,. the anarchic structure of the international rendered the units the 'natural focus of security concerns‘. Since states were the 'dominant' units. reasoned Buzan, ‘national security’ was ‘the central issue. Buzan's second move was to look at the state`s agency. At the end of the day security policy still has to be made by states`. He wrote and infer from its privileged position as a security agent that its security “should be prioritized over other potential referents. 'Because policymaking is very' largely an activity of the states, argued Buzan. “there has to be an important political sense in which national security subsumes all of the other security considerations found at the individual and systemic levels.“ " This argument. in turn. hints at confusion between agents and referents. I will come back to this point later. Lets now look more closely at these two moves Buzan made to build up his argument. Buzan`s move could be criticized at first, for its assumption of the international system as anarchical and second. for identifying individuals' security with citizenship and the state. This neo­realist stance has been criticized forcefully by Alexander Wendt among others and space does not permit for it to be dealt with here in detail. It should lo say that the anarchical conception of the international system derives from assumptions made by neo-realist thinkers about subjectivity and sovereignty. and the reasoning that the absence from the international arena of' what makes order possible at the domestic arena (i.e.. the central govermmcnt) is what renders the latter anarchical.

AT: Realism Inevitable

Policies that abandon anarchy discourse can create new international order 

Dryzek 06( John S., Political Science and Australian Research Council Federation Fellow “Deliberate Global Politics: Discourse and Democracy in a Divided World”) p. 121

In light of the constraints I have detailed, the capacity to act reflexively proves to vary in important ways across different kinds of actors in the international system. When it comes to the distribution of power in the system, a skeptic might argue that reflexive action does not necessarily change matters, on the grounds that traditionally powerful actors, up to and including superpowers, can still have substantial and perhaps even dominant constitutive effects in the discursive realm. Some actors are more capable than others when it comes to disseminating meanings and discourses (Weldes and Saco, :1996), and in the past this has led to attempts by dominant states to impose ideological hegemony on the world. These attempts continue today when it comes to the war of ideas and soft power emanating from the United States. However, in today’s world, the results of such attempts are just as likely to be unintended and counter-productive as intended and productive. When it comes to the world’s current remaining superpower, those effects include reinforcement of the discourse of anarchy (as a result of actions such as the invasion of Iraq in defiance of majority opinion in the United Nations, and without Security Council approval, opposition to the International Criminal Court, and withdrawal from the regime to control global climate change). The world can be remade for the worse, especially of realists and neoconservatives get in their way. Intelligent international actors, and especially intelligent superpowers can and should do better. Perhaphs enhanced awareness of the reflexive aspects of international action could lead dominant actors to consolidate power by acting more intelligently in relation to the global constellation of discourse, so that their constructive effects become a matter of design. 

AT: Reflexive Realism

Only the alternative activates the reflexive potential of realism – the aff accepts traditional policymaking elitism.

Brent J. Steele. Assistant professor of Political Science at the University of Kansas. 2007. “Eavesdropping on honored ghosts’: from classical to reflexive realism.” JIRD. 

This skeptical view of the eschaton means that rather than being biased, like neorealism, toward the status quo,30 reflexive realism is instead perpetually skeptical of the authority exercised by state elites, and specifically the ‘big ideas’ that become a part of elite discourse which can lead to dangerous policies.31 Rather than reifying power, reflexive realism asks us to challenge the manner in which power is projected. Scan the words used in this reflexive presentation of realism. Far from being the dominant, mainstream, status quo monolith that we were trained to recognize in graduate school, it is instead ‘inevitably antagonistic toward political power … [a] rebellion against the seduction of prevailing structures of power, identity, and knowledge’ (Williams 2005a: 179, emphasis added).
AT: Real Threats

Focus on the moment of crisis rigs the game in favor of security – we need to investigate the discourse that make their scenario appear natural. 

Matt McDonald, Senior Lecturer in International Relations @ Queensland, 2008, “Securitization and the Construction of Security,” (http://ejt.sagepub.com/content/14/4/563, European Journal of International Relations, International Relations 18 (1)).

In the securitization framework, issues become security issues at a particular  moment. When this moment is may be up for question and based on particular readings of the Copenhagen School literature itself: it may be at the point  when an issue is defined as a security issue (the speech act), at the point  where an audience ‘backs up’ or acquiesces to that designation of threat, or  at the point at which extraordinary measures are implemented. UK Prime  Minister Tony Blair’s securitization of Saddam Hussein’s ‘WMD programme’ for the British public in the lead-up to the 2003 invasion is a useful  case study here. Depending on our reading of the Copenhagen School, the  ‘securitization’ of Saddam and his ‘WMD programme’ may have occurred  exclusively through public representations depicting the regime and its WMD  programme as imminently threatening, through the vote in Parliament legitimizing Blair’s deployment of troops, or even at the point of invasion itself.  While the latter might seem the least likely reading, in Regions and Powers  Buzan and Wæver (2003: 73) look for examples of securitization in the execution of emergency measures themselves rather than in the discursive   by guest on construction of threat or societal acquiescence to these speech acts. The  potential tensions between a focus on speech, acceptance or emergency  measures maps on to an earlier point about the problematic relationship  between speaker, audience and action. The important point to note here,  however, is that the moment of securitization is relatively specifically defined:  issues become security threats at particular instances.  Such an explicit or ‘decisionistic’ (Williams, 2003: 521) approach to the  point at which threats are designated is not without its appeal. At times, rad-  ical changes in articulations of security and threat occur in global politics, as  responses to perceived moments of political crisis for example.16Yet focus-  ing on the moment at which an issue becomes a security issue is analytically  problematic for at least three reasons. First, issues can come to be viewed as  security issues or threats over an extended period of time. As Didier Bigo  (2002) has argued, issues can become institutionalized as security issues or  threats without dramatic moments of intervention. Using the example of the  construction of immigrants as a security threat, Bigo suggests that the incorp-  oration of issues relating to immigration within the jurisdiction of security  professionals such as the police and the military should be viewed as central  to the construction of this issue as a security threat. Jef Huysmans (2006)  makes a similar point in his argument concerning the institutionalization of  immigration as a security threat in the European context. Such potentially  long-term processes and practices fit uneasily within the securitization frame-  work with its focus on ‘moments’ of intervention and the suspension of nor-  mal politics.  Second, and again echoing an earlier point, focusing on the moment of  intervention does not help us understand how or why that particular intervention became possible at that moment. Why then, and in that context, did  a particular actor represent an issue as an existential threat, and more import-  antly why was that actor supported in that securitization by a particular con-  stituency?17Lipschutz (1995: 8), for example, defines discourses of security  and threat as ‘the products of historical structures and processes, of struggles  for power within states, of conflicts between the societal groupings that  inhabit states and the interests that besiege them’. By contrast, for the  Copenhagen School we can apply and understand a particular instance of  securitization without exploring fundamentally the contexts within which  these interventions were possible in the first place. This would seem incon-  sistent with a broader understanding of the (inter-subjective) processes  through which security is constructed in different contexts.  Finally, a focus on the ‘moment’ at which an issue becomes a security issue  and enters the realm of ‘panic politics’ is problematic because of the  dichotomies it represents between security and politics. As Rita Abrahamsen  (2005: 59) has argued, focusing on a moment at which an issue ceases to be   by Securitization and the Construction of Security  a political issue and becomes a security one suggests an either/or approach  to politics in which there are no gradations or continuums of issue/prob-  lem/threat. Issues may be viewed as risks, for example, before being depicted  as threats. Such a conceptualization suggests a particular way of approaching  that issue,18but for the securitization framework the only fundamental dif-  ference is between an issue that is a political issue and one that is a security  threat. A focus on the ‘moment’ here contributes to this narrow vision of  political prioritization and a problematic dichotomy between politics and  security. This dichotomy might look even more problematic if taken outside  the realm of liberal democratic Western states, which has provided the site  for the development of the framework and is the overwhelming focus of its  application.19
Aff Evidence Suspect

Rationalist IR discourse reconfirms Orientalist stereotypes – their evidence is all suspect.

Meghana V. Nayak, Department of Political Science, Pace University, and Christopher Malone, Chief Advisory Officer at The Relational Capital Group. 2009, “American Orientalism and American Exceptionalism: A Critical Rethinking of US Hegemony,” (International Studies Review 11, 253-276)

Edward Said (1979) shatters the taken-for-granted status of colonial and post-  colonial knowledge about the developing world with his analysis of Orientalism.  As he notes, European intellectual, artistic, archeological, and literary examina-  tions of—and claims about—the bodies and borders conquered and mapped,  justiﬁed the necessity and endurance of colonial European empires. Further,  there is an internal consistency of the Orientalist discourse, despite any lack of  correspondence with a ‘‘real’’ Orient, in order to confer an objective and inno-  cent status to the knowledge production that both prompted and rationalized  the brutality of imperialism (Said 1979:5–7). However, this does not mean that  Orientalism is just a play of meanings and ideas, for, as constructivist IR scholars  argue, the more we act toward an entity as if it has a particular representation or  meaning, the more that entity can take on that representation (Wendt 1992;  Doty 1996). For example, the more European colonialists perceived colonized  territories as incapable of self-governing, the more Europeans treated the territo-  ries as in need of governing. Indeed, Orientalism is a ‘‘Western style for dominating, restructuring, and having authority over the Orient’’ (Said 1979:3),  acting ‘‘dynamically along with brute political, economic, and military ratio-  nales’’ (Said 1979:12). Said (1979:12) also claims that Orientalism has much less  to do with the ‘‘Orient’’ and much more to do with the making of ‘‘our’’ world.  Knowledge claims about the Other (the Orient ⁄ the East) actually cement the  way the Self (Europe ⁄ the West) sees and constructs itself. The ‘‘Orient’’—a mys-  terious, erotic, dark, dangerous mass of Muslim, Hindu, Jewish, Arab, South  Asian, East Asian natives—is a deep and recurring image in Western identity-  making.  The impact of Said’s work, particularly Orientalism, on critical IR is threefold.  First, it creates space for critical IR scholars to examine representational prac-  tices and international hierarchy in international politics, in dialogue with schol-  ars in other ﬁelds, such as literary criticism, anthropology, postcolonial thought,  feminist studies, political geography, and others. Said’s contrapuntal analyses of  culture, colonial discourses, nationalism, power, and representational practices  in his body of work opens the way to explore the nuances, contradictions, and  shifting and hybrid contexts of Othering (Chowdhry 2007). The Other is that  through which the subject is represented as privileged and superior, with the  Other being devalued, feared, reviled, even desired, in some way. The Other  stands as a potential disruption of the Self, but at the same time, as critical IR  theorist Campbell (1998b) points out, the Self cannot fully contain or ‘‘resolve’’  the anxiety over the difference from or the encounter with the Other; without  the production of this anxiety, insecurity, and danger, statecraft and nation-  making would have nothing against which to assert themselves. Indeed, for the  West, the encounters of slavery, colonialism, and genocide have to be represented as trysts with danger, backwardness, and ever-threatening barbarism—any-  thing but illegitimate violence—in order to naturalize Western superiority.  Second, the various debates about Said’s work have inspired and fortiﬁed cri-  tiques of rationalist methodology of mainstream IR scholars and of how their  ontological presumptions about and methodological studies of the ‘‘West’’ and  the ‘‘rest’’ obscure more than they explain (Allain 2004; Chowdhry 2007). Third,  the American variant of Orientalism allows for an analysis of the discursive   deployments in which (1) the United States assumes and relies upon an ontolog-  ical distinction between the United States and Others (Weldes et al. 1999; Rich-  ter-Montpetit 2007); (2) the United States employs authoritative epistemological  claims and representations about Others’ bodies, habits, beliefs, feelings, and  political sensibilities, thereby justifying interventions, sanctions, and other actions  within, across, and outside of its borders (Persaud 2002); and (3) US foreign policy relies on a rationalist methodology consisting of ﬁnding ‘‘evidence,’’ such as  reports and fact-ﬁnding missions, of foregone conclusions about the Other and  the United States need to assert its position (Tetreault 2006).  Research in this vein, both within and in conversation with critical IR, has  examined both the US relationship with the Middle East since the 1940s7 as well  as American aggressions since the nineteenth century (Sadowski 1993; Ngai  2000; Little 2002; Mamdani 2004; Khalidi 2005). Orientalism, or at least the con-  troversies over its conclusions, has featured prominently in the debates since  9 ⁄ 11 over whether Huntington was right about Islam (Fox 2001; Abrahamian  2002; Elshtain 2004; Lewis 2004), and in claims that the United States is  Othering Islam ⁄ Arabs with disastrous results (Little 2002; Khalidi 2005; Alam  2007). Further, many ﬁnd that an understanding of Orientalism ‘‘within’’ the  United States, particularly toward Arab Muslim and South Asian Americans,  after 9 ⁄ 11, is crucial (Hagopian 2004). Agathangelou and Ling’s (2005) stinging  critique of the 9 ⁄ 11 Commission Report’s treatment of the Muslim Other dem-  onstrates the overwhelming reasons why we should understand the reasons for  and consequences of constructing the quintessential Muslim ⁄ Arab ⁄ Middle East-  ern Other both within the United States and ‘‘elsewhere.’’

Aff Evidence Suspect

Their expert authors are merely tools connected to the state who can spread their totalizing claims about a certain country

Mark Neocleous, Professor of the Critique of Political Economy at Brunel University, 08 (“Critique of Security”, McGill-Queen’s University, pp. 162-170, Published 2008)

My interest, then, lies in the making and remaking of academic disciplines and sub-disciplines to further the security project. In other words, I am interested more in what has been prescribed rather than proscribed. This prescription is not about recruitment or surveillance; it is not even about 'collaboration'. Rather, it is about the production of knowledge at the highest level: the fabrication of intellectual disciplines or sub-disciplines through what Bruce Cumings describes as the displacement and reordering of the boundaries of scholarly research.57 It is not just that the basic techniques of the security state employed by the FBI and CIA 'depended upon conceptual, methodological, and technological developments in which social scientists . . . were intimately involved'.58 It is also that the conceptual, methodological and technological developments were actually shaped by the key security institutions. In other words, in the constant reshaping of society, the project of security colonised the minds of the intelligentsia - shaping disciplinary knowledge by forging the very disciplines themselves and thus, in the process, generating a guardian class of social scientists for the security of bourgeois order. What we are talking about, then, is the centrality of the security intellectual to the regimes of knowledge produced by and for the national security state and thus, given the importance of security knowledge to the ideology of security as a whole, the ways in which the security intellectual has provided a key role in establishing certain forms of discourse as the 'common sense' of politics. Canons, rather than cannons, are therefore the issue; research topics prescribed by national security, and thus research topics not covered; the invention of certain kinds of discourse and thus the proscription of others; the creation of disciplines and foci and thus the policing of others; a radical project of Gleichschaltung around the logic of security. The connection with more recent attempts to continue in this vein will hopefully be apparent.59 The original Eberstadt Report outlining the need for a unified National Security Council had stressed the importance of educational institutions as channels of communication between the military and civilian population, and the National Security Act 1947 subsequently established a research and development board to stimulate research and development programmes in the armed forces, with the 'behavioural sciences' specifically included in the mandate. The significant differences between the 'Cold War' and previous confrontations required a new approach to political intelligence, especially the social, psychological, economic, political and cultural differences between those committed to 'freedom' and 'security' and the totalitarian other. The first requirement, then, was knowledge of Russia. In mid-1947 the Carnegie Corporation was in touch with a number of universities about the state of knowledge of Russia, in particular on the part of social scientists, noting that the state itself lacked the personnel to conduct inquiries into long-term research on issues of a social, psychological and anthropological nature pertaining to Russia and its people. The outcome was a proposal of July 1947, called 'Russian Studies', exploring the possibility of an institute in this field based in one of the major universities, with Harvard as first choice. In discussions later that year it was made clear that the argument for the research and centre 'is admirably set forth in the recent article on Sources of Soviet Conduct by X in Foreign Affairs'.60 James J. Angleton had already established a Soviet Division in the CIA in late-1947, one of the main purposes of which was to reach out to universities providing money for language study and area training, and the developing Center at Harvard coincided with the push by William Donovan, director of the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) and in some ways the founder of the CIA, George Kennan and John Patton Davies, to bring large amounts of state and corporate funding to the universities through what was originally intended to be an institute of Slavic studies.61 On the one hand, then, the Russian Research Center had all the trappings of academic gravitas. Based in one of the world's leading universities, it could also boast of the involvement of highly rated intellectuals such as Talcott Parsons, one of the original members of the Center's Executive Committee. On the other hand, for both Harvard and the individuals, the Center was never just an intellectual arena. The fact that none of the four members of the founding Executive Committee had studied Russian affairs or had knowledge of Russian, that its Director was an OSS veteran who had worked on the anthropology of Japan, and that Secretary of State George Marshall sat on the Board of Trustees of the Carnegie Corporation, is perhaps telling. More important than their 'expert' knowledge was the willingness of academics to break down any barriers between the university and the security state. This had been especially true of Parsons, who strongly approved of either overtly or covertly attaching universities to :he intelligence apparatus, to the extent of using Harvard connections o help ease the entry to the US of people accused of collaborating /with the Nazis.62 Concomitantly, those involved in the Center were often responsible for denouncing other scholars to the security services due to doubts about their loyalty. The point, however, is that :he Russian Research Center was deeply involved with the security agencies from the outset and that several Foundations, not only Carnegie but also Rockefeller and Ford, worked with the Center in the funding of projects. As we shall see, as key institutions of the American ruling class the Foundations would play an important role, not only in developing Russian studies, 
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but also the other key disciplines that will become part of the security project. From such a model other such centres emerged as universities elsewhere followed suit, across the world as well as in the US. Out of such institutes and their collaboration - with each other as well as with the security services - a new discipline was being formed: Russian studies (or 'Soviet studies' - the terms were thought interchangeable). By 1965 more than two dozen American universities had Soviet or East European centres, while more than three thousand scholars identified themselves as interested principally in Soviet or Slavic concerns.63 As such, Russian/Soviet studies was not just a means for universities to liaise with the security services, it was in fact a oroduct of the security project. To be sure, what eventually came to pass as Russian/Soviet studies would include scholars with a variety of views/4 but the main point is clear: the academic study of the Soviet Union not only shadowed the rise of the national security state, but also the US national security state shaped Soviet studies politically and intellectually. 'American Sovietology', Stephen Cohen comments, 'was created as a large academic profession during the worst years of the cold war'.55 This is clear from the model through which the Soviet Union was understood, namely'totalitarianism', which coincided neatly with the wider development of the term outside of the academy. As developed initially by Friedrich and Brzezinski, 'totalitarian' was taken to mean a one-party state, organised through terroristic police control, with a monopoly or near-monopoly over the means of communication and the military, centralised control of the economy, and an official ideology.66 We have seen in previous chapters how this simply ignores the real history of states and movements which genuinely thought themselves 'totalitarian'. The point here is that the model simply describes certain features of the Soviet regime, building them into a definition of 'totalitarianism' such that the Soviet Union emerges as the epitome of the totalitarian regime. 'Totalitarianism'thereby became the dominant category in Russian/Soviet studies, the consensus underpinning vast swathes of Sovietology. It was also quickly taken up and turned into a key analytic tool within political science more generally. This is a paramount, though by no means the only, example, as we shall see, of political science as ideology, in which a whole research agenda was built around what was essentially an anti-communist slogan.67 A term that had been used in official and popular discourse now had the air of intellectual gravitas, as more and more scholars working within the Institutes and Centers used it without question. And if they did not genuinely believe it, then the Loyalty Program encouraged them not to ask too many critical questions.68 The logic of totalitarianism as used in Russian/Soviet studies had as its corollary the logic of freedom being propagated by the US state as its own version of the good society. 'It is obvious that in using the totalitarian model', comments Alfred Meyer, 'American scholars were also celebrating Americanism'.69 This then became the driving force behind the invention of American studies. By 1948 some sixty US institutions were offering undergraduate degrees in the field, compared with just seven institutions during the war. Postgraduate programmes similarly expanded, and American studies programmes began to be launched in other countries, such as the 'Arnericanistics' programme at Amsterdam from 1947 and the Salzburg Seminar in American Studies launched by Harvard students in the city in the same year. Key journals in the field began to be published in this period, such as American Quarterly from 1949, and key organisations were launched such as the American Studies Association in 1951.70 While Paul Bove is right to argue that compared to other area studies, American studies had no integral links to the security state,71 in focusing very much on 'American identity' and the 'American way of life' the emerging discipline nonetheless performed an important ideological function. Witness, for example, the report of a conversation between Richard Hoggart and a young American Fulbright scholar who was trying to explain what the discipline of American studies was all about. Hoggart was having difficulty grasping the idea until his interlocutor, after repeated efforts, finally blurted out: 'but you don't understand, I believe in America'.72 In peddling such belief and pandering to the myth of consensus, freedom and democracy found in the security-identity-loyalty complex, American studies offered a neat contrast with the image of the totalitarian Soviet Union emerging from within Russian studies, a contrast which reinforced the notion of American exceptionalism and fitted comfortably with the imperialist and authoritarian ideology then being more widely propagated. Unsurprisingly, it too attracted corporate and state funding.73 At issue here, however, is not simply the generation of Russian or Soviet studies on the one hand and American studies on the other. Both were part and parcel of the growing trend for the national security state to shape intellectual labour within the university. Out of such 'schools for strategy'74 emerged the key concepts of Cold War confrontation and a justification for the logic and policy of containment. Since the security project had by now become nothing less than a project for the reshaping of global order, knowledge of all problematic or potentially problematic nations, states and regions became necessary. The security of the new global American empire required an intellectual infrastructure producing the kind of knowledge of the various 'areas' of the globe which were, or might become, an issue. And since most major nations, states and regions were either political enemies, potential enemies, or economic competitors and therefore possibly just as dangerous, rather a lot 
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of'areas' needed to be covered - more or less the whole world, in fact. 'How shall we build this national program for area studies?' asked a report produced by the Social Science Research Council in 1947. 'First, we must work toward complete world coverage.'75 Area studies' per se thus came to the fore, with Russian/Soviet studies quickly followed by Asian studies, South Asian studies, Japanese studies, Middle Eastern studies, African studies, West European studies, Latin American studies, and so on, multiplying from a mere handful before the war to 191 by 1968, to the extent that no self-respecting university could get by without a range of area studies centres. Given the close intellectual connection between area studies and national security problems it is no surprise to note that many of these new institutes were funded via new foundations established for that purpose by the CIA, such as the Asia Foundation, or through new journals, such as the China Quarterly, originally established with a CIA subvention. The Ford Foundation alone provided $270 million to thirty-four universities for area and language studies in the thirteen year period from 1953.76 As a way of presenting the new area studies as highly innovative, involving interdisciplinary work against the 'conservatism' of traditional departments and their disciplines, the idea of 'behavioural science' came to the fore, pushed initially by the National Security Act. The Ford Foundation even had its own behavioural sciences division, which alone distributed $43 million in the seven years following its inception in 1951, most of which was to train more behaviouralists.77 'Behavioural science' was intended to flag up a multidisciplinary and thus intellectually radical coalition of sociologists, political scientists, psychologists and anthropologists, being brought together in area studies. It was also meant to skirt around any use of the word 'social', as in 'social sciences', which for many connoted the idea of radical change embodied in the 'social' of 'socialism'. {It is worth noting that the same purported intellectual radicalism behind such interdisciplinary work was strangely absent when other academics came to suggest the introduction of studies' which equally required interdisciplinary labour, such as 'Black studies'; the generosity towards interdisciplinary area studies was also hardly forthcoming towards interdisciplinary Black studies.78) Speaking at the School of Advanced International Studies at the Johns Hopkins University in 1963, McGeorge Bundy, originally of Harvard's Center for International Affairs and later JFK's national security advisor, spoke of the'curious fact' of academic history, namely that 'in very large measure the area studies programs developed in American universities in the years after the war were manned, directed, or stimulated by graduates of the OSS', adding that 'there is a high measure of interpenetration between universities with area programs and the information-gathering agencies of the government of the United States.79 Note: 'manned, directed, or stimulated by graduates of the OSS'. Regardless of the relative slowness in moving into certain areas, it is still reasonable to say that the growth of'area studies' as a cross-disciplinary university enterprise grew out of the interests and needs of the security services. As Robin Winks has shown, area studies programmes in American universities came to reflect the relative strengths of the area-related staffs in the national security state. So the weakest for some time was Latin America and the security agencies were slow to move into Near- and Middle-Eastern studies.80 With no real epistemological position or even method to speak of outside of a concern with 'security', area studies simply became a means of gathering information of use to the national security state. Because of this, pre-existing centres for the study of a particular area had to be either subsumed under the logic of security or pushed aside. For example, although the security services lacked real strength and intelligence in Latin American studies, they nonetheless ignored the expertise in the independent Institute of Hispanic American and Luso-Brazilian Studies under the leadership of Rodney Hilton at Stanford, and shunned its monthly Hispanic American Report. When Stanford was offered money to put together a Latin American studies programme via a Ford Foundation grant in 1963 and driven more explicitly by the demands of the national security state, the Report was suspended and the Hispanic Institute put on 'teaching only7 duties.81 In stimulating and pursuing research in this way the national security state could shape the very concepts and methods to be used in its exercise.82 Reflecting on his own experiences within area studies, Bruce Cumings comments that Countries inside the containment system, like Japan or South Korea, and those outside it, like China or North Korea, were clearly placed as friend or enemy, ally or adversary. In both direct and indirect ways the U.S. government and the major foundations traced these boundaries by directing scholarly attention to distinct places and to distinct ways of understanding them {for example, communist studies for North Korea and China; modernization studies for Japan and South Korea). To be in 'Korean studies'or 'Chinese studies'was to daily experience the tensions that afflicted Korea and China during the long period of the Cold War.83 Different concepts and discursive strategies were forged, giving rise to two key tropes: on the one hand, 'Pacific Rim' - a term helping to transform a former enemy into a friend but also invoking a community of the free, a huge historical forgetting, and a new-born world to which anyone could belong so long as they committed themselves wholeheartedly to the capitalist cause, transforming the general sensibility concerning nations such as Japan through the projection of more 'peaceable' philosophies such as Zen; on the other 
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hand, 'Red China' - a nasty red blotch on the map.84 Where it wasn't perpetuating a security-driven epistemology with categories such as 'Pacific Rim', area studies reified yet other categories, such as'national character' or 'national culture', and even created new objects of analysis, such as the one based on an age-old cartographer's fantasy known as 'Asia'.*5 None of this mattered so long as it worked as a means of knowledge-production and -dissemination. The process of naming as such was sufficient to give the thing enough substance for the political work to be done: classification is a form of power, a means of generating the categories which then shape perceptions of the world.86 It is fair to say that to the extent that the American security state shaped the field of area studies, it had a profound impact on the intellectual research into those areas of the world seen to be communist or potentially so. But since this was a decidedly international project, area studies was accompanied at an early stage by 'international studies', incorporating international relations and languages as well as what was coming to pass as strategic studies and what would eventually emerge as security studies. The first significant centre  for  international   studies  was  Massachusetts  Institute   of Technology's Center for International Studies (CENIS), which during its early years was underwritten by the CIA almost as a subsidiary enterprise funded via the Ford Foundation. CENIS's roots lie in a series of brainstorming sessions at MIT during 1950-1 involving military and security elites and social scientists and focusing on the problem of strategy and tactics for the Cold War, in particular concerning how to defeat the Soviet jamming of the Voice of America. The final report, delivered to the Secretary of State in February 1951, noted that although the initial problem posed to them appeared to be merely technical, 'the technical problem constitutes only one of a collection of inseparable conditions'. The questions to ask were not so much about technology and much more about psychology and propaganda: 'What is the nature of the people to whom the United States' messages are and ought to be directed? What ultimate effects are to be desired? What sort of messages ought to be sent?'As such, the final report made a range  of recommendations  concerning propaganda and communications, issues to which I turn in detail below. But one of its most influential recommendations concerned the recruitment of competent researchers, for which it pointed to universities as security resources, proposing a new kind of university research institute which 'could carry out government research programs in the field of political warfare utilizing university personnel'.87 This report from 'Project Troy' was, according to Allan Needle, 'crafted to help cement lasting relations between American academics (specifically, natural scientists, social scientists, and historians) and the American foreign and intelligence bureaucracies',"8 and led to the creation of CENIS under the directorship of Max Millikan, who before his appointment had been assistant to the director of the CIA. Like area studies, then, the discipline of international studies was also very much a product of the security project, developing in tandem with area studies in general and Russian/Soviet studies in particular, as CENIS became an archetype for government-sponsored imitators at the universities of Washington, Illinois, Columbia, Princeton, George Washington, Michigan, and dozens of others. Most were 'manned, directed or stimulated' by members or former members of the security services, and key texts to emerge from the centres were often funded by the CIA. Walt Rostow's Dynamics of Soviet Society (1953), for example, appeared in two versions, one classified for the CIA and others within the political establishment, and one unclassified for the public. Both versions had the same central thesis -that the Soviet Union was an imperialist power bent on world domination and that the US had responsibility to fight this. The'public' version eventually became a key textbook in the field, but makes no mention of the backing or financing of the book.89 But to make the point more fully, however, requires an illustration of the major themes, concepts and foci of the discipline, most obviously with the categories of'development'and'modernisation'and the associated notion of the 'Third World'. 
AT: IR Experts

We must escape the ‘cult of expertise’ to rethink IR 

Shampa BISWAS Politics @ Whitman ‘7 “Empire and Global Public Intellectuals: Reading Edward Said as an International Relations Theorist” Millennium 36 


It is not surprising that the ‘cult of expertise’ that is increasingly driving the study of global politics has occurred in conjunction with a larger depoliticisation of many facets of global politics, which since the 1980s has accompanied a more general prosperity-bred complacency about politics in the Anglo-European world, particularly in the US. There are many examples of this. It is evident, for instance, in the understanding of globalisation as TINA market-driven rationality – inevitable, inexorable and ultimately, as Thomas Friedman’s many writings boldly proclaim, apolitical.22 If development was always the ‘anti-politics machine’ that James Ferguson so brilliantly adumbrated more than a decade ago, it is now seen almost entirely as technocratic aid and/or charitable humanitarianism delivered via professionalised bureaucracies, whether they are IGOs or INGOs.23 From the more expansive environmental and feminist-inspired understandings of ‘human security’, understandings of global security are once again increasingly being reduced to (military) strategy and global democratisation to technical recipes for ‘regime change’ and ‘good governance’. There should be little surprise in such a context that the ‘war on terror’ has translated into a depoliticised response to a dehistoricised understanding of the ‘roots of terror’. For IR scholars, reclaiming politics is a task that will involve working against the grain of expertise-oriented professionalism in a world that increasingly understands its own workings in apolitical terms. What Said offers in the place of professionalism is a spirit of ‘amateurism’ – ‘the desire to be moved not by profit or reward but by love for and unquenchable interest in the larger picture, in making connections across lines and barriers, in refusing to be tied down to a specialty, in caring for ideas and values despite the restrictions of a profession’, an amateur intellectual being one ‘who considers that to be a thinking and concerned member of a society one is entitled to raise moral issues at the heart of even the most technical and professionalized activity as it involves one’s country, its power, its mode of interacting with its citizens as well as with other societies’. ‘(T)he intellectual’s spirit as an amateur’, Said argues, ‘can enter and transform the merely professional routine most of us go through into something much more lively and radical; instead of doing what one is supposed to do one can ask why one does it, who benefits from it, how can it reconnect with a personal project and original thoughts.’24 This requires not just a stubborn intellectual independence, but also shedding habits, jargons, tones that have inhibited IR scholars from conversing with thinkers and intellectuals outside the discipline, colleagues in history, anthropology, cultural studies, comparative literature, sociology as well as in non-academic venues, who raise the question of the global in different and sometimes contradictory ways. Arguing that the intellectual’s role is a ‘non-specialist’ one,25 Said bemoans the disappearance of the ‘general secular intellectual’ – ‘figures of learning and authority, whose general scope over many fields gave them more than professional competence, that is, a critical intellectual style’.26 Discarding the professional straitjacket of expertise-oriented IR to venture into intellectual terrains that raise questions of global power and cultural negotiations in a myriad of intersecting and cross-cutting ways will yield richer and fuller conceptions of the ‘politics’ of global politics. Needless to say, inter- and crossdisciplinarity will also yield richer and fuller conceptions of the ‘global’ of global politics. It is to that that I turn next.

AT: State Good

Alternative doesn’t reject state – just ontology of national security.

Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, p. 95] DH it is important… you?

It is important to restate that such an ethics does not mean a totalizing rejection of the state, but it does demand its transformation. Such a trans​formation needs to address both the nation‑state's fundamental ontologies its structures and practices of identity, meaning, exclusion and vio​lence ‑ and its political and administrative architecture. The desire for II.
identity and sovereignty is not per se illegitimate ‑ such an ethics could plausibly aim to advance the achievement of Palestinian self‑determination ad make the state of Israel state more just and tenable ‑ but it must be I;
matched with a reflexive critical ethos that puts the dignity and call of the human, in all its alikeness and diversity, before the abstract being qf the nation. Nor can such a politics ever seek to efface the injustices and aporias that fissure its history and its claims ‑ which is why the ques​tion of narrative and incommensurability at the heart of this conflict, and so many others, is of such significance It might be to agree with one t$' Jacques Dernda s many intuitions about his democracy to come an ti.
tension of the democratic beyond nation‑state sovereignty, beyond 
4; *izenship ... [that would] come about through the creation of an inter‑national juridico‑political space that without doing away every reference 
sovereignty, never stops innovating and inventing new distributions and s of sharing, new divisions of sovereignty. '10 In every new context, k‑ethical test might be Buber's: have we addressed the You?
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