Generic K Supplement


DDW 2011
1


Index
1Index


2(Affirmative(


2**Cede the Political**


3EXT: Cede the Political


4**Generic Permutations**


4Coalitions Perm (Krishna)


5Intellectual Fragmentation Perm (Lake)


6EXT: Perm Solvency


8**Realism Good**


8Link Defense


9Realism Inevitable


10Alternatives Fail – Other Countries


12Perm – Realism = Middle Road


13NB to PERM (cooperative realism)


14Imperialism Good


15**Utilitarianism Good**


17Discourse Not First


18(Negative(


18**AT: Cede The Political**




(Affirmative(
**Cede the Political**
A depoliticized criticism cedes the political to authoritarianism and oligarchies, dooming much of humanity to suffer actual impacts

Boggs 97

“The Great Retreat: Decline of the Public Sphere in Late Twentieth-Century America” Carl Boggs, Professor of Social Sciences at National University in Los Angeles, Adjunct Professor at Antioch University in Los Angeles, “Theory and Society,” Vol. 26, No. 6 (Dec., 1997), pp. 741-780 <http://www.jstor.org/stable/657934>//DoeS
The decline of the public sphere in late twentieth- century America poses a series of great dilemmas and challenges. Many ideological currents scrutinized here ^ localism, metaphysics, spontaneism, post-moder nism, Deep Ecology ^ intersect with and reinforce each other. While these currents have deep origins in popular movements of the 1960s and 1970s, they remain very much alive in the 1990s. Despite their different outlooks and trajectories, they all share one thing in common: a depoliticized expression of struggles to combat and overcome alienation. The false sense of empowerment that comes with such mesmerizing impulses is accompanied by a loss of public engagement, an erosion of citizenship and a depleted capacity of individuals in large groups to work for social change. As this ideological quagmire worsens, urgent problems that are destroying the fabric of American society will go unsolved ^ perhaps even unrecognized ^ only to fester more ominously into the future. And such problems (ecological crisis, poverty, urban decay, spread of infectious diseases, technological displacement of workers) cannot be understood outside the larger social and global context of inter nationalized markets, ¢nance, and communications. Paradoxically, the widespread retreat from politics, often inspired by localist sentiment, comes at a time when agendas that ignore or side- step these global realities will, more than ever, be reduced to impotence. In his commentary on the state of citizenship today, Wolin refers to the increasing sublimation and dilution of politics, as larger numbers of people turn away from public concerns toward private ones. By diluting the life of common involvements, we negate the very idea of politics as a source of public ideals and visions.74 In the meantime, the fate of the world hangs in the balance. The unyielding truth is that, even as the ethos of anti-politics becomes more compelling and even fashionable in the United States, it is the vagaries of political power that will continue to decide the fate of human societies. This last point demands further elaboration. The shrinkage of politics hardly means that corporate colonization will be less of a reality, that social hierarchies will somehow disappear, or that gigantic state and military structures will lose their hold over people's lives. Far from it: the space abdicated by a broad citizenry, well-informed and ready to participate at many levels, can in fact be filled by authoritarian and reactionary elites ^ an already familiar dynamic in many lesser-developed countries. The fragmentation and chaos of a Hobbesian world, not very far removed from the rampant individualism, social Darwinism, and civic violence that have been so much a part of the American landscape, could be the prelude to a powerful Leviathan designed to impose order in the face of disunity and atomized retreat. In this way the eclipse of politics might set the stage for a reassertion of politics in more virulent guise ^ or it might help further rationalize the existing power structure. In either case, the state would likely become what Hobbes anticipated: the embodiment of those universal, collective interests that had vanished from civil society.
EXT: Cede the Political

Critical philosophy pushes people out of the political, where they can effectuate actual change.

Boggs 97

“The Great Retreat: Decline of the Public Sphere in Late Twentieth-Century America” Carl Boggs, Professor of Social Sciences at National University in Los Angeles, Adjunct Professor at Antioch University in Los Angeles, “Theory and Society,” Vol. 26, No. 6 (Dec., 1997), pp. 741-780 <http://www.jstor.org/stable/657934>//DoeS
As pre-industrial society gradually yielded to moder nity, politics was transformed in one country after another from the realm of elite domination into a more broadened and democratized public sphere. The rise of the nation-state in the aftermath of the French and American revolutions produced universal norms of consent, citizenship, participation, rights, and national identity. Modernity was shaped by Enlightenment ideals of rational discourse made possible by the spread of scienti¢c and technological values, di¡usion of education and knowledge, and increasing levels of material abundance. With advancing moder nization, however, politics in many countries seems to have degenerated into a pale replica of democratic governance, losing much of its capacity to forge citizenship, national community, civic involvement, and common forms of identity. Signs of this historical process have been increasingly visible in the United States since the late 1970s with growing anti-statism and popular anger directed against the federal gover nment, the rise of identity-based movements, enhanced popularity of therapeutic and various new-age indulgences, emergence of a postmodern intellectual culture, and a pervasive sense of cynicism and civil privatism that has swept through broad regions of society. Such phenomena are part of a deepening mood of anti-politics characterized by widespread alienation from the realm of state power along with a breakdown of civic culture. 

The criticism furthers an exodus of politically motivated leftists from the political, ceding it to the right and causing political and social problems.

Boggs 97

“The Great Retreat: Decline of the Public Sphere in Late Twentieth-Century America” Carl Boggs, Professor of Social Sciences at National University in Los Angeles, Adjunct Professor at Antioch University in Los Angeles, “Theory and Society,” Vol. 26, No. 6 (Dec., 1997), pp. 741-780 <http://www.jstor.org/stable/657934>//DoeS
The explosion of social movements in the 1960s and 1970s, riding the crest of the civil rights and anti-war struggles, broadened and politicized the public sphere to an unprecedented degree. Virtually all hierarchical forms of authority, from the military to the university to the family, were viewed as subject to critique and challenge. Within this milieu the very de¢nitions of ``politics'' and the ``public'' were being reconsidered and debated. The familiar refrain within the feminist movement that ``the personal is the political'' suggests how far the boundaries between state and civil society had been obliterated in the minds of participants. New movements enlisted the participation of millions of citizens, urban and rural, young and old, liberal and radical. Since the late 1970s, however, the public sphere in the United States has been shrinking steadily and dramatically. While social movements still have a presence in one form or another, they have been on the defensive in the face of a conservative ideological tide. For the most part, politics has degenerated into a combination of electoral specta- cles, interest-group machinations, and bureaucratic in¢ghting. While none of these phenomena is especially novel, taken ensemble they have become equated with a truncated party system, depoliticized citizenry, and trivialized political discourse beyond what is expected of even a minimalist liberal democracy. Politics is more and more the domain of corporate and state elites whose main ambition is to solidify their quasi-oligarchical status.5 As E. J. Dionne argues, to speak of a decay of politics and citizenship means that people have lost their faith in gover nment, at any level, to serve the public interest ^ a situation that, while distressing, contains its own logic. Writes Dionne: ``. . . politics has stopped being a deliberative process through which people resolved disputes, found remedies, and moved forward. When Americans watch politics now . . . they understand instinctively that politics these days is not about ¢nding solutions. It is about discovering postures that offer short-term political benefits.'' Survey research demonstrates a profound decline in the general sense  of political e¤cacy ^ the feeling that, when faced with a deeply entrenched power structure, nothing the average person does or can hope to do will matter. This state of a¡airs has been far more debilitating for the left than for the right. As David Croteau points out, a crucial historical goal of the left has been to ``socialize the state and politicize society,'' which becomes impossible where the public sphere shrinks or is simply taken over by controlling interests. To the extent people internalize a sense of futility, they will view the political arena as nothing but a source of alienation and despair. In Croteau's words, ``This belief often leads to a sense that social and political problems are inevitable and that resignation is the only sane response.''7 Popular cynicism toward election campaigns and political debates is on the rise. Voting turnouts reached all-time lows by the 1990s, dropping beneath 50 percent in the 1996 Presidential contest, down to less than 40 percent in Congressional elections, and as low as 15 percent in many local and municipal races. The ideal of citizenship is hardly taken seriously in the United States, submerged as it is by people's seemingly more important role as consumers of packaged and advertised goods.
**Generic Permutations**
Coalitions Perm (Krishna)

Total critique shatters coalition-building necessary to confront oppression – perm solves best 

Sankaran Krishna , Professor of Political Science at the University of Hawaii, 1993 , Alternatives, v. 18, JPW

While this point is, perhaps, debatable, Der Derian’s further assertion, that a postmodern critique of the Gulf War mobilization would be somehow more effective, sounds less convincing. An alternative, late-modern tactic against total war was to war on totality itself, to delegitimize all  sovereign truths based on class, nationalist, or internationalist metanarratives … better strategically to play with apt critiques of the powerful new forces unleashed by cyberwar than to hold positions with antiquated tactics and nostalgic unities. (AD: 177-178; emphasis in original)   The dichotomous choice presented in this excerpt is straightforward: one either indulges in total critique, delegitimizing all sovereign truths, or one is committed to “nostalgic” essentialist unities that have become obsolete and have been the grounds for all our oppressions. In offering this dichotomous choice, Der Derian replicates a move made by Chaloupka in his equally dismissive critique of the more mainstream nuclear opposition, the Nuclear Freeze movement of the early 1980s, that, according to him, was operating along obsolete lines, emphasizing “facts” and “realities” while a “postmodern” President Reagan easily outflanked them through an illusory Star Wars program. (See KN: chapter 4) Chaloupka centers this difference between his own supposedly total critique of all sovereign truths (which he describes as nuclear criticism in an echo of literary criticism) and the more partial (and issue-based) criticism of what he calls “nuclear opposition” or “antinuclearists” at the very outset of his book. (KN: xvi) Once again, the unhappy choice forced   upon the reader    is to join   Chaloupka   in   his   total critique of all sovereign truths or be trapped in obsolete essentialisms. This leads to a disastrous politics, pitting groups that have the most in common (and need to unite on some basis to be effective) against each other. Both Chaloupka and Der Derian thus reserve their most trenchant critique for political groups that should, in any analysis, be regarded as the closest to them in terms of an oppositional politics and their desired futures. Instead of finding ways to live with these differences and to (if fleetingly) coalesce against the New Right, this fratricidal critique is politically suicidal. It obliterates the space for apolitical activism based on provisional and contingent coalitions, for uniting behind a common cause even as one recognizes that the coalition is comprised of groups that have very differing (and possibly unresolvable) views of reality . Moreover, it fails to consider the possibility that there may have been other, more compelling reasons for the “failure” of the Nuclear Freeze movement or anti-Gulf War movement. Like many a worthwhile cause in our times, they failed to garner sufficient support to influence state policy. The response to that need not be a totalizing critique that delegitimizes all narratives.   The blackmail inherent in the choice   offered by Der Derian and Chaloupka, between total critique and “ineffective” partial critique ought to be transparent. Among other things, it   effectively militates against the construction of provisional or strategic essentialisms in our attempts to create space for an activist politics . In the next section, I focus more widely on the genre of critical international theory and its impact on such an activist politics 

Intellectual Fragmentation Perm (Lake)
Perm solves- their argument for mutual exclusivity is just the product of a scholarly race to the extremes to gain fame and money. A neg ballot justifies intellectual fragmentation which means the alt could never solve.

Lake 5/9/11
“Why ‘isms’ Are Evil: Theory, Epistemology, and Academic Sects as Impediments to Understanding and Progress”
David A. Lake, he Jerri-Ann and Gary E. Jacobs Professor of Social Sciences and Distinguished Professor of Political Science at the University of California, San Diego. International Studies Quarterly Volume 55, Issue 2, pages 465–480, May 9, 2011//DoeS
Second, having reiﬁed research traditions, we then reward extremism. We all cite the same canonical sources in our own and other research traditions.8 We assign these same works in our courses. These canonical works are typically read to embody the assumptions of a research tradition in pure form. Their purpose is to communicate meaning and information to other scholars—citing ‘‘Waltz 1979,’’ ‘‘Keohane 1984,’’ or ‘‘Wendt 1999,’’ for instance, carries a world of meaning to sophisticates who have learned the research traditions. These canonical works serve a useful purpose by orienting debates within the ﬁeld. Although they are typically bold, clear statements of a new approach, like the research traditions they come to embody these iconic works are themselves reiﬁed, with meanings attributed to them that the author may not have intended. In interpretation, they lose subtlety, sophistication, and—most important— qualiﬁcation. Wendt, for instance, has written that, properly understood, many of the issues between rationalism and constructivism dissolve (Fearon and Wendt 2002, 67). Keohane (1984, esp. 9 and 245), in his own writings, has always positioned himself between traditions as beginning from realist foundations and then developing the role of institutions on that footing. Nonetheless, these canonical works are commonly interpreted by the international studies community as staking out intellectual positions that are notable precisely for their ‘‘purity’’ or, more accurately, their extremism. These canonical works—in their stylized and reiﬁed forms—shape the discipline. Sitting at the top of the profession, in turn, their authors receive disproportionate professional rewards, not least because our universities and profession value visibility, whether deﬁned in terms of citations or valuable space on graduate syllabi. These rewards are appropriate in recognizing the unusual contributions of scholars whose research sets the agenda in the ﬁeld. But these rewards also create incentives for younger scholars to compete for recognition by adhering to a sectarian position and, more important, taking even more extreme positions. Indeed, although everyone writing on international studies no doubt hopes to make an impact on the discipline and our understanding of world affairs, authors of canonical works—aware that they are breaking new ground —are often quite sensitive to how they ﬁt into and are dependent on existing streams of political thought. In the quest for recognition, however, their followers often become more shrill and single-minded, further reifying the approaches with which they identify. For reasons of self-identiﬁcation and increased professional visibility, we also create incentives for adherents of nascent approaches to create new ‘‘isms,’’often embodied in new organized sections that they can control within professional associations. Creating a new section provides a measure of legitimacy, standing, and status for adherents and certiﬁes the approach as one that should be taken seriously by others. It also provides opportunities for entrepreneurs to earn visibility in general and become intellectual leaders of a new research tradition. If there is a tendency in academia towards intellectual fragmentation, the disproportionate rewards for intellectual extremism create a further centripetal force. Ironically, professional associations, often originally formed as a common ground for scholars, become a force for further fractionalization in the discipline. At both the individual and collective levels, extremism breeds further extremism. Together, these ﬁrst two pathologies lead to a proliferation of research traditions within international studies. The existence of these multiple traditions is not in itself a bad thing. To the extent that they organize research and produce new ideas they can be progressive. But when combined with three further pathologies, they begin to inhibit rather than aid scholarly inquiry. 

EXT: Perm Solvency

Perm solves- any argument why their ideology is mutually exclusive is just a product of scholarly politics and only via the perm can we come to accomplish anything.

Lake 5/9/11
“Why ‘isms’ Are Evil: Theory, Epistemology, and Academic Sects as Impediments to Understanding and Progress”
David A. Lake, he Jerri-Ann and Gary E. Jacobs Professor of Social Sciences and Distinguished Professor of Political Science at the University of California, San Diego. International Studies Quarterly Volume 55, Issue 2, pages 465–480, May 9, 2011//DoeS
Fifth, scholars within each research tradition aspire for their approach to be the scientiﬁc paradigm. Rather than accept that our favored tradition is inevitably partial and limited in scope and domain, we seek intellectual hegemony. We claim that our particular tradition with its unique set of assumptions is a general approach that can and should be treated as a universal or near universal paradigm. I have always found the phrases ‘‘I am realist’’ or ‘‘As a neoliberal institutionalist, I think…’’ to be peculiar statements. The only logical construction is that the speaker is asserting that his or her particular tradition is superior to all other known traditions, a claim that all questions can be answered by theories based on the assumptions of that tradition. Thus, by the third and fourth pathologies, we validate our often incomplete theories through favorable and selective evidence but, by the ﬁfth, we then assert they are universal and superior to—or at least worthy of respect by adherents of—other equally self-validated traditions. There are, perhaps, strong reasons of self-identiﬁcation to seek intellectual hegemony. As scholars, much of our self-worth is entwined with our ideas. To vanquish the alternatives, if even in our own minds, validates our contributions and ourselves. There are also strong professional incentives to win the contest for intellectual hegemony. To establish one’s tradition as the tradition promises to put the original adherents at the top of the ﬁeld. Even if individual scholars are not so narrowly instrumental, intellectual combat is like an arms race. Each tradition perceives the failure to compete for hegemony as ceding ground to opponents, and thus, each tradition believes it must compete in expectation that others will compete for dominance. To admit the partial nature of one’s theory is to risk being subsumed as a special case within someone else’s tradition—a lower status. Thus, everyone aspires to hegemony if only to prevent others from conquering the ﬁeld. But like arms races, this intellectual competition leaves everyone worse off than if they could simply cooperate, which in this case means admitting the partial nature and limited empirical evidence for every theory now known in the ﬁeld. These ﬁve pathologies combine to divert professional debate from the substance of world politics to ﬁrst principles. Having created academic sects based on incommensurate assumptions and supported by selective evidence, we do not seek to assess which approach helps us understand world politics best (or helps us understand which range of phenomena best). We focus instead on the inherent superiority of this or that set of assumptions. Rather than seeking to understand the world—our highest obligation as scholars—we debate assumptions seemingly without end. What are the fundamental units of world politics? Are individuals, groups or social collectivities, or organizations ‘‘rational’’? Do actors seek power, welfare, justice, or something else? Which matters more, system or unit, structure or agency? Without comparable propositions derived from these competing research traditions and assessed against the same patterns of behavior, there is no possible answer to such existential questions. This makes for a continuing and lively debate of course, but it adds little to our understanding of world politics and nothing at all to practical policymakers. Rather than seeking to understand the complex and often frightening world around us, we spend far too much of our intellectual time and energy debating assumptions as if they mattered in absolute terms. It is here that research traditions tip over from being useful organizing devices to theologies. Assumptions stop being treated as more or less useful simpliﬁcations of a complex reality and become beliefs that are accepted or not as truths. We have left the realm of scholarly inquiry and entered the world of academic religions. By whatever deﬁnition, we have stopped doing ‘‘science.’’ 
Perm solves best- we can solve both the K of the squo using the neg epistemology and using the aff epistemology solve the case.

Lake 5/9/11
“Why ‘isms’ Are Evil: Theory, Epistemology, and Academic Sects as Impediments to Understanding and Progress”
David A. Lake, he Jerri-Ann and Gary E. Jacobs Professor of Social Sciences and Distinguished Professor of Political Science at the University of California, San Diego. International Studies Quarterly Volume 55, Issue 2, pages 465–480, May 9, 2011//DoeS
In addition, we should embrace partiality. That is, we should acknowledge that all current theories are partial and state explicitly their boundary and scope conditions. Modesty in acknowledging such limitations is actually in the self-interest of scholars. A common but too easy criticism to make of another’s work is ‘‘yes, you may explain that’’ but ‘‘you can’t explain this,’’ where ‘‘this’’ happens to be the critic’s area of specialized knowledge that, in turn, supports her favored research tradition. With properly stated boundary and scope conditions, we would know whether the theory was intended to apply to ‘‘this’’ and whether the critic makes a valid observation. Through changes in editorial policy, authors should be required to include a short paragraph on the boundary conditions of their analysis and to state explicitly what their theory cannot explain. Even if editors do not require it, we as individual reviewers can insist on it. More important, the end—deeper knowledge—will hopefully justify the embrace of partiality. We are all touching different parts of the proverbial elephant, even while claiming to be holding it in its entirety. By pooling our knowledge of the different parts, we might then be able to describe the whole animal more effectively. We might also then have something constructive to say to policymakers who want to control the elephant. This is not, I want to make clear, a plea for atheoretic or necessarily policy- relevant research, although the latter certainly has its place. We need theories to explain real-world patterns, not merely to describe them. And we need basic the- ory to reveal causes even when they are not amenable to manipulation by policy- makers. But we should, as Sil and Katzenstein (2010) argue, embrace analytic eclecticism. A single scholar ought to be able to work on questions of war with theories of rational unitary states, questions of global environmental change with theories of individual norms, and questions of trade policy with theories of sectors pursuing their material interests without fear of being criticized for inconsistency. 
The permutation solves best- policy action is key to actualize the ideals of critical philosophies.

Lake 5/9/11
“Why ‘isms’ Are Evil: Theory, Epistemology, and Academic Sects as Impediments to Understanding and Progress”
David A. Lake, he Jerri-Ann and Gary E. Jacobs Professor of Social Sciences and Distinguished Professor of Political Science at the University of California, San Diego. International Studies Quarterly Volume 55, Issue 2, pages 465–480, May 9, 2011//DoeS
An Alternative Rather than forming sects and debating theology, imagine the contributions that we as scholars could make if we devoted our professional and intellectual energies to studying things that matter. Imagine reorganizing our research and professional associations around problems, not approaches. Imagine as well a graduate ﬁeld seminar not organized around research traditions but topics like Global Climate Change, Growth and Development, Economic and Political Inequality, and Genocide and Political Violence. The seminar discussion could then focus on ‘‘what do we know’’ rather than ‘‘what are the central tenets of this particular sect’’? Likewise, the International Studies Association is divided into relatively autonomous sections, many (but not all) of which are deﬁned by research tradition. Imagine instead sections on these same sorts of substantive topics—not the Scientiﬁc Study of International Processes but a section on War, not Feminist Theory and Gender Studies but Female Political Empowerment. We might then attend panels that focus, say, on what we know about economic inequality and, more important, what we learn from new research. Professional practices are surprisingly robust things. Turning a discipline may be like turning a supertanker. As suggested, there are also individuals and organized interests vested in current professional practices, not least of which are the organizational gatekeepers who set themselves up as enforcers of purity and agenda-setters for the discipline. Institutionalized practices combined with entrenched and powerful elites militate against change. But much can be done, I hope, through the actions of individual scholars. I no longer teach the ‘‘isms’’ at the introductory level or in ﬁeld seminars for graduate students. With Jeffry Frieden and Kenneth Schultz, I have written an undergraduate textbook that avoids sectarian debates and focuses on substantive topics (Frieden, Lake, and Schultz 2010). A volume I edited with Robert Powell, directed more at ﬁrst-year graduate students, explores this approach at a higher level (Lake and Powell 1999). Both are, I am gratiﬁed, well received, especially by younger scholars just starting their teaching careers. There is, I believe, a growing frustration with the dead hand of the isms and a quest for alternative ways of organizing intellectual inquiry. We can break free of the old order. A ﬁrst step in changing professional practice is to stop replicating that practice in our scholarly lives. 

**Realism Good**
Link Defense
They critique shallow stereotypes of our epistemology – realism is comprehensive and takes into account things like cooperation and social constructs

Alastair J.H. Murray, respected realist author, 1997, “Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics”, pg. 191-193, JPW

The inadequacy of Tickner’s critique of Morgenthau is readily apparent. It draws only on the ‘six principles of political realism’, perhaps the narrowest, and least representative, statements of Morgenthau’s thought, perpetuating the type of stereotypical representations of realism which have undermined understanding for so long. As the earlier chapters of this book have sought to demonstrate, realism can in no way be associated with a ‘search for an objective science of international politics based on the model of the natural sciences…’. Rather, it is deeply aware of the extent to which international politics is socially constructed, the consequent importance of understanding human practices rather than explaining material phenomena, and of using such knowledge not to control or dominate, but to enhance the mutual understandings by which actors with divergent value systems relate to one another. Second, it is difficult to view realism as an attempt to construct international politics as some form of atomized Hobbesian sphere in which amoral behavior is ‘not only permissible but prudent’. Realism simply emphasized that the type of value homogeneity that characterizes much of the western world is not reflected in relations between states. Indeed, it recognized that this was not always so, regretted the passing of the European states system in which a measure of community did prevail, and emphasized that it does not always need to be thus. Ultimately, it strenuously resisted the claim that international politics was so distinct as to merit a separate moral standard and insisted that all action be evaluated against the same code. Perhaps the only thing that we can grant to Tickner is that Morgenthau does, of course, adopt a set of universal moral principles. Having been erroneously criticized for adopting a contextual ethic relevant to the sphere of states, it is strange to find him being criticized now for adopting a universal conception of moral principles. Yet the idea that these principles thereby reduce statecraft to an instrumental, self-interested logic is to miss the entire purpose of realism. It is precisely the interaction of power political and universal ethical imperatives, and the attempt to discern a path between the two, which concerns it. Regardless of what one thinks of this effort, we do at least identify the moral principles involved and the way in which they relate to practice. Tickner’s female ‘contextual’ morality is content-less and, until it is fleshed out, ultimately meaningless as an alternative criterion. Given these problems, the attempt to establish an alternative, feminist epistemology falls apart. The aim to provide a ‘new’ theory of human nature just looks unnecessary when it is noted that the conventional view of the human character derived from realism is in fact simultaneously moral and immoral, ‘both conflictual and cooperative’, as Tickner demands. Similarly, the concern to redefine power amounts to little more than a sophisticated word game. ‘Mutual enablement’ ultimately sounds like some dreadful slogan dreamt up by a management consultant. The fact that realist theorists define power in terms of the ability to coerce does not mean that they neglect the ability to persuade as a tool in international politics, only that they define power in more rigorous terms than feminists, calling each by a different name to avoid confusion. Nor does it mean that, by doing this, they neglect the ability of international actors to co-operate, or that they exclude from consideration the co-operative basis upon which power relies or the co-operative objectives to which it tends. If Tickner had read beyond the first chapter of Politics among Nations, she might have come across phrases such as the balance of power, in which curious things called ‘alliances’ and ‘grand coalitions’ co-operatively generate power towards co-operative ends. Conflict is not perpetuated in the realist vision of international relations, and coalition building is ultimately just as essential to the realist account of international politics as it is to feminist accounts. Consequently, it is not surprising that the third strut of this new feminist epistemology, a broader notion of national security, seems simply unnecessary. Acknowledging the interdependence of human security in an age of nuclear holocaust and environmental degeneration would hardly seem to be a preserve of feminism. What of everything that George Kennan has said on this subject over the last forty years? Nor can we accept the notion that we need to redefine conflict resolution to focus more on mutually beneficial outcomes, when realism is deeply concerned with the amelioration of difference by diplomacy. What of the nine points with which Morgenthau concludes Politics among Nations? Nor can we accept the notion that ‘maternal thinking’ and a female, contextual morality are required to attempt to confine conflict to non-violent means. A persistent theme of realism is that humility of self and toleration of others are the foremost moral imperatives, that conflict should not be permitted to become an ideological war of absolutes in which all enemies are monsters, all actions are legitimate, and all peaces are but punitive armistices. One ultimately has to question the need for a specifically feminist theory of international relations. We currently do not have two radically opposed standpoints, masculine and feminine, but a unified human standpoint which, with modifications, serves us reasonably well.

Realism Inevitable

Realism is inevitable 

Stefano Guzzini, Professor at the Central European University, 1998 “Realism in International Relations and International Political Economy”

Third, this last chapter has argued that although the evolution of realism has been mainly a disappointment as a general causal theory, we haveto deal with it. On the one hand, realist assumptions and insights are used and merged in nearly all frameworks of analysis offered in International Relations or International Political Economy. One of the book's purposes was to show realism as a varied and variably rich theory, so heterogeneous that it would be better to refer to it only in plural terms. On the other hand, to dispose of realism because some of its versions have been proven empirically wrong, ahistorical, or logically incoherent, does not necessarily touch its role in the shared understandings of observers and practitioners of international affairs. Realist theories have a persisting power for constructing our understanding of the present. Their assumptions, both as theoretical constructs, and as particular lessons of the past translated from one generation of decision-makers to another, help mobilizing certain understandings and dispositions to action. They also provide them with legitimacy. Despite realism's several deaths as a general causal theory, it can still powerfully enframe action. It exists in the minds, and is hence reflected in the actions, of many practitioners. Whether or not the world realism depicts is out there, realism is. Realism is not a causal theory that explains International Relations, but as long as realism continues to be a powerful mind-set we need to understand realism to make sense of International Relations. In other words, realism is a still necessary hermeneutical bridge to the understanding of world politics. Getting rid of realism without having a deep understanding of it, not only risks unwarranted dismissal of some valuable theoretical insights that I have tried to gather in this book, it would also be futile. Indeed, it might be the best way to tacitly and uncritically reproduce it.
Alternatives Fail – Other Countries

The neg’s idealistic critique ignores massive structural barriers to a paradigm shift and gives up stability for the minute possibility of transformation – even if we somehow changed our minds other countries would just view this as weakness

Alastair J.H. Murray, respected realist author, 1997, “Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics”, pg. 181-182, JPW

This highlights the central difficulty with Wendt’s constructivism. It is not any form of unfounded idealism about the possibility of effecting a change in international politics. Wendt accepts that the intersubjective character of international institutions such as self-help render them relatively hard social facts. Rather, what is problematic is his faith that such change, if it could be achieved, implies progress. Wendt’s entire approach is governed by the belief that the problematic elements of international politics can be transcended, that the competitive identities which create these elements can be reconditioned, and that the predatory policies which underlie these identities can be eliminated. Everything, in his account, is up for grabs: there is no core of recalcitrance to human conduct which cannot be reformed, unlearnt, disposed of. This generates a stance that so privileges the possibility of a systemic transformation that it simply puts aside the difficulties which it recognizes to be inherent in its achievement. Thus, even though Wendt acknowledges that the intersubjective basis of the self-help system makes its reform difficult, this does not dissuade him. He simply demands that states adopt a strategy of ‘altercasting’, a strategy which ‘tries to induce alter to take on a new identity (and thereby enlist alter in ego’s effort to change itself) by treating alter as if it already had that identity’. Wendt’s position effectively culminates in a demand that the state undertake nothing less than a giant leap of faith. The fact that its opponent might not take its overtures seriously, might not be interested in reformulating its own construction of the world, or might simply see such an opening as a weakness to be exploited, are completely discounted. The prospect of achieving a systemic transformation simply outweighs any adverse consequences which might arise from the effort to achieve it. Wendt ultimately appears, in the final analysis, to have overdosed on ‘Gorbimania’. This is not merely to indulge in yet another interminable discourse on the ‘lessons of Munich’, rejecting all strategies of assurance for more familiar policies of deterrence. A realist perspective does not, as Wendt seems to assume, require worst-case forecasting, nor does it adopt an ethic of ‘sauve qui peut’. But it is to suggest that, when realism emphasizes the need for a cautious, gradual approach to attempts to transform the nature of the system, it has a point. In Wendt’s analysis, change ultimately becomes as privileged as the status quo in rationalist perspectives. If he does not hold that history is progressive, he does hold that change is. If he is not idealistic about the possibilities of effecting a transformation of the system, he is with regard to the way in which it might be accomplished. Yet, even if we acknowledge that a transformation in the structure of international politics would be beneficial, this does not imply the acceptance of a desperate gamble to accomplish it. And, at the end of the day, if we can accept that the current structure of international politics contains many injustices, there is no guarantee that its transformation would remove such iniquities anyway. The only thing that the quest to overthrow the status quo does guarantee to do is to undermine those fragments of order that we currently possess. Ultimately, constructivism can be seen to rest upon a value judgment which sacrifices the safe option of remaining within the current situation for the attempt to explore its possibilities. It can be seen to rest on a progressive philosophy which privileges the possible over the extant and sacrifices stability on the altar of transformation.

De-securitizing won’t be seen as a peaceful act by other states, instead they will see our move as a façade and retaliate through fear of an offensive strike once they were to cede their defenses in congruence with our concession of military dominance.

Montgomery 6 (Evan Braden, Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, Breaking Out of the Security Dilemma Realism, Reassurance, and the Problem of Uncertainty http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v031/31.2montgomery.html)
The issue of uncertainty represents a significant point of disagreement not only between realism and alternative approaches to international relations, but also between different branches of realism. 11 At one extreme, offensive realism holds that uncertainty is immutable and a central cause of conflict. As John Mearsheimer argues, "Intentions are impossible to divine with 100 percent certainty." 12 Because the international system compels all actors to provide for their own security, decision makers cannot rely on the internal characteristics of other states as adequate sources of information. Instead, they are forced to infer what potential adversaries may do by observing their aggregate power and assessing their capacity to inflict harm. Moreover, every state is assumed to possess some offensive capability at all times; the chance that any actor might abruptly choose to attack can never be dismissed. There is therefore little room in offensive realism for a strategy of reassurance. Instead, "the best way for a state to survive in anarchy is to take advantage of other states and gain power at their expense." 13 States must act as if their rivals are aggressive and continually attempt to increase their relative power, ensuring that the security dilemma will remain severe.
Perm – Realism = Middle Road

The K is a leftist attempt to paint the world in pure black and white – realism offers a realistic middle ground that has critical potential while maintaining a connection to the real world

Alastair J.H. Murray, respected realist author, 1997, “Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics”, pg. 192-193, JPW

For the realist, then, if rationalist theories prove so conservative as to make their adoption problematic, critical theories prove so progressive as to make their adoption unattractive. If the former can justifiably be criticized for seeking to make a far from ideal order work more efficiently, thus perpetuating its existence and legitimating its errors, reflectivist theory can equally be criticized for searching for a tomorrow which may never exist, thereby endangering the possibility of establishing any form of stable order in the here and now. Realism’s distinctive contribution thus lies in its attempt to drive a path between the two, a path which, in the process, suggests the basis on which some form of synthesis between rationalism and reflectivism might be achieved. Oriented in its genesis towards addressing the shortcomings in an idealist transformatory project, it is centrally motivated by a concern to reconcile vision with practicality, to relate utopia and reality. Unifying a technical and a practical stance, it combines aspects of the positivist methodology employed by problem-solving theory with the interpretative stance adopted by critical theory, avoiding the monism of perspective which leads to the self-destructive conflict between the two. Ultimately, it can simultaneously acknowledge the possibility of change in the structure of the international system and the need to probe the limits of the possible, and yet also question the proximity of any international transformation, emphasise the persistence of problems after such a transformation, and serve as a reminder of the need to grasp whatever semblance of order can be obtained in the mean time. Indeed, it is possible to say that realism is uniquely suited to serve as such an orientation. Simultaneously to critique contemporary resolutions of the problem of political authority as unsatisfactory and yet to support them as an attainable measure of order in an unstable world involves one in a contradiction which is difficult to accept. Yet, because it grasps the essential ambiguity of the political, and adopts imperfectionism as its dominant motif, realism can relate these two tasks in a way which allows neither to predominate, achieving, if not a reconciliation, then at least a viable synthesis.

NB to PERM (cooperative realism)

Only through communication with other states about our intentions to de-securitize can we ever solve for their retaliation

Montgomery 6 (Evan Braden, Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, Breaking Out of the Security Dilemma Realism, Reassurance, and the Problem of Uncertainty http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v031/31.2montgomery.html)

Perhaps the central dilemma of reassurance is that the very actions necessary to overcome uncertainty between security-seeking states will often leave these actors more vulnerable to greedy ones. This constraint stems from the logic of signaling and the assumptions of structural realism. The underlying logic of signaling is straightforward: "If discrete types take different actions, then observers can infer the actor's type from its actions." For example, a state involved in a crisis may attempt to communicate resolve—demonstrating that it is not the type to back down—by taking steps a less determined actor would avoid, such as making public commitments or mobilizing the military. 23 In the context of reassurance rather than deterrence, a nonaggressive state can similarly distinguish itself by taking actions that an aggressive actor would find too costly. Specifically, the primary way a state can reveal benign motives is by taking actions substantial enough to decrease its ability to defeat an adversary in war, if one were to occur. Because an aggressor "will be reluctant to sacrifice concrete military advantages," a nonaggressive state must "go beyond tokens, and make concessions weighty enough so that a state contemplating attack or coercion would be unwilling to make them." That states must reach this threshold to prove that their motives are benign follows directly from realism's central assumptions: because security seekers are concerned foremost with their continued survival and because they fear that other states are greedy and prefer to expand at their expense, only signals that clearly diminish a state's ability to do so will differentiate the two types of actors.

No retaliation—The face value of the US de-securitizing reassures other states that they are safe from the American threat

Montgomery 6 (Evan Braden, Fellow at the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, Breaking Out of the Security Dilemma Realism, Reassurance, and the Problem of Uncertainty http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/international_security/v031/31.2montgomery.html)

Because a state's military posture serves as an indicator of its likely behavior, the offense-defense balance also affects how states perceive their rivals. Defensive realists maintain that a state's security policies are determined in part by its assessment of others' intentions and motives. 16 Hard-line strategies are generally chosen when others are thought to be hostile. For example, states are more likely to balance against than bandwagon with adversaries believed to be "unalterably aggressive." 17 Most realists would agree, moreover, that these beliefs are largely a function of a state's military posture. Barry Posen notes that, "in watching one another, states tend to focus on military doctrines and military capabilities," and "take these capabilities at face value." 18 This suggests that, at a minimum, the offense-defense balance communicates information about others' immediate intentions. When offense has the advantage, states believe that others are more likely to attack. When defense has the advantage, states know that others are less likely to do so. The security dilemma can therefore be exacerbated or mitigated absent any knowledge of others' underlying motives; the choice of offensive or defensive postures can indicate what a state will do, but those postures may themselves be the result of structural pressures rather than state preferences. As long as states remain uncertain [End Page 156] of others' motives, however, the security dilemma between them will persist.

Imperialism Good

American imperialism is key to world safety and stability
Max Boot Olin senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations 5-18-2003, "American Imperialism? No Need to Run Away from Label," www.attacberlin.de/fileadmin/Sommerakademie/Boot_Imperialim_fine.pdf
The greatest danger is that we won't use all of our power for fear of the ''I'' word -- imperialism. When asked on April 28 on al-Jazeera whether the United States was ''empire building,'' Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld reacted as if he'd been asked whether he wears women's underwear. ''We don't seek empires,'' he replied huffily. ''We're not imperialistic. We never have been.'' That's a fine answer for public consumption. The problem is that it isn't true. The United States has been an empire since at least 1803, when Thomas Jefferson purchased the Louisiana Territory. Throughout the 19th century, what Jefferson called the ''empire of liberty'' expanded across the continent. When U.S. power stretched from ''sea to shining sea,'' the American empire moved abroad, acquiring colonies ranging from Puerto Rico and the Philippines to Hawaii and Alaska. While the formal empire mostly disappeared after World War II, the United States set out on another bout of imperialism in Germany and Japan. Oh, sorry -- that wasn't imperialism; it was ''occupation.'' But when Americans are running foreign governments, it's a distinction without a difference. Likewise, recent ''nation-building'' experiments in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan (news - web sites) are imperialism under another name.  Mind you, this is not meant as a condemnation. The history of American imperialism is hardly one of unadorned good doing; there have been plenty of shameful episodes, such as the mistreatment of the Indians. But, on the whole, U.S. imperialism has been the greatest force for good in the world during the past century. It has defeated the monstrous evils of communism and Nazism and lesser evils such as the Taliban and Serbian ethnic cleansing. Along the way, it has helped spread liberal institutions to countries as diverse as South Korea (news - web sites) and Panama. Yet, while generally successful as imperialists, Americans have been loath to confirm that's what they were doing. That's OK. Given the historical baggage that ''imperialism'' carries, there's no need for the U.S. government to embrace the term. But it should definitely embrace the practice. That doesn't mean looting Iraq of its natural resources; nothing could be more destructive of our goal of building a stable government in Baghdad. It means imposing the rule of law, property rights, free speech and other guarantees, at gunpoint if need be. This will require selecting a new ruler who is committed to pluralism and then backing him or her to the hilt. Iran and other neighboring states won't hesitate to impose their despotic views on Iraq; we shouldn't hesitate to impose our democratic views.  The indications are mixed as to whether the United States is prepared to embrace its imperial role unapologetically. Rumsfeld has said that an Iranian-style theocracy ''isn't going to happen,'' and President Bush (news - web sites) has pledged to keep U.S. troops in Iraq as long as necessary to ''build a peaceful and representative government.'' After allowing a temporary power vacuum to develop, U.S. troops now are moving aggressively to put down challenges to their authority by, for example, arresting the self-declared ''mayor'' of Baghdad.  That's all for the good. But there are also some worrisome signs. Bush asked for only $2.5 billion from Congress for rebuilding Iraq, even though a study from the Council on Foreign Relations and the James A. Baker III Institute for Public Policy estimates that $25 billion to $100 billion will be needed.  Iraq's oil revenues and contributions from allies won't cover the entire shortfall. The president should be doing more to prepare the U.S. public and Congress for a costly commitment. Otherwise, Iraqis quickly could become disillusioned about the benefits of liberation. The cost of our commitment will be measured not only in money but also in troops. While Bush and Rumsfeld have wisely eschewed any talk of an early ''exit strategy,'' they still seem to think that U.S. forces won't need to stay more than two years. Rumsfeld even denied a report that the U.S. armed forces are planning to open permanent bases in Iraq. If they're not, they should be. That's the only way to ensure the security of a nascent democracy in such a rough neighborhood.  Does the administration really imagine that Iraq will have turned into Switzerland in two years' time? Allied rule lasted four years in Germany and seven years in Japan. American troops remain stationed in both places more than 50 years later. That's why these two countries have become paragons of liberal democracy. It is crazy to think that Iraq -- which has less of a democratic tradition than either Germany or Japan had in 1945 -- could make the leap overnight. The record of nation-building during the past decade is clear: The United States failed in Somalia and Haiti, where it pulled out troops prematurely. Bosnia, Kosovo and Afghanistan show more promise because U.S. troops remain stationed there. Afghanistan would be making even more progress if the United States and its allies had made a bigger commitment to secure the countryside, not just Kabul. If we want Iraq to avoid becoming a Somalia on steroids, we'd better get used to U.S. troops being deployed there for years, possibly decades, to come. If that raises hackles about American imperialism, so be it. We're going to be called an empire whatever we do. We might as well be a successful empire.
**Utilitarianism Good**
The Role of the ballot is the evaluation of a policy action and to maximize the lives saved. We should never sacrifice individuals for abstract market values – however, attempts to preserve lives gives equality to all rational beings – that’s key to value to life
Cummisky, 96 (David, professor of philosophy at Bates College, Kantian Consequentialism, pg. 145)
We must not obscure the issue by characterizing this type of case as the sacrifice of individuals for some abstract “social entity.”  It is not a question of some persons having to bear the cost for some elusive “overall social good.”  Instead, the question is whether some persons must bear the inescapable cost for the sake of other persons.  Robert Nozick, for example, argues that to use a person in this way does not sufficiently respect and take account of the fact that he is a separate person, that his is the only life he has.”  But why is this not equally true of all those whom we do not save through our failure to act?  By emphasizing solely the one who must bear the cost if we act, we fail to sufficiently respect and take account of the many other separate persons, each with only one life, who will bear the cost of our inaction.  In such a situation, what would a conscientious Kantian agent, an agent motivated by the unconditional value of rational beings, choose?  A morally good agent recognizes that the basis of all particular duties is the principle that “rational nature exists as an end in itself” (GMM 429).  Rational nature as such is the supreme objective end of all conduct.  If one truly believes that all rational beings have an equal value, then the rational solution to such a dilemma involves maximally promoting the lives and liberties of as many rational beings as possible (chapter 5).  In order to avoid this conclusion, the non-consequentialist Kantian needs to justify agent-centered constraints.  As we saw in chapter 1, however, even most Kantian deontologists recognize that agent-centered constraints require a non-value-based rationale.  But we have seen that Kant’s normative theory is based on an unconditionally valuable end.  How can a concern for the value of rational beings lead to a refusal to sacrifice rational beings even when this would prevent other more extensive losses of rational beings?  If the moral law is based on the value of rational beings and their ends, then what is the rationale for prohibiting a moral agent from maximally promoting these two tiers of value?  If I sacrifice some for the sake for others, I do not use them arbitrarily, and I do not deny the unconditional value of rational beings.  Persons may have “dignity, that is, an unconditional and incomparable worth” that transcends any market value ( GMM 436)., but persons also have a fundamental equality that dictates that some must sometimes give way for the sake of others (chapter 5 and 7).  The concept of the end-in-itself does not support th view that we may never force another to bear some cost in order to benefit others.  If one focuses on the equal value of all rational beings, the equal consideration suggests that one may have to sacrifice some to save many.
Util is the best framework because it puts everyone on equal standing

Takala, 03 (Tuija, Ph.D., is Docent of Practical Philosophy in the Department of Moral and Social Philosophy, University of Helsinki, Finland, 2003, “Utilitarianism Shot Down by Its Own Men?”, http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayFulltext?type=6&fid=170206&jid=CQH&volumeId=12&issueId=04&aid=170205&bodyId=&membershipNumber=&societyETOCSession=&fulltextType=RA&fileId=S0963180103124152)

I think that we need ethics for the real world, and I believe that some form of utilitarianism would be the best candidate for this. This is why I would not like to see utilitarianism shot down by John Harris and Julian Savulescu. To me, if not to anybody else, utilitarianism is the truly sensitive moral theory. Unlike deontological and teleological views, which concentrate on some privileged sensibilities, utilitarianism does not discriminate between them but takes everybody's feelings equally into account. I do not know whether Harris and Savulescu count themselves as utilitarians. Harris has always been reluctant to reveal his methodology and normative background, 24 although every now and then he admits to consequentialist tendencies. 25 Savulescu has been equally silent about his philosophical leanings, but he has in his latest work explicitly employed Rawlsian and utilitarian doctrines. 26 Consequentialist elements are visible in their views, but the strong emphasis on reason could also put them in the same group with many deontological thinkers. The question is, of course, ultimately, academic. The classification of the doctrines is, after all, a question of definition, and it can be done in any number of ways. My actual concern here is that, as long as Harris and Savulescu are perceived as utilitarians, their commitment to rationalism continues to contribute to the theory's already bad reputation, and the doctrine that I think should be given more room in bioethics is unfairly and unnecessarily dismissed from many ethical discussions. I do not claim that utilitarianism is, in any of its existing forms, the perfect moral doctrine, but I do think that it provides great tools for multicultural discussion. This, however, is only true provided that the theory does not claim superior knowledge of what is rational and therefore also morally right. Utilitarianism's strength in most of its (other) forms is that it holds everyone's pains and pleasures to be of equal worth and lets those experiencing them be the ultimate judges of their value. The doctrine was, and could still be, a viable alternative to deontological and teleological models and to their more restrictive views on the morally right. If, on the other hand, it becomes just another factory of categorical solutions—and especially when its solutions are such that many people find them immoral and repugnant—I see very little future for the doctrine. Do not get me wrong here. Personally, I would go along with many normative suggestions presented by Harris and Savulescu. I just think that there are other accounts of rationality and that perhaps ethics is not only about rationality. I do not think that they, or anyone else, have really been able to justify why their “one truth” should matter to people who hold different moral ideas. The fact that their model is, in their view, “rational” is not a sufficient reason.
Discourse Not First
Discourse Doesn’t Shape Reality

O’Tuathail, 96 (Gearóid, Professor of Government and International Affairs, Virginia Tech, The patterned mess of history and the writing of critical geopolitics: a reply to Dalby, Political Geography 15:6/7, p 661-5 http://www.nvc.vt.edu/toalg/Website/Publish/miscellaneous/DalbyResponse.htm)
While theoretical debates at academic conferences are important to academics, the discourse and concerns of foreign policy decision makers are quite different, so different that they constitutes a distinctive problem-solving theory-averse policy making sub-culture. There is a danger that academics assume that the discourses they engage are more significant in the practice of foreign policy and the exercise of power than they really are. This is not, however, to minimize the obvious importance of academia as a general institutional structure among many which sustain certain epistemic communities in particular states. In general, I do not disagree with Dalby's fourth point about politics and discourse except to note that his statement -- "Precisely because reality could be represented in particular ways political decisions could be taken, troops and material moved and war fought" -- evades the important question of agency I noted in my review essay. The assumption that it is representations that make action possible is inadequate by itself. Political, military and economic structures, institutions, discursive networks and leadership are all crucial in explaining social action and should be theorized together with representational practices. Both here and earlier, Dalby's reasoning inclines towards a form of idealism. In response to Dalby's fifth point (with its three subpoints), it is worth noting, first, that his book is about the CPD not the Reagan administration. He analyzes certain CPD discourses not the geographical reasoning practices of the Reagan administration nor its public policy reasoning on national security. Dalby's book is narrowly textual; the general contextuality of the Reagan administration is not dealt with in the book. Second, let me simply note that I find that the distinction between critical theorists and post-structuralists is a little too rigidly and heroically drawn by Dalby and others. Third, Dalby's interpretation of the reconceptualization of national security in Moscow as heavily influenced by dissident peace researchers in Europe is highly idealist, an interpretation that ignores the structural and ideological crises facing the Soviet elite at that time. Gorbachev's reforms and his new security discourse were also strongly self-interested, an ultimately futile attempt to save the Communist Party and a discredited regime of power from disintegration. The issues raised by Simon Dalby in his comment are important ones for all those interested in the practice of critical geopolitics. While I agree with Dalby that questions of discourse are extremely important ones for political geographer's to engage, there is a danger of fetishizing this concern with discourse so that we neglect the institutional and the sociological, the materialist and the cultural, the political and the geographical contexts within which particular discursive strategies become significant. Critical geopolitics, in other words, should not be a prisoner of the sweeping ahistorical cant that sometimes accompanies "post-structuralism" nor convenient reading strategies like the identity politics narrative; it needs to always be open to the patterned mess that is human history. 

(Negative(
**AT: Cede The Political**

Our criticism is legitimate- their author admits politics will have to change before reentering would be productive.

Boggs 97

“The Great Retreat: Decline of the Public Sphere in Late Twentieth-Century America” Carl Boggs, Professor of Social Sciences at National University in Los Angeles, Adjunct Professor at Antioch University in Los Angeles, “Theory and Society,” Vol. 26, No. 6 (Dec., 1997), pp. 741-780 <http://www.jstor.org/stable/657934>//DoeS
At the same time, any process of repoliticization will have to be carried out in a context where the whole field of political activity has been fundamentally altered. One of the major effects of corporate colonization is what Ulrich Beck refers to as the ``systemic transformation of the political'' ^ the considerable loss of power in the centralized political system itself, severely reducing its capacity to plan, regulate, and intervene in effective ways. As Beck observes: ``The concepts, foundations, and instruments of politics (and non-politics) are becoming unclear, open and in need of a historically new determination.'' 76 Where the Hobbesian ``solution'' to fragmentation or extreme localism does not or cannot work owing to historical and cultural traditions, the push toward decentralization may be irreversible. Many of the conventional functions of government will be more difficult to perform according to a model where strong leaders exercise more or less unchallenged authority. Hence a truly revitalized politics will have to be more open and collective, more decentralized, and more infused with civic virtues as the conditions favoring a single center of politics erode. 

The argument that now is not the time for critique is the reason that now is key – critique disrupts conventional politics and forces a rethinking of the status quo

Wendy Brown, professor of political science at UC-Berkeley, 2005, “Edgework: Critical Essays on Knowledge and Politics”, http://press.princeton.edu/chapters/s8079.html, JPW

Despite the variation in their political significance, these three political episodes feature a common conservative and moralizing rejection of critique as untimely. "It is not the time," declare the workers in the political trenches to the critics, a retort that invokes time in the triple sense of (1) the timing relevant to successful political campaigns, (2) the constrained or dark political times we feel ourselves to be in, and (3) appropriateness, mannerliness, or civility--timeliness as temperateness about when, how, and where one raises certain issues or mentions certain problems.4 The first sense is concerned with strategy and efficiency in reaching a defined political end, the second speaks to holding back the dark, and the third invokes maturity and propriety against infantilism or indecorousness. Critique is taken to be at best irrelevant, at worst damaging, to the value represented by each.  The rebuff of critical theory as untimely provides the core matter of the affirmative case for it. Critical theory is essential in dark times not for the sake of sustaining utopian hopes, making flamboyant interventions, or staging irreverent protests, but rather to contest the very senses of time invoked to declare critique untimely. If the charge of untimeliness inevitably also fixes time, then disrupting this fixity is crucial to keeping the times from closing in on us. It is a way of reclaiming the present from the conservative hold on it that is borne by the charge of untimeliness.  To insist on the value of untimely political critique is not, then, to refuse the problem of time or timing in politics but rather to contest settled accounts of what time it is, what the times are, and what political tempo and temporality we should hew to in political life. Untimeliness deployed as an effective intellectual and political strategy, far from being a gesture of indifference to time, is a bid to reset time. Intellectual and political strategies of successful untimeliness therefore depend on a close engagement with time in every sense of the word. They are concerned with timing and tempo. They involve efforts to grasp the times by thinking against the times. They attempt, as Nietzsche put it, to "overcome the present" by puncturing the present's "overvaluation of itself,"5 an overcoming whose aim is to breathe new possibility into the age. If our times are dark, what could be more important? 

Critical theory cannot be bound by politics and doesn’t kill off movements

Wendy Brown, professor of political science at UC-Berkeley, 2005, “Edgework: Critical Essays on Knowledge and Politics”, http://press.princeton.edu/chapters/s8079.html, JPW

On the one hand, critical theory cannot let itself be bound by political exigency; indeed, it has something of an obligation to refuse such exigency. While there are always decisive choices to be made in the political realm (whom to vote for, what policies to support or oppose, what action to take or defer), these very delimitations of choice are often themselves the material of critical theory. Here we might remind ourselves that prising apart immediate political constraints from intellectual ones is one path to being "governed a little less" in Foucault's sense. Yet allowing thinking its wildness beyond the immediate in order to reset the possibilities of the immediate is also how this degov-erning rearticulates critical theory and politics after disarticulating them; critical theory comes back to politics offering a different sense of the times and a different sense of time. It is also important to remember that the "immediate choices" are just that and often last no longer than a political season (exemplified by the fact that the political conundrums with which this essay opened will be dated if not forgotten by the time this book is published). Nor is the argument convincing that critical theory threatens the possibility of holding back the political dark. It is difficult to name a single instance in which critical theory has killed off a progressive political project. Critical theory is not what makes progressive political projects fail; at worst it might give them bad conscience, at best it renews their imaginative reach and vigor.  On the other hand, critical theory concerned with politics is modestly bound not only to speak to the times but also to affirm them. In its historical-mindedness, critical theory is distinct both from normative moral theory, in its general refusal of historical specificity for its norms, and from utopian intellectual exercises, which attempt to leap out of history. But critical theory focused on political life is not negation, destruction, or nihilism; rather, critical theory aims to render crisis into knowledge, and to orient us in the darkness. Critique that does not affirm life, affirm value, and above all affirm possibilities in the present and the future, while certainly possible, is not making a bid for political power and hence cannot be understood as political. This does not mean that critiques must carry a full-blown political vision, declare "what is to be done," or advance transcendental or universal norms. But critical theory as political theory cannot get off the block without affirming contestable and contingent values, values that are themselves an affirmation of this world, and this time. 
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