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The affirmative’s attempt to explore space reflects an insatiable urge to colonize and dominate.  Going to space does not resolve problems on earth – it merely expands the destructive potential of our worst impulses 

Bormann and Sheehan, 2009 (Natalie Bormann, Department of Politics, Northeastern University, Boston, and Michael Sheehan, Professor of International Relations at Swansea University, Securing Outer Space, 2009, p. 1-3)

For fifty years, much of our thinking about socio-political, economic and military-related issues were defined, shaped and driven by the Cold War and the central icy of a comfortable paradox - that of a bipolar nuclear confrontation. A decade and a half after the end of that confrontation we are still deemed to be living in a period, the 'post'-Cold War era, that is defined only in relation to the preceding one. And while there is a strong temptation, if* not an expectation, for some scholars to adhere to these well-known and totalizing terms of the debate, for others the past two generations have been animated by a different, and pervasive, intervention - the 'space age'. The movement of humanity into space and the development of satellite technology in retrospect may well appear as the defining characteristic of this period.

The fiftieth anniversary of the beginning of the space age was marked on 4 October 2007. It was on this day, in 1957, that the Soviet Union launched Sputnik 1, the first satellite to be placed in orbit. This dramatic event not only ushered in the space era, it also triggered a set or questions regarding the assumptions and effects that were (and are) constitutive of this new endeavor: questions of the global, the international, the political, the ethical, the technical, the scientific, humankind and modernity — to name but a few. In what ways would these questions guide, alter and intervene with our activities in space? But also, in what ways would the space age guide, alter and intervene with these questions?

That day in October 1957 also marked the beginning of serious concerns regarding the modes and kinds of space activities that we would be witnessing, and these concerns were dominated from the outset by the fact that the first journey into space was accompanied by - if not entirely driven by - the Cold War arms race. The initial steps in the exploration of space were inexorably linked with pressures to militarize and securitize this new dimension. As a geographical realm that had hitherto been pristine in relation to mankind's warlike history, this immediate tendency for space exploration to be led by military rationales raised profound philosophical and political questions. What should the purpose of space activity be, and what should it not be? And how would we approach, understand and distinguish between military activities, civilian ones, commercial ones, and SO forth?

More than a half century later, the questions as to what we bring to space' as well as how space activities challenge us, and to what effects, seem ever more pressing. While the debate over some of the assumptions, modes and effects of the space age never truly abated, most of the contributors in this volume agree that there is sense of urgency in raising concern, re-conceptualizing the modes of the debate, and engaging critically with the limits and possibilities of the dimension of space vis-a-vis the political.

This sense of urgency reflects the revitalization of national space programmes, and particularly that of the United States and China since the start of the twenty-first century. In January 2004, at NASA headquarters, US President George W. Bush announced the need for a new vision for America's civilian and scientific space programme. This call culminated in a Commission's Report on Implementation of United States Space Exploration Policy, which emphasized the fundamental role of space for US technological leadership, economic validity, and most importantly, security. While this certainly stimulated the debate over the future direction of US space exploration, it has led many to express concern over the implicitly aggressive and ambitious endeavor of colonizing space in the form of calling upon the need for permanent access to and presence in space. A critical eye has also been cast on the Commission's endorsement of the privatization and commercialization of space and its support for implementing a far larger presence of private industry in space operations.

Certainly also at the forefront of the current debate on space activities are notions of its militarization and securitization. The deployment of technologies with the aim to secure, safeguard, defend and control certain assets, innovations and activities in space is presented to us as an inevitable and necessary development. It is argued that just as the development of reconnaissance aircraft in the Fitst World War led inexorably to the emergence of fighter aircraft to deny the enemy the ability to carry out such reconnaissance and then bombers to deliver weapons against targets that could be identified and reached from the air, so too has the 'multiplier effect' on military capabilities of satellites encouraged calls for the acquisition of space-based capabilities to defend one's own satellites and attack those of adversaries, and in the longer term, to place weapons in space that could attack targets on Earth. Here, the Bush administration's indication that it envisaged a prominent role for space-based weapons in the longer term as part of the controversial national missile defence system contributed to the atmosphere of controversy surrounding space policy.

[continued…no text removed]
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[continued…no text removed]

As space has become crucial to, and utilized by, far more international actors, so the political implications of space activities have multiplied. The members of the European Space Agency have pursued space development for economic, scientific and social reasons. Their model of international space Cooperation has been seen as offering an example to other areas of the world, particularly in their desire to avoid militarizing efforts. Yet even Europe has begun to develop military space capabilities, following a path that has already been pursued by other key states such as China and India, suggesting that there is an inevitability about the militarization, and perhaps ultimately the weaponization, of space. How we conceptualize space has therefore become of fundamental moral, political and strategic importance.

Outer space challenges the political imagination as it has always challenged the human imagination in many other fields. For millennia people have looked up to the stars and imagined it as the home of gods or the location of the afterlife. For centuries they have looked to it for answers about the physical nature of the universe and the place of mankind's ancestral home within it. And for decades, it has been seen as the supreme test for advanced technology. Space exploration is a driver of innovation, encouraging us to dream of what might be possible, to push back the boundaries of thought and to change the nature of ontological realities by drawing on novel epistemologies. The physical exploration of the solar system through the application of science and technology has been the visible demonstration of this.

The challenges that Space poses for political theory are profound. If space-is about the use of imagination, and the application of novel developments to create new possibilities for human progress, how has political theory and political reality responded to this challenge'? The answer, at least thus far, is both that it has changed everything, and that it has changed very little. For international law, most notably in the Outer Space Treaty, the denial of territoriality and limitations on sovereignty beyond planet Earth offers a fundamental challenge to the way in which international relations has been conceptualized and operationalized in the modern era. On the other hand, the dream of many, that humanity would leave behind its dark side as it entered space, has not been realized. For the most part, the exploration and utilization to space has reflected, not challenged, the political patterns and impulses that characterized twentieth-century politics and international relations. Propaganda, military rivalry, economic competition and exploitation, North—South discrimination and so on have extended their reach beyond the atmosphere. Industrialization and imperialism in the nineteenth century helped produce powerful new social theories, as well as new philosophy, political ideologies and conceptualizarions of the meaning of politics and the nature of human destiny. The realities of the space age demand novel social theories of the same order.
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Alternative – Reject the affirmative’s security logic – only resistance to the discourse of security can generate genuine political thought 
Mark Neocleous, Prof. of Government @ Brunel, 2008 [Critique of Security, 185-6]

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 remoeves 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,"' 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."' 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 or 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."'

***LINKS

Space colonization link

The aff’s utopian vision of colonization betrays a flawed dream of perfection, translating the worst forms of violence into space

Jim Pass, founder of the subdiscipline of astrosociology, and Albert Harrison, professor emeritus in the department of psychology at UC Davis, September 2007, AIAA “Shifting from Airports to Spaceports: An Astrosociological Model of Social Change toward Spacefaring societies”, http://www.astrosociology.com/library/pdf/contributions/space%202007%20articles/airports%20to%20spaceports.pdf / KX

Utopias and idea types represent entirely different concepts. The first describes a desired “perfect” society. The latter describes a description of a “typical” social organization of a specific type of social structure. It may focus on an entire social system, as in the present case, or it may describe a part of a social system such as a bureaucracy or other social structure. A. Utopian Limitations Much of the writing about societies in space has a utopian flavor. That is, visionaries assure us that we will leave our problems behind as we re-establish ourselves in space. Rapidly advancing technologies will keep us healthy, productive, and in good spirits and new social orders will eliminate poverty, discrimination, and war. As “the final frontier,” space has been likened to the American west in the 19th century, a vast untapped reservoir of resources which offers salvation for hoards of emigrants from crowded, poverty-stricken, stagnant parts of the world. However, unlike the American west (which now includes some of America’s most populous states), the final frontier is endless and will never close. Robert Zubrin, for example, has developed exciting lists of economic, social, and personal advantages to emigration to the high frontier. Utopian views of communities in space include huge, uncluttered spacecraft; spacious orbiting platforms, architecturally stunning lunar bases with panoramic views. The luxurious space colonies envisioned by Gerard K. O’Neill certainly have a utopian flavor, and utopian overtones are inescapable in Marshall Savage’s Millennial Project which promises, through the shrewd use of resources, novel technology and ingenious social arrangements to help us “colonize the galaxy in eight easy steps” within the next thousand years. Other writers have identified themes of salvation in the conquest of space. The best and brightest Americans – the astronauts – soar to the heavens where they seek perfection and redemption among the stars. Apart from when these are pressed upon us by the reality of upcoming missions, rarely, if ever do we find realistic discussions of the challenges and difficulties associated with life in space that are unavoidably characterized by a high reliance on high technology and therefore susceptible to equipment malfunctions and crop failures. Today’s real space stations look like dragonflies rather than pinnacles or aesthetic achievement. Their interiors are cramped, rather than spacious, cluttered rather than highly organized, dirty rather than clean, and crews survive because of improvisation as well as plan. Ambient noise levels approximate those one would expect in riding in an old-fashioned rear-engine VW bug, there is little or no privacy; and the air contains food particles and flecks of spittle, and is pungent with the aroma of unwashed bodies. Whether in upstate New York, the heart of Utah, or the entirety of Soviet Russia, utopian societies have never quite lived up to expectations and there is no reason to expect something different in space. Today, space is the province of a small, highly selected, and superbly trained group of consummate professionals. These high achievers are among society’s best. If space industrialization and tourism continue, however, there will be relentless pressure to “lower the bar” so that more and more people qualify to live and work in space. Additionally, in the interests of economy, rather than undergoing years of preparation, laborers, technologists and tourists will have only minimal training before launch. The powerful legal and public relations apparatus that enables NASA to protect the mythic image of “the right stuff” will not extend to workers and tourists. Like societies on the Earth, societies in space will have a seamy side or develop an underlife: that is, become riddled with problems that societies can suppress but not eliminate. These social problems include substance abuse, illicit sex, black market trading, theft, violence, racism, as well as full panoply of crimes and misdemeanors. 
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The US would go to space in order to colonize it – the plan moves us into the Final Frontier
David Grondin Ph.D., Political Science (International Relations and American Studies), Université du Québec à Montréal, Montréal, 2008 M.A., International Relations, University of Toronto, Toronto, 2001 B.A., American History, Université du Québec à Montréal, Montréal, 2000, 2009, Securing Outer Space: International Relations Theory and the Politics of Space, 7. The (power) politics of space: the US astropolitical discourse on global dominance in the War on Terror, Chapter seven 
Space is conceived as being "more than a place. It is a set of opportunities, a new dimension of warfare, a final frontier. ... By 2025 it is very likely that Space will be to the air as air is to cavalry today" (US Air Force 2025, quoted in Huntley 2005: 75). In the United States Space Command Vision for 2020, two objectives associated with Space dominance and weaponization are clearly stared: "US Space Command — dominating the Space dimension of military operations to protect US interests and investment. Integrating Space Forces into warfighting capabilities across the full spectrum of conflict" (USSPACE-COM 1998: 3). Then with the Space Commission Report, the US are warned of a "Space Pearl Harbor" (2001: xiii) and the recommendations are formulated in such a way that the US should embark on a Space weaponization course should national security require it. Finally, the new NSP now really sets out enforcing how Space is a vital interest for the United States and how national security Space is high among the nation's priorities (NSP 2006). This line of argument is usually linked to technological capacities. By * asserting that other countries operate in Space, that conflicts are "natural" between humans - which brings the obvious "so why would it be different in Space" - technologies of power take the lead and one is left with devising what Space control strategy will be best and what one wants "to control, for how long, and foi^what purposes?" (Lambakis 2001: 281). In a context where one portrays the situation as one where US aerospace industry is "held back" by^the rest of the world only for fear of potential conflicts that will evolve into Space warfighting because of a renewed arms race (Lambakis 2001: 282), the claim to let technology drive the policy and the political is not disinterested - albeit ill-advised - and definitely not a sure bet. For Space warriors such as Dolman and Lambakis, Space weaponization then appears to be not so much related to the security issue, but more so to the maintenance of a strong defence and aerospace industry. The technological takes over as the political is eclipsed by the military professionals. For Space warriors, with 9/11 and the War on Terror, a "Space Pearl Harbor" is always possible and a logic of security - coupled with (military) technology — drives their analysis. In Lambakis' words: We should never take anything having to do with Space (especially access to Space or freedom to operate in Space) for granted, and we should never unnecessarily limit our options. Dominance provides our leadership and our commanders' options in life or death situations. To not use the best and the latest in weaponry because our enemy does not have it or because it will not allow a fair fight is foolish. Where we are not militarily dominant and take our security for granted, there we are at risk of a future "September 11". (Lambakis 2003: 82) Fortunately, there is still debate going on because the policy-makers have not taken yet all the decisions and deployed all means to ensure the realization of Space weaponization (Waldrop 2005: 39), though the future is not so bright. If it were left to military leaders and professionals of Space, and it is not as Roger Handberg reminds us (2004: 78-88), Space weaponization would occur logically, if not naturally. When one assesses where the political leaders stand regarding this issue, what one can find out by consulting the NSS, the NMS and the NSP, one rapidly realizes that the political seems to go in the same direction as the military, even though the step towards Space weaponization is not as clearly acknowledged or enunciated as what one finds in the doctrinal documents of the US Air Force and Navy. It does however highlight that it supports such a path if it is to be essential to US national security and homeland security.
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Exploration into space is tied to the development of space weapons and surveillance that turns the Earth into a global panopticon.
Peter Dickens and James S. Ormrod, Univerity of Essex, 2007, “Outer Space and Internal Nature: Towards a Sociology of the 

Universe” Sociology 2007 41: 609 (British Sociological Association)

While pro-space activists and others are daydreaming about fantastical and yet seemingly benign things to do in outer space, socially and militarily dominant institutions are actively rationalizing, humanizing and commodifying outer space for real, material, ends. The cosmos is being used as a way of extending economic empires on Earth and monitoring those individuals who are excluded from this mission. On a day-to-day level, communications satellites are being used to promote predominantly ‘Western’ cultures and ways of life. They also enable the vast capital flows so crucial to the global capitalist economy. Since the 1950s, outer space has been envisaged as ‘the new high ground’ for the worldwide exercise of military power. The ‘weaponization of space’ has been proceeding rapidly as part of the so-called ‘War on Terror’ (Langley, 2004). The American military, heavily lobbied by corporations such as Lockheed Martin, Raytheon and Boeing, is now making new ‘Star Wars’ systems. These have been under development for over 30 years but are now being adapted to root out and destroy ‘terrorists’, if necessary with the aid of ‘smart’ nuclear weapons. American government spending on the Missile Defence Program jumped by 22 percent in 2004, reaching the huge sum of $8.3 billion (Langley, 2004). The unreal and almost certainly unobtainable objective is to create a new kind of ‘pure war’ in which terrorists are surgically pinpointed and killed while local civilians remain uninjured (Virilio, 1998; Virilio and Lotringer, 1998). Meanwhile, and paralleling the weaponization of space, surveillance satellites have also been much enhanced. Although originally developed for military purposes, they are now increasingly deployed to monitor nonmilitary populations, creating a global, orbital panopticon. Workers in British warehouses are even being tagged and monitored by satellite to ensure maximum productivity (Hencke, 2005). For those elites in positions of power over the universe, as for pro-space activists, the universe is experienced as an object to be placed in the service of human wants and desires. However, for those with less privileged access to the heavens, the universe is far from being such an object – their relationship with it is more fearful and alienated than ever before. 

Exploration into space has the same fear-based controlling effect on the public’s relation to the universe as the panopticon. 

Peter Dickens and James S. Ormrod, Univerity of Essex, 2007, “Outer Space and Internal Nature: Towards a Sociology of the 

Universe” Sociology 2007 41: 609 (British Sociological Association)

There are two mechanisms through which the majority of the world’s population are kept in a state of reverence towards the cosmos. Both go towards constructing it as a subject, a powerful agent in its own right, and one dominating Earthly affairs. This is a scenario with a long history stretching back to early Greece and into Parsons’ ‘cosmological societies’ (Parsons, 1966; see also Assmann, 2002), and witnessed in E.B. Tylor’s animistic tribal religions. The first is a sense of fear related to the kinds of military and surveillance applications mentioned above. The second is a feeling of inadequacy in the face of contemporary cosmological theory. There is a direct parallel between Bentham’s panopticon and this new orbital or ‘planetary’ panopticon (Whitaker, 2000). Both involve a watchstation up on high that watches deviant populations, and in neither case do the monitored have any knowledge of whether or not they are being watched. Foucault (1977) argued that this results in the watched regulating their own behaviour and conforming to the required social order. There are signs that the orbital panopticon is having a similar effect on people’s subjectivity and relationship with the universe. The ‘eye in the sky’ reinforces the idea that the heavens are distinct from Earthly affairs as far as monitored populations are concerned; a remystification of, and alienation from, the universe, which reduces people to passive conformists. Those able to utilize satellite technology have symbolically replaced God in the Heavens: the American military, for example, gaining a ‘God’s eye view’ over the planet (Weiner, 2004). Public knowledge that wars from space can be conducted instantaneously, without the possibility of forewarning or resistance, furthers this fear that parallels pre-modern anxiety in the face of angry and punishing gods in the sky. US plans to construct ‘rods from God’, tungsten rods suspended from a satellite that can be dropped on targets on Earth with the impact of a nuclear explosion, play on this kind of sentiment. 

Space colonization link

The exploration and development of space is tied to the development of technology, which leads to the instrumentalization and extension of war in outer space.

C. Peoples. 09 Securing Outer Space: Haunted Dreams, Natalie Bormann and Michael Sheehan, Wearset Ltd. Pg 91-107
It might be wondered, however, as to why particularly we should revisit Crit¬ical Theory in light of the resurgent debate on the militarizarion/weaponization of space. Certainly the rhetoric surrounding both the military and non-military use of space in the case of the United States, which has tended to stimulate the greatest debate in this regard, is pervaded by the language of domination underpinned by an assumption of technological supremacy. Indeed, pace Agamben, some have gone so far as to atgue that current research into space weapons that could 'target anyone, anywhere, at anytime* potrends the reduc¬tion of all life to 'bare life'.1 Whether or nor this assumption is backed up either by actual technological advances or funding is less easy to verify.6 But recent policy discourse surrounding US space technology is certainly replete with aspirations of 'dominance', and related concepts such as 'space control' and 'space superiority'. Representative of this is the US National Space Policy, released in August, 2006 which states that:

The United States considers space capabilities - including the ground and space segments and supporting links - vital to its national interests. Consistent with this policy, the United States will: preserve irs rights, capabilities, and freedom of action in space; dissuade or deter others from either impeding those rights or developing capabiliries intended to do so; take those actions necessary to protect its space capabilities; respond to interference; and deny, if necessary, adversaries the use of space capabilities hostile to US national interests. (US 2006) This follows on the back of a persistent fascination with space as 'the ultimate highground' for both civil and military purposes (Wolfowitz 2002), the des¬ignation of space as within Joint Vision 2020's mandate of 'full spectrum dominance',7 the elevation of the concept of 'Space Control' ('the ability to assure access to space, freedom of operations within the space medium, and an ability to deny others the use of space, if required'8) within US air and space doctrine, as well as references by American military officials to the 'importance of dominating space in peace and war'. (France 2000).

The role of space surveillance and communications technologies during the Gulf War df 199*T, the US-led strike on Afghanistan and the invasion of Iraq in 2003 lend substance to this stated centrality of space dominance to US military capacity. In addition the latent 'dual-use' potentialities of missile defence technologies - whether in terms of using deployed Ground-Based or Sea-Based Missile Defense as a rudimentary form of anti-satellite or ASAT weapon (as was effectively illustrated by the US Jn its strike against an American spy-satellite in February 2008) or the offensive potential of ostensibly defensive technologies in development such as the 'NFIRE' and Space-Based Laser (SBL) - have raised further questions about the potential use of space as a theatre of war.jn its own right as well as a 'force multiplier' for conventional terrestrial conflicts (DeBlois et al. 2008).

Much of this current debate invites parallels with the period of the space weapons fantasies of the 1950s and 1960s and Marcuie's ensuing analysis. Certainly there are echoes of von Braun's proposed orbital bombing plat¬forms in recent discussions of 'Long-Rod Penetrarors' - satellites used to deliver projectile weapons from orbit (DeBlois et al. 2008: 70). Indeed,

Neufeld argues that von Braun is a 'forgotten forerunner to space power theory', most notably being the first person to use the term 'space superior¬ity', the antecedent ro today's concepts of space control and dominance, in print (Neufeld 2006: 52). Likewise, Marcuse's war-gamers at RAND have their contempotary equivalent in simulations of space conflict in the '2010 and 2020 time frame' that invariably end up in escalated, even nuclear, con¬flict where players recommend space weaponimion in the interim as a panacea (DeBlois et al. 2008: 66). It would be tempting to read American space policy in this regard in terms of Marcuse's asserrion that:

Technological rationality reveals its political character as it becomes the great vehicle of better domination, creating a truly totalitarian universe in which society and nature, mind and body are kept in a state of permanent mobilization for the defense of this universe?

To do so would of course be taking Marcuse's use of the term 'universe' too lit-erally; even the 'discursive universe' surrounding American policy on space is not entirely closed, as objections to the bellicose nature of the current US stance attest to.10 At the same time, Marcuse's foreboding reading of the nature of technological development in One-Dimensional Man and elsewhere might at the very least provide a cautionary reminder of the latent negative consequences of increasing technological sophistication, most obviously in weapons of war. As in Coker's reading of Adotno cited earlier, Douglas Kellner argues that '[Marcuse] feared that more sophisticated technologies would "instrumentalize" war and produce ever more brutal forms of destruction — a vision amply con¬firmed in the Vietnam and Persian Gulf wars'.11 We could, arguably, easily extend this analysis to contemporary US space policy as illustrated above.

Space colonization link

The US has empirically and will securitize—only stopping it now solves
David Grondin Ph.D., Political Science (International Relations and American Studies), Université du Québec à Montréal, Montréal, 2008 M.A., International Relations, University of Toronto, Toronto, 2001 B.A., American History, Université du Québec à Montréal, Montréal, 2000, 2009, Securing Outer Space: International Relations Theory and the Politics of Space, 7. The (power) politics of space: the US astropolitical discourse on global dominance in the War on Terror, Chapter seven 
If one considers that political rhetoric creates political reality that may serve as bases for decisions, it appears fundamental to assess how the US wishes to securitize Outer Space with its will to achieve full-spectrum dominance in all battlespaces, as stated in the 2004 and 1997 National Military Strategies. Deeply anchored in the War on Terror cartography, where 9/11 serves as the ultimate justification since "one must prepare militarily for the worst since the worst has happened" (or so it goes), the US state places itself in a state of insecurity by saying that even if no one may inflict casualties in Space, nothing can guarantee that it will not happen in the future. This is why they prefer to try this likelihood and securitize Outer Space as pare of the homeland security strategy. The paradox of the securitization and Americanization of Outer Space is that it could further lead to its very opposite by making Space weaponization possible, if not inevitable. Indeed, as Wade Huntley aptly points out, "Insofar as the weaponization of Space represents the 'cutting edge' and highest ambitions of military primacy, it also represents the height of this folly" (Huntley 2005: 83). In rebutting most US astropolitical discourses, I find myself at odds with the logic of national security and securitization of Space that pervades US governmentality. I do not believe that arms control is given a fair trial by its opponents or even by some of its main defenders in US astropolitical discourse. When people are certain and need enemies to develop strategy, then maybe some questions have not been raised - above all, how these "threats", "dangers" and "enemies" are socially constructed. This was one lesson to be drawn by US decision-makers from a faulty Cold War ideography and which they have so far failed to acknowledge for the War on Terror. There are "unknowns" and one cannot be sure of how the events will unfold if the US goes further along a path to Space weaponization. In any case, it becomes even more problematic when security is trumped with technology for there is no way — so it seems — to argue against the desire of global (read absolute) security, especially when it comes from the most powerful state. One is brought back to1the realities of the global homeland security state. One is doomed to either accept the logic of terror — that inexorably goes with the logic of global security - or reject it. I choose the latter.

Space colonization only opens our hegemonic wings

Peter Redfield, Professor of Anthropology at University of North Carolina, Bachelors degree from Harvard, M.A. and P.H.D from UC Berkeley, 2002, The Half-Life of Empire in Outer Space, JSTOR

In this paper, I take a related but slightly different tack, emphasizing degrees of distance within locality, and examining intersections of place, power and time implicit in the location and operation of a vast technical network. For if we incorporate colonial history into our considerations of science and technology, do we not always, continually, need to ask what it might mean for something to be somewhere relative to somewhere else? My focus will rest directly on the spatial edge between metaphor and materiality used to distinguish global and local: the planet, united and bounded by its atmospheric limit, revealed and transcended by techno- science. The general argument I will advance here is that outer space reflects a practical shadow of empire.10 I mean by this two things. The first is that space represents a kind of stabilization of 'elsewhere', and its removal from the globe. From the very inception of influential modern dreams of space exploration, the masculine adventure of earthly colonialism was a constant referent, and the temporal pairing of rocket launches and the greatest anti-colonial movements only accentuated the parallel. Indeed, the realization of outer space - its initial domestication if you will - represents the effective provincialization of terrestrial empire from above. Once a few white men moved beyond the atmosphere they became newly, artificially human by virtue of the nonhuman space around them, cast as universal representatives by virtue of their transcendent, hazardous location. Once extended beyond the planet, modernity acquired the possibility of another geographic frame, intermingled with a new temporal order. Whatever the past may have been, the future was clearly out there, and everything else a local concerm. Aliens became extraterrestrials. The second way in which I want to link outer space and empire is the manner in which each enacts and represents place in terms of connection, dislocation and the possibility of an ever-longer network. Just as an imperial outpost signified not only itself but also the expansion of a metropolitan centre, so too a satellite link is both an immediate presence and a conduit beyodn the horizon. In a sense, outer space puts human place into three dimensions. This is simultaneously a highly practical matter, involving a material assemblage of launch vehicles and a swarming of satellites, and a representational one. For looking up from the ground implies a motion away from it. In a setting marked by colonial history such a motion is not neutral, as I hope to illustrate in French Guiana. First, however, I will review some of the more obvious traces of empire in dreams of space travel.
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The US would go to space to securitize it

David Grondin Ph.D., Political Science (International Relations and American Studies), Université du Québec à Montréal, Montréal, 2008 M.A., International Relations, University of Toronto, Toronto, 2001 B.A., American History, Université du Québec à Montréal, Montréal, 2000, 2009, Securing Outer Space: International Relations Theory and the Politics of Space, 7. The (power) politics of space: the US astropolitical discourse on global dominance in the War on Terror, Chapter seven 
forced to undertake military and policing operations abroad, the frontiers of the homeland are remapped to fit the nature of the global terrorist threat. As illustrates one excerpt from the 9/11 Commission Report, "In this sense, 9/II has taught us that terrorism against American interests 'over there' should be regarded just as we regard terrorism against America 'over here.' In this same sense, the Aimrican homeland is the planet" (9/11 Commission 2004: 362; my emphasis). Hence, with the War on Terror, the US has become a "global homeland", where the boundaries are produced global in scope, yet they remain unsettled and are constantly displaced depending on the situational context.As the 9/11 events and their diffusion through the global media networks revealed the interconnectedness of all political spaces of the globe, Baumann pushes for an assessment of the newfound "global space" as assuming "the character of a Jrontierland" (Baumann 2002: 83). In this very sense, there is no more secured place, as there is no more outside — in fact, what was previously outside has been displaced and assigned inside. . Rethinking the frontiers of the global space - the "globalness" (Fredriksson 2006) — to theorize about the relationships of politics and Space, one must rethink the relation that links a territorial state to a political space, even though one knows it to be a "fraught matter" (Dalby 2005: 417). The analytic framework upon which my argument stands is known as critical geopolitics, a Foucauldian power/knowledge approach in political geography which sees the fields of foreign policy and security studies as discursive spaces structured by contests between specialists and experts which compete for the acquisition of knowledge and resources that grants them authority and legitimacy. For a long time, geopolitics was associated with power politics and was taboo because of its intricate relationship with Nazi Germany. Due to the work of French Marxist political geographer Yves Lacoste, who wrote in 1976 his seminal work La géographie, ça sert dabord à faire la guerre (literally "Geography Is First and Foremost About Making War"), one was reminded that geography, as "the structuring of knowledge relating to space", is a form of strategic knowledge, a discourse of power/knowledge (Lacoste 1976 [1982]: 6-7; Ô Tuathail and Agnew 1992; Ô Tuathail 1996: 58, 160-168). As a critical poststructuralist attitude, critical geopolitics is itself a strategy that looks carefully at "the particular historicity and spatiality of the deployment of geopolitics as an indeterminate but nevertheless congealed form of power/knowledge. ... [It is a} geneaological approach to the problematic of the writing of global space by intellectuals of statecraft" (Ô Tuathail 1996: 143). It critically scrutinizes the "strategic surveyor's perspective of the foreign policy 'experts'" (Ô Tuathail 1996: 69). Conversely, the language of policymaking does not simply reflect "real" policy issues and problems; rather, it actively produces the issues with which policymakers deal and the specific problems that they confront. Geopolitics is seen as a discursive practice that tells how the world is thought, described, spatialized and written, as well as how these narratives work as political discourses (re)producing "reality". Critical geopolitics is therefore interested in addressing the hidden problems that are influenced by geo-politics (i.e. the relationship of power, space and politics), and which lie behind the scripting of global space: it seeks to destabilize the fixed presence, to question, and to be a question that critically assesses the bonding of "geo" and "politics" (Ô Tuathail 1996: 66-67; Agnew 2005: 160-161).
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Space exploration by the US is an inextricable link to the K—Global space will soon become an American space
David Grondin Ph.D., Political Science (International Relations and American Studies), Université du Québec à Montréal, Montréal, 2008 M.A., International Relations, University of Toronto, Toronto, 2001 B.A., American History, Université du Québec à Montréal, Montréal, 2000, 2009, Securing Outer Space: International Relations Theory and the Politics of Space, 7. The (power) politics of space: the US astropolitical discourse on global dominance in the War on Terror, Chapter seven 
The profound implications of the Global War on Terror and its desire for global security are that no space, place, site or body will be left unscripted, undisciplined and unsecured. How does the War on Terror connect with Outer Space and US astropolitics? Through the linkage of the Pentagon's new map for the War on Terror with the input of US astropolitical analysts that consider Space as an object of security and place to territorialize - to privatize — and the drive to Americanize and securitize the last frontier. In many regards, US astropolitical thinkers see Space as a territory, as a place to be "conquered" and "mastered"; it becomes the "last frontier", the "endless frontier" or the "New Frontier". Above all, Space is still largely seen as the "pristine frontier": it is a "naturally hostile environment" which could indeed be seen as the quintessential Hobbesian "state of nature" (Lord 2005: 4). Within the context of the War on Terror, where US strategic discourse sees a global terrorist threat as being ever possible, it thus seems that there can be no exception for Space as an American space. It is even done preventively as a secured Space while Others do not exist yet in Space (in fact, they do, as humans inhabit the International Space Station; but that's another story...). In this spatial inscription and securitization of the American identity in Space, the frontiers of the homeland are made global and are secured through a representation of dangers (with the exception of debris in Space which ate not categorized as "dangers"). By focusing on the Report of the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization (hereafter the Space Commission Report), that is the Rumsfeld 2001 Space Commission for the Management of Space in the national security strategy, one sees the application of the same reading that would later come with the War on Terror, albeit being more easily accepted as truthful assumptions. To that effect, a terrorist group or rogue state might try to hinder US spatial assets or those of its allies on which the US depends militarily and economically. In its 2004 National Military Strategy, the US steadfastly reaffirmed its will to constitute a global information grid and achieve a full spectrum-dominance in military matters. The US therefore wants to prevent any threat in outer space and protect its spatial activities and that of its allies. In coherence with the US global strategy of neoliberal global dominance, the US Space Command's hong Range Plan asserts that part of what is driving the US military Space programme is the need and will of trying to exert a control over the process of globalization: The United States will remain a global power and exert global leadership. ... The United States remains the only nation able to project power globally. ... Space commerce is increasingly integral to the global economy. Mi[itary.«4nd commercial uses of Space will become vital national interests for the United States. Achieving Space superiority during cq/iflicts will be critical to the US success on the battlefield. As a result, US strategic discourse tends to represent the US more and more as the provider of global security, and especially when one delves into the US astropolitical discourse, one ends up with a vision of the role of the US in outer space that echoes the idea of the US acting as a global security state. In that same line, the National Security Presidential Directive disclosed 6 October 2006 by the White House Office of Science and Technology' revealed the new US National Space Policy devised by George W. Bush which he signed 31 August 2006. It "establishes overarching national policy that governs the conduct of U.S. space activities" and supersedes the official US national space policy dating from the Clinton administration and which was signed 14 September 1996 as the Presidential1, Decision Directive/NSC-49/NSTC-8, National Space Policy. It is unequivocal in how it acknowledges all preceding official documents of The Americanization of Outer Space This brings me to discuss the (re)territorialization of outer space as an American space. This deterritorialization and reterritorialization are linked to the War on Terror, especially because of the protection of information, the detection, and the surveillance activities of the US, which are central in "hunting down" terrorists. The militarized securitization of the orbital space by the US comes along a technological matrix that also seeks the territorial ization of Space. This illustrates another manifestation of the US acting more and more as a "global security state the Bush administration and the previous ones in regard to military space power as it puts forth, in the background section of the document, that "Freedom of action in space is as important to the United States as air power and sea power" (NSP 2006; my emphasis). It also clearly sets as basic principles, among others, that," when acting for its national security.
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Empirically, the US has securitized any potential threat situations in the past and will do so again in space

David Grondin Ph.D., Political Science (International Relations and American Studies), Université du Québec à Montréal, Montréal, 2008 M.A., International Relations, University of Toronto, Toronto, 2001 B.A., American History, Université du Québec à Montréal, Montréal, 2000, 2009, Securing Outer Space: International Relations Theory and the Politics of Space, 7. The (power) politics of space: the US astropolitical discourse on global dominance in the War on Terror, Chapter seven

9/11 was constructed by US govemmentality as a nationalist and sovereigntist opportunity to reaffirm state power. In effect, the US "War on Terror" became an effort to re-securîtize the homeland, thus reactivating unquestionably the violence of the national security state. These attacks, which exemplified the power of an apparently de-territorialized non-state actor taking the form of a global terrorist network, gave the Bush administration and many realist analysts an impetus to celebrate the return of the "security state".4 However, with an attack on the US homeland, as threats may come from within as well as from abroad, the "boundaries" of the national security state exploded inwardly (Kaplan, 2002, 2003). The "enemy" could not only be a foreign Other anymore (at least not presumably); he may be American or he may strike on American soil. The Other was now an undefined terrorist, having no specific territorial base. United States' sovereignty especially mattered over all other forms of sovereignty in the administration's thinking when facing global threats such as global terrorism (Agathangelou and Ling 2004: 520). Pursuing this logic to its end, the US post-9/11 governmental discourse construed homeland security as total security and protection of the homeland. But what securing the homeland exactly entailed and what were then its boundaries were not crystal clear matters anymore either (as if they ever were). The geopolitical reasoning on which lay US defence planning documents readily accepts a security vision that translates in spatial representations of exclusion and of threatening Others foreign to the Self, that is, the US and the American nation, in a perspective where both are unified (Dalby, quoted in Devetak 2001: 194). States are never achieved as entities. In fact, a foreign policy's very conditions of possibility rests on the construction of the nation as a domestic space invested with a feeling of at-homeness that is opposed to an external space, depicted as foreign and threatening (Kaplan 2002: 111). National identity does not exist apart from the acts and discourses that constitute it and it is through a strategy of otherness, which consisted in defining what America is in opposition to what it was not, that US state leaders have been able to stabilize a more permanent definition of US national identity (Campbell 1998: 10, 31, 70, 196). In this perspective, securing national identity requires an emphasis put on the world's threatening and incomplete state of being and discourses of "danger" become understood as new theologies of truth about who "we" are by emphasizing who "we" are not and what "we" should fear. Following David Campbell's theorizing of US identity politics in Writing Security, I understand contemporary American foreign policy as a series of performative acts that attempt to (re)construct the American Self through a security/identity nexus that produces a "national security state" (Campbell 1998). If the US sovereign state remains one locus of power, the overlapping of the different layers of security strategies — of the national security strategy, the national strategy for homeland security and the national military strategy — makes it very hard to ascribe to national security a purview restricted to the traditional bordering of the United States. In effect, United States governmen-tality's desire for security has produced the term "homeland security" to mean "national security" as applied to what was once rendered as the protection of the "national" boundaries and to encompass global threats and dangers worldwide (Dalby 2005: 4l6). As the War on Terror is made global and the US is forced to undertake military and policing operations abroad, the frontiers of the homeland are remapped to fit the nature of the global terrorist threat. As illustrates one excerpt from the 9/11 Commission Report, "In this sense, 9/II has taught us that terrorism against American interests 'over there' should be regarded just as we regard terrorism against America 'over here.' In this same sense, the Aimrican homeland is the planet" (9/11 Commission 2004: 362; my emphasis). Hence, with the War on Terror, the US has become a "global homeland", where the boundaries are produced global in scope, yet they remain unsettled and are constantly displaced depending on the situational context.
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The increasing interest in exploring space must be coupled with an analysis of its negative effects.

C. Peoples. 09 Securing Outer Space: Haunted Dreams, Natalie Bormann and Michael Sheehan, Wearset Ltd. Pg 91-107
Where the Marcusian perspective arguably becomes more problematic, and certainly more provocative, is in its assertion that a stated desire to domi¬nate, such as that recurrent espoused within recent US space policy, are only rhe most obvious outward manifestation of an intrinsic connection between technology and domination; his contention that there is a barbarism latent in all technological 'progress'. Proponents of the military use of space as an aspect of current US policy are quick to point out that by space dominance they mean ensuring that the US preserves its access to space in all instances, not that the US should exercise complete control. Certainly, we might also want to refute the claim that technological innovation, in space as in any other realm, necessarily leads to domination. Here it is worth noting that Marcuse himself both dismissed the possibility that we might return to some kind of pre-technological culture and even at his most pessimistic still held out hope for what he termed as .'the chance of the alternatives''.

It [pre-technological culture} is an outdated and surpassed culture, and only dreams and childlike regressions can recapture it. But this culture is, in some of its decisive elements, also a post-technological one. Its most advanced images and positions seem to survive their absorption into administered comforts and stimuli; they continue to haunt the con-sciousness with the possibility of their rebirth in the consummation of technical progress. So, in short, there might still be a chance that technological development could encompass more emancipatory social ends - a view extendable once again, presumably, to space technologies. Space has consistently been the realm of dreams, of the fantastical, of (hu)man's striving to explore the unknown (Benjamin 2004) and imagination must certainly be required to think of alternative, less bellicose uses of space. As Wendy Brown notes in a different context, however, 'the figure of dreamwork taken up for political analysis ... promises to puncture the conceit of our innocence and virtue: dreams often tell us things we would rather not know about ourselves' (2006: 690). Nowhere is this more clearly illustrated than in the case of von Braun and his Rocket Team and their influence upon the US space programme, where the 'dream' metaphor is employed recurrently both by participants and in subsequent historical nar¬ratives. The conditions of the advancement of their 'dream' of space explo¬ration are, as was shown, somewhat opaque; even if the connections to forced libour and concentration camps are difficult to prove or disprove with final¬ity, the vagaries of the past continue to exert a haunting quality to, as Marcuse put it, 'the accomplishments of man - the space flights; the rockets and missiles'. As in Goya's painting, the sleep of reason produces monsters. In this sense, it is perhaps worthwhile tarrying with the negative potentiali¬ties of the military use of space, even if these potentialities are still only in their infancy and dreams of 'space control' seem as fantastical as Utopian visions for future spaceexploration and colonization (Radford 2006). Marcuse's approach is suggestive of a move from, to paraphrase one of his own works, technology to hauntology:12 current developments in space technology in the US in particular are haunted most immediately by the prospects for greater destructive capacity that they portend, but also by alternative visions for the use of space that they preclude. Marcuse argues that 'Naming the "things that are absent" is break¬ing the spell of the things that are' (1962: 68), and at the current moment there is a vitaLneed to point out not only the negative consequences of the weaponization of space, but also to understand the tendency to conceive of space within a militarized framework in the first place (think of the multiple visions of conflict in space that saturate the science fiction genre), and the rival ways of thinking about space that risk being marginalized as a result (for example, those with an emphasis on exploration or space, on outer space as a weapons free 'sanctuary', or less anthropocentric understandings of the cosmos). In short, a critical approach to the military use of space must tread a careful path between despondency and determinism in the face of the development of space technology, and the Utopian impulse so frequently associated with outer sp3ce. Without the former, the latter risks becoming blind idealism; without the latter, assessments of the negative potentialities of space technology risk becoming complicit in the promotion of these largely still nascent capacities. As Joel Whitebook puts it in a different context: The following question can still be raised: What is the fate of the transgressive-utopian impulse, given this new sobriety? For better or worse, that impulse will exist as long as people dream'; but 'Any process of enlightenment worth its name must engage the nocturnal' (Whitebook 1996: 301). In the case of the militarization of space this might be extended to all aspects of the nocturnal: the dark side of the history of space exploration; space nightmares as well as space dreams.
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The exploration of space and development of space technology both alienates and disempowers the average citizen of the Earth. Such actions favor the elites in both finances and study.

Peter Dickens and James S. Ormrod, Univerity of Essex, 2007, “Outer Space and Internal Nature: Towards a Sociology of the 

Universe” Sociology 2007 41: 609 (British Sociological Association)

The overwhelming response to our question on the possibility of putting weapons in space was a negative one. In fact, amongst those that did respond, this item produced the most passionate responses of all. Many respondents used words like ‘frightening’, ‘horrific’ and ‘appalling’ in their answers. Two people though were more positive about friendly nations developing space weapons. One older woman suggested they would be a great idea for targeting ‘thugs’, by which she was referring to ‘perverts, serial killers, Islamic fundamentalist killers, IRA killers’ [A1292]. Similarly, a town planner in his late 40s said he was not ‘especially against the idea of powerful cameras that can pinpoint individuals, given the age of terrorism that we live in’ [D3157]. As Bauman (1992) points out, Bentham’s intention was that people inside the panopticon would feel safe in their ordered world. The existence of weapons in space clearly provides some sort of comfort for some people. However, there is a tension between this and fear, insecurity and uncertainty about what is actually going on in space, reflected in a number of conspiracy theories amongst MO writers.4 Several respondents were sure that space weapons were being developed, which would appear to have a strong element of truth about it even if the exact extent of development is not widely known by the public. A few people believed that there were weapons in space already that we do not know about, or that we would not be told when they were. One woman was paranoid about satellite surveillance, and had heard that if you say ‘America’ and ‘bomb’ in the same sentence then someone will pick it up. She said she does not want to believe that, but that it was the sort of thing that President Bush (and his ‘fear-inducing paranoid rhetoric’) might be doing. The second mechanism relates to contemporary cosmology. Wide-scale deference is paid to cosmological models of the universe such as Big Bang/Big Crunch (theories that suggest the universe was created very rapidly from, and is collapsing towards, a singular point of origin). These models are, however, highly speculative, abstract and with little or no connection with lay people’s knowledge and experience.5 They have been made by cosmological elites analogous to the priests of Ancient Egypt, Ancient Greece and the Mediaeval era. And, like their pre-Enlightenment forebears, cosmologists such as Hawking claim special insights into the mind of God and the beginning and end of the universe. As Lerner puts it: Today Big Bang theorists see a universe much like that envisioned by the medieval scholars – a finite cosmos created ex nihilo, from nothing, whose perfection is in the past, which is degenerating to a final end. The perfect principles used to form this universe can be known only through pure reason, guided by authority, independent of observation. (1991: 6) The validity of claims made by theorists like Hawking must be taken on this authority, for they are beyond the grasp of the layperson. Copernicus when faced with the charge that his De Revolutionibus was inaccessible because of the volumes of equations it contained famously said that ‘mathematics is for mathematicians’. The public have not had the resources to criticize the working of the cosmological elite for some time, yet at least the model of the universe arising from Copernicus’ equations was comprehensible. Contemporary metacosmology involves such flights of fancy that this is no longer the case. Evidence for the relationship the public has with contemporary cosmology is again provided by the Mass Observation project. The general effect of the continued privileging of ‘scientific’ knowledge of the universe, and yet its increasing abstraction and mysticism, is confusion and alienation of people from the universe and our accumulated knowledge about it. This is particularly marked in those without a great deal of social or cultural capital, thus further undermining them. A lot of MO data comes from one of the demographics this most applies to: older women employed in or retired from routine work. The first comment they make is that although they are aware that great studies into the nature of the universe are being undertaken, the results are not made available to them, but remain the thing of a scientific and cultural elite: Undoubtedly there must have been much research and much learned over the years, but it doesn’t reach me. Also it seems a political activity by the few, rather than something in which the whole world can share. [C2654] Amongst others with a peripheral awareness of scientific research into the nature of the universe, there is a widespread feeling that the pace of change in such research is so fast that it would be impossible for them to keep track of it (and in this there is certainly some truth) [D2585]. The ease with which the scientific elite are able to about turn contributes to the sense that to be informed about the latest thinking about the universe is the privilege only of professional scientists [B89]. One only has to compare the feeling of ambivalence MO writers have towards contemporary cosmology to the centuries it took for Copernicus and Galileo’s heliocentrism to be accepted amidst social and religious furore to realize how much public involvement in the science of the universe has changed. Even when the public seek to engage with contemporary scientific abstraction, the more they read the more confused they seem to get. Whilst more male MO respondents purport to understand what they read, older women are generally open about the fact that they do not really understand it: Well what is 
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a universe and what is space? I may read more about it, but my understanding of it doesn’t increase – it’s all just too immense. When I look at the Milky Way and understand what it means and then relate it to infinity, my mind just shrivels and my brain gets tangled. [A1706] The result in some cases amongst this demographic of older women is complete confusion about what different theories exist and who believes in them. When discussing scientific theories, one writer reported that: Of course some persons think the Earth is flat and it is all a NASA con and others think the Earth is a big hollow ball with the sun inside it, all revolving. [A1292] This woman seemed to surrender to following scientists into mysticism (citing Stephen Hawking’s belief in ‘spacemen’ and atheist philosopher Anthony Flew’s religious conversion) in her words ‘because the universe is getting so complex’. The collusionary retreat into mysticism is therefore one response to the crisis in empirical astrophysics, but a more common one seems to be the distancing of the public from scientific knowledge and thus an alienation from the universe itself. This can have a crippling effect on the public’s esteem of their own knowledge base. One woman believed it was a failing in her that she was not more engaged with scientific theories of the universe [D156]. Another woman explained that: The only effect that these mind-blowing figures have on me is to make us feel no more important than a grain of sand. [B2605] In contrast to some of the grandiose and narcissistic over-estimations of the self witnessed in pro-space activists, this sentiment may not seem like such a bad one. But if it results in an emaciation of the self and the conceding of power to a scientific elite better able to grasp the enormity of the universe, then the consequences are potentially destructive.

Even if you are simply going to explore space, it will inevitably lead to securitizing

Natalie Bormann, Professor at the Department of Political Science. Prior to her affiliation with Northeastern University she held a position at the Watson Institute for International Studies, Brown University. She completed her PhD in International Politics in the UK, where she also taught at the Universities of Manchester and Edinburgh., 9, Securing Outerspace, chapter 5

On 14 January 2005 at NASA headquarters, President George W. Bush (2004) announced his plans to establish a permanent base on the Moon as part of this 'vision' for a US space exploration of the 'Moon, Mars and Beyond'. This was followed by an Executive Order to create a Commission tasked with examining and recommending the implementation of Bush's 'vision'. In a final report, shortly thereafter in June 2004, and entitled 'A Journey co Inspire, Innovate, and Discover', ihe President's Commission (2004) it was concluded that 'fundamental changes must take place in how the nation approaches space exploration and manages the vision for success'. While this, not surprisingly, stimulated the debate over the future direction of US space exploration it led many critics to express concern over the implicitly aggressive and ambitious endeavour to secure 'permanent access to and in Space*. The sense of military colonisation and occupation of outer space is what has led to conclude that the notion of space exploration is indeed deeply infatuated with the one of space wcaponisation. This seems most apparent in the pursuit of space policies centered on the theme of 'space control" and that are aimed at die control and policing of US 'areas' in outer space against the possible 'exploitation of Space and the denial of the use of Space by adversaries' (US Department of Defense 2001). In this regard, let us not forget that the US military had laid eyes on the Moon - hand-in-hand with its discovery - as a potential base for its military operations for quite some time (Moltz 2004). All in all, there is a clear sense that space is increasingly imagined as a sphere or field that cannot be separated from notions of possible combat and military operations. This is particularly so when one considers that space 'services' for existing military operations on the ground have become ubiquitous, and include satellite communications and satellite imaging of the Birth for government officials, intelligence ana¬lysts and military commanders. As known to most of us, US troops abroad rely increasingly on outer space forces (hat provide weather, communications, intelligence, missile warning and navigation. During Operation Desert Storm, for instance, coalition forces replied on outer space when warnings of SCUD missile attacks came from missile warning satellites (Moltz 2004). 
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The framing of their plan as “defense” and “neutral” is the logic that causes their impacts in the first place

Webb 9 (Dave Webb is a Professor of Engineering Modeling, Director of the 'Praxis Centre" (a multidisciplinary research centre for the 'Study of Information Technology to Peace, Conflict and Human Rights') and a member of the School of Applied Global Ethics at Leeds Metropolitan University. "Securing Outer Space"; "Space Weapons: Dream, nightmare or reality?" Routledge Critical Security Studies Series, 2009, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=Dmy5t_u1cuMC&oi=fnd&pg=PA221&dq=%22outer+space%22+exploration+David+Campbell+and+Der+Derian&ots=dQPUQlUUSf&sig=hkL0lVD-nWxDJ8JZwAgcCXuHs78#v=onepage&q&f=false, JT)

Conclusion

War in space is undesirable for a number of reasons - not least of which are the problems associated with space debris and the possibility of space-based weapons aimed at Earth — and most nations appear to be united in wishing to prevent weapons being stationed in space. However, the US is determined not to give up*its superiority and dominance in space technology and has consistently prevented progress in treaty negotiations and has in fact led space weapons development through missile defense and other programmes claiming them to be defensive rather than offensive. However, offence is often in the eyes of the beholder and other technologically capable (or near capable) states are concerned about the dominance and aggressive stance of the US in this area.

A major question often asked is what is the force behind the US drive to space dominance? Mow do major projects get huge amounts of funding when eminent scientists can show that they are not technically feasible? Are concerns about national security and a national faith in technological solutions to national and global problem too strong in the US? Does the drive come from a desire for world domination and control? Perhaps it is a mixture of many things. Certainly the aerospace and defense industry (and, increasingly, academia) is a major beneficiary in the effort to achieve full spectrum dominance*. It has been at the forefront of the development of a philosophy of security through strength with a role for the US as a global police force through technological superiority. This also fits well with some US right-wing political views concerning the destiny of America as world police and the Americans' trust in technology to eventually find solutions to seemingly insoluble problems.

Another possible influence on all this is a continuing decline in non-military public support for science and engineering programmes and training. The increasing reliance on industry to support military activities has meant that high technology projects in universities are often linked to military programmes. Students and groups such as the Scientists for Global Responsibility in the UK and the Union of Concerned Scientists in the US actively campaign on issues such as the ethical use of science and engineering and continue to lobby politicians but there has been little positive response from government. Therefore, there is little choke for those wanting to follow a career in engineering or science but to become an integral part of the 'military industrial complex' and contribute to the development of lucrative military projects. Now must be the time for scientists, engineers and politicians to seriously consider what might constitute a workable ethical policy on space. Although fears are that it is already too late.

At a time when satellite and missile-related technologies are growing rapidly, an international space weapons race cannot be the path to follow. Many nations and NGOs agree on a number of issues, including the desirability of the ethical and sustainable use of space. A firmly secure future can only be guaranteed if space remains weapon free and the increasing development of military-related space systems is limited (or ideally reversed) and rigorously monitored and controlled. If there is the will then it can be done. There is a significant role for the technologically able nations here. The world is seeing the warnings and suffering the consequences of ill-planned technological growth. Global warming is beginning to be taken seriously by the major energy and resource consumers. Urgent action is needed to prevent global disaster. Ignoring the environmental consequences of our actions is not an option and often results in human misery and suffering.

A significant step for humanity would be made if the nations of the world could develop a collective dream, a meaningful respect and trust that would enable an international agreement on the prevention of the weaponisation of space to be reached. To care enough to make a space environment free of war a reality.

General space link

Our space policy is grounded in domination and the will to control

Webb 9 (Dave Webb is a Professor of Engineering Modeling, Director of the 'Praxis Centre" (a multidisciplinary research centre for the 'Study of Information Technology to Peace, Conflict and Human Rights') and a member of the School of Applied Global Ethics at Leeds Metropolitan University. "Securing Outer Space"; "Space Weapons: Dream, nightmare or reality?" Routledge Critical Security Studies Series, 2009, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=Dmy5t_u1cuMC&oi=fnd&pg=PA221&dq=%22outer+space%22+exploration+David+Campbell+and+Der+Derian&ots=dQPUQlUUSf&sig=hkL0lVD-nWxDJ8JZwAgcCXuHs78#v=onepage&q&f=false, JT)

Space control

In a 1996 article in Aviation Week 6 Sport Technology headlined 'USSC [U.S. Space Command] Prepares for Future Combat Missions in Space', General Joseph Ashy (then Commander in Chief US Space Command) spoke of 'space control' and 'space force application' and said; 'We'll expand into these two missions because they will become increasingly important. We will engage terrestrial targets someday - ships, airplanes, land targets-from space. We will engage targets in space, from space." Soon after this title US Space Command (which combined with the Air Force Strategic Command to form the United States Strategic Command or 'USSTRATCOM* in 2002) published its 'Vision for 2020' in which it describes itself as 'dominating the space dimension of military operations to protect US interests and investment. Integrating Space Forces into war lighting capabilities across the hill spectrum of conflict' and makes historical parallels to indicate a natural progression of war lighting into the space arena:
Historically, military forces have evolved to protect national interests and investments — both military and economic. During the rise of sea commerce, nations built navies to protect and enhance their commercial interests. During the westward expansion of the continental United States, military outposts and the cavalry emerged to protect our wagon trains, settlements, and railroads. As air power developed, its primary purpose was to support and enhance land and sea operations. However, over time, air power evolved into a separate and equal medium of warfare. The emergence of space power follows both of these models. Over the past several decades, space power has primarily supported land, sea, and air operations - strategically and operationally. During the early portion of the 21st century, space power will also evolve into a separate and equal medium of warfare. Likewise, space forces will emerge to protect military and commercial national interests and investment in the space medium due to their increasing importance.

(US Space Command 1997)

The document also points out that:

Control of Space is the ability to assure access to space, freedom of operations within the space medium, and an ability to deny others the use of space, if required.... Global Engagement is the application of precision force from, to, and through space.

The US Space Command's associated document, the 'Long Range Plan' of 1998, saw war in space as a form of resource war, stating that:

the nation's dependence on space capabilities in the 21st Century which rivals its dependence on electricity and oil in the 19th and 20th Centuries. Electricity and oil were critical parts of the industrial revolution; space capabilities (e.g. communications, positioning and timing, imaging, earth resource monitoring, and weather) are emerging as vital to (he in form j i i or revolution— US interests and investments in spate must be fully protected co ensure our nation's freedom of action in space, the USAP released a document entitled 'Counterspace Operations, Air Force Doctrine Document 2-2.1', which <detailed, for the first time, US anti-satellite and space weapons operations. The Foreword by Gen John P. Jumper, USAP Chief of Staff states that:

US Air Force counterspace operations are the ways and means by which the Air Force achieves and maintains space superiority. Space superiority provides freedom to attack as well as freedom from attack----Space and air superiority are crucial first steps in any military operation.

It discusses launched missiles, direct-ascent and on-orbit ASATs as possible mechanisms for deploying satellites and. with others, serves to present a vision of space security through domination. This vision is reinforced by the lobbying of aerospace corporations who are due to make significant financial gain from the huge contracts that arise from the development and deployment of these technologies. However, many concerned engineers and scientists and civil society activists are questioning these activities from the point of view of cost, desirability and even possibility.

General space link

Human interaction with the universe is being changed as space is being militarized and commercialized in the forms of space tourism, asteroid mining, SPS, space colonization, etc.

Peter Dickens and James S. Ormrod, Univerity of Essex, 2007, “Outer Space and Internal Nature: Towards a Sociology of the Universe” Sociology 2007 41: 609 (British Sociological Association)

Second, and more importantly for this article, the universe is becoming increasingly humanized, as in the last few decades we have interacted with the universe in a physical rather than purely imaginative manner. For many years now outer space has been used for social purposes. Communications networks, surveillance and military operations depend on space technology – satellites and ballistic missiles. At the same time, outer space is becoming increasingly commercialized. Outer-space tourism is now possible for wealthy individuals (Van Pelt, 2005). There is also simmering interest in the moon and, in the longer term, asteroids and other planets as a source of materials, possibly to overcome the ‘Limits to Growth’ thesis (Lewis, 1996; Osborn, 2006). The ongoing development of ‘space law’ is a good indication of a growing humanization of outer space (Pop, 2000; White, 2002). There has also for some time been active discussion of using solar power satellites to harness the sun’s energy in orbit, and of ‘terraforming’ the nearer planets; making them into Earth-like entities which can be populated by humanity (Haynes, 1989; McKie, 2004), as well as other forms of space colonization. All these developments are risky, especially the contamination generated by spacecraft reliant on radioactive materials and nuclear power. The creation of debris in near-Earth space is also a growing hazard for future space development. In the event of mining or terraforming other planets, a whole new set of risks would emerge. There is no better example of the kinds of escalating risks of late modernity identified by Beck (1992), as we seek space solutions for Earthly problems and in the process take risk beyond the global scale. These developments are generating new social movements contesting the use of the universe in such a way. The ‘pro-space movement’ is generally in favour of these kinds of developments (e.g. the National Space Society, Space Frontier Foundation, the Mars Society). Opposition comes from groups like the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space, and the Institute for Cooperation in Space. 

These two developments lead us to ask some fundamental questions about the relations between society and cosmos. In what ways is our relationship with the universe a product of Earthly society, and how in turn does this relationship with the universe alter Earthly social processes and, crucially, the selves of different groups of people? We argue that a new relation between the cosmos and society is now under construction. But first, we trace the history of its emergence.

The affirmative operates within a framework of security using space as a means of national order 

Katsoulakis 01 (Katherine Katsoulakis, Senior Honors Thesis for the Politics Department, NYU2001 "Mapping ‘Globality’: A Processual Account" http://www.nyu.edu/gsas/dept/politics/undergrad/research/katsoulakis.pdf)JT

Despite that the Second World War was part of what Agnew and Corbridge identify as “the geopolitical order of interimperial rivalry,” the aftermath of the war proclaimed an end to (civilizational) imperialism and saw the decolonialization of the Great Power colonial empires, (64). This provided the setting for the making of a unique post-war geopolitical discourse within which “the Cold War” was conceived. In what follows I will argue that the experience of the Cold War (at least in the United States) involved a distinct projection of the world as global. Relying heavily on Agnew and Corbridge, I will argue that the Cold War project for the United States engaged two seemingly dissimilar parts, which, taken together, have shaped the practice of globalization in its current form. First, the making of an ‘ideological’ framework within which ‘security’ and the practice of foreign policy were conceived of as national, and without which the globe as a whole (albeit a divided whole) could not have been imagined and/or produced in the manner that it was. Included here are the prospects of nuclear warfare and the diffusion of NASA images of the globe suspended in ‘outer space’. Second, the process of making a world economy into a global economy in terms of both the diffusion of the particular and territorially conceived (read: ‘national’) 36 economic assets of states and the creation of non-national economic spaces for social action.

GPS/sensing link

GPS/sensing is a method of monitoring and extending US control over the globe
Kaplan 6 (Caren Kaplan is director of the Cultural Studies Graduate Group and associate professor in women and gender studies at the University of California, Davis. She is the author of Questions of Travel: Postmodern Discourses of Displacement (1996) and the coeditor of Scattered Hegemonies: Postmodernity and Transnational Feminist Practices (1994), Between Woman and Nation: Transnational Feminisms and the State (1999), and Introduction to Women's Studies: Gender in a Transnational World (2001, 2005). Her current research focuses on militarization, transnational consumer culture, and location technologies. American Quarterly 58.3 (2006) 693-713 http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/american_quarterly/v058/58.3kaplan.html, Jt)

The development of GIS exemplifies the era of the military-industrial complex. Its emergence required computer research, geo-mapping, photography, and satellite programs—a process that involved academic, government, military, and commercial participation. The science behind GIS is not limited by nationality. Most histories point to the development of "Canadian GIS" (CGIS) in 1967, the system invented by that country's Department of Energy, Mines, and Resources to inventory land use and geographical information, as the first fully realized "system." 5 The power and resources of the transnational technoscience that the United States and the U.S.S.R. "raced" to secure were fully available to the U.S. military and research universities during the cold war. As the United States rushed to militarize space and extend the range of weapons that could be used for deterrence or for waging attacks on competing superpowers, computer science and satellite programs burgeoned. The geographic identification, sorting, and surveillance offered by GIS produced new commercial, military, academic, and governmental needs. Combined with the remote sensing capacities of new satellite systems that could generate continuous images of the earth's surface, GIS provided an affirmation of the "whole earth" ethos that was coming to characterize the cultural zeitgeist in the United States during the 1960s and 1970s while offering fresh possibilities for security and surveillance as the cold war alliances shifted and reconfigured under the pressures of new conditions and crises. 6

GPS is an attempt to order a disordered world and integrates security and order into our daily lives

Kaplan 6 (Caren Kaplan is director of the Cultural Studies Graduate Group and associate professor in women and gender studies at the University of California, Davis. She is the author of Questions of Travel: Postmodern Discourses of Displacement (1996) and the coeditor of Scattered Hegemonies: Postmodernity and Transnational Feminist Practices (1994), Between Woman and Nation: Transnational Feminisms and the State (1999), and Introduction to Women's Studies: Gender in a Transnational World (2001, 2005). Her current research focuses on militarization, transnational consumer culture, and location technologies. American Quarterly 58.3 (2006) 693-713 http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/american_quarterly/v058/58.3kaplan.html, Jt)

I am particularly interested in the temporal and discursive overlap of these two technologies, GIS and geodemography, with a third: the global positioning system (GPS). All three emerge in the postcolonial era of globalization with all of its attendant tensions and negotiations between national and transnational [End Page 695] culture. GPS originated as a military technology—a system of satellites launched by the U.S. Department of Defense in the early 1970s 7 —that offered precise ground locations for both defensive and offensive purposes. 8 The offensive purposes most famously enabled by GPS were the navigation of the weapons systems during the first Persian Gulf war in 1990–91. Since that time, and in connection with a complicated process of partial declassification and cooperative ventures between civilian, governmental, military, and commercial interests, GPS has become a ubiquitous consumer technology available in cars, watches, and PDAs. GPS has become integrated into the agriculture and transportation industries, law enforcement, and innumerable other commercial, municipal, and federal applications (it crops up regularly in discussions of border security).
GPS/sensing link

Their call to monitor and anxiety over security and space territory perpetuates US grand strategy 

Kaplan 6 (Caren Kaplan is director of the Cultural Studies Graduate Group and associate professor in women and gender studies at the University of California, Davis. She is the author of Questions of Travel: Postmodern Discourses of Displacement (1996) and the coeditor of Scattered Hegemonies: Postmodernity and Transnational Feminist Practices (1994), Between Woman and Nation: Transnational Feminisms and the State (1999), and Introduction to Women's Studies: Gender in a Transnational World (2001, 2005). Her current research focuses on militarization, transnational consumer culture, and location technologies. American Quarterly 58.3 (2006) 693-713 http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/american_quarterly/v058/58.3kaplan.html, Jt)

At the turn of the century, then, it is possible to propose that the citizen/consumer subject in the United States is not so much identifiable in relation to intrinsic territories but mobilized as clusters of identities in and through consumption in the context of militarization. 67 Militarization in the expanded sense in which I have been using it in this essay can be seen as a set of practices at work in sites of war, as well as those of consuming, schooling, worship, and homemaking. Yet, the deterritorializing tendencies of contemporary [End Page 708] geodemographics are tempered by the will to locate that subjects of consumption generate and require for identification. GIS- and GPS-linked technologies offer to tell citizen/consumers their precise location, positioning them geographically for any number of reasons. This recourse to terra firma can be seen as a recuperation of geography in the face of digitalized dispersal, but it can also be seen as an articulation of the world that GIS has wrought. The deep meaning of database culture in the age of the Internet is that the less we appear to need geographical information, the more it becomes clear how anchored contemporary power is to geography. That is, the anxiety over security, the call to militarize the borders of the nation, to further police the ports, to conduct satellite surveillance on individuals in their homes and places of work, shows us that the military-industrial-media-entertainment network reworks what geography means in terms of the nation-state under the sign of globalization and in the service of mobilization. 
Cooperation link

The affirmative hides their drive for security behind the mask of cooperation—it’s only a political tool
Sheehan 7 (Michael Sheehan is Professor of International Relations at Swansea University. His publications include The International Politics of Space (2007), International Security: An Analytical Survey (2005) and National and International Security (2000). His current research focuses on European space policy, and on the relationship between liberalism, democracy and war. "The international politics of space" http://books.google.com/books?id=5LUR6CiBwusC&pg=PA55&dq="outer+space"+exploration+David+Campbell+and+Der+Derian&lr=&source=gbs_toc_r&cad=4#v=onepage&q&f=false, jt)

The drama of the space race between the superpowers in the 1950s and 1960s, Together with the overwhelming use of space for military purposes, easily creates an impression of space as a realm of conflict and danger. However, the reality of the space age has been that space activities have been characterised by an enormous amount of international cooperation. This can be seen in the programmes of individual states, in various multilateral international programmes, in the dramatic cooperation of the western European countries, and in the work of international organisations, particularly those that operate under the structure of the United Nations. The United States recognised this even during the Star Wars tension during the mid-1980s, the Office of Technology Assessment noting that, '[s]pace is by nature and treaty an international realm about which cooperation between nations on some level is essential, if only to avoid potential conflict over its resources'.1 However, it was the Soviet Union that first seriously exploited this feature for political purposes. For the Soviet Union under Khruschcv, the space programme had been a weapon of the Cold War competition between the superpowers, but once the USSR had lost the race to the Moon, his successors turned the programme into an instrument for the promotion of detente and international cooperation. As with the earlier phase, symbolism was all-important, and propaganda was used to ensure that the message the USSR was attempting to convey was clearly understood. Thus, although it took a rather more benign form, propaganda continued to be at the heart of the space programme as the Soviet Union once again sought to exploit it for political purposes and the advantages it could yield in foreign policy.
Two clear themes are notable in the post-1969 Soviet programme. One was international cooperation, but the second was the steady increase in the exploitation of space for military purposes, most notably for reconnaissance and early warning. These two themes are reflected in the tone and content of Soviet space-related propaganda in this period. On the one hand, Soviet space achievements were eulogised as reflecting humanistic principles. On the other hand, in order to deflect attention away from the military aspects of the Soviet programme, Soviet propaganda continuously argued that the United States was seeking to 'militarise' space.

Within this overall pattern, there was a shift in the sub-theme present under Khruschev. Khruschev had sought to identify the successes of the programme with himself. Under his successors, the Soviet propaganda machine consistently sought to identify Soviet achievements with the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, and with the Soviet Government as a whole, emphasising that both, but particularly the Party, were the source of the Soviet successes. In a state that was an uneasy combination of many nationalities besides the dominant Russians, space achievements were used to solidify Russian support for the Communist Party, and to encourage an incipient Soviet nationalism, by evoking the pride of the population in a successful and international prestigious endeavour. Soviet spokesmen confidently asserted that 'the Communist Party and the Soviet government created the necessary economic, social, scientific and technical conditions for the development of cosmonautics, and as a result of this the world's first socialist state opened the road to the stars for mankind'.2

The space programme continued to benefit the Soviet Union's image as a technologically dynamic industrial superpower, and a leader in the most advanced fields of science and technology. In addition, the international missions that were to become a feature of the 1970s and 1980s presented a positive image of the USSR. The inclusion of foreign cosmonauts in Soviet manned space missions presented the USSR as a country open to cooperation, with nothing to hide in its space programme, and happy to share the prestige of space exploration and its tangible benefits with other countries. The political importance attached to this cooperation was stressed by President Brezhnev in a speech to the 26th Congress of the Soviet Communist Party in 1981, when he insisted that 'the cosmonauts of the fraternal countries are working not only for science and for the national economy, they are also carrying out a political mission of immense importance*.1

The Soviet Union continued to use the successes of the space programme for political advantage in a number of ways. One such was the use of cosmonauts as ambassadors-at-large, using their fame and recognisability to promote a positive image of the USSR, and to give encouragement and public support to communist governments and parties around the world. Their fame was deliberately linked with the particular political ideas and policy lines being advocated by Moscow and, more broadly, with historic communist traditions.

The Soviet Union, like the United States, used its remote sensing satellites to build cooperative links with other countries. From 1966 onwards the USSR began to share imagery from its meteorological satellites through the World Meteorological Organisation. Imagery obtained from Salyut missions was also made available to developing countries, some of which were Soviet allies, and some that were not, for example Cuba, Vietnam, Morocco and Angola."1

Cooperation link

History Proves

Sheehan 7 (Michael Sheehan is Professor of International Relations at Swansea University. His publications include The International Politics of Space (2007), International Security: An Analytical Survey (2005) and National and International Security (2000). His current research focuses on European space policy, and on the relationship between liberalism, democracy and war. "The international politics of space" http://books.google.com/books?id=5LUR6CiBwusC&pg=PA55&dq="outer+space"+exploration+David+Campbell+and+Der+Derian&lr=&source=gbs_toc_r&cad=4#v=onepage&q&f=false, JT)

The relationship with India had to some extent grown out of the cooperation that both countries had with France, but the Soviet Union was in any case eager to develop its relationship with the most powerful state in the Indian Ocean region, particularly given the close relationship between Pakistan and China. Like France, India had its own robust national space programme, and was seeking to diversify its outside dependence, so that it too had much to gain from cooperating in space science research with the USSR. The Soviet Union in turn saw a cooperative relationship with India as something that would enhance its ties with one of the leading countries of the non-aligned movement, that would demonstrate the benefits of the Soviet model of socialism, and that might drive a wedge into the unity of the democracies. The joint flight in 1984 provided visible evidence of this successful cooperation.

Cooperation is a guise for security—its only for interests of US dominance

Wang 9 (SHENG-CHIH WANG works in the Department of Political and Social Sciences, Free University of Berlin, Germany 2009 “Realism and Classical Geopolitics – Neo-Classical Astropolitics” Geopolitics, The Making of New ‘Space’: Cases of Transatlantic Astropolitics 14:433–461, 2009, JT)

Future Transatlantic Outer Space Cooperation

In light of historical context, there is strong temptation for Europe and the US to cooperate in outer space utilisation, but there are also equivalent individual incentives to compete or act unilaterally. By observing transatlantic relations at a different altitude, we can find some additional lights that illuminate the valid explanation of their interaction patterns. That is, analysing European and US practices in outer space application programmes lets us stand on a giant’s shoulder, and gain a perspective on transatlantic politics that is difficult to achieve from ground level.

The doctrine of ‘leadership’ is inherently ingrained in the core of US outer space policy. For Europe, developing a broad outer space capability was both a prerequisite to ‘equal partner’ in designing, producing, and managing outer space infrastructures with the US, and a backbone of European political, economic, and cultural autonomy vis-à-vis the US.70

Finally, with its ascending outer space capability, Europe successfully reduced European dependence on the US and countered the US ‘leadership’ doctrine with one of ‘autonomy.’71 Europe gradually becomes an equal partner with the US in transatlantic astropolitics. An equal partner indicates symmetric technological capability, interdependent contributions to critical path technology and infrastructure components, participation in systems and technical management, and shared programme leadership. By the late 1980s, European capability in ELVs, telecommunication, Earth remote sensing, and outer space science was not only comparable to that of the US, but commercially more successful. The US has to face the prospects of both cooperation and competition in its relations with Europe.72

Outer space is coming down to Earth with human capability to utilise it. Increasing neo-classical astropolitical concerns are integrated into states’ policy agendas and technology development. From research findings of these case studies, the freedom of action and the seizure of pivotal position/market of outer space ensure the fulfilment of European and US geopolitical interests. Pragmatic and flexible balance of geopolitical interests serves as the major dynamics of transatlantic astropolitics. To make a bold prediction, the future transatlantic cooperation in outer space application programmes will remain structure-determined, utility-based, and will vary according to the degree of coincidence of European and US geopolitical interests.
Space militarization link

Space weapons create an external monopoly of violence controlled by the imperial center – this threat of death extends biopolitical control over the entire planet.  Challenging the logic of sovereignty is necssary

Raymond Duvall, professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, and Jonathan Havercroft, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Oklahoma, 2009, “Securing Outer Space”,  pg. 53-56 KX
In light of Foucault's incisive analysis, focusing on how new technologies will alter the balance of power between sovereign states is precisely the wrong way to theorize the astropolitical impact of space weapons. Instead we should focus on the bio-political aspects of space weaponization along two axes: the management of populations and the disciplining/subjection of individuals. On the population axis of biopolitics, the ability to project force to any point on Earth constitutes all the Earth's inhabitants as a single population to be governed through surveillance and management. The possessor of space weapons, through its ability to potentially project force at all of the Earth's inhabitants, in effect gains a monopoly on the means of violence over all of the earth. This leads to a dramatic re-ordering of the mode of protection that governs the international system. As opposed to the internal monopoly of violence and external anarchy of real-statism and the internal division of powers and external symmetrical binding of federal-republicanism, space-based empire has an external monopoly on violence that asymmetrically binds all people and institutions, including states, together under the hegemony of the imperial center. Again following Foucault, however, the most significant effect of this imperial center's power is not apt to be its juridical capacity of interdiction and sanction. Instead, the most consequential effects of this asymmetrical power relationship may be the ability of the imperial center to govern its subaltern subjects by altering their interests and re-constituting their identities. The imperial center may need to use its space weapons only as a last resort. Simply by possessing this monopoly on violence, the imperial center will be able to conduct the conduct of its subjects, including client states, in a manner that is amenable to the interests of the empire. On the individual axis, space weapons represent a powerful disciplinary capacity in the ability to target individuals with great precision. Many of the proposed weapons systems — most notably space-based lasers — are designed to project lethal force at very precise targets, even individuals. Presumably then a primary use of such weapons would be to destroy specific enemies of the imperial center. This ability to project force precisely to any point on Earth would have two political effects. First, it will strip all states that do not possess them of their ability to protect themselves from intervention by the space-based empire, and thereby vitiate their claims to sovereignty. Second, the sole possessor of space-based weapons will be able to govern the conduct of individuals,7 This bio-political power over individual lives would be far more significant than the ability to merely punish and kill dissidents to imperial power. The possession of the power to target any individual, anywhere on Earth, on very short notice would give the possessor of these weapons unprecedented power to discipline these individual's interests and identities so that their actions comply with the will of the imperial center. These bio-political implications of astropolitics become clearer when we consider recent reformulations of Foucault's concept of bio-power in writings of Giorgio Agamben, and Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri. They have taken it in distinctly different directions in attempts to understand modern regimes of (sovereign) rule. In particular they have reconnected the elements of the distinction between bio-power and sovereign power that Foucault has emphasized, in order to recover the continued importance of the latter. Today, most critical theorists seem to believe that sovereign power, as well as bio-power, is central to modern rule and hence must be understood theoretically, but, following Foucault, not as formal-legal, juridical, concept, Agamben argues that there is a hidden point of intersection between the bio-political and the sovereign regimes of power. He observes that the two analyses cannot be separated and that the inclusion of bare ' life in the political realm constitutes the original - if concealed - nucleus of sovereign power. It can even be said that the product ion of a biopolitical body is the original activity of sovereign power. In this sense, biopolitics is at least as old as the sovereign exception. , (Agamben 1998:6) Agamben jocates this intersection in the Ancient Roman figure of homo sacer, a person with "a capacity to be killed and yet not sacrificed, outside both human and divine law" (Agamben 1998: 73). The figure of homo sacer is a schism between one's political and biological lives. Homo sacer is "bare life," the biological aspect of the individual that exists outside the law and hence outside political subjectivity. The paradox of homo sacer is that the sovereign is the one who decides who homo sacer is, and as such the sovereign power that excludes "bare life" from the realm of political subjectivity also constitutes "bare life" as homo sacer. As such, the bio-political regime that Foucault distinguishes from the sovereign regime of power is actually constituted by the sovereign's capacity to exclude "bare life" from political subjectivity. Agamben links the figure of homo sacer with the production of social spaces in which individuals ate stripped completely of their political subjectivity. In this social space of "the camp," "bare life" has no human rights at precisely the moment that he or she needs them most. Through the hegemonic weaponization of space a new global regime of sovereignty emerges. One of the constitutive effects of a U.S. monopoly of space weapons is their capacity to ban specific individuals from the global rule of 

[CONTINUED…NO TEXT REMOVED]

Space militarization link

[CONTINUED…NO TEXT REMOVED]

law, thereby constituting the targets of these weapons as fully "bare life." So, one of the most pernicious effects of U.S. space control is the emergence of a global totalitarianism, wherein the space-based empire has the capacity to kill, but not sacrifice, all who oppose its objectives. While it does not logically follow that by possessing this capacity a space-based empire would necessarily use it, the possibility that a space-based empire would use such a power is significantly increased because of the lack of potential counter-powers to protect the vulnerable human population and thereby to produce a realm beyond "bare life." A final implication for state sovereignty of a singular U.S. project of space weaponization can be found through an engagement with the writings of Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri on Empire. They argue that the erosion of the sovereignty of the modern territorial state does not mean that sovereignty as such has disappeared. Rather, they maintain that a new, globally diffuse form of sovereignty has emerged that is "composed of a series of national and supranational organisms united under a single logic of rule" (Hardt and Negri 2000: xii), which they call Empire. There is no longer a single, centralized governing apparatus located and bounded in the territorial state, or in a state's (classical) imperial intervention into and control over other political societies. Instead there are now a multitude of bio-political governing apparatuses that rule over the different facets of political subjects' existence. As Hardt and Negri remind us "Modem sovereignty has generally been conceived in terms of a (real or imagined) territory and the relation of that territory to its outside" (2000: 187). Under Empire "this dialectic of sovereignty between the civil order and the natural order has come to an end" (2000: 187). The sovereignty of Empire not only de-territorializes power, it also eliminates the boundary-drawing aspect of modern sovereignty that constitutes particular spaces politically as either inside or outside. Simply put, according to Hardt and Negri, under conditions of Empire "There Is No More Outside" (2000: 186).8 Space weaponization is a material manifestation of Hardt and Negri's idea of imperial sovereignty as de-territorializing and boundary erasing. By possessing the capacity to project force from orbital space to any point on Earth, this new mode of destruction would make the two dominant modern modes of protection/security - the sovereign real-state and the liberal-republican federation — irrelevant. Neither the self-help of sovereign states nor the collective security of a pacific union could counteract or even deter the ability to project force from outer space. Without the ability to protect its territory and population from external threats, the sovereignty of the state would effectively wither away. In its place would emerge a new mode of protection/security, although calling it a mode of domination may be more appropriate (Agamben 1998). This mode -space-based empire — would have a centralized authority constituted by those who controlled the space-based military infrastructure. However, because its capacity to govern would rest on its ability to project force to any point on Earth at a moment's notice, there would be no need for it to control territory. As such, this new form of imperial sovereignty would have three features not encountered in previous political forms. First, it would have a centralized locus of authority, while being de-territorialized in terms of what it governed. Second, it would asymmetrically bind all individuals and institutions, including nominal states, into a hierarchical relationship with the imperial center at the top. Finally it would possess a monopoly on the external violence between (then non-sovereign) states as well as the capacity to target any specific individual within a state at any point in time. Effectively, this space-based empire would possess sovereignty over the entire globe (Duvall and Havercroft 2008).
Space militarization link

Dominance of space doesn’t solve their impacts and causes global totalitarianism and bare life

Raymond Duvall, professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, and Jonathan Havercroft, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Oklahoma, 2009, “Securing Outer Space”,  pg. 56-57 KX
In his Astropolitik Dolman calls upon U.S. defense policy-makers to weaponize orbital space so as to enhance U.S. hegemony over the planet. He does not address the astropolitical issues we have discussed here about what impact a space-based hegemony would have on the structure of the international system. Dolman, however, is confident that America would be responsible in using this awesome power to promote democracy and global capitalism. Setting aside the very contentious issues of whether or not America should be involved in "promoting" democracy and capitalism and whether or not current U.S. hegemony has been beneficial for the Earth's population, the moral and political implications of a space-based empire are not nearly as clear-cut as Dolman makes them out to be. » One of the fundamental principles of classical geopolitics was that sea-based empires (such as Athens, Britain, and America) tended to be more democratic than land-based empires (such as Sparta, China, and Rome). The reason for this is that sea-based empires needed to disperse their forces away from the imperial center to exert control, whereas land-based empires exercised power through occupation. Military occupations made it increasingly likely that the army would seize power whenever it came into conflict with the government. Classical geopolitical theorist Otto Hintze argued that land powers tended toward dictatorships (Hintze 1975; see also Deudney 2007). Dolman builds upon these classical geopolitical insights by arguing that because space-based empires would not be able to occupy states, military coups, would be less likely and democracy would be more likely (Dolman 2002a: 29). There is, however, a significant difference between space power and sea power. While neither is capable of occupying territory on its own, space power is capable of controlling territory from- above through surveillance and precise projection of force — control without occupation. While space power may not result in the dictatorships normally associated with land power, it would be a useful tool is establishing a disciplinary society over all the Earth. A second obstacle to the benevolent space-based empire that Dolman imagines is the lack of counterbalancing powers. Under the two other modes of protection/security we have considered here — the real-statist and the federal-republican - there are checks that prevent even the most powerful states in the system from dominating all the other units. In real-statism, the sovereignty of states means that any potential hegemon would have to pay a significant cost in blood and treasure to conquer other states. While this cost may not be enough to dissuade a superpower from conquering one or two states, the cumulative cost of conquest and occupation makes total domination over the Earth unlikely. In the federal-republican model, the collective security regime of the entire system should act as a sufficient deterrent to prevent one state from dominating the others. Conversely, in a space-based empire the entire world is placed under direct surveillance from above. There is no point on Earth where the imperial center cannot project force on very short notice. So long as the space-based empire can deny access to space to rival powers through missile defense and anti-satellite technologies, there is no possibility that other states can directly counteract this force. As such, the space-based empire erases all boundaries and places the Earth under its control. While the possibility to resist such an empire will exist, the dynamics of resistance will be considerably altered. Traditional insurgencies rely on physical occupation of territory by the conquering forces to provide targets of opportunity to the resistance. Because space weapons would orbit several hundred to several thousands of miles above the Earth, they would not be vulnerable to attack by anything except weapons systems possessed by the most advanced space powers, such as ballistic missiles and advanced laser systems. Even such counter-measures, however, would only raise the financial cost of space-based empire, not the cost in human lives that insurgencies rely upon to diminish domestic support for imperial occupations. Consequently a space-based empire would be freer to dominate the Earth from above than a traditional land-power occupation would be. Without obvious counter-powers or effective means of resistance, the space-based empire would be able to exercise complete bio-political control over the entire planet, turning all of Earth's inhabitants into "bare life." Under such a political arrangement the likelihood that the imperial center would be a benevolent one, uncorrupted by its total domination of the Earth, is very slim indeed.
Space militarization link

Link—space weapons

Webb 9 (Dave Webb is a Professor of Engineering Modeling, Director of the 'Praxis Centre" (a multidisciplinary research centre for the 'Study of Information Technology to Peace, Conflict and Human Rights') and a member of the School of Applied Global Ethics at Leeds Metropolitan University. "Securing Outer Space"; "Space Weapons: Dream, nightmare or reality?" Routledge Critical Security Studies Series, 2009, 
However, to save duplication costs, the military and civilian strands have been forced together and gradually combined into 'dual use' programmes. Now the aerospace industry has become dependent on military contracts so that it is a significant driving force behind space weapons programmes, continually pointing out the vulnerability of current systems and promising new technological fixes to political and international problems. Building on experiences from 'Operation Desert Storm' in 1991 to 'Operation Iraqi Freedom' in 2003 space-based technologies have become crucial to military networks under concepts of 'network-centric warfare' and "full spectrum dominance' (Hatpin et a/. 2006). The US has policies to maintain their dominance in space, to 'pursue superiority in space through robust ... defensive and offensive capabilities', maintain a fully integrated 'land, sea, air and space war-fighting system' and integrate civil and commercial space operations with military ones (Air Force Space Command, FY06). The US Air Force has adopted a doctrine of 'Counterspace Operations' - 'the ways and means by which the Air Force achieves and maintains space superiority' - the 'freedom to attack as well as the freedom from attack' (AFDD 2-2.1, 2004). * The ultimate dream for some, and the reason for their interest in space, has been evident from the outset: 'Whoever has the capability to control space will likewise possess the capability to control the surface of the earth' (Gen Thomas D. White. USAF Chief of Staff, 1958). Fifty years later this remains a dominant theme and the US continues to confirm its belief that it must maintain supremacy in, and deny others access to, space: 'Freedom of action in space is as important to the United States as air power and sea power' (Introduction to US National Space Policy 2006).

As more and more countries develop their own space capabilities, the US is becoming increasingly worried that its technological advantage in space is diminishing and that in space-based systems are becoming more susceptible to interference from its enemies. Furthermore, new commercial technology that could be put to military use (such as high-resolution commercial imagery and satellite navigation/positioning equipment) is increasingly available in the open marketplace and an increasing number of space programmes have t dual •- i*. commercial and military - purpose. The rapid expansion in sjttcc use and the difficulty of determining the true intent of some satellite systems is leading many analysts to the conclusion that the next steps in the militarization of space will be the development and eventual use of space weapons.

Weaponization of space is an attempt to secure resources and interests to maintain US hegemony

Webb 9 (Dave Webb is a Professor of Engineering Modeling, Director of the 'Praxis Centre" (a multidisciplinary research centre for the 'Study of Information Technology to Peace, Conflict and Human Rights') and a member of the School of Applied Global Ethics at Leeds Metropolitan University. "Securing Outer Space"; "Space Weapons: Dream, nightmare or reality?" Routledge Critical Security Studies Series, 2009, 
Rapid deployment and management of global conflict •

US Space Command's 'Vision (or 2020* also recognizes that the growing gap between the world's rich and poor is likely to cause conflict. Space technologies offer opportunities for integrating war-fighting operations and enable conflicts to be directed remotely and for troops and resources to be deployed swiftly anywhere in the world. This is an obvious attraction to any global peacekeeping or war-fighting force.

In his book The Pentagon's New Map, Thomas Barnett suggests that the US military should be able to take control of and manage the global distribution of resources, energy and people. Me identifies the possible areas of future conflict as being situated within a 'nun-integrating gap" which includes pairs of Latin America, Africa, Middle East and Central Asia all of which ate key oil-producing regions of the world. Barnett argues that as manufacturing and production moves from the US to regions where costs are lower, the primary US export will become 'security'. His vision is for an integrated US military force of special operations troops he calls 'Leviathan', ready to move in to any part of the world, wherever directed. Once their job is done a second military force that he calls 'Systems Administration' will be required to police and control the aftermath.

Although this vision of Barnett's may be undesirable for many Americans, there are indications that his ideas are very influential. The military ideas of 'force projection' and 'full spectrum dominance', coupled with the development of 'lily pad' hues at the expense of those developed during the Cold War, stem to the following his suggestions. Integrated space systems would play a central role in this or any other type of strategy that involves global management and command of forces and movement of vast amounts of people and materials. There seems little doubt that the military (and many politicians) believe that the future development of space-based weapons will help gain and maintain superiority on the Earth as well as in space.

Space militarization link

Space militarization turns other countries into empty shells of sovereignty and their citizens into bare-life subjects

Raymond Duvall, professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, and Jonathan Havercroft, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Oklahoma, October 2006, “Taking Sovereignty Out of This World: Space Weapons and Empire of the Future”, http://www.ligi.ubc.ca/sites/liu/files/Publications/Havercroft_paper.pdf / KX

Each of the three forms of space weaponization has important constitutive effects on modern sovereignty, and, in turn, productive effects on political subjectivities. Exclusive missile defense constitutes a “hard shell” of sovereignty for one state, while erasing the sovereign political subject status of other states. Space control reinforces that exclusive constitution of sovereignty and its potentiality for fostering unilateral decision. It also constitutes the ‘space-controlling’ state, the U.S., as sovereign for a particular global social order, a global capitalism, and as a state populated by an exceptional people, “Americans.” Space weaponization in the form of capacities for direct force application obliterate the meaning of territorial boundaries for defense and for distinguishing an inside from an outside with respect to the scope of policing and law enforcement—that is authorized locus for deciding the exception. States, other than the exceptional “American” state, are reduced to empty shells of sovereignty, sustained, if at all, by convenient fiction—for example, as useful administrative apparatuses for the governing of locals. And their “citizens” are produced as “bare life” subject to the willingness of the global sovereign to let them live. Together, these three sets of effects constitute what we believe can appropriately be identified as late-modern empire, the political subjects of which are a global sovereign, an exceptional “nation” linked to that sovereign, a global social order normalized in terms of capitalist social relations, and “bare life” for individuals and groups globally to participate in that social order. If our argument is even half correct, the claim with which this paper began—that modes of political killing have important effects—would be an understatement!
Space weapons extend US hegemonic control over the globe and is for the explicit purpose of security

Duvall and Havercroft 8 (Raymond D. Duvall, international political economy, international relations, global governance, social institutions of global capitalism and international organizations, and Jonathan Havercroft, SDF Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the Centre of International Relations, University of" British Columbia. “Taking sovereignty out of this world: space weapons and empire of the future” Review of International Studies (2008), 34, 755–775, JT)

In the third section, we develop the primary argument of the article: space weapons under the control of a single state logically constitute a new structure of imperial power through the counteracting forces of centralisation of sovereign power and deterritorialisation of sovereignty. Specifically, we explore the constitutive effects of each of the three types of space weapons discussed in section two. As many critics have argued, space-based missile defence undermines the logic of deterrence by simultaneously reinscribing the territorial borders of the United States and stripping from all other states the ability to deter attacks from the United States through missile-based retaliation. Space control, in denying potential adversaries access, privatises the commons of orbital space for (US) commercial and strategic interests, thereby expanding the frontier of American empire into low-earth orbit. Finally, force application from space enables the US as sole possessor of such weapons to project lethal force to any target, at any location on Earth, on very short notice. In addition to exploring the constitutive effects of each of these specific space weapons programmes separately, we consider, most importantly, their conjoint effects in constituting a new, historically unprecedented, type of global political rule, which is simultaneously centralised but deterritorialised – sovereign empire of the future.

The plan is rooted in securitizing logic 

Duvall and Havercroft 8 (Raymond D. Duvall, international political economy, international relations, global governance, social institutions of global capitalism and international organizations, and Jonathan Havercroft, SDF Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the Centre of International Relations, University of" British Columbia. “Taking sovereignty out of this world: space weapons and empire of the future” Review of International Studies (2008), 34, 755–775, JT)

Space weapons, sovereignty, and the constitution of empire Our argument, in simple terms, is that the unilateral militarisation of space reconstitutes and alters the social production of political society globally in three interlocked ways that are rooted respectively in the three forms of deploying technologies/cartographies of violence in orbital space identified in the previous section: missile defence; space control; and force application. The conjoint effect of those three technologically induced processes of reconstitution33 is to substitute the consolidation of an extra-territorial system of rule – which we refer to as empire of the future – for the competitive sovereignties of the modern states-system.
Space militarization link

Weaponization of space extends US control and security and makes other states militarize to catch up—this turns the aff

Duvall and Havercroft 8 (Raymond D. Duvall, international political economy, international relations, global governance, social institutions of global capitalism and international organizations, and Jonathan Havercroft, SDF Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the Centre of International Relations, University of" British Columbia. “Taking sovereignty out of this world: space weapons and empire of the future” Review of International Studies (2008), 34, 755–775, JT)

The sovereignty of a state is conceptually and practically linked to its ability to maintain territorial integrity by deterring enemies from attacking. During the Cold War, the deterrent effect of nuclear weapons was acknowledged as a primary means by which ‘great power’ states in conflict protected their territorial integrity, and, in turn, their sovereignty.36 Kenneth Waltz argued that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would extend deterrent effects to otherwise not-yet ‘great powers’, thereby strengthening the security of larger numbers of sovereign states and stabilising the international system.37 Following the logic of Herz’s nuclear ‘one-worldism’, an effective missile defence system, by contrast, will strip states of whatever ‘hard shell’ of territorial defensibility that had been or might be provided by mutual deterrence of missile attacks. The realist argument that has largely carried the day for the past half century in critical response to Herz (that the deterrent effect of mutual assured destruction of two states possessing nuclear weapons reinscribes territorial state sovereignty) accordingly is brought into doubt. If the US were to develop a sufficiently sophisticated missile defence shield, the deterritorialising effect on the sovereignty of all other states would be precisely those that Herz forecasted – their ‘hard shell’ of defensibility would be lost. There would be a significant twist, however, because, for the US, control of an effective missile defence system would markedly reinscribe its territorial ‘hard shell’ and its sovereignty in exclusively shielding it from the threat of (missile-based) attack by others. The sovereignty of one state is reinscribed, while that of other states, most notably ‘great powers’ that have depended thus far on their deterrent capacities, is eroded.
Space is simply a constructed area by humans, weaponization is inevitable

Natalie Bormann, Professor at the Department of Political Science. Prior to her affiliation with Northeastern University she held a position at the Watson Institute for International Studies, Brown University. She completed her PhD in International Politics in the UK, where she also taught at the Universities of Manchester and Edinburgh., 9, Securing Outerspace, chapter 5

How does this matter? I argue that the task of tracing these constructions of spatiality, the meaning-giving of the 'material' as reality, is vital for the direction space policies have taken (and will continue to take). There is no spatiality - as produced in the aforementioned examples - as produced in the aforementioned examples - that is not organised by the determination of frontiers and boundaries that in turn determine the space 'inside' these drawn lines. The virtual function of space weapons is what has allowed for the process of  'drawing' and mapping around 'our space', and has allowed for 'stationing' weapons to control, patrol and defend along a virtual territory with virtual frontiers (the extend of which has been determined by the reach of technology). The construction of a space of a certain kind, and the protection of its 'new' frontiers, is what precedes its weaponisation; it is what renders it meaningful. If we assume the construction of space, as opposed to the notion that space can be explored, then we need to ask: what has informed this process? What turns space into a battlefield?

Space weapons reduce everyone to bare life

Duvall and Havercroft 8 (Raymond D. Duvall's research covers international political economy, international relations, global governance, social institutions of global capitalism and international organizations. He has published on the capitalist state, the democratic peace, and approaches to security. He co-edited Power and Global Governance (Cambridge University Press, 2005). Jonathan Havercroft (PhD University of* Minnesota 2006) is an SDF Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the Centre of International Relations, University of" British Columbia. In addition to his work on space weaponization, Jonathan's research interests include recognition of" indigenous rights under international law and the history of changes in norms of state sovereignty.  “Taking sovereignty out of this world: space weapons and empire of the future” Review of International Studies (2008), 34, 755–775 Copyright 
 British International Studies Association, JT)

The example of using space weapons to target non-state actors such as Osama Bin Laden and Al Qaeda points to a third constitutive effect of space weapons capable of force application. Because these weapons could target anyone, anywhere, at anytime, everyone on Earth is effectively reduced to ‘bare life.’60 As Agamben demonstrates, sovereign power determines who is outside the laws and protections of the state in a relationship of ‘inclusive exclusion.’ While human rights regimes and the rule of law may exist under a late-modern global empire policed by space weapons,61 the global sovereign will have the ability to decide the exception to this rule of law, and this state of exception in many cases may be exercised by the use of space weapons that constituted the sovereign in the first place.
Space militarization ‘inevitability’ link

The description of space militarization as inevitable creates self-fulfilling prophecies – discussion and reimagining of astropolitics solves

Chris Hables Gray, interdisciplinary studies at Union Institute and University, Nov. 1994, “"There Will Be War!": Future War Fantasies and Militaristic Science Fiction in the 1980s”, Science Fiction Studies Vol. 21 Part 3 pg. 329 / KX

Envoi. As this article has tried to demonstrate, there is an intimate intertwining of metaphors and careers among the future-war sf writers and the postmodern US military, and the motivation for this is partly ideological. There is a significant subculture around military futurology which cannot see any clear line between sf and real war. Such blurring does not make for sound military policy and it no doubt contributes to the incredible public misconceptions about international conflicts (Gray 1994). Star Wars, for example, long discredited on scientific grounds, limps along with a new name into the 21st century on a reduced budget of mere tens of billions of dollars a year because the inevitability of war is still beyond challenge in the decisive discourses. And as long as inevitable war remains an unexamined assumption there will always be some truth to it. For if people are sure that "There will be War!" then there will be, for history has shown that he who prepares for war, finds one. But like any good story, the inevitability of war is really just an elaborate construction of images, characters, plot (history), and facts (created by non-human nature and/or by human technoscience). To be sure, the story has many authors and even more readers but there is always the opportunity to change the ending. Simply to discuss this pattern is to begin to challenge it, but the real change comes from imagination most of all. As much great anti-war sf has demonstrated, new endings to old tales can be found by reworking old tropes (such as enemy) or through redefining key metaphors and themes. Recognizing ideologies, and the limits of thinking only in terms of ideology, is crucial for this. Ideologies predetermine endings, imagination generates new ones.31 Perhaps technoscientific imagination is now the crucial military factor, perhaps not. But cultural imagination is certainly a necessity for peace. If we can't even imagine a peaceful world, how will we make one?
Space militarization ‘inevitability’ link

Proponents of space militarization rely on faulty realist assumptions that kill solvency and cause the formation of an empire

Raymond Duvall, professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, and Jonathan Havercroft, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Oklahoma, 2009, “Securing Outer Space”,  pg. 44-46 KX

Everett Dolman draws on the writings of Mackinder and Maban as inspiration for his development of a theory, which he titles Astropolitik. By the term, astropolitik, Dolman means "the application of the prominent and refined realist vision of state competition into outer space policy, particularly the development and evolution of a legal and political regime for humanity's entry into the cosmos" (Dolman 2002a: 1). While Mahan focused on the structure of the ocean to develop his theories, and Mackinder focused on the topography of land, Dolman turns his attention toward the cartography of outer space. Whereas, at first glance, space may appear to be a "featureless void," Dolman argues that it "is in fact a rich vista of gravitational mountains and valleys, oceans and rivers of resources and energy alternately dispersed and concentrated, broadly strewn danger zones of deadly radiation, and precisely placed peculiarities of astrodynamics" (Dolman 2002a: 6l). In a manner similar to Mahan's focus on natural sea lanes and "choke points" and Mackinder's emphasis of geographic regions, Dolman emphasizes orbits, regions of space, and launch points as geopolitically vital assets over which states can be expected competitively and strategically to struggle for control. * Orbital paths are important because stable orbits require virtually no fuel expenditure for satellites, whereas unstable orbits make it impossible for satellites to remain in space for a long time. Furthermore, different types of orbits pass over different parts of the earth at different frequencies. As such, the mission qf a spacecraft determines in large part which orbit is most useful for it. There are essentially four types of orbits: low-altitude (between 150 km syad 800 km above the Earth's surface); medium-altitude (ranging from 800km-35,000km); high-altitude (above 35,000km); and highly elliptical (with a perigee of 250 km and an apogee of 700,000 km) (Dolman 2002a: 65-7). In addition to pointing to the division of space into orbital planes, Dolman also identifies four key regions of space: 1 Terra, which includes the Earth and its atmosphere up until "just below the lowest altitude capable of supporting unpowered orbit" (Dolman 2002: 69); 2 Earth Space, which covers the region from the lowest possible orbit through to geo-stationary orbit; 3 Lunar Space, which extends from geo-stationary orbit to the Moon's orbit; and 4 Solar Space, which "consists of everything in the solar system ... beyond the orbit of the moon" (Dolman 2002a: 70). For Dolman, Earth Space is the astropolitical equivalent of Mackinder's Outer Crescent, because controlling it will permit a state to limit strategic opportunities of potential rivals and at the same time allow the projection of force for indirect control (i.e. without occupation) of extensive territory of vital strategic importance, in this case (unlike Mackinder's) potentially the entire Earth. "Control of Earth Space not only guarantees long-term control of the outer reaches of space, it provides a near-term advantage on the terrestrial battlefield" (Dolman 1999: 93). On the basis of these principles, Dolman develops an "Astropolitik policy for the United States" (Dolman 1999: 156), which calls on the U.S. government to control Earth Space. In the current historical-political juncture, no state controls this region. However, rather than leave it as a neutral zone or global commons, Dolman calls for the U.S. to seize control of this geo-strategically vital asset. According to Dolmans reasoning, the neutrality of Earth Space is as much a threat to U.S. security as the neutrality of Melos was to Athenian hegemony. To leave space a neutral sanctuary could be interpreted as a sign of weakness that potential rivals might exploit. As such, it is better for the U.S. to occupy Earth Space now. Dolman's astropolitik policy has three steps. The first involves the U.S. withdrawing from the current space regime on the grounds that its prohibitions on commercial and military exploitation of outer space prevent the full exploitation of space resources. In place of the global commons approach that informs that regime, Dolman calls for the establishment of "a principle of free-market sovereignty in space" (Dolman 2002a: 157), whereby states could establish territorial claims over areas they wish to exploit for commercial purposes. This space rush should be coupled with "propaganda touting the prospects of a new golden age of space exploration" (Dolman 2002a: 157). Step two calls for the U.S. to seize control of low-Earth orbit, where "space-based laser or kinetic energy weapons could prevent any other state from deploying assets there, and could most effectively engage and destroy terrestrial enemy ASAT facilities" (Dolman 2002a: 157). Other states would be permitted "to enter space freely for the purpose of engaging in commerce" (Dolman 2002a: 157). The final step would be the establishment of "a national space coordination agency ... to define, separate and coordinate the efforts of commercial, civilian and military space projects" (Dolman 2002a: 157). Within Dolman's theory of astropolitik is a will-to-space-based-hegemony fuelled by a series of assumptions, of which we would point to three as especially important. First, it rests on a strong preference for competition over collaboration in both the economic and military spheres. Dolman, like a good realist, is suspicious of the possibilities for sustained political and economic cooperation, and assumes instead that competition for power is the law of international 
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Space militarization ‘inevitability’ link
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political-economic life. He believes, though, that through a fully implemented astropolitical policy "states will employ competition productively, harnessing natural incentives for self-interested gain to a mutually beneficial future, a competition based on the fair and legal commercial exploitation of space" (Dolman 2002a: 4). Thus, underpinning his preference for competition is both a liberal assumption that competitive markets are efficient at producing mutual gain through innovative technologies, and the realist assumption that inter-state competition for power is inescapable in world politics. As we will note more fully below, this conjunction of liberal and realist assumptions is a hallmark of the logic of empire as distinct from the logic of a system of sovereign states. The second and most explicit of Dolman's key assumptions is the belief that the U.S. should pursue control of orbital space because its hegemony would be largely benign. The presumed benevolence of the U.S. rests, for Dolman, on its responsiveness to its people. If any one state should dominate space it ought to be one with a constitutive political principle that government should be responsible and responsive to its people, tolerant and accepting of their views, and willing to extend legal and political equality to all. In other words, the United States should seize control of outer space and become the shepherd (or perhaps watchdog) for all who would venture there, for if any one state must do so, it is the most likely to establish a benign hegemony. (Dolman 2002a: 157) However, even if the U.S. government is popularly responsive in its foreign policy - a debatable proposition - the implication of Dolman's astropolitik is that the U.S. would exercise benign control over orbital space, and, from that * position, potentially all territory on Earth and hence all people, by being responsible to its 300 million citizens. As such, this benign hegemony would in effect be an apartheid regime where 95 percent of the world would be excluded from participating in the decision-making of the hegemonic power that controls conditions of their existence. This, too, is a hallmark of empire, not of a competitive system of sovereign states. Third, Dolman's astropolitik treats space as a resource to be mastered and exploited by humans, a Terra Nulins, or empty territory, to be colonized and reinterpreted for the interests of the colonizer. This way of looking at space is similar to the totalizing gaze of earlier geopolitical theorists who viewed the whole world as an object to be dominated and controlled by European powers, who understood themselves to be beneficently, or, at worst, benignly, civilizing in their control of territories and populations (6 Tuathail 1996: 24-35). This assumption, like the first two, thus also implicates a hallmark of the logic of empire, namely what 6 Tuathail (1996) calls the 'geopolitical gaze* (about which we have more to say below), which works comfortably in tandem with a self-understanding of benign hegemony.
Space militarization link – A2: realism is true

The aff’s attempt to justify space militarization destroys the idea of sovereign states.  It devastates the supposed functioning of realist order

Raymond Duvall, professor of political science at the University of Minnesota, and Jonathan Havercroft, Assistant Professor of Political Science at the University of Oklahoma, 2009, “Securing Outer Space”,  pg. 46-47 KX
However, even if the U.S. government is popularly responsive in its foreign policy - a debatable proposition - the implication of Dolman's astropolitik is that the U.S. would exercise benign control over orbital space, and, from that position, potentially all territory on Earth and hence all people, by being responsible to its 300 million citizens. As such, this benign hegemony would in effect be an apartheid regime where 95 percent of the world would be excluded from participating in the decision-making of the hegemonic power that controls the conditions of their existence. This, too, is a hallmark of empire, not of a competitive system of sovereign states. Third, Dolman's astropolitik treats space as a resource to be mastered and exploited by humans, a Terra Nulins, or empty territory, to be colonized and reinterpreted for the interests of the colonizer. This way of looking at space is similar to the totalizing gaze of earlier geopolitical theorists who viewed the whole world as an object to be dominated and controlled by European powers, who understood themselves to be beneficently, or, at worst, benignly, civilizing in their control of territories and populations (6 Tuathail 1996: 24-35). This assumption, like the first two, thus also implicates a hallmark of the logic of empire, namely what 6 Tuathail (1996) calls the 'geopolitical gaze’ (about which we have more to say below), which works comfortably in tandem with a self-understanding of benign hegemony. When these three assumptions are examined in conjunction, Dolman's astropolitik reveals itself to be a blueprint for a U.S. empire that uses the capacities of space-based weapons to exercise hegemony over the Earth and to grant access to the economic resources of space only to U.S. (capitalist) interests and their allies. This version of astropolitics, which is precisely the strategic vision underlying the policy pronouncements of the National Secur​ity Space Management and Organization Commission (Commission 2001) — and subsequently President George W. Bush - with which we began this chapter, is a kind of spatial, or geopolitical, power within the context of U.S. imperial relations of planetary scope. Its ostensive realist foundations are muted, except as a rather extreme form of offensive realism, because the vision is not one of great power competition and strategic balancing, but rather one of imperial control through hegemony. As such, it brings into question the constitution of sovereignty, since empire and sovereignty are fundamentally opposed constitutive principles of the structure of the inter​national system — the subjects of empire are not sovereign. Thus, if astropol​itics is to be in the form of Dolman's astropolitik (and current U.S. policy aspirations), the future of sovereignty is in question, despite his efforts to position the theory as an expression of the realist assumption of great power competition. In later sections of this chapter, we attempt to show what this bringing sovereignty into question is likely to mean, conceptually and in practice. Before turning to that principal concern, however, we consider an alternative geopolitical theory of astropolitics.

Framing/representations link

Space reps inform and shape policy

Heriberto 4 (Carou Heriberto Cairo is a professor of political science at the Universidad Complutense Political Geography 23 (2004) 1009–1036“The Field of Mars: heterotopias of territory and war”)

Our way of ‘‘visualizing global space’’ (Agnew, 2003: 15) is central to the understanding of war. The way we order things in planetary space is constitutive of what we see and what we conceal: ‘‘proletarian internationalism’’, ‘‘national liberation’’, ‘‘territorial integrity’’ are all dimensions of geopolitical discourses that inform the actions of combatants who try to make them intelligible to a wider audience. War, in this sense, is not a matter of rational interest, ‘‘[p]eople go to war because of how they see, perceive, picture, imagine, and speak of others: that is, how they construct the difference of others as well as the sameness of themselves through representations’’ (Der Derian, 2002a).

Reps are important

Duvall and Havercroft 8 (Raymond D. Duvall, international political economy, international relations, global governance, social institutions of global capitalism and international organizations, and Jonathan Havercroft, SDF Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the Centre of International Relations, University of" British Columbia. “Taking sovereignty out of this world: space weapons and empire of the future” Review of International Studies (2008), 34, 755–775, JT)

We turn, in the second section, to the empirical ground for our analysis. We identify and briefly describe three types of space weapons programmes currently being pursued by the US: space-based missile defence, space control, and force application from orbital space. In discussing these programmes, we argue that existing literature tends to ignore important questions about the consequences of space weapons, focusing instead on issues of their technical feasibility and tactical utility. Where consequences are considered, they are almost always cast in terms of causal effects on strategic interaction, particularly impacts on power-balancing behaviour (such as space arms-racing) or cooperation (such as collaborative security). While acknowledging the importance of those questions, our concern is the constitutive effects of space-based military technologies on world political order, particularly its foundational ontology, sovereignty.

The plan has no guaranteed solvency and questioning of space ontology is a prior question

Duvall and Havercroft 8 (Raymond D. Duvall, international political economy, international relations, global governance, social institutions of global capitalism and international organizations, and Jonathan Havercroft, SDF Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the Centre of International Relations, University of" British Columbia. “Taking sovereignty out of this world: space weapons and empire of the future” Review of International Studies (2008), 34, 755–775, JT)

These debates about obstacles to and effectiveness of space weapons are of great importance. They merit far more serious attention than they have received, because these matters have not yet been definitively settled. But existing debates have their limitations and blinders. Specifically, when their participants turn beyond issues of technical feasibility and cost to consider possible effects, the focus is overwhelmingly on consequences for strategic interaction among already sovereign states. How space weapons, if successfully deployed, will likely affect the ontology of the states system remains largely unexamined. We believe that that question is of crucial importance as well, and it is to it that we direct our attention.

Framing/representations link

The plan is grounded in the logic of militarization and would be implemented in a way to exploit military operations

Duvall and Havercroft 8 (Raymond D. Duvall, international political economy, international relations, global governance, social institutions of global capitalism and international organizations, and Jonathan Havercroft, SDF Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the Centre of International Relations, University of" British Columbia. "Securing Outer Space" Routledge Critical Security Studies Series, 2009, JT

Explicitly invoking a "space Pearl Harbor" as a potential disaster the United States must strive to avoid, the 2001 Report of Its Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization urged action on "five matters of key importance" (Commission 2001: 9)- I'irsr among those recommendations is the "demand that U.S. national security space interests be recognized as a top national security priority." In making this call, the Commission was speaking in terms increasingly familiar to the national security community, including Congress. Indeed, the mandate of the Commission established in the National Defense Authorization Act for fiscal Year 2000 [PublicJ.aw 1^6-65, Section 1622] was similarly framed:

The commission shall, concerning changes to be implemented over the near-term, medium term and long-term that would strengthen United States national security, assess the following: (1) The manner in which military space assets may be exploited to provide support for United States military operations.

(Commission 2001: 1)

Such statements of official policy for the United States to develop singular military capacity in space are now far from unusual. More than political rhetoric is involved, however, as substantial resources are being invested in research and development, indicating clearly that Earth's orbital space is currently an object of military-security planning.* The United States' strategic imaginary in the early twenty-first century expressly includes securitization, of, through, and from orbital space under such rubrics as missile defense, space control, and force application from space. Space weapons, then, are no longer just a fantasy, an unrealizable fiction. They be rapidly becoming a very real possibility, actively sought in strategic policy.

This policy commitment, unlike those of previous eras, regards control of Earth's orbital space as strategically crucial. While it is surely true that certain to bring grand strategic visions into being often fall short, or even founder, it is also the case that pursuit of them has the potential to have very significant consequences for the structure and stability of the international system. The question that arises is: what are likely effects on the future international system of the active pursuit, and perhaps the Actualization, of this current policy of attempted control over orbital space by the United States?

In addressing that question in this chapter, we approach the policy as expressive of a geopolitical strategic vision, and, accordingly, turn initially to the analytical tools of geopolitical theory. The now largely neglected discourse of geopolitics - which had its heyday during the late nineteenth Mid early twentieth century - attempted to ask a similar question to outs about the impact that new technologies, (xirricularly steamships, railways, and airplanes, would have on the course of world politics (see for example Mahan I8y0; Mackinder 1912). Recently some international relations scholars have attempted to revive principles of geopolitical theory and apply them to the terrain of space (both Eatth's orbital space and the area Ix-yond Earth's gravity well). Out of these "asEro|M>litical" theories two distinct models of the future of the international system have emerged, one reflecting realist tenets tod the other more liberal-rejHiblican in its inflection. The first, developed most fully by Everett Dolman, sees tulropolilik (a rcalpolitik version of astro-politics) as rhe ability of great powers to dominate the Earth through the competitive mastery of space. The second, articulated powerfully by Daniel Deudney, argues that the expansion of glnbal politics into orbital space has

Space/capitalism link

The affirmatives attempt to “control space” is part of a broader purpose driven by security—the impact turns the aff and perpetuates a capitalist state

Duvall and Havercroft 8 (Raymond D. Duvall, international political economy, international relations, global governance, social institutions of global capitalism and international organizations, and Jonathan Havercroft, SDF Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the Centre of International Relations, University of" British Columbia. “Taking sovereignty out of this world: space weapons and empire of the future” Review of International Studies (2008), 34, 755–775, JT)

We turn, in the second section, to the empirical ground for our analysis. We identify and briefly describe three types of The doctrine of space control has emerged out of the belief that assets in space represent a potential target for enemies of the US.38 There are two kinds of vulnerable US assets: private-commercial; and military. One concern is that rivals may attack commercial satellites, thereby disrupting the flow of information and inflicting significant harm on global markets.39 Militarily, the concern is that, through increasing reliance on satellites for Earth-based military operations, the US has created an ‘asymmetrical vulnerability’. An adversary (including a non-state, ‘terrorist’ organisation) could effectively immobilise US forces by disabling the satellites that provide communication, command, and control capabilities. Consequently, the project of space control is designed to protect commercial and military satellites from potential attacks. Its broader purpose, however, is to prevent rivals from having any access to space for activities antithetical to US interests; this is the imperative for ‘denial of the use of space to adversaries’. Thus space control has dual functions – it is both a privatising of the commons of orbital space and a military exclusion – in a form of ‘inclusive exclusion’.40

Space control represents the extension of US sovereignty into orbital space. Its implementation would reinforce the constitutive effect identified in the previous section on missile defence, namely to reinscribe the ‘hard shell’ border of the US, now extended to include the ‘territory’ of orbital space. US sovereignty is projected out of this world and into orbit. Under Article II of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty, ‘Outer Space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, is not subject to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other means’. The US project of space control would entail a clear violation of this article.41

In addition to expanding the scope of US sovereignty, however, this violation of international law has a second constitutive effect of importance, namely to produce a distinctly capitalist sovereignty. In Volume One of Capital, Marx chided classical political economists for their inability to explain how workers became separated from the means of production. Whereas political economists such as Adam Smith argued that a previous accumulation of capital was necessary for a division of labour, Marx argued that this doctrine was absurd. Division of labour existed in pre-capitalist societies where workers were not alienated from their labour. Instead, Marx argued that the actual historical process of primitive accumulation of capital was carried out through colonial relations of appropriation by force.42 While not a perfect analogy, because of the lack of material labour, the value of which is to be forcibly appropriated in orbital space, space control is like such primitive accumulation in constituting a global capitalist order through the colonisation of space as previously common property. One of the purposes of the 1967 Outer Space Treaty was to preserve a commons where all states, regardless of technical ability or economic or military power, could participate in the potential benefits space has to offer. In the years since this treaty was signed, the primary economic use of space has been for commercial communications satellites. This industry has expanded dramatically in the last two decades. Total revenues for commercial space-related industries in 1980 were $2.1 bn; by 2003 this figure had expanded to $91 bn and it was expected to increase at least as rapidly into the foreseeable future.43 Space control is about determining who has access to this new economy. Positions in orbit for satellites are a new form of ‘real estate’. By controlling access to orbital space the US would be forcibly appropriating the orbits, in effect turning them into primitively accumulated private property.44 In this way, the US becomes even more than it is now the sovereign state for global capitalism, the global capitalist state.

Asteroids link

The asteroid threat is tied to militarized discourse.
Mellor 07 Felicity, course leader for the MSc in Science Communication, PhD in theoretical physics from Newcastle University, was a lecturer in astronomy at Sussex University before deciding to focus on critical analyses of science, “Colliding Worlds : Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space” Social Studies of Science 2007 37: 499
The construction of asteroids as the enemy was accompanied by a range of other militaristic metaphors. In the popular books, asteroids became ‘missiles’, ‘pieces of ordnance’ or ‘stealth weapons’ (Lewis, 1997: 37), which bombard the Earth with a ‘death-dealing fusillade’ (Clube & Napier, 1990: 7). In a technical paper, too, they were construed as ‘astral assailant[s]’ (Simonenko et al., 1994: 929). Where the military and the politicians talked of rogue states, 27 the scientists talked of ‘rogue asteroids’ (Steel, 1995; Ailor, 2004: 3). This analogy was further reinforced by the construction of scenarios in which a small impact might be mistaken for the detonation of a nuclear warhead. One technical paper speculated on what would have happened during the first Gulf War if an atmospheric explosion that had been caused by a meteor burning up over the Pacific had actually occurred over Baghdad or Israel (Tagliaferri et al., 1994). The authors suggested that such an event would have been mistaken for a missile detonation by the opposing state. In such scenarios, the actions of interplanetary bodies were not just compared with those of rogue states but came to be identified with them.
The construction of asteroids as a threat reflects the securitization of space as an arena for human conflict.

Mellor 07 Felicity, course leader for the MSc in Science Communication, PhD in theoretical physics from Newcastle University, was a lecturer in astronomy at Sussex University before deciding to focus on critical analyses of science, “Colliding Worlds : Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space” Social Studies of Science 2007 37: 499
The reconceptualization of asteroids was accompanied by a reconceptualization of both space and astronomy. In Newtonianism, space had been conceived as an empty geometrical abstraction in which God’s handiwork was displayed to the knowing observer. Space was both predictable and distant . Now, with the promotion of the impact threat, space was configured as the source of an enemy against which we must defend ourselves. This threatening conception of space matched the conception of space as a theatre  of war promoted by the supporters of SDI. Space had become a place, a technologized location for human action where wars could be fought and human salvation sought. Thus astronomy was also reconceptualized. Further developing the violent metaphors already appropriated by impact–extinction theory (Davis, 2001), astronomers recast their role as impassioned prophets of doom and saviours of mankind rather than as cold calculators of cosmic order. Traditionally, Solar System astronomy had dealt with the grand narratives of planetary history and the timeless certainties of celestial dynamics. The technologies of astronomy – telescopes and, later, space probes – were the tools through which new knowledge had been sought. They were not, on the whole, instruments of action. Now, however, astronomy was to be prophetic and interventionist. As comets had been in a far earlier period, both asteroids and comets were now treated as ‘monsters’ – portents of Earthly calamities. It was the purpose of planetary astronomy to watch for these portents. Equally, it was the duty of astronomers to warn the  unsuspecting public and to intervene to save the world. Planetary astronomy  was transformed from the passive observation of the heavens to the active  surveillance of the heavens, and the instruments of astronomy were to be  supplemented with the technologies of war. By the 1980s and 1990s, asteroid science, defence science and science fiction all presented space as an arena for technological intervention where an invisible enemy would be defeated for the greater good of mankind. Science fiction provided a culturally available resource that could give  concrete form to the ideas of both asteroid scientists and weapons designers. Through narrative, the timeless and universal speculations of science could be converted into a specific sequence of events. By drawing on narratives of technological salvation, asteroid scientists made their case more compelling,  but they also became dependent on narrative scenarios shared by the defence scientists. Even as the scientists themselves attempted to pull back from concrete proposals for weapons systems, their own discourse irresistibly drew them towards the militaristic intervention demanded by the narrative imperative.  The identification of asteroids as a threat required a military response. Astronomer Duncan Steel (2000b), writing about the impact threat in The Guardian newspaper, put it most clearly when he stated that ‘we too need to declare war on the heavens’. Just as the overlap between science and science fiction was mutually supportive, so the overlap between impact science and defence helped legitimize both. The civilian scientists could draw on a repertoire of metaphors and concepts already articulated by the defence scientists to help make the case for the threat from space. They would no longer be a marginalized and underfunded group of astronomers, but would take on the ultimate role of defending the world. Similarly, in the context of the impact threat, the defence scientists could further develop their weapons systems without being accused of threatening the delicate nuclear balance of mutually assured destruction or, in the period between the fall of the Soviet Union and the 9/11 attacks, of irresponsibly generating a climate of fear in the absence of an identifiable enemy.

Asteroids link

The threat of the asteroid validates the militarized culture of space that leads to weaponisation and space wars.
Mellor 07 Felicity, course leader for the MSc in Science Communication, PhD in theoretical physics from Newcastle University, was a lecturer in astronomy at Sussex University before deciding to focus on critical analyses of science, “Colliding Worlds : Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space” Social Studies of Science 2007 37: 499
The asteroid impact threat offered a scientifically validated enemy onto which could be projected the fears on which a militaristic culture depends. Far from providing a replacement outlet for weapons technologies, the promotion of the asteroid impact threat helped make the idea of war in space more acceptable and helped justify the continued development of spacebased weaponry. Arguably, with the Clementine and Deep Impact missions, the asteroid impact threat even facilitated the testing of SDI-style systems. The asteroid impact threat legitimized a way of talking, and thinking, that was founded on fear of the unknown and the assumption that advanced technology could usher in a safer era. In so doing, it resonated with the politics of fear and the technologies of permanent war that are now at the centre of US defence policy. In this post-Cold War period, scholars of the relation between military and civilian science need to examine carefully claims about ‘ploughshare’ or ‘conversion’ technologies. New technologies arise not just out of funding and policy decisions, but also out of the social imaginaries in which new weapons can be imagined and construed as necessary. Concepts such as ‘dual use’ or ‘cover’ also need to be assessed critically. 35 One way of characterizing the Clementine missions would be as dual-use technologies whose scientific aims served as cover for the testing of SDI technologies. Yet this fails to reveal the ways in which these missions were just one concrete output of a more fundamental conceptual alliance between weapons designers and astronomers. In this paper, I have attempted to show that by also considering the narrative context in which such initiatives are located, it is possible to throw some light on the cultural web that binds civilian science to military programmes.

Asteroid Mapping leads to securitizing
Natalie Bormann, Professor at the Department of Political Science. Prior to her affiliation with Northeastern University she held a position at the Watson Institute for International Studies, Brown University. She completed her PhD in International Politics in the UK, where she also taught at the Universities of Manchester and Edinburgh., 9, Securing Outerspace, chapter 5

The representation of a 'battlefield' and combat in and through space is certainly contingent in our reading of key documents; for instance, in 2001, the US Space Commission evoked the powerful image that the US is an 'attractive candidate for another Pearl Harbor'  in space, making the case that weapons in space were needed to counter perceived US vulnerabilities in form of an attack on a virtual US territory and habitat in space. Further examples for the ways in which claims to spatiality are deeply implicated in the forging of US space weaponisation abound; they range from mapping outer space as a 'final frontier', the 'ultimate high ground' or a space that follows the 'rules of the road' for which there is a space road map'. One finds these discourses generally embedded within the logic of the our/their space nexus coupled with the attributes of defending our space versus an offending other that allow for the drawing of the boundaries around space. In 2004, US Strategic Command (2004) contemplated that

Mars link

The outcome plan is just an extension of spatial control for US security
Heriberto 4 (Carou Heriberto Cairo is a professor of political science at the Universidad Complutense Political Geography 23 (2004) 1009–1036“The Field of Mars: heterotopias of territory and war”)

But the new Field of Mars is only one of the spatial dimensions of war's explanandum. For war (and peace) are territorial. They do not only occur in specific spaces, but they also are the outcome of specific geostratagies, and are made intelligible through particular territorial discourses. This diversity of relations between space and war has to do with the different faces of warfare, which Shapiro summarizes: [T]he warfare of the modern state reveals two different faces. Its most prominent face is [strategic], ... warfare as an instrument of stale policy, and as such, the physiognomy of warfare represent itself as expressive of a deeper logistical truth: the need for the stale to approach a dangerously disordered world with force ... features of war [are linked] with enduring projects of the stale: maintaining security, clearing spaces for effective and vital functioning, meeting obligations to friends, and so on ... The other face of warfare is ontological it is focused more on the affirmation of identity than the instrumental effects of the use of deadly force (Shapiro, 1996: 457).

Getting off the rock (specifically colonizing Mars) is a movement of separation and distancing that allows the US to secure its borders and maintain hegemony
Heriberto 4 (Carou Heriberto Cairo is a professor of political science at the Universidad Complutense Political Geography 23 (2004) 1009–1036“The Field of Mars: heterotopias of territory and war”)

Attention to these new virtuous wars allows us to understand and locate the new Field of Mars as a networked spatiality. Network-centric modes of warfare imply ‘‘a reversal and virtualization of the war continuum’’ (Der Derian, 2001: 160). Contrary to Clausewitzian beliefs that war was the continuation of politics by other means, it now seems that politics is the continuation of war by other means, and new Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) allow an expansion of the community that celebrates the virtuous war. The new Field of Mars, thus, surrounds bodies that are plugged into ‘‘the dominant networks of virtuous war.’’ The modern Fields of Mars began in the barracks, where all national citizens spent their compulsory military service. Now the Postmodern Field of Mars emerges in the media coverage of war. Finally, it is worth emphasizing that these new postmodern Fields of Mars, like the old Campus Martius, bridges the ‘‘gap between military virtues and civilian values [that] was on spectacular display, representing 1032 H. Cairo / Political Geography 23 (2004) 1009–1036 a democratic void that all kinds of virtuous solutions appeared ready to fill’’ (Der Derian, 2001: 171).

The postmodern Field of Mars emerges with the transition from one social mode of warfare, the Industrialized Total Warfare, to another, ‘Spectator-Sport’ Warfare. Of course, some nation-states continue to wage war according to past models (Russia, China, India .), but most Western powers, and particularly the US, are fully engaged in the development of this new type of warfare. The menace of nuclear war and the threat of Doomsday were key to achieving a ‘‘balance of terror’’, implying ‘‘a generalized resignation to that what exists, to the co-existing powers of the specialists that organize the fate’’ (Internationale Situationniste, 1962: 3). The menace of terrorist attacks are nowadays the key to the re-construction of the political community, and the emergence of a new normalcy and the spatial structures with which it is associated. ‘Spectator-Sport’ Warfare implies, of course, the participation of people, but in a very different way to modern and traditional modes of warfare. No longer are battalions of citizen-soldiers required to die in the trenches, now citizen-spectators celebrate the accuracy and power of their ‘‘team’’ in these allegedly ‘‘casualty-free wars.’’ ‘‘Victory’’ in war shall unite the American (and Western?) political community, already purified by ‘‘Patriot’’ Acts, in a virtual Field of Mars in perfect communion with their leaders. Therefore, virtuous wars do not just deal with distant and maybe confusing (for the right citizens) lands inhabited by bare life forms. As Der Derian (2002b) implies, they may also provide the ultimate means by which the US intends to re-secure its borders and maintain its hegemony. 
Space/territorialization link

Heriberto 4 (Carou Heriberto Cairo is a professor of political science at the Universidad Complutense Political Geography 23 (2004) 1009–1036“The Field of Mars: heterotopias of territory and war”)

Territory becomes the central element of power behavior, resulting in ideologies that espouse territorial dominance, projected both inwards and outwards. But it is also necessary to approach the differences between inside and outside from other points of view; it is important to see that some may aim at peacemaking and organization of the space beyond their boundaries; that is, they may attempt to expand their territory, justifying their behavior through ideological discourses such as the ‘‘living space’’ of German Geopolitik or also to develop global strategies of dominance based on similar conceptions, such as the American ‘‘manifest destiny.’’ H. Cairo /Political Geography 23 (2004) 1009–1036 1019 Territory also plays a fundamental role in identity politics, and particularly in the violence resulting from it. Krishna shows how ‘‘[t]he effort to produce Sri Lanka from a space called Ceylon concisely showcases the physical and epistemic violence that accompanies post-colonial nation building.’’ Civil war between the Sinhalese majority and the Tamil minority results, basically, from a desire of the Sinhalese to regard ‘‘the new nation as a space that properly belongs to itself’’ (Krishna, 1999: 56–57). Territory, thus, is a marker of identity, as are language, religion, ethnicity or social customs, but territory in postmodern times and particularly in postcolonial states is a very powerful tool, ‘‘without analogue,’’ in the construction of identity. Mehta gives us a[n] plausible explanation: Clearly in the post-nationalist era, states feel the imperative to claim to be able to preserve and defend a distinctive way of life. But simultaneously, they are aware that such claims to distinctiveness are themselves weakened in this era. Ethnicity, religion, and language, the very attributes that nations in the stage of their formation so often tout, cease to be the markers of distinctiveness. States cannot protect or police the borders of their languages, and still less the religious commitments and interethnic links that their citizens increasingly cultivate . But they can try to protect their territorial borders. In an odd sort of way territory becomes the last resort of political autonomy and sovereignty (Mehta, 1999: 151).

Space/gender link

The desire to explore space is a masculinized dream of control over a new, virginized feminine world.

Jim Dwight, no date, professor at Millersville University specializing in fem studies, Reconstructing the Fables: Women on the Educational Cyberfrontier

<22> In "Ark," a strong female protagonist battles two male cyborgs: one representing (Figure 8) the purely physical male cyborg ideal (likened to the Terminator); the other (Figure 9) representing the purely intellectual cyborg ideal (likened to 2001's HAL). Jackson Katz (1998) remarks how the powerful cyborg figure is incorporated into Arnold Schwarzenegger in the Terminator movies as a hyperviolent and hypermasculine killing machine. Morevoer, the caption in Figure 8 signifies the importance of Cartesian cleansing of the corrupt feminine body (Boler, 2002). Sophia (1998) critiques 2001 and the computer HAL as an Athena motif -- pure intellect in feminine form born from the masculine mind of Zeus. The computer, like many in science fiction genre, acts like a hyperrational female (the Athena figure) whose job is to nurture the crew and has been created by male scientists and engineers. However, playing on social scripts for females, the computer acts irrationally killing almost the entire crew of the Discovery. In 2010 Jupiter space explodes into a new, virgin world prohibited from corrupting human civilization. These examples illustrate the masculine desire to control space -- the final frontier -- without a feminine civilizing presence to corrupt the ironically feminized, virgin frontier. As Sophia (1998) writes,

The rationality of "hard mastery" harbors its own irrationality in that "dream of Reason" which seeks pleasure from possessive command and control of a programmable microworld, an ideal and idealized space where a disembodied consciousness might escape anxieties about lack of control over contingent and messy actualities of physical and social lives, and enjoy the sense of domination that comes from achieving total mastery of a partial, virtual system. (p. 31)

These male cyborg tropes represent a romanticized narrative of frontier as a totally controllable feminine space; a feminine space, moreover, that represents male adolescent erotic desires for ultimate control and feminine pliability.
Space tourism link

The pursuit of space exploration and development, such as space tourism, is inherently tied to power. This alters predominant self identification in which the individual relates to the self in a form of self-worshiping narcissicism.

Peter Dickens and James S. Ormrod, Univerity of Essex, 2007, “Outer Space and Internal Nature: Towards a Sociology of the Universe” Sociology 2007 41: 609 (British Sociological Association)

How does this discussion of contemporary subjectivity in a globalized society relate to our main theme, that of an emergent cosmic society? What forms of subjectivity are now developing in relation to a society that is socializing, privatizing and humanizing the cosmos? Again, we find a shift, one both There are strong indications that these pro-space activists are amongst those most affected by late modern narcissism. Early on in life, these activists come to project infantile unconscious phantasies (those relating to omnipotence and fusion with the infant’s ‘universe’) into conscious fantasies2 about exploring and developing space, which increasingly seem a possibility and which now achieve legitimacy largely through the ideology of the libertarian right. Those who have grown up in the ‘post-Sputnik’ era and were exposed at an early date to science fiction are particularly likely to engage in fantasies or daydreams about travelling in space, owning it, occupying it, consuming it and bringing it under personal control. Advocates talk about fantasies of bouncing up and down on the moon or playing golf on it, of mining asteroids or setting up their own colonies. These fantasies serve to protect the unconscious phantasy that they are still in the stage of infantile narcissism. Of course not all of those people growing up in late modern societies come to fantasize about space at such an early age like this, and are less single minded in their attempts to control and consume the universe, but we argue that this is nonetheless the way in which some dominant sectors of Western society relate to the universe. It is not only pro-space activists, but many well-to-do businesspeople and celebrities who are lining up to take advantage of new commercial opportunities to explore space as tourists. The promise of power over the whole universe is therefore the latest stage in the escalation of the narcissistic personality. A new kind of ‘universal man’ is in the making. Space travel and possible occupation of other planets further inflates people’s sense of omnipotence. Fromm (1976) discusses how in Western societies people experience the world (or indeed the universe) through the ‘having’ mode, whereby individuals cannot simply appreciate the things around them, but must own and consume them. For the narcissistic pro-space activist, this sentiment means that they feel a desperate need to bring the distant objects of outer space under their control: Some people will look up at the full moon and they’ll think about the beauty of it and the romance and history and whatever. I’ll think of some of those too but the primary thing on my mind is gee I wonder what it looks like up there in that particular area, gee I’d love to see that myself. I don’t want to look at it up there, I want to walk on it. (25-year-old engineering graduate interviewed at ProSpace March Storm 2004) Omnipotent daydreaming of this kind is also closely linked to the idea of regaining a sense of wholeness and integration once experienced with the mother (or ‘monad’) in the stage of primary narcissism, counterposed to a society that is fragmenting and alienating. Experiencing weightlessness and seeing the Earth from space are other common fantasies. Both represent power, the ability to ‘break the bonds of gravity’, consuming the image of the Earth (Ingold, 1993; Szersynski and Urry, 2006) or ‘possessing’ it through gazing at it (Berger, 1972). They also represent a return to unity. Weightlessness represents the freedom from restraint experienced in pre-oedipal childhood, and perhaps even a return to the womb (Bainbridge, 1976: 255). Seeing the Earth from space is an experience in which the observer witnesses a world without borders. This experience has been dubbed ‘the overview effect’ based on the reported life-changing experiences of astronauts (see White, 1987). Humans’ sense of power in the universe means our experience of the cosmos and our selves is fundamentally changing: It really presents a different perspective on your life when you can think that you can actually throw yourself into another activity and transform it, and when we have a day when we look out in the sky and we see lights on the moon, something like that or you think that I know a friend who’s on the other side of the Sun right now. You know, it just changes the nature of looking at the sky too. (46-year-old space scientist interviewed at ProSpace March Storm 2004) In the future, this form of subjectivity may well characterize more and more of Western society. A widespread cosmic narcissism of this kind might appear to have an almost spiritual nature, but the cosmic spirituality we are witnessing here is not about becoming immortal in the purity of the heavens. Rather, it is spirituality taking the form of self-worship; further aggrandizing the atomized, self-seeking, 21st-century individual (see Heelas, 1996). Indeed, the pro-space activists we interviewed are usually opposed to those who would keep outer space uncontaminated, a couple suggesting we need to confront the pre-Copernican idea of a corrupt Earth and ideal ‘Heaven’. 

Space link – A2: view from space solves

The image of earth from space fails to produce environmental justice – it affirms retrograde social dynamics

Greta Gaard, cofounder of the Minnesota Green Party, Gaard documented the transition of the U.S. Green movement into the Green Party of the United States in her book, Ecological Politics. She is currently a professor of English at University of Wisconsin-River Falls and a community faculty member in Women's Studies at Metropolitan State University, Twin Cities, 10/1/2010, “New Directions for Ecofeminism: Toward a More Feminist Ecocriticism”, http://isle.oxfordjournals.org/content/17/4/643.full
Ecofeminists have argued that NASA's whole earth image of the planet from space creates not only a physical distance, but a psychic detachment as well (Garb 264–78). In this image, we earthlings become mere observers, not participants. This whole earth image depicts earth as an object of art, seen from such a distance that we do not see such simultaneously personal and political experiences as military occupation, death, sexual assault, deep sea oil drilling, aerial gunning of wolves, toxic waste, social injustice, human and inter-species oppression. In other words, this perspective does not provide a standpoint for understanding eco-justice problems, and thus cannot lead us to holistic eco-justice solutions, either: “the ‘global view’ cannot adequately depict environmental problems because the impacts of these problems vary with class, gender, age, and race” (Litfin 38). Perhaps the most dangerous implication of this “God's eye view” from space is its valorization of space exploration, and the idea that extraterrestrialism is viable: the whole earth view is “a rearward view of the earth, a view seen as we leave” (Garb 272). It supports the myth that we can live apart from the earth, that we are not, in the most profound sense, earthlings. Seen from an ecofeminist perspective, the space program is “an oversized literalization of the masculine transcendent idea, an attempt to achieve selfhood freed not only from gravity but from all it represents: the pull of the Earth, of mater, dependence on the mother, the body” (Garb 272). The resonant detachment of both ecoglobalism and the whole earth image offers fruitful ground for feminist ecocritical explorations.
China link

Their Discourse Reduces China to Uncivilized Status - Limitless Violence Becomes Natural

Tan See Seng, Prof of Security Studies @ IDSS Singapore, ‘2 [July, “What Fear Hath Wrought: Missile Hysteria and The Writing of America, IDSS Commentary No. 28, http://www.sipri.org/contents/library/0210.pdf]
Let us turn briefly to recent statements involving the "China threat." As per usual, without any thoughtful appraisal of the millennia-long and rich histories of China(s), the specific struggles and tensions faced at different historical moments in ongoing contestations of Chinese identity, or the relatively long Sino-American relationship marked by mutual benefit as well as detriment, Republican Senator Jon Kyle, by no means a Sinologist and citing extensively from just one study on China, 73 recently submitted this "definitive" assessment: [T]he former [Clinton] administration believed that China could be reformed solely by the civilizing influence of the West. Unfortunately, this theory hasn't proven out - the embrace of western capitalism has not been accompanied by respect for human rights, the rule of law, the embrace of democracy, or a less belligerent attitude toward its neighbours... China is being led by a communist regime with a deplorable human rights record and a history of irresponsible technology sales to rogue states. Furthermore, Beijing's threatening rhetoric aimed at the United States and Taiwan, as well as its military modernization and buildup of forces opposite Taiwan, should lead us to the conclusion that China potentially poses a growing threat to our national security... We should also be concerned with China's desire to project power in other parts of the Far East. 74 In Kyle's discourse we encounter, first, the partisan criticism levelled against the previous administration for its evidently erroneous belief that China could be "reformed" by the "civilizing influence of the West." That this statement proceeds immediately from there to demonstrate why "this theory hasn't proven out" is not to imply that the senator from Arizona therefore thinks that the entirety of the Clinton Administration's purported logic is thereby flawed. Indeed, his discourse enacts precisely the same exclusionary practice, present in the logic that he has just criticized, so as to position China as a "lesser subject," so to speak, relative to the US. Again, Butler's thoughts are helpful here: "This exclusionary matrix by which subjects are formed thus requires the simultaneous production of a domain of abject beings, those who are not yet 'subjects,' but who form the constitutive outside to the domain of the subject. ,75 I would suggest that Butler's "abject beings... who are not yet 'subjects" may possibly be construed as what I have termed "lesser subjects." Hence, in much the same way that colonial or Orientalist discourses produced subaltern subjects in order to be known, domesticated, disciplined, conquered, governed, and of course civilized, 76 the figuration of "China" in Kyle's discourse, evoking a genre of Otherness most moderns prefer to think has disappeared with the passing of colonialism, is that of an uncivilized barbaric nation and people. The previous Democratic administration, according to Kyle, erred in believing that the Chinese can be reformed and civilized, but no such hope - and it is, after all, a liberal hope - need be entertained by conservatives who know better than to even attempt to civilize "the natives." This representation allows for the simultaneous production of the properly constituted subject, "America," where human rights, the rule of law, democracy, and a track record of good neighbourliness are fully embraced along with capitalism. Here we may note that although this inventory of criteria has long been associated with how Americans perceive themselves - and, to be sure, how the world perceives America, positively as well as negatively - their own national history, however, is littered with as many spectacular failures as there have been successes in these very areas. Further, what is interesting to note, in terms of the redeployment - or, to paraphrase Foucault, a "re-incitement" - of Orientalist tropes in security discourse, is the shift from the sorts of axiomatic and practical axes that structure interrelated discourses on communism during and prior to the Cold War, to the axes that configure contemporary readings of communism or, more precisely, the latest variant of "socialism with Chinese characteristics." As Campbell has pointed out, one of the dimensions upon which pivoted the construction of Soviet communism as the West's Other was that of the organizing of economic relations: notably, in its most simplistic terms, central planning and collectivisation on the part of the communist bloc; and, laissez faire cum mixed economy and private ownership on the part of the Free World. 77 In the case of Senator Kyle's narrative - which, in a key respect, reiterates and references norms and tropisms already present in security discourses on China during the Clinton presidency - that particular axis has become irrelevant in the wake of China's "embrace of western capitalism" and growing integration with the global economy. 78 For a replacement, contemporary security discourse has mobilized other representational resources that, as we have seen, function within the senator's discourse to domesticate and constitute China as a threat. And although China is described therein as "being led by a communist regime," the choice of this particular adjective, deliberately circulated to invoke past articulations of fear, no longer refers to the same thing, however. Hence, much as China has "embraced western capitalism," much as communism in its economic sense is no longer adhered to throughout all of China, the discursive construction of Otherness, to the extent that the figuration of communism is still being employed, now proceeds along the democratic/authoritarian axis, as well as along other axes (elaborated upon earlier) around which rogue states are constituted. 

China link

China Threat Discourse Presupposes Conflict In Order to Maintain US Identity - Limiting Options and Creating Conflict 
Christian Weber, PhD Candidate @ Johann Wolfgang Goeth-University, ‘8 [Journal of Historical Sociology 16.3, “Securitizing China and Russia? Western relations with “rising powers” in the East,” http://www.soz.uni-frankfurt.de/hellmann/projekt/Securitizing%20China%20and%20Russia_September_2008.pdf]
One clear example for the reproduction of the West through practices of securitization is the conceptualization of China’s rise as a long term security threat. Since the mid-1990s, Western scholars and politicians try to evaluate the power potential and the aims of the Chinese leadership in order to assess in a more informed fashion whether Western states should be either concerned or dispassionate about China’s impressive economic growth rates and its increases in military spending.19 One striking feature of this literature is its normative Western outlook. Scholars, particularly in the U.S., presume that the current “liberal international order” and the Western supremacy within this order must be preserved. A revision of the existing rules on China’s terms is hardly ever considered as an acceptable option and is associated with warlike escalations of previous power transitions. Thus, the literature on “China’s rise” starts from the presupposition that Western predominance should be upheld and depicts a more powerful China as a challenger that should be either fully socialized into the “liberal system” through a policy of engagement or restrained from subverting it through a containment strategy.20 Proponents of containment who regard a future antagonism between China and the West as almost inevitable made themselves heard with explicit securitizing moves when conflicts between U.S. and Chinese foreign policy came up. For example, a few months after the Taiwan Strait crisis in 1995-96 the journal Foreign Affairs appeared with a special section on “The China threat”.21 In the lead article, Richard Bernstein and Ross Munro, two American journalists, made some deterministic predictions suggesting that China “is bound to be no strategic friend of the United States, but a long-term adversary” (p.22). In East Asia, they contended, military conflict between China and the U.S. over Taiwan or over territorial claims in the South China Sea was always possible and becoming more and more likely as China’s military strength continued to grow. Bernstein and Munro did not see this conflict confined only to China and the U.S. but instead presented it as a veritable global security problem: Moreover, the Chinese-American rivalry of the future could fit into a broader new global arrangement that will increasingly challenge Western, and especially American, global supremacy. China’s close military cooperation with the former Soviet Union, particularly its purchase of advanced weapons in the almost unrestricted Russian arms bazaar, its technological and political help to the Islamic countries of central Asia and North Africa, and its looming dominance in East Asia put it at the center of an informal network of states, many of which have goals and philosophies inimical to those of the United States, and many of which share China’s sense of grievance at the long global domination of the West.22 This quote reads like a textbook version of a securitization move in which China is stylized as the leader of an “informal” but nevertheless dangerous coalition of autocratic and Islamic enemies that prepare for a struggle against Western dominance. It is hardly surprising that they cite Samuel Huntington’s thesis on the “clash of civilizations” in the subsequent paragraph. Their vision shares quite a similarity with Huntington’s idea of a “Confucian- Islamic Connection that has emerged to challenge Western interests, values and power”.23 Interestingly, they would see less need for concern if China would become a democracy. Then, its military strength would be less threatening than if it remained a dictatorship. They don’t believe that to happen, however, since “that would be contrary to Chinese culture”.24 Bernstein and Munro’s essay was not the last one to portray China as the coming danger to for the West. In the context of renewed tensions over Taiwan in 2000, the Washington Times journalist Bill Gertz made very similar claims in his book on the “The China threat”. Gertz argued that China was the “most serious long-term national security challenge to the United States”. It threatened Taiwan with a massive missile buildup, supported terrorist groups that threatened the U.S. and enhanced military cooperation with Russia. These claims and allegations of anti-American intentions are only garnished with quotes from Chinese senior generals and illustrated with incidents where China and the U.S. have come into diplomatic conflict. The Clinton administration is accused of having sold out American interests in ignoring the most serious security threat of the United States by naively trying to “engage” China via economic cooperation. As trade would not ensure friendly relations, he argues, instead China must be contained through a recommitment to East Asian military involvement and a U.S. military buildup.25 Although the western security agenda after 9/11 had clearly shifted towards Islamic terrorism, in the second edition of his book Gertz sticks to his warning that the “danger from the nuclear-armed communist dictatorship in China is growing”. From an IR theory perspective there seem to be two separate arguments about the alleged dangers of China’s rise. The first is the liberal argument that there is a qualitative difference in the foreign policy behaviour of democratic and autocratic regimes with the latter being more risk-acceptant and dangerous because 
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[CONTINUED NO TEXT REMOVED]

their leaders are not as dependent on the consent of their respective population as the former.26 The second argument is a realist one about power transitions. According to this perspective, a look at the historical record allows draw- ing the lesson that the hegemony of a state does not last forever because over time the distribution of power will change to its detriment. New rising powers, also frequently called revisionist powers, will not be prepared to satisfy themselves with the existing set of rules that constituted the old hegemonic order and will instead seek to change the rules to their own favour.27 Since there is no reliable mechanism in international society to manage this transition peacefully and because the dominant actors will not give up their power position voluntarily, serious conflict over world hegemony and a radical revision of the old rules seem inevitable. 28 Against this backdrop it should come as no surprise that realist scholars like John Mearsheimer and Robert Kagan join the public dispute with the message that a more powerful China is a long term threat that must be contained by the United States and its allies.29 In the public debate about China’s rise the liberal and the realist arguments are combined to a distinctive narrative that can be summarized as follows.30 China poses a long term threat to the security of the U.S. and the liberal Western order as a whole. As soon as the leading great power in the world is seriously challenged by the “rise” of great powers that are equipped with the sufficient demographic and economic potential, the fight over world hegemony cannot be prevented forever. Democracies and “totalitarian regimes” cannot coexist peacefully indefinitely. This is a lesson that can be drawn from 19th and 20th century history. Sooner or later they will fight each other until one or the other side prevails. Therefore, it would be detrimental to U.S. long term interests to engage China in a policy of “appeasement” e.g. through trade partnership as the Clinton administration had practiced it. Instead it must assume a firm posture and contain China through a “politics of strength” e.g. with a military build-up in East Asia and the forging of alliances of democracies. It is up to the U.S. as the leader of the Western world to take the initiative and demonstrate military strength. This narrative had a considerable impact in China itself where it was received under the label of “Chinese threat theory”. Chinese scholars and officials reviewed U.S. and European articles that named China as a security threat and took it as an illustration of the onesidedness with which China was treated by foreigners. In this way, complaining about the Western “Chinese threat theory” at the same time fostered Chinese foreign policy identity: the country would not turn to imperial expansion as Western great powers had done in the past but would instead go its own way of “peaceful rise” or “peaceful development”. 31 This short reconstruction of the China threat narrative shall serve only as a starting point illustrate how a securitization of China could look like. Of course it is only one specific part of an overall discourse about how to understand and react to China’s growing importance in world politics that is taking place in the academy as well as in policy circles and in the wider public. But at least one preliminary observation still seems worth noting. China is not only seen as a threat in the United States as one might expect.32 For example, the Gaullist former French prime minister Edouard Balladur recently called for a “union of the West” that could stop the alleged relative decline of the Atlantic community vis-à-vis China’s economic growth.33 Opinion polls indicate that large parts of the population not only in the United States but also Europe see the “growing power of China” as an economic and even as a “military threat”.34 Of course this does not mean that they would support a policy of containment. People who are worried about China’s growth may favor diplomatic negotiations as the more adequate measure. But nevertheless the description of the problem has an impact on the range of options that are taken into consideration. When the German Christian Democratic Union (CDU) in its recent Asia Strategy conceptualizes “Asia as a strategic challenge and opportunity for Germany and Europe”, it pushes the range of alternatives in a certain direction.35 If even those who prefer a politization of Sino-Western relations through multila- teral negotiations and economic cooperation build their arguments upon a description of China’s rise as a “strategic challenge” the plausibility to treat it like a security issue increases. 
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China Threat Discourse is Disguised as Objectivity – Creates a Dichotomy Between Self and Other.
Chengxin Pan, Department of Political Science and International Relations, Faculty of Arts, Australian National University, ‘4 [Alternatives 29, “The "China Threat" in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics,” p. ebsco]

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. "64 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.  

Regardless of Policy - The Aff Constructions of China as threat Naturalize Otherization of China

Tan See Seng, Prof of Security Studies @ IDSS Singapore, ‘2 [July, “What Fear Hath Wrought: Missile Hysteria and The Writing of America, IDSS Commentary No. 28, http://www.sipri.org/contents/library/0210.pdf]
To its credit, the Bush Administration has, for the most part, avoided any forthright labelling of China as a threat, much less a clear and present danger. But the conditions of discursive possibility for such labelling are clear and present, so much so that policy options of containment, confrontation, and engagement, in an important sense, do not constitute fundamentally distinct ways of conceptualising China, but rather overlapping approaches to managing an already presumed Other, both dangerous and threatening. As National Security Advisor Condoleeza Rice has argued, "China is not a 'status quo' power [because it] resents the role of the United States in the Asia-Pacific region"8° - an ideological reduction that not only constitutes China as incorrigibly revisionist, but refuses the possibility that China may in fact accept (or, as a retired Chinese diplomat recently put it, "tolerate"81) the international status quo owing to the benefits Beijing has accrued and desires to continuing accruing, thanks largely to America's apparent stabilizing influence in the region. 82 Moreover, as one analyst has averred, "Beijing has a history of testing US presidents early to see what they're made of."83 As in the above illustrations concerning rogue states, exclusionary practices along various axiomatic and practical axes construct a particular China that, in turn, legitimates the view of the Chinese and their missiles as threats. All the while, the contemporaneous production and reproduction of a particular American identity proceeds apace by way of the reiteration and reference of boundary producing performances that form the constitutive "outside" of danger, threat, and vulnerability.
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Their Discourse Construct China as an Object.
Chengxin Pan, Department of Political Science and International Relations, Faculty of Arts, Australian National University, ‘4 [Alternatives 29, “The "China Threat" in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics,” p. ebsco]

China and its relationship with the United States has long been a fascinating subject of study in the mainstream U.S. international relations community. This is reflected, for example, in the current heated debates over whether China is primarily a strategic threat to or a market bonanza for the United States and whether containment or engagement is the best way to deal with it.* While U.S. China scholars argue fiercely over "what China precisely is," their debates have been underpinned by some common ground, especially in terms of a positivist epistemology. Firstly, they believe that China is ultimately a knowable object, whose reality can be, and ought to be, empirically revealed by scientific means. For example, after expressing his dissatisfaction with often conflicting Western perceptions of China, David M. Lampton, former president of the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations, suggests that "it is time to step back and look at where China is today, where it might be going, and what consequences that direction will hold for the rest of the world."2 Like many other China scholars, Lampton views his object of study as essentially "something we can stand back from and observe with clinical detachment."^ Secondly, associated with the first assumption, it is commonly believed that China scholars merely serve as "disinterested observers" and that their studies of China are neutral, passive descriptions of reality. And thirdly, in pondering whether China poses a threat or offers an opportunity to the United States, they rarely raise the question of "what the United States is." That is, the meaning of the United States is believed to be certain and beyond doubt.  

China Threat Discourse is a Self Fullfilling Prophesy

Chengxin Pan, Department of Political Science and International Relations, Faculty of Arts, Australian National University, ‘4 [Alternatives 29, “The "China Threat" in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics,” p. ebsco]

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 refiection 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. 
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The Aff’s Discourse Constructs A Benevolent US Opposed to The Dangerous Chinese Other - This is not Neutral But an Active Ideological Construction

Chengxin Pan, Department of Political Science and International Relations, Faculty of Arts, Australian National University, ‘4 [Alternatives 29, “The "China Threat" in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics,” p. ebsco] 

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? "^2 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.s^ 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 uner certain circumstances, but certainly not all.54 
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Descriptions of Russian Danger are Constructed and Reproduce a Self/Other Distinction - Their Dream of Total Security becomes total violence

Øyvind Jæger, @ Norweigian Institute of International Affairs and the Copenhagen Peace Research Institute, 2k [Peace and Conflict Studies 7.2, “Securitizing Russia: Discoursive Practice of the Baltic States,” http://shss.nova.edu/pcs/journalsPDF/V7N2.pdf#page=18]

The Russian war on Chechnya is one event that was widely interpreted in the Baltic as a ominous sign of what Russia has in store for the Baltic states (see Rebas 1996: 27; Nekrasas 1996: 58; Tarand 1996: 24; cf. Haab 1997). The constitutional ban in all three states on any kind of association with post-Soviet political structures is indicative of a threat perception that confuses Soviet and post- Soviet, conflating Russia with the USSR and casting everything Russian as a threat through what Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe (1985) call a discursive "chain of equivalence". In this the value of one side in a binary opposition is reiterated in other denotations of the same binary opposition. Thus, the value "Russia" in a Russia/Europe-opposition is also denoted by "instability", "Asia", "invasion", "chaos", "incitement of ethnic minorities", "unpredictability", "imperialism", "slander campaign", "migration", and so forth. The opposite value of these markers ("stability", "Europe", "defence", "order", and so on) would then denote the Self and thus conjure up an identity. When identity is precarious, this discursive practice intensifies by shifting onto a security mode, treating the oppositions as if they were questions of political existence, sovereignty, and survival. Identity is (re)produced more effectively when the oppositions are employed in a discourse of in-security and danger, that is, made into questions of national security and thus securitised in the Wæverian sense. In the Baltic cases, especially the Lithuanian National Security Concept is knitting a chain of equivalence in a ferocious discourse of danger. Not only does it establish "[t]hat the defence of Lithuania is total and unconditional," and that "[s]hould there be no higher command, self-controlled combat actions of armed units and citizens shall be considered legal." (National Security Concept, Lithuania, Ch. 7, Sc. 1, 2) It also posits that [t]he power of civic resistance is constituted of the Nation’s Will and self-determination to fight for own freedom, of everyone citizen’s resolution to resist to [an] assailant or invader by all possible ways, despite citizen’s age and [or] profession, of taking part in Lithuania’s defence (National Security Concept, Lithuania, Ch. 7, Sc. 4). When this is added to the identifying of the objects of national security as "human and citizen rights, fundamental freedoms and personal security; state sovereignty; rights of the nation, prerequisites for a free development; the state independence; the constitutional order; state territory and its integrity, and; cultural heritage," and the subjects as "the state, the armed forces and other institutions thereof; the citizens and their associations, and; non governmental organisations,"(National Security Concept, Lithuania, Ch. 2, Sc. 1, 2) one approaches a conception of security in which the distinction between state and nation has disappeared in all-encompassing securitisation. Everyone is expected to defend everything with every possible means. And when the list of identified threats to national security that follows range from "overt (military) aggression", via "personal insecurity", to "ignoring of national values,"(National Security Concept, Lithuania, Ch. 10) the National Security Concept of Lithuania has become a totalising one taking everything to be a question of national security. The chain of equivalence is established when the very introduction of the National Security Concept is devoted to a denotation of Lithuania’s century-old sameness to "Europe" and resistance to "occupation and subjugation" (see quotation below), whereby Russia is depicted and installed as the first link in the discursive chain that follows. In much the same way the "enemy within" came about in Estonia and Latvia. As the independence-memory was ritualised and added to the sense of insecurity – already fed by confusion in state administration, legislation and government policy grappling not only with what to do but also how to do it given the inexperience of state institutions or their absence – unity behind the overarching objective of independence receded for partial politics and the construction of the enemy within. This is what David Campbell (1992) points out when he sees the practices of security as being about securing a precarious state identity. One way of going about it is to cast elements on the state inside resisting the privileged identity as the subversive errand boys of the prime external enemy.
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Russia is wrongly perceived as a threat and securitized against

Charles Nathanson, visionary co-founder of San Diego Dialogue, Ph.D., 1988, “The social construction of the Soviet threat”

In this paper the reality of the Soviet threat to the United States is questioned. It is postulated that perception of it as such is due to the adoption of a single schema or 'script' by which data is interpreted and ambiguity is eliminated. This script is used to eliminate any alternative interpretation of Soviet behavior. The purpose of the paper is to show how this 'self- generating, self-confirming reality was constructed and maintained.' Various aspects of U.S. foreign and domestic policy-making are examined with special emphasis on George Kennan's 'Long Telegram' of 1946 which became the 'bible' of American policy-makers and keystone of the script. Post-war U.S. anti-Soviet attitudes are seen not as a result of a change in Soviet behavior, but rather as due to a new method of interpreting it. 1. Introduction For nearly four decades, the perception that a Soviet threat exists out there in the world has informed much of American foreign and domestic political behavior. How to respond to the threat has been a subject of intense debate. The reality of the threat has been taken for granted. This paper questions the reality.1 The argument does not depend primarily on a reexamination of Soviet
Old soviet tensions cause us to view Russia as a threat when they truly aren’t

Hugh Mehan, Professor of Sociology and Director of The Center for Research on Educational Equity, Access, and Teaching Excellence (CREATE) at UCSD, 1990, “Nuclear Discourse in the 1980s: The Unravelling Conventions of the Cold War” http://das.sagepub.com/content/1/2/133.short
The power and importance of discourse conventions in the cold war are revealed through their breach. The Reagan Administration talked publicly about nuclear weapons as a way to win a nuclear war. This new mode of representing nuclear weapons breached the deterrence convention, i.e. the purpose of nuclear weapons is to avoid war, not fight war. Humanists fearful of nuclear destruction, moralists condemning the sinful nature of nuclear war, and peace activists demanding a freeze on the production of nuclear weapons challenged this discourse move and struggled to reset the parameters of the nuclear conversation. To repair this breach, the Reagan Administration advocated a strategic defense and considered abolishing nuclear weapons entirely. SDI countered the moral phrasings of the bishops and silenced the peace movement, but only by further undermining cold war conventions. Reagan's abolitionist moves breached the convention of relying on nuclear weapons to counter the threat of Soviet expansion. In this newly opened discourse space, Gorbachev challenged the most basic convention of cold war discourse, the Soviet threat, by denying the US an enemy. It is more difficult for the US to use the Soviet Union as a rationale for its policies when the Soviet threat is removed from US strategic discourse. Our analysis suggests Gorbachev was led to an alternative security vision for the superpowers by the West's loss of discursive control over nuclear weapons, which occurred when the Reagan Administration breached the conventions that tied cold war discourse together.

Hegemony link

The logic of Hegemonic preservation festishizes the US global role, necessitating a kill-to-save mentality

Noorani, 2005. Yaseen Noorani is a Lecturer in Arabic Literature, Islamic and Middle East Studies, University of Edinburgh.  “The Rhetoric of Security,” The New Centennial Review 5.1, 2005.
The U.S. government's rhetoric of global security draws its power from simultaneously instantiating Schmitt's vision of the political as non-normative national self-preservation and the liberal vision of the political as normative civil relations. The consequence is not that this rhetoric disavows political antagonism within the nation, as Schmitt would have it (though there is an element of this), but that it disavows political antagonism on the global level. I argued above that the positing of a non-normative situation of national self-preservation, the same as that of a person being murdered, is insupportable due to the inescapable presence of a moral ideal in defining the nation's self and deciding what threatens it. This applies to all justifications of action grounded in national security. The U.S. rhetoric of security, however, lifts the paradox to a global level, and illustrates it more forcefully, by designating the global order's moral ideal, its "way of life" that is under threat, as civil relations, freedom and peace, but then making the fulcrum of this way of life an independent entity upon whose survival the world's way of life depends—the United States. Just as an aggressor puts himself outside of normativity by initiating violence, so is the victim not bound by any norms in defending his life. As the location of the self of the world order that must be preserved, the United States remains unobligated by the norms of this order as long as it is threatened by terrorism. So long as it struggles for the life of the world order, therefore, the United States remains external to this order, just as terrorism remains external to the world order so long as it threatens a universal state of war.  Without the United States everyone is dead. Why should this be? The reason is that the United States fully embodies the values underlying world peace—"freedom, democracy, and free enterprise" (National Security 2002, i)—and is the key to their realization in the global domain. These values are [End Page 30] universal, desired by all and the standard for all. "[T]he United States must defend liberty and justice because these principles are right and true for all people everywhere" (National Security 2002, 3). The fact that the United States "possesses unprecedented—and unequaled—strength and influence in the world" (1) cannot therefore be fortuitous. It cannot but derive from the very founding of the United States in universal principles of peace and its absolute instantiation of these principles. This results in "unparalleled responsibilities, obligations, and opportunity" (1). In other words, the United States as a nation stands, by virtue of its internal constitution, at the forefront of world history in advancing human freedom. It is the subject of history. Its own principle of organization is the ultimate desire of humanity, and the development of this principle is always at its highest stage in and through the United States. For this reason, the values of the United States and its interests always coincide, and these in turn coincide with the interests of world peace and progress. The requirements of American security reflect "the union of our values and our national interests," and their effect is to "make the world not just safer but better" (1).  The United States therefore is uniquely charged by history to maintain and advance world peace and universal freedom.  America is a nation with a mission, and that mission comes from our most basic beliefs. We have no desire to dominate, no ambitions of empire. Our aim is a democratic peace—a peace founded upon the dignity and rights of every man and woman. America acts in this cause with friends and allies at our side, yet we understand our special calling: This great republic will lead the cause of freedom. (Bush 2004a) America can lead the cause of freedom because it is the cause of freedom. "American values and American interests lead in the same direction: We stand for human liberty" (Bush 2003b). For this reason, it has no "ambitions," no private national interests or aspirations that would run contrary to the interests of the world as a whole. It undertakes actions, like the invasion of Iraq, that further no motive but the cause of humanity as a whole. "We have no ambition in Iraq, except to remove a threat and restore control of [End Page 31] that country to its own people" (Bush 2003a). In this way, the United States is distinct from all other nations, even though all of humanity espouses the same values. Only the United States can be depended upon for ensuring the endurance of these values because they are the sole basis of its existence. "Others might flag in the face of the inevitable ebb and flow of the campaign against terrorism. But the American people will not" (NSCT 2003, 29).  Any threat to the existence of the United States is therefore a threat to the existence of the world order, which is to say, the values that make this order possible. It is not merely that the United States, as the most powerful nation of the free world, is the most capable of defending it. It is rather that the United States is the supreme agency advancing the underlying principle of the free order. The United States is the world order's fulcrum, and therefore the key to its existence and perpetuation. Without the United States, freedom, peace, civil relations among nations, and the possibility of civil society are all under threat of extinction. This is why the most abominable terrorists and tyrants single out the United States for their schemes and attacks. They know that the United States is the guardian of liberal values. In the rhetoric of security, therefore, the survival of the United States, its sheer existence, becomes the content of liberal values. In other words, what does it mean to espouse liberal values in the context of the present state of world affairs? It means to desire fervently and promote energetically the survival of the United States of America. When the world order struggles to preserve its "self," the self that it seeks to preserve, the primary location of its being, is the United States.  Conferring this status upon the United States allows the rhetoric of security to insist upon a threat to the existence of the world order as a whole while confining the non-normative status that arises from this threat to the United States alone. The United States—as the self under threat—remains external to the normative relations by which the rest of the world continues to be bound. The United States is both a specific national existence struggling for its life and normativity itself, which makes it coextensive with the world order as a whole. For this reason, any challenge to U.S. world dominance would be a challenge to world peace and is thus impermissible. We read in The National Security Strategy that the United States [End Page 32] will "promote a balance of power that favors freedom" (National Security 2002, 1). And later, we find out what is meant by such a balance of power. 
Hegemony link

Hegemony elevates security to a transcendental ideal—it creates a moral framework for violence that requires the elimination of all that is different or unpredictable.

Der Derian 2003 [James Der Derian, Associate Professor of Political Science at University of Massachusetts Amherst, “Decoding The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, boundary, 2 30.3, 19-27]
From President Bush's opening lines of The National Security Strategy of the United States of America (NSS), the gap between rhetoric and reality takes on Browningesque proportions: "‘Our Nation's cause has always been larger than our Nation's defense. We fight, as we always fight, for a just peace—a peace that favors liberty. We will defend the peace against the threats from terrorists and tyrants. We will preserve the peace by building good relations among the great powers. And we will extend the peace by encouraging free and open societies on every continent'" (1).  Regardless of authorial (or good) intentions, the NSS reads more like late—very late—nineteenth-century poetry than a strategic doctrine for the twenty-first century. The rhetoric of the White House favors and clearly intends to mobilize the moral clarity, nostalgic sentimentality, and uncontested dominance reminiscent of the last great empires against the ambiguities, complexities, and messiness of the current world disorder. However, the gulf between the nation's stated cause ("to help make the world not just safer but better" [1]) and defensive needs (to fight "a war against terrorists of global reach" [5]) is so vast that one detects what Nietzsche referred to as the "breath of empty space," that void between the world as it is and as we would wish it to be, which produces all kinds of metaphysical concoctions.  In short shrift (thirty pages), the White House articulation of U.S. global objectives to the Congress elevates strategic discourse from a traditional, temporal calculation of means and ends, to the theological realm of monotheistic faith and monolithic truth. Relying more on aspiration than analysis, revelation than reason, the NSS is not grand but grandiose strategy. In pursuit of an impossible state of national security against terrorist evil, soldiers will need to be sacrificed, civil liberties curtailed, civilians collaterally damaged, regimes destroyed. But a nation's imperial overreach should exceed its fiduciary grasp: what's a full-spectrum dominance of the battle space for?  Were this not an official White House doctrine, the contradictions of the NSS could be interpreted only as poetic irony. How else to comprehend the opening paragraph, which begins with "The United States possesses unprecedented—and unequaled—strength and influence in the world" and ends with "The great strength of this nation must be used to promote a balance of power that favors freedom" (1)? Perhaps the cabalistic Straussians that make up the defense intellectual brain trust of the Bush administration (among them, Paul Wolfowitz, Richard Perle, and William Kristol) have come up with a nuanced, indeed, anti-Machiavellian reading of Machiavelli that escapes the uninitiated. But so fixed is the NSS on the creation of a world in America's image that concepts such as balance of power and imminent threat, once rooted in historical, juridical, as well as reciprocal traditions,  become free-floating signifiers. Few Europeans, "old" or "new," would recognize the balance of power principle deployed by the NSS to justify preemptive, unilateral, military action against not actual but "emerging" imminent threats (15). Defined by the eighteenth-century jurist Emerich de Vattel as a state of affairs in which no one preponderant power can lay down the law to others, the classical sense of balance of power is effectively inverted in principle by the NSS document and in practice by the go-it-alone statecraft of the United States. Balance of power is global suzerainty, and war is peace.

Hegemony link

The Aff’s Hegemonic discourse of “Global Instability” versus a stable US validate the Hierarchy of Dominant US Identity, returning to the geographies of exclusion.
Daavid Campbell et. al. 7, Prof. of Geography @ Durham, ‘7 [Political Geography 26, “Performing security: The imaginative geographies of current US strategy,” 414-415]

The concept of integration, invoked in different ways and in different measures by both Kagan and Barnett, is similarly at the heart of the current administration’s foreign and domestic policies. The former Director of Policy at the US State Department, Richard Haass, articulated the central tenets of the concept when he wondered:

Is there a successor idea to containment? I think there is. It is the idea of integration. The goal of US foreign policy should be to persuade the other major powers to sign on to certain key ideas as to how the world should operate: opposition to terrorism and weapons of mass destruction, support for free trade, democracy, markets. Integration is about locking them into these policies and then building institutions that lock them in even more (Haass in Lemann, 1 April 2002, emphasis added).

That the US is no longer prepared to tolerate regimes that do not mirror its own democratic values and practices, and that it will seek to persuade such major powers to change their policies and behaviours to fit the American modus operandi, is not without historical precedent (Ambrosius, 2006). Nor does the differently imagined geography of integration replace completely previous Manichean conceptions of the world so familiar to Cold War politics. Rather, the proliferation of new terms of antipathy such as ‘axis of evil’, ‘rogue states’, and ‘terror cities’ demonstrate how integration goes hand in hand with e and is mutually constitutive of e new forms of division. Barnett’s divide between the globalised world and the non-integrat- ing gap is reflected and complemented by Kagan’s divide in ways of dealing with this state of affairs. Much of this imagined geography pivots on the idea of ‘the homeland’. Indeed, in the imaginations of the security analysts we highlight here, there is a direct relationship and tension between securing the homeland’s borders and challenging the sanctity of borders elsewhere (see Kaplan, 2003: 87).

Appreciating this dynamic requires us to trace some of the recent articulations of US strategy. Since September 11th 2001 the US government and military have issued a number of documents outlining their security strategy. Each recites, reiterates and resignifies both earlier strategic statements as well each other, creating a sense of boundedness and fixity which naturalizes a specific view of the world. Initially there was The National Strategy for Homeland Security (Office of Homeland Security, 2002), and then the much broader scope National Security Strategy (The White House, 2002b; see Der Derian, 2003). These were followed by the ‘‘National Strategy for Combating Terrorism’’ and particular plans for Military Strategy, Defense Strategy and the ‘‘Strategy for Homeland Defense and Civil Support’’ (Department of Defense, 2005a, 2005b; Joint Chiefs of Staff, 2004; The White House, 2002a). These are seen as an interlocking whole, where ‘‘the National Military Strategy (NMS) supports the aims of the National Security Strat- egy (NSS) and implements the National Defense Strategy (NDS)’’ (Joint Chiefs of Staff, 2004: 1); and the ‘‘Strategy for Homeland Defense and Civil Support’’ builds ‘‘upon the concept of an active, layered defense outlined in the National Defense Strategy’’ (Department of Defense, 2005b: iii; see also diagram on 6). The updated National Security Strategy (The White House, 2006) presents a further re-elaboration and re-stating of these principles.

As with the understandings we highlighted previously, it should be noted that key elements of these strategies pre-date September 11. Significant in this continuity is the link between the Bush administration’s strategic view and the 1992 ‘‘Defense Planning Guidance’’ (DPG). Writ- ten for the administration of George H. W. Bush by Paul Wolfowitz and I. Lewis ‘Scooter’ Libby, the DPG was the first neoconservative security manifesto for the post-Cold War; a blue print for a one-superpower world in which the US had to be prepared to combat new regional threats and prevent the rise of a hegemonic competitor (Tyler, 8 March 1992; see Mann, 2004: 198ff, 212).

Initial versions of the DPG were deemed too controversial and were rewritten with input from then Defense Secretary Cheney and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs General Colin Powell (Tyler, 24 May 1992). Nonetheless, Cheney’s version still declared that, ‘‘we must maintain the mechanism for deterring potential competitors from even aspiring to a larger regional or global role’’ (Cheney, 1993: 2).What we find in this is the kernel of the policies implemented in the administration of George W. Bush, reworked through the Clinton period by such organizations as PNAC (dis- cussed above). The assemblage of individuals and organizations e both inside and outside the formal state structures e running from the DPG, through PNAC to the plethora of Bush administration security texts cited above (all of which draw upon well-established US security dispositions in the post-World War II era) demonstrates the performative infrastructure through which certain ontological effects are established, and through which certain performances are made possible and can be understood.

Hegemony link

US Leadership Ensures Destruction – We Only Believe it is Stabilizing Because We Refuse to Question it 

Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, p. 231-2]
Yet the first act in America's 'forward strategy of freedom' was to invade and attempt to subjugate Iraq, suggesting that, if 'peace' is its object, its means is war: the engine of history is violence, on an enormous and tragic scale, and violence is ultimately its only meaning. This we can glimpse in 'Toward a Pacific Union', a deeply disingenuous chapter of Fukuyama's The End of History and the Last Man. This text divides the earth between a 'post-historical' world of affluent developed democracies where 'the old rules of power-politics have decreasing relevance', and a world still 'stuck in history' and 'riven with a variety of religious, national and ideological conflicts'. The two worlds will maintain 'parallel but separate existences' and interact only along axes of threat, disturbance and crucial strategic interest: oil, immigration, terrorism and the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Because 'the relationship between democracies and nondemocracies will still be characterised by mutual distrust and fear', writes Fukuyama, the 'post-historical half must still make use of realist methods when dealing with the part still in history ... force will still be the ultima ratio in their relations'. For all the book's Kantian pretensions, Fukuyama naturalises war and coercion as the dominant mode of dealing with billions of people defined only through their lack of 'development' and 'freedom'. Furthermore, in his advocacy of the 'traditional moralism of American foreign policy' and his dismissal of the United Nations in favour of a NATO-style 'league of truly free states ... capable of much more forceful action to protect its collective security against threats arising from the non-democratic part of the world' we can see an early premonition of the historicist unilateralism of the Bush administration. 72 In this light, we can see the invasion of Iraq as continuing a long process of 'world-historical' violence that stretches back to Columbus' discovery of the Americas, and the subsequent politics of genocide, warfare and dispossession through which the modem United States was created and then expanded - initially with the colonisation of the Philippines and coercive trade relationships with China and Japan, and eventually to the self-declared role Luce had argued so forcefully for: guarantor of global economic and strategic order after 1945. This role involved the hideous destruction of Vietnam and Cambodia, 'interventions' in Chile, El Salvador, Panama, Nicaragua and Afghanistan (or an ever more destructive 'strategic' involvement in the Persian Gulf that saw the United States first building up Iraq as a formidable regional military power, and then punishing its people with a 14-year sanctions regime that caused the deaths of at least 200,000 people), all of which we are meant to accept as proof of America's benign intentions, of America putting its 'power at the service of principle'. They are merely history working itself out, the 'design of nature' writing its bliss on the world.73 The bliss 'freedom' offers us, however, is the bliss of the graveyard, stretching endlessly into a world marked not by historical perfection or democratic peace, but by the eternal recurrence of tragedy, as ends endlessly disappear in the means of permanent war and permanent terror. This is how we must understand both the prolonged trauma visited on the people of Iraq since 1990, and the inflammatory impact the US invasion will have on the new phenomenon of global antiWestern terrorism. American exceptionalism has deluded US policymakers into believing that they are the only actors who write history, who know where it is heading, and how it will play out, and that in its service it is they (and no-one else) who assume an unlimited freedom to act. As a senior adviser to Bush told a journalist in 2002: 'We're an empire now, and when we act, we create our own reality . . We're history's actors."
Hegemony link – A2: Thayer

Thayer’s argument is a scientific joke – his conclusions misrepresent the consensus, leaving his work baseless in terms of evidence.

Busser 6 [Mark, Master’s Candidate Department of Political Science, York University, The Evolution of Security: Revisiting the Human Nature Debate in International Relations, York Centre for International and Security Studies Working Paper Number 40, August, http://www.yorku.ca/yciss/publications/documents/WP40-Busser.pdf]

The political and philosophical debates that surround sociobiology in general are the least of the problems with Bradley Thayer’s article. In fact, Thayer’s argument is exactly the sort of reading of sociobiology about which its critics like Lewontin and Gould have been uncomfortably anticipating. Worse, Thayer’s exercise demonstrates a misreading of many evolutionary arguments drawing conclusions with which the theorists he cites would likely distance themselves. His argument about an egoistic human nature relies on a tiresomely common oversimplification of “a classic Darwinist argument,” crudely linking natural selection to the assumption that selfishness encourages evolutionary fitness; Even Thayer feels the need to qualify this argument in a footnote.49 Thayer’s citation of Richard Dawkins’ selfish gene theory to provide “the second sufficient explanation for egoism” is also incredibly problematic.50 In The Selfish Gene, Dawkins suggests that at the beginning of micro-organic life genes that promoted survival were key to making basic life-forms into simple ‘survival machines.’ Rather than viewing genes as an organism’s tool for generating, Dawkins suggests that it is wiser to look at the development of complex organisms as genes’ method of replicating themselves. The word selfish is used as a shorthand to describe a more complex phenomenon: genes that give their organic vessel advantages in survival and reproduction are successfully transmitted into future generations.51 However, an important part of Dawkins’ work is that the ‘selfishness’ of genes translates into decidedly unselfish behaviours. Dawkins himself has had to distance himself from groups who interpreted his focus on kin selection as a reification of ethnocentrism: The National Front was saying something like this, “kin selection provides the basis for favoring your own race as distinct from other races, as a kind of generalization of favoring your own close family as opposed to other individuals.” Kin selection doesn’t do that! Kin selection favors nepotism towards your own immediate close family. It does not favor a generalization of nepotism towards millions of other people who happen to be the same color as you.52  In light of a careful consideration of the intricacies of Dawkin’s thinking, Thayer’s treatment of his theories seems remarkably crude and shallow. Broad conclusions seem to materialize as if from thin air: “In general,” Thayer writes, “the selfishness of the gene increases its fitness, and so the behaviour spreads.”53 This line, crucial to Thayer’s point, is such a brazen oversimplification and misinterpretation of Dawkin’s work that Thayer’s arguments about a provable natural human egoism are rendered essentially baseless in terms of scientific evidence.
Hegemony link – A2: Realism

Realism Doesn’t necessitate Hegemony - It’s a Fiction used to Legitimize U.S. Empire 
Liam Kennedy, American Studies @ Univ. College, Scott Lucas, American Studies @ Birmingham, ‘5 [American Quarterly 57.2, “Public Diplomacy and U.S. Foreing Policy,” p. muse]

The ongoing "war of ideas" advanced by the Bush administration is a war that American studies should not ignore, as "we" are already caught up in it. It is a war that (ex)poses the question of American studies' relation to the state, a question that is now being taken up by some interested and concerned scholars.78 Michael Bérubé, for example, in his examination of relations between American studies and "the corporate multiversity," has challenged fellow academics to "undertake some hard thinking about [their] relation to the nation-state."79 He characterizes CIA involvement in the cultural front of the cold war as "a halcyon time when American intellectuals had a well-defined function for the state and for crucial segments of the private sector that identified freedom with free markets." Today, he suggests, an internationalist American studies finds itself accommodated as a comfortable political class of globalizing American capitalism and is intellectually hobbled by either its ignorance of or hostility to the state. Meanwhile, Paul Bové has written a troubled reflection on the complicity of "'progressive' American Studies" with "the business of the state." Bové poses the question "Can American studies be area studies?" in order to answer "no," because it does not "exist to provide authoritative knowledge to the state" and because "American studies best serves the interests of the nation-state in terms of hegemony and culture rather than policy." He uses this question to underline his view that American studies intellectuals misrecognize the workings of the state: "American studies scholars have principally focused on matters of culture and history, the areas of 'civil society' or 'the public sphere,' acting as if, in this way, they were accessing the U.S. state through its extensions . . . nor do they take the fact of the U.S. state as itself an [End Page 327] agent that must be confronted, in itself, by means of detailed, concrete, material and theoretical analyses." And yet, even as Bové advances this critique to suggest that American studies formulate a "realist model of power" that would make it more relevant to the workings of state policy, he is unable to envisage such relevance.80  We believe Bové is right to argue that American studies scholarship has not tended to recognize the specificity of the state in formations of "American" power and knowledge, but we question his need to bracket off "the theory of the extended state" as the terrain of civil society and redundant cultural theorizing. His realist model of state power is limiting, if not suggestive of a parochial vision. To some degree, Bové's pained scepticism (like Bérubé's knowing jeremiad) is symptomatic of a very American American studies perception of the global immanence of an empire that has no externality. Bové summons the unipolar spectre of the American imperium to ask: "If America has had this structural intent to be identical to the world—for what else can it mean to be the world's only remaining superpower—then where can American studies people stand to get a view of all this?"81 The spatial logic of Bové's question—that there is nowhere for American studies scholars to stand given their epistemological blindness—verifies the unipolarity of U.S. global power. We suggest, however, that the state's reterritorialization under conditions of imperial emergency opens up spaces of political cultural inquiry in the opportunity and impetus to track the workings of empire internationally and transnationally. To be sure, the state, with its resources and command of networks, may be dominant, but unipolarity is itself a dominant (realist) fiction of international relations. What this fiction discounts is "the advent of heteropolarity, the emergence of actors that are different in kind (state, corporate, group, individual) and connected nodally rather than contiguously."82 In the expanded, virtualized space of international relations, the networks of American studies can and do function as a flexible economy of knowledge production—though there remains the challenge of turning a preponderance of critical knowledge into political effect.  The academic labor of tracking the American empire opens American studies to new methodological considerations and extends its boundaries of cultural and political inquiry. This reshaping of the field should not be conceived as yet another totalizing enterprise. Rather it should take account of the "intellectual regionalism" that already exists and recognize the need to collaborate with related disciplines, which are likely experiencing their own paradigm dramas in relation to the production of knowledge under conditions of empire.83 The moves to "internationalize" American studies, already a distorted [End Page 328] mirror of neoliberal enlargement, all too readily seek to expand the field rather than seek partnerships with other fields. They also tend to subordinate the study of diplomacy to an analysis of culture in its postnational and transnational imaginings, glossing the workings of state power across national borders. Critical study of American public diplomacy and broader strategies and effects of American political warfare offer a valuable focus on the workings of empire in the matrices and interstices of American foreign policy, media, and commercial relations around the globe. Comparative and cross-disciplinary study of the histories and geographies of American political warfare can offer a fresh way to "get a view" of pax Americana, one that critically explores the relationship between "values and security." It might also have something to say about how and why the American state, at home and abroad, (mis)represents the promise of "enduring freedom."

Soft power link

Their Rhetoric of “Soft” Power is a Reality of the Worst Forms of Violent Foreign Policy – Their Truth is Racism.
Amy Kaplan, Prof. of English @ Univ. of Pennslyvania, ‘3 [American Quarterly 56.1, “Violent Belongings and the Question of Empire Today,” p. muse]

Another dominant narrative about empire today, told by liberal interventionists, is that of the "reluctant imperialist." 10 In this version, the United States never sought an empire and may even be constitutionally unsuited to rule one, but it had the burden thrust upon it by the fall of earlier empires and the failures of modern states, which abuse the human rights of their own people and spawn terrorism. The United States is the only power in the world with the capacity and the moral authority to act as military policeman and economic manager to bring order to the world. Benevolence and self-interest merge in this narrative; backed by unparalleled force, the United States can save the people of the world from their own anarchy, their descent into an [End Page 4] uncivilized state. As Robert Kaplan writes—not reluctantly at all—in "Supremacy by Stealth: Ten Rules for Managing the World": "The purpose of power is not power itself; it is a fundamentally liberal purpose of sustaining the key characteristics of an orderly world. Those characteristics include basic political stability, the idea of liberty, pragmatically conceived; respect for property; economic freedom; and representative government, culturally understood. At this moment in time it is American power, and American power only, that can serve as an organizing principle for the worldwide expansion of liberal civil society." 11 This narrative does imagine limits to empire, yet primarily in the selfish refusal of U.S. citizens to sacrifice and shoulder the burden for others, as though sacrifices have not already been imposed on them by the state. The temporal dimension of this narrative entails the aborted effort of other nations and peoples to enter modernity, and its view of the future projects the end of empire only when the world is remade in our image.  This is also a narrative about race. The images of an unruly world, of anarchy and chaos, of failed modernity, recycle stereotypes of racial inferiority from earlier colonial discourses about races who are incapable of governing themselves, Kipling's "lesser breeds without the law," or Roosevelt's "loosening ties of civilized society," in his corollary to the Monroe Doctrine. In his much-noted article in the New York Times Magazine entitled "The American Empire," Michael Ignatieff appended the subtitle "The Burden" but insisted that "America's empire is not like empires of times past, built on colonies, conquest and the white man's burden." 12 Denial and exceptionalism are apparently alive and well. In American studies we need to go beyond simply exposing the racism of empire and examine the dynamics by which Arabs and the religion of Islam are becoming racialized through the interplay of templates of U.S. racial codes and colonial Orientalism.  These narratives of the origins of the current empire—that is, the neoconservative and the liberal interventionist—have much in common. They take American exceptionalism to new heights: its paradoxical claim to uniqueness and universality at the same time. They share a teleological narrative of inevitability, that America is the apotheosis of history, the embodiment of universal values of human rights, liberalism, and democracy, the "indispensable nation," in Madeleine Albright's words. In this logic, the United States claims the authority to "make sovereign judgments on what is right and what is wrong" for everyone [End Page 5] else and "to exempt itself with an absolutely clear conscience from all the rules that it proclaims and applies to others." 13 Absolutely protective of its own sovereignty, it upholds a doctrine of limited sovereignty for others and thus deems the entire world a potential site of intervention. Universalism thus can be made manifest only through the threat and use of violence. If in these narratives imperial power is deemed the solution to a broken world, then they preempt any counternarratives that claim U.S. imperial actions, past and present, may have something to do with the world's problems. According to this logic, resistance to empire can never be opposition to the imposition of foreign rule; rather, resistance means irrational opposition to modernity and universal human values.  Although these narratives of empire seem ahistorical at best, they are buttressed not only by nostalgia for the British Empire but also by an effort to rewrite the history of U.S. imperialism by appropriating a progressive historiography that has exposed empire as a dynamic engine of American history. As part of the "coming-out" narrative, the message is: "Hey what's the big deal. We've always been interventionist and imperialist since the Barbary Coast and Jefferson's 'empire for liberty.' Let's just be ourselves." A shocking example can be found in the reevaluation of the brutal U.S. war against the Philippines in its struggle for independence a century ago. This is a chapter of history long ignored or at best seen as a shameful aberration, one that American studies scholars here and in the Philippines have worked hard to expose, which gained special resonance during the U.S. war in Vietnam. Yet proponents of empire from different political perspectives are now pointing to the Philippine-American War as a model for the twenty-first century. As Max Boot concludes in Savage Wars of Peace, "The Philippine War stands as a monument to the U.S. armed forces' ability to fight and win a major counterinsurgency campaign—one that was bigger and uglier than any that America is likely to confront in 
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the future." 14 Historians of the United States have much work to do here, not only in disinterring the buried history of imperialism but also in debating its meaning and its lessons for the present, and in showing how U.S. interventions have worked from the perspective of comparative imperialisms, in relation to other historical changes and movements across the globe.  The struggle over history also entails a struggle over language and culture. It is not enough to expose the lies when Bush hijacks words [End Page 6] such as freedom, democracy, and liberty. It's imperative that we draw on our knowledge of the powerful alternative meanings of these key words from both national and transnational sources. Today's reluctant imperialists are making arguments about "soft power," the global circulation of American culture to promote its universal values. As Ignatieff writes, "America fills the hearts and minds of an entire planet with its dreams and desires." 15 The work of scholars in popular culture is more important than ever to show that the Americanization of global culture is not a one-way street, but a process of transnational exchange, conflict, and transformation, which creates new cultural forms that express dreams and desires not dictated by empire.  In this fantasy of global desire for all things American, those whose dreams are different are often labeled terrorists who must hate our way of life and thus hate humanity itself. As one of the authors of the Patriot Act wrote, "when you adopt a way of terror you've excused yourself from the community of human beings." 16 Although I would not minimize the violence caused by specific terrorist acts, I do want to point out the violence of these definitions of who belongs to humanity. Often in our juridical system under the Patriot Act, the accusation of terrorism alone, without due process and proof, is enough to exclude persons from the category of humanity. As scholars of American studies, we should bring to the present crisis our knowledge from juridical, literary, and visual representations about the way such exclusions from personhood and humanity have been made throughout history, from the treatment of Indians and slaves to the internment of Japanese Americans during World War II. 

Soft power link

Soft Power is the Most Supreme and Insidious Forms of Power - US constructs its Interest as Rational and Coerces non-compliants.
Pinar Bilgin, Prof. of IR @ Bilkent, Berivan Elis, PhD Candidate in IR @ Ankara, ‘8 [Hard Power, Soft Power: Toward a More Realistic Power Analysis, http://www.bilkent.edu.tr/~pbilgin/Bilgin-Elis-IT-2008.pdf]
On another level, Nye’s (soft) power analysis is problematic insofar as his own agenda of ‘success in world politics’ is concerned. This is not only because his analysis fosters the false impression that ‘soft power’ is a nice and cuddly surrogate to ‘hard power’, but also because he underestimates the extent to which U.S. soft power is produced and expressed through compulsion. After all, compulsory power is not limited to the use of material resources. Non-material forms of power, such as ‘symbolic power’, may also be used for the purpose of coercing another. Barnett’s analysis of Arab politics is highly illuminating in this regard; during the Arab Cold War ‘symbolic power’ was used by ‘radical’ Arab states to bring into line their ‘conservative’ counterparts by touting the attractiveness of ‘Arab nationalism’ for Arab peoples across the Middle East.51 By failing to inquire into how the production and expression of soft power can also cause harm, Nye does disservice to both his power analysis and his agenda for U.S. ‘success’ in world politics. To recapitulate, in Part I we pointed to the poverty of realist power analysis for taking agents as well as the stockpile of power as pre-given and focusing on decision-making in cases of visible conflict. Following Lukes, we called for adopting Bachrach and Baratz’s conception of two-dimensional power, which would allow looking at instances of decision-making and nondecision-making. Nye’s conception of soft power constitutes an improvement upon realist power analysis insofar as it raises the analyst’s awareness of the ‘second face of power’. For, the very notion of ‘attraction’ suggests that there is a conflict of interest that does not come to the surface. That is to say, B does not express its grievances and does what A wants it to do, because it is attracted to A’s culture, political values and/or foreign policy. That said, Nye’s analysis rests on a conception of power that is somehow less than three-dimensional. While Nye encourages the analyst to be curious about those instances of power expression where there is no visible conflict and/or clash of interests, his failure to register how soft power is ‘not-so-soft’ means that his (soft) power analysis does not fully capture the ‘third face of power’. Let us clarify. Lukes understands the ‘third face of power’ as those instances when “A may exercise power over B by getting him to do what he does not want to do, but he also exercises power over him by influencing, shaping, or determining his very wants”.52 Post-colonial peoples’ post-WWII rush towards sovereign statehood may be viewed as an example of the ‘third face of power’ whereby the international society shaped their wants while their actual circumstances called for other forms of political community. That is to say, in Lukes’ framework, B does what A wants in apparent readiness contrary to its own interests. Put differently, by exercising soft power, A prevents B from recognizing its own ‘real interests’. While Nye’s attention to A’s ability to shape B’s wants seem to render his analysis three-dimensional, his lack of curiosity into ‘not-so-soft’ expressions of U.S. power renders his (soft) power analysis two-and-a-half dimensional. This is mostly because Nye assumes that B’s ‘real interests’ are also served when it follows A’s lead. It is true that soft power does not involve physical coercion, but as Lukes reminded us, it is the supreme and most insidious exercise of power to prevent people, to whatever degree, from having grievances by shaping their perceptions, cognitions and preferences in such a way that they accept their role in the existing order of things, either because they can see or imagine no alternative to it, or because they see it as natural and unchangeable, or because they value it as divinely ordained and beneficial.53 Going back to the example of North/South relations, power is involved not only when the South does not express its grievance because of the absence of opportunities to do so, but also when it seemingly has no grievances as a consequence of the prevalent system of ideas that depoliticizes its status within the international economic order.54 In a similar fashion, Nye is not interested in inquiring into the sources of U.S. ‘attraction’, for he considers the U.S.’s ability to shape the wants of others as befitting the latter’s ‘real interests’. Accordingly, he misses a ‘fundamental part of soft power’, what Bohas describes as “the early shaping of taste, collective imaginary and ideals which constitutes a way of dominating other countries. This includes the reinforcing effect of the social process in favor of American power through goods and values”.55 As such, Nye’s analysis remains limited in regard to the third face of soft power, where the existing state of things is internalized by the actors, and the U.S.’s expression of power seems benign and in accordance with the ‘real interests’ of others. In sum, the limits of Nye’s approach, which could be characterized as ‘two-and-a-half dimensional power analysis’, does not allow him to offer a theory of power that reflects upon its own moment(s) and site(s) of production and ‘not-so-soft’ expression. This is not to underestimate what Nye’s (soft) power analysis delivers. Rather, our aim has been to push his analysis further towards generating a more realistic framework where one’s scope of research is not limited to the acts or inacts of actors but investigates how different actors’ needs and wants as well as their understanding of themselves and their ‘real interests’ are shaped by other actors or by the existing structures. 
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Defenses of Hegemony are Based on Self-Contained Western Expertise - Power Projection is Fueled Through the Death of Humanity

Roxanne Doty, Prof. of Political Science @ ASU [Woot], ’96 [Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Reprsentations in North-South Relations, p. 23-5]

Two centuries later, the Enlightenment returns: but not at all as a way for the West to take cognizance of its present possibilities and of the liberties to which it can have access, but as a way of interrogating it on its limits and on the powers which it has abused. Michel Foucault: Georges Canguilhem: Philosopher Of Error Foucault refers here (1980: 54) to the questioning, begun at the close of the colonial era, that challenged the entitlement of Western culture, Western science, and Western rationality itself to claim universal validity. As Said (i) notes, however, there has been relatively little attention to the imperial experience in challenging this priority of the West. Nowhere has this lack of critical attention been more evident than in the discipline of international relations, which has systematically built a wall of silence around challenges to Western expertise and knowledge, especially regarding the non-Western "other." International relations has claimed for itself the exclusive representational authority to define and analyze the "essential" agents, structures, and processes of global life and to relegate to the margins the nonessentials. This authority and the knowledge it facilitates has been based upon the experiences and the power of the relatively small portion of the world referred to as the West and the even smaller portion within that realm referred to as the major powers. In the process, international relations has taken as a given the identity of the West and its subjects/agents, ignoring the historical experiences and encounters with "others" against which the identities of these subjects/agents have been constituted. This study aims to be a corrective to this silence. As such, it can be located within the general concern with interrogating the relationship between various claims drawing upon Enlightenment and humanist values and the economic and political domination of European and American colonialism (see Young 1990). It constitutes an effort to contribute to our understanding and questioning of how various forms of Western power and knowledge have been mutually implicated in practices of domination and hegemony and how, in the course of these practices, international identities have been constructed. Colonialism(s) represents this collusion between power and knowledge and Enlightment and humanist values at its extreme. This is not to suggest that these values have been used in a simplistically instrumental fashion to enable the expansion of Western power and control. What is important is not so much the intentions and calculations of the individuals who bear some of the responsibility for the advance of Western power. Rather, it is the taken-for-granted assumptions and the naturalized categories of knowledge embedded in and produced within the context of the promotion of Western values that are of primary concern here. Humanist values can be found in all of the discourses examined in this study. Sometimes they are quite explicitly expressed, while at other times they are more implicit. What remains constant is their presence alongside practices that would seem to be in direct contradiction to these values. As the Bible has often accompanied the flag and the rifle, Enlightenment values have often accompanied practices of domination and exploitation. In the two encounters I examine in chapters 3 and 4, humanist values explicitly animate and inform the narratives and debates-and domination and exploitation are obvious. Understanding how this uneasy coexistence has been made possible and understanding its consequences require an analysis of the representational practices and the accompanying forms of knowledge that have made specific historical happenings possible. It should be clear from my discussion of discourse in chapter i that I am not implying a simple relationship of causality between discursive practices and the various behaviors that have been part of colonialism. To reiterate, behavior has no meaning at all outside of discourse. The issue then becomes not determining the cause(s) of behavior but rather deconstructing the meanings that have been given to, and by virtue of being so given have made possible, the various practices that have been present in imperial encounters. As Young (1990: 18) points out, the deconstruction of the center and its relation to the margin examined by Derrida (1978) can operate geographically as well as conceptually. In the encounters examined here, both conceptual and geographic centers and margins were mutually constructed, and humanist values justified and made possible imperial practices of violence, domination, and exploitation.
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View the Impacts of Hegemony From the Outside In - Incredible Destruction, Instability, and Tyranny - Their Impacts are Constructed by Our Refusal To See Beyond Insular American IR
Penny Von Eschen, Prof. of History @ Michigan, ‘5 [American Quarterly, “Enduring Public Diplomacy,” p. muse]
An account of U.S. public diplomacy and empire in Iraq can be constructed only through engaging fields outside the sphere of American studies. Political scientist Mahmood Mamdani locates the roots of the current global crisis in [End Page 339] U.S. cold war policies. Focusing on the proxy wars of the later cold war that led to CIA support of Osama Bin Laden and drew Iraq and Saddam Hussein into the U.S. orbit as allies against the Iranians, Mamdani also reminds us of disrupted democratic projects and of the arming and destabilization of Africa and the Middle East by the superpowers, reaching back to the 1953 CIA-backed coup ousting Mussadeq in Iran and the tyrannical rule of Idi Amin in Uganda. For Mamdani, the roots of contemporary terrorism must be located in politics, not the "culture" of Islam. Along with the work of Tariq Ali and Rashid Khalidi, Mamdani's account of the post–1945 world takes us through those places where U.S. policy has supported and armed military dictatorships, as in Pakistan and Iraq, or intervened clandestinely, from Iraq and throughout the Middle East to Afghanistan and the Congo. For these scholars, these events belong at the center of twentieth-century history, rather than on the periphery, with interventions and coups portrayed as unfortunate anomalies. These scholars provide a critical history for what otherwise is posed as an "Islamic threat," placing the current prominence of Pakistan in the context of its longtime support from the United States as a countervailing force against India.8  Stretching across multiple regions, but just as crucial for reading U.S. military practices in Iraq, Yoko Fukumura and Martha Matsuoka's "Redefining Security: Okinawa Women's Resistance to U.S. Militarism" reveals the human and environmental destruction wrought by U.S. military bases in Asia through the living archive of activists who are demanding redress of the toxic contamination and violence against women endemic to base communities.9 Attention to the development of exploitative and violent sex industries allows us to place such recent horrors as the abuse, torture, and debasement at Abu Ghraib prison in Iraq in a history of military practices.10 Taken together, these works are exemplary, inviting us to revisit the imposition of U.S. power in East and South Asia, the Middle East, and Africa, regions where the instrumental role of U.S. power in the creation of undemocratic military regimes has often been overlooked. That none of these works has been produced by scholars who were trained in American studies is perhaps not accidental, but rather symptomatic of a field still shaped by insularity despite increasing and trenchant critiques of this insularity by such American studies scholars as Amy Kaplan and John Carlos Rowe.11 In recommending that American studies scholars collaborate with those in other fields and areas of study and by articulating warnings about how easily attempts to "internationalize" can hurtle down the slippery slope of neoliberal expansion, Kennedy and Lucas join such scholars in furthering the project of viewing U.S. hegemony from the outside in. They [End Page 340] expose the insularity that has been an abiding feature of U.S. politics and public discourse. 
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Pursuit of economic competitiveness betrays a fundamental commitment to the logic of security

Berger and Bristow 9 [Thomas, Professor, Department of International Relations, Boston University, and Gillian, Senior Lecturer in Economic Geography at Cardiff, Competitiveness and the Benchmarking of Nations—A Critical Reflection International Atlantic Economic Society 9 September 2009 Int Adv Econ Res (2009) 15:378–392]

As a consequence, there has been growing critique of the concept of national competitiveness and the rather flimsy theoretical base on which it rests. Krugman (1997, 7) summarizes the confusion which surrounds the meaning of national competitiveness with his assertion that it is largely defined in vague and approximate terms “as the combination of favorable trade performance and something else”. This is referring to the fact that most definitions—just like the one by the OECD (1992)—refer to the ability to sell concept. This is often accompanied with a call for a strategic management on the national level, focusing on high-value added activities, exports or innovation, depending on the underlying concept. The danger here is that such rhetoric is used to justify protectionism and trade wars. Krugman (1994, 1997) goes on to argue that national competitiveness is either a new word for domestic productivity or meaningless political rhetoric. Whilst nations may compete for investments if companies seek new business locations, this represents only a minor fraction of economic activities for bigger economies. Furthermore, this is often connected with subsidies or tax reductions to attract such investments. This strategic management for the attraction of investment and the fostering of exports is, according to Krugman, little more than political rhetoric, designed to promote an image rather than secure clear and unambiguous economic dividends,. Similarly, Cohen (1994, 196) describes the notion of national competitiveness in terms of “Presidential metaphors, [trying] to encapsulate complicated matters for purposes of political mobilization”, perhaps implying that national competitiveness might be better understood in the fields of political science and place marketing. Indeed, growing interest in the notion of competitiveness as a hegemonic construct or discourse provides further strength to the view that its value lies beyond that of an economic model or concept, but rests instead with its capacity to mobilize interest-related action (Bristow 2005). As such, this paper focuses on the utility of national indices of competitiveness, particularly for policymakers and key interest groups promoting it.    In part, the growth in competitiveness indices and benchmarking is a product of the growing audit culture which surrounds the neo-liberal approach to economic governance in market economies. Public policy in developed countries experiencing the marketization of the state, is increasingly driven by managerialism which emphasizes the improved performance and efficiency of the state. This managerialism is founded upon economistic and rationalistic assumptions which include an emphasis upon measuring performance in the context of a planning system driven by objectives and targets (Bristow 2005). This is closely intertwined with assumptions about the increasingly global nature of economic activity. Thus, as the view that national economies are self-contained and self-regulating systems has been replaced with the view that national economies are locked in unyielding international competition, a new relationship between the economy, the state, and the society has emerged “in which their distinctive identities as separate spheres of national life are increasingly blurred . . . The result is increasing pressure to make relationships based on bureaucratic norms . . . meet the standards of efficiency that are believed to characterize the impersonal forces of supply and demand” (Beeson and Firth 1998, 220). This in turn leads to an increasing requirement for people, places and organizations to be accountable and for their performance and success to be measured and assessed. However, benchmarking competitiveness may also be viewed as a technology of government and a mechanism by which key international institutions in particular act to promote and disseminate its rationality. Cammack (2006, 120) describes the “rapid spread of surveillance, benchmarking and peer review through coercive or cooperative supranational mechanisms and close co-ordination between national competitive authorities” and explains how, according to the World Economic Forum, its Global Competitiveness Report is intended “to help national economies improve their competitiveness”. The first report, produced in 1979 then together with the IMD, covered only 16 European countries. The latest report covers 131 countries and introduces a new Global Competitiveness index with over 90 countries, showing how the system of mutual learning and surveillance has been perfected and extended considerably in recent years. Whereas the old index had 35 variables and covered only three ‘key drivers of growth’ (macroeconomic environment, quality of public institutions and technology’, the new index adds in a wider range of factors ‘seen as important determinants of competitiveness’, such as the functioning of labor markets, the quality of a country’s infrastructure, the state of education and public health, and the size of the market. Cammack (2006, 10) concludes “behind all the jiggery-pokery that this entails, the principal purpose of the annual league tables is to support national reformers, aiding and abetting the social/socio-psychological process of ‘locking-in’” .
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Fears of Accidental War are Not Material but a Product of Fear of Difference and Nuclear Hysteria.
Seng 2 [Tan See, Prof of Security Studies @ IDSS Singapore, July 2002, "What Fear Hath Wrought: Missile Hysteria and The Writing of America, IDSS Commentary No. 28, http://www.sipri.org/contents/library/0210.pdf]

Few, to be sure, would doubt the sincerity of Secretary Rumsfeld when he averred last June: "I don't think vulnerability is a (viable) policy."84 Clearly, Washington's preoccupation with missile defence has much to do with the Bush Administration's concern over what it perceives as the strategic vulnerability of America to potential ballistic missile attack. Nonetheless, as important as debates over whether or not the "missile threat" actually exists are to the study and practice of international relations, what is equally if not more fundamental is the question of how discourses of danger figure in the incessant writing of "America" - a particular and quite problematic identity that owes its materiality to textual inscriptions of difference and Otherness. Missile hysteria in US national security discourse cannot be simplistically reduced to the level of an ideological explanation - certainly not according to the classic formulation of Mannheim's. 85 Rather, what this paper has demonstrated is the centrality of difference and deferral in discourse to the identity of America - a discourse of danger, fear, and vulnerability posed by potential missile attacks against the US from "rogue states" and accidental or unauthorized missile launches from a particular "China" or "Russia." The argument maintained here has been that a particular representation of America does not exist apart from the very differences that allegedly threaten that representation, just as the particular America of recent lore did not exist apart from Cold War-related discourses of danger. If missile defence is (as Bauman, cited earlier, has put it) the "foolproof recipe" for exorcising the ghosts or demons of missile hysteria, then Bush's national security advisors are the exorcists and shamans as well as the constructors of national insecurity via missile hysteria. 86 However, the argument has not been that the Administration, the Rumsfeld Commission, and other missile defence enthusiasts fabricated, ex nihilo, a ballistic missile threat against the US by means of a singular, deliberate "act," which is what some constructivists in international relations, conspiracy theorists, and partisan Democrats - an interesting if not motley collectivity - would have us believe. Nor has it been that language and discourse is "everything" as linguistic idealists would have us imagine. Rather, through reiterative and coordinated practices by which discourse produces the effects that it names, a certain normative representation of America "emerges" - wrought, as it were, by fear and written into being by missile hysteria.

Accidental launch link

The Construction of Accidents Ends Culpability For Nuclear Violence –It Prevents Responsibility For Violence and ensures Self Fulfilling Prophesy.
Hanna M. Segal, MB ChB FRC – Training and Supervising Psychoanalyst – British Pyscho-Analytic Society, ’88 [Psychoanalysis and the Nuclear Threat: Clinical and Theoretical Studies, p. 47]
The growth of technology is also used for a typically schizoid dehumanization and mechanization. There is a kind of pervasive depersonalization and derealization. Pushing a button to annihilate parts of the world we have never seen is a mechanized, split-off activity. Bracken (1984) contends that war is likely to happen as a result of our machines getting Out of control. Everything is so automated that oversensitive machines could start an unstoppable nuclear exchange. The MIT computer expert Joseph Weizen-baum (1976) comes to a similar conclusion: modern big computers are so complicated that no expert can see through and control them. Yet the whole nuclear early warning system is based on these machines. Since one effect of nuclear explosion is a disturbance in communication systems, it might not be within the power of governments to stop a war even if they wished to. But the fact that we can even think that "machines will start the war, not us" shows the extent of denial of our responsibility. We seem to live with a peculiar combination of helplessness and terror and omnipotence-helplessness and omnipotence in a vicious circle; heightening one another. This helplessness, which lies at the root of our apathy, is inevitable. We are faced with a horrifyingly threatening danger. But partly it is induced by us and becomes a self--fulfilling prophesy. Confronted with the terror of the powers of destructiveness we divest ourselves of our responsibilities by denial, projection, and fragmentation. 
The responsibility is fragmented and projected further and further away-into governments, army, scientists, and, finally, into machines beyond human control. We not only project into our so--called enemies, we also divest ourselves of our responsibilities by projecting them onto governments. They, in turn, can not bear such responsibility, and they project onto us, the people, public opinion, and so on, as well as fragmenting their responsibility as previously described. When we project onto governments, we become truly helpless. We are in their hands.
The Discourse of Accidents Undermines Individual Responsibility For Conflict

Chalupka, Prof., ’92 [Knowing Nukes, p. 14]

This absurd outcome may be most evident when we consider those major destabilizers in the nuclear world that come under the classification of "accidents." The term "accident" is of obvious interest to nuclear criticism. In a discourse that allocates responsibilities pervasively, "accident" is a free spot, without cause or conspiracy. In the case of nuclear power, the notion of accident had already become visible in the late 1970s, after nuclear critics and Nuclear Regulatory Commission officials sparred over the vocabulary appropriate to Three Mile Island. To officialdom, accident was obviously an appropriate label for these events, since there was never any suggestion of malevolence or subversion. To critics, it was just as obvious that when societies produce electricity by placing ornately complex plants around the landscape, radiation releases are so inevitable that the word "accident" reveals an evasion of responsibility. 
In another case, compatriots of the Iran Air 655 victims insisted that its destruction must have been intentional, simply because the powerful American technology could not possibly have 'made a mistake" (or "had an accident") of such magnitude. Meanwhile, critics in the United States- more familiar with technological failures-argued that placing a weapon such as the LJ.S.S. Vincennes in a place such as the Persian (pull invited tragedy so openly as to defy the categories "mistake" and "accident." Noting the radical reversibility of such analyses-the ease with  they are inverted-we might begin to suspect that "accident" is a special term in the debate over nukes. Indeed, "accident" has even served as a sign of stability, as in the oft-repeated analysis that the paradoxes of deterrence arc so stable that the real danger of nuclear war comes from the chance of accident. 
So-called accidents may attain this special status because of the role the rhetoric of "accident" necessarily preserves for a rhetoric of agency. To call something an "accident" is to claim (or hope) that there is no harbor for responsibility, even though we continually use rhetorical devices that allocate causality when we talk about politics. This double character gives the formulation "nuclear accident" an extraordinary powers Hypothetically, such an accident could destroy all life; if that weren't enough, the formulation draws attention to the provisional, constituted character of American discourse about agency and authority. 
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Representations of Rationality – The Aff’s Descriptions and Responses to Prolif are Based in Imperial Control - Prolif is Only Destabalizing When Viewed in a Colonial Lens.

Andreas Behnke, Prof. of Poli Sci @ Towson, 2k [January, International Journal of Peace Studies 5.1, “Inscriptions of the Imperial Order,”http://www.gmu.edu/academic/ijps/vol5_1/behnke.htm]
While sticking to our critical hermeneutics, we might nonetheless flesh out the 'identification' of the South as a constitutive Other. In November 1997, the RAND Corporation presented an 'authoritative study' on NATO's Mediterranean Initiative to the Alliance's top political and military authorities. Its institutionalized intertextual relationship with NATO's discourse was established through the Opening Speech by Secretary General Solana at the RAND conference at which the report was submitted (Solana 1997c), and a summary by the NATO Office of Information and Press in NATO Review (de Santis, 1998:32). Among the many issues and topics of the report, three aspects will receive particular attention here. Firstly, the report constitutes a paradigmatic case of 'securitization' by rendering a particular region 'accessible' to the strategic gaze of a military alliance.10 Secondly, the RAND study's 'problematization' of the 'proliferation' of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) draws on and reproduces a specific mode of differentiation between the West and the South which is deeply indebted to 'orientalist' clichés. Thirdly, the resulting mode of exchange (of information, trust, and knowledge) is implicitly conceived as a hierarchical and monological one. Overall, the report emulates and reinforces NATO's imperial gesture in the Mediterranean Initiative. Securitization, Proliferation, Information The starting point for the RAND report is the growing importance of the Mediterranean region for NATO and Europe after the end of the cold war. Since the 'Eastern Front' will most likely be stabilized and pacified through the enlargement process, the Alliance's primary concern in terms of 'security problems' will have to be its Southern periphery -- the Balkans, the Mediterranean, and the Caucasus (RAND, 1998:xi). The site vacated by the East, in other words, is now occupied by 'the South'. In a second move, the RAND authors qualify this apparent isomorphism between the East and the South, pointing to the different phenomena underlying the 'security problems' in these areas. Here, political, economic, and social instability are the main concerns of local politicians, while migration, energy issues and cultural issues extend beyond individual countries (RAND, 1998:3-5). Yet in a third and final rhetorical move, RAND's narrative renders these different and diverse problems relevant for the strategic gaze of a military alliance.11 That is to say, NATO 'securitizes' the different social, political, economic, and cultural issues by framing them within a discursive context of danger and threat, by processing them through a conceptual structure that renders them relevant for the strategic and diplomatic practices of a security political agent like NATO. This is above all accomplished by designating the social, political, economic and cultural issues as 'soft security' problems.12 "Indeed, the expansion of the security agenda beyond narrowly defined defense questions has been a leading feature of the post-Cold War scene everywhere, and the Mediterranean is an example of this trend" (RAND, 1998:3). And as the NATO summary presentation elaborates, "the socio-economic developments referred to above may lead to the Alliance's definition of security being subject to further refinement for some years to come" (de Santis, 1998:33). A closer look at the RAND study actually reveals that the 'Mediterranean' as a region itself is constructed through this discursive securitization. The region is identified by reference to such purported commonalities as lack of political legitimacy, relentless urbanization, and religious radicalism. Moreover, the expanded reach of modern military and information systems links these issues into one 'gray area of problems' with the Mediterranean at its center. Read as straight-forward indicators of danger and taken out of their respective socio-political and cultural context, these issues constitute defining markers of the 'Mediterranean' region as a field of strategic knowledge. Securitization in the NATO/RAND discourse accomplishes two related objects. Firstly, it alienates the identities of West and South only to mediate them in terms of danger and insecurity. It replaces the temporal differentiation that was implied in the 'development/underdevelopment' discourse with a spatial, geostrategic constellation. Consequently, it suggests 'arms control' and 'confidence building' measures as the appropriate means to mediate the divide. Secondly, the NATO/RAND narrative makes the region cognitively accessible and geostrategically available for the Alliance. Whatever goes on in the region is rendered a matter of concern for an alliance that can muster an unequaled amount of strategic violence in order to inscribe its own design onto the map of global politics. The re-conceptualization of security to encompass 'soft issues' does not mean that NATO cannot identify 'hard' security problems. Above all the proliferation of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) features prominently with the NATO/RAND discourse (NATO 1991; NATO 1998d; Solana 1997b; Solana 1997c). David Mutimer (1997) has argued that the use of the metaphor 'proliferation' carries certain entailments. That is to say, it structures our understanding and handling of the problem. In particular, he refers to the "image of a spread outward from a point or source", and the "technological bias" introduced in the discourse (Mutimer 1997:201-2). As concerns the first point, 'proliferation' presupposes a center at which WMD are to be held and controlled, and from which these weapons disseminate into the body of the international society. To the extent 
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that this process gets out of the center's control, certain measures have to be taken to 'suffocate', limit, or curb the 'spread' of these weapons. As concerns the second point, Mutimer (1997:203) points out the peculiar agency implied in the concept: "Notice that the weapons themselves spread; they are not spread by an external agent of some form - say, a human being or political institution". The fact that a large number of these weapons were actually 'spread' by Western states is consequently hidden through this discursive structure. These points are also relevant for the Mediterranean Initiative. We can add a third entailment to the list which appears through a critical reading of the NATO/RAND narrative. As the RAND authors (1998:15) observe, "The mere existence of ballistic missile technology with ranges in excess of 1,000 km on world markets and available to proliferators around the Mediterranean basin would not necessarily pose serious strategic dilemmas for Europe." In fact, we might even agree with the neorealist proposition that 'more might be better', above all in terms of nuclear weapons. This is certainly the preferred solution of John Mearsheimer (1990) for the stabilization of European political order after the end of the cold war. After all, conventional wisdom has it that nuclear weapons and the threat of mutually assured destruction preserved stability and peace during the Cold War. The RAND authors, however, fail to grasp the irony in their identification of WMD proliferation, which ends up denying this central tenet of cold war strategy. According to them, "the WMD and ballistic missile threat will acquire more serious dimensions where it is coupled with a proliferator's revolutionary orientation. Today, this is the case with regard to Iran, Iraq, Libya, and arguably Syria" (RAND, 1998:16). What preserved the peace during the cold war -- mutual deterrence -- is now re-written as a strategic problem: As a result of proliferation trends, Europe will be increasingly exposed to the retaliatory consequences of U.S. and European actions around the Middle East and the Mediterranean basin, including the Balkans. ... As a political threat and a weapon of terror capable of influencing the NATO decisionmaking during a crisis, their significance [of conventionally armed ballistic missiles] could be considerable (RAND, 1998:16). Two implications of these arguments deserve elaboration. First, there is the reversal of the traditional relationship between WMD and rationality. For what makes the presence of WMD in the South so worrisome is the absence of the requirements of reason and rationality. Within NATO's discourse on the South, 'revolutionary orientation' accounts for the undesirability of distributing these weapons to such unfit hands. In order to qualify for their possession, reason and rationality must be present -- as they are obviously assumed to be in the West. The discourse of proliferation consequently produces a third entailment by constructing the relationship between West and South in 'orientalist' terms. In this rendition, the South becomes the quintessential antithesis of the West, the site of irrationality, passion, and terror (Said, 1995). Within this site, different rules apply, which are not necessarily subject to Western ideals of enlightened reason. 'Proliferation' articulates a hierarchical structure in global politics, with the West as the privileged site of from which to surveil, control, and engage the rest of the world. This privilege is further dramatized in the above complaint about the possibility of retaliation. For the South to achieve the possibility of influencing NATO decisionmaking is to violate the epistemic sovereignty of the West. 'U.S. and European actions' and interventions have to be unrestrained in order to constitute proper crisis management. NATO demands a docile subjectivity and accessible territory from the South, the latter's identity cannot be ascertained against the West. Its arms have to be surrendered, its retaliatory capabilities to be revoked. 'Information' is the third mode besides 'Securitization' and 'Proliferation' within which we can discern the subjugation of the South to the strategic Western gaze. A central purpose of the Mediterranean Initiative/Dialogue is to improve 'mutual understanding' and to 'dispel some of the misperceptions and apprehensions that exist, on both sides of the Mediterranean' (Solana, 1997a:5). And both the RAND Corporation and NATO put some emphasis on public information and perception. Yet the structure of this relationship proves to be unbalanced and virtually unilateral. As mentioned above, for NATO, the prime task is above all the "further refinement of its definition of security" (de Santis, 1998). The general identity of the South as a site of danger and insecurity is consequently never in question. Western perceptions are never problematized. Knowledge of the South is, it appears, a matter of matching more and better information with proper conceptual tools. On the other hand, (mis)perceptions take the place of knowledge in the South. NATO is perceived widely as a Cold War institution searching for a new enemy. That is why the best course to change the perception of NATO in these countries is to focus more on "soft" security, building mutual understanding and confidence before engaging in "hard" military cooperation. Measures should be developed with the aim of promoting transparency and defusing threat perceptions, and promoting a better understanding of NATO's policies and objectives (de Santis, 1998:34). To interpret political misgivings about NATO and its post-cold war diplomacy as 'misperceptions' which can be put straight by "educat[ing] opinion-makers in the dialogue-countries"(RAND, 1998:75) tends to naturalize and objectify the Western rendition of NATO's identity. The possibility that from the perspective of the 'Southern' countries NATO's political and strategic design might look quite different is lost in this narrative. NATO's 
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Proliferation link

[CONTINUED…NO TEXT REMOVED]

identity is decontextualized and objectified, the productive role of different cultural and strategic settings in the establishment of identities and formulation of interests denied. To maintain such a lofty position becomes more difficult if we let the Mediterranean participants voice their concerns openly. Far from being 'misperceptions and misunderstandings', these countries' less than enthusiastic attitudes towards NATO are based on, for instance, the establishment of powerful Western military intervention capabilities off their beaches. Also, NATO's attempts to institutionalize a military cooperation is interpreted as an attempt to gain a strategic foothold in the region in order to monitor the flow of missile technology and the possession of WMD (Selim 1998:12-14). In other words, we encounter rather rational and reasonable security political and strategic concerns. The fact that NATO is unwilling or unable to acknowledge their concerns once again demonstrates the 'imperial' nature of the purported dialogue. Conclusion: The Imperial Encounter In her exploration of Western representations of the South, Roxanne Doty (1996:3) describes the relationship between these two subjectivities as an "imperial encounter" which is meant "to convey the idea of asymmetrical encounters in which one entity has been able to construct 'realities' that were taken seriously and acted upon and the other entity has been denied equal degrees or kinds of agency". Her focus is on an aspect of power which has received increasing treatment within critical International Relations (IR) theory during the last years, that is, the power to define and articulate identities and to determine the relations between them. As was argued above, the Western invention of the South during the cold war can be interpreted as an imperial gesture. The South was rendered into a West-in-the-making, with its own distinguished historical, cultural, and social features reduced to indicators of 'underdevelopment'. Ultimately, the narrative proclaimed, the South would become part of the Western 'Empire', the latter would be able to expand into 'barbaric' areas of the world -- provided it could win the war against Communism. The end of the cold war saw this 'expansionist' logic give way to a exclusive posture. The relations between the West and the South are no longer mediated through time. Instead, a spatial differentiation now structures the imperial encounter, the South is no longer to be 'developed' and 'Westernized'. It is to be surveilled, controlled and disciplined, its 'spillage' of crisis and instability to be contained. NATO's Mediterranean Initiative is a cornerstone in this new rendition. For while we so far cannot observe any direct military intervention by the Alliance in the Mediterranean region, NATO's discourse on the South in general, and the Initiative in particular render it accessible and available for such action. Strategic knowledge is produced as an expression of, and in anticipation of, strategic power. The 'self-determination' of NATO as a continuously capable and competent military agent is effected through a discourse that inscribes a particular, securitizing, strategic order upon the South, positing it as a site of danger, irrationality and insecurity against the West. In this context it is interesting to observe the exclusion of states from the Mediterranean Initiative that are not considered to be 'moderate, Western-looking [and] constructivist' (RAND 1998:57). This differentiation between insiders and outsiders appears to be based on the degree to which the respective countries are willing to subject themselves to the imperial encounter with the West, and to open themselves to the strategic gaze and control of NATO. The imperial encounter is then made possible and supported by what one may call the Emperor's two bodies. On one hand, the West appears as a cultural identity among others, located in space (North of the Mediterranean) and time (in the post-cold war era). In this sense, the West is the entity that needs to be protected from the dangers and threats which 'spill over' from the South through adequate strategic means.On the other hand, the West is presented as a 'site of knowledge', as the source or author of the proper and objective 'world-picture' that depicts the realities of post-cold war global politics. In this sense, the West becomes the metaphysical grounds from which knowledge can be gathered and disseminated. And in its different versions -- securitization, proliferation, and information -- this knowledge draws on and reproduces this metaphysics. There are consequently reasons to be skeptical about NATO's ability to conduct a 'dialogue' with an other it is unwilling to listen to. 
Military technology link

The Need for Tech Dominance is Connected to the Neo-Conservative Dreams of Dominance - Not Natural
Simon Dalby, Prof. of Geography & Political Economy @ Carleton Univ., ‘8 [Geopolitics, the Revolution in Military Affairs, and the Bush Doctrine, http://pi.library.yorku.ca/dspace/bitstream/handle/10315/1308/YCI0002.pdf?sequence=1]
 The potential to use this superiority to assert American dominance round the globe, to prevent future challenges to American dominance even emerging became a key theme in what subsequently emerged as the neo-conservative view of the appropriate place of American power in the post cold war world (Dalby 2006). Geopolitics had morphed from a concern with European battlefields and nuclear standoff with the Soviets into a more general concern with maintaining American global dominance. Technological superiority should allow American forces to intervene anywhere at relatively short notice. But the shambles in Mogadishu in 1993 took the lustre off assumptions that firepower and technological superiority was enough to ensure effective policing of the world’s trouble spots. Nonetheless American military force was soon again used in the Balkans, and repeatedly to degrade Iraqi military capabilities in the 1990s. Then came the events of September 11th 2001 when an unanticipated attack by Al Qaeda suicide flyers challenged the geopolitical premises of American thinking fundamentally. The focus in neo-conservative thinking in the 1990s had been on states, not international terror operations as the primary focus of danger to American dominance (Kagan and Kristol 2000). Afghanistan immediately became the locus for military action in an arena for which there were few plans. The combination of airpower and money to buy the loyalty of local warlords fairly quickly removed the Taliban regime but failed to either capture or kill key Al Qaeda operatives. The capabilities of special forces and guided bombs suddenly suggested that the RMA had indeed fundamentally changed warfare, and simultaneously that the cold war geography of conflict was irrelevant (Rumsfeld 2002). But quite why, when a few dissident Saudi Arabians and their Egyptian helpers hijacked some airliners in the United States, and crashed them into the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, this necessarily required a ‘global war’ response was very far from clear (Dalby 2003). One spectacular violation of American sovereignty turned the whole globe explicitly into a combat zone in the updated map of American combatant commanders areas of responsibility (Dalby 2007a). New national security doctrine statements and defense strategy statements have subsequently emphasized the global reach of American forces and the apparent necessity to build new ever more capable weapons systems and new bases in many parts of the world to facilitate the rapid movement of forces to new zones of conflict. This new geopolitical specification of global dangers provides the rationale for these new forces, weapons, and basing arrangements. 

Use of technology for military purposes resembles the projection of the desire for security into space.

James der Derian ’90, James Der Derian is a Watson Institute research professor of international studies. He was a director of the Institute's Global Security Program and founder of the Information Technology, War, and Peace Project and the Global Media Project.  The (S)pace of International Relations: Simulation, Surveillance, and Speed, International Studies Quarterly, Blackwell Publishing on behalf of The International Studies Association. Vol. 34, No. 3, Sep., 1990, Page [295] of 295-31 

This can be simply expressed but not fully explained. Why is this so? A full answer would surely lead to an ontological bog, so instead this article offers a partial expla- nation-and a provocation that might prompt others to lead the way on the onto- theological question that I have begged. I imagine that many of our leaders and scholars, like earlier estranged tribes who sought in heaven what they could not find on earth, have given up on peace on earth and now seek peace of mind through the worship of new techno-deities. They look up to the surveillance satellite, deep into the entrails of electronic micro-circuitry, and from behind Stealth protection to find the omniscient machines and incontrovertible signs that can help us see and, if state reason necessitates, evade or destroy the other. And should one pause too long to reflect skeptically on this reification of technical reason, one is consigned to the ranks of the dissident other, as infidels who refuse to believe that there can be a single power or sovereign truth that can dispel or control the insecurities, indeterminacies, and ambiguities that make up international relations

Nuclear terror link

The Construction of Nuclear Terror Ensures Radical US Interventionism, Everyone is a Target

Joseph Masco, Prof. of Anthro @ U-Chicago, ‘6 [The Nuclear Borderlands, p. 328-332]
 The post-Cold War period ended after September 11, 2001, with the formal conversion of the United States to a counterterrorism state. Americans who once thought the end of the Cold War had fundamentally transformed their relationship to the bomb were, after the terrorist strikes on September 11, once again witness to an escalating discourse of nuclear terror: the air¬waves were filled with stories of vulnerability, of unsecured ports through which a terrorist nuclear device could be smuggled, of unprotected nuclear power plants open to suicide attacks by airplane, of radiological dirty bombs, which might contaminate major U.S. cities, rendering them uninhabitable. A newly formed Department of Homeland Security (DHS) soon launched the first civil defense campaign in more than a generation, seemingly designed more to maintain nuclear fear than reduce it. The Ready.Gov campaign officially advised citizens to stockpile potassium iodide pills to deal with potential radioactive poisoning, while doing their best to avoid contact with an exploding nuclear device (see Figure 8.1). Meanwhile, a new Homeland Security Advisory System kept Americans at a state of "elevated" to "high" risk of terrorist attack, institutionaliz¬ing a new kind of official terror, buttressed by frequent speculations from the DHS and FBI about possibly imminent catastrophic attacks. By the fall of 2004, when asked in their first debate to identify the single greatest threat to the national security of the United States, both presidential candidates agreed it was the atomic bomb: Senator Kerry put it in the context of "nuclear proliferation," while President Bush stated the greatest danger to the United States was nuclear weapons "in the hands of a terrorist enemy."1 In the new century, nuclear insecurity once again formally linked the foreign and the domestic under the sign of apocalyptic nuclear risk, creating a political space in which anything seemed possible. National Security Advisor Condoleeza Rice, for example, made a case for war with Iraq simply by stating that "we don't want the smoking gun to be a mushroom cloud."2 In doing so, she mobilized the threat of an imaginary Iraqi nuclear arsenal to enable the most radical foreign policy decision in modern American history: a "preventative" war, which involved invading another country to eliminate a nuclear threat before it actually existed.3 In a few short years, nuclear fear writ large was politically mobilized into an enormously productive force in the United States, enabling a reconfiguration of U.S. military affairs (embracing covert action on a global scale), a massive bureaucratic reorganization of federal institutions (the Department of Homeland Security), a reconfiguration of civil liberties and domestic policing laws (the U.S.A. Patriot Act), and an entirely new concept of war (preemption). All of these projects were pursued in the name of a "war" on "terror," which was energized by an explicit nuclear discourse after the September 11 attacks on Washington, D.C., and New York. The post-Cold War period (1991-2001), thus', concluded with the official transformation of the United States from a countercommunist to a counterterrorist state, a conversion that would not have been possible in its speed, scale, or lack of debate without a discourse of nuclear terror. Given the scale of this transformation, it is difficult now to remember a time, only a few years ago, when it was difficult to focus American public attention on the bomb. Looking back on when I started researching this book in the mid-1990s, public reactions to nuclear weapons from the early post-Cold War moment now appear quite strange. Outside of New Mexico, a description of this book project, for example, often produced puzzled looks from U.S. citizens, and statements that suggested for many Americans the bomb had already become a thing of the past, of historical interest but not an ongoing political concern. A common response was surprise that Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL) was "still" involved in nuclear weapons work, and/or "shock" that the United States remained committed to the bomb after the demise of the Soviet Union. This immediate psychological effort to declare the bomb history in the wake of the Cold War is as remarkable as the feverish nuclear discourses following the decidedly non-nuclear September 11 attacks, and is part of the same structural logic: these psychosocial strategies reveal the American cultural tradition of approaching the bomb either as a banal object, not worthy of attention, or as a hysterical threat, requiring a total mobilization of the imagination. This banal/apocalyptic dual structure works to deny the U.S. commitment to the bomb by either cloaking it in a normative everyday space or by displacing attention onto solely external nuclear threats. In both instances, the internal politics and effects of the U.S. nuclear arsenal are erased, even as the core relevance of U.S. nuclear weapons to everyday American life is powerfully revealed by a bomb that is either all too absent or all too present. 
Nuclear terror link

Interrogating our Uncritical Response to Terror is Necessary to stop the Inevitable extinction from Imperial violence 

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. 77]

If Gregory offers a note of hope, it comes at the very end of his book in the form of a signpost pointing to a more benevolent future and calling for “the destruction of the architectures of enmity that have been produced and have been sustained by those dreadful events [the 9/11 attacks]” (p. 262). And finally, “it will be necessary to explore other spatializations and other topologies, and to turn our imaginative geographies into geographical imaginations that can enlarge and enhance our sense of the world and enable us to situate ourselves within it with care, concern, and humility” (p. 262). Like Mamdani, Gregory counsels that America will have to learn how, in Derrida’s words, “to live together well” in this turbulent world of the twenty-first century—if it is to live at all! This will require a far stronger sense of human solidarity and spirit of geopolitical humility than have hitherto been demonstrated. For this to be possible, a surge of inventiveness will be required to devise new categories for construing and adjusting to an unfolding world order that is best understood as transitional and beset by contradictory tendencies.

There is a common message and motif in these fine books: the path of empire is littered with corpses and will end in mass burials. Further, dividing the world along civilizational lines of friends and enemies leads to self-destructive authoritarianism at home and fierce wars abroad. Will we have the wisdom, imagination, and strength to construct a sustainable imaginative geography that replaces the nightmares of exterminationist scenarios and grandiose visions of global empire with a quest for “humane governance”?9 These questions are posed by these authors in sweepingly general language, but also are depicted by them on the ground by reference to frighteningly concrete imagery of violence and destruction. And so we are wisely instructed! 
Environment link

The blending of environmental and national impacts supports a securitized logic of geopolitics, upholding the US as the only true global savior
Gearóid Ó Tuathail, Professor of Government and International Affairs and Director of the Masters of Public and International Affairs program – Virginia Tech, Sept 1996. “AT THE END OF GEOPOLITICS?.” http://www.nvc.vt.edu/toalg/Website/Publish/papers/End.htm

Even within the much remarked upon emergence of "environmental security" and the sacred visions of green governmentalists like Al Gore, geography is post-territorial in-flowmations of ozone gases, acid rain, industrial pollution, topsoil erosion, smog emissions, rainforest depletions and toxic spills. Yet, the discourse of unveiled and primordial geographical regions persists also. In the place of Mackinder's natural seats of power, Gore presents the "great genetic treasure map" of the globe, twelve areas around the globe that "hold the greatest concentration of germplasm important to modern agriculture and world food production." Robert Kaplan's unsentimental journey to the "ends of the earth" where cartographic geographies are unravelling and fading has him disclosing a "real world" of themeless violence and chaos, a world where "[w]e are not in control." The specter of a second Cold War -- "a protracted struggle between ourselves and the demons of crime, population pressure, environmental degradation, disease and cultural conflict" -- haunt his thoughts. This equivocal environmentalization of strategic discourse (and visa versa) -- and the environmental strategic think tanks like the World Watch Institute which promote it -- deserve problematization as clusters of postmodern geopolitics, in this case congealments of geographical knowledge and green governmentality designed to re-charge the American polity with a circumscribed global environmental mission to save planet earth from destruction.  
The institutionalization of environmental fears expands securitization into the social realm, constructing whole populations as threats to be eliminated while ignoring degradation’s true cause

Barry Buzan et al, prof – Int’l Studes, University of Westminster, 1998. Security: A New Framework for Analysis. (Ole Waever, senior research fellow, COPRI, and Jaap de Wilde, lecturer – IR, University of Twente)

At first sight, there seems to be more room for natural hazards of the first type of threat: Nature threatens civilization, and this is securitized.  Many societies are structurally exposed to recurring extreme natural events, such as earthquakes, volcanoes, cyclones, floods, droughts, and epidemics.  They are vulnerable these events, and much of heir history is about this continuous struggle with nature.  The risks involved are often explicitly securitized and institutionalized.  In the Netherlands, for example, protection against the sea and flooding rivers is a high-ranking national interest; the same goes for protection against earthquakes in Japan.
As soon as some form of securitization or politization occurs, however—that is, when some measure of human responsibilities replaces the role of fate of God—even this group of conflicts tends to develop a social character (the second type of threat).  Following the river floods in the low countries in 1995, the debate in the Netherlands was about political responsibility for he dikes: Who was to blame, and what should be done?  I Japan, following the Kobe earthquake in early 1995, designers of seismological early warning systems and of construction techniques,  as well as governmental civil emergency  plans, were under fire.  Where the means to handle threats are thought to exist, the security logic works less against nature than against the failure of the human systems seen as responsible.  Moreover, with links suspected between human activities and “natural” catastrophes, the distinction between natural and manmade hazards is becoming blurred.  Therefore, except for cases in which people undergo natural hazards without any question, the logic that environment security is about “threats without enemies” (Prins 1993) is often misleading.
State link

As long as security acts remain enacted for the ‘preservation of the State’, the state is allowed to use its morphing doctrine of reason to override liberalism.

(Mark Neocleous, 08, “Critique of Security”, Brunel University in the Department of Government)
The doctrine of reason of state holds that besides moral reason there is another reason independent of traditional (that is, Christian) values and according to which power should be wielded, not according to the dictates of good conscience and morality, but according to whatever is needed to maintain the state. The underlying logic here is order and security rather than ‘the good’, and the underlying basis of the exercise of power is necessity, The doctrine is thus founded on principles and assumptions seemingly antithetical to the liberal idea of liberty- in either the moral or the legal sense. Courses of action that would be condemned as immoral if conducted by individuals could be sanctioned when undertaken by the sovereign power. ‘When I talked of murdering or keeping the Pisans imprisones, I didn’t perhaps talk as a Christian: I talked according to the reason and practice of states’ Hence for Machiavelli, Romulus deserved to be excused for the death of his brother and his companion because ’what he did was done for the common good'? The doctrine of reason of state thus treats the sovereign as autonomous from morality; the state can engage in whatever actions it thinks right — ’contrary to truth, contrary to charity contrary to humanity contrary to religion'” — so long as they are necessary and performed for the public good. But this is to also suggest that the state might act beyond law and the legal limits on state power so long as it does so for 'the common good', the ’good of the people' or the 'preservation of the state'. ln being able to legitimate state power in all its guises the doctrine of reason of state was of enormous importance, becoming a weapon brandished in power games between princes and then states, eventually becoming the key ideological mechanism of international confrontation as the doctrine gradually morphed into ’interest of state', ’security of state' and, finally ’national security’.“ The doctrine identifies security — simultaneously of the people and the state (since these are always ideologically conflated) — as the definitive aspect of state power. Security becomes the overriding political interest, the principle above all other principles, and underpins interventions across the social realm in the name of reason of state. As such, the doctrine would therefore appear to be antithetical to liberalism if liberalism is identified as a doctrine which aims to tip the balance of power towards a principled defence of liberty rather than a demand for security at whatever cost. The doctrine would also appear to be antithetical to an argument which purports to root sovereignty in the people rather than the state, as Locke’s philosophy is often said to do. But in fact Locke’s argument is not an account of sovereignty at all. ‘Sovereignty’, in Locke’s work, is subsumed in typical liberal fashion  under an alternative concept, prerogative, as exercised by the ’supreme power’,“ albeit ’incroach’d upon . . . by positive Laws'. In this context prerogative becomes a liberal synonym for reason of state, justified by the security function that resides ultimately with the state. Under- pinning Locke’s account of prerogative, then, is nothing less than a liberal argument for reason of state, and Locke adopts a range of strategies from the reason of state tradition, albeit without the claims about the irrelevance of good conscience, (It might be relevant to note that at the time of writing parts of the Two Treatises Locke was taking notes from Gabriel Naudé’s defence of reason of state in Considerations Politiques sur les Coups d’Estut, 1667,26 and that between 1681 and 1683 had shown a real interest in political conspiracies?) And out of this we can begin to trace what turns out to be nothing less than a liberal prioritizing of security. 

Economy link 

Security is the justification for bourgeois capitalism once talks of laissez faire become policed

(Mark Neocleous, 08, “Critique of Security”, Brunel University in the Department of Government)
We are often and rightly told that security is intimately associated with the rise of the modem 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 centred 1 on the self-contained and property-owning individual. The reason liberty is wrapped in the concept of security, then, is because security is simultaneously wrapped in the question of property, giving us a triad of concepts which are usually run so close together that they are almost conflated ('liberty, security, property'), a triad found in Smith, j Blackstone, Paine, the French Declaration of the Rights of Man, and in various other formulations elsewhere.' Thus as liberalism generated 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'.' Marx spotted that as the concept of bourgeois society, security plays a double role: The progress of social wealth,' says Storch 'begets this useful class of society . . . which performs the most wearisome, the vilest, the most disgusting functions, which, in a word takes on its shoulders all that is disagreeable and servile in life, and procures thus for other classes leisure, serenity of mind and conventional' (c'est bon, ca) 'dignity of character'. Storch then asks himself what the actual advantage is of this capitalist civilization, with its misery and its degradation of the masses, as compared with barbarism. He can find only one answer: security!  One side of this double role, then, is that security is the ideological justification for 'civilisation' (that is, capitalism) as opposed to 'barbarism' (that is, non-capitalist modes of production); hence Locke's need to move from the 'state of nature' to the state of civil society. The other side is that security is what the bourgeois class demand once it has exploited, demoralised and degraded the bulk of humanity. For all the talk of 'laissez faire', the 'natural' phenomena of labour, wages and profit have to be policed and secured. Thus security entails the concept of police, guaranteeing as well as presupposing that society exists to secure the conservation of a particular kind of subjectivity (known as 'persons') and the rights and property associated with this subjectivity." The non-liberal and non-capitalist may be 'tolerated' - that other classically liberal concept which also functions as a regulatory power - but they will also be heavily policed ... for 'security reasons'? The new form of economic reason to which liberalism gave birth also gave new content to the idea of reason of state and thus a new rationale for state action: the 'free economy'

Nuclear impacts link

Depictions of International Security Stabalizes Identities - Threats of Nuclear Annhilation are Constructed to Mobilize Political Warfare

Mark Neocleous, Prof. of Government @ Brunel, ‘8 [Critique of Security, 107-2]

To deal with these questions this chapter explores the ways that domestic order has been cultivated through the logic of national security by examining the shaping of identity during and through the rise of the national security state. The central argument is that security and identity are inextricably linked, not in the obvious existential or ontological ways discussed by sociologists and psychoanalysts,' but in a far more political way: that the fabrication of national security goes hand in hand with the fabrication of national identity, and vice versa. Thus as well as being a form of political discourse centred on the state, as we have seen in previous chapters, the ideology of security also serves as a form of identity construction, a construction which in turn reinforces the security measures enacted in its name. To develop this argument, and build on some of the insights from work in this field,' I return to some of the formative texts and practices during the rise of the national security state to tease out the mutually constitutive relationship between a particular national identity and the claims of national security. To capture this mutual constitution I draw on the idea of loyalty as a key political technology for simultaneously gauging identity and reaffirming security. The hope which I will keep at arms length - is that tracing the historical emergence of this securityidentity-loyalty complex might shed some light on current political practices in the 'war on terror'. A number of scholars have shown that the ideology of national security depended - and continues to depend - on a system of symbolic representation defining national identity by reference to an 'Other'. At the end of the Second World War in America this 'Other' lacked specificity. Truman's references to 'two ways of life' in the speech to Congress which launched the Truman Doctrine were to totalitarianism and democracy, not communism and capitalism, and 'totalitarian' referred to many different things: 'Nazi, Communist or Fascist, or Franco, or anything else they are all alike', as Truman put it; hence the use of 'Red Fascism' to try and describe the Stalin regime.' This was no doubt due to the conceptual indeterminacy of 'totalitarianism', the fact that the war against fascism was still recent and, perhaps, an intellectual and political unwillingness to try and make sense of some of the distinctions. But a range of changes in international power meant that communism in general and the Soviet regime in particular soon became the focus of US policy: the refusal or unwillingness of the Soviets to participate in the Marshall Plan, having fallen into the trap set for them by Marshall;' the emergence of rifts within communism, such as Tito's defiance of Soviet power and the possibility that Mao might follow in Tito's footsteps, with the US aiming to exploit any rifts in the international communist movement;' and the militancy of the communist movement world-wide, in both its Stalinist and non-Sta]inist versions. This focus on the Soviet Union was encouraged by a thoroughly reactionary Congress and the influence of Kennan's essay on the sources of Soviet conduct. In this context the logic of 'totalitarianism' underwent a major political shift, coming to refer almost entirely to 'Soviet communism'. This made it a lot easier to justify the increasing use of former Nazis by a security elite happy to use 'any bastard as long as he's anti Communist', even those known to be guilty of serious war crimes.' It also helped circumvent any suggestion of hypocrisy concerning, for example, the increasingly obvious fact that there were quite a few regimes which might have qualified for the title 'totalitarian' but with which the US state appeared perfectly happy. But the major gain was that all that had once been intended with the term 'totalitarianism' could now be captured with the term 'communism', which could now stand alone as the radical Other." As such, communism became the security threat, and in the broadest possible sense of the term: national, social, and economic. As we noted in Chapter 2, it quickly became clear that this unAmerican Other was potentially inside as well as outside, an enemy within as much as an enemy without. George Kennan believed that it was 'human impulses which give rise to the nightmares of totalitarianism' which, until now, 'Providence had allocated only to other peoples'." But if the impulse to totalitarianism that is, to communism - lay inside human beings, then America could easily go in that very direction. This lent weight to the 'Trojan Horse theory', in which it was thought that the Soviet Union could undermine American society by having communists within unions and other mass organisations, and establishing 'front' organisations of their own12 NSC-68 suggested that one of the Kremlin's 'preferred techniques' was to 'subvert by infiltration and intimidation'. As a consequence: Every institution of our society is an instrument which it is sought to stultify and turn against our purposes. Those that touch most closely our material and moral strength are obviously all the prime targets, labor unions, civic enterprises, schools, churches, and all media for influencing opinion. The effort is not so much to make them serve obvious Soviet ends as to prevent them from serving our ends, and thus to make them sources of confusion in our economy, our culture and our body politic.13 We need to therefore understand the ideology of national security not only as an expression of US global reach, but also in the context of the state's everyday policing of its own citizens noted in Chapter 2. This policing would come to act as a crucial expression of domestic transformation in the name of security. Typical here is the Internal Security Act (the McCarran Act). Passed in 1950 after a 
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difficult legislative process (Truman of all people initially sought to veto the bill on the grounds that it was too authoritarian), the Act saw a newly formed Senate Internal Security Subcommittee working closely with the FBI, required 'Communist organizations' to register with the Attorney General, strengthened the espionage laws, and tightened the immigration and naturalisation laws for anyone who had been connected with advocating any form of totalitarianism (to stop too many from 'outside' getting 'inside') unless they had since demonstrated a positive rejection of it. Title II of the Act, known as 'The Emergency Detention Act', embodied the ideological circuit between security and emergency by allowing for the declaration of an'internal security emergency' under which individuals thought likely to be spies or saboteurs could be interned. The Justice Department had since 1946 secretly authorised a 'Security Index' empowering the FBI to maintain a list of persons, known as 'the Portfolio', for internment during states of emergency and arrested under a single 'master warrant'. By 1950 the Index held the names of just under 12,000 persons, of which 11,539 were American citizens, and at its peak in 1954 contained the names of 26,174 persons; by 1952 Congress authorised and funded six detention centres for an even wider use of internment for such persons." Like much 'security legislation' the Internal Security Act reiterated and repeated other laws already in existence, but in the wider context of the other security documentation of the period it has a profound significance. Taken alongside the documents put out by the National Security Council, the Internal Security Act helped enact a strategy of Otherness which re-drew the boundaries of national identity by simultaneously aiming to exclude the external threat and to police and suppress internal dissent, a tactic performed by eliding any differences between the two. The discourse of national security thus generated a mode of thought which simultaneously posited a distinction between inside and outside and then just as quickly obliterated it. The binary system of symbolic representation in which this discourse was and is conducted implies an un-American other and operates a language of ideological opposites (communism v. capitalism, terrorism v. democracy, totalitarianism v. free world). Yet because the external dangers have internal ramifications, and the internal dangers are generated by external connections, the internal and external, domestic and foreign, national and international, are ultimately indistinguishable. By the twenty-first century this had been clarified by the security state itself: 'We have taken a broad view of national security. In the new era, sharp distinctions between the "foreign" and the "domestic" no longer apply'." National security, then, does not just facilitate the reordering of international society, but postulates the interrelatedness of so many different internal political, economic and social factors that virtually nothing is beyond its concern. Characterised by expansiveness concerning domestic issues and a tendency to colonise more and more areas of social being, security comes to obscure any distinction between the civil and military, the internal and external, to the extent that the whole of civil society ends up being administered according to the doctrine. This political administration of civil society by the state, the police project par excellence, concerns not just the modes of economic life, as discussed in Chapter 3, but also operates on the psychological and cultural level. In this regard the NSC documents of the early national security state are instructive. NSC-20/4, the definitive statement of US policy toward the Soviet Union until NSC68, stressed that to 'maximise our economic potential' and assure 'the internal security of the United States' against the Soviet Union, the state should 'keep the U.S. public fully informed and cognizant of the threats to our national security so that it will be prepared to support the measures we must accordingly adopt'." Reasserting this insight, a January 1951 study by the Joint Chiefs of Staff suggested that as 'the basic menace to the United States and its allies from within is as great as the menace from without, the mobilisation of the non-physical assets, the minds and hearts of men of the free world, is as important as the mobilisation of the physical resources." This mobilisation of hearts and minds again worked in a number of directions, all of which remain pertinent to current security practices. The most obvious is of course the constant exaggeration of the enemy threat and capabilities, aided by the possibility of annihilation through nuclear war or 'weapons of mass destruction' and made all the more easy by the cult of secrecy surrounding the information in question. Moreover, since security is heavily dependent on 'intelligence', all information becomes potentially useful for security reasons. On this basis 'the State Department monitored editorials in 125 newspapers, assessed the articles of leading columnists, reviewed the statements of political leaders, and studied the resolutions of private religious, philanthropic, and economic organizations."' As well as gathering information, however, the Truman administration also aimed to shape opinion and attitudes, a form of surveillance and intelligencegathering designed to decide on the outcome of public debates. The US national security documents of the time, and more or less every national security document ever since, are interesting for their stress on psychological operations targeted internally towards the American people as much as externally towards the enemy and suggesting that the security project is as much an ideological and cultural offensive as it is military or economic; conversely, it also suggests the extent to which culture has been used as one of the disciplinary techniques of liberal power." To this end, the political warfare carried out under the guise of national security involved a huge cultural, psychological and ideological propaganda operation - a security-driven Kulturkampf and a culture-driven security struggle.
***IMPACTS

Impact – biopower

The call to securitize always implies an enemy: against the sacred population in need of salvation is placed an unstable other who must be resisted at all costs.  The only possible result is annihilation.

Campbell, 1998. David, professor of international politics at the University of Newcastle.  Writing Security, 1998. (199 – 202)

Security and subjectivity are intrinsically linked, even in conven​tional understandings. Traditional discourses of international relations maintain that alliance is one where security is a goal to be achieved by a number of instrumentalities deployed by the state (defense and foreign policy, for example). But the linkage between the two can be understood in a different light, for just as Foreign Policy works to constitute the identity in whose name it operates, security functions to instantiate the subjectivity it purports to serve. Indeed, security (of which foreign policy/Foreign Policy is a part) is first and foremost a performative discourse constitutive of political order: after all, "se​curing something requires its differentiation, classification and defi​nition. It has, in short, to be identified."21 An invitation to this line of thought can be found in the later work of Michel Foucault, in which he explicitly addresses the issue of security and the state through the rubric of "governmental ratio​nality."22 The incitement to Foucault's thinking was his observation that from the middle of the sixteenth century to the end of the eigh​teenth century, political treatises that previously had been written as advice to the prince were now being presented as works on the "art jf government." The concern of these treatises was not confined to the requirements of a specific sovereign, but with the more general problematic of government: a problematic that included the govern​ment of souls and lives, of children, of oneself, and finally, of the state by the sovereign. This problematic of governance emerges at the intersection of central and centralizing power relationships (those located in principles of universality, law, citizenship, sovereignty), and individual and individualizing power relationships (such as the pas​toral relationships of the Christian church and the welfare state).23 Accordingly, the state for Foucault is an ensemble of practices that are at one and the same time individualizing and totalizing: I don't think that we should consider the "modern state" as an en​tity which was developed above individuals, ignoring what they are and even their very existence, but on the contrary as a very so​phisticated structure, in which individuals can be integrated, under one condition: that this individuality would be shaped in a new form, and submitted to a set of very specific patterns. In a way we can see the state as a modern matrix of individualization.24 Foucault posited some direct and important connections between the individualizing and totalizing power relationships in the conclu​sion to The History of Sexuality, Volume I. There he argues that start​ing in the seventeenth century, power over life evolved in two com​plementary ways: through disciplines that produced docile bodies, and through regulations and interventions directed at the social body. The former centered on the body as a machine and sought to maxi​mize its potential in economic processes, while the latter was con​cerned with the social body's capacity to give life and propagate. To​gether, these relations of power meant that "there was an explosion of numerous and diverse techniques for achieving the subjugation of bodies and the control of populations, marking the beginning of an era of 'bio-power.' " This era of bio-power saw the art of government develop an overtly constitutive orientation through the deployment of technologies concerned with the ethical boundaries of identity as much (if not more than) the territorial borders of the state. Foucault supported this argument by reference to the "theory of police." Developed in the seventeenth century, the "theory of police" sig​nified not an institution or mechanism internal to the state, but a gov​ernmental technology that helped specify the domain of the state.26 In particular, Foucault noted that Delamare's Compendium — an eigh​teenth-century French administrative work detailing the kingdom's police regulations — outlined twelve domains of concern for the police: religion, morals, health, supplies, roads, town buildings, public safety, the liberal arts, trade, factories, the supply of labor, and the poor. The logic behind this ambit claim of concern, which was repeated in all treatises on the police, was that the police should be concerned with "everything pertaining to men's happiness," all social relations carried on between men, and all "living."27 As another treatise of the period declared: "The police's true object is man." The theory of police, as an instance of the rationality behind the art of government, had therefore the constitution, production, and maintenance of identity as its major effect. Likewise, the conduct of war is linked to identity. As Foucault argues, "Wars are no longer waged in the name of a sovereign who must be defended; they are waged on behalf of the existence of everyone; entire populations are mobilized for the purpose of slaughter in the name of life necessity." In other words, countries go to war, not for the purpose of defending their rulers, but for the purpose of defending "the nation," ensuring the state's security, or upholding the interests and values of the people. Moreover, in an era that has seen the development of a global system for the fighting of a nuclear war (the infrastructure of which remains intact despite the "end of the cold war"), the paradox of risking
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indi​vidual death for the sake of collective life has been pushed to its logi​cal extreme. Indeed, "the atomic situation is now at the end of this process: the power to expose a whole population to death is the under​side of the power to guarantee an individual's continued existence."  The common effect of the theory of police and the waging of war in constituting the identity in whose name they operate highlights the way in which foreign policy/Foreign Policy establishes the gen​eral preconditions for a "coherent policy of order," particularly as it gives rise to a geography of evil.30 Indeed, the preoccupation of the texts of Foreign Policy with the prospects for order, and the concern of a range of cultural spokespersons in America with the dangers to order, manifest how this problematic is articulated in a variety of sites distinctive of the United States. Most important, though, it is at the intersection of the "microphysics" and "macrophysics" of power in the problematic of order that we can locate the concept of security. Security in this formulation is neither just an essential precondition of power nor its goal; security is a specific principle of political method and practice directed explicitly to "the ensemble of the population. This is not to suggest that "the population" exists in a prediscursive domain; on the contrary, "one of the great innovations in the tech​niques of power in the eighteenth century was the emergence of 'pop​ulation' as an economic and political problem."

Furthermore, Foucault argues that from the eighteenth century onward, security becomes the central dynamic in governmental ratio​nality, so that (as discussed in chapter 6) we live today, not in a narrowly defined and overtly repressive disciplinary society, but in a "society of security," in which practices of national security and practices of so​cial security structure intensive and extensive power relations, and constitute the ethical boundaries and territorial borders of inside/ outside, normal/pathological, civilized/barbaric, and so on. The theory of police and the shift from a sovereign's war to a popula​tion's war thus not only changed the nature of "man" and war, it constituted the identity of "man" in the idea of the population, and articulated the dangers that might pose a threat to security. The ma​jor implication of this argument is that the state is understood as hav​ing no essence, no ontological status that exists prior to and is served by either police or war. Instead, "the state" is "the mobile effect of a multiple regime of governmentality," of which the practices of police, —— and foreign policy/Foreign Policy are all a part.

The Dream of Security Ensures Apocalypse From Now On – Constructions of Existential Risk ensures the Enactment of Annihilation.
Pever Coviello, Prof. of English @ Bowdoin, 2k [Queer Frontiers, p. 39-40]
Perhaps. But to claim that American culture is at present decisively postnuclear is not to say that the world we inhabit is in any way postapocalyptic. Apocalypse, as I began by saying, changed-it did not go away. And here I want to hazard my second assertion: if, in the nuclear age of yesteryear, apocalypse signified an event threatening everyone and everything with (in Jacques Den-ida's suitably menacing phrase) "remairiderless and a-symbolic destruction,," then in the postnuclear world apocalypse is an affair whose parameters are definitively local. In shape and in substance, apocalypse is defined now by the affliction it brings somewhere else, always to an "other" people whose very presence might then be written as a kind of dangerous contagion, threatening the safety and prosperity of a cherished "general population." This fact seems to me to stand behind Susan Sontag's incisive observation, from 1989, that, 'Apocalypse is now a long-running serial: not 'Apocalypse Now' but 'Apocalypse from Now On."" The decisive point here in the perpetuation of the threat of apocalypse (the point Sontag goes on, at length, to miss) is that apocalypse is ever present because, as an element in a vast economy of power, it is ever useful. That is, through the perpetual threat of destruction-through the constant reproduction of the figure of apocalypse-agencies of power ensure their authority to act on and through the bodies of a particular population. No one turns this point more persuasively than Michel Foucault, who in the final chapter of his first volume of The History of Sexuality addresses himself to the problem of a power that is less repressive than productive, less life-threatening than, in his words, "life-administering." Power, he contends, "exerts a positive influence on life land, endeavors to administer, optimize, and multiply it, subjecting it to precise controls and comprehensive regulations?' In his brief comments on what he calls "the atomic situation;' however, Foucault insists as well that the productiveness of modern power must not be mistaken for a uniform repudiation of violent or even lethal means. For as "managers of life and survival, of bodies and the race," agencies of modern power presume to act 'on the behalf of the existence of everyone." Whatsoever might be construed as a threat to life and survival in this way serves to authorize any expression of force, no matter how invasive or, indeed, potentially annihilating. "If genocide is indeed the dream of modem power," Foucault writes, "this is not because of a recent return to the ancient right to kill; it is because power is situated and exercised at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population." For a state that would arm itself not with the power to kill its population, but with a more comprehensive power over the patterns and functioning of its collective life, the threat of an apocalyptic demise, nuclear or otherwise, seems a civic initiative that can scarcely be done without.
Impact – value to life

Nuclear security’s risk calculus relies on faulty universalizations that cannot account for any value to life
Bryan Hubbard, MA in Political Science @ ASU, ’97 [Rhetorical Analysisis of Two Contemporary Atomic Campaigns, http://handle.dtic.mil/100.2/ADA327948]
The escalation of risk to life-threatening risk makes a particular value statement  that suggests all people prioritize risks to life over risks to quality of life. This practice repeats universalizing discourse of modernity despite other appeals toward difference.  The automatic escalation of risk discussion to life-threatening risk ignores a plethora of values short of life and death and universalizes criteria for decision making. Experience  shows social practices often occur for reasons outside the evaluation of life-threatening  risk based on individualized cultural perceptions, tastes and values. People disagree over  what they consider a risky activity because of differences in value systems and multiple  decision-making heuristics not considered by traditional risk communication which  envisions one uniform rational-world paradigm. This difference involves very specific  value judgments. Different activities will receive different risk characterization despite  their statistical similarity. Ravetz (1980) suggests, "the variety in the public perceptions  of acceptable risk partly reflects the variety of life itself in its many dimensions of  experience" (p. 47). This does not necessarily point to the failure of risk communication  to inform individuals of risk but indicates other criteria also inform decisions that  traditional risk communication ignores.  To date, the bulk of academic literature on risk communication seems to have an  invested interest in the future of the nuclear industry and modernity. Largely based on  social science, the literature has tried to quantify public perception and acceptance of  technological risk (Bassett, Jenkins-Smith, & Silva, 1996; Cohen 1995; Farr, 1992;  Fischoff, 1995; Garrick & Gekler, 1989; McBeth & Oakes, 1996; McCormick, 1981;  McDaniels, Axelrod, & Slovic, 1995; Sokolowska & Tyszka, 1995; Weinberg, 1991).  The results are mixed. Waterstone (1992) reviews this line of study and notes, it "has  taken a mechanistic, deterministic view of events and behavior; has been scientific and  technocratic; has largely downplayed, if not ignored, the role of social and economic  factors in affecting risk; and has represented an ideology of the status quo" (p. 2). Risk  communicators, who share a rational-world vision with these social scientists, employ  this line of research and disregard public failure to conform as examples of an ignorant  irrational publics. This perception decreases policy-makers faith in democratic decision  making while creating resentment toward technocrats from the general public who can  read the insensitivity toward their concerns. The institutionalization of risk  communication as previously conceptualized sanctions nuclear communication as an  exclusive technocratic discourse which results in polarizing one-way communication.
Impact – serial policy failure

Their reliance on security suffers from serial policy failure – and the attendant endless production of new threats to be countered creates an endless politics of war

Dillon and Reed 09 (IR professor @ Lancaster University; Lecturer @ King’s College London, “The Liberal Way of Killing: Killing to Make Live”)
There is, third, the additional critical attribute of contingency. It is this feature which does not merely add governing through contingency to the political rationalities and governmental technologies of contemporary liberal rule. It lends its own distinctive infection to them; one which has had a profound impact on the nature of liberal rule and war in relation, especially, to its current hyperbolicization of security and its newly problematized and proliferating accounts of dangers, threats and enemies. For if the biopolitical imperative is that of making life live, the martial expression of that imperative, the drive to liberal war, is preparedness to make war on the enemies of life. The biopoltiical imperative to make life live finds its expression today, however in making life live the emergency of its emergence; for that is what species life is now said to be. The liberal way of rule and war has thus become the preparedness to make war on whatever threatens life’s capacity to live the emergency of its emergence. For allied to the radical contingency of species existence is an account of species existence as a life of continuous complex adaptation and emergence. From the perspective of security and war, in particular, such a pluripotent life, characterized by its continuously unfolding potential, is a life that is continuously becoming-dangerous to itself, and to other life forms. Such danger is not merely actual; because life itself, here has become not merely actual. The emphasis in the problematization of danger which accompanies such a politics of life itself therefore also shifts dramatically from the actual to the virtual. Only this explains the astonishing degree to which the historically secure lives of the Atlantic basin have come to construe themselves, politically, as radically endangered by as many unknown as there are unknowable dangers; a point regularly and frankly admitted, officially, from terror to health mandarins, nationally and internationally. Many have observed that the societies of the Atlantic basin are now increasingly ruled by fear; that there is a politics of fear. But they interpret this politics of fear in political naïve ways, as the outcome of deliberate machination by political and economic elites. They may well be correct to some degree. But what is perfectly evident, also, is that the elites themselves are governed by the very grid of intelligibility furnished by the account of life as an emergency of emergence. It is not simply a matter, therefore, of leaders playing on fears. The leadership itself is in the grip of a conjugation of government and rule whose very generative principle of formation is permanent emergency. In other words, fear is no longer simply an affect open to regular manipulation by leadership cadres. It is, but it is not only that, and not even most importantly that. More importantly (because this is not a condition that can be resolved simply by ‘throwing the rascals out’) in the permanent emergency of emergence, fear becomes a generative principle of formation for rule. The emergency of emergence therefore poses a found crisis in western understandings of the political, and in the hopes and expectations invested in political as opposed to other forms of life. Given the wealth and given the vast military preponderance in weapons of mass destruction and other forms of global deployed military capabilities of the societies of the Atlantic basin, notably, of course, the United States, this poses a world crisis as well. In short, then, this complex adaptive emergent life exists in the permanent state of emergence. Its politics of security and war, which is to say its very foundational politics of rule as well, now revolve around this state of emergency. Here, that in virtue of which a ‘we’ comes to belong together, its very generative principle of formation (our shorthand definition of politics), has become this emergency. What happens, we also therefore ask of the biopoliticization of rule, when emergency becomes the generative principle of formation of community and rule? Our answer has already been given. Politics becomes subject to the urgent and compelling political economy, the logistical and technical dynamics, of war. No longer a ‘we’ in virtue of abiding by commonly agreed rules of government, it becomes a ‘we’ formed by abiding by commonly agreed rules of government, it becomes a ‘we’ formed by the rule of the emergency itself; and that is where the political crisis, the crisis of the political itself is that a ‘we’ can belong together not only in terms of agreeing to abide by the rule of its generative principles of formation but also by the willingness to keep the nature of operation of those generative principles of formation under common deliberative scrutiny. You cannot, however, debate emergency. You can only interrogate the futile demand it makes on you, and all the episteme challenges it poses, acceding to those demands according both to how well you can come to know them, and how well you have also adapted you affects to suffering them, or perish. The very exigencies of emergency thus militate profoundly against the promise of ‘politics’ as it has been commonly understood in the western tradition; not simply as a matter of rule, but as a matter of self-rule in which it was possible to debate the nature of the self in terms of the good for and of the self. Note, also, how much the very idea of the self has disappeared from view in this conflation of life with species life. The only intelligence, the only self-knowledge, the only culture which qualifies in the permanence of this emergency is the utilitarian and instrumental technologies said to be necessary to endure it. We have been here before in the western tradition and we have experienced the challenges of this condition as tyranny (Arendt 1968). The emergency of emergence, the generative principle of formation, the referential matrix of contemporary biopolitics globally, is a newly formed, pervasive and insidiously complex, soft totalitarian regime of power relations made all the more difficult to contest precisely because, governing through the contingent emergency of emergence, it is a governing through the transactional freedoms of contingency.

Impact – serial 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.
Impact – Truth claims / epistemology

Security Discourse Assumes Threats As Natural – Their Harms and Solvency Claims are Products of a Particular Ideology.
David Shim, Phd Candidate @ GIGA Institute of Asian Studies, ‘8 [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 notion of discourse draws on the concept elaborated by Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe (2001). 7 Discourses are treated as productive (social, linguistic, non-linguistic) practices, which construct objects and subjects and define the very conditions of meaningful statements and actions (Laffey/Weldes 2004: 28; Torfing 2005b: 161). Discourse enables one to know and to make sense of the world (Doty 1996: 6). The underlying themes of poststructural discourse theory are the assumptions that the meanings of objects and subjects are not fixed and not pre-given by nature, god or reason, but are rather “contextual, relational, and contingent” (Howarth 2005: 317).8 Things, events or actions do not ‘tell their own tale’, but it is the discursive practices that produce meaning, which, for instance, makes a tank a means of aggression or defense. The mere existence of brute facts does not have any intrinsic meaning, which could arise from itself. They become meaningful only in discourse (Waever 2004: 198). So, the task for discourse analysts is to unveil the structures of meaning and examine how they are constituted and changed.9 9 In the words of Janice Bially Mattern (2005: 5), discourse analysts do not seek for discoveries, which suggest finding new facts of the world, but for uncoveries, which imply “an excavation from underneath layers of ossified or never problematized knowledge” (see also Roland Bleiker 2005: xlviii).  Laclau and Mouffe (2001: 112) understand discourses as the (temporary) fixation of meaning around certain signs, which they call nodal points. Meaning is produced through articulatory practices, which establish a particular relationship between other signs and those nodal points, so that their meanings are mutually modified (ibid. 105). For instance, as it is shown in section 4, ‘peace’ or ‘stability’ acquire their specific meanings in relation to ‘denuclearization’, ‘non-proliferation’ or ‘normalization’ in the discourse of the Six-Party Talks.    The study of language is seen crucial for discursive analyses although the latter is not limited to the former (Neumann 2002). The common understanding of language in IR and other disciplines regarding its significance is to refer to it as a transparent medium which merely reflects the world as it is. Moreover, in traditional accounts of IR, such as (neo)realism, liberalism, institutionalism and conventional constructivism the significance of language is ignored or treated as marginal.10 What counts, are (social inter-)actions. ‘Talk is cheap’ and ‘one cannot be sure if s/he really means what s/he says’ are commonly shared understandings.11 In contrast to that, discourse theoretical approaches consider language – defined as any collective sign system – not just as a mirror or mediator of the world, but as its very creator (cf. Campbell 1998; Howarth 2000; Hansen 2006). Basically it is stated that subjects, objects and concepts do not exist or rather do not have any meaning unless they are talked (but also acted and interacted) into existence through certain linguistic, non-linguistic and social practices.12 As Janice Bially Mattern (2005: 92) puts it, “the world is not real in any socially meaningful sense unless actors find ways to communicate about it”.
Impact – Truth claims / epistemology

Threat perception is rooted in stimulation; not reality.

James der Derian ’90, James Der Derian is a Watson Institute research professor of international studies. He was a director of the Institute's Global Security Program and founder of the Information Technology, War, and Peace Project and the Global Media Project.  The (S)pace of International Relations: Simulation, Surveillance, and Speed, International Studies Quarterly, Blackwell Publishing on behalf of The International Studies Association. Vol. 34, No. 3, Sep., 1990, Page [295] of 295-31 

After analyzing the political economy of the sign and visiting Disneyland, Jean Baudrillard, the French master of edifying hyperbole, notified the inhabitants of advanced mediacracies that they were no longer distracted by the technical repro- duction of reality, or alienated and repressed by their over-consumption of its spec- tacular representation. Unable to recover the "original" and seduced by the simula- tion, they had lost the ability to distinguish between the model and the real: "Abstrac- tion today is no longer that of the map, the double, the mirror or the concept. Simulation is no longer that of a territory, a referential being or a substance. It is the generation by models of a real without origin or reality: a hyperreal" (1983a: 2). Baudrillard exceeds Nietzsche in his interpretation of the death of god and the inability of rational man to fill the resulting value-void with stable distinctions be- tween the real and the apparent, the true and the false, the good and the evil. In the excessive, often nihilistic vision of Baudrillard, the task of modernity is no longer to demystify or disenchant illusion-for "with the real world we have also abolished the apparent world" (see Nietzsche, 1968: 40-41; Der Derian, 1987: Ch. 9)-but to save a principle that has lost its object: "Disneyland is presented as imaginary in order to make us believe that the rest is real, when in fact all of Los Angeles and the America surrounding it are no longer real, but of the order of the hyperreal and of simula- tion. It is no longer a question of false representation of reality (ideology), but of concealing the fact that the real is no longer real, and thus of saving the reality principle" (1983a: 25).9
The representation of international relations is not immune to this development. In a very short period the field has oscillated: from realist representation, in which world-historical figures meant what they said and said what they meant, and diplo- matic historians recorded it as such in Rankean fashion ("wie es eigentlich gewesen ist"); to neorealist, in which structures did what they did, and we did what they made us do, except of course when neorealists revealed in journals like the International Studies Quarterly and International Organization what they "really" did; to hyperrealist, in which the model of the real becomes more real than the reality it models, and we become confused.'
What is the reality principle that international relations theory in general seeks to save? For the hard-core realist, it is the sovereign state acting in an anarchical order to maintain and if possible expand its security and power in the face of penetrating, de-centering forces such as the ICBM, military (and now civilian) surveillance satel- lites, the international terrorist, the telecommunications web, environmental move- ments, transnational human rights conventions, to name a few of the more obvious. For the soft-core neorealist and peace-research modeler, it is the prevailing pattern of systemic power which provides stable structures, regime constraints, and predicta- ble behavior for states under assault by similar forces of fragmentation. Before we consider how simulations in particular "work" to save the reality princi- ple, we should note the multiple forms that these simulations take in international relations. From the earliest Kriegspiel (war-play) of the Prussian military staff in the 1830s, to the annual "Global Game" at the Naval War College in Newport, Rhode Island, simulations have been staged to prepare nation states for future wars; by doing so, as many players would claim, they help keep the peace: qui desiderat pacem, praeparet bellum. Simulations are used at other defense colleges, such as the strategic and counterterrorist games played at the National Defense University or the more tactically oriented computerized "Janus" game perfected at the Army War College." Then there are the early academic models, like Harold Guetzkow's seminal InterNa- tion Simulation (INS), which spawned a host of second- and third-generation models: SIPER (Simulated International Processes), GLOBUS (Generating Long- term Options by Using Simulation), and SIMPEST (Simulation of Military, Political, Economic, and Strategic Interactions).'2 Many simulations are now commercially available: the popular realpolitik computer game Balance of Power; the remarkably sophisticated video games modeled on Top Gun, the Iranian hostage rescue mission, and other historical military conflicts; and the film/video WarGames, in which a hacker taps into an Air Force and nearly starts World War III. And then there are the ubiquitous think-tank games, like those at the Rand Corporation, that model everything from domestic crime to nuclear war, as well as the made-to-order macro- strategic games, like the war game between Iraq and Iran that the private consulting company BDM International sold to Iraq (the 
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highest bidder?). It may grate on the ears of some of the players to hear "gaming," "modeling," and"simulation" used 

interchangeably.'3 Yet in the literature and during interviews I found users using all three terms to describe practices that could be broadly defined as the continuation of war by means of verisimilitude (Allen, 1987: 6-7). Conventionally, a game uses broad descriptive strokes and a minimum of mathematical abstraction to make generalizations about the behavior of actors, while simulation uses algorithms and computer power to analyze the amount of technical detail considered necessary to predict events and the behavior of actors. Judging from the shift in the early 1980s by the military and think-tanks to mainly computerized games-reflected in the change of the Joint Chiefs of Staff gaming organization from SAGA (Studies, Analy- sis, and Gaming Agency) to JAD (Joint Analysis Directorate)-it would seem that simulation is becoming the preferred "sponge" term in international relations. "Sim- ulation" also has the obvious advantage of sounding more serious than "gaming" and of carrying more of a high-tech, scientific connotation than "modeling." The object of this inquiry is not to conduct an internal critique of the simulation industry, nor to claim some privileged grounds for disproving its conclusions.'4 Rather, the intent is to show how, in the construction of a realm of meaning that has minimal contact with historically specific events or actors, simulations have demon- strated the power to displace the "reality" of international relations they purport to represent. Simulations have created a new space in international relations where actors act, things happen, and the consequences have no origins except the artificial cyberspace of the simulations themselves.

Over the last four years I have collected numerous examples of this new phenome- non; I will share two of them here. 15 The first is the case of the U.S.S. Vincennes which shot down an Iranian civilian airliner on July 3, 1988, in the mistaken belief that it was a military aircraft. The Vincennes was equipped with the most sophisticated U.S. naval radar system, the Aegis, which according to a later military investigation functioned perfectly.'6 It recorded that the Iranian Airbus was on course and flying level at 12,000 feet, not descending towards the Vincennes as the radar operator, the tactical information coordinator, and one other officer reported at the time. Some- how, between machine and man, a tragic misreading took place which resulted in the death of 290 people. One possible cause is stress: the Vincennes and its crew had never been in combat and were engaged with Iranian speedboats when the Airbus was first detected. Yet stress has many origins, and the military shows signs of ignoring the most serious one. The Vincennes trained for nine months before it went into the Persian Gulf. That training relied heavily on tapes that simulate battle situations, none of which included overflights by civilian airliners-a common occur- rence in the Gulf.17
To be sure, much more was involved in the decision to fire at the Airbus, not least the memory of the U.S.S. Stark which was nearly destroyed in the Persian Gulf by an Exocet missile from an Iraqi warplane. But I would like to suggest that the reality of the nine months of simulated battles displaced, overrode, absorbed the reality of the Airbus. The Airbus disappeared before the missile struck: it faded from an airliner full of civilians to an electronic representation on a radar screen to a simulated target. The simulation overpowered a reality which did not conform to it.
Impact – depoliticization

The Aff’s Descriptions of Security Removes Policy From Politics – The  Seeming Need For Instant Solutions is Product of This Rhetoric.
Benjamin Berboth et. al., Prof. of Poli. Sci @ Johann Wolfgang Goeth-University, ‘7 [Norface Seminar, “Secur(itizing)ing the West: The Transformation of Western Order,” http://www.soz.uni-frankfurt.de/hellmann/projekt/Draft_Final_West_DVPW_BISA_08.pdf]
While securing the West by securitizing its existence has been the ordering macro-structure during the heydays of the Cold War, the decline of the Soviet empire as the threatening other has made room for the question how the Western identity and security discourse might change as a result. In many ways the macro-political transformation of the 'East-West conflict' went hand in hand with the rise of discursive approaches in JR. When the "linguistic turn" (Rorty 1969) had finally arrived at IR's disciplinary edge attention turned on processes of signification and the constitution of meaning by language in use (for an introduction in the field of JR see Fierke 2003, 2002). Especially the concept of security has aroused special attention (Baldwin 1997, Wolfers 1952, Walt 1990, Krause/Williams 1996, Kolodziej 1992, Lipschutz 1995). The conceptual work of the Copenhagen School, especially as far as the work of Barry Buzan and Ole Wver were concerned, departed from the rather narrow focus of a 'wide'-vs.-'narrow' definition of security by advocating an explicitly constructivist / linguistic perspective! In this view security is neither an objective fact (like rationalist approaches assume) nor just a subjective perception (like soft constructivism and cognitive approaches suggest). Rather security rests on an intersubjective understanding (Buzan/Wver/de Wilde 1998: 29-31). Buzan, Wver and de Wilde argue that security is essentially a speech act - a performative act with a specific grammar (Buzan et al. 1998: 23-26; Wver 1995: 55). As a performative act, security is a self-referential practice with a specific rhetorical structure: Security is about the survival of a threatened referent object. Because the survival of the referent object is considered a just cause securitization justifies the use of extraordina!y measures, including the use of force, to protect it. To be successful, this move of securitization has to be accepted as legitimate and appropriate by an audience. As an ordering mechanism, securitization entails far reaching political and ethical consequences because ,,[s]ecurity is the move that takes politics beyond the established rules of the game and frames the issue either as a special kind of politics or as above politics" (Buzan/Wver/deWilde 1998: 23). While po1iticiation presents an issue as a matter of choice, ie. normal politics, securitiation frames an issue as urgent and existential calling for extraordinary measures which reduce the possibility of choice to an either-or level, ie. whether we act or not. Especially Wever has stressed the "antidemocratic implications" of securitization (Wver 2003: 12; see also Wver 2005; Buzan/Wver/deWilde 1998) because it represents a failure of handling challenges politically, ie. within the normal procedure of (democratic) politics. This is what the opposite of securitization, desecuritization - ie. the process of actually moving issues "off the security agenda and back into the realm of (...) 'normal' political dispute and accommodation" (Williams 2003: 523) - is supposed to refer to. In many ways the result of de-securitization, normal politics, is of particular interest to the process of the transformation of the West since it entails the key question whether (and if so: to what extent) global politics can be politicized (and civilized) rather than securitized. Yet the securitization literature is to a certain extent ambivalent in this regard. While Wver himself (eg. 1998: 92) is quite evasive, others have argued that (unlike politicization) desecuritization presupposes a grammar of security itself and is therefore unable to escape the problem of speaking security (cf. Aradau 2001).b0 Here Carl Schmitt's notion of exception resonates where the act of speaking security constitutes the community by the radical differentiation between friend and foe (Schmitt 1996 [19321, see also Odysseos/Petito 2007, Behnke 2004, 2005; for a critical standpoint see Herborth 2005, Huysmans 2006: 127141).
Impact – general
Their dependence on the security logic transforms the ambiguity of life into a quest for truth and rationality, causing violence against the unknown and domesticating life.

Der Derian, 93. James Der Derian, “The value of security: Hobbes, Marx, Nietzsche, and Baudrillard,” The Political Subject of Violence, 1993, pp. 102-105

The desire for security is manifested as a collective resentment of difference that which is not us, not certain, not predictable. Complicit with a negative will to power is the fear-driven desire for protection from the unknown. Unlike the positive will to power which produces an aesthetic affirmation of difference, the search for truth produces a truncated life which conforms to the rationally knowable, to the causally sustainable. In The Gay Science Nietzsche asks of the reader: Look, isn't our need for knowledge precisely this need for the familiar, the will to uncover everything strange, unusual, and questionable, something that no longer disturbs us? Is it not the instinct of fear that bids us to know? And is the jubilation of those who obtain knowledge not the jubilation over the restoration of a sense of security?" The fear of the unknown and the desire for certainty combine to produce a domesticated life, in which causality and rationality become the highest sign of a sovereign self, the surest protection against contingent forces. The fear of fate assures a belief that everything reasonable is true, and everything true reasonable. In short, the security imperative produces and is sustained by the strategies of knowledge which seek to explain it. Nietzsche elucidates the nature of this generative relationship in The Twilight of the Idols: A safe life requires safe truths. The strange and the alien remain unexamined, the unknown becomes identified as evil, and evil provokes hostility - recycling the desire for security. The 'influence of timidity,' as Nietzsche puts it, creates a people who are willing to subordinate affirmative values to the 'necessities' of security: 'they fear change, transitoriness: this expresses a straitened soul, full of mistrust and evil experiences'." The point of Nietzsche's critical genealogy is to show the perilous conditions which created the security imperative - and the western metaphysics which perpetuate it - have diminished if not disappeared; yet the fear of life persists: 'Our century denies this perilousness, and does so with a good conscience: and yet it continues to drag along with it the old habits of Christian security, Christian enjoyment, recreation and evaluation." Nietzsche's worry is that the collective reaction against older, more primal fears has created an even worse danger: the tyranny of the herd, the lowering of man, the apathy of the last man which controls through conformity and rules through passivity. The security of the sovereign, rational self and state comes at the cost of ambiguity, uncertainty, paradox - all that makes life worthwhile. Nietzsche's lament for this lost life is captured at the end of Daybreak in a series of rhetorical questions:

Space weapons can’t solve

The plan can’t solve—history proves their grounding in security makes resistance inevitable—there will always be competition and efforts to “secure” oneself in the world of the aff

Duvall and Havercroft 8 (Raymond D. Duvall's research covers international political economy, international relations, global governance, social institutions of global capitalism and international organizations. He has published on the capitalist state, the democratic peace, and approaches to security. He co-edited Power and Global Governance (Cambridge University Press, 2005). Jonathan Havercroft (PhD University of* Minnesota 2006) is an SDF Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the Centre of International Relations, University of" British Columbia. In addition to his work on space weaponization, Jonathan's research interests include recognition of" indigenous rights under international law and the history of changes in norms of state sovereignty.  “Taking sovereignty out of this world: space weapons and empire of the future” Review of International Studies (2008), 34, 755–775 Copyright 
 British International Studies Association, JT)

Given these grim prospects for a deterritorialised global rule,69 what are the possibilities for resistance? Historically, every advance in the weaponry of imperial powers has been met with an advance in counter-hegemonic strategy. Most recently, insurgents in Afghanistan and Iraq have been able to counter the technological superiority of US forces with very simple yet effective Improvised Explosive Devices. In these instances, those subjugated by the technologies and scientific knowledge linked to emerging weapons systems have reappropriated these weapons systems to resist their imperial overlords. As such, it is reasonable to conclude that space weaponry could be countered through a variety of asymmetrical tactics such as: disabling space weapons while in orbit through kinetic energy, or even nuclear anti-satellite attacks; destroying the facilities where space weapons are produced or launched, or the research and development centres (such as universities) that are integral to the production of these systems; organising strikes for the workers involved in harvesting the necessary raw materials; and refusing to pay taxes to the political apparatuses that control these systems. While it is difficult to imagine what precise forms resistance to space weapons might take, it is not unreasonable to conclude that even in a context of space-based empire, some form of political and military resistance will be possible, and will occur. Indeed, China’s recent launch of an Anti-Satellite system is an example of a state actor at the boundaries of imperial order engaging in such a reappropriation of a weapons technology. One of the reasons Chinese military strategists have given for developing Anti-Satellite technology is that this technology exposes an asymmetrical vulnerability in the US military structure. The US military is already dependent on satellite systems to co-ordinate its communications and weapons targeting systems. By developing a technology that can disable US communications and targeting satellites, the Chinese military would hope to disrupt the operational abilities of conventional US forces should an actual shooting war between the two powers take place.70 The development gives us some idea of how state and non-state actors at the margins of an empire of the future might resist space power by reappropriating its technologies.
The realism and logic of the affirmative makes the plan perceived as inherently threatening

Huntley 9 (Dr Wade Huntley is Director of the Simons Centre for Disarmament and Non-Proliferation Research at the Liu Institute tor Global Issues, University of British Columbia. He has published on nuclear weapons developments in East and South Asia, US missile defense ambitions and deterrence policies, the relationship of democracy and peace, and philosophies of science. "Securing Outer Space" Routledge Critical Security Studies Series, 2009, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=Dmy5t_u1cuMC&oi=fnd&pg=PA221&dq=%22outer+space%22+exploration+David+Campbell+and+Der+Derian&ots=dQPUQlUUSf&sig=hkL0lVD-nWxDJ8JZwAgcCXuHs78#v=onepage&q&f=false) JT

A future in which space becomes a domain for weapons deployment, and perhaps for arms nice competition, may be irreconcilable with visions for increasing peaceful human space presence. Smaller states already perceive more clearly than the United States that President Bush's vision to send humans back to the moon and eventually to Mars might be impossible under space arms racing conditions. That perception, combined with small states' generally shared perceptions of the likely roles they would play in a world overshadowed by space-based conflict, drive an almost categorical call for restraint of space weaponization through established regime management. At some point, US policy will also face this contradiction. History offers rather pessimistic precedents as to the priorities great powers choose in the absence of regimes to manage these circumstances.

The natural disposition of great powers to act autonomously obscures this dynamic. For a country like the United States, unchallenged across so many domains of national power, realist foresight predicts other states' concern over its preeminence. Given this inevitable wariness, aggressive military posturing cannot help but be perceived by other countries as inherently threatening,- exacerbating incentives to seek countervailing capabilities even among allies. Realism might suggest acting with a light touch, to mute rather than fuel this dynamic." But from a decision-maker's point of view, the instinct to protect makes this logic of benevolence hard to see. Put more theoretically, the call of foreign policy realism eclipses the insights of systemic realism — unfortunately so.

***ALTERNATIVE

Alternative – performative resistance

Our criticism’s a performative political resistance allows for the creation of a new mode of politics—the securitization inherent in the affirmative’s representations offers a unique place in which to deconstruct subjectivity 

Campbell, 1998. David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, 
Even more important, his understanding of power emphasizes the of freedom presupposed by the existence of disciplinary and normalizing practices. Put simply, there cannot be relations of power unless subjects are in the first instance free: the need to institute neg​ative and constraining power practices comes about only because without them freedom would abound. Were there no possibility of freedom, subjects would not act in ways that required containment so as to effect order.37 Freedom, though, is not the absence of power. On the contrary, because it is only through power that subjects exer​cise their agency, freedom and power cannot be separated. As Fou​cault maintains: At the very heart of the power relationship, and constantly provok​ing it, are the recalcitrance of the will and the intransigence of free​dom. Rather than speaking of an essential freedom, it would be better to speak of an “agonism” — of a relationship which is at the same time reciprocal incitation and struggle; less of a face-to--face confmnta​lion which paralyzes both sides than a permanent provocation.38 The political possibilities enabled by this permanent provocation of power and freedom can be specified in more detail by thinking in terms of the predominance of the “bio-power” discussed above. In this sense, because the governmental practices of biopolitics in West​ern nations have been increasingly directed toward modes of being and forms of life — such that sexual conduct has become an object of concern, individual health has been figured as a domain of discipline, and the family has been transformed into an instrument of govern​ment — the ongoing agonism between those practices and the free​dom they seek to contain means that individuals have articulated a series of counterdemands drawn from those new fields of concern. For example, as the state continues to prosecute people according to sexual orientation, human rights activists have proclaimed the right of gays to enter into formal marriages, adopt children, and receive the same health and insurance benefits granted to their straight coun​terparts. These claims are a consequence of the permanent provoca​tion of power and freedom in biopolitics, and stand as testament to the “strategic reversibility” of power relations: if the terms of govern mental practices can be made into focal points for resistances, then the “history of government as the ‘conduct of conduct’ is interwoven with the history of dissenting ‘counterconducts.”’39 Indeed, the emer​gence of the state as the major articulation of “the political” has in​volved an unceasing agonism between those in office and those they rule. State intervention in everyday life has long incited popular col​lective action, the result of which has been both resistance to the state and new claims upon the state. In particular, “the core of what we now call ‘citizenship’ . . . consists of multiple bargains hammered out by rulers and ruled in the course of their struggles over the means of state action, especially the making of war.”40 In more recent times, constituencies associated with women’s, youth, ecological, and peace movements (among others) have also issued claims on society.41 These resistances are evidence that the break with the discur​sive/nondiscursive dichotomy central to the logic of interpretation undergirding this analysis is (to put it in conventional terms) not only theoretically licensed; it is empirically warranted. Indeed, expanding the interpretive imagination so as to enlarge the categories through which we understand the constitution of “the political” has been a necessary precondition for making sense of Foreign Policy’s concern for the ethical borders of identity in America. Accordingly, there are manifest political implications that flow from theorizing identity As Judith Butler concluded: “The deconstruction of identity is not the deconstruction of politics; rather, it establishes as political the very terms through which identity is articulated.”42
Alternative – prerequisite to action
Our criticism proceeds the affirmative- the racialized logic of securitization upon which the plan relies is the root of their harms claims -- You have an ethical obligation to oppose this frame.
Roxanne Doty, Prof. of Political Science @ ASU [Woot], 1996 [Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Reprsentations in North-South Relations, p. 166-71]  

One of the deadly traces that has been deposited in our current "reality" and that figures prominently in this study is "race." The inventory of this trace has been systematically ignored by international relations scholarship. It seems fair to suggest that most international relations scholars as well as makers of foreign policy would suggest that "race" is not even a relevant issue in global politics. Some might concede that while "race" may have been a significant factor internationally during particular historical periods-as a justification for colonialism, for example - "we" are past that now. The racial hierarchy that once prevailed internationally simply no longer exists. To dwell upon "race" as an international issue is an unproductive, needless rehash of history. Adlai Stevenson rather crudely summed up this position when he complained that he was impatiently waiting for the time "when the last black-faced comedian has quit preaching about colonialism so the United Nations could move on to the more crucial issues like disarmament" (quoted in Noer 1985: 84). This view is unfortunately, although subtly, reflected in the very definition of the field of international relations, whose central problems and categories have been framed in such a way as to preclude investigation into categories such as "race" that do not fit neatly within the bounds of prevailing conceptions of theory and explanation and the legitimate methods with which to pursue them. As Walker (1989) points out, current international relations research agendas are framed within an understanding that presumes certain ontological issues have been resolved. Having already resolved the questions of the "real" and relevant entities, international relations scholars generally proceed to analyze the world with an eye toward becoming a "real science." What has been defined as "real" and relevant has not included race. As this study suggests, however, racialized identities historically have been inextricably linked with power, agency, reason, morality, and understandings of "self" and "other."' When we invoke these terms in certain contexts, we also silently invoke traces of previous racial distinctions. For example, Goldberg (1993: 164) suggests that the conceptual division of the world whereby the "third world" is the world of tradition, irrationality, overpopulation, disorder, and chaos assumes a racial character that perpetuates, both conceptually and actually, relations of domination, subjugation, and exclusion. Excluding the issue of representation enables the continuation of this and obscures the important relationship between representation, power, and agency. The issue of agency in international affairs appears in the literature in various ways, ranging from classical realism's subjectivist privileging of human agents to neorealism's behavioralist privileging of the state as agent to the more recent focus on the "agent-structure problem" by proponents of structuration theory (e.g., Wendt [19871, Dessler 119891). What these accounts have in common is their exclusion of the issue of representation. The presumption is made that agency ultimately refers back to some prediscursive subject, even if that subject is socially constructed within the context of political, social, and economic structures. In contrast, the cases examined in this study suggest that the question of agency is one of how practices of representation create meaning and identities and thereby create the very possibility for agency. As Judith Butler (1990: 142-49) makes clear and as the empirical cases examined here suggest, identity and agency are both effects, not preexisting conditions of being. Such an antiessentialist understanding does not depend upon foundational categories -an inner psychological self, for example. Rather, identity is reconceptualized as simultaneously a practice and an effect that is always in the process of being constructed through signifying practices that expel the surplus meanings that would expose the failure of identity as such. For example, through a process of repetition, U.S. and British discourses constructed as natural and given the oppositional dichotomy between the uncivilized, barbaric "other" and the civilized, democratic "self" even while they both engaged in the oppression and brutalization of "others." The Spector of the "other" was always within the "self." The proliferation of discourse in times of crisis illustrates an attempt to expel the "other," to make natural and unproblematic the boundaries between the inside and the outside. This in turn suggests that identity and therefore the agency that is connected with identity are inextricably linked to representational practices. It follows that any meaningful discussion of agency must perforce be a discussion of representation. The representational practices that construct particular identities have serious ramifications for agency. While this study suggests that "race" historically has been a central marker of identity, it also suggests that identity construction takes place along several dimensions. Racial categories often have worked together with gendered categories as well as with analogies to parent/child oppositions and animal metaphors. Each of these dimensions has varying significance at different times and enables a wide variety of practices. In examining the construction of racialized identities, it is not enough to suggest that social identities are constructed on the basis of shared understandings within a community: shared understandings regarding institutional rules, social norms, and selfexpectations of individuals in that community. It is not enough to examine the shared social criteria by which one identity is distinguished from another. Two additional elements must be considered: power and truth. "Race" has not just been about certain rules and resources facilitating the agency of some 
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Alternative – prerequisite to action
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social groups and denying or placing severe limitations on the agency of other social groups. Though it has been about these things, this is only one aspect of what "race" has historically been about. "Race" has most fundamentally been about being human. Racist discourses historically have constructed different kinds and degrees of humanness through representational practices that have claimed to be and have been accepted as "true" and accurate representations of "reality." Racist discourses highlight, perhaps more than any other, the inextricable link between power and truth or power and knowledge. A theory of agency in international relations, if it is to incorporate issues such as "race," must address the relationship between power and truth. This realization in turn implies a reconceptualization of power and how it works that transcends those present in existing theories of international relations. The cases examined in this study attest to the importance of representational practices and the power that inheres in them. The infinity of traces that leave no inventory continue to play a significant part in contemporary constructions of "reality." This is not to suggest that representations have been static. Static implies the possibility of fixedness, when what I mean to suggest is an inherent fragility and instability to the meanings and identities that have been constructed in the various discourses I examined. For example, to characterize the South as "uncivilized" or "unfit for self-government" is no longer an acceptable representation. This is not, however, because the meanings of these terms were at one time fixed and stable. As I illustrated, what these signifiers signified was always deferred. Partial fixation was the result of their being anchored by some exemplary mode of being that was itself constructed at the power/ knowledge nexus: the white male at the turn of the century, the United States after World War II. Bhabha stresses "the wide range of the stereotype, from the loyal servant to Satan, from the loved to the hated; a shifting of subject positions in the circulation of colonial power" (1983: 31). The shifting subject positions-from uncivilized native to quasi state to traditional "man" and society, for example -are all partial fixations that have enabled the exercise of various and multiple forms of power. Nor do previous oppositions entirely disappear. What remains is an infinity of traces from prior representations that themselves have been founded not on pure presences but on differance. "The present becomes the sign of the sign, the trace of the trace," Derrida writes (1982: 24). Differance makes possible the chain of differing and deferring (the continuity) as well as the endless substitution (the discontinuity) of names that are inscribed and reinscribed as pure presence, the center of the structure that itself escapes structurality. North-South relations have been constituted as a structure of deferral. The center of the structure (alternatively white man, modern man, the United States, the West, real states) has never been absolutely present outside a system of differences. It has itself been constituted as trace-the simulacrum of a presence that dislocates itself, displaces itself, refers itself (ibid.). Because the center is not a fixed locus but a function in which an infinite number of sign substitutions come into play, the domain and play of signification is extended indefinitely (Derrida 1978: z8o). This both opens up and limits possibilities, generates alternative sites of meanings and political resistances that give rise to practices of reinscription that seek to reaffirm identities and relationships. The inherently incomplete and open nature of discourse makes this reaffirmation an ongoing and never finally completed project. In this study I have sought, through an engagement with various discourses in which claims to truth have been staked, to challenge the validity of the structures of meaning and to make visible their complicity with practices of power and domination. By examining the ways in which structures of meaning have been associated with imperial practices, I have suggested that the construction of meaning and the construction of social, political, and economic power are inextricably linked. This suggests an ethical dimension to making meaning and an ethical imperative that is incumbent upon those who toil in the construction of structures of meaning. This is especially urgent in North-South relations today: one does not have to search very far to find a continuing complicity with colonial representations that ranges from a politics of silence and neglect to constructions of terrorism, Islamic fundamentalism, international drug trafficking, and Southern immigration to the North as new threats to global stability and peace. The political stakes raised by this analysis revolve around the question of being able to "get beyond" the representations or speak outside of the discourses that historically have constructed the North and the South. I do not believe that there are any pure alternatives by which we can escape the infinity of traces to which Gramsci refers. Nor do I wish to suggest that we are always hopelessly imprisoned in a dominant and all-pervasive discourse. Before this question can be answered-indeed, before we can even proceed to attempt an answer-attention must be given to the politics of representation. The price that international relations scholarship pays for its inattention to the issue of representation is perpetuation of the dominant modes of making meaning and deferral of its responsibility and complicity in dominant representations.    
Alternative – exile

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 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 
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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
Exilic intellectualism accommodates those suffering oppression by showing respect for all humanity
Shampa BISWAS, Prof – Politics, Whitman, 2007 "Empire and Global Public Intellectuals: Reading Edward Said as an International Relations Theorist" Millennium 36 (1)

The kind of globalism that Said advocates involves a felt and sympathetic  awareness of an in- and co-habited world. In an interview with Bruce Robbins,  Said is at pains to underscore that the rootlessness and exilic marginality  he promotes are not detached, distant positions that exclude ‘sympathetic  identification with a people suffering oppression ... [e]specially when that  oppression is caused by one’s own community or one’s own polity’.47 The  exilic orientation ‘involves the crossing of barriers, the traversing of borders,  the accommodation with various cultures, not so much in order to belong  to them but at least so as to be able to feel the accents and inflections of their  experience’.48 It is a globalism that is very much linked to Said’s unabashed  defence of ‘humanism’. At the heart of this defence is a commitment to an  aware and felt ethic of ‘humanity’ that emerges from a sense of ‘worldliness’  (i.e. a sense of ‘the real historical world’49) and knowledge of difference.  A central defining pole of (Said’s) humanism, says Akeel Bilgrami in the  foreword to Said’s posthumously published collection of essays in Humanism  and Democratic Criticism, is ‘the yearning to show regard for all that is human,  for what is human wherever it may be found and however remote it may  be from the more vivid presence of the parochial’.50 Said himself criticises  the rampant use of the word ‘human’ in much of the current discourse on  ‘humanitarian intervention’, which, as he points out, is conducted largely by  visiting violence on distant humans.51 His humanism is an attempt to retrieve  the humanity of those distant humans by developing a genuinely globalist  ethic. This globalist ethic is not based on a crass abstract universalism, but is  very much a concrete, grounded ethic that takes the local seriously. 
Alternative – K of terrorism solves

Rejecting notions of terrorism destroys understanding of them as stable threats - creates new understanding of being not grounded in security.
Mitchell 5 [Andrew, “Andrew Mitchell on the philosophy of Martin Heidegger,”  A lecture on Itunes U]

Mitchell:  One thing I would add to that is that the effect of terrorism isn’t in the actual bombings or the destruction that takes place but in the threat.  Terrorism can be understood as an ontological issue, a matter of being in the sense that everything is a potential target in the sense that everything and everyone could be the victim of the next terrorist attack.  And that’s very hard to wrap your head around and to do so requires no longer thinking of ourselves as separate beings that would then be destroyed by some outside force that would fall upon them.  Instead, it changes the very nature of being itself insofar as things now exists as terrorized.  Which is to say that the threat of their destruction is constitutive of how they are.  They are no longer stable objective presences.  Interviewer:  Things exist as terrorized. That’s really a beautiful way to think of what Heidegger would call the abannonment of being of the world.  Mitchell:  Terrorism gives us an opportunity to think.  To think being as no longer discrete encapsulated entities but as threatened, and, as threatened, somehow unstable, destabilized and open Interviewer:  Since we only have a couple minutes left, do you think its through awakening a sense of terror and a sense of a threat that hangs over the whole world, that its only by exasperating the terror that there can be the possibility of stepping outside of the frame of technicity and allowing beings to reveal themselves as other modes as just available for our consumption. Mitchell:  Yes. And that’s hard to say because on the one hand, it seems that things keep getting worse.  Interviewer:  Obviously we don’t need terrorist bombing but we’re talking about attuning ourselves to this anxiety in the face of thinking.  Mitchell:  Things get worse and worse and continue to seem bleaker and bleaker.  They can always get worse and they can continue to get worse but because they can continue to get worse, they’re not yet completely anhiliated, they’re not yet completely destroyed.  There’s still a call to responsibility.  To find that, to be sensitive to our responsibilities In this age is an uplifting though I think so within terrorism, within the destruction around us, there is still cause for celebration.  Interviewer:  The famous line of holderin that Heidegger is so found of : “there where the danger is the saving power also grows.” We have to hope that that’s true, because we certainly have lots of danger around us.  

K prior

K comes first; the affirmative’s attempts to explore space for humanitarian causes cannot be successful without a prior rethinking of humanity’s relationship with the universe.

Peter Dickens and James S. Ormrod, Univerity of Essex, 2007, “Outer Space and Internal Nature: Towards a Sociology of the 

Universe” Sociology 2007 41: 609 (British Sociological Association)

This article has explored some of the past relationships between humanity’s internal nature and the universe. We have also suggested some of the more troubling ways in which these relationships are developing in contemporary society. One development is the trend toward a cosmic narcissism in the ways in which elites and the affluent middle classes relate to the universe as an object for maintaining imperial dominance and sustaining personal fantasies about omnipotence respectively. However, narcissistic relationships with external nature are intrinsically unsatisfying. Objectifying nature and the cosmos does not actually empower the self, but rather enslaves it. Even the wealthy and the technocratic new middle class who relate to the universe in this way become subjected to the objects of their own narcissistic desire. The other development is a return to a fearful and alienated relationship with the universe, again experienced as a frightening subject controlling Earthly affairs from on high. It is a 21st-century version of the Platonic and Mediaeval universes in which humans are made into repressed objects and thereby brought to heel. This is a relationship experienced by those not in control of the universe: those on the margins of Western society. Commodification, militarization and surveillance by the socially powerful are again making the universe into an entity dominating human society, as are contemporary cosmological theories divorced from most people’s understanding. Once more, socially and politically powerful people (some even claiming to be on a mission from God) are attempting to make the cosmos into a means by which they can control society on Earth. The combination of these two trends is a ‘Wizard of Oz’ effect, in which power is maintained by those with mechanical control of the universe, but hidden by a mask of mysticism that keeps the public in a position of fear and subservience. Society’s relations with the cosmos are now at a tipping point. The cosmos could be explored and used for primarily humanitarian ends and needs. Satellites could continue to be increasingly used to promote environmental sustainability and social justice. They can for example be, and indeed are being, used to track the movements of needy refugees and monitor environmental degradation with a view to its regulation (United Nations, 2003). But if this model of human interaction is to win out over the use of the universe to serve dominant military, political and economic ends then new visionaries of a human relationship with the universe are needed. In philosophical opposition to the majority of pro-space activists (though they rarely clash in reality) are a growing number of social movement organizations and networks established to contest human activity in space, including the military use of space, commercialization of space, the use of nuclear power in space and creation of space debris. Groups like the Global Network Against Weapons and Nuclear Power in Space and the Institute for Cooperation in Space are at the centre of this movement. The activities and arguments of these groups, to which we are by and large sympathetic, demonstrate the ways in which our understanding and use of outer space are contested in pivotal times. 

Assumptions are a-priori to questions of politics.

Jayan Nayar, shape-shifter, horse whisperer, 1999 (“SYMPOSIUM: RE-FRAMING INTERNATIONAL LAW FOR THE 21ST CENTURY: Orders of Inhumanity” Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems Fall, 1999) Lexis  
The description of the continuities of violence in Section II in many ways is familiar to those who adopt a critical perspective of the world. "We" are accustomed to narrating human wrongs in this way. The failures and betrayals, the victims and perpetrators, are familiar to our critical understanding. From this position of judgment, commonly held within the "mainstream" of the "non-mainstream," there is also a familiarity of solutions commonly advocated for transformation; the "marketplace" for critique is a thriving one as evidenced by the abundance of literature in this respect. Despite this proliferation of enlightenment and the profession of so many good ideas, however, "things" appear to remain as they are, or, worse still, deteriorate. And so, the cycle of critique, proposals for transformation and disappointment continues.  Rightly, we are concerned with the question of what can be done to alleviate the sufferings that prevail. But there are necessary prerequisites to answering the "what do we do?" question. We must first ask the intimately connected questions of "about what?" and "toward what end?" These questions, obviously, impinge on our vision and judgment. When we attempt to imagine transformations toward preferred human futures, we engage in the difficult task of judging the present. This is difficult not because we are oblivious to violence or that we are numb to the resulting suffering, but because, outrage with "events" of violence aside, processes of violence embroil and implicate our familiarities in ways that defy the simplicities of straightforward imputability. Despite our best efforts at categorizing violence into convenient compartments--into "disciplines" of study and analysis such as "development" and "security" (health, environment, population, being other examples of such compartmentalization)--the encroachments of order(ing) function at more pervasive levels. And without doubt, the perspectives of the observer, commentator, and actor become crucial determinants. It is necessary, I believe, to question this, "our," perspective, to reflect upon a perspective of violence which not only locates violence as a happening "out there" while we stand as detached observers and critics, but is also one in which we are ourselves implicated in the violence of ordered worlds where we stand very much as participants. For this purpose of a critique of critique, it is necessary to consider the "technologies" of ordering.    
Alternative – feminist IR

The alt solves – adopting a feminist system of IR is key to rethink security

Jennifer Hyndman, Department of Geography at Simon Fraser University, 2004, “Mind the gap: bridging feminist and political geography through geopolitics” Political Geography Vol. 23 Issue 3, pg. 312-314 / KX

The work of feminists in IR and geography is foundational to the project of feminist geopolitics. Kofman and Youngs (1996) collection represents an important collaboration across disciplines, and between feminist and political sensibilities. While a comprehensive discussion of the relevant and sizeable feminist IR literature is precluded here, the works of authors such as Pettman (1996, 1997), Peterson (1992, 1996), Kofman and Youngs (1996), and Tickner (2001) are central to thinking across the political geography/feminist geography divide. ‘‘[M]uch IR writing remains disembodied. The writers and their subjects do not have (visible) bodies’’ (Pettman, 1997: p. 95). Feminist and poststructuralist readings of geopolitics, like those of critical geopolitics, question not only the epistemological stakes, but also the dominant categories of analysis. ‘‘Part of the task of critical geopolitics is the investigation of the (territorial) construction of political community and the exploration of the possibilities of constructing forms of political communities which are not so vulnerable to the violence of sovereignty’’ (Dalby, 1994: p. 606). Feminist critiques of security have long challenged the tacit territorial assumptions of states by asking whether states actually render their populations secure (see Peterson, 1992). If citizenship is asymmetrical in practice (Pateman, 1989), then the security of nationals within the territorial borders of the state is also likely to be asymmetrical. Aboriginal groups, minorities, and migrants with diﬀerent legal status enjoy or endure diﬀerent degrees of security often within the same state. Feminists in IR have hotly debated realist notions of security, noting that the limitations of binary Western metaphysics embedded therein also limit broader understandings of security. ‘‘Feminists are suspicious of statist ontologies that deﬁne security in zero-sum terms with binary distinctions between anarchy and order’’ (Tickner, 2001: p. 61). Despite the common practice of deconstructing dominant geopolitical discourse in critical geopolitics, feminist geopolitics aims to expose the disembodiment inherent in non-feminist poststructuralist critique: Whereas postmodernist critiques are alike in exposing the domination dynamics of a binary metaphysics, feminist postmodernists expose the essentializing, instrumentalist move at the core of this metaphysics . . . Without destabilizing the fundamental dualism of ‘‘gender diﬀerence’’ (essentialized sexual identities), nonfeminist postmodernists eﬀect a reinscription of the universal-particular (identity-diﬀerence) problematic as exclusively oppositional; they retain rather than transgress the oppressive boundary-systems of Western metaphysics (Runyan & Peterson, 1991: pp. 76–77; emphasis added). These feminist political scientists, not unlike critical geopoliticians, aim to expose the tacit norms of dominant discourse. Dualisms beyond that of gender fall prey to a similar critique, highlighting common terrain between these literatures. Tickner adds that many feminists in IR, like those in critical security-studies, deﬁne security more broadly, ‘‘as the diminution of all forms of violence, including physical, structural and ecological’’ (Tickner, 2001: p. 62). The more policy-based concept of ‘‘human security’’ builds on this idea and has circulated over the last decade in UN organizations and governments that attempt to underscore human rights violations within sovereign states and build legitimacy for international interventions to address insecurity when a government is unwilling or unable to provide protection. Human security, in theory, disaggregates the broader notion of security to a ﬁner scale at which smaller political constituencies and vulnerable groups become visible and their security a public matter of concern (Hyndman, 2001). Deﬁnitions vary from a narrow concept of freedom from fear for one’slife to a broad rights-based understanding of security as freedom from the consequences of conﬂict that include poverty, lack of basic services, environmental degradation and the like. While the narrow concept of human security is most relevant to this discussion, Sylvester (1994) argues that security is a process of contentious struggle by people, not states. It is the focus of feminist geopolitics at multiple scales that include, I contend, the state. Geographer Eleonore Kofman imagines a feminist geopolitics that would incorporate feminist analyses and gender into an extant set of geopolitical practices. The most successful incorporation of feminist insights and gender issues into Geopolitics would dismantle and democratize geopolitics such that it no longer involved the personnel of statecraft located with the most repressive echelons of the state. Real groups would then begin to ﬁgure in the landscapes and maps of the global economy and power relations. Geopolitics would open out into a broader context which we could call global political geography, in which comparative analyses and the local, however, that is deﬁned, would also be included (Kofman, 1996: p. 218). Her description of feminist geopolitics aspires to a more democratic and less punitive version of state-centric realist geopolitics. She also tacitly identiﬁes a gap in the geographical literature: that the scale at which security is generally conceptualized precludes collective concerns, civil groups, and individual protection. I aim to extend and animate the feminist imagination Kofman articulates by suggesting that a feminist geopolitical analytic need not only dismantle the dominant discourse of geopolitics but subvert, shift, and animate the 
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geographically speciﬁc narratives of particular groups. Just as critical geopolitics should not be understood as a general theory of geopolitics or an authoritative intellectual negation of it, neither is feminist geopolitics about ushering in a new order of space. Whereas feminist critiques of IR query the primary categories of analyzing diﬀerence, critical geopolitics disputes the taken for granted containers into which geopolitics are poured (Weber, 1994). Both approaches implicitly or explicitly question the scale at which power is negotiated and inscribed. Developing a feminist geopolitical analytic is an important step towards reordering the conventions of security. Michael Shapiro (1996) addresses this issue, albeit only partially, in the critical geopolitics literature by distinguishing between strategic and ethnographic perspectives of mapping cultures of war. Neo-realist strategic perspectives deepen identity attachments and formal boundaries by treating them as ‘‘real’’ where as ethnographic approaches aim to dethrone such taken for-granted attachments by questioning the boundary-making narratives through which they are shaped. Through ethnographic perspectives embedded identities and strategic ways of seeing conﬂict and its consequences can be undone. Whereas critical geopolitics relies on ethnographic approaches, feminist geopolitics relies on both ethnographic and strategic approaches to enact other identity attachments and boundary-making narratives.

Incorporating a feminist perspective into international relations solves

Gunhild Hoogensen and Kirsti Stuvøy, Department of Political Science, University of Tromsø, Norway, June 2006, “Gender, Resistance and Human Security”, Security Dialogue, Vol. 37 No. 2, pg. 209 / KX

Because of its concern with the individual, with non-military insecurities and with security in non-state domains, human security is recognized as one of the widest conceptualizations of security, at least in terms of the contemporary debate. The widening of the security agenda and the focus on the individual allows for the integration of non-state perspectives to inform security theory and security approaches. As part of efforts to establish a consensus definition of human security that might be acceptable to both sides of Notions of individual-oriented security were in particular discussed during the Enlightenment (Leaning, 2004; Mack, 2004; Hoogensen, 2005c). Also, Wolfers (1952) has poignantly noted that security prior to the world wars of the 20th century was associated particularly with welfare. the debate – the ‘wideners’ and those who argue for a narrower approach – Taylor Owen, in his concluding article in the Security Dialogue special section on human security, offers a threshold-based definition as a possible solution. He notes that securitizing should not be taken to mean in every instance ‘militarizing’, thereby stressing the importance of non-military dimensions of security (Owen, 2004: 380). Instead, he argues, security must be determined upon levels of severity. Thus, he states, ‘there is no difference between deaths from floods, communicable disease, or war, as all preventable harms could potentially become threats to human security’ (Owen, 2004: 382). However, ‘out of an infinite list of possible threats, some will surpass a threshold and become human security concerns, while others will be dealt with through existing mechanisms’ (Owen, 2004: 383). In addition, ‘human security threats would be decided by international organizations, national governments, and NGOs’ (Owen, 2004: 384). The elegance of the ‘threshold’ is no doubt appealing, but it entrenches the dominance of a global north and state-driven definitions of human security. Human security becomes nothing more than an export commodity from ‘secure’ states directed towards those deemed worthy (who meet the threshold determined by the powers that be). In contrast, gender analysis shows us that top-down articulations of security concepts – such as those from national governments or international organizations – often do not address the security needs of those ‘below’. And, relying on ‘existing mechanisms’ has been a longstanding critique of the gender literature, as these mechanisms have so often overlooked gender violence (domestic and sexual) and/or violence against marginalized groups such as indigenous peoples within what are otherwise considered ‘secure’ states. We are therefore back to the beginning: who decides what is human security? We argue that gender approaches deliver more credence and substance to a wider security concept, but also enable a theoretical conceptualization more reflective of security concerns that emanate from the ‘bottom up’. Gender approaches can be used beyond a focus on ‘women’ to inform human security theory. We therefore incorporate feminist perspectives to develop human security as an epistemological perspective for security studies. This provides a theoretical basis for exploring alternative representations of security from a non-dominant perspective in terms of practices in specific empirical domains.

Discourse matters

Prioritize discourse – it’s the only way to challenge the state

Josefina Echvarria Alvarez, independent scholar with a MA in Peace Studies of the University of Innsbruck, 2006, “Re-thinking (in)security discourses from a critical perspective”, pg. 75-77 / KX

If the first purpose of a security discourse is to represent dangers, then what is achieved through this representation? Which consequences does the securitization of an issue, group of people, or any other threat, have on the constitution of identity? Discourses of danger are always inextricably related to discourses of the state, they tell us about the uncertainty and ambiguity of the world and the threats that it poses to man; however, simultaneously they offer the state as the appropriate solution to deal with this uncertainty. In a way, representations of danger are imbedded in representations of safety. The state presents those dangers to the population and, by means of the state’s authorizing role, it offers itself as the solution to deal with them (Campbell, 1998:50-51). This way, representations of danger turn into a necessary tool of the state to maintain its legitimacy and justify its own existence. This is one of the reasons why security discourses can be considered as integral part of the state’s discourse on the construction of its own identity. Security discourses might nee to be understood as the state’s constant reproduction of danger rather than as the state’s response to danger. And here we find again the same picturing of the state of nature as the legitimation for state existence and guarding role but now it is put under scrutiny. The state of nature is shock therapy. It helps subjects to get their priorities straight by teaching them what life would be like without sovereignty. It domesticates by eliciting the vicarious of fear of violent death in those who have not had to confront it directly. […] The fear of death pulls the self together. It induces subjects to accept civil society and it becomes an instrumentality of sovereign control in a civil society already installed (Connolly quoted in Campbell, 1998:57-58). In this vein, security discourses provide a significant input to construct the nation; that imagined community so clearly conceptualized by Benedict Anderson (1991:6) as “both inherently limited and sovereign […] to be distinguished, not by [its] falsity/genuineness, but by the style in which [it is] imagined”. In this style or mode of representation, security discourses portray certain dangers as threatening the We inside the state borders, telling Us what we are not, what we have to fear, and what the state should defend us from. In this sense, the process of constitution of both identities, of state and people, the inner and outer, or Us and Them might emerge at the same time (Campbell, 1998:57). This process is, of course not perfected or without problems, hence discourses of danger entail their own lacunae, and not every man might fit comfortably in those subject positions reserved for obeying state authority. Hobbes knew this exactly and this is why his metaphor about accommodating some men to the rest is set as moulding rough stones into plain ones in order to build the edifice of the state2 . The state as edifice implies that this territorial “boundary is clear-cut, unambiguous, nonoverlapping and defined” (Chilton, 1996:64), and that the membership to the sovereign state must be exclusive. Additionally, this edifice entails stability and permanence since it secures the people inside, implying the protection and safety by means of exclusion. 
Discourse matters
Language effects international politics- Globalization’s mode of operation shows that the reality-making scripts of the aff are pretextualized interpretations. 
Timothy Luke, university distinguished professor of political science at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, 2003, Language, Agency, and Politics in a Constructed World, p. 118-20 

To comprehend fully how nonanarchic codes, collectives, and commodities interact in the culture and space generated by the transnational polity, one must indicate how globalization is operating concursively now, in the early twenty-first century. These disclosures are important to understand fully how the reticulations of power and knowledge work in most locales through what Baudrillard has identified as “the system of objects” in local, national, and global markets. All of these terms, however, are mutable in their meanings, and they are constantly evolving, everyday in fact, in new objectifications of the systems at play in capitalism, nationalism, technology, and urbanization. Immense collectives of concursive activity underpin everyday life by paralleling discursive formations under contemporary conditions of world power. As agent/structure assemblies in motion, most events are difficult, if not entirely impossible, to divide with infinite declensions of cause and effect, form and substance, act and actor, even though the ontologies of realism declare things to be otherwise. Nonetheless, these methodological presumptions impair one’s ability to understand what actually seems to happen in the realms of foreign and domestic affairs. All too often, the sovereign “we” does not choose to act decisively in this or that manner. Rather, concursive networks of indecisive, unchosen action and reaction emerge everywhere all the time, as the April 1, 2001 incident over the South China Sea indicates. The need for notions like concursivity becomes more pressing with modernity. Becoming modern means coexisting with many complex nonhuman objects, processes, and structures at the coincidence of inside and outside (Latour 1999). These structures, processes, and objects, in turn, situate individuals and groups amidst ongoing activities with their own unique meanings and goals that usually occur without reflection. Rather than seeking out crises to account for these networks of interaction, it makes more sense to dive into ordinary events. The quotidian dimension of materiale, system, and artifact is where another web of international relations really gels. Diplomatic incidents reveal disruptions, but the disruptive is remarkable only inasmuch as it demarcates extraordinary aberrations in bigger ordinary patterns. Thus, studies of concursivity implicitly must accept the merits of Onuf’s claims about language, namely that “people use words to represent deeds and they can use words, and words alone, to perform deeds” (1989, 82), while at the same time reversing Onuf’s conceptual polarities in an effort to understand how people perform deeds, and then see how deeds alone can be used to represent and enact words. This is real interdependence: discursivity plus concursivity. Michael J. Shapiro’s insights (1989) about interpretation are suggestive indicators of other patterns and presences in the workings of the world. Reality-making scripts are, at the same time, scriptedness made-real, something that pretextualizes practices and institutions for textual interpretation. Realities are not just there to be read uncritically in their empirical richness. They are wrought from scripted practices and then written in accord with practical scripts. As the operations of the American and Chinese militaries on April 1, 2001, illustrate, subjectivity spoken and acted congeals in objects and processes that henceforth coexist with subjects. This chapter has pushed out into the open, if only as glimpses, those often undetected strings of critically significant dark matter behind the visible spectrum of discursive formulations and their politics. Discursive analysis shows how language is acting, organizes action, or prevents action in international politics, while considerations of concursivity show how action might be another language. Actions can eventuate or instantiate different languages, and actions might short-circuit language. Discursive politics, therefore, can only take place when it is reticulated through systems of political concourse that are, in turn, always at once inoperative and conflictual, national and transnational, exploitative and emancipatory, at the coincide of inside and outside. 

Alternative – role of the ballot

The Criticism is Necessary for Alternative Discourses and Practices – Continuing Traditional Security Ensure Repeated Political failure.
C.A.S.E. Collective 6 [Security Dialogues 37.4, “Critical Approaches to Security in Europe: A Networked Manifesto,” Sage Political Science, p. 464]
To take this discussion one step further, we need to ask ourselves, as  researchers and as a collective, what the claim of being ‘critical’ and repre-  senting a ‘collective intellectual’ entails for our engagement with the political.  This question naturally can be extended to all CASE scholars. First, what  do we mean by ‘critical’? Are not all theories by definition critical (of other  theories)? In virtue of which principle, as a networked collective, would we  allow ourselves to be self-labelled as critical? What is so critical about the  general perspective we are collectively trying to defend here?  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-for-  granted 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. Being critical means adhering to  a rigorous form of sceptical questioning, rather than being suspicious or dis-  trustful in the vernacular sense of those terms. But, it is also to recognize one-self 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 exception-  ality, urgency or bureaucratic expertise, and bring them back to political dis-  cussions 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 will-  ingness 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.  However, there are no clear guidelines for the critical researcher and no  assessment of the impact of scholarship on practice – or vice versa. Critical  approaches to security have remained relatively silent about the role and the  place of the researcher in the political process, too often confining their posi-  tion to a series of general statements about the impossibility of objectivist  science.19  The networked c.a.s.e. collective and the manifesto in which it found a first  actualization may be a first step toward a more precisely defined modality of  political commitment while working as a researcher. Writing collectively  means assembling different types of knowledge and different forms of thinking. It means articulating different horizons of the unknown. It is looking at  this limit at which one cannot necessarily believe in institutionalized forms of  knowledge any longer, nor in the regimes of truth that are too often taken  for granted. It is in this sense that being critical is a question of limits and  necessities, and writing collectively can therefore help to critically define a  modality for a more appropriate engagement with politics.  
Alternative – must resist policy approach

Discussion and understanding of security discourse is key to challenge it – policy solutions fail

Catherine Charrett, BA at the University of British Columbia International Catalan Institute for Peace, December 2009, “A Critical Application of Securitization Theory: Overcoming the Normative Dilemma of Writing Security”, http://www20.gencat.cat/docs/icip/Continguts/Publicacions/WorkingPapers/Arxius/WP7_ANG.pdf / KX
Critics of the CS have challenged its fixed conceptualization of security and its “apparent unwillingness to question the content or meaning of security” (Wyn Jones 1999: 109). The role of the critical securitization analyst therefore, is to do exactly what the CS has not, and that is to deconstruct and politicize security as a concept. In order to develop ‘new thinking’ about security it is essential to understand how dominant modes of approaching security have previously ordered subjectivities and how these subjectivities continue to regenerate certain emotions or actions such as political ‘othering’ or social exclusion, or how they reinforce particular forms of governing. Walker argues that “security cannot be understood, or reconceptualized or reconstructed without paying attention to the constitutive account of the political that has made the prevailing accounts of security seem so plausible” (Walker 1997: 69). Here Walker asserts that it is necessary to understand how notions of sovereignty and statism have delimited conceptualizations of security and how modern accounts of security “engage in a discourse of repetitions, to affirm 33 over and over again the dangers that legitimize the sovereign authority that is constituted precisely as a solution to dangers” (Walker 1997: 73). Modern accounts of security therefore remain firmly embedded in a typically realist understanding of international relations which has structured approaches to securitization and security policy. In order to demonstrate the restrictive approaches to security during the Cold War, for example, Klein explores the clutch of ‘containment’ thinking through an examination of Robert McNamara’s discussion of the shortcomings of the Kennedy and Johnson administrations’ approach to the Vietnam War. The argument posited here is that the “prevailing mind-set of decision makers working within the operational code of the Containment allowed no room for critical inquiry” into the failings of the Vietnam War. Klein argues that there was a complete “lack of imagination” of how to respond to security threats and an incapacity to critique or learn from policy decisions embraced during this period (Klein 1997: 361). We should therefore, not be surprised when we see similar security approaches repeated decades later, argued here to be the result of restraining realist subjectivities and the reinforcement and repetition of hegemonic modes of approaching security. Bellamy et al. argue that America’s response to 9/11 for instance, can be characterized “by a return to dualistic and militaristic thinking patterns that dominated foreign policy during the Cold War” (Bellamy et al 2008: 3). As was noted above realist orientated approaches to security embedded in a subjectivity of statism often have negative implications for individual or global security, therefore an application of securitization which does not challenge dominant modes of statist thinking will only serve to reinforce negative securitization practices. In order to overcome the normative dilemma of writing security the securitization analyst must gain a nuanced understanding of the symbolic power of security, how it shapes subjectivities and how they may be reoriented to promote alternative approaches to securitization.
***A2: THINGS

A2: Perm

The plan cannot be re-configured or detached from its discursive underpinnings.  The noble effort to restrict the violence conducted by the United States is enframed by a larger structure of security logic that writes the effort into a broader system of hegemonic power and economic domination.

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.
A2: 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]

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 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.

A2: 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?

A2: Perm – realism coopts

Perm can’t solve – Realism can’t conceptualize itself. 
Linklater, Senior Lecturer in Politics Monash University, 1990 [Andrew, Beyond Realism and Marxism, pp 14-15] 

Although some realists and rationalist have argued for the transformation of world politics, most nevertheless emphasize the limited opportunities for significant reform. On these grounds, most members of these traditions have been dismissive of the revolutionist tradition. As noted above, several recent attempts to apply critical theory to international relations accept the realist’s point that Marxism and critical sociology failed to recognize the importance of international systemic constraints. From the perspective of critical theory, however, realism can only be true if the species is unfree. What realism offers is an account of historical circumstances which human subject have yet to bring under their collective control. What it does not possess is an account of the modes of political intervention which would enable human beings to take control of their international history. That is the ultimate task facing the critical theory of international relations.  An inquiry into the alternative forms of foreign policy behavior cannot be divorced from the question of how to construct a post-realism analysis of international relations. Rationalism and critical theory of world politics have a similar approach to this problem. Both reject the method of analyzing the states-system as if it were a domain apart. Both regard the abstraction of the state-system as a barrier to understanding one of the crucial dimensions of international relations: the universalization of the basic principles of international order, and the universalizastion of the demand for the self-determination respectively. As for Waltz’s realism, the problem is not that it fails as an account of the reproduction of the states-system, or that it errs by emphasizing the need for a technically-rational dimension of foreign policy. The issue is whether the decision to abstract the states-system from other domains ignores the existence of actual or potential logics of system-modification which may strengthen the bond of international community; and it is whether the preoccupation with the systemic reproduction ends in a practice which suppresses the tendencies inherent in alternative logics. Consequently, although realism succeeds in explaining the necessitous character of international relations it fails to explicate its role in reproducing the power relations which it regards as the objective foundation for the “impossibility theorem.”  

A2: Perm – can’t just add gender

The alt doesn’t solve – the security debate itself is gendered and perpetuates masculine power relations

Gunhild Hoogensen and Kirsti Stuvøy, Department of Political Science, University of Tromsø, Norway, June 2006, “Gender, Resistance and Human Security”, Security Dialogue, Vol. 37 No. 2, pg. 209-210 / KX

Traditional security thinking is likewise recognized for its gender dynamics by gender researchers. The dominance of traditional, state-based security thinking is a manifestation of masculinist, patriarchal structures, demanding that security only be defined from this position of privilege (cf. Tickner, 1992; Blanchard, 2003). The security debate is therefore itself gendered: decades of work on gender by international relations scholars has been neglected within the mainstream security literature: those who protect the bastions of traditional security maintain and perpetuate the masculinist power relations against the threat of those who argue for a wider security paradigm that acknowledges security from the ‘bottom up’. In spite of over a decade’s work on the non-state based security of marginalized actors (largely focusing on, but not exclusive to, women) in feminist studies, this approach still goes largely unrecognized in the traditional security literature (Blanchard, 2003; Burgess, 2004).
A2: State Good

Alt doesn’t do away with the state - it challenges security politics to create a more stable state.
Burke 7 [Anthony, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, p. 81]
Whatever the power of its insight, the absolutist tendency of Foucault's rhetoric requires qualification. States and governments are fundamentally ambiguous, simultaneously nurturing and dangerous. Thus the refusal of a type of 'individuality' and Being that ties individuals to the state and its commands is one that at least asserts some agency and choice with regard to them; that engages them in refusal, dialogue and dissent without necessarily jettisoning them completely (every 'Refusenik' or conscientious objector, who still considers themself a patriot, is just such one example of the 'new forms of subjectivity' Foucault hints at). Nationstates and bureaucratic governments are certainly relatively recent inventions, but as the dominant form of domestic society and the normative core of international society, they are not about to disappear. Hence the urgency, not in doing away with states (as if that were possible), but in questioning their ontologies, their politics of identity and otherness, their narratives and practices of history, responsibility and self. Therefore, we should interpret Foucault's argument not as one for an egoistic, unconditioned form of liberation, but as a call to enable new forms of Being and society that cut through and beyond the insecure national community and its technologies of individualisation and power. That is: new forms of Being and society whose powers are ethically limited, yet whose webs of relationship, dialogue and responsibility are theoretically unlimited. Hence, I would rewrite his argument to say: we need to enable new forms of subjectivity, new kinds of selves who are not merely less credulous and pliable in the hands of modem power, but who can build newly ethical, just and non-violent forms of relationship and interconnection, and new social forms and institutions that can extend and preserve such relationships. 
A2: Cede the political
Turn – our poststructuralist stance is the only effective political strategy – the political has already been ceded to the right – broadening the scope of politics is key to effective engagement.

Grondin 4 [David, master of pol sci and PHD of political studies @ U of Ottowa “(Re)Writing the “National Security State”: How and Why Realists (Re)Built the(ir) Cold War,” http://www.er.uqam.ca/nobel/ieim/IMG/pdf/rewriting_national_security_state.pdf]
A poststructuralist approach to international relations reassesses the nature of the political. Indeed, it calls for the repoliticization of practices of world politics that have been treated as if they were not political. For instance, limiting the ontological elements in one’s inquiry to states or great powers is a political choice. As Jenny Edkins puts it, we need to “bring the political back in” (Edkins, 1998: xii). For most analysts of International Relations, the conception of the “political” is narrowly restricted to politics as practiced by politicians. However, from a poststructuralist viewpoint, the “political” acquires a broader meaning, especially since practice is not what most theorists are describing as practice. Poststructuralism sees theoretical discourse not only as discourse, but also as political practice. Theory therefore becomes practice. The political space of poststructuralism is not that of exclusion; it is the political space of postmodernity, a dichotomous one, where one thing always signifies at least one thing and another (Finlayson and Valentine, 2002: 14). Poststructuralism thus gives primacy to the political, since it acts on us, while we act in its name, and leads us to identify and differentiate ourselves from others. This political act is never complete and celebrates undecidability, whereas decisions, when taken, express the political moment. It is a critical attitude which encourages dissidence from traditional approaches (Ashley and Walker, 1990a and 1990b). It does not represent one single philosophical approach or perspective, nor is it an alternative paradigm (Tvathail, 1996: 172). It is a nonplace, a border line falling between international and domestic politics (Ashley, 1989). The poststructuralist analyst questions the borderlines and dichotomies of modernist discourses, such as inside/outside, the constitution of the Self/Other, and so on. In the act of definition, difference – thereby the discourse of otherness – is highlighted, since one always defines an object with regard to what it is not (Knafo, 2004). As Simon Dalby asserts, “It involves the social construction of some other person, group, culture, race, nationality or political system as different from ‘our’ person, group, etc. Specifying difference is a linguistic, epistemological and, most importantly, a political act; it constructs a space for the other distanced and inferior from the vantage point of the person specifying the difference” (Dalby, cited in Tvathail, 1996: 179). Indeed, poststructuralism offers no definitive answers, but leads to new questions and new unexplored grounds. This makes the commitment to the incomplete nature of the political and of political analysis so central to poststructuralism (Finlayson and Valentine, 2002: 15). As Jim George writes, “It is postmodern resistance in the sense that while it is directly (and sometimes violently) engaged with modernity, it seeks to go beyond the repressive, closed aspects of modernist global existence. It is, therefore, not a resistance of traditional grand-scale emancipation or conventional radicalism imbued with authority of one or another sovereign presence. Rather, in opposing the large-scale brutality and inequity in human society, it is a resistance active also at the everyday, com- munity, neighbourhood, and interpersonal levels, where it confronts those processes that systematically exclude people from making decisions about who they are and what they can be” (George, 1994: 215, emphasis in original). In this light, poststructural practices are used critically to investigate how the subject of international relations is constituted in and through the discourses and texts of global politics. Treating theory as discourse opens up the possibility of historicizing it. It is a myth that theory can be abstracted from its socio-historical context, from reality, so to speak, as neorealists and neoclassical realists believe. It is a political practice which needs to be contextualized and stripped of its purportedly neutral status. It must be understood with respect to its role in preserving and reproducing the structures and power relations present in all language forms. Dominant theories are, in this view, dominant discourses that shape our view of the world (the “subject”) and our ways of understanding it. 

A2: Cede the political

The political has already been ceded – try or die for the alternative.

Grondin 4 [David, master of pol sci and PHD of political studies @ U of Ottowa “(Re)Writing the “National Security State”: How and Why Realists (Re)Built the(ir) Cold War,” http://www.er.uqam.ca/nobel/ieim/IMG/pdf/rewriting_national_security_state.pdf]
As American historian of U.S. foreign relations Michael Hogan observes in his study on the rise of the national security state during the Truman administration, “the national security ideology framed the Cold War discourse in a system of symbolic representation that defined America’s national identity by reference to the un-American ‘other,’ usually the Soviet Union, Nazi Germany, or some other totalitarian power” (Hogan, 1998: 17). Such a binary system made it difficult for any domestic dissent from U.S. policy to emerge – it would have “amounted to an act of disloyalty” (Hogan, 1998: 18).15While Hogan distinguishes advocates from critics of the American national security state, his view takes for granted that there is a given and fixed American political culture that differs from the “new” national security ideology. It posits an “American way”, produced by its cultural, political, and historical experience. Although he stresses that differences between the two sides of the discourse are superficial, pertaining solely to the means, rather than the ends of the national security state, Hogan sees the national security state as a finished and legitimate state: an American state suited to the Cold War context of permanent war, while stopping short of a garrison state: Although government would grow larger, taxes would go up, and budget deficits would become a matter of routine, none of these and other transformations would add up to the crushing regime symbolized in the metaphor of the garrison state. The outcome instead would be an American national security state that was shaped as much by the country’s democratic political culture as it was by the perceived military imperatives of the Cold War (Hogan, 1998: 22). I disagree with this essentialist view of the state identity of the United States. The United States does not need to be a national security state. If it was and is still constructed as such by many realist discourses, it is because these discourses serve some political purpose. Moreover, in keeping with my poststructuralist inclinations, I maintain that identity need not be, and indeed never is, fixed. In a scheme in which “to say is to do”, that is, from a perspective that accepts the performativity of language, culture becomes a relational site where identity politics happens rather than being a substantive phenomenon. In this sense, culture is not simply a social context framing foreign policy decision-making. Culture is “a signifying part of the conditions of possibility for social being, […] the way in which culturalist arguments themselves secure the identity of subjects in whose name they speak” (Campbell, 1998:221). The Cold War national security culture represented in realist discourses was constitutive of the American national security state. There was certainly a conflation of theory and policy in the Cold War military-intellectual complex, which “were observers of, and active participants in, defining the meaning of the Cold War. They contributed to portray the enemy that both reflected and fueled predominant ideological strains within the American body politic. As scholarly partners in the national security state, they were instrumental in defining and disseminating a Cold War culture” (Rubin, 2001: 15). This national security culture was “a complex space where various representations and representatives of the national security state compete to draw the boundaries and dominate the murkier margins of international relations” (Der Derian, 1992: 41). The same Cold War security culture has been maintained by political practice (on the part of realist analysts and political leaders) through realist discourses in the post-9/11 era and once again reproduces the idea of a national security state. This (implicit) state identification is neither accidental nor inconsequential. From a poststructuralist vantage point, the identification process of the state and the nation is always a negative process for it is achieved by exclusion, violence, and margina-lization. Thus, a deconstruction of practices that constitute and consolidate state identity is necessary: the writing of the state must be revealed through the analysis of the discourses that constitute it. The state and the discourses that (re)constitute it thus frame its very identity and impose a fictitious “national unity” on society; it is from this fictive and arbitrary creation of the modernist dichotomous discourses of inside/outside that the discourses (re)constructing the state emerge. It is in the creation of a Self and an Other in which the state uses it monopolistic power of legitimate violence – a power socially constructed, following Max Weber’s work on the ethic of responsibility – to construct a threatening Other differentiated from the “unified” Self, the national society (the nation).16 It is through this very practice of normative statecraft,17 which produces threatening Others, that the international sphere comes into being. David Campbell adds that it is by constantly articulating danger through foreign policy that the state’s very conditions of existence are generated18.
A2: Cede the political

We don’t cede the political – the alt opens up new, better space for political practices

Gunhild Hoogensen and Kirsti Stuvøy, Department of Political Science, University of Tromsø, Norway, June 2006, “Gender, Resistance and Human Security”, Security Dialogue, Vol. 37 No. 2, pg. 221-222 / KX

Human security can direct analytical attention to security as a life-world phenomenon in a societal context and, inspired by gender theory, provides an epistemological attitude for engaging practices of security in non-state domains, exploring contextually dependent securities and insecurities. The characterization of human security as people-centred and vested in the individual but realized intersubjectively in specific local contexts forms the core of our understanding of human security as an epistemic attitude to empirical security studies. It suggests that the way to understand and to establish knowledge about security in empirical terms is to enter people’s life-worlds and access local experiences of in/securities. Such an approach to studying world politics resonates in the work of Tétreault, who criticizes the limited imaginary that informs the narrow conceptualization of political space as structures (e.g. rules, beliefs, laws, acts, agencies) that constrain the domain of the political to the nation-state, thereby marginalizing other forms of political practice (see, for example, Tétreault, 2005: 180). Political practices are comprehended as institutionalized practices. To the contrary, Tétreault argues that political practice constitutes all actions initiated to challenge the management of politics. Political space is established as a common enterprise of humans: ‘Speech and action create politics, spaces of appearance in which people have the power to make the world. People matter!’ (Tétreault, 2005: 185). Analysis of world politics, therefore, concerns how social individuals enter political space and create support and legitimacy for their political projects (Tétreault, 2005: 181). In the context of security studies, this concern with creating political space directs attention to the actors, whose practices aim at creating secure spaces (Hoogensen, 2005a: 125). Security is not only about the recognition of threats but also about building capacities to create secure spaces. This focus on agency reflects upon the fundamental commitment of gender theory pertaining to the investigation of women’s lives ‘within states or international structures in order to change or reconstitute them’ (Tickner, 2005: 7). In terms of an epistemic attitude to empirical studies of human security, the analytical focus should therefore be on practices of capacity-building and enabling in specific life-world contexts. 

Focusing on policy relevance obscures sources of suffering in search for political threats – it elevates realist ontology above individual security

Alex J. Bellamy and Matt McDonald, School of Political Science and International Studies, at the University of Queensland, September 2002, “The Utility of Human Security’: Which Humans? What Security? A Reply to Thomas & Tow” Security Dialogue Vol. 33 No. 3, pg. 374 / KX
Second, Thomas & Tow’s understanding of human security prioritizes ‘death by politics’ over ‘death by economics’.3 This shift comes when they argue that the hu-man security agenda needs to ‘provide tan-gible threat parameters’ (p. 181). In order to prevent human security from becoming ‘too amorphous and therefore question-able’, Thomas & Tow propose demarcating between general and specific threats, which they confess means emphasizing the threat from terrorism over and above the threat from malnutrition. Thus, they argue that humanitarian intervention and peacebuild-ing operations are the most effective practi-cal strategies for responding to human se-curity threats. By fortunate coincidence, such strategies ‘dovetail’ with the continua-tion of a statist conception of security. It appears that the sole criterion used by Tho-mas & Tow for singling out ‘specific’ over ‘general’ threats, and statist rather than non-statist solutions, is so-called ‘policy relevance’. This is deeply problematic, be-cause it allows realist ontology to ‘trump’ the security of individuals. If we were to follow Thomas & Tow, therefore, we would argue that the needs of human security dic-tated that terrorism, which kills fewer than 5,000 people per year – even in a year as unusually bloody as 2001 – should be given political priority (and hence more re-sources) over the ‘general’ threat of malnu-trition, which kills over 40,000 people every day. Thomas & Tow focus their analysis on areas of human security prioritized by the West in terms of ‘death by politics’ and the strategies for addressing those threats in terms of intervention. What they overlook, however, is that the threats they identify are not the most prescient ones globally, nor will the interventionist strategies they advocate deal with the global human inse-curity predicament. Although the West be-came more interventionist in the 1990s, the result has not been an easing of the human insecurity predicament. Rather, while there are certainly more elections around the world, there is also more inequality, more malnutrition, more refugees and more pre-ventable disease than there was before Western states became ‘good international citizens’. It is also worth bearing in mind that the Third World pays nine times more to the West in debt servicing than the West gives to the Third World in humanitarian assistance and development aid.

A2: Schmitt / friend-enemy good

Schmitt’s wrong – he neglects the strategic location of security

Thomas Moore , Department of Social and Political Studies, University of Westminster, 2007, “Epistemic Security Regimes”, pg. 24-30 / KX

Schmitt is more interested in the metaphorical or fictive landscape of the leviathan than in examining the epistemic foundations of a security regime through complex processes of authorization. Where Hobbes constructs a nuanced understanding of the way in which security is authorized within the state, Schmitt presumes that auctoritas and summa potestas do not require such authorization. In keeping the substantive questions of authorization off the political agenda (especially those dealing with contract) the state is able to enforce the security regime, Page 25 of 30 turning citizens into docile subjects: ‘If protection ceases, the state ceases, and every obligation to obey ceases’ (Schmitt, [1938] 1996: 50). Risk builds the Schmittian security regime. But whereas Schmitt thinks that Hobbes has solved the problem of political order (by instituting a legal order which guarantees security) we should keep in mind the way in which risk is contingently constructed. In this regard, we are well served by Ulrich Beck’s account of ‘world risk society’ in which the management of risk becomes the core mission of the state. Schmitt’s need to justify the existence of absolute command within the state, an apologia for both summa auctoritas and summa potestas, is not sufficiently critical to question the difference between security as a condition and security as a regime. World risk society thus becomes, as Beck details, ‘how to feign control over the uncontrollable’ (Beck, 2002: 41). Schmitt treats security as a condition, something to be attained rather than, as the word ‘regime’ suggests, a network of power relations which determines the conditions under which a system occurs or is maintained. In this respect, we should reject Schmitt’s naturalisation of Hobbesian political epistemology, because it neglects the strategic location of ‘security’ in justifying the state. A state which seeks to build friendship across and between other states (as distinct from the state which builds alliances) is met with condemnation by Schmitt. For Schmitt, ‘it would be a mistake to believe that a nation could eliminate the distinction of friend and enemy by declaring its friendship for the entire world or by voluntarily disarming itself’ (Schmitt, [1932] 1996: 52). The failure of the state to define the enemy concretely endangers the Hobbesian reason of state; namely, the mutual relation between protection and obedience. This leads Schmitt to claim that ‘protego ergo obligo is the cogito ergo sum of the state’ (Schmitt, [1932] 1996: 52). Page 26 of 30 Taking protego ego obligo as the reason of state involves the marginalisation of the contractual foundations of the security regime. Christopher Hill’s call for academic international relations to open itself up to the vox populi can only succeed if the contractual basis of the security regime is scrutinized (Hill, 1999: 122). Schmitt’s unidirectional understanding of security looks in admiration at the armature of the modern state – the army, the police, the legal system – but fails to appreciate the epistemic foundations of security. Foucault’s observation that political theory has ‘never ceased to be obsessed with the person of the sovereign’ provides an illuminating critique of Schmittian state theory (Foucault, 1980: 121). Schmitt cannot imagine security without the logic of the friend and enemy grouping. Forged through the binary of antagonism, his security regime pays little heed to the Arendtian concept of excellence – aretē and virtus – in the public sphere. Whilst Arendt’s account of excellence unduly reinforces the division of space into public and private there is utility in considering how Schmitt’s public political space (the state) narrows the opportunity for innovation, excellence, and creativity. Arendt intimates that the ‘public realm, as the common world, gathers us together and yet prevents us falling over each other, so to speak’ (Arendt, 1958: 52). Schmitt’s security regime, carried metaphorically through the leviathan, is less benign than the account of the public realm offered by Arendt. Were Schmitt to talk of the state in terms of ‘gather us together’ it would be to signal the need for democratic homogeneity across a political community. The technology of this political community is the state, supported by the leviathan which Schmitt describes as potentially ‘the most total of all totalities’ (Schmitt, [1938] 1996: 82). Page 27 of 30 Schmitt is troubled by the fact that the leviathan, the most total of all totalities, no longer commands the respect it enjoyed in the early modern period. This is because the modern state has become a site in which the expression of the political is characterised by heterogeneity rather than homogeneity. Multiple expressions of the political undermine the binding force of the leviathan. This means that the security regime is unable to function in terms of summa auctoritas and summa potestas. The leviathan is now a ‘museum curiosity’ which can ‘no longer make a sinister impression’ (Schmitt, [1938] 1996: 82). The decline of the leviathan image is due to the fact that in becoming the dominant technology of the state the ‘huge whale’ was eventually caught (Schmitt, [1938] 1996: 82). The capacity of the leviathan image to regulate conduct now comes to an end as democratic pluralism unleashes itself on the popular imagination. If democratic homogeneity aimed at the unitary expression of the political, defining the friend and enemy grouping without ambiguity, then democratic pluralism withdraws itself from the security 
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regime. The leviathan lost signals the colonisation of the Hobbesian reason of state by ‘political’ liberalism. Measured against the Schmittian concept of the political the liberal reason of state is weak. Its right to be called ‘political’ reason is doubtful, owing to the fact that in expanding the points at which decisions are to be made it delegitimates the summa auctoritas and summa potestas of the leviathan. Schmitt admires the technology of power instituted through Hobbesian legal positivism. Yet Schmitt simplifies the Hobbesian theory of state, transposing the image of leviathan directly onto the contours of the modern state. The dilemmas of authorization, are left off the agenda. Page 28 of 30 The generic rendering of security in realist international relations presumes that there is only ‘one way to skin a cat’. Joseph S. Nye, for example, once commented that it is not ‘very helpful when some realists urge NATO expansion while others deplore it’ (Nye, 1998: 167). When traditions are so concerned with defending themselves against their critics that they neglect the different ways in which political claims are justified then extensive excavation of traditions is, in fact, required. Looking back to Thomas Hobbes and Carl Schmitt should not be regarded as a form of ‘heritage’ international relations (Booth, 1995: 108). The increasing literature on Carl Schmitt demonstrates that international relations has not lost its capacity to generate dangerous, risky questions. Jeffrey C Isaacs famously remarked that ‘political theory fiddles while the fire of freedom spreads, and perhaps the world burns’ (Isaac, 1995: 649). According to Isaacs the professionalisation of academia has meant that theorists have ‘become ensnared in their various disciplinary matrices. Preoccupied with situating ourselves vis-à-vis the writing of Strauss and Arendt, Adorno and Lyotard, we have become puzzle solvers of the problems of others, focusing on approved topics, following academic conventions’ (Isaac, 1995: 642). Taking Carl Schmitt as a foundation for investigating the epistemic status of security regimes is not an inward looking act. Schmitt has never been an approved topic in international relations. Nor does Schmitt present the international system as a puzzle ready to be solved. Positioning Schmitt vis-à-vis Hobbes tests the limits of authorization within a security regime. If a security regime is treated exclusively in terms of danger—involving the perpetual working out of pre-agreed understandings of the form and content of danger, risk and security—then international relations itself Page 29 of 30 is destined to overlook the way in which security constitutes itself authoritatively through fiction. 
A2: The aff is true / threats are real

Be skeptical of their authors—security has infiltrated into their writings and disrupted neutrality

Webb 9 (Dave Webb is a Professor of Engineering Modeling, Director of the 'Praxis Centre" (a multidisciplinary research centre for the 'Study of Information Technology to Peace, Conflict and Human Rights') and a member of the School of Applied Global Ethics at Leeds Metropolitan University. "Securing Outer Space"; "Space Weapons: Dream, nightmare or reality?" Routledge Critical Security Studies Series, 2009, 

It appears therefore that the military industrial complex is hard at work here. The US aerospace companies are very good lobbyists - they are constantly reminding politicians about the number of jobs that they are generating in their constituencies and they make large donations to both Republican and Democrat parties. They are the sellers of the dreams of ultimate political control of space and of the Hatth in return for billion-dollar contracts. The politicians don't know enough about physics to question the projects in any details and nowadays there is a third partner in all this - the universities. The academic world is increasingly involved as funding for science and engineering research projects at univcrsirics comes increasingly to depend on the military and aerospace companies - it is questionable as to whether they can be considered to be neutral and to give unbiased advice to government.

Even if their impacts are true, injection of security politicizes engagement and dooms solvency.

Huysman 98 [JEF HUYSMANS is Senior Lecturer in the Department of Politics and International Studies (POLIS) at the Open UniversitySecurity! What Do You Mean?: From Concept to Thick Signifier European Journal of International Relations 1998; 4; 226]

Approaching security as a thick signifier pushes the conceptual analysis further. It starts from the assumption that the category security implies a particular formulation of questions, a particular arrangement of material. But, instead of stopping at the conceptual framework by means of which the material can be organized into a recognizable security analysis, one searches for key dimensions of the wider order of meaning within which the framework itself is embedded. In a thick signifier analysis, one tries to understand how security language implies a specific metaphysics of life. The interpretation does not just explain how a security story requires the definition of threats, a referent object, etc. but also how it defines our relations to nature, to other human beings and to the self. In other words, interpreting security as a thick signifier brings us to an understanding of how the category 'security' articulates a particular way of organizing forms of life.

For example, Ole Wver has shown how security language organizes our relation to other people via the logic of war (Wver, 1995); James Der Derian has indicated how it operates in a Hobbesian framework by contrasting it with Marx's, Nietzsche's and Baudrillard's interpretation of security (Der Derian, 1993; also Williams, forthcoming); Michael Dillon has argued that our understanding of security is embedded in an instrumental, technical understanding of knowledge and a particular conception of politics by contrasting it with the concept of truth as aletheia and politics as tragedy in the Greek sense (Dillon, 1996); J. Ann Tickner has outlined the gendered nature of security by disclosing how security studies/policies privilege male security experiences while marginalizing the security feelings of women (Tickner, 1991: 32 5, 1992).

A thick signifier approach is also more than a deepening of the conceptual approach. While conceptual analyses of security in JR assume an external reality to which security refers   an (in)security condition   in a thick signifier approach 'security' becomes self referential. It does not refer to an external, objective reality but establishes a security situation by itself. It is the enunciation of the signifier which constitutes an (in)security condition. 5 Thus, the signifier has a performative rather than a descriptive force. Rather than describing or picturing a condition, it organizes social relations into security relations. For example, if a society moves from an economic approach of migration to a security approach, the relation between indigenous people and migrants and its regulation change (among others, instead of being a labour force, migrants become enemies of a society) (Huysmans, 1995, 1997). Since the signifier 'security' does not describe social relations but changes them into security relations, the question is no longer if the security story gives a true or false picture of social relations. The question becomes: How does a security story order social relations? What are the implications of politicizing an issue as a security problem? The question is one of the politics of the signifier rather than the true or false quality of its description (or explanation).

Security is not just a signifier performing an ordering function. It also has a 'content' in the sense that the ordering it performs in a particular context is a specific kind of ordering. It positions people in their relations to themselves, to nature and to other human beings within a particular discursive, symbolic order. This order is not what we generally understand under 'content of security' (e.g. a specific threat) but refers to the logic of security. This is not a configuration (such as the Cold War) or a form (such as the framework that a conceptual analysis explores) but an ensemble of rules that is immanent to a security practice and that defines the practice in its specificity (Foucault, 1969: 63). I will use the Foucaultian concept 
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'discursive formation' to refer to this ordering logic which the signifier articulates.' Different dimensions of this formation have been explored by Walker, Wver, Der Derian, Dillon, Dalby and others. In the next section I will try to contribute to this literature by interpreting security as a strategy constituting and mediating our relation to death.

The thick signifier approach also formulates a separate research agenda in security studies. In that sense it is more ambitious than a conceptual analysis or a definition. The latter serve an already existing agenda and concentrate on correctly defining and explaining security questions in International Relations. This agenda exists largely independently of the conceptual interest in the meaning of security. This is not the case in the thick signifier approach. It implies in itself a security studies agenda which interprets security practices by means of interpreting the meaning of security, that is, the signifying and, thus, ordering work of security practices. How does security order social relations? What does a security problematic imply? What does the signifier do to the discussion of the free movement of persons in the EU, for example? Rather than being a tool of clarification serving an agenda, the exploration of the meaning of security is the security studies agenda itself.  The main purpose is to render problematic what is mostly left axiomatic, what is taken for granted, namely that security practices order social life in a particular way. This brings two important elements into security studies which are not present in the traditional agenda supported by definitions and Wolfers' and Baldwin's conceptual analyses. First, as already argued, it adds an extra layer to the exploration of the meaning of security. It introduces the idea that besides definitions and conceptual frameworks, the meaning of security also implies a particular way of organizing forms of life. It leads to interpretations of how security practices and our (IR) understandings of them are embedded in a cultural tradition of modernity (Walker, 1986). Second, interpreting security as a thick signifier also moves the research agenda away from its techno instrumental or managerial orientation. The main question is not to help the political administration in its job of identifying and explaining threats in the hope of improving the formulation of effective counter measures. Rather, the purpose of the thick signifier approach is to lay bare the political work of the signifier security, that is, what it does, how it determines social relations.

This introduces normative questions into the heart of the agenda. The way these questions are introduced differs from the normative dimension of security policies which Classical Realists sometimes discussed. For example, Arnold Wolfers' classic piece (1962: 147 65) on national security argues that security is a value among other social values, such as wealth. This implies that a security policy implicitly or explicitly defines the importance of security in comparison with other values (to put the question crudely how much do we spend on nuclear weapons that we cannot spend on health care?). The policy also has to decide the 

level of security that is aspired to (for example, minimum or maximum security (see also Herz, 1962: 237 41)). But, this normative 'awareness' does not capture the basic normative quality of security utterances that the thick signifier approach introduces. If security practices constitute a security situation, a normative question is introduced which, in a sense, precedes the value oriented decisions Wolfers refers to. One has to decide not only how important security is but also if one wants to approach a problem in security terms or not. 7 To make the point in oversimplified terms (especially by bracketing the intersubjective character of the politics of the signifier)   once security is enunciated, a choice has been made and the politics of the signifier is at work. The key question, then, is how to enunciate security and for what purpose.

A2: Realism

The LITANY of Departures From Realism and Failure of “Systemic Punishment” Disproves Their Theory.
Ronald R. Krebs, Faculty Fellow - Government @ University of Texas at Austin, Donald D. Harrington, Prof. of Political Science Univ. of Minnesota, ‘6 [Rhetoric, Strategy, and War: Language, Power, and the Making of US Security Policy, http://www.polisci.umn.edu/~mirc/paper2006-07/fall2006/Krebs.pdf]

Structural realists, focusing on the imperatives to security- or power-maximization that states must obey if they are to survive in the anarchic international system, are simply uninterested in domestic debate of any sort. They have long argued that these systemic imperatives, derived from the distribution of material power and perhaps geography, constitute an objective “national interest” that must be the chief driver of foreign policy.23 When states, for whatever reason, behave in contrary ways, they will eventually suffer punishment for their foolishness.24 But are there really such objective systemic dictates? The very fact that American structural realists frequently rail against US foreign policy suggests that departures from realist expectations are hardly exceptional. The typical realist response is that in these cases actors with more parochial or moralistic perspectives have hijacked policy, but realists, with their inattention to domestic politics, are then hard pressed to explain when such views hold sway.25 Moreover, the fact that such “hijackings” are so common suggests either that the system does not often punish states for disobeying its rules, in which case the structural logic collapses, or that there are no such rules in the first place. Structural realism imagines foreign policy as an exceptional realm above the political fray. Yet, even when the house is on fire, foreign policy lies in the realm of choice, not compulsion, and thus very much in the realm of the political. 
A2: Realism

The alt solves their claims of IR inevitability – there is no objective way of viewing geopolitics. Actively questioning how we know what we know is necessary to understand all politics.

Grondin 4 [David, master of pol sci and PHD of political studies @ U of Ottowa “(Re)Writing the “National Security State”: How and Why Realists (Re)Built the(ir) Cold War,” http://www.er.uqam.ca/nobel/ieim/IMG/pdf/rewriting_national_security_state.pdf]
Neorealist and neoclassical realism offer themselves up as a narrative of the world institutional order. Critical approaches must therefore seek to countermemorialize “those whose lives and voices have been variously silenced in the process of strategic practices” (Klein, 1994: 28). The problem, as revealed in the debate between gatekeepers of the subfield of Strategic Studies (Walt, 1991), is that those analyses that contravene the dominant discourse are deemed insignificant by virtue of their differing ontological and epistemological foundations. Approaches that deconstruct theoretical practices in order to disclose what is hidden in the use of concepts such as “national security” have something valuable to say. Their more reflexive and critically-inclined view illustrates how terms used in realist discourses, such as state, anarchy, world order, revolution in military affairs, and security dilemmas, are produced by a specific historical, geographical and socio-political context as well as historical forces and social relations of power (Klein, 1994: 22). Since realist analysts do not question their ontology and yet purport to provide a neutral and objective analysis of a given world order based on military power and interactions between the most important political units, namely states, realist discourses constitute a political act in defense of the state. Indeed, “[…] it is important to recognize that to employ a textualizing approach to social policy involving conflict and war is not to attempt to reduce social phenomena to various concrete manifestations of language. Rather, it is an attempt to analyze the interpretations governing policy thinking. And it is important to recognize that policy thinking is not unsituated” (Shapiro, 1989a: 71). Policy thinking is practical thinking since it imposes an analytic order on the “real world”, a world that only exists in the analysts’ own narratives. In this light, Barry Posen’s political role in legitimizing American hegemonic power and national security conduct seems obvious:   U.S. command of the commons provides an impressive foundation for selective engagement. It is not adequate for a policy of primacy. […] Command of the commons gives the United States a tremendous capability to harm others. Marrying that capability to a conservative policy of selective engagement helps make U.S. military power appear less threatening and more tolerable. Command of the commons creates additional collective goods for U.S. allies. These collective goods help connect U.S. military power to seemingly prosaic welfare concerns. U.S. military power underwrites world trade, travel, global telecommunications, and commercial remote sensing, which all depend on peace and order in the commons” (Posen, 2003: 44 and 46).   Adopting a more critical stance, David Campbell points out that “[d]anger is not an objective condition. It (sic) is not a thing which exists independently of those to whom it may become a threat. […] Nothing is a risk in itself; [...] it all depends on how one analyses the danger, considers the event” (Campbell, 1998: 1-2). In the same vein, national security discourse does not evaluate objective threats; rather, it is itself a product of historical processes and structures in the state and society that produces it. Whoever has the power to define security is then the one who has the authority to write legitimate security discourses and conduct the policies that legitimize them. The realist analysts and state leaders who invoke national security and act in its name are the same individuals who hold the power to securitize threats by inserting them in a discourse that frames national identity and freezes it.9   Like many concepts, realism is essentially contested. In a critical reinterpretation of realism, James Der Derian offers a genealogy of realism that deconstructs the uniform realism represented in IR: he reveals many other versions of realism that are never mentioned in International Relations texts (Der Derian, 1995: 367). I am aware that there are many realist discoursesin International Relations, but they all share a set of assumptions, such as “the state is a rational unitary actor”, “the state is the main actor in international relations”, “states pursue power defined as a national interest”, and so on. I want to show that realism is one way of representing reality, not the reflection of reality. While my aim here is not to rehearse Der Derian’s genealogy of realism, I do want to spell out the problems with a positivist theory of realism and a correspondence philosophy of language. Such a philosophy accepts nominalism, wherein language as neutral description corresponds to reality. This is precisely the problem of epistemic realism and of the realism characteristic of American realist theoretical discourses. And since for poststructuralists language constitutes reality, a reinterpretation of realism as constructed in these discourses is called for.10 These scholars cannot refer to the “essentially contested nature of realism” and then use “realism as the best language to reflect a self-same phenomenon” (Der Derian, 1995: 374). Let me be clear: I am not suggesting that the many neorealist and neoclassical realist discourses in International Relations are not useful. Rather, I want to argue that these technicist and scientist forms of realism serve political purposes, used as they are in many think tanks and foreign policy bureaucracies to inform American political leaders. This is the relevance of deconstructing the uniform realism (as used in International Relations): it brings to light its locatedness in a 
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hermeneutic circle in which it is unwittingly trapped (Der Derian, 1995: 371). And as Friedrich Kratochwil argues, “[…] the rejection of a correspondence theory of truth does not condemn us, as it is often maintained, to mere ‘relativism’ and/or to endless “deconstruction” in which anything goes but it leaves us with criteria that allows us to distinguish and evaluate competing theoretical creations” (Kratochwil, 2000: 52). 

Given that political language is not a neutral medium that gives expression to ideas formed independently of structures of signification that sustain political action and thought, American realist discourses belonging to the neorealist or neoclassical realist traditions cannot be taken as mere descriptions of reality. We are trapped in the production of discourses in which national leaders and security speech acts emanating from realist discourses develop and reinforce a notion of national identity as synony- mous with national security. U.S. national security conduct should thus be understood through the prism of the theoretical discourses of American political leaders and realist scholars that co-constitute it. Realist discourses depict American political leaders acting in defense of national security, and political leaders act in the name of national security. In the end, what distinguishes realist discourses is that they depict the United States as having behaved like a national security state since World War II, while legitimating the idea that the United States should continue to do so. Political scientists and historians “are engaged in making (poesis), not merely recording or reporting” (Medhurst, 2000: 17). Precisely in this sense, rhetoric is not the description of national security conduct; it constitutes it.
Realism creates a death drive.

Der Derian 98 [JAMES, ON SECURITY, http://www.ciaonet.org/book/lipschutz/lipschutz12.html]
In epistemic realism, the search for security through sovereignty is not a political choice but the necessary reaction to an anarchical condition: Order is man-made and good; chaos is natural and evil. Out of self-interest, men must pursue this good and constrain the evil of excessive will through an alienation of individual powers to a superior, indeed supreme, collective power. In short, the security of epistemic realism is ontological, theological and teleological: that is, metaphysical. We shall see, from Marx's and Nietzsche's critiques, the extent to which Hobbesian security and epistemic realism rely on social constructions posing as apodictic truths for their power effects. There is not and never was a "state of nature" or a purely "self-interested man"; there is, however, clearly an abiding fear of violent and premature death that compels men to seek the security found in solidarity. 
Realism operates as a state control mechanism – we’re told we are violent and hence we become violent.
Bleiker 2K [Roland, Popular Dissent, Human Agency and Global Politics, Page 16, Google Books]
Human agency is not something that exists in an a priori manner and can be measured scientifically in reference to external realities. Strictly speaking, there is no such thing as human agency, for its nature and its function are, at least in part, determined by how we think about human action and its potential to shape political and social practices. The mutually constituted and constantly shilling relationship between agents and discourses thus undermines the possibility of observing social dynamics in a value-free way. To embark on such an endeavour nevertheless is to superimpose a static image upon a series of events that can only be understood in their fluidity. It is to objectivise a very particular and necessarily subjective understanding of agency and its corresponding political practices. The dangers of such an approach have been debated extensively. Authors such as Richard Ashley, Jim George and Steve Smith have shown how positivist epistemologies have transformed one specific interpretation of world political realities, the dominant realist one, into reality per se." Realist perceptions of the international have'. gradually become accepted as common sense. to the point that any critique against them has to be evaluated in terms of an already existing and obiectivised world-view. There are powerful mechanisms of control precisely in this ability to determine meaning and rationality. 'Defining common sense', Smith thus argues, is 'the ultimate act of political power'." It separates the possible from the impossible and directs the theory and practice of international relations on a particular path.

A2: Realism inevitable – human nature

Evolutionary theory is nothing without interpretation – cultural knowledge shapes responses by defining proper biology, only the alt can allow actual engagement with non-violent knowledge
Busser 6 [Mark, Master’s Candidate Department of Political Science, York University, The Evolution of Security: Revisiting the Human Nature Debate in International Relations, York Centre for International and Security Studies Working Paper Number 40, August, http://www.yorku.ca/yciss/publications/documents/WP40-Busser.pdf]

Unfortunately for Bradley Thayer, evolutionary arguments do not provide a simple and incontestable ontological and epistemological foundations for revitalized realism. Since arguments like Thayer’s draw on controversial scientific branches of sociobiology and evolutionary psychology, which arguably assume the basic features of human nature they seek to prove, the conclusions for political theory remain almost as scientifically arbitrary as Morgenthau’s assumption of an animus dominandi. In framing the problematic of their exploration, many of these arguments assume an individualistic and egoistic human nature and question how political relations might arise out of the mechanical dynamics of self-interest. As Mary Clark’s work demonstrates, this ignores important factors in the evolutionary development of the human being. Since interpersonal, cultural, political ,and social influences have had a large role in shaping the evolution of humans and our primate relatives, it is not such a simple task to explain human nature based on rational actor  models and mathematical calculations. In contrast to the sociobiology and evolutionary psychology’s depiction of human nature as biologically determined, Clark argues that it is a society’s construction of a ‘story’ of human nature that affects how people will imagine ways to live together, fulfilling basic human needs or not. Biology is not destiny, she seems to argue, but what we believe about our biology threatens to become our destiny if we allow it. This highlights the possibility that seemingly universal traits like competition, aggression and egoism might be contingent on the weight we lend them and not biologically determined. If we have a choice in the matter, it is possible to begin conceiving of political possibilities for global social orders that do not depend on a combative and competitive engagement with Others. In turn, this allows a reconsideration of the conceptual lens through which to view security. If it is not programmed into our genes to be intolerant, ethnocentric, and aggressive, then we can find ways to abandon the traditions that have normalized such behaviours. Following Jim George and David Campbell, perhaps a new conception of international relationships would serve better than the current paradigm, which is based on traditional views of an aggressive and competitive human nature. It may be that, as Clark suggests, conflict can only be mitigated when basic human needs are met. Doing so, it seems, would require a rethinking of how differences are engaged with, interpreted and reconciled in both international and local societies. If we humans are not biologically destined to draw lines between ourselves and others, then it is possible for us to escape conceptions of security that necessitate aggression against, or protection from, outsiders. Perhaps the security long sought after in international relations will come not from making societies secure from difference, but making difference secure within and between states.

A2: Realism inevitable – Guzzini

Guzzini’s Analysis is a Reason to Refuse the International System as natural - Realist explanations are Politically Mandated.
Pinar Bilgin, Prof. of IR @ Bilkent, Berivan Elis, PhD Candidate in IR @ Ankara, ‘8 [Hard Power, Soft Power: Toward a More Realistic Power Analysis, http://www.bilkent.edu.tr/~pbilgin/Bilgin-Elis-IT-2008.pdf]
While the realist conception of power has come to shape mainstream accounts of world politics, critical scholars have pointed with vigor to the increasingly unrealistic analysis it delivers. Underscoring the limits of realist power analysis, Caporaso’s study of ‘structural power’56 points to the difference between dependence as a corollary of interstate relations and dependency as a structural feature of the existing world order; i.e. less developed countries find themselves in a ‘limited’ choice situation due to the structure of the capitalist international economy. Strange’s focus on international political economy highlights the role of global markets as an arena where power is exercised by actors other than the state in that ‘structural power decides outcomes (both positive and negative) much more than relational power does’.57 Guzzini, in turn, points to the ‘impersonal part of the power phenomena’, which he calls ‘governance’. Although both power and governance are needed for a comprehensive power analysis, he argued, the concept of power should remain attached to agents/actors so that an actor’s responsibilities and possible actions for emancipatory change would become more visible.58

With the aim of rendering power analysis more realistic, we should open up to new research agendas as required by the multiple faces of power. Power is far too complex in its sources, effects and production to be reduced to one dimension.59 Indeed, power is diffused and enmeshed in the social world in which people live in such a way that there are no relations exempt from power.60 Since power shapes the formation of actors’ consciousness, no interest formation can be objective;61 defining what an actor’s ‘real interests’ are is not free of power relations. That is to say, not only the mobilization of bias and agenda-setting but also the production and effects of all norms and values that shape human consciousness should be critically scrutinized. This, in turn, calls for not three- but four-dimensional power analysis – “Lukes plus Foucault” – as dubbed by Guzzini.62 Contra Lukes, whose three-dimensional power analysis rests on assumptions regarding (1) the possibility of uncovering power relations, and (2) B’s objective (‘real’) interests that A denies through various expressions of hard and soft power, Foucault maintains that ‘power and knowledge directly imply one another… [in that] there is no power relation without the correlative constitution of a field of knowledge, nor any knowledge that does not presuppose and constitute at the same time power relations’.63 The academic field of International Relations constitutes a supreme example of the workings of the ‘fourth face of power’. Over the years, students of IR have studied international relations as an effect of power. It is only recently that they have begun to study power as an effect of international relations (as world politics) 64 and International Relations (as an academic field).65 However, as Booth reminds us, such silences, as with IR’s narrow conception of power, “are not natural, they are political. Things do not just happen in politics, they are made to happen, whether it is globalization or inequality. Grammar serves power”.66 One of the sites where the productive effects of grammar in the service of power is most visible is the ‘Third World’. This has been one of the central themes of postcolonial studies where “[f]rom Fanon to Jan Mahomed to Bhabha, the connecting theme is that Western representations construct meaning and ‘reality’ in the Third World. Concepts such as “progress”, “civilized” and “modern” powerfully shape the non-European world”.67 The ways in which grammar serves power becomes detectable through more realistic power analysis.

A2: Human Security / Solidarism

Redefining Security Cedes Authority and Agency to Elite – Worse Outcomes are Ensured.
Mark Neocleous, Prof. of Government @ Brunel, 8 [Critique of Security, p. 2-4]

So if, as it seems, talk about security is often unintelligible, then perhaps we need to ask after the conditions of this unintelligibility. This is not an easy task, since our whole political language and culture has become saturated by 'security'. Nearly all political disputes and disagreements now appear to centre on the conception of security, and nothing seems to advance a policy claim more than to be offered in the discourse of security.' But it is not just formal politics at issue here. The contemporary social and political imagination is similarly dominated by the lexicon of security and the related idea that we are living in an increasingly insecure world. Everywhere we look a 'need' for security is being articulated: a discussion of the effect on UK academics of the Fixed-Term Employees (Prevention of Less Favourable Treatment) Regulations 2002 is called 'Security Alert'; a group of farmers aiming to halt what it sees as a perceived decline in UK food production calls itself Food Security Ltd; the potential extinction of tigers sees the Wildlife Conservation Society, the World Wildlife Fund and the Smithsonian National Zoological Park demand that 'now more than ever, tigers need homeland security.' Just three examples, but they make clear the extent to which the paradigm of (in)security has come to shape our imaginations and social being. 'Security consciousness' is the new dominant ideology; every day is Security Awareness Day.' 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,'0 remapped," gendered,'2 refused." Some have asked whether there is perhaps too much security," 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. 
***AFF ANSWERS

Security good

Security means the potential for emancipation, not mere survival.  Safety is the only foundation for human flourishing

Ken Booth, Prof. of IR @ Wales, ‘5 [Critical Security Studies and World Politics, p. 22]

The best starting point for conceptualizing security lies in the real conditions of insecurity suffered by people and collectivities. Look around.  What is immediately striking is that some degree of insecurity, as a life determining condition, is universal.  To the extent an individual or group is insecure, to that extent their life choices and chances are taken away; this is because of the resources and energy they need to invest in seeking safety from domineering threats - whether these are the lack of food for one’s children or organizing to resist a foreign aggressor.  The corollary of the relationship between insecurity and a determined life is that a degree of security creates life possibilities.  Security might therefore be conceived as synonymous with opening up space in people’s lives.  This allows for individual and collective human becoming - the capacity to have some choice about living differently - consistent with the same but different search by others.  Two interrelated conclusions follow from this.  First, security can be understood as an instrumental value; it frees its possessors to a greater or lesser extent from life-determining constraints and so allows different life possibilities to be explored.  Second, security is synonymous simply with survival.  One can survive without being secure (the experience of refugees in long-term camps in war-torn parts of the world, for example).  Security is therefore more than mere animal survival (basic animal existence).  It is survival-plus, the plus being the possibility to explore human becoming,  As an instrumental value, security is sought because it frees people(s) to some degree to do other than deal with threats to their human being.  The achievement of a level of security - and security is always relative - gives to individuals and groups some time, energy, and scope to chose to be or become, other than merely survival as human biological organisms.  Security is an important dimension of the process by which the human species can reinvent itself beyond the merely biological.

Security leads to the emancipation – other concpetualizations are coopted by the state

Anthony Burke, Associate Professor of Politics and International Relations in the University of New South Wales, June 2007, “What Security Makes Possible: Some thoughts on critical security studies” Department of International Relations, University of New South Wales, pg. 6-8 / KX

He links it with cosmopolitan ideals with an argument that 'the concept of emancipation shapes strategies and tactics of resistance, offers a theory of progress for society, and gives a politics of hope for a common humanity9 Their arguments have strong affinities with J. Ann Tickner's vision of a security based upon 'the elimination of unjust social relations, including unequal gender relations' and for a reformulation of international relations in terms of the 'multiple insecurities' represented by ecological destruction, poverty and (gendered) structural violence, rather than the abstract threats to the integrity of states, their interests and 'core values'.20 Together, they have stated inspirational normative goals that rightly guide many attempts to reformulate security in more positive ways. Their arguments also have strong affinities with the idea of human security developed by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) in 1994.21 The referent object of security has shifted from the state to the human being, and in Booth's view requires that the state simply be a means not an end of security. It must facilitate the achievement of security, not be its object. But they are also arguing for something much more radical and important than is available in most understandings of human security: the insistence on understanding insecurity and achieving security as complex, holistic processes that require not merely the amelioration of particular needs, or the defence of humans against discrete threats contained by time and place, but ongoing structural transformations based on ideas of emancipation, social justice and human progress. Drawing on Ghandi, Booth states that security must be a means for emancipation, and Wyn Jones argues that 'even if a more emancipated order is brought into existence, the process of emancipation remains incomplete. There is always room for improvement ...'— This conceptualisation is not merely intrinsically important; it offers a line of resistance to the all too common cooption of human security to statist agendas—such as those of Canada which have sought to use it to burnish its claims to national identity and good international citizenship—or its reduction to questions of intra-state conflict and liberal governance interventions. Hence if people are made insecure by a complex melange of threats, practices and processes—poor governance, political oppression, civil conflict, the global economy, corruption, human rights abuse, gender violence and discrimination, or environmental destruction—securing them requires work at all these levels including the most systemic and apparently immovable. In turn, security is merely a way-station to something grander and more inspiring.

Alt fails

The plan critiques violent forms of hegemonic authority.  The alternative abandons hope for political action in the name of critique 

Gunning 2007 [Jeroen, Lecturer in Int’l Politics @ U of Wales, Government and Opposition 42.3, “A Case for Critical Terrorism Studies?”]

The notion of emancipation also crystallizes the need for policy engagement. For, unless a ‘critical’ field seeks to be policy relevant, which, as Cox rightly observes, means combining ‘critical’ and ‘problem-solving’ approaches, it does not fulfil its ‘emancipatory’ potential.94 One of the temptations of ‘critical’ approaches is to remain mired in critique and deconstruction without moving beyond this to reconstruction and policy relevance.Vital as such critiques are, the challenge of a critically constituted field is also to engage with policy makers – and ‘terrorists’ – and work towards the realization of new paradigms, new practices, and a transformation, however modestly, of political structures. That, after all, is the original meaning of the notion of ‘immanent critique’ that has historically underpinned the ‘critical’ project and which, in Booth's words, involves ‘the discovery of the latent potentials in situations on which to build political and social progress’, as opposed to putting forward utopian arguments that are not realizable. Or, as Booth wryly observes, ‘this means building with one's feet firmly on the ground, not constructing castles in the air’ and asking ‘what it means for real people in real places’.96 Rather than simply critiquing the status quo, or noting the problems that come from an un-problematized acceptance of the state, a ‘critical’ approach must, in my view, also concern itself with offering concrete alternatives. Even while historicizing the state and oppositional violence, and challenging the state's role in reproducing oppositional violence, it must wrestle with the fact that ‘the concept of the modern state and sovereignty embodies a coherent response to many of the central problems of political life’, and in particular to ‘the place of violence in political life’. Even while ‘de-essentializing and deconstructing claims about security’, it must concern itself with ‘how security is to be redefined’, and in particular on what theoretical basis.97 Whether because those critical of the status quo are wary of becoming co-opted by the structures of power (and their emphasis on instrumental rationality),98 or because policy makers have, for obvious reasons (including the failure of many ‘critical’ scholars to offer policy relevant advice), a greater affinity with ‘traditional’ scholars, the role of ‘expert adviser’ is more often than not filled by ‘traditional’ scholars.99 The result is that policy makers are insufficiently challenged to question the basis of their policies and develop new policies based on immanent critiques. A notable exception is the readiness of European Union officials to enlist the services of both ‘traditional’ and ‘critical’ scholars to advise the EU on how better to understand processes of radicalization.100 But this would have been impossible if more critically oriented scholars such as Horgan and Silke had not been ready to cooperate with the EU. Striving to be policy relevant does not mean that one has to accept the validity of the term ‘terrorism’ or stop investigating the political interests behind it. Nor does it mean that each piece of research must have policy relevance or that one has to limit one's research to what is relevant for the state, since the ‘critical turn’ implies a move beyond state-centric perspectives. End-users could, and should, thus include both state and non-state actors such as the Foreign Office and the Muslim Council of Britain and Hizb ut-Tahrir; the Northern Ireland Office and the IRA and the Ulster Unionists; the Israeli government and Hamas and Fatah (as long as the overarching principle is to reduce the political use of terror, whoever the perpetrator). It does mean, though, that a critically constituted field must work hard to bring together all the fragmented voices from beyond the ‘terrorism field’, to maximize both the field's rigour and its policy relevance. Whether a critically constituted ‘terrorism studies’ will attract the fragmented voices from outside the field depends largely on how broadly the term ‘critical’ is defined. Those who assume ‘critical’ to mean ‘Critical Theory’ or ‘poststructuralist’ may not feel comfortable identifying with it if they do not themselves subscribe to such a narrowly defined ‘critical’ approach. Rather, to maximize its inclusiveness, I would follow Williams and Krause's approach to ‘critical security studies’, which they define simply as bringing together ‘many perspectives that have been considered outside of the mainstream of the discipline’.101 This means refraining from establishing new criteria of inclusion/exclusion beyond the (normative) expectation that scholars self-reflexively question their conceptual framework, the origins of this framework, their methodologies and dichotomies; and that they historicize both the state and ‘terrorism’, and consider the security and context of all, which implies among other things an attempt at empathy and cross-cultural understanding.102 Anything more normative would limit the ability of such a field to create a genuinely interdisciplinary, non-partisan and innovative framework, and exclude valuable insights borne of a broadly ‘critical’ approach, such as those from conflict resolution studies who, despite working within a ‘traditional’ framework, offer important insights by moving beyond a narrow military understanding of security to a broader understanding of human security and placing violence in its wider social context.103 Thus, a poststructuralist has no greater claim to be part of this ‘critical’ field than a realist who looks beyond the state at the interaction between the violent group and their wider social constituency.104 

Perm
Critique Alone is not adequate to alter the current security environment – Political Action is Necessary to Promote Emancipation Over Security 

Pinar Bilgin, Prof. of IR @ Bilkent Univ, ‘5 [Regional Security in The Middle East, p. 60-1]

Admittedly, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first step. In other words, from a critical security perspective, self-reflection, thinking and writing are not enough in themselves. They should be compounded by other forms of practice (that is, action taken on the ground). It is indeed crucial for students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice by pointing to possibilities for change immanent in world politics and suggesting emancipatory practices if it is going to fulfil the promise of becoming a 'force of change' in world politics. Cognisant of the need to find and suggest alternative practices to meet a broadened security agenda without adopting militarised or zero-sum thinking and practices, students of critical approaches to security have suggested the imagining, creation and nurturing of security communities as emancipatory practices (Booth 1994a; Booth and Vale 1997). Although Devetak's approach to the theory/practice relationship echoes critical approaches' conception of theory as a form of practice, the latter seeks to go further in shaping global practices. The distinction Booth makes between 'thinking about thinking' and 'thinking about doing' grasps the difference between the two. Booth (1997: 114) writes: Thinking about thinking is important, but, more urgently, so is thinking about doing .... Abstract ideas about emancipation will not suffice: it is important for Critical Security Studies to engage with the real by suggesting policies, agents, and sites of change, to help humankind, in whole and in part, to move away from its structural wrongs. In this sense, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first (albeit crucial) step. It is vital for the students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice. 
 

The permutation solves – criticism of the contours of space policy does not require rejection.  A self-reflexive approach to space can include policies like the aff

Bormann and Sheehan, 2009 (Natalie Bormann, Department of Politics, Northeastern University, Boston, and Michael Sheehan, Professor of International Relations at Swansea University, Securing Outer Space, 2009, p. 1-3)

The writings here seek to 'bring back space' into the realm of international relations discourse from which it has been largely removed, marginalized and silenced. The following chapters do so by highlighting how activities in outer space are always connected to Earth-bound practices and performances of the everyday. They comprise of efforts to unbundle the complexity within which much of the debate in and of outer space is located, and by offering tools and approaches for such unbundling. The authors seek to take issue with the constitutive political effects that space activities write and rewrite. The contributions achieve this by problematizing the ways in which assets, weapons, and practices in, through and out of space inform, affect and reconstitute the social production of political society on Earth. Taking these two points together, this volume calls for an intervention in current space policies; not necessarily by denying these policies or replacing them with a new set, but by way of providing a possibility of seeing, reading, writing and understanding space differently.

Perm – positivism can’t be rejected

Excluding positivism from critical studies destroys philosophy

Fabio Gironi, School of Oriental and African Studies University of London, PhD student in the department of Philosophy in Cardiff University, 2010, “Science-Laden Theory” Speculations Issue 1., pg. 31-33 KX
Is it a coincidence that today we find philosophers who reject entire sections of their own tradition, who (if in a provocative spirit) label most recent philosophical publications as ‘boring’ and that more generally, and substantially echoing Brockman’s claims, find the most interesting philosophical questions in scientific publications? Does it mean that philosophers covet the same epistemic status of their techno-scientific colleagues, and that they feel deprived of their role as public intellectuals? If such a claim might be hasty, what I think is indeed the case is that continental philosophy, as a whole, is going through an internal restructuring of beliefs, surely caused by the changes in our society but also deeply motivated by a necessity to propose an intellectual production capable of doing constructive work and of having an—albeit indirect— practical purchase on social change. Paraphrasing Marx (and doing an injustice to Derrida) one could say that continental philosophy now feels that it is not enough to deconstruct the world, but that it is time to find a metaphysical ground from which it can be changed. And the main channel through which this renovation of philosophy is to be accomplished is that of a new regard towards the natural sciences (just as Badiou’s philosophy grounds the possibility of change into a mathematical ontology) those sciences that recent (critical) continental philosophy has so far dismissed because of—in Harman’s words—‘fear and arrogance’, ultimately caused by an ‘inferiority complex’. Now, if my argument so far is at all sound, the ultimate challenge for speculative realism—and for philosophy as a whole if this movement is indeed a product of our zeitgeist— is to clarify its position in the historical dialectic between the natural sciences and whatever responds to the name of ‘humanities’ (a term which clearly appears increasingly unfit to designate any philosophy that aims at overcoming the strictures of anthropocentric thought). A new kind of philosophy—whose label as ‘Post-Continental’ is defended by John Mullarkey —is attempting to place itself at that juncture between the radical science-skeptical positions that preceded it on one side and the danger of losing any identity and being swallowed whole by empirical science on the other. Recently, Harman has claimed—refuting some accusations of being dismissive of science—that I am not ‘dismissive’ of science. I love science. What I am dismissive of is the notion that science can replace metaphysics. Or rather, I think that the metaphysics lying at the basis of the science worship found in some sectors of speculative realism is a weak one and needs to be, if not ‘eliminated,’ then at least severely improved. while, on the other hand, Brassier is happy to embrace even the worst (in the contemporary philosophical climate) of the characterizations, that of scientism: since the indiscriminate use of this epithet as a blanket term of abuse by irate phenomenologists convicts of ‘scientism’ anyone who takes it on scientific trust that the earth orbits around the sun, or who believes in the existence of black holes and neutrinos—notwithstanding all phenomenological evidence to the contrary—, then we can only plead guilty as charged. If ‘scientism’ simply means refusing the obligatory subordination of empirical science to transcendental philosophy, then by our lights, there is not nearly enough ‘scientism’ in contemporary philosophy. If, in the face of this possible fusion of the ‘two cultures’, philosophy is to conserve an identity this means retaining the possibility of doing metaphysics, while rejecting its postcritical vetoing. This will be possible by either constructively challenging its scientific reduction or by rejecting the ‘phenomenological stalemate’ by injecting more scientism into philosophical speculation. Along the way we must carefully avoid the opposite reactions to the common ‘inferiority complex’ of philosophy which can take the shape of either an arrogant dismissal of science, or of a shamed and somewhat craven apology for philosophy’s blindness to the power of science. Consequently, it seems that the question that ‘speculative realism’ attempts (variously) to give an answer to (and in fact to be an answer to) is: how could a ‘new philosophy’ be built through a mature relationship of mutual exchange with the natural sciences? If the development of these questions has to remain the task for a work to come (or already in progress), what I hope to have delineated in this paper, are some forces in the cultural network in which a new generation of philosophers—whether we call it a post-continental or a speculative realist one—is today developing. For the time being, my suggestions here are merely speculative.

Immanent critique

The Aff’s Immament Critique of Currenet Nuclear Doctrine is More Effective Than Their Imaginary Archimedean Position

Richard Wyn Jones, Prof. of International Politics @ Aberystywyth, ’99 [Security, Strategy, and Critical Theory, p. 77]

The work of the first generation of critical theorists does not offer much specific guidance in the task of outlining what emancipation might mean in practice. but the preceding discussion of their work suggests three points that those attempting to overcome this failing should bear in mind. First, and most obviously, visions of concrete utopias must be consistent with whatever deeper notions of the grounding of emancipatory potential are deployed. Thus, for example, if the possibility of emancipation is grounded in the economic realm, then, logically, depictions of a more emancipated order cannot simply concentrate on (narrowly defined) political institutions. Second, descriptions-indeed, prescriptions-of a more emancipated order must focus on realizable utopias. Critical theorists must not lose sight of the fact that the coherence of their project is dependent on their utilization of the critical potential of immanence. If they succumb to the temptation of suggesting a blueprint for an emancipated order that is unrelated to the possibilities inherent in the present-a tendency that Marx and Engels argued was characteristic of "utopian socialists" such as Robert Owen (Marx and Engels 1948: 44-46)-then critical theorists have no way of justifying their arguments epistemologically. After all, to justify a utopia that is not already present in some fonn within the prevailing order requires the existence of an Archimedean point according to whose standards this utopia might be envisioned-a possibility rejected by critical theorists.  Thus immanent critique (understood in broad terms) remains a vital part of the melatheoretical armory of critical theory. Furthermore, it is highly unlikely that a vision of an emancipated order that is not based on immanent potential will be politically efficacious. Unless anchored in a realistic assessment of actually existing possibilities, emancipatory ideas are hardly likely to convince their target audience (whoever they might be) that progressive change is not only desirable but also plausible and achievable, and therefore worth the effort or risk of trying to secure. Thus, for both epistemological and purely instrumental reasons, concrete utopias must be based on practices that have some basis in preexisting behavior. 
A2: Security – acting as if 

Our Scenario Evaluations are Crucial For Ethically Responsible Politics - Purely Theoretical Kritik is Insufficient - We Need “As If” Stories to Offset the Worst International Violence

Michael Williams, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales—Aberystwyth, ‘5 [The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations, p. 165-7]

Moreover, the links between skeptical realism and prevalent postmodern themes go more deeply than this, particularly as they apply to attempts by post-structural thinking to reopen questions of responsibility and ethics.8° In part, the goals of post-structural approaches can be usefully characterized, to borrow Stephen White's illuminating contrast, as expressions of 'responsibility to otherness' which question and challenge modernist equations of responsibility with a 'responsibility to act'. A responsibility to otherness seeks to reveal and open the constitutive processes and claims of subjects and subjectivities that a foundational modernism has effaced in its narrow identification of responsibility with a 'responsibility to act'.81 Deconstruction can from this perspective be seen as a principled stance unwilling to succumb to modernist essentialism which in the name of responsibility assumes and reifies subjects and structures, obscures forms of power and violence which are constitutive of them, and at the same time forecloses a consideration of alternative possibilities and practices.  Yet it is my claim that the wilful Realist tradition does not lack an understanding of the contingency of practice or a vision of responsibility to otherness. On the contrary, its strategy of objectification is precisely an attempt to bring together a responsibility to otherness and a responsibility to act within a willfully liberal vision.  The construction of a realm of objectivity and calculations is not just a consequence of a need to act - the framing of an epistemic context for successful calculation.  It is a form of responsibility to otherness, an attempt to allow for diversity and irreconcilability precisely by - at least initially - reducing the self and the other to a structure of material calculation in order to allow a structure of mutual intelligibility, mediation, and stability.  It is, in short, a strategy of limitation: a willful attempt to construct a subject and a social world limited - both epistemically and politically - in the name of a politics of toleration: a liberal strategy that John Gray has recently characterized as one of mondus vivendi. If this is the case, then the deconstructive move that gains some of its weight by contrasting itself to a non- or apolitical objectivism must engage with the more complex contrast to skeptical Realist tradition that is itself a constructed, ethical practice.  The issue becomes even more acute if one considers Iver Neumann’s incisive questions concerning postmodern construction of identity, action and responsibility.  As Neumann points out, the insight that identities are inescapably contingent and relationally constructed, and even the claim that identities are indebted to otherness, do not in themselves provide a foundation for practice, particularly in situations where identities are ‘sediment’ and conflictually defined.  In these cases, deconstruction alone will not suffice unless it can demonstrate a capacity to counter in practice (and not just philosophical practice) the essential dynamics it confronts.  Here, a responsibility to act must go beyond deconstruction to consider viable alternatives and counter-practices. To take this critique seriously is not necessarily to be subject yet again to the straightforward ‘blackmail of the Enlightenment and a narrow ‘modernist’ vision of responsibility.  While an unwillingness to move beyond a deconstructive ethic of responsibility to otherness for fear that an essential stance is the only (or most likely) alternative expresses legitimate concern, it should not license a retreat from such questions or their practical demands. Rather, such situations demand also an evaluation of the structures (of identity and institutions) that might viably be mobilised in order to offset the worst implications of violently exclusionary identities. It requires, as Neumann nicely puts it, the generation of compelling 'as if' stories around which counter-subjectivities and political practices can coalesce. Willful Realism, 1 submit, arises out of an appreciation of these issues, and comprises an attempt to craft precisely such 'stories' within a broader intellectual and sociological analysis of their conditions of production, possibilities of success, and likely consequences. The question is, to what extent are these limits capable of success, and to what extent might they he limits upon their own aspirations toward responsibility? These are crucial questions, but they will not be addressed by retreating yet again into further reversals of the same old dichotomies. 
A2: Security – acting as if 

The Aff is Necessary for Practical Reduction in Violence - Acting “As If” Policy Makers Threat Perceptions Are Correct Prevents Violence Without Naturalizing Security
Vincent Pouliot, PhD Candidate in Political Science @ Univ. of Toronto, ‘8 [in Metaphors of Globalization, “Everything Takes Place as if Threats were going Global,” http://individual.utoronto.ca/nishashah/Drafts/Pouliot.pdf]

In his brilliant exposition of the normative dilemma of writing security, Huysmans (2002) concludes that there simply is no way out of it: social scientists, especially constructivists, must learn to live with the fact that their academic discourse necessarily securitizes certain issues and thus cannot but reinforce specific security practices to the detriment of others. Such a blunt admission certainly deserves credit for making the politics of academic life more transparent. Yet it may be overly pessimistic. The second part of the paper looks at two epistemological alternatives to positivism in the hope that they may offer a way out of the Huysmans’ dilemma. A subjectivist perspective, centered on what it is that international agents believe to be real, succeeds in escaping the dilemma; yet it remains embroiled in common sense and lacks the objectification that intertextualization and historicization allow. By contrast, an epistemology that can be labeled metaphorical objectivism entices social scientists to study social realities not in themselves, but metaphorically. This solution is certainly not perfect, and one should still bear in mind Huysmans’ warning. And yet, arguing that everything takes place as if threats were going global opens the possibility for a scientific study of the globalization/nexus without reifying new, global threats. Of course, social science remains fundamentally political—like any knowledge for that matter. But it is not only political. A) Subjectivism: Practitioners Believe That Threats Are Going Global A first epistemological alternative for the notion that threats are going global is subjectivism. In this scheme of things, the globalization of threats is not necessarily “real” or taking place “out there.” Instead, it is agents (e.g., international elites, security practitioners) who believe that threats are being globalized. Under such an epistemology, sociologists of globalization such as Beck (2000) conceive of globality as a form of consciousness which regards the earth as “one single place.” Globalization is a social construct which varies across time and space; it impacts people’s lives on the basis of the meanings that they hold about it. To use a much-rehearsed formula, globalization is what people make of it. While trying to define globalization, thus, what matters is how actors, as opposed to analysts, define the social space in which they act. In this connection, Robertson (1992: 8) contends that a crucial dimension of globalization is “the intensification of consciousness of the world as a whole.” It is the subjective meanings attached by actors to world politics that matter, not a so-called objective reality. Polling data such as the World Values Survey provides interesting insights to that extent, for it focuses on how people from all over the world construe changes in their lives as well as in the meanings of globality (e.g., Diez-Nicolas, 2002). More interpretive and historical research is also of great scientific value: Robertson and Inglis (2004), for instance, look at historical documents to observe that a “global animus” was already present in the ancient Mediterranean world. This subjectivist take on the globalization of threat is in line with what I have called the “observation of essentialization” (Pouliot, 2004), that is, the interpretation of what agents interpret to be real. Instead of reifying the world as in positivism, this approach builds on the reifications already committed by social agents. In so doing, already essentialized realities provide scientists with “epistemic foundations” (Adler, 2005) on which to ground their analyses. In this postfoundationalist science (Pouliot, 2004), analysts remain ontologically agnostic as to what is real and what is not. As Guzzini (2000: 160) astutely explains: “constructivism claims either to be agnostic about the language independent real world out there, or simply uninterested—it often is irrelevant for the study of society.” Such a principled refusal to either assume reality a priori or deny it altogether avoids turning what the scientist believes to be real (based on her everyday knowledge or on scientific knowledge) into an unquestionable, scientific Reality. Of course, no one walks through closed doors. It is impossible to perfectly break with one’s taken for granted reality so there cannot be such a thing as pure agnosticism. Instead, the scientist finds herself in the aspiring position of temporarily de-reifying, for the purpose of doing science, the reality she needs to take for granted in her everyday life.8 Since agnosticism precludes ontological foundations on which to ascertain constructivist knowledge, the best way forward consists of building on the social facts9 that are reified by social agents in their everyday life. In this postfoundationalist view, social facts become a kind of “essence” on which to build knowledge (Pouliot, 2004). In the end, to know whether social reality is “really real” makes no analytical difference from a postfoundationalist perspective: the whole point is to observe whether agents take it to be real, and to draw the social and political implications that result. Interestingly, this turn to phenomenology (c.f. Schutz, 1967 [1932]) runs counter to dominant strands of IR theory, including constructivism. Indeed, over the last fifteen years constructivists have been almost exclusively concerned with “epistemically objective”10 realities such as norms, epistemes, institutions or collective identities. Such a focus is all good so long as it is supplemented with an equivalent consideration for agent-level ideations. After all, only practices and the subjective reasons that inform them can make the social construction of epistemically objective realities possible. There is a clear analytical gain in reaching at the level of 
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A2: Security – acting as if

[CONTINUED…NO TEXT REMOVED]

 “subjectivized intersubjectivity,” so to speak. A crucial reason why constructivist science needs to recover subjective knowledge is to avoid what Bourdieu calls the “scholastic fallacy,” which consists of “the illusion of the absence of illusion, of the pure viewpoint, absolute, disinterested” (Bourdieu, 2001b: 183). Such a god-like posture carries huge epistemological implications, if only because social practices have a logic which is not that of scientific logic (Bourdieu, 2001a [1972]: 335). Indeed, the intellectualist bias “entices us to construe the world as a spectacle, as a set of significations to be interpreted rather than as concrete problems to be solved practically” (Wacquant, 1992: 39). Take, for instance, the issue of time. For the scientist, time is almost eternal: the same Peloponnesian War can be restudied thousands of times over millennia by hundreds of scholars. But for the agents involved, be they Pericles or Spartan soldiers, time is the key to the war. Their understanding of the unfolding of the situation in time is what characterizes the practical urgency they face. By contrast, for the scientist being out of the flow of time is what allows her to comprehend the war. The theoretical relation to the world is fundamentally different from the practical one—if only in the distance from which action is played out (Bourdieu, 1990 [1980]: 14). The scientist is not engaged in actual action or invested in the social game like the agents that she observes are (c.f. Bourdieu, 2003 [1997]: 81-82). And Bourdieu (1990 [1980]: 81) to conclude: “Science has a time which is not that of practice.” It is fitting that the concept of globalization perfectly illustrates the dangers of the scholastic fallacy. As Scholte (2004: 103) concludes from his academic dialogue with observers from all over the world: “definitions of globalization depend very much on where the definer stands.” In such a context, the important thing researchers need to know is how different people across space and time interpret the meanings of globalization. It would be nonsense to “scientifically” define globalization and argue that it is happening just the same throughout the world. Imposing a universalistic (scientific) conceptualization would destroy the richness and diversity of meanings about globality across the globe. Globalization has no ontological essence that scientists could define in theoretical abstraction. As a social construct globalization is subjectivized intersubjectivity. Importantly, the point here is not only to fight against scientific ethnocentrism, that is, to relativize the meanings of globalization in terms of geo-cultural epistemologies. More largely, globalization scholars need to recognize that analyses of social and political action which do not recover the reasons why people act in certain ways (based on their subjective meanings) are fundamentally flawed: the theoretical relation to the world profoundly differs from the practical one. 
Prediction/strategy planning 
Our scenario-evaluations are crucial for ethically responsible politics.  A theoretical kritik is insufficient—we need realistic as if stories to generate changes in practice.  

Michael C. WILLIAMS International Politics @ Wales (Aberystwyth) ‘5 The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations p.165-167
Moreover, the links between sceptical realism and prevalent post-modern themes go more deeply than this, particularly as they apply to attempts by post-structural thinking to reopen questions of responsibility and ethics. In part, the goals of post-structural approaches can be usefully characterised, to borrow Stephen White's illuminating contrast, as expressions of 'responsibility to otherness' which question and challenge modernist equations of responsibility with a 'responsibility to act'. A responsibility to otherness seeks to reveal and open the constitutive processes and claims of subjects and subjectivities that a foundational modernism has effaced in its narrow identification of responsibility with a 'responsibility to act?' Deconstruction can from this perspective be seen as a principled stance unwilling to succumb to modernist essentialism which in the name of responsibility assumes and reifies, subjects and structures, obscures forms of power and violence which are constitutive of them, and at the same time forecloses a consideration of alternative possibilities and practices.

Yet it is my claim that the wilful Realist tradition does not lack an understanding of the contingency of practice or a vision of responsibility to otherness. On the contrary. its strategy of objectification is precisely  an attempt to bring together a responsibility to otherness and a responsibility to act within a wilfully liberal vision. The construction of a realm of objectivity and calculation is not just a consequence of a need to act - the framing of an epistemic context for successful calculation. It is a form of responsibility to otherness, an attempt to allow for diversity and irreconcilability precisely by - at least initially - reducing the self and the other to a structure of material calculation in order to allow a structure of mutual intelligibility, mediation, and stability. It is, in short, a strategy of limitation: a wilful attempt to construct a subject and a social world limited - both epistemically and politically - in the name of a politics of toleration: a liberal strategy that John Gray has recently characterised as one of modus vivendi.  If this is the case, then the deconstructive move that gains some of its weight by contrasting itself to a non- or apolitical objectivism must engage with the more complex contrast to a sceptical Realist tradition that is itself a constructed, ethical practice. This issue becomes even more acute if one considers Iver Neumann's incisive questions concerning postmodem constructions of identity, action, and responsibility. 83 Neumann points out, the insight that identities are inescapably contingent and relationally constructed, and even the claim that identities

Inescapably indebted to othemess, do not in themselves provide a foundation for practice, particularly in situations where identities are 'sedimented' and conflictually defined. In these cases, deconstruction alone will not suffice unless it can demonstrate a capacity to counter in practice (and not just in philosophic practice) the essentialist dynamics it confronts)44 Here, a responsibility to act must go beyond deconstruction to consider viable alternatives and counter-practices.

To take this critique seriously is not necessarily to be subject yet again to the straightforward 'blackmail of the Enlightenment' and a narrow 'modernist' vision of responsibility." While an unwillingness to move beyond a deconstructive ethic of responsibility to otherness for fear that an essentialist stance is the only (or most likely) alternative expresses a  legitimate concern, it should not license a retreat from such questions or their practical demands. Rather, such situations demand also an evaluation of the structures (of identity and institutions) that might viably be mobilised in order to offset the worst implications of violently exclusionary identities It requires. as Neumann nicely puts it, the generation of compelling 'as if' stories around which counter-subjectivities and political practices can coalesce. Wilful Realism, 1 submit, arises out of an appreciation of these issues, and comprises an attempt to craft precisely such 'stories' within a broader intellectual and sociological analysis of their conditions of production, possibilities of success, and likely consequences. The question is, to what extent are these limits capable of success-and to what extent might they be limits upon their own aspirations to responsibility? These are crucial questions, but they will not be addressed by retreating yet again into further reversals of the same old dichotomies. 

Prediction/strategy planning 

Strategic Planning and Predictions do not Naturalize War - Quasi Predictions are Practically and Humbly Used to Reduce Vioence
Vincent Pouliot, PhD Candidate in Political Science @ Univ. of Toronto, ‘7 [International Studies Quarterly, “"Sobjectivism": Toward a Constructivist Methodology,” p. wiley]
Another traditional way to assess validity is generalizability: can the findings travel from one case to another? From a constructivist perspective, the time is ripe to abandon the old dream of discovering nomothetic laws in social sciences: human beings are reflexive and intentional creatures who do not simply obey to external laws. Nonetheless, there exist certain patterns and regularities in social life which constructivists are keen to analyze. As Price and Reus-Smit (1998:275) correctly point out, "rejecting the pursuit of law-like generalizations does not entail a simultaneous rejection of more contingent generalizations." Such contingent generalizations usually derive from the abstracting power of concepts: by simplifying reality through idealization, concepts such as constitutive mechanisms, for example, allow for analogies across cases. Weber (2004 [1904]) used to call this "idealtypes"—theoretical constructs that depart from social realities in order to gain explanatory spin across cases. Conceptual analogies are by definition underspecified as they cannot fully put up with contingency. Consequently, the crucial point while drawing contingent generalizations is to be explicit about their boundaries of applicability (Hopf 2002:30). Inside these boundaries, sobjectivism may even yield to some small-scale, quasi-predictions through one of two paths. On the one hand, "forward reasoning" and the development of plausible scenarios helps narrow down the set of future possibilities (Bernstein et al. 2000). On the other hand, by focusing on explaining change inside of a delimited social situation, one needs not predict every single development but only those that are likely to deviate from an observed pattern (cf. Welch 2005:28).Contrary to positivism, from a constructivist point of view there cannot be such a thing as the valid interpretation or theory. As there is no transcendental way to adjudicate among competing interpretations, validity never is a black-or-white matter; it is all shades of gray. Inside a style of reasoning, validation is a deliberative activity whereby judgments evolve in combination with their own criteria. In order to convey the historicity of scientific reason, the best criterion to assess the relative validity of an interpretation is its incisiveness, that is, its capacity to "see further" than previous interpretations. As Geertz (1973:25) explains: "A study is an advance if it is more incisive—whatever that may mean—than those that preceded it; but it less stands on their shoulders than, challenged and challenging, runs by their side." Obvious from this quote is that incisiveness is not a primordial and universal criterion; it is both space- and time-dependent. Indeed, the degree of incisiveness of an interpretation hinges not only on its substance but also on its audience. In this regard, this article argues that it is the appropriate combination of experience-near and experience-distant concepts that generates interpretations that not only "make sense" to people, scientists and laymen alike, but also "add sense" to already held interpretations. It is this supplementary meaning, due to the objectification of subjective meanings, which leads to an increased degree of incisiveness. A constructivist interpretation is all the more incisive (and thus valid) that it strikes a fine balance between subjective and objectified knowledge.Overall, the constructivist style of reasoning and sobjectivism in particular are animated by a quite similar logic of discovery as the one that drives positivistic methodologies. In Lakatos' (1970) famous argument, progressive research programs are those that lead to the discovery of "novel facts." Like a good positivist, Lakatos probably had in mind hard facts that lead to universal Truth. Constructivists adopt a more down-to-earth, low-key attitude with regards to scientific discovery. What a refined level of incisiveness and the methodical practice of sobjectivism help discover is, quite simply, a combination of subjective and objectified knowledge that makes more sense of international politics than previous interpretations. That incisiveness, however, is situated intersubjectively speaking. Social science is not as universal as eulogists of the Enlightenment would like it to be, but it is no less worth pursuing to better understand the pressing matters of world politics.
A2: Reps K

The Critique’s Obsession with Representations Blocks ANY Productive Change to International Relations - It Creates an Unavoidable epistemological crisis 

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. 67-8]]

As mentioned before, the relational perspective is a critique of both the neglect of the issue of Otherness by the IR mainstream and the way in which proponents of an essentialist approach relate to the Other. For this reason, it would be natural to assume that proponents of this second attempt to "culturalize" the study of international relations would be particularly keen to address the question of how to acknowledge cultural diversity without committing the sins of orientalism. Indeed, this is also what Said is stressing in the introduction to Orientalism: The most important task of all would be to undertake studies in contemporary alternatives to Orientalism, to ask how one can study other cultures and peoples from a libertarian, or nonrepressive and non-manipulative perspective. (1995: 24) However, he then goes on to add that "these are all tasks left embarrassingly incomplete in this study" (Said, 1995: 24). Looking at other analyses based on a relational conception of culture, it becomes apparent that the latter remark is very telling for this kind of understanding of culture as a whole (e.g. Doty, 1993: 315). Despite a blank rejection of the universalism of IR mainstream and, at least in principle, a recognition of the existence of different Others who are not only projections of own fantasies and desires, in practice, proponents of this alternative approach nonetheless usually leave the question of how to address and approach the actual cultural Other unanswered. This might very well be an unintended outcome of the previously mentioned radical constructivism associated with this approach. Thus, by stressing how the representation of the Other is intimately related to the construction of identities or a subtle way of performing power, one risks being caught in a kind of epistemological and moral crisis, characterized by a nagging doubt about whether it really is possible to gain any knowledge of Others or if we are just projecting our own fantasies, and by a pronounced fear that our representations are silencing voices so that we unwittingly are taking part in a subtle performance of power (Hastrup, 1992: 54). In merely dealing with the relationship between the representcr and his representations, these dilemmas can be "avoided." However, at the same time one writes off the opportunity to relate to cultural diversity as anything but discursive products of one's own fantasies and projections. This is precisely the critique that supporters of the relational understanding of culture have been facing. From this perspective, it appears less surprising that Said has had so much more to offer on the dynamics of Western representations of the Middle East than on real alternatives to the orientalist depiction of the region. Unfortunately, this second bid for a culturalistic approach to the study of international relations is not only aligned with a number of very welcome critical qualities that may enrich the study of international relations. It is also related to a problematic tendency to overreact when it comes to addressing the prevalent Blindness to the Self within IR mainstream and among subscribers to the essentialist conception of culture. Thus, aspirations of promoting a larger self consciousness in the study of international relation end up becoming self-centeredness, just as the attempt to promote a larger sensitivity toward the Other in reality becomes oversensitivity to saying anything substantial when it comes to actual Other. This is problematic, partly because we are left without any real idea as to how to approach actual Middle Eastern international relations rather than Western representations of these; and partly because there is the risk of losing sight of the material and very concrete consequences that specific representations may engender (Krishna, 1993). Also, the proponents of this second "culturalistic" alternative seem to be better at asking important and critical questions than at offering attractive answers. 
Transition fails

Violence results from changes to the system inspired by criticism

Alastair Murray, Politics Department, University of Wales Swansea, Reconstructing Realism, 1997, p. 181-182

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

Problem-solving theory is necessary for addressing tangible violence

D.S.L. Jarvis, Lecturer in IR at the University of Sydney, International Relations and the Challenges of Postmodernism, 2000, p. 129

On all these questions one must answer no. This is not to say, of course, that all theory should be judged by its technical rationality and problem-solving capacity as Ashley forcefully argues. But to suppose that problem-solving technical theory is not necessary—or is in some way bad—is a contemptuous position that abrogates any hope of solving some of the nightmarish realities that millions confront daily. As Holsti argues, we need ask of these theorists and their theories the ultimate question, “So what?” To what purpose do they deconstruct, problematize, destabilize, undermine, ridicule, and belittle modernist and rationalist approaches? Does this get us any further, make the world better, or enhance the human condition? In what sense can this “debate toward [a] bottomless pit of epistemology and metaphysics” be judged pertinent, relevant, helpful, or cogent to anyone other than those foolish enough to be scholastically excited by abstract and recondite debate: Contrary to Ashley’s assertions, then, a poststructural approach fails to empower the marginalized and, in fact, abandons them. Rather than analyze the political economy of power, wealth, oppression, production, or international relations and render an intelligible understanding of these processes, Ashley succeeds in ostracizing those he portends to represent by delivering an obscure and highly convoluted discourse. If Ashley wishes to chastise structural realism for its abstractness and detachment, he must be prepared also to face similar criticism, especially when he so adamantly intends his work to address the real life plight of those who struggle at marginal places.

Realism inevitable – Guzzini

Realism must be used strategically. Rejecting it makes it more dangerous

Stefano Guzzini, Assistant Professor at Central European Univ., Realism in International Relations and International Political Economy, 1998, p. 212

Therefore, in a third step, this chapter also claims that it is impossible just to heap realism onto the dustbin of history and start anew. This is a non‑option. Although realism as a strictly causal theory has been a disappointment, various realist assumptions are well alive in the minds of many practitioners and observers of international affairs. Although it does not correspond to a theory which helps us to understand a real world with objective laws, it is a world‑view which suggests thoughts about it, and which permeates our daily language for making sense of it. Realism has been a rich, albeit very contestable, reservoir of lessons of the past, of metaphors and historical analogies, which, in the hands of its most gifted representatives, have been proposed, at times imposed, and reproduced as guides to a common understanding of international affairs. Realism is alive in the collective memory and self‑understanding of our (i.e. Western) foreign policy elite and public, whether educated or not. Hence, we cannot but deal with it. For this reason, forgetting realism is also questionable. Of course, academic observers should not bow to the whims of daily politics. But staying at distance, or being critical, does not mean that they should lose the capacity to understand the languages of those who make significant decisions, not only in government, but also in firms, NGOs, and other institutions. To the contrary, this understanding, as increasingly varied as it may be, is a prerequisite for their very profession. More particularly, it is a prerequisite for opposing the more irresponsible claims made in the name, although not always necessarily in the spirit, of realism.

Realism must be used strategically because real-world actors rely on it

Stefano Guzzini, Assistant Professor at Central European Univ., Realism in International Relations and International Political Economy, 1998, p. 235

Third, this last chapter has argued that although the evolution of realism has been mainly a disappointment as a general causal theory, we have to 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.

Impacts are true

Our impacts are true, there will be war, and space is where it will happen

Gray 94 (Chris Hables Gray is an Associate Professor of the Cultural Studies of Science and Technology and of Computer Science at the University of Great Falls in Great Falls, Montana. He studies cyborology (cybernetic organisms) and spoke with Wolfgang Sützl about cyborgs and their implications., "There Will Be War!": Future War Fantasies and Militaristic Science Fiction in the 1980s, Science Fiction Studies, Vol. 21, No. 3 (Nov., 1994), pp. 315-336 jstor)JT

War itself has entered a crisis because technoscience has made war so horrific that it is a threat to human survival itself and therefore is profoundly nonsensical.4 In response to this danger, a significant group of sf authors have been writing from Robert Heinlein's implicit premise that scientific progress will not end war, although it may displace it in time or space. War, in their view, remains natural-a necessary part of being human and of being intelligent, and, in fact, of life.6 But it is fought out in other times, other dimensions, or, most commonly, on the Moon, on Mars, in the asteroid belt, or beyond the Solar System. Still, the fundamental given is that no matter how distant the future, "There Will be War!"7 So far, sf has proven to be pretty good futurology, or is it a case of self-fulfilling prophesies?

The world functions according to realist principles. Nothing will persuade states to abandon power politics

John Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 2001, http://www.wwnorton.com/catalog/fall01/002025excerpt.htm, accessed 11/14/02

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

Pragmatic leadership

Total rejection of US leadership would increase imperialism and colonialism.  We should pragmatically reform leadership.

Christian REUS-SMIT IR @ Australian Nat’l ‘4 American Power and World Order p. 121-123

My preference here is to advocate a forward-leaning, prudential strategy of institutionally governed change. By `forward-leaning', I mean that the progressive realization of cosmopolitan values should be the measure of success​ful politics in international society. As long as gross viola​tions of basic human rights mar global social life, we, as individuals, and the states that purport to represent us, have obligations to direct what political influence we have to the improvement of the human condition, both at home and abroad. I recommend, however, that our approach be prudent rather than imprudent. Historically, the violence of inter-state warfare and the oppression of imperial rule have been deeply corrosive of basic human rights across the globe. The institutions of international society, along with their constitutive norms, such as sover​eignty, non-intervention, self-determination and limits on the use of force, have helped to reduce these corrosive forces dramatically. The incidence of inter-state wars has declined markedly, even though the number of states has multiplied, and imperialism and colonialism have moved from being core institutions of international society to practices beyond the pale. Prudence dictates, therefore, that we lean forward without losing our footing on valu​able institutions and norms. This means, in effect, giving priority to institutionally governed change, working with the rules and procedures of international society rather than against them. What does this mean in practice? In general, I take it to mean two things. First, it means recognizing the principal rules of international society, and accepting the obligations they impose on actors, including oneself. These rules fall into two broad categories: procedural and substantive. The most specific procedural rules are embodied in insti​tutions such as the United Nations Security Council, which is empowered to 'determine the existence of any threat to peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression' and the measures that will be taken 'to maintain or restore international peace and security'.28 More general, yet equally crucial, procedural rules include the cardinal principle that states are only bound by rules to which they have consented. Even customary international law, which binds states without their express consent, is based in part on the assumption of their tacit consent. The substantive rules of international society are legion, but perhaps the most important are the rules governing the use of force, both when force is permitted (jus ad bellum) and how it may be used (jus in bello). Second, working with the rules and procedures of international society also means recognizing that the principal modality of in​novation and change must be communicative. That is, establishing new rules and mechanisms for achieving  cosmopolitan ends and international public goods, or modifying existing ones, should be done through persua​sion and negotiation, not ultimatum and coercion. A pre​mium must be placed, therefore, on articulating the case for change, on recognizing the concerns and interests of others as legitimate, on building upon existing rules, and on seeing genuine communication as a process of give and take, not demand and take. Giving priority to institutionally governed change may seem an overly conservative strategy, but it need not be. As explained above, the established procedural and substantive rules of international society have de​livered international public goods that actually further cosmopolitan ends, albeit in a partial and inadequate fash​ion. Eroding these rules would only lead to increases in inter-state violence and imperialism, and this would almost certainly produce a radical deterioration in the protection of basic human rights across the globe. Saying that we ought to preserve these rules is prudent, not con​servative. More than this, though, we have learnt that the institutions of international society have transformative potential, even if this is only now being creatively exploited. 
A2: Feminist IR

Feminist international relations doesn’t dismiss security – and, it’s not the root cause of violence

Jennifer Hyndman, Department of Geography at Simon Fraser University, 2004, “Mind the gap: bridging feminist and political geography through geopolitics” Political Geography Vol. 23 Issue 3, pg. 309

The term ‘‘feminist’’ is employed in a broad and inclusive sense to describe analyses and political interventions that address the asymmetrical and often violent relationships among people based on real or perceived social and cultural diﬀerences. Just as there are several schools of thought within political geography, there are many feminisms, and this paper does not attempt to ﬁx the term ‘‘feminist’’ in any singular manner. Gender remains a central concern of feminist politics and thought, but its primacy over other positionings is not ﬁxed across time and place. Asymmetrical gender relations that position women as subordinate to men exist across space and time, but it would be ethnocentric, if not racist, to assume that gender is always and everywhere the primary basis of oppression, persecution, or exclusion (Anzaldua, 1987; Mohanty, 1991). Relations of class, race, caste, sexuality, religion, nationality, ethnicity, and other axes of aﬃliation are potentially exclusionary, discriminatory, and even violent. And while disparities based on these diﬀerences are in themselves important, it is the prevailing power relations and discursive practices that position groups of people in hierarchical relations to others based on such diﬀerences that remain critical to this feminist analysis. Building on critiques from both political geography and political science, feminist geopolitics decentres but does not dismiss state security, the conventional subject of geopolitics, and contests the militarization of states and societies (Falk, 2000). It attempts to develop a politics of security at the scale of the (civilian) body.

PAGE  
1
Last printed 9/4/09 7:00 PM





