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***SHELL***

International Relations Critique 1NC

A.Danger is manufactured through discourse that constitutes international relations

Campbell, professor of international politics at the University of Newcastle, 1998
(David, has also taught at Keele University and Johns Hopkins University, Writing Security, University of Minnesota Press, pg  2-4)

Danger is not an objective condition. It [sic] is not a thing that ex​ists independently of those to whom it may become a threat. To illus​trate this, consider the manner in which the insurance industry assesses risk. In Franqois Ewald's formulation, insurance is a technology of risk the principal function of which is not compensation or repara​tion, but rather the operation of a schema of rationality distinguished by the calculus of probabilities. In insurance, according to this logic, danger (or, more accurately, risk) is "neither an event nor a general kind of event occurring in reality... but a specific mode of treatment of certain events capable of happening to a group of individuals." In other words, for the technology of risk in insurance, "Nothing is a risk in itself; there is no risk in reality. But on the other hand, anything can be a risk; it all depends on how one analyzes the danger, consid​ers the event. As Kant might have put it, the category of risk is a cat​egory of the understanding; it cannot be given in sensibility or intu​ition.” z In these terms, danger is an effect of interpretation. Danger bears no essential, necessary, or unproblematic relation to the action or event from which it is said to derive. Nothing is intrinsically more dangerous for insurance technology than anything else, except when interpreted as such.

This understanding of the necessarily interpretive basis of risk has important implications for international relations. It does not deny that there are "real" dangers in the world: infectious diseases, acci​dents, and political violence (among others) have consequences that can literally be understood in terms of life and death. But not all risks are equal, and not all risks are interpreted as dangers. Modern soci​ety contains a veritable cornucopia of danger; indeed, there is such an abundance of risk that it is impossible to objectively know all that threatens us.3 Those events or factors that we identify as dangerous come to be ascribed as such only through an interpretation of their var​ious dimensions of dangerousness. Moreover, that process of inter​pretation does not depend on the incidence of "objective" factors for its veracity. For example, HIV infection has been considered by many to be America's major public health issue, yet pneumonia and influ​enza, diabetes, suicide, and chronic liver disease have all been indi​vidually responsible for many more deaths 4 Equally, an interpreta​tion of danger has licensed a "war on (illegal) drugs" in the United States, despite the fact that the consumption level of (and the num​ber of deaths that result from) licit drugs exceeds by a considerable order of magnitude that associated with illicit drugs. And "terrorism" is often cited as a major threat to national security, even though its occurrence within the United States is minimal (notwithstanding the bombings in Oklahoma City and at the World Trade Center in New York) and its contribution to international carnage minor .5

Furthermore, the, role of interpretation in the articulation of dan​ger is not restricted to the process by which some risks come to be considered more serious than others. An important function of inter​pretation is the way that certain modes of representation crystallize around referents marked as dangers. Given the often tenuous relation​ship between an interpretation of danger and the "objective" inci​dence of behaviors and factors thought to constitute it, the capacity for a particular risk to be represented in terms of characteristics re​viled in the community said to be threatened can be an important impetus to an interpretation of danger. As later chapters will demon​strate, the ability to represent things as alien, subversive, dirty, or sick has been pivotal to the articulation of danger in the American experience. In this context, it is also important to note that there need not be an action or event to provide the grounds for an interpretation of dan​ger. The mere existence of an alternative mode of being, the presence of which exemplifies that different identities are possible and thus de​naturalizes the claim of a particular identity to be the true identity, is sometimes enough to produce the understanding of a threat.b In con​sequence, only in these terms is it possible to understand how some acts of international power politics raise not a whit of concern, while something as seemingly unthreatening as the novels of a South Amer​ican writer can be considered such a danger to national security that his exclusion from the country is warranted.' For both insurance and international relations, therefore, danger results from the calculation of a threat that objectifies events, disciplines relations, and sequesters an ideal of the identity of the people said to be at risk.
International Relations Critique 1NC

B. The affirmative’s constitution of security as an ideal and benevolent condition utilizes human life as a tool to calculate safety with response to a discursive ideal, not a material condition

Dillon, professor of security @ Lancaster, 2008
(Michael, “Underwriting Security” Security Dialogue 32.3)
This essay enframes ‘risk’ as a biopolitical security technology. It explains  how biopolitics of security take life as their referent object of security, how  the grid of intelligibility for biopolitics is economic and how, in the second  half of the 20th century, life also came to be understood as emergent being.  Contingency is constitutive especially of the life of emergent being and so  the essay argues that a biopolitics of security which seeks ‘to make life live’  cannot secure life against contingency but must secure life through  governmental technologies of contingency. Risk is one of these  technologies. The essay also explains how it has come to pervade the  biopolitics of security of the 21st century and how through the way in which  risk is traded on the capital markets it has begun to acquire the properties of  money. The essay closes by describing how the biopolitics of security differ  from traditional prophylactic accounts of security and how these biopolitics  of security exceed the liberal political thinking which rationalises and  legitimates them.  

Calculability results in the devaluation of human life

Michael Dillon, professor of politics and international relations at the University of Lancaster, April 1999, Political Theory, Vol. 27, No. 2, “Another Justice,” p. 164-5
Quite the reverse. The subject was never a firm foundation for justice, much less a hospitable vehicle for the reception of the call of another Justice. It was never in possession of that self-possession which was supposed to secure the certainty of itself, of a self-possession that would enable it ultimately to adjudicate everything. The very indexicality required of sovereign subjectivity gave rise rather to a commensurability much more amenable to the expendability required of the political and material economies of mass societies than it did to the singular, invaluable, and uncanny uniqueness of the self. The value of the subject became the standard unit of currency for the political arithmetic of States and the political economies of capitalism. They trade in it still to devastating global effect. The technologisation of the political has become manifest and global. Economies of evaluation necessarily require calculability. Thus no valuation without mensuration and no mensuration without indexation. Once rendered calculable, however, units of account are necessarily submissible not only to valuation but also, of course, to devaluation. Devaluation, logically, can extend to the point of counting as nothing. Hence, no mensuration without demensuration either. There is nothing abstract about this: the declension of economies of value leads to the zero point of holocaust. However liberating and emancipating systems of value-rights-may claim to be, for example, they run the risk of counting out the invaluable. Counted out, the invaluable may then lose its purchase on life. Herewith, then, the necessity of championing the invaluable itself. For we must never forget that, “we are dealing always with whatever exceeds measure.” But how does that necessity present itself? Another Justice answers: as the surplus of the duty to answer to the claim of Justice over rights. That duty, as with the advent of another Justice, is integral to the lack constitutive of the human way of being.

International Relations Critique 1NC

C. Voting negative repudiates the affirmative’s prioritization of a secure world—saying no to the affirmative returns the Gift of Security. The effect is to open a space so that politics may be otherwise.

Neocleous, prof. of critique of political economy @ Brunei University, 2008 p. 185-186

(Mark, Critique of Security)

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 world, it removes it while purportedly addressing it. In so doing it suppresses all issues of power and turns political questions into debates about the most efficient way to achieve 'security', despite the fact that we are never quite told - never could be told - what might count as having achieved it. Security politics is, in this sense, an anti-politics,141 dominating political discourse in much the same manner as the security state tries to dominate human beings, reinforcing security fetishism and the monopolistic character of security on the political imagination. We therefore need to get beyond security politics, not add yet more 'sectors' to it in a way that simply expands the scope of the state and legitimises state intervention in yet more and more areas of our lives. Simon Dalby reports a personal communication with Michael Williams, co-editor of the important text Critical Security Studies, in which the latter asks: if you take away security, what do you put in the hole that's left behind? But I'm inclined to agree with Dalby: maybe there is no hole.142 The mistake has been to think that there is a hole: and that this hole needs to be filled with a new mission or revision of security in which it is re-mapped or civilised or gendered}g humanised or expanded or whatever. All of these ultimately remain within the statist political imaginary, and consequently end up affirming the state as the terrain of modem politics, the ground of security. The real task is not to fill the supposed hole with yet another dimension of security, but to fight for an alternative political language which takes us beyond the narrow horizon of bourgeois security an'q 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 
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(NEOCLEOUS CONTINUES)
hoping that this increased security doesn't damage our liberty) is to blind ourselves to the possibility of 
building real alternatives to the authoritarian tendencies in contemporary politics. To situate ourselves against security politics would allow us to circumvent the debilitating effect achieved through the constant securitising of social and political .. issues, debilitating in the sense that' security' helps consolidate the power of the existing forms of social domination and justifies the short-circuiting of even the most democratic forms. It would also allow us to forge another kind of politics centred on a different conception of the good. We need a new way of thinking and talking about social being and politics that moves us beyond security. This would perhaps be emancipatory in the true sense of the word. What this might mean, precisely, must be open to debate. But it certainly requires recognising that security is an illusion that has forgotten it is an illusion; it requires recognising that security is not the same as solidarity; it requires accepting that insecurity is part of the human condition, and thus giving up the search for the certainty of security and instead learning to tolerate the uncertainties, ambiguities and 'insecurities' that come with being human; it requires accepting that 'securitizing' an issue does not mean dealing with it politically, but bracketing it out and handing it to the state; it requires us to be brave enough to return the gift.143 
***BLOCK EXTENSIONS***

2NC Overview

Voting negative repudiates the affirmative’s prioritization of security as the highest of all values. The ontological structure of international relations outweighs the affirmative’s impacts which are only symptoms of the security mindset
Odysseos, IR Prof. @ U-Sussex, 2002 p. http://www.jstor.org/stable/pdfplus/20097799.pdf
Interstate relations in a dangerous ontology Once order is brought about by the covenant and safeguarded by the Leviathan, danger is relegated to the outside of state boundaries, again in the form of others-as enemies. The relation between anarchy and danger in the international sphere can be traced to the lack of principles which have brought about order inside the Levia than. Arche, meaning principle, dominion and order, enables us to look at an-archy as that condition which still does not conform to the principles of a commonwealth. Thus, danger recreates an an-archic, or unprincipled, environment reminiscent of the pre-commonwealth state of nature, where the other-as-enemy is defined as a like entity, that is, as another Leviathan among many. The outside of the Leviathan remains in the state of nature and offers no security. Beate Jahn has claimed, more over, that understanding 'the international' as a state of nature 'is the defining claim of IR, its very raison d'etre'?1 Based on this logic, realism propagates the notion that survival is the operating concept of 'the international'. As Leo Strauss once noted in this regard, 'in Hobbes there is no question of a total negation of the political; according to his doctrine, the state of nature continues at least in the relationship between the nations'.38 James Der Derian concurs, noting that 'Hobbes's solution for civil war displaces the disposition for a "warre of every man against every man" to the international arena.'39 A parallel can be discerned where the state behaves in the international, the outside, in the same fashion as man behaved in the state of nature. The state acts as if it is the object and subject of its responsibility, creating what Der Derian calls 'an ethico-political imperative embedded in the nature of things'.40 Carl Schmitt, jurist and political thinker of the inter-war period, has offered a systematic challenge to the proposal that anarchical relations among states can be transcended. To this end, he reflected on the distinguishing features of 'the political' at the level of interstate interaction.41 Moreover, it is necessary to look at the thought of Schmitt, for he was among the conservative thinkers who had influenced political realists in IR, most notably, Hans Morgenthau.42 In his monograph The Concept of the Political, Carl Schmitt provided a clear, but not 'exhaustive', statement of the Interstate relations in a dangerous ontology Once order is brought about by the covenant and safeguarded by the Leviathan, danger is relegated to the outside of state boundaries, again in the form of others-as enemies. The relation between anarchy and danger in the international sphere can be traced to the lack of principles which have brought about order inside the Levia than. Arche, meaning principle, dominion and order, enables us to look at an-archy as that condition which still does not conform to the principles of a commonwealth. Thus, danger recreates an an-archic, or unprincipled, environment reminiscent of the pre-commonwealth state of nature, where the other-as-enemy is defined as a like entity, that is, as another Leviathan among many. The outside of the Leviathan remains in the state of nature and offers no security. Beate Jahn has claimed, more over, that understanding 'the international' as a state of nature 'is the defining claim of IR, its very raison d'etre'?1 Based on this logic, realism propagates the notion that survival is the operating concept of 'the international'. As Leo Strauss once noted in this regard, 'in Hobbes there is no question of a total negation of the political; according to his doctrine, the state of nature continues at least in the relationship between the nations'.38 James Der Derian concurs, noting that 'Hobbes's solution for civil war displaces the disposition for a "warre of every man against every man" to the international arena.'39 A parallel can be discerned where the state behaves in the international, the outside, in the same fashion as man behaved in the state of nature. The state acts as if it is the object and subject of its responsibility, creating what Der Derian calls 'an ethico-political imperative embedded in the nature of things'.40 Carl Schmitt, jurist and political thinker of the inter-war period, has offered a systematic challenge to the proposal that anarchical relations among states can be transcended. To this end, he reflected on the distinguishing features of 'the political' at the level of interstate interaction.41 Moreover, it is necessary to look at the thought of Schmitt, for he was among the conservative thinkers who had influenced political realists in IR, most notably, Hans Morgenthau.42 In his monograph The Concept of the Political, Carl Schmitt provided a clear, but not 'exhaustive', statement of the distinction that characterizes 'the political', a distinction that had been obscured, he believed, by the predominance of liberal thought and international practice in the years following the First World War. According to Schmitt, '[t]he specific political distinction to which political actions and motives can be reduced is that between friend and enemy'.43 Schmitt can be seen as continuing, yet at the same time refuting, the work of Hobbes. He refutes the Hobbesian solution to the problem of the state of nature by reinstating the position of the political. Working in the 1920s political climate where belief in law as the arbiter of international politics had become relatively promi nent,44 Schmitt wished to affirm thinking of the international realm as a state of nature. His political theory, exemplary of which is The Concept of the Political, is both an affirmation of Hobbes's observations and, at the same time, a challenge to the repercussions of the Hobbesian solution.45 Hobbes conceived of the state of nature as a 'state of war of all against all'. It was Schmitt's opinion, that inter national politics were best understood by employing a more nuanced understanding of the enemy, a concept which had been so broadly defined in Leviathan to enable transcendence of the state of nature. In the Hobbesian situation of 'war of all against all' every other is the enemy. 'War of all against all' translates otherness into enmity in a non-discriminatory way, although, for Hobbesian political philo sophy, this non-discrimination was essential, if the solution of a social contract was to succeed. In Leviathan there can exist no decision as to which otherness leads to enmity and danger. On the contrary, the element of decision is evident only in man's choice to transcend his nature by agreeing 'to lay downe a mans right to any thing'46 and to create a commonwealth 'to conferre all their power and strength upon one Man, or upon one Assembly of men, that may reduce all their Wills, by plurality of voices, unto one Will'.47 Thus, the decision in Hobbes is taken when man deems that anarchy is the condition which leads to danger, one which can be overcome by agreeing to a Covenant, whereby men give up their multiplicity of wills. Schmitt, however, addressed himself to a rather different political situation to that of Hobbes, where the authority of the Weimar Republic appeared threatened by the belief that international law and institutions could better regulate international political life, and where the irrevocable role of the state in the political, he felt, had to be reasserted. For such an assertion to be effective, 'the political' 'must therefore rest on its own ultimate distinctions, to which all action with a specifically political meaning can be traced'.48 This antithesis of friend/enemy, on which 'the political' rests, 'denotes the utmost degree of intensity of a union or separation, of an associ ation or disassociation'.49 This antithesis revokes the notion of transcendence by restricting the occurrence of the state of nature to the moment when the political distinction between friend and enemy is made. For Schmitt, the distinction between friend and enemy is decided only in the extreme case, that is, it is an exception rather than the norm. The enemy is not omnipresent but can only be decided as an enemy if he poses an existential threat. The enemy, Schmitt writes, is 'the other, the stranger; and it is sufficient for his nature that he is, in a specially intense way, existentially something different and alien, so that in the extreme case conflicts with him are possible'.50 However, the enemy is not defined as every other one encounters in coexisting; on the contrary, Schmitt's reference to 'enemy' is to the public enemy, decided upon by the state and restricted to another collectivity. 'An enemy exists only when, at least potentially, one fighting collectivity of people confronts a similar collectivity.'51 The enemy is hostis, not inimicus, and, therefore, everyday political adversaries cannot be 'enemies'. The political antithesis of friend/enemy is only drawn when a distinct political entity is faced with the possibility of dying and of killing. By allowing the political to coalesce around the extreme case, Schmitt challenged the possibility of transcending the state of nature in international politics and, hence, called into question the very possibility that the liberal practice of law and the establishment of international institutions could promote peace and prevent war. If the state of nature can be transcended then 'the political' is threatened.52 The affirmation of the primacy of 'the political' in the extreme case eliminates, then, the possibility of transcendence. The impossibility of transcendence is further strength ened by the fact that, although every distinction draws upon other distinctions to reinforce itself, the political distinction remains autonomous. The friend/enemy distinction may be asserted without such recourse to the moral, the aesthetic, the economic, the religious: the state is able to distinguish who is the enemy solely by judging whether the other 'intends to negate his opponent's way of life and therefore must be repulsed'.53 Thus, 'the political' has an objective and autonomous nature in the thinking of Schmitt, such that it can distinguish and act with regard to the friend/enemy distinction without needing to refer to other antitheses, such as moral or aesthetic considerations. With regards to 'morality', moreover, 'the political' is conceived as the moment of decision between friend/enemy, which is exempt from all justifications, where there is 'justification by mere existence'.54 The existential threat of the enemy makes the political devoid of all other concerns: 'the political' does not need to justify its existence by reference to other concerns. It is justified by the mere existence of an existential threat. The enemy raises the question of whether the collectivity, the 'we', wants to take responsibility for its existence. Again, the affirmation of 'the political' animates and validates the responsibility to survive. It is the collectivity's continued survival that justifies, 'by mere existence', the possibility of physical killing. Once the decision is taken, the enemy's presence accentuates the fact that the political entity has a responsibility to survive. Again, it must be noted that survival is not merely The article has, thus far, used the term ethos, tentatively defined as an attitude or mode of relating to the other, to illuminate the operation of an ethos of survival within the Hobbesian and Schmittian ontologies of danger. It is perhaps important to move, at this stage, towards a more coherent and grounded formulation of ethics The article has, thus far, used the term ethos, tentatively defined as an attitude or mode of relating to the other, to illuminate the operation of an ethos of survival within the Hobbesian and Schmittian ontologies of danger. It is perhaps important to move, at this stage, towards a more coherent and grounded formulation of ethics At the interstate level, Schmitt enabled a discriminatory decision towards survival, one that rests on the extreme case of existential threat. Furthermore, the emphasis on the distinction between friend and enemy as the moment of 'the political' relegates the relational schema, through which others outside the state are encountered, to the state's sovereign control. The ethos of survival provides the state with the locus of responsibility (itself, as contracted to by the state's subjects) and allows the state to ignore responsibility to any external others, as this would not directly pertain to the survival of the collectivity in question. Of significance to our thinking about ethics is not only the fact that the other is dangerous and conceptually encountered as an enemy. What is of greater importance, furthermore, is the linkage between responsibility and survival, where responsible action is understood to be related to the self's (be this a group or an individual) survival. Realism, grounded as it is on the ontology of 

danger, employs a particular operative 'ethical' schema that can now be revealed as one of survival and self-preservation. Arguably, this ethos is in operation whenever the anarchic system is invoked. Furthermore, it should be stated, the spacio-temporal transcendence of the state of nature does not amount to a negation of the ethos of survival. Rather, this ethos by which persons are related to each other in the state of nature, now becomes tran sposed onto the 'inside'. The social contract assigned the management of relations within the commonwealth to the Leviathan, which upholds the vigilant relationality of the inside in order to ensure that an-archy does not return. Hence, the ethos of survival is retained as the operative ethical framework of the state. The Covenant, by which we relinquish the state of nature, transposes the relational schema of survival to the 'we' or the 'within'. Those who subscribe to the Covenant and the common wealth are not enemies, by virtue of the creation of the Leviathan, who ensures that they are not. Consent to the contract is for Hobbes an ethical relation of the people to their fellow men of 'the inside', an ethical relation based on the responsibility for survival. Acceptance of the focus on 'survival' as proof of the lack of 'ethical' concern (the existence of an international moral code) obscures the 'self-relating schema at play. It fails, in other words, to 
(

recognize the presence of an implicit hostile relationality to the other, where man is both the subject and object of his own responsibility. This relationality is, what is more, transferred to the international level where states relate as enemies in extreme cases. The article, therefore, calls for the recognition of the ethos of survival as that mode of relating to  others-as-enemies, which is operative within the anarchic ontology of danger. As the following section discusses, this has implications for the way international politics is conceptualized and its relation to ethical theorizing. The illustration of the discursive creation of the ground of danger is not an isolated event of textual interest to historians of ideas alone. Rather, the discursive creation of the dangerous ontology and the perpetuation of its particular ethos can be shown to have implications for ethical theorizing within the discipline of IR. Specifically for the realists, and generally for those who tacitly accept/operate within an ontology of an anarchic realm, a parallel framing of self/other as self/enemy occurs in the case of ethics/IR. At the very least, the unchallenged acceptance of this ontology legitimates, among realists primarily but not exclusively, the widely held belief that international relations and ethics are considered to be distinct and separate fields of study. It enables realist scholars to treat ethics and IR as if constituted by and operating within a dichotomous relationship. In other words, tacit or explicit acceptance of the The illustration of the discursive creation of the ground of danger is not an isolated event of textual interest to historians of ideas alone. Rather, the discursive creation of the dangerous ontology and the perpetuation of its particular ethos can be shown to have implications for ethical theorizing within the discipline of IR. Specifically for the realists, and generally for those who tacitly accept/operate within an ontology of an anarchic realm, a parallel framing of self/other as self/enemy occurs in the case of ethics/IR. At the very least, the unchallenged acceptance of this ontology legitimates, among realists primarily but not exclusively, the widely held belief that international relations and ethics are considered to be distinct and separate fields of study. It enables realist scholars to treat ethics and IR as if constituted by and operating within a dichotomous relationship. In other words, tacit or explicit acceptance of the ontology of danger effects a 'cross-roads mentality', where IR and ethics are con sidered to be distinct domains of inquiry, which are brought together, and exist at this juncture, with great difficulty.64 The tentativeness of this juncture establishes, not only the distinct nature of these two allegedly discrete fields of inquiry but, also, the fact that international relations, by which I mean the 'reality' of relations between states as actors and agents, are not amenable to ethical thought and action. 'Ethics' is rendered as a domain with fixed meanings, with a specific, knowable, and noble intent, as John D. Caputo once remarked,65 yet one whose very concerns do not fit the 'reality' from which IR theories derive and to which their prescriptive injunctions must conform. The historical 'colonization' of IR by this largely realist ontology constructs it as a discipline whose prime concern is to ensure that the state (and its represented domestic constituency) survives in a hostile environment consisting of like-minded actors with similar intentions and fears. The juxtaposition of the 'noble intent' of ethics, understood as a moral code for international action, and the realist 'reminder' as to the certain incompatibility of their successful interaction, establishes a universalist and notably 'liberal' under standing of ethics, one that claims that states as moral agents ought to act according to principles designed for the individual moral agent. Gordon Graham concedes that '[t]he importance of the idea that nations have moral rights, of which the most important is the right to self-government, can hardly be exaggerated. It colours almost all thinking about ethics in international affairs.'66 This fixity of the meaning of ethics can be readily discerned from the reactions to the problematic and caution ary insertion of 'ethics' into this dangerous ontology. The mainstream, which claims to take an explanatory, descriptive, but not prescriptive approach to relations between states, views ethics as a restraining influence, one that demands that the (allegedly) self-interested actions of states be subjected to a moral or ethical code of action or behaviour. The idea that ethics is a restraining factor in the way states act, as opposed to an enabling, motivating factor for action, is the result of the unproblem atized ontology of danger upon which such statements are made. This is why calls for the resurgence of ethics in IR, or for recognition of the normative aspects of the subject matter,67 are seen by the mainstream as a surprising and tentative event, one that is aware of its transgression into 'dangerous' territory.68 Scholars wishing to engage in ethical theorizing in IR ought to be aware, we are warned, of the harsh terrain of the discipline's subject matter, one not amenable to ethical restraint, and of the danger which we may unleash by being too successful in bringing 'ethics' to TR'
2NC/1NR: Alt Double Bind

1.This is not our alternative—the alternative double bind argument presumes that we must either advance some broad social movement or that our position is some form of policy paralysis. Arguments about the inevitability of security are what CONSTITUTE the attractiveness of the status quo—we REFUSE to constitute the system of international relations as inevitable. This has the effect of enabling a wider range of rethinking than are available in the status quo.

2. Our alternative avoids the false choice assumed by this argument

Linklater, Intl Politics Prof. @ University of Wales, 2005 p. 118

(Andrew, Critical Security Studies and World Politics Ed. By Ken Booth)

For their part, critical theorists do not underestimate the obstacles to global political reform; nor do they subscribe to any notion of inevitable and irreversible progress. They argue there is nothing in international anarchy that makes competition and conflict permanent features of world politics. The qualities of anarchy, especially as neorealism characterizes that condition, are at heart the attributes of the dominant powers. This is why critical theory can start with the Kantian proposition that everything hinges on how political community is constructed, particularly in the most powerful regions. From this vantage point, it is a profound mistake to ignore the respects in which states threaten their own citizens so that the study of international relations is free to develop its specific focus on the ways in which states interact with and threaten each other. The important point is that societies that are quick to resort to strategic action in their internal relaions are improbable advocates of communicative action in world politics, unless foreign policy pragmatism suggests that commitments to dialogue will produce national advantages; conversely, societies that have standing commitments to communicative action domestically already have the potential to bring similar orientations to bear on relations with outsiders. Consequently, critical theory does not begin with how independent political communities conduct their external relations but with the deeper question of how they are constituted in the first place.
3.The chance of solvency is irrelevant—transitioning is possible

Booth, head of IR dept. @ University of Wales, 2005 p. 9

(Ken, Critical Security Studies and World Politics, Ed. By Booth)

Robert Cox, in a much-quoted phrase, wrote in the early 1980s that all theory is "for some one or for some purpose. "2! If this is the case, as I believe it is, then the political realism that created and dominated main¬ream security studies was also for someone and for some purpose. It represented a certain common sense about the world, but certainly not value¬free common sense. This is still the case. Realist-derived security studies continues to survive and flourish because the approach is congenial for those who prosper from the intellectual hegemony of a top-down, statist, power-centric, masculinized, ethnocentric, and militarized world view of security. This worldview is made up of some of the most powerful and plausible "facts by human agreement" and is legitimized by some of the most powerful and plausible fact-makers.22 The power of this way of think¬ing is so deeply embedded that its proponents are unable to recognize it as ideology-such a powerful ideology indeed that it is often regarded as common sense, a timeless and self-evident truth. But political realism is an ideology, and ideologies are human inventions: it is not the expression of biological destiny, or nature's law, or the will of god(s), or a Supreme Truth. Like all human inventions, the set of attitudes and behaviors constituted by political realism can be unlearned, though it is never easy to overturn theories that serve the interests of the powerful. 
2NC/1NR Permutation

1.The permutation is either theoretically illegitimate or it still links. Unless it eliminates an element of the plan or 1AC or adds an action found neither in the 1NC it does not solve the critique. Severance is bad because it creates a moving target, and intrinsicness is bad because it shifts the terms of the debate. Affirmative conditionality is uniquely objectionable. Voting issue.

2. The permutation fails—the affirmative’s 1AC poisons the possibility of an alternative imaginary

Burke, senior lecturer in Intl Politics @ University of Wales, 2007  p. 13-14

(Anthony, “What Security Makes Possible: Some Thoughts on Critical Security Studies)

Waever's claim here sets up a strange tension with his argument that security is a 'speech act' that 'does not       refer to something more real; the utterance is the act. '41 In turn he argues, after Jeff Huysmans, that successful securitisation only occurs when an audience accepts it as such.42 In this formulation, security's meaning is contingent, contested and subject to the play of power: 'something is a security problem when elites declare it to be SO'.43 And, in a somewhat Foucauldian vein, he argues that 'the way to study securitisation is to study discourse and political constellations. The relevant question is: When does an argument with this pat1iclliar rhetorical and semiotic structure achieve a sufficient effect'744 This contradiction may explain Booth's characterisation of the Copenhagen School as 'a curious combination of liberal, post-structural and neorealist approaches' which 'pile(s] up ... a bundle of conceptual problems and political issues' .45 My own hunch is that Wrever and his colleagues baulk at the implications of their de-ontologising move: rather than pursuing its implications and h)'ing to direct that into the service of a normatively better (if still discursively situated) understanding of security, they offer a choice of whether to securitise some issues, but, once that occurs, anchor the process in a deeply essentialist and problematic Schmittian matrix where security is about existential threat, abnormal politics, elite decision, and legal and nonnative rule-breaking. The nation-state remains the ultimate referent and ontological ground for security, even if there is a caution about the dangers involved in securitising some issues.46
3. There is NOTHING TO PERMUTE. The alternative is to refuse the constitution of reality offered by the affirmative. It rejects their impact prioritization. The aff cannot reject themselves—if they say simply “do both” then they are arguing vote negative. THE SPACE OPENED FOR AN ALTERNATIVE IS AN EFFECT OF REJECTING THE PLAN. “Doing” the alternative is non-sense when paired with the aff. Also read some links…

2NC/1NR: Permutation

4. The 1AC’s commitment to violence management makes global structural violence guaranteed

Caygill, Professor of Cultural History at Goldsmith’s University of London, 1993
(Howard, Political Subject of Violence, Manchester University Press, ed. Campbell and Dillon, pg 67-68)
The various beginnings of attempts to rethink the predicaments can be seen as responses to the collapse of the old predicaments upon the advent of world society. With this event, the space of reason co-extensive with civility can no longer be accepted as self-evident. Yet philosophical modernity has largely confined itself within this space, concerning itself with securing the categories of knowledge in the face of theoretical doubt and elaborating an ethics and politics of civility; it is ill suited for reflection upon this space. The self- possessed, self-disciplined and ‘rational’ subject of ethical and political civility is internally divided between civil and military identities; rational discipline is its norm in civilian life, disciplined violence the exception, used on and beyond the border and in times of emergency. The space and time of the categories and the predicaments was secured by the co-existence of violence and reason, one which was possible by the deferral of violence spatially to the frontier, temporally to a time of emergency. This deferral was informed by a sovereignty which defined the limits of violence and civility; defined the place of ethical and political judgement. But with the collapse of these limits, the place of judgement is no longer secured from the question of the implication of violence and reason. Philosophical reflection conducted within the bounds of civility is thrown into crisis when faced with the mutual implication of reason and violence. The collapse of the spatial and temporal limits of violence with the advent of world society does not lead automatically to the rule of violence in totalitarian politics, nor does it necessarily entail the suspension of the ethical. The new space that has been opened no longer defers violence, no longer attempts to manage it in the old ways of doubt and securing the possessions of the categories. New predicamants can be seen to be taking shape which raise the possibility of an ethical management of violence. This could not be based upon the neutral space of civility — the ‘level playing field’ — protected by sovereign violence, a space in which judgements are made within predicaments accepted by ‘common sense’. The new practical judgements require predicaments which are not fixed or protected by an external sovereign violence, but which acknowledge the ways in which they are informed by that violence. Under these circumstances, a political or an ethical judgement has to invent for itself anew its own ‘concept of reflection’ — it has to include within itself a reflection on the site, or the place from and in which judgement is made. The exercise of violence in judgement is no longer deferred to the borders of the space of judgement, but is placed in the act of judgement itself. This reorientation of judgement and its predicaments is appropriate to a world in which violence has no place, in which it is ubiquitous ranging beyond oppositions such as identity or difference, agreement and opposition, within and without, matter and form. If the problems resulting from the ubiquity of violence continue to be thought within these obsolete predicaments, the result will be an intensification of violence, not only in the guise of military conquest, but also as global pollution, poverty, and hunger.
5. Moments of critique are erased by any realist notions of an objective world: their textual strategies reify modernity even when combined with critical theory

Walker, professor of political science at the University of Victoria, 1993
(R.B.J., editor of the journal Alternatives and all-round smart person, Inside / Outside: International Relations as Political Theory, Cambridge University Press, pg. 7-9)
 Part of my aim in reading persistent claims about state sovereignty and political realism as attempts to resolve, or more usually to forget about, the spatiotemporal conditions of contemporary political practice, is to. explore some of the implications of recent attempts to canvass the possibility of an explicitly critical attitude within the theory of international relations. Few would argue that such an attitude is now flourishing. Many even seem to feel that such an attitude would be undesirable. Certainly, the absence of a moment of critique in this context has provided one of the conventional measures by which to distinguish international relations theory from most other areas of contemporary social and political analysis. In fact, I wifi argue, the absence of a critical edge to most theories of international relations is a rather special case. The distinction between theories of international relations and other forms of social and political analysis is itself an expression of the limits of a political practice that seeks to be other than what it has already become within the spatial horizons of the territorial state. While my analysis draws upon ideas and strategies of investigation that have become familiar from broad and still controversial literatures about postmodernity and poststructuralism, I am primarily concerned to show how moments of critique that are already present in modern theories of international relations have been lost or forgotten through textual strategies that conflate, polarise and reify specifically modern accounts of spatiotemporal relations. In this context, for example, I am interested not only in the pervasive discourses in which political realists constantly confront idealists and utopians, but also the manner in which the possibility of a critical theory of international relations has been erased by a privileging of epistemological and methodological prescriptions that simply take historically specific—modern—ontological options as a given. The spatial framing of the relation between an autonomous subject set apart from the objective world is especially crucial, for it resonates with the same modernist dichotomies that have been reified so smoothly within claims about state sovereignty and political realism. Epistemologies that simply affirm these dichotomies are not obviously the most appropriate place from which to investigate a world in which boundaries are so evidently shifting and uncertain. As a theory, or complex of theories, constituted through claims about sovereign identity in space and time, international relations simply takes for granted that which seems to me to have become most problematic. I prefer to assume that any analysis of contemporary world politics that takes the principle of sovereign identity in space and time as an unquestioned assumption about the way the world is — as opposed to an often very tenuous claim made as part of the practices of modern subjects, including the legitimation practices of modern states — can only play with analogies and metaphors taken from discourses in which this assumption is also taken for granted: hence much of the contemporary appeal of utilitarian micro-economic theory as a way of explaining patterns of conffict and cooperation between states. For all that they have been advanced under the banner of an epistemologically rigorous social science, utilitarian stories about rational action remain explicitly literary devices and carry enormous ontological and ideological baggage. Shifting allusions from that which is assumed to be known — the rational action of sovereign individuals in a market — to that which has to be explained — the rational /irrational action of sovereign states in an anarchical system,’ society — they especially have encouraged the uncritical affirmation of claims to sovereign identity in space and time that might be better placed under rather more critical suspicion. 
2NC/1NR: Discourse Key

1.International relations demands attention to discourse

Shapiro, Hawaii political science professor, 1989 p. 12

(Michael, International/Intertextual Relations)

Given that our understanding of conflict, war, or more generally, the space within which international politics is deployed  is always mediated by modes of representation and thus by all the various mechanisms involved in text construction—grammars, rhetorics, and narrativity—we must operate with a view of politics that is sensitive to textuality. While much of political thinking is exhausted by concern with the distribution of things thought to be meaningful and valuable, our attention is drawn to another aspect of political processes, that aspect in which the boundaries for constituting meaning and  value are constructed. Political processes are, among other things, contests over the alternative understandings (often implicit) immanent in the representational practices that implicate the actions and objects one recognizes and the various spaces—leisure, work, political, private, public—within which persons and things take on their identities. Although it tends to operate implicitly, the separation of the world into kinds of space is perhaps the most significant kind of practice for establishing the system of intelligibility within which understandings of global politics are forged.
2.Material world does not exist independent of language—not only do words frame our understanding of reality but they actually constitute it. The judge constructs this world through their decision and the reasons for it. Extend the 1NC Campbell and Booth evidence.

3.Truth and knowledge coproduced by a discourse saturated in power—no extralinguistic reality

 Doty, ‘96

(Arizona State Assistant Political Science Professor, Imperial Encounter, pp. 5-6)
This study begins with the premise that representation is an inherent and important aspect of global political life and therefore a critical and legitimate area of inquiry  International relations are in​extricably bound up with discursive practices that put into circula​tion representations that are taken as "truth." The goal of analyz​ing these practices is not to reveal essential truths that have been" obscured, but rather to examine how certain representations under​lie the production of knowledge and identities and how these repre​sentations make various courses of action possible. As Said (1979; 2.1) notes, there is no such thing as a delivered presence, but there is re-presence, or representation. Such an assertion does not deny the existence of the material world, but rather suggests that material objects and subjects are constituted as such within discourse. So, for example, when U.S. troops march into Grenada, this is certainly "real," though the march of troops across a piece of geographic space is in itself singularly uninteresting and socially irrelevant out​side of the representations that produce meaning. It is only when "American" is attached to the troops and "Grenada" to the geo​graphic space that meaning is created. What the physical behavior itself is, though, is still far .from certain until discursive practices constitute it as an "invasion," a "show of force," a "training exercise," a "rescue," and so on. What is "really" going on in such a situation is inextricably linked to the discourse within which it is located. To attempt a neat separation between discursive and non-discursive practices, understanding the former as purely linguistic, assumes a series of dichotomies—thought/reality, appearance/essence, mind/matter, word/world, subjective/objective—-that a critical genealogy calls into question . Against this, the perspective taken here affirms the material and performative nature of discourse.
In suggesting that global politics, and specifically the aspect that has to do with relations between the North and the South, is linked to representational practices I am suggesting that the issues and con​cerns that constitute these relations occur within a "reality" whose content has for the most part been defined by the representational practices of the "first world." Focusing on discursive practices enables one to examine how the processes that produce "truth" and “knowledge" work and how they are articulated with the exercise of political, military, and economic power.
2NC/1NR : Discourse Key

4.The affirmative’s insistence that language and reality are separate is the link—this is an attempt to naturalize the notion of security which dulls the insight of the critique

Neocleous, prof. of critique of political economy @ Brunei University, 2008 p. 5-7

(Mark, Critique of Security)

Such a critique must stand at a critical distance from critical security studies (and thus act as a kind of 'critique of critical criticism', in the sense in which Marx meant it in 1845). This 'school' of thought argues that security has to be oriented around the notion of emancipation. Ken Booth has argued that since 'security'is the absence of threats and 'emancipation' is the freeing of people from human and physical constraints, I security and emancipation are two sides of the same coin. Emancipation, not power or order, produces true security. Emancipation, theoretically is security'. He adds that this equation can be sustained empirically: 'emancipation, empirically, is security'.24 This seems to me to be as about as mistaken as one can possibly be about security; as we will see in Chapter 1, it is in fact far closer to classical liberalism than it is to critical theory.25 Part of the argument here is that security and oppression are the two sides of the same coin. Any argument of this kind needs to go well beyond the places in which security is usually studied. 'Security studies' as such has tried a little too hard to understand itself as a discipline, and in so doing has tended to replicate the various schools or positions found in the study of international relations, offering up its own version of the narrow and deeply disciplinary 'name, school and subfield' approach without which most academics seem lost. And yet the proliferation of work aiming to expand security has quickly run into difficulties of definition. For example, the United Nations tells us that 'human security' has two aspects:'first, safety from chronic threats such as hunger, disease and repression' and, second, 'protection from sudden and hurtful dis¬ruptions in the patterns of daily life - whether in homes, in jobs or in communities'.26 Whatever logic the first aspect may have, the second aspect appears to turn all human being and social interaction into a security problematic (neatly handing them over, of course, to the institutions which like to claim the power and right to secure). At the same time, one finds people working on security and yet seemingly talking about very different things. The extent to which 'security' has been 'disciplined' over the years27 has been used to 'discipline' people in turn, encouraging intellectuals to retreat so far into their fields of expertise that, for example, people working on 'social security' have absolutely no contact with people working on'national security' (just one of the many instances in which the dimension of intellectual labour in the university reflects nicely the desire of the state to keep these things apart, to draw a veil over the unity of state power). Rather than seek to be part of a discipline or school centred on security - of the traditional, critical, or expanded type; of the national or social kind ¬ the critique of security ranges widely and wildly through and around security studies and international political economy; history, law and political theory; international relations and historical sociology, in a seriously ill-disciplined manner which will no doubt annoy the Guardians of Discipline and Professors of Good Order (the 'security guards' of the modern academy). Academic disciplines are part of a much broader problem of the compartmentalisation of knowledge and diminunation of the intellect against which critical theory must struggle. This book is therefore not even meant to be an inter-disciplinary text; rather, it is anti-disciplinary. It is a work of critique. Marx once described Capital as 'a critique of economic categories or, if you like, a critical expose of the system of bourgeois economy'.28 He saw critique as a method for simultaneously unmasking ideas and rooting them within the context of class society and the commodity form. This book is an attempt at a critique of one of the key political categories of our time, as a simultaneous critical expose of the system of bourgeois politics. In that sense it is meant as an unmasking of the ideology and a defetishising of the system of security. One of the features of ideology is that it imposes an obviousness or naturalness on ideas without appearing to do so - a double move in which the obviousness of the ideas in question is taken as a product of their 7'naturalness', and vice versa: their obviousness is obvious because they are so natural.29 This is nowhere truer than with security, the necessity of which appears so obvious and natural, so right and true, that it closes off all opposition; it has to remain unquestioned, unanalysed and undialectically presupposed, rather like the order which it is expected to secure. And if opposition to security is closed off, then so too is opposition to the political and social forces which have placed it at the heart of the political agenda. I want to write against this ideology by writing about the ways in which security has been coined, shaped and deployed by political, commercial and intellectual forces. The book is therefore written against the security-mongering - in the literal sense of the 'monger' as one who traffics in a petty or discredit¬able way - that dominates contemporary politics. I will perhaps be charged with not taking insecurity seriously enough. But to take security seriously means to take it critically, and not to cower in the face of its monopolistic character. This is to hold true to the idea of critique as a political genre that aims to resist the course of a world which continues to hold a gun to the heads of human beings.30 

2NR:1NR: Transition/Fill In

We’ll straight turn this position—First, The transition DA assumes a binary between a then and now—but if disorder itself is a form of order, its embrace is the best alternative

Bleiker, Professor of IR @ Queensland University, 2005 p. 191

(Roland, International Society and Its Critics Ed. Bellamy)
The values of order and disorder are, then, not as absolute and as diametrically opposed as suggested by dualistic Western thinking patterns. Disorder is certainly not as bad as its reputation has it. There is enough evidence, empirical and conceptual, to back up Bull's suggestion that at times social change can be promoted only at the expense of order. Perhaps a citation from the world of science, somewhat ruthlessly taken out of context, captures this aspect of world politics best. Consider how the so-called Second Law of Thermodynamics states that 'all change is the consequence of the purposeless collapse of energy and matter into disorder' (see Atkins 2003: ch. 4). .. One must go one step further: disorder can have positive effects not only as a route  towards a more just order, but also as a state of affairs and a value in itself, a possibility 
that Bull did not contemplate. Consider the countless and continuously spreading new social movements, pressure groups, and other loose organizations that challenge various aspects of local, national, or global governance. The state-centric nature of English School scholarship provides little space to recognize, yet alone appreciate the role of \these increasingly important transnational actors. Part of their importance stems \ from the fact that these movements operate in a rather chaotic way. They come and ;go. They are neither centrally controlled nor do they all seek the same objective. 'Some operate on the right end of the political spectrum. Others on the left. Some pppose globalization. Others hail it. Some seek more environmental regulations. .others defend neoliberal free trade. And it is precisely through this lack of coherence, control, and certainty that the respective movements offer a positive contribution to the political, and not only because their activities may contribute to an international :ociety even in the absence of a state-controlled order. These seemingly chaotic activties are perhaps the quintessential aspect of postmodern politics, of local resistance against orders that have become encroaching and unjust (see Walker 1988 and White '91: 10-12). They embody what William Connolly believes is the key to cultural:denocratization, perhaps even to a post-national notion of democracy: a certain yel of 'productive ambiguity, that is, the commitment to always resist 'attempts to low one side or the other to achieve final victory' (Connolly 1995: 153-5; White IOD: 106-50). Without such political checks-and-balances, and the disorder they require to exist and thrive, any order will eventually undermine the sense of justice it originally supposed to promote and protect. 
Second, the idea that there is a transition also links—it assumes there is some sort of power vacuum that must be filled with a certain notion of rationality—reject this framing—that’s our 1NC Neocleous evidence.

Third, presumption lies against the status quo—disorders better than the unjust order of IR
Bleiker, Professor of IR @ Queensland University, 2005 p. 186-187

(Roland, International Society and Its Critics Ed. Bellamy)
In view of the long modern compulsion of ordering it is hardly surprising that order  is seen by and large as unproblematic and positive. One can say exactly the same { about order as Chris Brown (1995a: 90) said about the notion of an international community: it is always used in a positive way, never pejoratively, as if order itself would make the world a better place. It is thus also not surprising that English School} scholarship treats order not only as an analytical category, but also as a normative goal. Bull (1977: 96, p. xii) is among the few scholars who recognized the problematic' dimensions of this double assumption. While introducing his study as a detached, scholarly analysis of order as an empirical phenomenon in world politics, rather than. a presentation of order as a 'value, goal, or objective: he acknowledged that the two are difficult to separate:  I have sought to avoid giving a 'persuasive definition' of the term 'order' that would prejudge the question of the value of order as a human goal. On the other hand, I do in fact hold that order is desirable, or valuable in human affairs. and a fortiori in world politics.  Few would question that order is desirable and essential. Without order there can be no rule of law, no protection of human rights, no civilized life in general. But order does not necessarily equate with the good life. The recently proliferating antiglobalization movement, for instance, has drawn attention to the undersides of the current neoliberal world order. The merits of this body of knowledge and activism can be debated, but it is far more difficult to dispute that many if not most injustices in life, from domestic abuse to torture, are not the product of disorder, but of unjust orders. The horror of Nazi Germany, or of any authoritarian state, does not stem from absence of order, but from an obsession with order. Indeed, no society is more ordered than present-day North Korea: absolutely everything is regulated and controlled by an omnipresent and paranoid state apparatus. Few commentators would present this form of order as desirable. And yet, order remains an overwhelmingly positive and unproblematized category in scholarship about international society. 
2NC/1NR: Alt Works

1.The alternative works in the moment when you decide to vote negative—rejecting the 1AC’s support of the security apparatus constitutes a new imaginary in which realist self-interested politics cease to be the only choice available to a policymaker. That’s the 1NC Neocleous and Booth evidence.

2.Despite the overwhelming common sense of a realist approach, critique works

Booth, head of IR dept. @ University of Wales, 2005 p. 10-11

(Ken, Critical Security Studies and World Politics, Ed. By Booth)

The defining feature of critical approaches IS that they reject the idea that human social behavior can be studied with the same scientific method as the study of the behavior of glaciers. The latter is amenable to conclusions that might be described as "true" in a way that is not available to the former. Human social behavior can be studied systematically and with critical distance, but those who claim objectivity are the furthest of all from that traditional scholarly ideal. So for me, it is postnaturalism that unites critical theories, not postpositivism. Some positivists (various peace researchers, for example) claim that their conception of positivism is compatible with value-oriented enquiry and recognize the differences between the study of  the natural and the social sciences. Sophisticated positivism has a role within critical theorizing. Critical theory attempts to stand outside the framework of analysis or action it is exploring and seeks to appraise it in terms of its origins, development, institutions, and its potentiality for change. Unlike problem-solving theory, it does not accept the inherited or given framework as its parameters. Consequently, it is not self-replicating.26 Political realism is the classical problem-solving approach to security in world politics; in contrast, the study of security from self-consciously critical perspectives attempts to stand outside the given local or global framework, offers critiques, and then explores the immanent potentialities in order to provide ideas that might promote the emancipation of people(s) from oppressive situations and structures. To claim that critical theorists stand outside a given framework is not the same as the claim of objectivity (the ideal of traditional theorists); the aim is to achieve a position of critical distance. Critical distance is a means of engaging in "immanent critique" with the aim of promoting emancipatory politics. Immanent critique is the idea that instead of trying to move forward on the basis of utopian blueprints27 one should look for the unfulfilled potential already existing within society. This gives enormous scope for analysis and political action, because it is always possible to find some emancipatory potential, somewhere, however unpromising an existing situation might seem to be. The ideas of immanence and emancipation in critical theory were expressed pithily by Kenneth Boulding when he noted the historical and anthropological truth that "whatever exists is possible."28 Critical approaches to international relations and strategic studies have sought to challenge realism's conceptualizations of the world not by reject ing the idea of the real but by claiming access to a more sophisticated real¬ ism. In this respect, Heikki Patomaki and Colin Wight were exactly right when they wrote that what is at stake among contending theories of international relations is "not whether one should be a realist, but of what kind?"23 They continue: "for positivists, sense-experience is real; for postpositivists, discourses or intersubjectivity is reaL" The real is out there for everybody, but it comes in varied forms and is contested. In other words, what is real in the social universe is created by the theory conceiving it. Truth is elusive and disputed, but it is essential for the functioning of human relations at all levels, including world politics. The general term critical theory has come to apply to those schools of thought that have challenged what is often generalized to be the positivist orthodoxy in Western social science. These critical approaches are labeled antifoundational, that is, theories that argue that claims about what is true in human society cannot be finally decided against any ultimately objective or perfectly neutral standard.24 Critical approaches are also sometimes known as postpositivist theories to distinguish them from the flaws of positivism; the term postpositivism is one I do not like or any more use. Positivism comes in various guises, and is understood more or less dogmatically, by proponents and critics alike. I prefer to consider the issue at hand in terms of naturalism and postnaturalism. Naturalism is the idea that since human society belongs to nature, the well-established methods of the natural sciences can be transposed into the study of human society. This, for reasons that will become apparent below, is a fallacy.25 have to live oppressed by human wrongs, and there is evidence to prove it. 

3. Prioritization of the critique by voting negative enables change

Mutimer, prof. of security studies @ York University, 2000 p. 75-76

(David, The Weapons State: Proliferation and the Framing of Security)

The possibility for opposing dominant framings is one of the most important reasons for developing alternatives. Unless the objects of both academic analysis and policy are first recognized as constructed in the images and practices to which they give rise, such opposition becomes much more difficult. Opposing the proliferation discourse, for example, comeSsto be seen as arguing in favor of proliferation and all of the ills that image ascribes to proliferation. The fact that military technology has been imag¬ined in these various other ways, however, provides a powerful rhetorical tool for the critic to argue that it can now be imagined in other ways.

2NC/1NR—A2: Realism Inevitable

1.Claims about realism’s centrality lock the link to the critique—self-fulfilling prophecy

Neocleous, prof. of critique of political economy @ Brunei University, 2008 p. 3-4

(Mark, Critique of Security)

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 defined8 and redefined.9 It has been re-msioned,1° re-mapped, gendered,12 refused.13 Some have asked whether there is perhaps too much security,14 some have sought its cimlisation,15 and thousands of others have asked about how to 'balance' it with liberty. Much of this redefining, revisioning and remapping 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 notion saturations 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.16 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.17 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. IS As Didier Bigo points out, how to maximise security always seems to remain the core issue.19 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. 

2. Realism does not exist objectively in the world—it is a frame for interpreting reality that can be countered through critical interventions—voting negative makes a world where the logic of realism no longer holds. Worry about what other countries will do is EXACTLY the self-interested logic of realism that must be rejected in order to constitute a new politics. Extend Booth and Neocleous.

2NC/1NR—A2: Realism Inevitable

3.Realism exists as a result of state behavior—not an eternal truth

Linklater, Intl Politics Prof. @ University of Wales, 2005 p. 118

(Andrew, Critical Security Studies and World Politics Ed. By Ken Booth)

For their part, critical theorists do not underestimate the obstacles to global political reform; nor do they subscribe to any notion of inevitable and irreversible progress. They argue there is nothing in international anarchy that makes competition and conflict permanent features of world politics. The qualities of anarchy, especially as neorealism characterizes that condition, are at heart the attributes of the dominant powers. This is why critical theory can start with the Kantian proposition that everything hinges on how political community is constructed, particularly in the most powerful regions. From this vantage point, it is a profound mistake to ignore the respects in which states threaten their own citizens so that the study of international relations is free to develop its specific focus on the ways in which states interact with and threaten each other. The important point is that societies that are quick to resort to strategic action in their internal relaions are improbable advocates of communicative action in world politics, unless foreign policy pragmatism suggests that commitments to dialogue will produce national advantages; conversely, societies that have standing commitments to communicative action domestically already have the potential to bring similar orientations to bear on relations with outsiders. Consequently, critical theory does not begin with how independent political communities conduct their external relations but with the deeper question of how they are constituted in the first place.
4.Voting negative is a cultural intervention that saps realism of its power and privilege

Cheeseman, visiting politics fellow @ Univ. of New South Wales, 2005 p. 80-81

(Graeme, Critical Security Studies and World Politics Ed. By Ken Booth)

In spite of the impressive amount of theoretical and empirical evidence brought against it, then, the realist-neorealist perspective continues to be the one most favored by national security planners across the globe and their mainstream advisers in academe. Indeed, since the inception of the war on terrorism under the administration of George W. Bush, the space and incentives for alternative or critical thinking about security have been progressively closed down and its proponents ignored, marginalized, and stigmatized. This return to tradition is occurring at a time, ironically, when new ideas and new and critical approaches to security are most desperately needed. Why is this happening? It is possible that the realist inclinations of Western security planners and policymakers are the most appropriate for the troubled times we are now in, although the clear and emerging policy failures in Israel, Afghanistan, Iraq, and parts of the former Soviet Union might suggest oth¬erwise. It is possible, too, that the sheer shock of September 11 generated within the policymaking fraternity (and the broader communities to which they belong) a kind of strategic reflex whereby reason gave way to more instinctual responses. Faced with uncertain and troubling times, strategic planners, like drunkards and religious zealots, have turned to what they are most comfortable with. Or, to paraphrase the Australian historian Henry Reynolds, admittedly in another but not entirely unconnected context, when the chips are down, history and culture will always triumph over geography.73 The fact that security policymakers everywhere seem naturally predisposed toward realist understandings and solutions points to a number of other important (and related) factors and determinants. The first is the crucial role of the U.S. strategic studies mainstream and its military history wing, which have continued to dominate ways of viewing and responding to world affairs, acting as intellectual gatekeepers, and patrolling the boundaries of their disciplines repelling intruders and heretics. Another is the ascendancy within Western democracies everywhere of neoconservative political forces and actors who have long been wedded; emotionally as well as intellectually, to realist political and strategic axioms and are prepared, ruthlessly, to invoke national military myths, exploit popular fears and prejudices, and spend as much of their national treasures as is necessary to advance their own particular personal or party political interests. Within such a closed environment, traditional discourses of security, international relations, technological progress, and cultural relativism serve as useful and effective means of constituting reality in ways that can serve to advance or protect the interests not of peoples or humanity but those of the power holders themselves. 74 A third and important factor is our own culpability in this process. We need to realize and accept that the siren calls of our politicians, teachers, and expert policy advisers connect as much to our emotional as our intellectual selves. As Martin Shaw has argued in Post-Military Society, while the move toward a more harmonious, cooperative, and peaceful world depends, at one level, on the progressive weakening of the power of estab¬lished military (and militarized) institutions and thinking in favor of alter¬native structures and perspectives, these structural changes need also to be accomplished by a shift in societal values and beliefs. As Shaw puts it,  Beyond specific political tasks, culture will remain the last refuge of militarism. A fulIy postmilitary citizenship will be achieved only when the ideas, values, and concepts of military culture, which permeate society at the deepest levels, have been genuinely domesticated.75  Any move beyond the strictures of realism will ultimately depend on us coming to terms with our own understandings and prejudices, how these have and continue to be shaped by our particular histories and experiences, and how they can be open to exploitation and manipulation. Such knowl¬edge can provide us with a better and more informed understanding of who and what we are and, in the process, make us not only more resilient and discerning but also more open to humanity's common experiences, heritages, and destiny. These underlying processes of personal and community consciousness and empowerment are, for this writer at least, the essence of critical security thinking. 
2NC/1NR-- Realism Fails

1.A.Critique of security articulates to Foucauldian notions of control and domination

Neocleous, prof. of critique of political economy @ Brunei University, 2008 p. 4-5

(Mark, Critique of Security)

The starting point of the critique of security is to see it not as some kind of universal or transcendental value, but rather as a mode of governing a political technology through which indimduals, groups, classes, and, ultimatel:ft modern capital is reshaped and reordered. As a principle of formation, as Mick Dillon calls it,22 security is a technique of power; a5political enactment deployed and mobilised in the exercise of power. Extending an argument I have made elsewhere,23 I want to show the extent to which security has facilitated a form of liberal order-building, and to develop a critique of the constant re-ordering of politics and reshaping of society in the name of security. In so doing I aim to challenge the ways in which security has become the master narrative through which the state shapes our lives and imaginations (security risks here, security measures there, security police everywhere), producing and organising subjects in a way that is always already predisposed towards the exercise of violence in defence of the established order. As such, the critique of security is part and parcel of a wider critique of power. This requires taking on the thinkers, groups and classes which have accepted and peddled the security fetish: security-obsessed politicians and policy wonks, the security and intelligence services, the security industry and security intellectuals; the 'security Fuckers', as James Kelman calls them.
B. Biopower is the root cause of war and conflict

Michel Foucault, Professor of History of Systems of Thought at the Collège de France, 1978, The History of Sexuality Volume 1: An Introduction, translated by Robert Hurley, p. 135-137

For a long time, one of the characteristic privileges of sovereign power was the right to decide life and death. In a formal sense, it derived no doubt from the ancient patria potestas that granted the father of the Roman family the right to “dispose” of the life of his children and his slaves; just as he had given them life, so he could take it away. By the time the right of life and death was framed by the classi​cal theoreticians, it was in a considerably diminished form. It was no longer considered that this power of the sovereign over his subjects could be exercised in an absolute and un​conditional way, but only in cases where the sovereign’s very existence was in jeopardy: a sort of right of rejoinder. If he were threatened by external enemies who sought to over​throw him or contest his rights, he could then legitimately wage war, and require his subjects to take part in the defense of the state; without “directly proposing their death,” he was empowered to “expose their life”: in this sense, he wielded an “indirect” power over them of life and death. But if someone dared to rise up against him and transgress his laws, then he could exercise a direct power over the offender’s life: as punishment, the latter would be put to death. Viewed in this way, the power of life and death was not an absolute privilege: it was conditioned by the defense of the sovereign, and his own survival. Must we follow Hobbes in seeing it as the transfer to the prince of the natural right possessed by every individual to defend his life even if this meant the death of others? Or should it be regarded as a specific right that was manifested with the formation of that new juridical being, the sovereign? In any case, in its modern form—relative and limited—as in its ancient and absolute form, the right of life and death is a dissymmetrical one. The sovereign exercised his right of life only by exercising his right to kill, or by refraining from killing; he evidenced his power over life only through the death he was capable of requiring. The right which was formulated as the “power of life and death” was in reality the right to take life or let live. Its symbol, after all, was the sword. Perhaps this juridical form must be re​ferred to a historical type of society in which power was exercised mainly as a means of deduction (prelevement), a subtraction mechanism, a right to appropriate a portion of the wealth, a tax of products, goods and services, labor and blood, levied on the subjects. Power in this instance was essentially a right of seizure: of things, time, bodies, and ultimately life itself; it culminated in the privilege to seize hold of life in order to suppress it. Since the classical age the West has undergone a very profound transformation of these mechanisms of power. “Deduction” has tended to be no longer the major form of power but merely one element among others, working to incite, reinforce, control, monitor, optimize, and organize the forces under it: a power bent on generating forces, mak​ing them grow, and ordering them, rather than one dedicated to impeding them, making them submit, or destroying them. There has been a parallel shift in the right of death, or at least a tendency to align itself with the exigencies of a life-adminis​tering power and to define itself accordingly. This death that was based on the right of the sovereign is now manifested as simply the reverse of the right of the social body to ensure, maintain, or develop its life. Yet wars were never as bloody as they have been since the nineteenth century, and all things being equal, never before did regimes visit such holocausts on their own populations. But this formidable power of death—and this is perhaps what accounts for part of its force and the cynicism with which it has so greatly expanded its limits—now presents itself as the counterpart of a power that exerts a positive influence on life, that endeavors to adminis​ter, optimize, and multiply it, subjecting it to precise controls and comprehensive regulations. 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 popula​tions are mobilized for the purpose of wholesale slaughter in the name of life necessity: massacres have become vital. It is as managers of life and survival, of bodies and the race, that so many regimes have been able to wage so many wars, causing so many men to be killed. And through a turn that closes the circle, as the technology of wars has caused them to tend increasingly toward all-out destruction, the decision that initiates them and the one that terminates them are in fact increasingly informed by the naked question of survival. The atomic situation is now at the end point of this process: the power to expose a whole population to death is the underside of the power to guarantee an individual’s con​tinued existence. The principle underlying the tactics of bat​tle-that one has to be capable of killing in order to go on living-has become the principle that defines the strategy of states. But the existence in question is no longer the juridical existence of sovereignty; at stake is the biological existence of a population. If genocide is indeed the dream of modern powers, this is not because of a recent return of 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.
2.On balance realism causes more wars than it stops

George, lecturer in international relations at the Australian National University, 1994
(Jim, Discourses of Global Politics: A Critical (Re)Introduction to International Relations, pg. 226)

In their different ways, all of these critical perspectives helped undermine the Realist proposition that its knowledge corresponds to a universal, essential reality of global political life, which must be adhered to if the forces of anarchy and systemic disaster are to be kept at bay. In so doing these diverse approaches illustrated that those at the apex of the International Relations community do not understand the implications of the questions they ask of their (objectified) history, nor do they comprehend the meanings generated by their own historical/textual “fact.” Specifically, what a critical social theory perspective illustrates is that power politics behavior is not endemic in global history, nor is the cause of “peace” greatly assisted by the Traditional solutions (balancing strategies and alliance formations) when it does occur. Rather, the dominant historical narrative in International Relations is both inaccurate, in its own terms, and highly dangerous, in anyone’s terms, given that by Realism’s own literary account the Realist “solution” to warlike activity in an anarchical world is to effectively accelerate the likelihood of war.1

2NC/1NR-- Realism Fails

3. Turn—war and violence are effects of Otherization—the condition for the possibility of large scale violence is the belief that populations must be secured from something—the “common sense” appeal of realism with reference to history and facticity is PRECISELY the claim that sustains the system of realist relations—voting negative refuses the coercive deal offered by realism—extend the 1NC Neocleous and Booth evidence.

4.Realism underwrites genocide and nuclear war—those threats are inherent to it

George, lecturer in international relations at the Australian National University, 1994
(Jim, Discourses of Global Politics: A Critical (Re)Introduction to International Relations, pg. 140-141)

For Flax this is a crisis of contemporary society that reflects a growing recognition that the Enlightenment dream is over, that peoples everywhere are becoming increasingly awakened to the dangers of the Enlightenment narrative of reason, knowledge, progress, and freedom. This is an important theme in a critical social theory context concerned to open up closed theory and practice, in that it allows for (effectively) silenced voices to be heard again, including those associated with anti-Enlightenment sentiments, such as Nietzsche. It is important also because it connects the broader social theory debate starkly and directly to an International Relations context. It does so when the progressivism of the post-Enlightenment period is confronted with some of its more sinister dimensions, concerning, for example, the connection between the rational modern subject and the experiences of Hiroshima and Auschwitz.

The point here, of course, is that a celebration of the age of rational science and modern technological society cannot simply be disconnected from the weapons of mass slaughter and the techniques of genocide. Nor can the language and logic of liberty and emancipation be easily detached from the terror waged in their names by, for example, the major Cold War foes, each proclaiming itself the natural systemic heir to the Enlightenment dream. And while many in the 1990s celebrate the end of the Cold War—as the victory of one Enlightenment-based economic doctrine over another— the other side of this particular coin must also be confronted, in the poverty of so much of the world and in the growing underclasses in First World societies, where neoclassical and neo-Marxian “scientific” approaches have dominated the economic debates.

It is worth pondering, too, in this context, that the issue of ethnic cleansing, rightly condemned by the Western powers in the 1990s (and resisted in the 1940s), is an integral part of modern Western history, particularly via its Realist narrative, which celebrates the process of state making, of the triumphant march of modern, rational man. Ethnic cleansing is in this sense an integral feature of the story of modernization and Western triumph over “traditional” ignorance. Even a rudimentary appreciation of silenced histories implies as much—the histories of, for example, the Huron, the Oglala, the Mandika, and the Pitjantjatjara, all victims of ethnic cleansing for the greater good of a unified, homogeneous state system and the eradication of (anarchical) difference

2NC/1NR—Realism Fails

5.Realist discourse is a force multiplier for international violence, not the solution

Der Derian, director of the security studies program @ Brown University, 2005
(James, in Harvard International Review 27.3)

However, between the mixed metaphors and behind the metaphysical concepts given voice by US Homeland security Director Michael Chertoff early into the Katrina crisis, there lurks an uneasy recognition that this administration-and perhaps no national government-is up to the task of managing incidents that so rapidly cascade into global events. Indeed, they suggest that our national plans and preparations for the "big one"-a force-five hurricane, terrorist attack, pandemic disease-have become part of the problem, not the solution. His use of hyberbolic terms like "ultra-catastrophe" and "fall-out" is telling: such events exceed not only local and national capabilities, but the capacity of conventional language itself.  An easy deflection would be to lay the blame on the neoconservativc faithful of the first term of US President George W. Bush, who, viewing through an inverted Wilsonian prism the world as they would wish it to be, have now been forced by natural and unnatural disasters to face the world as it really is-and not even the most sophisticated public affairs machine of dissimulations, distortions, and lies can dose this gap.  However, the discourse of the second Bush term has increasingly returned to the dominant worldview of national security, realism. And if language is, as Nietzsche claimed, a prisonhouse, realism is its supermax penitentiary.  Based on linear notions of causality, a correspondence theory of truth, and the materiality of power, how can realism possibly account-let alone prepare or provide remedies-for complex catastrophes, like the toppling of the World Trade Center and attack on the Pentagon by a handful of jihadists armed with box-cutters and a few months of flight-training? A force-five hurricane that might well have begun with the flapping of a butterfly's wings? A northeast electrical blackout that started with a falling tree limb in Ohio? A possible pandemic triggered by the mutation of an avian virus?  How, for instance, are we to measure the immaterial power of the CNN-effect on the first Gulf War, the AlJazeera-effect on the Iraq War, or the Nokia-effect on the London terrorist bombings? For events of such complex, non-linear origins and with such tightly-coupled, quantum effects, the national security discourse of realism is simply not up to the task.  Worse, what if the "failure of imagination" identified by the 9/11 Commission is built into our national and homeland security systems? What if the reliance on planning for the catastrophe that never came reduced our capability to flexibly respond and improvise for the "ultra-catastrophe" that did?  What if worse-case scenarios, simulation training, and disaster exercises-as well as border guards, concrete barriers and earthen levees-not only prove inadequate but might well act as force-multipliers-what organizational theorists identify as "negative synergy" and "cascading effects" -that produce the automated bungling (think Federal Emergency Management Agency) that transform isolated events and singular attacks into global disasters? Just as "normal accidents" are built into new technologies-from the Titanic sinking to the Chernobyl meltdown to the Challenger explosion-we must ask whether "ultra-catastrophes" are no longer the exception but now part and parcel of densely networked systems that defy national management; in other words, "planned disasters."  What, then, is to be done? A first step is to move beyond the wheel-spinning debates that perennially keep security discourse always one step behind the global event. It might well be uni-, bi-, or multi-polar, but it is time to recognize that the power configuration of the states-system is rapidly being subsumed by a heteropolar matrix, in which a wide range of different actors and technological drivers are producing profound global effects through interconnectivity. Varying in identity, interests, and strength, these new actors and drivers gain advantage through the broad bandwidth of information technology, for networked communication systems provide the means to traverse political, economic, religious, and cultural boundaries, changing not only how we interpret events, but making it ever more difficult to maintain the very distinction of intended from accidental events.  According to the legal philosopher of Nazi Germany, Carl Schmitt, when the state is unable to deliver on its traditional promissory notes of safety, security, and well-being through legal, democratic means, it will necessarily exercise the sovereign "exception:" declaring a state of emergency, defining friend from foe, and, if necessary, eradicating the threat to the state. But what if the state, facing the global event, cannot discern the accidental from the intentional? An external attack from an internal auto-immune response? The natural as opposed to the "planned disaster"? The enemy within from the enemy without?  We can, as the United States has done since September 11, continue to treat catastrophic threats as issues of national rather than global security, and go it alone. However, once declared, bureaucratically installed, and repetitively gamed, national states of emergency grow recalcitrant and become prone to even worse disasters. As Paul Virilio, master theorist of the war machine and the integral accident once told me: "The full-scale accident is now the prolongation of total war by other means." 

2NC/1NR—Realism Fails

6.Realist security system produces WMD threats and structural violence

Der Derian, Associate Professor of Political Science at University of Massachusetts Amherst, 1998 

(James, On Security, Columbia University Press, Chapter 2: “The Value of Security: Hobbes, Marx, Nietzsche, and Baudrillard,” Electronic Version at Columbia International Affairs Online, subscription service, http://www.ciaonet.org/book/lipschutz/lipschutz.html, Accessed Sept 7 2005)

The rapidity of change in the international system, as well as the inability of international theory to make sense of that change, raises this question: Of what value is security? More specifically, just how secure is this preeminent concept of international relations? This evaluation of security invokes interpretive strategies to ask epistemological, ontological, and political questions--questions that all too often are ignored, subordinated, or displaced by the technically biased, narrowly framed question of what  it takes to achieve security. The goal, then, of this inquiry is to make philosophically problematic that which has been practically axiomatic in international relations. The first step is to ask whether the paramount value of security lies in its abnegation of the insecurity of all values.  No other concept in international relations packs the metaphysical punch, nor commands the disciplinary power of "security." In its name, peoples have alienated their fears, rights and powers to gods, emperors, and most recently, sovereign states, all to protect themselves from the vicissitudes of nature--as well as from other gods, emperors, and sovereign states. In its name, weapons of mass destruction have been developed which have transfigured national interest into a security dilemma based on a suicide pact. And, less often noted in international relations, in its name billions have been made and millions killed while scientific knowledge has been furthered and intellectual dissent muted.  We have inherited an ontotheology  of security, that is, an a priori  argument that proves the existence and necessity of only one form of security because there currently happens to be a widespread, metaphysical belief in it. Indeed, within the concept of security lurks the entire history of western metaphysics, which was best described by Derrida "as a series of substitutions of center for center" in a perpetual search for the "transcendental signified." 1 From God to Rational Man, from Empire to Republic, from King to the People--and on occasion in the reverse direction as well, for history is never so linear, never so neat as we would write it--the security of the center has been the shifting site from which the forces of authority, order, and identity philosophically defined and physically kept at bay anarchy, chaos, and difference.  Yet the center, as modern poets and postmodern critics tell us, no longer holds. The demise of a bipolar system, the diffusion of power into new political, national, and economic constellations, the decline of civil society and the rise of the shopping mall, the acceleration of everything --transportation, capital and information flows, change itself--have induced a new anxiety. As George Bush repeatedly said--that is, until the 1992 Presidential election went into full swing--"The enemy is unpredictability. The enemy is instability." 2  
7. The war events that realism needs to solve are only textual events—these false events are consistently invoked to justify other structural violence in the name of security—that’s the 1NC link evidence.

AT: Guzzini (1/2)

Guzzini concedes realism is ineffective and his theorizations regarding its inevitability are flawed; 7 reasons

Makinda, Prof. of IR @ Murdoch, 2000 p. Proquest

(Samuel, Australian Journal of International Affairs Vol. 54 “Reading and Writing International Affairs”)

Guzzini concludes that realism cannot offer a proper understanding of world politics and that the `unity between diplomatic discourse and the discipline of International Relations, so self-evident in times of Morgenthau, can no longer be upheld' (p. 234). He believes that attempts `to save realism as the discipline's identity defining theory' have failed because currently there is no work that provides a meta-theoretically coherent realism (p. 235). Guzzini therefore posits that realist scholars face a fundamental dilemma. They can update the practical knowledge of a diplomatic culture, rather than science, and thereby risk losing scientific credibility. Alternatively, they can cast realist rules and culture into a scientific mould, but this will continue to distort the realist tradition. Guzzini argues that despite its crises, realism cannot be ignored because it is `part of the collective memory and selfdefinition of international actors, academics [and] politicians alike, which order thought, suggest analogies, and empower attitudes to political action' (p. 227). He concludes that `despite realism's several deaths as a general causal theory, it can still powerfully enframe action' (p. 235).

Guzzini presents a powerful argument, but his analysis raises several questions. First, in the light of the debates unearthed by Schmidt, part of Guzzini's argument looks like a distortion of IR history. Guzzini claims that IR in the US dates back to the 1940s. However, there is evidence that the discipline emerged long before the US became a superpower.

Second, Guzzini has placed too much emphasis on a symbiotic relationship between the American foreign policy establishment and the evolution of the discipline. Even Morgenthau, the so-called founding father of IR, was opposed to the US involvement in Vietnam in the 1960s and 1970s. While the external world cannot be ignored in a serious analysis of the evolution of IR, its effects on the core concepts have been more limited than Guzzini would like to suggest.

Third, I believe Guzzini has over-emphasised the identification of the entire discipline with realism. Guzzini's attempt to identify realism with IR has made it difficult for him to consider, for example, the works of theorists like Michael Doyle (1986) and James Lee Ray (1995), on the `democratic peace' thesis. By reducing all IR developments in the US to the evolution of realism, Guzzini has denied himself a chance to understand the rich tradition of liberal thought in American IR.

Fourth, I find Guzzini's discussion of the `inter-paradigm' debate a little problematic (cf. Waver 1996; Banks 1985). Guzzini makes very interesting points in relation to the 'banalisation' of Thomas Kuhn's concept of paradigm. However, his definition of realism is so wide that it captures virtually everyone, including those who believed they were offering alternatives to realism. For example, major contributors to the `inter-paradigm' debates included Keohane and Nye (1977), whose book, Power and Interdependence made a major breakthrough in IR theory by articulating the concept of `complex interdependence'. Guzzini argues that `their theory did not imply a departure from all realist thought, but a broadening of the International Relations agenda' (p. 112). While Guzzini's reading of Nye and Keohane is accurate, it is not the only proper reading of this book. The assumption that everyone who defends the role of the state in global politics is a realist can be misleading. Such an assumption would turn several critical and liberal theorists into realists!

Another weakness in Guzzini's taxonomy comes out when he analyses the implications of The Logic of Anarchy (Buzan et al. 1993). Like several other scholars, Guzzini regards this book as a major effort `to rescue the rich realist tradition out of neorealism ... a realist response to the crisis of both realism and neorealism' (p. 217). However, after delving into Jones's contribution, he remarks: `This is a neat description of main research programmes inspired by post-structuralism or constructivism ... It is less obvious, however, how this can fit realism' (p. 223). This underlines the indeterminacy of many labels in IR, including realism. One way of dealing effectively with this situation is to go for principled or self-conscious eclecticism.

AT: Guzzini (2/2)

The nation state is dying out- its becoming less relevant to discussions of international relations

Spegele, IR Prof. @ Monash University, 2002 p. http://ire.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/381
(Roger D., “Emancipatory International Relations…” in International Relations)

For emancipatory international relations, nation-states, and the state-systems of which they form the essential parts, are either anachronistic institutions which have no legitimacy and which we should replace with something else (although there is no consensus on what that something might be) or they have always involved repression, lacked legitimacy and marginalized the powerless. In any case, there is no place for nation-states or state-systems in any emancipatory conception of international relations. For emancipatory international relations, the state and the state-system need to be replaced with other institutional structures, the kind and character of the substitute depending on the particular emancipatory theory in question. World socialism (Wallerstein); dialogic communities (Linklater); alternative world orders (Cox); international human rights regime (Booth); nongendered societies; global society (Albrow); maternalist society (Ruddick); homesteads (Slyvester); anarchy (Ashley and George) would be just some of the things that give content to what Kant called the Kingdom of Ends. Whatever the value of thinking in terms of radical goals that may not be realizable, one part of the emancipatory international relationist’s claim seems to be solidly based: for, there is, after all, considerable support for the empirical claim that the authority, capacity and power of nation-states are rapidly diminishing in the face of globalization, interdependence and a just environmental order. Clearly much more content would have to be given to the institutional envelopes that would be morally and practically superior to the nation-state. It will not do, for example, to talk in some vague way about the rise of the postmodern state.30

2NC/1NR—Framework (Substantive)

1.Our 1NC impact turns framework—the insistence that particular arguments count while others do not is exactly the security mindset that holds certain “security” related impacts to be relevant while structural violence is ignored. If we win a LINK then voting on framework is meaningless—you would essentially be deciding that an arbitrary set of rules justifies violence. That’s the 1NC Booth and Neocleous evidence.

2.Turn—the critique is key to solving other challenges—we control the specific internal link to policymaking

Dalby, geography prof. at Carleton College, 2009
(Simon, “Critical Geographies of Arms Control”)

To do so requires, in the short run, tackling the legacy of the war on terror,   remilitarization of international politics and the blunt insistence that states are either with America or against it. While Colin Gray (2009) may be correct in  arguing that America is the leading state on the planet for the foreseeable future, and can act as hegemon in some ways, his warnings about overreach are more  especially germane to questions of how arms control and international cooperation play out in coming years. The rise of Asian powers makes it especially clear that  there are limits to American capabilities, and that arms control will have to recognise the geopolitical circumstances of globalization and imminent problems of  climate change, urbanization, energy shortages and numerous related issues. Facing challengers may be much less important in the coming decades than  facing challenges, whether it’s from ecological disruption, diseases or simply economic instability after the latest financial bubble burst has played itself out  (Dalby 2009b). But continuing to pose policy options in terms of competitive state actions is itself the major obstacle to progress on numerous pressing human  security issues and arms control in particular. For the structural realists this is the only game in town; for the rest of us precisely this game is the problem that needs to  be tackled, and while multilateral arms control is one of the many methods whereby the logic of that game might continue to be effectively constrained, it has a role to  play in dissipating the debate a long time ago.    

3.Turn—embracing disorder’s inevitability requires a refusal to securitize space and fetishize order—framework locks the link

Bleiker, Professor of IR @ Queensland University, 2005 p. 179-180

(Roland, International Society and Its Critics Ed. Bellamy)

But common sense is not always as commonsensical as it seems, or at least not as problematic and value-free. This certainly is the case with English School assumptions about international society. Allow me to present the issue through an unusual foray into neuropsychology. Such a detour may reveal more than a direct look at world politics. Peter Brugger conducted a highly insightful series of studies that demonstrate how the brain seeks to discover rules and patterns even in circumstances where there )re only random events. In one of his behavioural tests, Brugger asked forty volubteers to participate in a game. They had to direct a cursor on a screen towards a target and open it as often as possible. Participants did not know that the target could be opened only after a certain period of time had expired-otherwise it simply remained locked. All participants managed to score repeatedly. But instead of simply waiting .unttil the respective time span was over, almost all participants moved their cursors '~cross the screen, searching for a correct route towards the target. Many developed Wighly complex theories about the most efficient ways of reaching [the target].'only two of the forty participants figured out that there was no correct route, that I strongly suspect that exactly the same is the case in international relations scholarship: that we develop complex theories to visualize the exact outlines of an international society where there are in fact only blurred contours or none at all; that we project far more of ourselves onto the world of world politics than there actually is 'out there'. As a result, we may not only overestimate the existence of order in international relations, but also overvalue its importance. In any case, the relationship between order and disorder is far more complex than the modern practice of dualistic conceptualizing has it. Orders can sometimes be highly unjust, such as in order-obsessed Nazi Germany. Disorder can occasionally be required to promote orders that are more just. Or, perhaps most importantly, disorder can be both the only reality we have and a valuable source of ethical politics. By probing these issues I am not looking for definitive answers. Rather, I would like to pose a few crucial questions about international society. The ensuing ruminations stake no claim to comprehensiveness. There will, for instance, be no engagement with various authors who are central to the English School. Neither will I discuss the controversial issue of who belongs to this tradition and who does not, except to demonstrate how these very discussions are a reflection of the modern compulsion to order the world. Finally, I must admit that I am neither English nor received 'formal' training in the English School. But sometimes a look from the outside can reveal aspects that are difficult to see from within-a premise upon which the contribution of this chapter rests. 

2NC/1NR—Framework (Substantive)

4. Our question is prior to any framing or argument the affirmative is able to access—

Steve Smith, Chair of International Relations Theory at University of Wales, Aberystwyth, October 1997, Review of International Studies, Vol. 23, Iss. 4, “Power and truth: a reply to William Wallace,” Cambridge Journals Online, p. 508-9

My central claim is that Wallace has a very restricted notion of politics, such that it seems obvious to him just who are those who ‘have to struggle with the dilemmas of power’. For him [them] the political arena is public and it refers to the formal political process, specifically involving the academic in ‘speaking truth to power’. I think that there are two fundamental problems with this view of politics. First, it is very narrow indeed, referring to the activities of elected politicians and policy-makers. It ignores the massive area of political activity that is not focused on the electoral and policy-making processes, and the host of ‘political’ activities that do not accord with the formal processes of politics. His is a very official and formal definition of politics, one that would omit a vast array of political activities. For Wallace, ‘political’ means having to do with the formal policy process, thereby restricting discussion of politics to a very small subset of what I would define as [is] political. Therefore, Wallace would see detachment where I see engagement; hiding behind the walls of the monastery where I see deep enquiry into the possibilities of the political; and scholasticism where I see intellectual endeavour. Second, and for me more importantly, his view of politics is narrow because it confines itself to policy debates dealing with areas of disagreement between competing party positions. The trouble with this view is of course that it ignores the shared beliefs of any era, and so does not enquire into those things that are not problematic for policy-makers. By focusing on the policy debate, we restrict ourselves to the issues of the day, to the tip of the political iceberg. What politics seems to me to be crucially about is how and why some issues are made intelligible as political problems and how others are hidden below the surface (being defined as ‘economic’ or ‘cultural’ or ‘private’). In my own work I have become much more interested in this aspect of politics in the last few years. I spent a lot of time dealing with policy questions and can attest to the ‘buzz’ that this gave me both professionally and personally. But I became increasingly aware that the realm of the political that I was dealing with was in fact a very small part of what I would now see as political. I therefore spent many years working on epistemology, and in fact consider that my most political work. I am sure that William Wallace will regard this comment as proof of his central claim that I have become scholastic rather than scholarly, but I mean it 

absolutely. My current work enquires into how it is that we can make claims to knowledge, how it is that we ‘know’ things about the international political world. My main claim is that International Relations relies overwhelmingly on one answer to this question, namely, an empiricist epistemology allied to a positivistic methodology. This gives the academic analyst the great benefit of having a foundation for claims about what the world is like. It makes policy advice more saleable, especially when positivism’s commitment to naturalism means that the world can be presented as having certain furniture rather than other furniture. The problem is that in my view this is a flawed version of how we know things; indeed it is in fact a very political view of knowledge, born of the Enlightenment with an explicit political purpose. So much follows politically from being able to present the world in this way; crucially the normative assumptions of this move are hidden in a false and seductive mask of objectivity and by the very difference between statements of fact and statements of value that is implied in the call to ‘speak truth to power’. For these reasons, I think that the political is a far wider arena than does Wallace. This means that I think I am being very political when I lecture or write on epistemology. Maybe that does not seem political to those who define politics as the public arena of policy debate; but I believe that my work helps uncover the regimes of truth within which that more restricted definition of politics operates. In short, I think that Wallace’s view of politics ignores its most political aspect, namely, the production of discourses of truth which are the very processes that create the space for the narrower version of politics within which he works. My work enquires into how the current ‘politics’ get defined and what (political) interests benefit from that disarming division between the political and the non-political. In essence, how we know things determines what we see, and the public realm of politics is itself the result of a prior series of (political) epistemological moves which result in the political being seen as either natural or a matter of common sense.
2NC/1NR—Framework (Theoretical)

1.The alternative is not floating or moving—our textual alternative is always to vote negative. The compatibility of the mandates of the plan with the ultimately world achieved by clearing a space for a new kind of politics is ultimately irrelevant—this is a question of solvency not of theory.

2.There are NOT an infinite number of discourse critiques, and even if there are, this one is the most predictable. Refusing to legitimize discourse arguments allows for racist and sexist language. Speaker point sanctions are not enough—people value the win.

3.The critique does not “moot” the 1AC—it argues that the 1AC causes certain impacts and those impacts should be prioritized over the impacts in the 1AC. 

4. We always allow the affirmative to weigh their advantages against the kritik—our argument is just that the links to the critique outweigh because those advantages are discursive and epistemological constructions.

5.Aff choice is bogus—if the aff chose an objectionable framework like “genocide is best” then the negative should be allowed to critique it. Framework is defined by arguments, not 

6. Kritiks are key to negative flexibility—multiple levels of questioning against the affirmative are key and it balances out the first and last speeches.

7. All our framework theory evidence is an impact turn—the arguments about constraining our political imaginary are all impacts to imposing framework rules on debate—the calculation and violence impacts outweigh some specious notion of debate fairness.

***LINKS***

China Link

Representing China as a source of instability constructs threat construction and makes violence a self-fullfing prophecy

Pan, Political Science and International Relations Professor at Australian National University, 2004
(Chengxin, Alternatives, “The "China threat" in American self-imagination: the discursive construction of other as power politics,” 6/1/2004)
I have argued above that the "China threat" argument in mainstream U.S. IR literature is derived, primarily, from a discursive construction of otherness. This construction is predicated on a particular narcissistic understanding of the U.S. self and on a positivist-based realism, concerned with absolute certainty and security, a concern central to the dominant U.S. self-imaginary. Within these frameworks, it seems imperative that China be treated as a threatening, absolute other since it is unable to fit neatly into the U.S.-led evolutionary scheme or guarantee absolute security for the United States, so that U.S. power preponderance in the post-Cold War world can still be legitimated.  Not only does this reductionist representation come at the expense of understanding China as a dynamic, multifaceted country but it leads inevitably to a policy of containment that, in turn, tends to enhance the influence of realpolitik thinking, nationalist extremism, and hard-line stance in today's China. Even a small dose of the containment strategy is likely to have a highly dramatic impact on U.S.-China relations, as the 1995-1996 missile crisis and the 2001 spy-plane incident have vividly attested. In this respect, Chalmers Johnson is right when he suggests that "a policy of containment toward China implies the possibility of war, just as it did during the Cold War vis-a-vis the former Soviet Union. The balance of terror prevented war between the United States and the Soviet Union, but this may not work in the case of China." (93)  For instance, as the United States presses ahead with a missile-defence shield to "guarantee" its invulnerability from rather unlikely sources of missile attacks, it would be almost certain to intensify China's sense of vulnerability and compel it to expand its current small nuclear arsenal so as to maintain the efficiency of its limited deterrence. In consequence, it is not impossible that the two countries, and possibly the whole region, might be dragged into an escalating arms race that would eventually make war more likely.  Neither the United States nor China is likely to be keen on fighting the other. But as has been demonstrated, the "China threat" argument, for all its alleged desire for peace and security, tends to make war preparedness the most "realistic" option for both sides. At this juncture, worthy of note is an interesting comment made by Charlie Neuhauser, a leading CIA China specialist, on the Vietnam War, a war fought by the United States to contain the then-Communist "other." Neuhauser says, "Nobody wants it. We don't want it, Ho Chi Minh doesn't want it; it's simply a question of annoying the other side." (94) And, as we know, in an unwanted war some fifty-eight thousand young people from the United States and an estimated two million Vietnamese men, women, and children lost their lives.  Therefore, to call for a halt to the vicious circle of theory as practice associated with the "China threat" literature, tinkering with the current positivist-dominated U.S. IR scholarship on China is no longer adequate. Rather, what is needed is to question this un-self-reflective scholarship itself, particularly its connections with the dominant way in which the United States and the West in general represent themselves and others via their positivist epistemology, so that alternative, more nuanced, and less dangerous ways of interpreting and debating China might become possible.  
War Link

Conceiving of war as a major power event papers over the systemic violence of the everyday

Cuomo, assistant philoisophy prof. @ Cincy, 1996 p. 30
(Chris, “War is not Just An event”)
  Philosophical attention to war has typically appeared in the form of justifi­cations for entering into war, and over appropriate activities within war. The spatial metaphors used to refer to war as a separate, bounded sphere indicate assumptions that war is a realm of human activity vastly removed from normal life, or a sort of happening that is appropriately conceived apart from everyday events in peaceful times. Not surprisingly, most discussions of the political and ethical dimensions of war discuss war solely as an event—an occurrence, or collection of occurrences, having clear beginnings and endings that are typi­cally marked by formal, institutional declarations. As happenings, wars and military activities can be seen as motivated by identifiable, if complex, inten­tions, and directly enacted by individual and collective decision-makers and agents of states. But many of the questions about war that are of interest to feminists including how large-scale, state-sponsored violence affects women and members of other oppressed groups; how military violence shapes gen­dered, raced, and nationalistic political realities and moral imaginations; what such violence consists of and why it persists; how it is related to other oppressive and violent institutions and hegemonies—cannot be adequately pursued by focusing on events. These issues are not merely a matter of good or bad intentions and identifiable decisions.
Links – National Security

Their prioritization of national security allows the state to monopolize the use of violence and force on an unbounded scale, which naturalizes the discourse of war in the political subject 

Dillon and Lobo-Guerrero ’8

(Michael, Professor of Politics and IR at Lancaster University, UK, Director of the Security and War MA, PhD and Luis, professor of Politics and IR at Keele University, UK, “Biopolitics of Security in the 21st Century”, Review of International Studies,  Vol. 34, No. 2, p. 18-21, http://www.biopolitica.cl/docs/Lobo_Biopolitics_of_Security_21stCentury.pdf, DA 7/26/10)

Before security can become a concept, a value or a valuing process from a Foucauldean perspective, it must first be inscribed as a problematic. Consequently, different problematisations of security will be comprised of different discourses of danger. Different discourses of danger will revolve around different referent objects of security, such that different referent objects of security will give rise to different kinds of governmental technologies and political rationalities. Such problematisations will be derived from the operation of specific complexes of power/knowledge. Different assemblages of power/knowledge will themselves also be comprised of different mechanisms, techniques, instrumentalities, rationalities and discursive formations. The problematic of security posed by ‘life’, for example, will not be the same as that posed by the ‘human’ (anthropos), by political territoriality (la patrie, motherland, fatherland), or by sovereignty (Volk, Reich, Fuehrer, people, or demos). Neither will the security apparatuses that develop around these different referent objects. Modern times have been distinguished by at least two great problematisations of security. Foucault re-tells the story of the one (geopolitics) as he introduces his novel account of the other (biopolitics).26 The first, revolving around the referent object of sovereign territoriality has been that traditional geopolitics of security which emerged with the European state system that followed the Peace of Augsburg and the Treaty of Westphalia. This military strategic international relations discourse of security came to dominate our modern discourses of security. It articulates what amounts to a needs or value hierarchy in which security is posited as a universal value that is foundational to the very possibility of individual and collective life. Politics emerges from a social contract, founded in this needs hierarchy. It takes the form of a protection racket in which loyalty to state authority is derived from the threat of insecurity said to follow from not having the protection of the state; which apparatuses, in practice, do most of the threatening. The state must therefore always secure its monopoly of the legitimate use of force as the primary security provider. In order to do so its must similarly also monopolise the legitimate definition of threat on the basis of which its claim to monopolise the legitimate use of force is ultimately grounded. Such an account of security has ramified into a whole variety of subsidiary concerns including, for example, civil/military relations; the relative mix of military and other forces that state power (hard and soft) must deploy; the impact of the emergence of international and non-sate actors on state security; and an irresolvable ‘level of analysis’ debate concerning the radical undecidable relation between individual and collective security. Every traditional geopolitical discourse of security invokes security as the limit condition. War in particular operates as the privileged locus of the real for traditional security analysis; the reality said to trump all other realities in the hierarchy of values and needs that underpin its traditional geo-strategic discourses. War here is construed, of course, as one of the instrumental means available to the state as actor. In an earlier lecture series pursuing these themes, however, Foucault controversially reverses Clausewitz’s dictum that war is the extension of politics by other means.27 He argues instead that war is not an instrument available to a political subject, but a grid of intelligibility from which modern accounts of liberal political subjectivity, in particular, arise. In that sense, political modernity is the extension of war by other means; global liberal governance, especially, once it becomes the only remaining standard bearer of political modernity as a governmental project. 

Masking Link

Framing the end to intervention as an act in the U.S. interest perpetuates realist violence

George and Campbell ’90

(Jim, Senior Lecturer in IR in the School of Social Sciences at the Australian National University and David, Professor of Cultural and Political Geography in the Department of Geography at Durham University in the UK, Associate Director for the Durham Centre for Advanced Photography Studies, “Patterns of Dissent and the Celebration of Difference: Critical Social Theory and International Relations”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 34, No. 3, p.285-6, JSTOR, DA 7/25/10)

The recent work of those associated with poststructuralist themes takes many of the classical concerns and problems of international relations and analyzes them in terms of the way dominant discourses discipline the ambiguity and contingency of global life. Locating the theme of anarchy as central to realist thought, Ashley (1987, 1988, 1989) has sought to demonstrate that its status as a given is a matter not of factual observation but of a particular discursive strategy-the notion of logocentrism-which disciplines understanding in the form of dualized hierarchies of meaning. This approach to analysis takes the coherent and uniform appearance of much of "reality" and seeks to show in a variety of ways that what we take to be "real," timeless, and universal "is the arbitrary imposition of a form of order" (Shapiro, 1987:14). In this context, Der Derian (1987) has historicized the notion of diplomacy to demonstrate how, in the absence of central agency of power in the international system, the power of diplomacy has been constituted and sustained by the discursive practice of the "diplomatic culture," the mediation of humankind's alienation from a socially constructed power. Shapiro has taken the fiction of Franz Kafka and Don DeLillo, with their questioning of the meaning of "fear" and "danger," to illustrate how danger is bureaucratized in the contemporary era to such an extent that there is no longer any correlation between our immediate experience and the representations of experience we consume as citizens of a modern state (Shapiro, 1988). In a piece examining U.S. foreign policy towards Central America, Shapiro (1987:Ch. 3) has shown that foreign policy can be understood as the process of making "strange" the object under consideration in order to differentiate it from "us." In the case of the construction of the "Central American Other," the resultant combination of moral and geopolitical codes in U.S. foreign policy discourse works to make U.S. intervention in the region seem necessary, both in terms of American interests and those of the subject state. In this way other discourses are delegitimized or marginalized, thereby limiting the range of political options for policy. 

Links – International Politics

Foreign policy is synonymous with the ontological colonization of spaces – any inconsistency with Western thinking is labeled as immoral and inferior

Campbell ’05

(David, Professor of Cultural and Political Geography in the Department of Geography at Durham University in the UK, Associate Director for the Durham Centre for Advanced Photography Studies, “The Biopolitics of Security”, American Quarterly, Vol. 57, No. 3, p. 946-9, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/american_quarterly/v057/57.3campbell.html, DA 7/25/10)
Foreign Policy, Security, and Identity: From Geopolitics to Biopolitics  As an imagined community, the state can be seen as the effect of formalized practices and ritualized acts that operate in its name or in the service of its ideals. This understanding, which is enabled by shifting our theoretical commitments from a belief in pregiven subjects to a concern with the problematic of subjectivity, renders foreign policy as a boundary-producing political performance in which the spatial domains of inside/outside, self/other, and domestic/foreign are constituted through the writing of threats as externalized dangers. [End Page 947]  The narratives of primary and stable identities that continue to govern much of the social sciences obscure such an understanding. In international relations these concepts of identity limit analysis to a concern with the domestic influences on foreign policy; this perspective allows for a consideration of the influence of the internal forces on state identity, but it assumes that the external is a fixed reality that presents itself to the pregiven state and its agents. In contrast, by assuming that the identity of the state is performatively constituted, we can argue that there are no foundations of state identity that exist prior to the problematic of identity/difference that situates the state within the framework of inside/outside and self/other. Identity is constituted in relation to difference, and difference is constituted in relation to identity, which means that the "state," the "international system," and the "dangers" to each are coeval in their construction. Over time, of course, ambiguity is disciplined, contingency is fixed, and dominant meanings are established. In the history of U.S. foreign policy—regardless of the radically different contexts in which it has operated—the formalized practices and ritualized acts of security discourse have worked to produce a conception of the United States in which freedom, liberty, law, democracy, individualism, faith, order, prosperity, and civilization are claimed to exist because of the constant struggle with and often violent suppression of opponents said to embody tyranny, oppression, anarchy, totalitarianism, collectivism, atheism, and barbarism.   This record demonstrates that the boundary-producing political performance of foreign policy does more than inscribe a geopolitical marker on a map. This construction of social space also involves an axiological dimension in which the delineation of an inside from an outside gives rise to a moral hierarchy that renders the domestic superior and the foreign inferior. Foreign policy thus incorporates an ethical power of segregation in its performance of identity/difference. While this produces a geography of "foreign" (even "evil") others in conventional terms, it also requires a disciplining of "domestic" elements on the inside that challenge this state identity. This is achieved through exclusionary practices in which resistant elements to a secure identity on the "inside" are linked through a discourse of "danger" with threats identified and located on the "outside." Though global in scope, these effects are national in their legitimation.12

Links – National Identity

The concept of national identity produces boundaries between the Self and the Other – this dichotomy privileges the constant production of identity and marginalizes alternative approaches to understanding the world
Campbell ’98

(David, Professor of Cultural and Political Geography in the Department of Geography at Durham University in the UK, Associate Director for the Durham Centre for Advanced Photography Studies, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity, Revised Ed., p. 67-8)

 In sum, whether we are speaking in terms of Foucault’s notion of a problematization in which ambiguity is disciplined by practices that differentiate, hierarchize, and normalize, Blumenberg’s “inducing process” in which a concern with the unfinished and endangered nature of the world means that the “state” comes to occupy the position previously established by the church, Hobbes’s sovereign state as a mortal god existing under an immortal God, or Ashley’s paradigm of sovereignty, we are left with an overall problematic about the constitution of political/state identity. While dependent on specific historical contexts, we can say that for the state, identity can be understood as the outcome of exclusionary practices in which resistant elements to a secure identity on the “inside” are linked through a discourse of “danger” with threats identified and located on the “outside.” The outcome of this is that boundaries are constructed, spaces demarcated, standards of legitimacy incorporated, interpretations of history privileged, and alternatives marginalized. Foreign policy (conventionally understood as the external orientation of preestablished states with secure identities) is thus to be retheorized as one of the boundary-producing practices central to the production and reproduction of the identity in whose name it operates. We have to be very careful, however, in specifying the exact nature of the relationship between state-based foreign policy and political identity. Foreign policy in the conventional sense is a modern cultural artifact implicated in the intensification of power in the state. It arises in a form that we would recognize as recently as the late eighteenth or early nineteenth centuries, when organizations bearing the appellation “foreign” or “external” first appeared in a systematic form. Originally somewhat puny in size, it was not until the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries that they took on the form of large-scale bureaucracies with global scope. This growth coincided with, and contributed to, a range of developments that led to the intensification of social power in the nation-state, produced the category of “citizen,” and established nationalism as the primary form of social identity by the time of World War I. These developments included different modes of apprehending time in which literary forms such as the novel and the newspaper enabled people to think in terms of the “nation”; rearticulations of the conventional understandings of time and space in domains as diverse as science, art, and industry; and the concerted effort to invent traditions, create national holidays, and rebuild capital cities so as to provide a particular historical understanding of the emergence of the modern state.  

Links National Identity

The “USFG” is founded on violent modes of inclusion and exclusion that mask the origins of its national identity
Campbell ’98

(David, Professor of Cultural and Political Geography in the Department of Geography at Durham University in the UK, Associate Director for the Durham Centre for Advanced Photography Studies, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity, Revised Ed., p. 91-2) 
 No state possesses a prediscursive, stable identity, and no state is free from the tension between the various domains that need to be aligned for a political community to come into being, an alignment that is a response to, rather than constitutive of, a prior and stable identity. Yet for no state is this condition as central as it is for America. If all states are “imagined communities,” devoid of ontological being apart from the many practices that constitute their reality, then America is the imagined community par excellence. For there never has been a country called “America,” nor a people known as “Americans” from whom a national identity is drawn. There is a United States of America, and there are many who declare themselves to be “Americans” (thought the U.S. census form does not list “America” as an ethnic option), but “America” only exists by virtue of people coming to live in a particular place. The histories of Americans are located in places other than the one in which they live, such that “the flag and the Pledge are, as it were, all we have.” Defined, therefore, more by absence than presence, America is peculiarly dependent on representational practices for its being. Arguably more than any other state, the imprecise process of imagination is what constitutes American identity. In this context, the practices of “foreign policy” come to have a special importance. If the identity of the “true nationals” remains intrinsically elusive and “inorganic,” it can only be secured by the effective and continual ideological demarcation of those who are “false” to the defining ideals. “Only in a country where it is so unclear what is American,” argues Michael Kammen, “do people worry so much about the threat of things ‘unAmerican.’” Although the historicity of the constellation of dispositions associated with being “American” is often elided in the practices through which they are reproduced, it is possible to recover from some of the foundational moments that have constituted “America” a sense of the modes of inclusion and exclusion at work. Consequently, this chapter takes a look at some of the foreign policy practices in the pivotal moments of the discovery, colonization, and founding of the republic, moments that enriched the discursive economy of identity/difference and from which contemporary articulations are drawn. 

Democracy Link

Democracy creates the real threat of fascism—that within the domestic order

Neocleous, prof. of critique of political economy @ Brunei University, 2008 p. 9

(Mark, Critique of Security)

 A final introductory word on fascism. A number of writers have noted that there is a real Schmittian logic underpinning security politics: that casting an issue as one of' security' tends to situate that issue within the logic of threat and decision, of friend and enemy, and so magnifies the dangers and ratchets up the strategic fears and insecurities that encourage the construction of a certain kind of political reason centred on the molent clampdown of the moment of decision.35 'Speaking and writing about security is never innocent', says Jef Huysmans, 'it always risks contributing to the opening of a window of opportunity for a "fascist mobilisation"'.36 Events since 11 September 2001, bear witness to this. It seems abundantly clear that any removal of fascism would now come through the mobilisation of society in the name of security.37 This potential for fascist mobilisation underlines once more that far from being a distinct political force outside of liberalism and capital, fascism is in fact liberal capitalism's doppelganger. The lesson of the twentieth century is that the crises of liberalism, more often than not expressed as crises threatening the security of the state and the social order of capital, reveal the potential for the rehabilitation of fascism; thriving in the crises of liberalism, the fascist potential within liberal democracy has always been more dangerous than the fascist tendency against democracy.38 The critique of security being developed here is intended as a reminder of the authoritarian, reactionary and fascist potential within the capitalist order and one of its key political categories. 

Democracy Link

Democracy provides the cover and the logic for the war making practices of the West- discursive criticism can contruibute to peace better

Grayson, Ph. D candidate @ York University, 2003 p. 

(Kyle, “Democratic Peace Theory as Practice”)

http://www.yorku.ca/yciss/publications/WP22-Grayson.pdf
The answer in part, is given that liberal democracy and the liberal democratic political system are firmly entrenched in the American national psyche, any suggestion that they are not wholly an ‘American’ (or at least ‘Western’) product is tantamount to a full scale attack on US national identity and the ontological presuppositions that form its foundations. This is particularly acute when Native Americans are involved, for they have traditionally been seen as the uncivilized and savage ‘other’ on the North American continent. Therefore, the aim of this paper is to demonstrate that far from being just window-dressing to (geo)strategic interests as argued by realists, or the ultimate guarantor of peace as argued by democratic peace adherents, the American (and Western) conception of liberal democracy creates the binaries necessary for the war-making practices of the United States and other like minded allies such as Canada. In order to substantiate this controversial claim, I will begin by deconstructing the democratic peace. Liberal democracy should be seen not just as a fundamental principle influencing the nature of state government and domestic rule, but as a subjective tool to differentiate ‘friend’ from ‘foe’ and ‘opportunity’ from ‘threat’. The notion of liberal democracy is an integral part of what Roxanne Lynn Doty has referred to as the ‘representational practices’ of the American (or Western) state.5 Viewing liberal democracy as an international relations practice within a representational framework clearly illuminates three significant points with regards to the theory and practice of the democratic peace that will be addressed in this paper. First, is through a representational deconstruction, the ontological nature of war and of peace become apparent. Second, because war and peace can be just as much about ontology as strategy, war and peace may take place not only on the battlefield or in diplomatic chambers but also in classrooms and media outlets (beyond the dissemination of propaganda) through the production and reproduction of binaries and classification schemes. In other words, devastating wars are often fought equally with words as with weapons; conversely, peace can be achieved through discursive understanding as well as the laying down of arms. Therefore, Limbaugh and Bork are not simply uninformed pundits, but are also combatants in an ontological battleground. Finally, a representational view of the democratic peace helps to illustrate how democratic peace theory and practice can and perhaps even must be silent about other versions of democracy like the Iroquois Confederacy. 

Democracy Link

Democratic peace is a lie- scholars conclude- and the call to democracy is a veiled call to political violence

Grayson, Ph. D candidate @ York University, 2003 p. 

(Kyle, “Democratic Peace Theory as Practice”)

http://www.yorku.ca/yciss/publications/WP22-Grayson.pdf
What is perhaps most interesting about democratic peace theory is not how its adherents have attempted to explain the phenomenon, but its resonance with the general public and policy-makers. Moreover, this pop-culture popularity has occurred despite the general perception within the wider academic community that at best, it represents wishful thinking. More importantly, the nuances of democratic peace theory have been lost as it has become enmeshed within popular political discourse in the West. Thus, democratic peace theory has been transformed into a set of assertions that are constantly repeated by commentators and policy-makers at the first signs of conflict in the international arena: 1. democracies are inherently peaceful unless unjustly attacked (or threatened) by authoritarian regimes, 2. uses of force by democracies are justified because they are directed against real threats launched by rogue actors intent on undermining the ‘democratic way of life’, 3. democracies by definition cannot go to war with one another (as a result of assertion 1), 4. the best way to ensure global stability and peace is to promote the spread of democracy. The power of these four assertions is augmented by the fact that they are very easy to comprehend and thus disseminate to the population at large; they muster support and help to provide a basis of legitimacy for actions (including the large-scale use of violence) that may have otherwise generated internal apathy if not opposition. In particular, the spread of democracy has been touted by Western governments as the panacea to all global ills and has therefore been (mis)used as a rationale for the use of force in several instances including NATO’s bombing of Serbia, the Coalition war against the Taliban, and the invasion of Iraq. The irony that one ‘brand’ of democracy is being promoted in the Post- Cold War world through the use of force rather than open discussion seems to be lost on many Western observers. Given the prevalence of the democratic peace thesis and its rhetorical impact both in the policymaking community and popular Western political discourse, a critical international relations scholar is faced with Robert Cox’s key theoretical questions: to paraphrase, ‘for whom and for what purpose has democratic peace theory been constructed’?13 From a slightly different angle, Ido Oren and Jude Hays have argued “regularities of foreign policy can only be found where the analyst searches for them, and US political scientists tend to devote a disproportionate share of their resources and energy to searches around the categories of democracy and/or liberalism”.14 Thus far, too few international scholars have been able or willing to ask why? By deconstructing the democratic peace as a representational practice, possible answers will be found. 

Democracy Link

Democracy extends the ontologically violent Western view of the international which excludes non-democratic nations

Grayson, Ph. D candidate @ York University, 2003 p. 

(Kyle, “Democratic Peace Theory as Practice”)

http://www.yorku.ca/yciss/publications/WP22-Grayson.pdf
Given the representation practices embodied within the democratic peace theory discourse, it is best to view the interactions that it fosters as ‘imperial encounters’. According to Doty, ‘the term imperial encounters 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 of kinds of agency’.39 The ‘reality’ of democratic peace theory has been defined by Western representational practices outlined above. These representations have shaped the production of knowledge and identities as well as making particular courses of action appear possible/impossible/inevitable.40 Furthermore, to borrow a term from David Campbell, democratic peace theory has constructed a new ‘geography of evil’ that (re)produces national identity while dictating what courses of action are apt (i.e., conversion/force) when confronting the supposedly non-liberal/democratic ‘other’.41 To reiterate this point in a slightly different fashion, “the context of the democratic peace, then, includes not only the advent of a zone of peace among core states, but also international relations of domination and subordination in the periphery…”.42 As a result of this analysis, the answers to the questions of ‘for whom and for what purpose’ is democratic peace theory designed are now evident but not surprising. Democratic peace theory and its associated discourse is for the people of the US/West. Its purpose is to fix the American/Western national identity as civilized, peacefully inclined, and democratic with the non-West by definition being considered uncivilized, war-mongering, and authoritarian. Democratic peace theory also aids in the justification of the American/Western world-view which perceives both democracy and war in a particular fashion. In turn, these conceptions of democracy and war help to hide much of the sordid past and present of the international relations of western liberal democratic states. They help to justify the unjustifiable and to legitimate the illegitimate. Of utmost importance is the ontological basis of these international relations practices sanctioned by democratic peace theory and its associated discourse within the popular political realm. This is the focus of the following section which examines the existence of one of the empirical silences within democratic peace theory research and the consequences of ignoring these important events. 

Democracy Link

Democratic peace theory makes war inevitable- the belief that democracy can solve conflicts actually makes wars inevitable by building in the logic of self/other for a crusading mission
Grayson, Ph. D candidate @ York University, 2003 p. 

(Kyle, “Democratic Peace Theory as Practice”)

http://www.yorku.ca/yciss/publications/WP22-Grayson.pdf
In Violent Cartographies: Mapping Cultures of War, Michael Shapiro tries to examine “the ways that enmity-related global geographies and ethnoscapes emerge as collectivities, and how they try to achieve, stabilize, and reproduce their unity and coherence”.43 Historically, the practice of war has emerged as one the most enduring methods to attempt to fix national identities and ontological foundations. Victory in war confirms all the positive subjective views of the ‘self’ while at the same time providing ‘proof’ of the subjectively perceived inferior nature of the ‘other’. Conversely, defeat not only leads to (geo)strategic losses, but also to a reappraisal of the national identity and deep questioning of the foundations that helped define national identity. The American defeat in the Vietnam War provides an excellent example of these identity/foundation casualties. Therefore, Shapiro argues that war is not just (geo)strategic, but is also about the confrontation between competing ontologies. As mentioned earlier, democratic peace theory and its surrounding discourse views war as an activity waged by state actors in pursuit of (geo)strategic spoils (e.g., territory, resources, wealth), as well as an activity arising over disputes of ‘ownership’ of spoils and/or perceived violations of sovereignty. As John Vasquez has argued, “the situation that states in the modern global system are most likely to deal with by the use of force and violence is one in which their territory is threatened....territorial disputes provide the willingness to go to war”.44 Democratic peace theorists believe that liberal democracies can peacefully manage these kinds of disputes amongst themselves; however, in circumstances of dispute between a liberal democracy and a non-liberal/democracy, war is seen as almost inevitable. Conventionally, this has been attributed to the inherently aggressive nature of the ‘authoritarian’ state, which prevents liberal democracies from trusting these states to adhere to peacefully negotiated settlements. Yet, when democratic peace theory is viewed as a representational practice, war becomes inevitable between disputing liberal democratic states and non-liberal/democratic states not because of the aggressive nature of authoritarian regimes but because these situations are viewed as an opportunity for liberal democratic states to engage in a ‘civilizing’ mission and reaffirm their national identity and ontology by demonstrating their superiority in battle. This imperative becomes especially clear if we abandon the traditional view of war contained within democratic peace theory and look at democratic non-state/liberal democratic state disputes and the underlying ontological contestations that fuelled them.45 Barkawi and Laffey have argued that currently “force is used in the service of defending and expanding economic and to a lesser extent political liberalism (in the guise of democracy) beyond the liberal capitalist core”.46 From a historical perspective, the dispute between the Iroquois Six Nations and the Canadian government over the Grand River territory during the first decades of the twentieth century, provides an excellent example of the ontological impetus behind international relations practices and how warfare can also be directed towards the annihilation of culture

Hegemony Link

Belief that some lives are worth more than others and that violence is justifies in pursuing this end creates calculable and excluded objects

Butler, professor of rhetoric at Berkeley, 2009 p. 50-53

(Judith, Frames of War)

One might, for instance, believe in the sanctity of life or adhere to a general philosophy that opposes violent  action of all kinds against sentient beings, and one might invest powerful feelings in such a belief. But if certain lives are not perceivable as lives, and this includes sentient beings who are not human, then the moral prohibition against violence will be only selectively applied (and our own sentience will be only selectively mobilized). The critique of violence must begin with the question of the represemability of life itself: what allows a life to become visible in its precariousness and its need for shelter, and what is it that keeps us from seeing or understanding certain lives in this way? The problem concerns the media, at the most general level, since a life can be accorded a value only on the condition that it is perceivable as a life, but it is only on the condition of certain embedded evaluative structures that a life becomes perceivable at all. To perceive a life "is not quite the same as encountering a life as precarious. Encountering a life as precarious is not a raw encounter, one in which life is stripped bare of all its usual interpretations, appearing to us outside all relations of power. An ethical attitude does not spontaneously arrive as soon as the usual interpretive frameworks are destroyed, and no pure moral conscience emerges once the shackles of everyday interpretation have been thrown off. On the contrary, it is only by challenging the dominant media that certain kinds of lives may become visible or knowable in their precariousness. It is not only or exclusively the visual apprehension of a life that forms a necessary precondition for an understanding of the precariousness of life. Another life is taken in through all the senses, if it is taken in at all. The tacit interpretive scheme that divides worthy from unworthy lives works fundamentally through the senses, differentiating the cries we can hear from those we cannot, the sights we can see from those we cannot, and likewise at the level of touch and even smell. War sustains its practices through acting on the senses, crafting them to apprehend the world selectively, deadening affect in response to certain images and sounds, and enlivening affective responses to others. This is why war works to undermine a sensate democracy, restricting what we can feel, disposing us to feel shock and outrage in the face of one expression of violence and righteous coldness in the face of another. To encounter the precariousness of another life, the senses have to be operative, which means that a struggle must be waged against those forces that seek to regulate affect in differential ways. The' point is not to celebrate a full deregulation of affect, but to query the conditions of responsiveness by offering interpretive matrices for the understanding of war that question and oppose the dominant interpretations-interpretations that not only act upon affect, but take form and become effective as affect itself. If we accept the insight that our very survival depends not on the policing of a boundary-the strategy of a certain sovereign in relation to its territory-but on recognizing how we are bound up with others, then this leads us to reconsider the way in which we conceptualize the body in the field of politics. We have to consider whether the body is rightly defined as a bounded kind of entity. What makes a body discrete is not an established morphology, as if we could identify certain bodily shapes or forms as paradigmatically human. In fact, I am not at all sure we can identify a human form, nor do I think we need to. This view has implications for rethinking gender, disability, and racialization, to name a few of the social processes that depend upon the reproduction of bodily norms. And as the critique of gender normativity, able-ism, and racist perception have made clear, there is no singular human form. We can think about demarcating the human body through identifying its boundary, or in what form it is bound, but that is to miss the crucial fact that the body is, in certain ways and even inevitably, unbound-in its acting, its receptivity, in its speech, desire, and mobility. It is outside itself, in the world of others, in a space and time it does not control, and it not only exists in the vector of  these relations, but as this very vector.11 In this sense, the body does not belong to itself. The body, in my view, is where we encounter a range of perspectives that mayor may not be our own. How I am encountered, and how I am sustained, depends fundamentally on the social and political networks in which this body lives, how I am regarded and treated, and how that regard and treatment facilitates this life or fails to make it livable. So the norms of gender through which I come to understand myself or my survivability are not made by me alone. I am already in the hands of the other when I try to take stock of who I am. I all already up against a world I never chose when I exercise my agency. It follows, then, that certain kinds of bodies will appear more precariously than others, depending on which versions of the body, or of morphology in general, support or underwrite the idea of the human life that is worth protecting, sheltering, living, mourning. These normative frameworks establish in advance what kind of life will be a life worth living, what life will be a life worth preserving, and what life will become worthy of being mourned. Such views of lives pervade and implicitly justify contemporary war. Lives are divided into those representing certain kinds of states and those representing threats to state-centered liberal democracy, so that war can then be righteously waged on behalf of some lives, while the destruction of other lives can be righteously defended. 

Hegemony Link

Causes preemptive conflict and extermination of the Other

Lifton, visiting psychiatry professor at Harvard, 2003 p. 24-25

(Robert Jay, Superpower Syndrome)

Inseparable from this grandiosity is the paranoid edge of the apocalyptic mindset. Leader and followers feel them¬selves constantly under attack-threatened not just with harm but with annihilation. For them that would mean the obliteration of everything of value on this degraded planet, of the future itself. They must destroy the world in order to survive themselves. This is why they in turn feel impelled to label as absolute evil and annihilate any group that seems to impede their own sacred mission. Such a sense of paranoid aggressiveness is more readily  detectable in the case of certified zealots like Asahara or bin Laden. But it is by no means absent from the minds of American strategists who, though possessing over¬whelming military dominance, express constant fear of national annihilation, and embark upon aggressive or "preemptive" military actions. 
Hegemony Link

Fighting wars for some devalues the lives of others

Butler, professor of rhetoric at Berkeley, 2009 p. 37-38

(Judith, Frames of War)

To that end, I want to return to the question of the "we" and think first about what happens to this "we" during times of war. Whose lives are regarded as lives worth saving and defending, and whose are not? Second, I want to ask how we might rethink the "we" in global terms in ways that counter the politics of imposition. Lastly, and in the chapters to come, I want to consider why the opposition to torture is obligatory, and how we might derive an important sense of global responsibility from a politics that opposes the use of torture in any and all of its forms.2 So, one way of posing the question of who "we" are in these times of war is by asking whose lives are considered valuable, whose lives are mourned, and whose lives are considered ungrievable. We might think of war as dividing populations into those who are grievable and those who are not. An ungrievable life is one that cannot be mourned because it has never lived, that is, it has never counted as a life at all. We can see the division of the globe into grievable and ungrievable lives from the perspective of those who wage war in order to defend the lives of certain communities, and to defend them against the lives of others-even if it means taking those latter lives. After the attacks of 9/11, we encountered in the media graphic pictures of those who died, along with their names, their stories, the reactions of their families. Public grieving was dedicated to making these images iconic for the nation, which meant of course that there was considerably less public grieving for non-US nationals, and none at all for illegal workers. 

 Terrorism Link

Terrorist threat rhetoric justifies a securitizing maw of state violence that cannot solve

Campbell, professor of IR at Newcastle, 2002
(David, Theory and Event 5.4)

 #  While the current operations of the war machine do not represent a changed world, some of their effects will undoubtedly change the world. Foremost amongst these is the way the focus on "the war against terrorism" as the organizing priority of international society interpolates all other issues into a manichean structure within which there is little if any space for ambiguity and complexity. Bush's simplistic rhetoric -- that you are either with us or with the terrorists, and that the United States will make no distinction between terrorists and those who support them -- produces a context in which one set of concerns will blowback into many others. #       "Blowback" is the term favored by intelligence agencies when they speak of policies from another time coming back to haunt the present and change the course of the future. It is common to analyses of Afghanistan which demonstrate that the network of financiers, suppliers and supporters now used by bin Laden and the al-Qa'eda organization was established by the US and Pakistan as part of the mujahadeen struggle against the Soviet occupation.[24] Now that bin Laden and others are the objects of enmity rather than partners in an anti-communist struggle, we are witnessing how the construction of the much proclaimed international coalition against terrorism is a policy that will blowback into other areas with perverse effects. Indeed, despite the constant reiteration that this is a new kind of war, there is little more than return of the past in the way the US and Britain have responded. #       In the first place, the notion of an international coalition is misplaced. The war machine is a unilateralist US instrument, with some British input. While a handful of other countries have offered small-scale military support to the campaign, there is no desire on the Bush administration's part to cramp its style by having others involved in decision making. The extensive diplomatic activity that the media characterizes as being an effort to keep the 'fragile international coalition together' involves little more than the US and Britain buying acquiescence from states that might otherwise have opposed military action overtly. Such complicity comes at a price, however. #       Seeing that the US now wishes to view the world and its struggles through the lens of an international campaign against global terror, numerous countries (including China, Macedonia, Malaysia, India and Indonesia) have been rushing to demonstrate how their internal conflicts are the product of terrorist networks. Others, such as Australia, have proffered the spurious claim that their hostility to refugees is justified on anti-terrorism grounds.[25] In each case, the purpose is to make difficult international criticism of their repressive responses. Russia is a case in point. Having allowed the US to approach former Soviet states bordering Afghanistan for basing rights during the war, President Putin has demanded that the US and the European Union cease criticism of Russian policies in Chechnya, where human rights abuses in the on-going war are rampant.[26] During a visit to Germany, Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder duly obliged Putin by observing "as regards Chechnya, there will be and must be a more differentiated evaluation in world opinion."[27] The White House spokesperson went further, stating that the US now accepts that al-Qa'eda has exploited and may have even caused the war in Chechnya.[28] #       What we have, then, is the war on terrorism morphing into a re-run of the Cold War. The Cold War, remember, was both a struggle which exceeded the military threat of the Soviet Union, and a struggle into which any number of potential candidates -- regardless of their strategic capacity to be a threat -- were slotted as a threat. If we recall that the phrase 'cold war' was coined by a fourteenth-century Spanish writer to represent the persistent rivalry between Christians and Arabs, we come to recognize that the sort of struggle the phrase denotes is a struggle over identity: a struggle that is not context-specific and thus not rooted in the existence of a particular kind of threat. But what was distinctive about the Cold War, and what has survived the demise of the Soviet Union, are the long established interpretive dispositions towards the international environment. These involve the zero-sum analyses of international action, the sense of endangerment ascribed to all the activities of the other, the fear of internal challenge and subversion, the tendency to militarize all responses, and the willingness to draw the lines of superiority/inferiority between us and them.[29] #       This return of the past means we have different objects of enmity, different allies, but the same structure for relating to the world through foreign and security policy. In the current context, this structure means that abuses and atrocities equal to or greater than the original crime that put us on this new path will be overlooked and tolerated, so long as the strategic goal remains in focus. What we are witnessing, therefore, is an emerging form of strategic international McCarthyism. Struggles unrelated to the global threat will nonetheless be cast as compradors of international terrorism, repressive policies will not be questioned, and those that dare criticize this complicity will be labeled fellow travelers of the terrorists. 

 Rogue/Proliferation Link

This rhetoric results in colonialism and exclusion

Gusterson, anthropology prof. @ MIT, 2004  p. xix

(Hugh, People of the Bomb)

One of the themes of this book is the extraordinary ability of Amcricnn leaders to make real in the public mind new threats rand new alliances (often with old cncmics) as times change. Chnprcr 5 explorc~ the rhetorical strategies adopted by theTruman administmtion shortly after World War 2 as .it sought to persuade the American public to Support the new NATO alliance (which included such recent enemics as Germany and Italy)') and to fear its ncw enemy, until recently its ally; the Soviet Union. After the end of the cold war, as the world moved into the second nucleaf age, where similar process of idcological transmutation took place. Now the Soviet Union was against constructed as an ally, and Iraq, until reccntly the recipient of substantial US military aid cvcn aftcr it used chemical weapons against its own peoplc, was transformed into a new cntitythat was a “rogue state” and demonized as that which was most dangerous in the new world order. Chapter 4 exames U,S. media representations of Iraq during the first Gulf war. Chapter 2, the most iimportant in the book, examines the Western discourse of nuclear proliferation, which was to the 1990s what Communism was to the 1950s. this was largely through this djscoursc that the new category of rogue states, now the justification (or all manner of military' programs; was made real. In chapter 5 and in the postscript on nuclear rhetoric in George W. Bush's America, I suggost thnt the discourse on rogue states is incoherent and vacuous, and thus the pronouncements of media pundits and defense intellectuals regarding the dangers of nuclear weapons in the hands of Third World nations based on an indefensible double standard and. ultimately} neocolonial stereotyping disguised under a thin patina of rational thought: if nuclear wcnpons arc safe in Amcrican hands, why not in Indiun or Pakistani hands too? 1 also try to suggest thut the discourse on rogue states ond prolifemtion, by miscasting the nuclear danger, prevents U5 from recognizing other threats to our security.
Link—“Power Vacuums”

Power vacuums rhetoric makes intervention and power politics inevitable

Shimko, professor of political science at Purdue, 2004 p. 205-206

(Keith, in Metaphorical World Politics ed. By Beer and Landtsheer)

Yet another tried and true geopolitical metaphor is the concept of the "power vacuum." This wauld also be mobilized at various junctures during the Cold War. President Eisenhower (who appears to have had a particular fondness for geopolitical metaphors) observed after the 1956 Suez crisis that "the existing vacuum in the Middle East must be filled by the United States before it is filled by Russia."19 The metaphor of the power vacuum is .. a prime example af what I call a metaphor of power: it embodies a concep¬ tion of how the world works that is conducive to the exercise of great (pawer. Like many influential geopolitical metaphors, this one is drawn \ from the natural, physical, and biological sciences. Such metaphors imply .ithat the social world of international relatians operates according to certain :::laws, such as the laws of physics. Perhaps such analogies are so common because they provide a comforting vision of predictability for an unpre¬.dictable world. It is a world in which nations and decision makers are '6ddly rabbed of volition and agency (and, thus, moral responsibility?). Na¬tlire abhors a vacuum. Vacuums will be filled; they will draw things in. This is inevitable and inexorable. As Eisenhower insists, the vacuum Kmust" be filled. If it is not filled by the United States, it will be filled by the ;oviet Union: these are the only two aptions. And since it is a vacuum of 6wer, who else can fill it except those who possess power-for example, the United States. The notion that there exists these things called power vacuums that must be filled is a metaphor of power because it presents an understanding of how the world works that almost inevitably leads to the conclusion that those with power must expand to fill the vacuums. In fill¬ing power vacuums we are only doing what must inevitably be done-in fact, it is the vacuum itself that is to blame because it "draws" in power (and, thus, the powerful). The metaphor, of course, hides the obvious ob¬jection to the analysis and conclusion: perhaps no one has to "fill" the "vacuum" because it is not in fact a "vacuum" at all. 

Link: Borders
Borders are drawn between the self and enemy, between the realm of security and danger: they validate security practices

Lipschutz, Assistant Professor of Politics and Director of the Adlai Stevenson Program on Global Security at UC Santa Cruz, the most attractive campus ever and home of the banana slugs, 2000
(Ronnie D., After Authority: War, Peace, and Global Politics in the 21st Century, SUNY Press, pg. 59)

Thus, conventionally and historically, borders have been drawn not only by dint of geography but also between the self and the enemy, between the realm of safety and the realm of danger, between tame zones and wild ones, between the supposedly known and the presumably unverifiable and unknown. Traditionally, it was practitioners of diplomacy and security who marked such borders between states, or between groups of states, and they did so as the authorities who drew the lines, maintained their integrity, and validated those characteristics, whether cultural or political, that distinguished insider from outsider, one side from the other.24
Links – Otherness

The contemporary logic of security transposes each instance of difference to a geopolitical marker on a map. This system of knowledge constructs a world where otherness is artificially produced. 

Dillon and Lobo-Guerrero ’8

(Michael, Professor of Politics and IR at Lancaster University, UK, Director of the Security and War MA, PhD and Luis, professor of Politics and IR at Keele University, UK, “Biopolitics of Security in the 21st Century”, Review of International Studies,  Vol. 34, No. 2, p. 32-4 http://www.biopolitica.cl/docs/Lobo_Biopolitics_of_Security_21stCentury.pdf, DA 7/26/10)

This very tight correlation of biopolitical security apparatuses with contingency, eventalness, economy and circulation is Foucault also says profoundly linked to the rise of liberalism as a regime of power relations (the general thematic of BoP); acting so that reality develops, is free to go its own way, follow its own course according to laws and dynamics amenable to epistemic interrogation and thus ultimately also to modulated policy intervention. In short, security was fundamentally correlated with a certain understanding of freedom as well. This freedom, he was careful to gloss, is not concerned with the exemptions and privileges that attach to a person. It concerned instead the very possibility of movement, change of place, and so on.42 Above all, and in summary form, it was the freedom of circulation, and the freedom to circulate, in the very broadest sense of the term. Abstracting further from Foucault’s account one might therefore say that the problematic of biopolitical security apparatuses is fundamentally that of securing the contingent freedom of circulation. That is how and why we are now able to understand the epigraph which heads this paper: biopolitically, ‘freedom is nothing else but the correlative of the deployment of apparatuses of security’ 32: 74.43 Peculiarly characteristic in particular, therefore, of liberal governmental power, power operated here in ways that mimicked currency rather than mechanics (BoP). Its logic was similarly more strategical than dialectical. Dialectical logic presupposes contradictory terms that are nonetheless situated within a realm which is ultimately homogenous. For two propositions to be contradictory or not, it is necessary as, Leibniz says, that they have something in common on the basis of which they can contradict one another 79. Strategic logic presupposes, instead, that it is possible to connect different terms productively, which terms nonetheless remain disparate (STP). Think, for example, of the disparate terms which risk analysis combines into the mathematical commodification of contingency. Between the disparate, contradiction does not even remain possible; but productive correlation does. The productivity of strategic logic derives from connecting the heterogeneous into different cartographies of the contingent, rather than resolving the contradictory into higher forms of the same. Strategy is thus an ars combinatoria, presupposing an irredeemably heterogeneous universe, while Dialectic is an ars differentia presupposing a homogeneous one. Here, eventually, in the contemporary biopolitics of security in particular, the distinction between strategy and tactics becomes otiose, since according to contemporary understanding of what it is to be a living thing, and the art of living it, strategic logic is no longer telic but a recombinatorial art of design. 

Link -North Korea

Projecting North Korea as a threat ‘hinders’ a resolution of the crises
Bleiker, 03 (Roland, University of Queensland, A Rogue is a Rogue is a Rogue: US Foreign Policy and the Korean Nuclear Crisis, Volume 79 Issue 4, Pages 719 – 737, 18 Nov 2003)
The reluctance to use force against North Korea obscures the fact that US foreign policy is guided by a largely consistent approach towards the phenomenon of so-called ‘rogue’ states. That war was not advocated in Korea is a reflection of diplomatic constraints and, above all, strategic limitations. South Korea’s then newly elected president, Roh Moo-hyun, strongly opposed a military solution to the problem. Perhaps even more importantly, the consequences of an escalation in Korea would be hard to contain. One of the world’s biggest cities, Seoul, is only 50 kilometres away from the heavily militarized ‘Demilitarized Zone’(DMZ) that separates North Korea from the South. Even if pre-emptive strikes were to neutralize North Korea’s possible nuclear arsenal, they would not be able to destroy all its conventional weapons. The latter alone could easily trigger a second Korean war, with disastrous consequences on all sides.

The purpose of this article is to examine the role of the United States in the Korean nuclear crisis, for no aspect of the past and present dilemmas on the peninsula can be addressed or even understood without recourse to the US. This is why China repeatedly stressed that the latest nuclear crisis was primarily an issue between North Korea and the United States.6 Kim Dae-jung, in his final speech as South Korea’s president, reiterated the same theme: ‘more than anything, dialogue between North Korea and the United States is the important key to a solution.’7 A solution is, however, far from reach. Both the US and North Korea see the other as a threat. And each has good reasons for doing so. But each is also implicated in the production of this threat. The problem is that these interactive dynamics are hard to see, for the West tends to project a very one-sided image of North Korea—one that sees it solely as a rogue outlaw, and thus a source of danger and instability. Nicolas Eberstadt, for instance, stresses that ‘North Korean policies and practices have accounted for most of the volatility within the Northeast Asian region since the end of the Cold War.’8 Very few policy-makers, security analysts and journalists ever make the effort to imagine how threats are perceived from the North Korean perspective, or consider how these perceptions are part of an interactive security dilemma in which the West, and US foreign policy in particular, is implicated as deeply as the vilified regime in Pyongyang.

The central argument of this article is that the image of North Korea as a ‘rogue state’ severely hinders both an adequate understanding and a possible resolution of the crisis. The rhetoric of rogue states is indicative of how US foreign policy continues to be driven by dualistic and militaristic Cold War thinking patterns. The ‘Evil Empire’ may be gone; not so the underlying need to define safety and security with reference to an external threat that must be warded off at any cost. Rogues are among the new threat-images that serve to demarcate the line between good and evil. As during the Cold War, military means are considered the key tool with which this line is to be defended. In the absence of a global power that matches the US, this militaristic attitude has, if anything, even intensified. Look at Washington’s recent promulgation of a pre- emptive strike policy against rogue states. The consequences of this posture are particularly fateful in Korea, for it reinforces half a century of explicit and repeated nuclear threats against the government in Pyongyang. The impact of these threats has been largely obscured, not least because the highly technical and specialized discourse of security analysis has enabled the US to present the strategic situation on the peninsula in a manner that misleadingly attributes responsibility for the crisis solely to North Korea’s actions.
Links: Us/Them

Imperialist discourse masked as ‘offering freedoms’ provides a monochromatic rhetoric that justifies the constructions of threats

Oza, 07 (Rupal, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space ,Contrapuntal geographies of threat and security: the United States, India, and Israel, volume 25 p. 11)
There is an epistemological and ontological continuity between the contemporary imperialist discourse of `offering freedom's triumph' to those parts of the world that do not enjoy it and the civilizing missions of colonialism. In exploring the discourse through which European colonialism justified its mission, Said wrote, ```they' misbehaved or became rebellious, because `they' mainly understood force or violence best; `they' were not like `us', and for that reason deserved to be ruled'' (1993, page xi). Those in the contemporary moment embodied with the displaced othering as `they' are similarly barbaric, uncivilized, and violent and thus must be taught the `enduring American ideals' through force and occupation. These ``biased or empty geographical knowledges'', according to David Harvey, ``provide license to pursue narrow interests in the name of universal goodness and reason'' (2001, page 211).

In the construction of the United States as the embodiment of universal good its authority to lead in the mission of `freedom's triumph' remains unquestioned as is its position as the civilised nation against barbaric uncivilized terrorists. In fact, in the weeks following September 11, the `war against terror' became a `war for civilization'. On one of several instances, the attack on September 11 was, according to the German Chancellor, Gerhard Schroeder, an attack on the entire civilized world (quoted in Bowden, 2002, page 30). As the war rhetoric developed, drawing on innate civiliza- tional differences, war become a civilizing mission one that would rescue Afghani women and bring freedom and democracy to Iraqi people. Max Boot of the Wall Street Journal went so far as to claim that a ``dose of U.S. imperialism may be the best response to terrorism. Afghanistan and other troubled lands today cry out for the sort of enlightened foreign administration once provided by self-confident Englishmen in jodhpurs and pith helmets'' (quoted in Harvey, 2003, page 4). The uncivilized, therefore, could be civilized, and some of the most violent and gruesome methods in history colonization and war stand as proof of the claim.

While the distorting of time and history provides a rationale for dealing with threat, security is restored in the production of spatial boundaries. Space is being carved up in the `either you're with us or with the terrorists' rhetoric, which draws boundaries between `us' and `them' and between `here' and `there' and shifts in crucial ways the political configurations of the world. These boundaries occur at different scalesöso that entire regions of the world (the Middle East), specific nation-states (Afghanistan, Iraq, North Korea), and marked bodies (South Asian, Arab, and Muslim) are considered threats to security. Within this context, security is being constructed as monochromatic and sectarian, structured through shifts in political economies anchored in large defense budgets and nuclear arsenal. In this new economy, pluralism and mongrel histories have no place.
Links – Threat Con

The very nature of foreign policy constructs false threats in order to fulfill a perpetual desire for order

Campbell ’98

(David, Professor of Cultural and Political Geography in the Department of Geography at Durham University in the UK, Associate Director for the Durham Centre for Advanced Photography Studies, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity, Revised Ed., p. 30-2)

The postwar texts of United States foreign policy certainly located the dangers they identified via references to the Soviet Union. But they always acknowledged that the absence of order, the potential for anarchy, and the fear of totalitarian forces or other negative elements that would exploit or foster such conditions – whether internal or external – was their initial concern. It was NSC-68, after all, which declared “even if there were no Soviet threat” the United States would still pursue a policy designed to cope with the “increasingly intolerable absence of order.” In effect, then, a document as important as this recognized that the interpretation of the Soviet Union as the preeminent danger to the United States involved more than the absorption of sense-data by an independent and passive observer. To say as much is not to exculpate the Soviet Union from all responsibility or to argue that it was the repository of all that was sweetness and light: such a proposition would be preposterous. What this argument does suggest is that it is equally erroneous to relieve the practitioners of American statecraft from all responsibility for making the world in which they worked. Even within the mainstream literature of international relations, the interpretation of the specifics of the Soviet military threat has always been contestable. And the foreign policy texts have demonstrated that even when the Soviet threat was assessed in geopolitical terms, it was often understood as a political rather than a primarily military danger. Indeed, despite considerable differences in the order of magnitude of each, over the years U.S. policy makers have cited a range of threats: world communism, the economic disintegration of Europe, Red China, North Vietnam, Cuba, Nicaragua, Libya, “terrorists,” drug smugglers, and assorted “Third World” dictators. None of these sources posed a threat in terms of a traditional calculus of (military) power, and none of them could be reduced solely to the Soviet Union. All of them were (and are) understood in terms of their proclivity for anarchy and disorder. Most important, just as the source of danger has never been fixed, neither has the identity that it was said to threaten. The contours of this identity have been the subject of constant (re)writing: not rewriting in the sense of changing the meaning, but rewriting in the sense of inscribing something so that that which is contingent and subject to flux is rendered more permanent. While one might have expected few if any references to national values or purposes in confidential documents prepared for the inner sanctum of national security policy (after all, don’t they know who they are or what they represent?), the texts of foreign policy are replete with statements about the fulfillment of the republic, the fundamental purpose of the nation, God-given rights, moral codes, the principles of European civilization, the fear of cultural and spiritual loss, and the responsibilities and duties thrust upon the gleaming example of America. In this sense, the texts that guided national security policy did more than simply offer strategic analyses of the “reality” they confronted: they actively concerned themselves with the scripting of a particular American identity. Stamped “Top Secret” and read by on the select and powerful few, the texts effaced the boundary between inside and outside with their quasi-Puritan figurations.  

Links – Instability/Identity Politics

The framing of danger and instability fuels the construction of the Western model of security – the West is the harbinger of rationality and order while the East is the root of all instability and evil

Campbell ’98

(David, Professor of Cultural and Political Geography in the Department of Geography at Durham University in the UK, Associate Director for the Durham Centre for Advanced Photography Studies, Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity, Revised Ed., p. 58-9)

Ironically, then, the overcoming of fear requires the institutionalization of fear. But fear and danger are put into place by reason rather than (as previously) by superstition. Reason understands that because there is “a general inclination of mankind, a perpetuall and restelesse desire of Power after power, that ceaseth only in Death,” the desire for peace, unity, and a contented life dispose “man” to obey a common power. In obeying this common power “man” is doing more than subjecting himself to authority; his is forming himself to be a member of the order that ensures arts, letters, and society and saves him from the life that is “solitary, poore, nasty, brutish, and short.” Such is the fifth law of nature, “compleasance”: that is to say, That every man strive to accommodate himselfe to the rest. For the understanding whereof, we may consider, that there is in mens aptnesse to Society; a Diversity of Nature, rising from their diversity of Affections; not unlike to what we see in stones brought together for building an Aedifice. For as that stone which by the asperity, and irregularity of Figure, takes more room from others, that it selfe fills; and for the hardnesse, cannot be easily made plain, and thereby hindereth the building, is by the builders cast away as unprofitable, and troublesome: so also, a man that by asperity of Nature, will strive to retain those things which to himselfe are superfluous, and to others necessary; and for the stubbornness of his Passions, cannot be corrected, is to be left, or cast out of Society, as cumbersome thereunto… The observers of this Law, may be called SOCIABLE… The contrary, Stubborn, Insociable, Froward, Intractable. In this metaphor of the stones brought together by builders to construct an edifice lies the central textual strategy of Hobbes’s political theory: a strategy of otherness designed to discipline the self. Because the “unformed matter of the World, was a God, by the name of Chaos,” order requires discipline. And because there is a propensity to diversity in “man” and society that can readily undermine order unless corrected, “man” must remove his “irregularity of Figure” and accommodate himself to the rest. If he does not undertake this self-discipline, he will be cast out of society and signified as troublesome, cumbersome, stubborn, unsociable, and intractable. To be cast out is not to be physically removed but to be politically marginalized. Hobbes’s text is replete with examples of others from whom the self of rational, disciplined “man” must be distinguished. Most obviously, the reference to “savage people” in chapter 13 is in contrast to the unnamed but ever present “civilized people,” who have lived (and hopefully continue to want to life) under peaceful government in an ordered society. The implication is that unless the power of the sovereign is reinscribed, “we” run the danger of becoming like “them.” Hobbes does make this move explicit in other texts. In a short essay written at the same time as Leviathan he distinguished “the civility of Europe, from the Barbarity of the American sauvges.” In the Elements of Law he asked the rhetorical question: without the developments of arts and sciences, “what do we differ from the wildest of the Indians?” 

Links - Biopolitics

The affirmative’s security apparatus is an instance of ontopolitics – the Real is epistemologically constructed through diffuse and interconnected systems of power that control the emergence of life itself
Dillon and Lobo-Guerrero ’8

(Michael, Professor of Politics and IR at Lancaster University, UK, Director of the Security and War MA, PhD and Luis, professor of Politics and IR at Keele University, UK, “Biopolitics of Security in the 21st Century”, Review of International Studies,  Vol. 34, No. 2, p. 4-5 http://www.biopolitica.cl/docs/Lobo_Biopolitics_of_Security_21stCentury.pdf, DA 7/26/10)
This paper does precisely that.4 It explains how the biopolitics of biopower is necessarily also allied with freedom and what kind of ‘freedom’ is understood to be at work in it. In explaining precisely what Foucault understands, in addition, by ‘security’, and how this understanding of security differs from traditional geopolitical accounts of security derived from ontologies and anthropologies of political subjectivity, the paper also clarifies why Foucault concludes that biopolitics simply is a “dispositif de sécurité”. Strictly speaking, therefore, there is no biopolitics which is not simultaneously also asecurity apparatus. There is no biopolitics of this, or a biopolitics of that. When one says biopolitics one says security; albeit in a certain way. Biopolitics arises at the beginning of the modern age but it does not spring fully formed at the beginning, say, of the 18th century. It would run entirely counter to Foucault’s approach to the analytic of power relations to pretend otherwise. While acknowledging a certain kind of precursor in the pastoral power of the Church, with which it appears superficially similar but from which it diverges in its specificities, what Foucault begins to draw-out is the logic of formation which takes hold when power takes species life as its referent object of power, and the securing of species life becomes the vocation of a novel and emerging set of discursive formations of power/knowledge. This biopolitical logic of formation also expresses a new and emergent experience of the real. A logic of formation is therefore historical, local and particular. It installs an ontopolitics as it experiments with novel ensembles or technologies of social practice. However generalised it may become, biopolitics is not itself a universal phenomenon. It is the actualisation instead of a specific historical and, we would argue, evolving economy of power relations. Such ensembles of practices do not actualise themselves in perfect realisation of their logic. First, because their logic is always a contested epistemic object for them. Second, because things always change in unintended ways. Biopolitical security practices do not articulate a design in nature. They are contingent achievements reflecting the partial realisation of designs which seek to enact ‘natures’. In the process, there are slippages and breakages, shifts and revisions, for which the original drivers and concerns of biopolitics no longer account. There is nothing unusual in this. It would be unusual if it 6 did not happen. Mutation of the biopolitical order of power relations has continued to follow transformations in the changing order of [living] things. Such mutation has not merely entailed a change at the level of practice. Any change in practice is simultaneously also accompanied by a change in the experience of the real. In general terms the shift in the nature of the real associated with biopolitics now is captured by the term ‘emergence’.
Links – Risk/Predictions

Their predictive model of security translates the concepts of risk and contingency into financial commodities. This economy of power reduces the political subject into a set of behaviors and profiles that must be regulated.

Dillon and Lobo-Guerrero ’8

(Michael, Professor of Politics and IR at Lancaster University, UK, Director of the Security and War MA, PhD and Luis, professor of Politics and IR at Keele University, UK, “Biopolitics of Security in the 21st Century”, Review of International Studies,  Vol. 34, No. 2, p. 6-8 http://www.biopolitica.cl/docs/Lobo_Biopolitics_of_Security_21stCentury.pdf, DA 7/26/10)

It is part of our political discourse to talk in terms of a people, a public, a nation or a state as agents having intentions and expressing a view. The life of species being which Foucault first interrogated in his analytic of biopower was not this life. Empirically speaking, the life which Foucault first interrogated when inaugurating this economy of power relations was that of ‘population’. A population is not a subject, a people or a public. A population is a cohort of biological individuals. Specifically, from an insurers point of view, for example, a population is simply a risk pool. Populations are therefore said to display behavioural characteristics and correlations. (Hardt and Negri seek to politicise population by anticipating that it will acquire a voice in the name of ‘the multitude.”5) The epistemologies of political subjectivity – especially in relation to traditional security discourses – are preoccupied with establishing secure knowledge about more or less rational choice, interests, intentions and capabilities, and so on. Even when they cannot realise it, which is almost always, their regulative epistemological ideal is the establishment of causal law. Conversely, the epistemologies associated with the biopoliticised securing of populations are those concerned with surveillance and the accumulation and analysis of data concerning behaviour, the patterns which behaviour displays and the profiling of individuals within the population. Instead of causal law, such power/knowledge is very much more concerned to establish profiles, patterns and probabilities. Here is an illustration. On the morning of his 60th birthday, the first birthday card which Mick Dillon opened was from his local Sainsbury’s store. It congratulated him on reaching this ripe old age and invited him back into the store to collect a free bottle of his favourite Shiraz. Anybody who has ever used a ‘Nectar’ card will therefore understand exactly what we are talking about. Mick Dillon was being biopolitically ‘secured’ as a customer. Being secured as a customer is one of the very many ways in which biopoliticised security practices now saturate our everyday lives. Most people subject themselves to such everyday security practices most of the time through these and other allied devices; such as, for example, also insurance, pension investments, securities trading and risk analysis.6 The kinds of means by which Mick Dillon was secured as a Sainsbury’s customer are now integral to the biopolitics of security of all modern states, to the operation of the international political economy (and not only of food) and to the very ‘social inclusion’ of individuals in the local economic life of their communities. Here, life is distributed, weighed and valued, across a shifting terrain of contingent formation rather identity production. From a social constructionist perspective, identity is written. From a biopolitical perspective, contingency is underwritten through a whole variety of calculative practices, not least of which are those that financial markets call securities. Securitising financially has nothing to do with making an issue a matter of national or international security. It is not immediately or directly to do with the politics of identity either. Securitising financially is a classic biopolitical strategy which capitalises ‘life’ by translating contingency into risk and risk into a tradable asset. Biopolitics is therefore not a politics of identity – enacting a selfother dialectic through discursive practices of identity production. It is a complex array of changing mechanisms concerned with regulating the contingent economy of species life. Identity may follow from this, but identity production is not its initial driver.

East West Link

The territorialization of cultural spaces creates an East-West binary, which fuels the construction of Western identity

Shah, 2010 (Tabish, 'Securitized identities and less secure western multi-ethnic states: a critical geopolitics of the East-West discourse - Turkey and beyond', Nationalities Papers, 38: 3, 393 — 412, April 23, 2010)

Edward Said’s Orientalism has been central in framing debates concerning Western views of the Other both in travel writing and the broader East–West discourse. Orientalism argues that through a culturally and socially formulated set of ideas, the Western world has created an image of the “East” that makes it the exact opposite of the “West” for the purpose of “dominating, restructuring and having authority over the Orient” (Said 3). Said’s theory struggles1 to be directly applicable to understanding the criteria encountered in our texts, as a global hegemony in favour of the West has now already been concretely established.2 Therefore, writers are free to approach Turkey and the Eastern “Other” without viewing them as international rivals to undermine on the basis of defusing possible international power, status, or influence.

Thus, with this in mind, should Orientalism therefore be dismissed as an outdated theory in a twenty-first-century context of decolonization, globalization, and increasing migration and communication? Or instead, should we be considering why, in a Western and European context that does not favour an Orientalist approach to defining the Self and Other, such an approach evidently still persists? The body of scholarship known as critical geopolitics provides evidence for the latter. Critical geopolitics has played a key role in emphasizing the relationship between the past manipulation of geography as a discipline to create versions of the “Self” and “Other” that suited the political ends of imperialism and colonialism (Pratt; Lewis and Wigen; Neumann) and its continued influence over present-day security policy (Agnew; Atkinson; Dodds; O’Tuathail). Authors have explored the epistemology of geography and history, and argued that cultural elites and travelers were central to securitizing identity, forming regional identities in previous years to aid Western imperial and colonial ambitions (Pratt; Lewis and Wigen). In this, scholars draw attention to the “Europeanization” of characteristics such as rationality and socio-economic progress as resulting from the eighteenth-century Enlightenment laying claim to them on behalf of Western Europe (Lewis and Wigen; Wolff). Furthermore, they emphasize that assigning distinct characteristics to distinct spaces created in geography has been a political tool for legitimizing power and military campaigns (Neumann; O’Tuathail; Pratt; Lewis and Wigen). Pratt analyses European travelers’ accounts of Latin America and Africa in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and explores their various inventions and reinventions of the “Other,” and argues that they were key to creating cultural space for successful Euroimperialism and expansionism. Lewis and Wigen make a similar argument through exploring the different ways in which regions and areas have been geographically defined throughout history, and emphasize the taxonomic “myths” for classifying continents, nation-states, East and West, and the geographical concordance that resulted. Wolff’s argument in relation to Eastern Europe explains its present-day inferior image as the result of Western European intellectual history spanning the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries that essentially “invented” Eastern Europe’s negative reputation and equated Europe with Western Europe. Similarly to Pratt, Wolff cites various Western travelers; however, in this case to Eastern Europe, who located it “on the developmental scale that measured the distance between civilization and barbarism” (Wolff 13)

US/Them Link

Western images of utopia are juxtaposed to grim images of tyranny and oppression (and are used as justifications for invasion) (polarizing the world into an “us” or “them” dichotomy)

Bhatia, 2009 (Aditi, Department of English, City University of Hong Kong,, Journal of Pragmatics, Volume 41, Issue 2, February 2009, Pages 279-289)
The metaphor of civilization vs. barbarism generates the associative metaphor of freedom vs. tyranny, which complements the whole concept of democracy, liberation and respect for human rights. As Kristof (2004) writes, ‘‘With WMD still elusive, President Bush has increasingly justified the invasion of Iraq as a bold effort to establish a beacon of democracy’’. Bush draws many lines between the peace-loving democratic nations of the West and tyrannical and destructive terrorists.
. . . the terrorists we face murder in the name of a totalitarian ideology that hates freedom . . . Their aim is to remake the Middle East in their own grim image of tyranny and oppression . . . We’re helping Iraqis build a free nation that is an ally in the war on terror... laying the foundation of peace for our children and our grandchildren. . . We accept these burdens, because we know what is at stake . . . democracy will be the ultimate triumph over radicalism and terror. . . we know that this great ideal of human freedom entrusted to us in a special way, and that the ideal of liberty is worth defending.

In the extract above ‘‘totalitarian ideology’’, ‘‘tyranny and oppression’’ are personified, made into counterparts of terrorism, becoming synonymous with terrorism. Emotive vocabulary such as ‘‘grim’’, ‘‘murder’’, ‘‘hate’’ creating negative-other presentation juxtapose the more positive, homely, and family images put forward to associate America with: ‘‘foundation of peace’’, ‘‘ideal of human freedom’’, ‘‘ideal of liberty’’, ‘‘peace for our children and grandchildren’’. The actions and behavior of terrorists, the ‘other’ are almost expected, as is the ‘good’ that America does, resulting in category-boundedness (Sacks, 1992), which Hester and Eglin (1997:5) describe as ‘‘those that are expectably and properly done by persons who are the incumbents of particular categories’’.

The constant repetition of ‘‘ideal’’ in noun form in conjunction with nouns such as ‘‘peace’’, ‘‘human freedom’’, ‘‘democracy’’, could be interpreted as invoking an image of utopia, something America is and has and the Middle East could too, fulfilling the requirement of what Layder (1993:98) refers to as the ‘‘level of emotional involvement’’ that a particular social setting or situation demands, in order to invoke a ‘‘sugar-coated world topos’’ (Wodak et al., 1999:41). In saying that America is helping build a ‘‘free nation that is an ally in the war on terror’’, Bush seems to imply that all democratic nations are allies of America, and those who find themselves on neutral ground or supporting terrorism are not on America’s side, and thus not democratic, polarizing the world into us vs. them, or rather ‘‘we’’ and ‘‘their’’. Furthermore, the war on terror and Iraq are portrayed not as the unilateral campaign and invasion that many believe them to be but as burdens and responsibilities America has been entrusted with, thereby evading blame for instability or collateral damage. The adjective ‘‘great’’ can be seen to emphasize the positive value of the ‘‘ideal of human freedom’’, the responsibility of which can almost be interpreted as having a religious nuance, as if God has ‘‘entrusted’’ the ‘‘ideal’’ to America in ‘‘a special way’’. The ‘‘triumph’’ of democracy over ‘‘radicalism and terror’’ as a result is not only a moral quest but it is transformed from an attack on Iraq to the ‘‘defending’’ of the ‘‘ideal of liberty’’.

US/Them Link

Villifying and outcasting creates an “us”  “ them” dichotomy which is used as a ‘convenient way to label rogue nations as part of an axis of evil’
Bhatia, 2009 (Aditi, Department of English, City University of Hong Kong,, Journal of Pragmatics, Volume 41, Issue 2, February 2009, Pages 279-289)
Terrorism can be seen as a socio-political phenomenon, an illusive and narrative construct, which is difficult to define objectively and universally; it is largely, one can say, context-based. As Whitbeck (2004) points out that there is no agreed definition of terrorism because the word is frequently attributed with subjective meaning, used to excuse one’s own behavior and condemn others (cf. Wardlaw, 1989; Collins, 2002; De Silva, 2003). If for the sake of a starting point one were to define terrorism in its most basic sense, then terrorism could be understood as a ‘‘politically motivated crime intended to modify the behavior of a target audience’’ (Weinberg and Davis, 1989:6), a definition which could as easily be applied to Islamic radicals as it could to governments. We can take now some examples of political discourse to further substantiate some of the points I have referred to. Terrorism has to a large extent become illusively synonymous with Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMDs). As Fairclough (2005:48) notes, ‘‘One important shift in the would-be hegemonic discourse in the period since September 11 is the constitution of a relation of equivalence between ‘terrorism’ and ‘weapons of mass destruction’ as co- members of the class of ‘threats’’’. Despite many countries owning some, it is only when nations on President Bush’s ‘axis of evil’ possess them that they are seen to be referred to not as nuclear weapons but WMDs, perpetuators of terrorism. In his State of the Union address in January 2003, Bush describes the dangers and threats of ‘‘the designs of evil men’’ and the ‘‘man-made evil of international terrorism’’. In these excerpts, terrorism can be interpreted as being upgraded to an international-level threat to gain allies and support in the American war against terrorism (cf. Bhatia, 2006). Second, by designating the label evil to Saddam Hussein, one is given the emotional and frightening depiction of a brutal leader who ‘‘could use such weapons for blackmail, terror, and mass murder’’ (Bush, 28/1/03).

The discursive strategy of ‘‘evilification’’ (Lazar and Lazar, 2004:236) is an effective way of declaring moral judgment. Vilifying the ‘other’ also serves the purpose of outcasting a ‘‘process by which individuals and/or groups are systematically marked and set aside as outcasts . . . based upon the dichotomization and mutual antagonism of out-groups (‘them’) and in-groups (‘us’)’’ (Lazar and Lazar, 2004:227). Here the dichotomy between the in and out-group is a religious and spiritual one, the ‘good’ outcasting the ‘evil’ from the moral order that is instituted by the good itself. ‘Evilification’ can also be viewed as a ‘type’ categorization which predicts the actions and behaviors of a certain group of people as a consequence of previous experience of such ‘types’ of people (Jayyusi, 1984). In this sense categorization is almost deliberate, it has a purpose and derives from the ‘common sense’ people possess (Sacks, 1992), originating from their ideological conceptualizations of reality. The creation of the category ‘evil’ implies that terrorists are such ‘type’ of people as a result of which instead of being considered individually, and to some extent in the manner of classical categorizing, terrorists are ‘‘essentialized and imagined as homogeneous’’ (Gal and Irvine, 1995:975).

WMDs were seen to be the principle reason for the Iraq war, and a convenient way to label rogue nations as part of an ‘axis of evil’. Good vs. evil thus became an effective metaphor since evil is a useful tool in invoking fear and persuading audiences to accept the administration’s conceptualization of reality. As an editorial in Middle East International (21/7/05) noted, ‘‘The language of good and evil has proved one of the most persistent weapons in the ‘war against terror’. The ‘axis of evil’, ‘the evildoers’, the ‘evil ideology’’’
***IMPLICATIONS***

Biopolitics I/L

Critique of security articulates to Foucauldian notions of control and domination

Neocleous, prof. of critique of political economy @ Brunei University, 2008 p. 4-5

(Mark, Critique of Security)

The starting point of the critique of security is to see it not as some kind of universal or transcendental value, but rather as a mode of governing a political technology through which indimduals, groups, classes, and, ultimatel:ft modern capital is reshaped and reordered. As a principle of formation, as Mick Dillon calls it,22 security is a technique of power; a5political enactment deployed and mobilised in the exercise of power. Extending an argument I have made elsewhere,23 I want to show the extent to which security has facilitated a form of liberal order-building, and to develop a critique of the constant re-ordering of politics and reshaping of society in the name of security. In so doing I aim to challenge the ways in which security has become the master narrative through which the state shapes our lives and imaginations (security risks here, security measures there, security police everywhere), producing and organising subjects in a way that is always already predisposed towards the exercise of violence in defence of the established order. As such, the critique of security is part and parcel of a wider critique of power. This requires taking on the thinkers, groups and classes which have accepted and peddled the security fetish: security-obsessed politicians and policy wonks, the security and intelligence services, the security industry and security intellectuals; the 'security Fuckers', as James Kelman calls them.
Exercises of biopower justify administration over the body politic – the ultimate impact is global nuclear conflict, genocide, and extinction

Michel Foucault, Professor of History of Systems of Thought at the Collège de France, 1978, The History of Sexuality Volume 1: An Introduction, translated by Robert Hurley, p. 135-137

For a long time, one of the characteristic privileges of sovereign power was the right to decide life and death. In a formal sense, it derived no doubt from the ancient patria potestas that granted the father of the Roman family the right to “dispose” of the life of his children and his slaves; just as he had given them life, so he could take it away. By the time the right of life and death was framed by the classi​cal theoreticians, it was in a considerably diminished form. It was no longer considered that this power of the sovereign over his subjects could be exercised in an absolute and un​conditional way, but only in cases where the sovereign’s very existence was in jeopardy: a sort of right of rejoinder. If he were threatened by external enemies who sought to over​throw him or contest his rights, he could then legitimately wage war, and require his subjects to take part in the defense of the state; without “directly proposing their death,” he was empowered to “expose their life”: in this sense, he wielded an “indirect” power over them of life and death. But if someone dared to rise up against him and transgress his laws, then he could exercise a direct power over the offender’s life: as punishment, the latter would be put to death. Viewed in this way, the power of life and death was not an absolute privilege: it was conditioned by the defense of the sovereign, and his own survival. Must we follow Hobbes in seeing it as the transfer to the prince of the natural right possessed by every individual to defend his life even if this meant the death of others? Or should it be regarded as a specific right that was manifested with the formation of that new juridical being, the sovereign? In any case, in its modern form—relative and limited—as in its ancient and absolute form, the right of life and death is a dissymmetrical one. The sovereign exercised his right of life only by exercising his right to kill, or by refraining from killing; he evidenced his power over life only through the death he was capable of requiring. The right which was formulated as the “power of life and death” was in reality the right to take life or let live. Its symbol, after all, was the sword. Perhaps this juridical form must be re​ferred to a historical type of society in which power was exercised mainly as a means of deduction (prelevement), a subtraction mechanism, a right to appropriate a portion of the wealth, a tax of products, goods and services, labor and blood, levied on the subjects. Power in this instance was essentially a right of seizure: of things, time, bodies, and ultimately life itself; it culminated in the privilege to seize hold of life in order to suppress it. Since the classical age the West has undergone a very profound transformation of these mechanisms of power. “Deduction” has tended to be no longer the major form of power but merely one element among others, working to incite, reinforce, control, monitor, optimize, and organize the forces under it: a power bent on generating forces, mak​ing them grow, and ordering them, rather than one dedicated to impeding them, making them submit, or destroying them. There has been a parallel shift in the right of death, or at least a tendency to align itself with the exigencies of a life-adminis​tering power and to define itself accordingly. This death that was based on the right of the sovereign is now manifested as simply the reverse of the right of the social body to ensure, maintain, or develop its life. Yet wars were never as bloody as they have been since the nineteenth century, and all things being equal, never before did regimes visit such holocausts on their own populations. But this formidable power of death—and this is perhaps what accounts for part of its force and the cynicism with which it has so greatly expanded its limits—now presents itself as the counterpart of a power that exerts a positive influence on life, that endeavors to adminis​ter, optimize, and multiply it, subjecting it to precise controls and comprehensive regulations. 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 popula​tions are mobilized for the purpose of wholesale slaughter in the name of life necessity: massacres have become vital. It is as managers of life and survival, of bodies and the race, that so many regimes have been able to wage so many wars, causing so many men to be killed. And through a turn that closes the circle, as the technology of wars has caused them to tend increasingly toward all-out destruction, the decision that initiates them and the one that terminates them are in fact increasingly informed by the naked question of survival. The atomic situation is now at the end point of this process: the power to expose a whole population to death is the underside of the power to guarantee an individual’s con​tinued existence. The principle underlying the tactics of bat​tle-that one has to be capable of killing in order to go on living-has become the principle that defines the strategy of states. But the existence in question is no longer the juridical existence of sovereignty; at stake is the biological existence of a population. If genocide is indeed the dream of modern powers, this is not because of a recent return of 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.
Internal Link: Calculation

Humans become calculable pieces within the maw of security

Neocleous, prof. of critique of political economy @ Brunei University, 2008 p. 156

(Mark, Critique of Security)

To the extent that capital and the state live off the production of insecurity, they must also ensure that security is never really achieved. The constant iteration of insecurity after insecurity ensures that every​one is forced to keep striving for some form of security: in commodity after commodity, insurance policy after insurance policy, and in constant deference to the uniforms which police us. In this sense the security industry, like the security state, must perpetually cheat its consumers of what it promises. The promissory note is endlessly prolonged, revealing that, ultimately, the promise is illusory: all that is confirmed is that the real target will never be reached.41 And so new security commodities will be offered on the market just as new security measures will be 'offered' by the state, and if ever ones 'insecurity' might actually disappear, so more can be fabricated. Security, then, has become part of the commodity fiction, the meta organising principle of bourgeois society.42 And yet what makes this particular aspect of the commodity fiction so real is that security seems so obviously integral to our being. Thus although the security industry purports to satisfy the need for security, humans are ultimately merely an object of calculation in the industry. And so the stronger the security industry becomes, the more summarily it deals with real needs: controlling them, disciplining them, transforming them. The result is a security industry structurally integrated with consumer culture and the fetishised world of commodity production.

Violence
Promulgation of risk and biopolitics ensures a foreclosure of the ability to protect those in whose name security is done

Dillon, professor of security @ Lancaster, 2008
(Michael, “Underwriting Security” Security Dialogue 32.3)

This point also teaches us something absolutely fundamental about  how such biopolitics of security secure; indeed about the kind of security  which is pursued biopolitically today. Contingency cannot be excluded from  life since the very understanding of life which operates here, biopolitically,  is that contingency is itself constitutive of what it means to be a living thing.  If life understood as biological being is to be secured, such life cannot  therefore be secured from contingency. Wrapping-up life, to preserve it  from the vicissitudes of its contingent being, will assuredly kill it off.  Biopolitically, life has to be secured through contingency (Dillon, 2006).  If biopolitical security technologies are to succeed in their promotion of life  as biological being, if biopolitics is to ensure that ‘life lives’ in terms of  acting out its infinite potential, biopoliticising security technologies like risk,  taking note especially of the characteristic contingency of biological being,  will not because they simply cannot secure life prophylactically. If life is  therefore to be secured biopolitically its securitising will in large part be  conducted through the regulation of life’s exposure to, and its productive  and profitable exploitation of, contingent happenings and effects; including  not only those occurring in nature, but also those which follow from the  independent actions and interventions of biological being itself.  Biopoliticised security cannot therefore function through the mere  provision of safety and protection, for human being, or freedom from harm.  Biopolitically, security is a game in which human life as emergent biological  life must be promoted and secured through the regulation and fructification of its defining transactional properties and capabilities. This observation is  not surprising. Indeed it helps explain many current security preoccupations  with networks, development, local and global flows of every description,  and the whole tenor of contemporary concern with the novel dangers which  arise out of our close-coupled global civilisation and the proclamation of  radical uncertainty which now characterises security policies of almost every  description.   

Kill to Save
Security architecture enables kill to save mentality—critiquing counters this impulse

Neocleous, prof. of critique of political economy @ Brunei University, 2008 p. 4

(Mark, Critique of Security)

But what if at the heart of the logic of security lies not a notion of freedom or emancipation, but a means of modelling the whole of human society around a particular msion of order? What if security is little more than a semantic and semiotic black hole allowing authority to inscribe itself deeply into human experience? What if the magic word 'security' serves merely to neutralise political action, encouraging us to surrender ourselves to the state in a thoroughly conservative fashion ?20 And what if this surrender facilitates an ongoing concession to authority and the institutional molence which underpins the authority in question, and thus constitutes the first key step in learning how to treat people not as human beings, but as objects to be administered? In other words, what if the major requirement of our time is less an expanded, refined, or redefined msion of security, and nothing less than a critique of security? Corey Robin points out that when a particular idea routinely accompanies atrocities then some real critical engagement with the idea would seem to be in order.21 And since there is a clear and not particularly long line linking the idea of security and the atrocities being carried out in Guantanamo, Abu Ghraib and the other 'security centres' at which people are currently being held, never mind the long history of states slaughtering millions in the name of security, then the time must be right for a critique of security. 
 Impact--Atrocity

The state of exception gives the state total power unconstrained by law, every atrocity becomes justified in the search for ‘security’.

Neocleous ’06 (Mark. “Security, Liberty and the Myth of Balance: Towards a Critique of Security Politics.” Contemporary Political Theory. http://www.palgrave-journals.com/cpt/journal/v6/n2/full/9300301a.html. DA 7-26-10.)
Modern political thought is often understood as beginning with the clash of positions exemplified by the 'absolutist' Hobbes and the 'liberal' Locke, a clash in which the story of sovereignty is said to be told in terms of either security or liberty, and therefore in which direction one might push the balance between the two. By beginning with a conjectured state of nature, both writers highlight the insecurities which serve to generate the social contract and thus the body politic. For Hobbes the search for security underpins the creation of a sovereign power: men are so driven by their desire for pride, revenge and natural passions that no covenant is secure in the state of nature. A power is thus needed 'great enough for our security' (1991, 117–119). It is to this end that we confer all our power and strength into one body. The search for security is thus the driving force behind the creation of absolute sovereignty, derived in turn from the supposed absolute liberty of the individual in the state of nature. The 'peace' achieved via the social contract, compared to the perpetual war that is the state of nature, is peace in the sense that it indicates a certain security — of both sovereign and subjects. In terms of contemporary politics, Hobbes's position pushes the 'balance' overwhelmingly in the direction of security; his mutual exchange of obedience for protection is equally an exchange of liberty for security. For Locke, in contrast, the state of nature is a state of 'perfect liberty' with no 'Absolute or Arbitrary Power'. The aim is to supposedly find a society in which such liberty can be secured, and in which the citizens have a right to dissolve the Government should it be thought to be undermining liberty (1988, 269, 272, 279, 331, 411). In this way it is generally said that Locke establishes a political position in which the balance is shifted towards liberty and the protection of that liberty against the demands of arbitrary power. I want to suggest that, contrary to this traditional image, Locke might in fact be thought to inaugurate less a tradition of 'liberty' and much more a liberal discourse on the priority of security.

The key to my argument lies in Locke's account of prerogative. Locke's political thought appears to revolve around the power of the people to constitute for themselves a government. In so doing they appear to place political supremacy in the legislature; the legislature is supreme because it assures the rule of law, protects life, liberty and property, and prevents any exercise of arbitrary power. And yet Locke concedes that there must also be scope for discretion, since the public good — the protection of life, liberty and property — may sometimes require immediate action. Locke therefore concedes that 'the good of the Society requires, that several things should be left to the discretion of him, that has the Executive Power'. Events may occur where 'strict and rigid observation of the laws may do harm'. Law-making is often too slow, too 'numerous' and cannot deal with 'Accidents and Necessities' that may concern the public. The power to act in these circumstances is what Locke understands by prerogative: 'This Power to act according to discretion, for the public good, without the prescription of the law, and sometimes even against it, is that which is called Prerogative'. Through prerogative the people permit their Rulers to act 'of their own free choice', not only where there is no clear legal position ('where the Law was silent') but sometimes where they might feel the law insufficient or unimportant ('against the direct letter of the Law'). Prerogative therefore grants to the sovereign discretionary powers not bound by law and which might even be used against the law. This is 'an Arbitrary Power', Locke comments — in parenthesis, as though it were a minor point which might be passed over and which allows him to ignore the fact that arbitrary power is precisely the kind of power his constitution was designed to prevent. Prerogative, then, grants rulers powers which are legally indeterminate at best. At worst, prerogative serves to place rulers beyond law. The only requirement is that prerogative be exercised in the interests of the 'public good'. 'Salus Populi Suprema Lex [the safety of the people is the supreme law] is certainly so just and fundamental a Rule that he who sincerely follows it, cannot dangerously err'. In other words, prerogative 'is, and always will be just' so long as it is exercised in the interest of the people
***FRAMEWORK***

Representations First

The subject-object dynamic is constructed through the symbolic and transformative nature of discourse
George and Campbell ’90

(Jim, Senior Lecturer in IR in the School of Social Sciences at the Australian National University and David, Professor of Cultural and Political Geography in the Department of Geography at Durham University in the UK, Associate Director for the Durham Centre for Advanced Photography Studies, “Patterns of Dissent and the Celebration of Difference: Critical Social Theory and International Relations”, International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 34, No.3, p.272-4, JSTOR, DA 7/25/10)
It was with the publication of Wittgenstein's later works, however, that the interpretivist theme in the language debate became the central tenet of counter-positivist dissent. It undermined the logical positivist understanding of language and reality at its metatheoretical core-its empiricist epistemology. More specifically, it undermined the phenomenalist logic of an approach to knowledge which took as given the atomistic nature of the relationship between the objects of "the world" and their meaning as expressed in elementary linguistic propositions. Wittgenstein, concerned to explain the way that such sentences are actually used in social activity, concluded that to understand reality through language was to engage in complex social practices which defied the atomized logic and positivist/empiricist explanations of the empirical moment in understanding. It was necessary, he argued, to concentrate not on the logical independence of things, but on the systemic relationship between them which invests them with social meaning (Wittgenstein, 1968: section 65).8 This dissent against the atomized foundation of logical positivism was complimented by Wittgenstein's critique of essentialism. This argument was just as devastating for positivist thinking because it undermined the perceived correspondence between a synthetic, factually verifiable statement and the "objective" situation it described (Wittgenstein, 1968; see also Austin, 1970). Wittgenstein proposed that a general theory of language which sought to reduce everyday understandings of terms to a singular essentialist meaning missed the point about the multiplicity of meanings to be found in social activity. Accordingly, the meaning of a term/word/ symbol could not be assumed to correspond to some essential and externally derived foundation or object, but was dependent upon the particular constitutive role it played in socio-linguistic systems or "language games." Wittgenstein's later position, pregnant with implications for counter-positivist approaches across the disciplines, was centered thus on a set of interlocking propositions which maintained that: There are no independent or objective sources of support outside of human thought and human action . . . There is no standard or objective reality (always fixed, never changing) against which to compare or measure a universe of discourse . . . nothing exists outside of our language and actions which can be used to justify, for example, a statement's truth or falsity. The only possible justification lies in the linguistic practices which embody them: how people think and speak, and how they live. (Phillips, 1977:30) Language conceived this way-not as an exclusively descriptive medium but as a "form of life," a process intrinsic to human social activity-represents a significant alternative to mainstream social scientific thinking (Giddens, 1979:240-48; Mendelson, 1979:40-55). To understand language in this sense is, in effect, to convert nouns into verbs.9 To "speak" in this sense is to "do": to engage in a speech act is to give meaning to the activities which make up social reality. Language thus no longer describes some essential hidden reality; it is inseparable from the necessarily social construction of that reality. In this context, the starting point for an investigation of reality is the relationship between the rules and conventions of specific "language games" or "forms of life" and their socio-historical and cultural meaning. The Wittgensteinian dissent against logical positivist orthodoxy thus opened up for critical inquiry much that had been effectively closed off under the intellectual imperialism of the modern, post-Cartesian approach to knowledge and society. His sociology of language perspective represents more than a discourse of words, somehow detached from the nondiscursive realm. Rather, the rules governing the way speech acts both constitute and limit a specific understanding and organization of social life. Consequently, the study of language (broadly defined) and its rules of grammar become, simultaneously, an investigation of reality in the world.'0 Important too in casting doubt upon the correspondence theory of truth and the relationship between the thinking subject and the external object, analytical attention is focused away from individual cognition and psychological processes, and toward a theory of action for the way in social circumstances people describe and enact their reality. In this context, the proposition that there can be no purely private language has had important critical implications for the hackneyed but powerful liberal axioms concerning the real nature of individuals and the notion of a public/private dichotomy. 

Critique First

Critiquing is key—performing a distance between reality and critique refuses the forced choice offered by the threat of insecurity

Neocleous, prof. of critique of political economy @ Brunei University, 2008 p. 5-7

(Mark, Critique of Security)

Such a critique must stand at a critical distance from critical security studies (and thus act as a kind of 'critique of critical criticism', in the sense in which Marx meant it in 1845). This 'school' of thought argues that security has to be oriented around the notion of emancipation. Ken Booth has argued that since 'security'is the absence of threats and 'emancipation' is the freeing of people from human and physical constraints, I security and emancipation are two sides of the same coin. Emancipation, not power or order, produces true security. Emancipation, theoretically is security'. He adds that this equation can be sustained empirically: 'emancipation, empirically, is security'.24 This seems to me to be as about as mistaken as one can possibly be about security; as we will see in Chapter 1, it is in fact far closer to classical liberalism than it is to critical theory.25 Part of the argument here is that security and oppression are the two sides of the same coin. Any argument of this kind needs to go well beyond the places in which security is usually studied. 'Security studies' as such has tried a little too hard to understand itself as a discipline, and in so doing has tended to replicate the various schools or positions found in the study of international relations, offering up its own version of the narrow and deeply disciplinary 'name, school and subfield' approach without which most academics seem lost. And yet the proliferation of work aiming to expand security has quickly run into difficulties of definition. For example, the United Nations tells us that 'human security' has two aspects:'first, safety from chronic threats such as hunger, disease and repression' and, second, 'protection from sudden and hurtful dis¬ruptions in the patterns of daily life - whether in homes, in jobs or in communities'.26 Whatever logic the first aspect may have, the second aspect appears to turn all human being and social interaction into a security problematic (neatly handing them over, of course, to the institutions which like to claim the power and right to secure). At the same time, one finds people working on security and yet seemingly talking about very different things. The extent to which 'security' has been 'disciplined' over the years27 has been used to 'discipline' people in turn, encouraging intellectuals to retreat so far into their fields of expertise that, for example, people working on 'social security' have absolutely no contact with people working on'national security' (just one of the many instances in which the dimension of intellectual labour in the university reflects nicely the desire of the state to keep these things apart, to draw a veil over the unity of state power). Rather than seek to be part of a discipline or school centred on security - of the traditional, critical, or expanded type; of the national or social kind ¬ the critique of security ranges widely and wildly through and around security studies and international political economy; history, law and political theory; international relations and historical sociology, in a seriously ill-disciplined manner which will no doubt annoy the Guardians of Discipline and Professors of Good Order (the 'security guards' of the modern academy). Academic disciplines are part of a much broader problem of the compartmentalisation of knowledge and diminunation of the intellect against which critical theory must struggle. This book is therefore not even meant to be an inter-disciplinary text; rather, it is anti-disciplinary. It is a work of critique. Marx once described Capital as 'a critique of economic categories or, if you like, a critical expose of the system of bourgeois economy'.28 He saw critique as a method for simultaneously unmasking ideas and rooting them within the context of class society and the commodity form. This book is an attempt at a critique of one of the key political categories of our time, as a simultaneous critical expose of the system of bourgeois politics. In that sense it is meant as an unmasking of the ideology and a defetishising of the system of security. One of the features of ideology is that it imposes an obviousness or naturalness on ideas without appearing to do so - a double move in which the obviousness of the ideas in question is taken as a product of their 7'naturalness', and vice versa: their obviousness is obvious because they are so natural.29 This is nowhere truer than with security, the necessity of which appears so obvious and natural, so right and true, that it closes off all opposition; it has to remain unquestioned, unanalysed and undialectically presupposed, rather like the order which it is expected to secure. And if opposition to security is closed off, then so too is opposition to the political and social forces which have placed it at the heart of the political agenda. I want to write against this ideology by writing about the ways in which security has been coined, shaped and deployed by political, commercial and intellectual forces. The book is therefore written against the security-mongering - in the literal sense of the 'monger' as one who traffics in a petty or discredit¬able way - that dominates contemporary politics. I will perhaps be charged with not taking insecurity seriously enough. But to take security seriously means to take it critically, and not to cower in the face of its monopolistic character. This is to hold true to the idea of critique as a political genre that aims to resist the course of a world which continues to hold a gun to the heads of human beings.30 

Alt: Reject Security

The alternative is to critique security at every chance so that it becomes possible to move away from it. 
Neocleous ‘9 (Mark. “The Facist Moment: Security, Exclusion, Extermination.” Studies in Social Justice Volume 3 Issue 1. Pages 33-34. DA 7-26-10)

In 1953 Franz Neumann commented that the integrating element of liberal democracy purports to be a moral one, whether it be freedom or justice. However, he also noted that “there is opposed to this a second integrating principle of a political system: fear of an enemy.” Such fear, he notes, is a key feature of fascist political thought, which “asserts that the creation of a national community is conditioned by the existence of an enemy whom one must be willing to exterminate physically.” But Neumann adds that when the concepts of “enemy” and “fear” come to constitute the energetic principles of politics, democracy becomes impossible and the system is ripe for dictatorship (1953, pp 223–224). His reference is to Schmitt, and reflects also on his own experience of having lived through the rise of fascism in Germany. But it is difficult not to think that he also had in mind the security practices then being carried out by liberal democracies, such as the Loyalty Program being carried out in the pursuit of American security in which the fabrication of fear and insecurity was the crucial dynamic. This Program replicated and in some ways surpassed the practices for consolidating loyalty, national identity and political unity used by fascist and authoritarian regimes: lack of toleration of different political opinions in public life; police incursions into personal lives; the proscription of lawful associations; Star Chamber proceedings on the basis of anonymous testimony; persecution for political beliefs entailing no criminal conduct; and the enforcement of rigid political orthodoxy through the use of vague and sweeping standards of loyalty. The fear of the enemy, and the equally substantive fear of being denounced as part of the enemy, meant the continual reiteration of patriot acts on the part of the good citizen-subjects. The Program was also being conducted at a time when the national security state was employing fascists in its struggle for security.6 Thriving in the crises of liberalism, the fascist potential within liberal democracy has always been more dangerous than the fascist tendency against democracy (Adorno, 1959/1998, p. 90; Neocleous, 1997). Bearing in mind that the crises of liberalism are more often than not expressed as crises threatening the security of the state and the social order of capital, and bearing in mind the extent to which fascism comes draped in its own security blanket and can speak the language of security as well as anyone else, it really is no exaggeration to say that were such tendencies to be realized now, they would do so in the name of security. This poses a very real political problem for those academics and activists who in recent years have sought to rethink, redefine, remap, and revamp security, since it is not clear that simply broadening the security agenda does anything to mitigate against the fascist potential that lies within security. For in constantly harping on about the need for a new security agenda these “solutions” might actually be part of the problem. Rather than yet another rethinking of security, then, the solution lies in moving away from “security” entirely; it lies in the critique of security. Neumann clearly sensed that much of what he said about fascism could be used to point to dangers that actually lie within liberalism, dangers rooted in allowing a mythical security to become the only measure of political judgment and fear the basis of order. 

Framework Neg

The world as the affirmative has described it is reproduced by their discourse and your ballot—voting negative chooses otherwise

Booth, head of IR dept. @ University of Wales, 2005 p. 16-17

(Ken, Critical Security Studies and World Politics, Ed. By Booth)

As students of security, historically embedded as we are, we should  nevertheless attempt to approach the issues of security and insecurity with as much critical distance as possible. At the beginning of this chapter I stated that all students of security are confronted by a potentially critical decision; to work as exclusive agents of our own group's interests or to try to adopt perspectives committed to the concerns of common humanity. In these different ways, each of us will play a role, however large or however small, in trying to make sense of world insecurity. In choosing what we study, and how we study it, we will contribute either to replicating a world that does not work for countless millions or trying to eradicate the human wrongs that stain so much of world politics. 
Framework Neg

No international order “out there”—all we have is the stuff of discourse produced by subjects

Bleiker, Professor of IR @ Queensland University, 2005 p. 179-180

(Roland, International Society and Its Critics Ed. Bellamy)

But common sense is not always as commonsensical as it seems, or at least not as problematic and value-free. This certainly is the case with English School assumptions about international society. Allow me to present the issue through an unusual foray into neuropsychology. Such a detour may reveal more than a direct look at world politics. Peter Brugger conducted a highly insightful series of studies that demonstrate how the brain seeks to discover rules and patterns even in circumstances where there )re only random events. In one of his behavioural tests, Brugger asked forty volubteers to participate in a game. They had to direct a cursor on a screen towards a target and open it as often as possible. Participants did not know that the target could be opened only after a certain period of time had expired-otherwise it simply remained locked. All participants managed to score repeatedly. But instead of simply waiting .unttil the respective time span was over, almost all participants moved their cursors '~cross the screen, searching for a correct route towards the target. Many developed Wighly complex theories about the most efficient ways of reaching [the target].'only two of the forty participants figured out that there was no correct route, that I strongly suspect that exactly the same is the case in international relations scholarship: that we develop complex theories to visualize the exact outlines of an international society where there are in fact only blurred contours or none at all; that we project far more of ourselves onto the world of world politics than there actually is 'out there'. As a result, we may not only overestimate the existence of order in international relations, but also overvalue its importance. In any case, the relationship between order and disorder is far more complex than the modern practice of dualistic conceptualizing has it. Orders can sometimes be highly unjust, such as in order-obsessed Nazi Germany. Disorder can occasionally be required to promote orders that are more just. Or, perhaps most importantly, disorder can be both the only reality we have and a valuable source of ethical politics. By probing these issues I am not looking for definitive answers. Rather, I would like to pose a few crucial questions about international society. The ensuing ruminations stake no claim to comprehensiveness. There will, for instance, be no engagement with various authors who are central to the English School. Neither will I discuss the controversial issue of who belongs to this tradition and who does not, except to demonstrate how these very discussions are a reflection of the modern compulsion to order the world. Finally, I must admit that I am neither English nor received 'formal' training in the English School. But sometimes a look from the outside can reveal aspects that are difficult to see from within-a premise upon which the contribution of this chapter rests. 

***ANSWERS TO***

A2: Security Inevitable
Combatting its common sense is possible- if difficult

Booth, head of IR dept. @ University of Wales, 2005 p. 9

(Ken, Critical Security Studies and World Politics, Ed. By Booth)

Robert Cox, in a much-quoted phrase, wrote in the early 1980s that all theory is "for some one or for some purpose. "2! If this is the case, as I believe it is, then the political realism that created and dominated main¬ream security studies was also for someone and for some purpose. It represented a certain common sense about the world, but certainly not value¬free common sense. This is still the case. Realist-derived security studies continues to survive and flourish because the approach is congenial for those who prosper from the intellectual hegemony of a top-down, statist, power-centric, masculinized, ethnocentric, and militarized world view of security. This worldview is made up of some of the most powerful and plausible "facts by human agreement" and is legitimized by some of the most powerful and plausible fact-makers.22 The power of this way of think¬ing is so deeply embedded that its proponents are unable to recognize it as ideology-such a powerful ideology indeed that it is often regarded as common sense, a timeless and self-evident truth. But political realism is an ideology, and ideologies are human inventions: it is not the expression of biological destiny, or nature's law, or the will of god(s), or a Supreme Truth. Like all human inventions, the set of attitudes and behaviors constituted by political realism can be unlearned, though it is never easy to overturn theories that serve the interests of the powerful. 
A2: Security Inevitable
Ontology conditioned by language and iterability—violence reversible

Butler, professor of rhetoric at Berkeley, 2009 p. 2-4

(Judith, Frames of War)

The precarity of life imposes an obligation upon us. We have to ask about the conditions under which it becomes possible to apprehend a life or set of lives as precarious, and those that make it less possible, or indeed impossible. Of course, it does not follow that if one apprehends a life as precarious one will resolve to protect that life or secure the conditions for its persistence and flourishing. It could be, as both Hegel and Klein point out in their different ways, that the apprehension of precariousness leads to a heightening of violence, an insight into the physical vulnerability of some set of others that incites the desire to destroy them. And yet, I want to argue that if we are to make broader social and political claims about rights of protection and entitlements to persistence and flourishing} we will first have to be supported by a new bodily ontology} one that implies the rethinking of precariousness} vulnerability} injurability} interdependency, exposure} bodily persistence} desire, work and the claims of language and social belonging. To refer to "ontology" in this regard is not to lay claim to a description of fundamental structures of being that are distinct from any and all social and political organization. On the contrary, none of these tenns exist outside of their political organization and interpretation. The "being" of the body to which this ontology refers is one that is always given over to others, to nonns, to social and political organizations that have developed historically in order to maximize precariousness for some and minimize precariousness for others. It is not possible first to define the ontology of the body and then to refer to the social significations the body assumes. Rather, to be a body is to be exposed to social crafting and form, and that is what makes the ontology of the body a social ontology. In other words, the body is exposed to socially and politically articulated forces as well as to claims of sociality-including language, work, and desire-that make possible the body's persisting and flourishing. The more or less existential conception of "precariousness" is thus linked with a more specifically political notion of ''precarity.'' And it is the differential allocation of precarity that} in my view} forms the point of departure for both a rethinking of bodily ontology and for progressive or left politics in ways that continue to exceed and traverse the categories of identity. 1 The epistemological capacity to apprehend a life is partially dependent on that life being produced according to nonns that qualify it as a life or, indeed, as part of life. In this way} the normative production of ontology thus produces the epistemological problem of apprehending a life, and this in turn gives rise to the ethical problem of what it is to acknowledge or, indeed, to guard against injury and violence. Of course, we are talking about different modalities of "violence" at each level of this analysis} but that does not mean that they are all equivalent or that no distinctions between them need to be made. The "frames" that work to differentiate the lives we can apprehend from those we cannot (or that produce lives across a continuum of life) not only organize visual experience but also generate specific ontologies of the subject. Subjects are constituted through norms which} in their reiteration, produce and shift the terms through which subjects are recognized. These nonnative conditions for the production of the subject produce an historically contingent ontology, such that our very capacity to discern and name the "being" of the subject is dependent on norms that facilitate that recognition. At the same time, it would be a mistake to understand the operation of norms as deterministic. Normative schemes are interrupted by one another, they emerge and fade depending on broader operations of power, and very often come up against spectral versions of what it is they claim to know: thus, there are "subjects" who are not quite recognizable as subjects, and there are "lives" that are not quite-or} indeed, are never-recognized as lives. In what sense does life} then, always exceed the normative conditions of its recognizability? To claim that it does so is not to say that "life" has as its essence a resistance to normativity, but only that each and every construction of life requires time to do its job, and that no job it does can overcome time itself. In other words, the job is never done "once and for all." This is a limit internal to normative construction itself, a function of its iterability and heterogeneity, withoUt which it cannot exercise its crafting power, and which limits the finality of any of its effects. 

A2: Perm
State involvement continues to dull the insights of the critique of security

Neocleous, prof. of critique of political economy @ Brunei University, 2008 p. 3-4

(Mark, Critique of Security)

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 defined8 and redefined.9 It has been re-msioned,1° re-mapped, gendered,12 refused.13 Some have asked whether there is perhaps too much security,14 some have sought its cimlisation,15 and thousands of others have asked about how to 'balance' it with liberty. Much of this redefining, revisioning and remapping 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 notion saturations 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.16 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.17 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. IS As Didier Bigo points out, how to maximise security always seems to remain the core issue.19 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. 

A2: Transition DA

The transition DA assumes a binary between a then and now—but if disorder itself is a form of order, its embrace is the best alternative

Bleiker, Professor of IR @ Queensland University, 2005 p. 191

(Roland, International Society and Its Critics Ed. Bellamy)

The values of order and disorder are, then, not as absolute and as diametrically opposed as suggested by dualistic Western thinking patterns. Disorder is certainly not as bad as its reputation has it. There is enough evidence, empirical and conceptual, to back up Bull's suggestion that at times social change can be promoted only at the expense of order. Perhaps a citation from the world of science, somewhat ruthlessly taken out of context, captures this aspect of world politics best. Consider how the so-called Second Law of Thermodynamics states that 'all change is the consequence of the purposeless collapse of energy and matter into disorder' (see Atkins 2003: ch. 4). .. One must go one step further: disorder can have positive effects not only as a route  towards a more just order, but also as a state of affairs and a value in itself, a possibility 
that Bull did not contemplate. Consider the countless and continuously spreading new social movements, pressure groups, and other loose organizations that challenge various aspects of local, national, or global governance. The state-centric nature of English School scholarship provides little space to recognize, yet alone appreciate the role of \these increasingly important transnational actors. Part of their importance stems \ from the fact that these movements operate in a rather chaotic way. They come and ;go. They are neither centrally controlled nor do they all seek the same objective. 'Some operate on the right end of the political spectrum. Others on the left. Some pppose globalization. Others hail it. Some seek more environmental regulations. .others defend neoliberal free trade. And it is precisely through this lack of coherence, control, and certainty that the respective movements offer a positive contribution to the political, and not only because their activities may contribute to an international :ociety even in the absence of a state-controlled order. These seemingly chaotic activties are perhaps the quintessential aspect of postmodern politics, of local resistance against orders that have become encroaching and unjust (see Walker 1988 and White '91: 10-12). They embody what William Connolly believes is the key to cultural:denocratization, perhaps even to a post-national notion of democracy: a certain yel of 'productive ambiguity, that is, the commitment to always resist 'attempts to low one side or the other to achieve final victory' (Connolly 1995: 153-5; White IOD: 106-50). Without such political checks-and-balances, and the disorder they require to exist and thrive, any order will eventually undermine the sense of justice it originally supposed to promote and protect. 
A2: SQ Swamps K

Construction is key—critique comes first

Linklater, Intl Politics Prof. @ University of Wales, 2005 p. 118

(Andrew, Critical Security Studies and World Politics Ed. By Ken Booth)

For their part, critical theorists do not underestimate the obstacles to global political reform; nor do they subscribe to any notion of inevitable and irreversible progress. They argue there is nothing in international anarchy that makes competition and conflict permanent features of world politics. The qualities of anarchy, especially as neorealism characterizes that condition, are at heart the attributes of the dominant powers. This is why critical theory can start with the Kantian proposition that everything hinges on how political community is constructed, particularly in the most powerful regions. From this vantage point, it is a profound mistake to ignore the respects in which states threaten their own citizens so that the study of international relations is free to develop its specific focus on the ways in which states interact with and threaten each other. The important point is that societies that are quick to resort to strategic action in their internal relaions are improbable advocates of communicative action in world politics, unless foreign policy pragmatism suggests that commitments to dialogue will produce national advantages; conversely, societies that have standing commitments to communicative action domestically already have the potential to bring similar orientations to bear on relations with outsiders. Consequently, critical theory does not begin with how independent political communities conduct their external relations but with the deeper question of how they are constituted in the first place.
A2: Realism 

Counter-perm—integrate the idea of state-to-state relations into the negative worldview

Bellamy, lecturer in peace and conflict studies @ Queensland U, 2005 p. 286-287

(Alex, International Society and its Critics)

While it certainly seems appropriate to conceptualize international society and world society as different realms when we are studying periods prior to the global expansion of international society, the capitalist economic system, and the international legal system, and world society remains a useful vehicle for interrogating the global and transnational processes that create change in world politics, the distinction is becoming less useful today. When thinking about contemporary international society, it is perhaps much better to follow Barry Buzan in asking whether it is necesary and justified to exclude particular actors from our worldview. It seems to me that there is no reason why regional organizations, business groups, non-state organ¬izations, civil society movements, human rights activists, and others could not (and should not) be incorporated within our conception of international society rather than as an adjunct. Or, alternatively, why our understanding of state-to-state relations embedded with the idea of international society could not be incorporated within a new concept of world society. This would mean conceiving international society as constituted on vertical as well as horizontal planes and as a much more complex collection of actors, institutions, and rules than we have hitherto acknowledged. It would also mean developing amore diffuse theory of power that developed construct¬ivist ideas about the relationship between its material and ideational forms. Such a move would mark a significant step away from Bull's conception of international society, but just as his theory was a product of his time so must ours be. It may be time, therefore, to eschew the international society-world society divide in favour ofa conception of either international society or world society that incorporates dif¬ferent types of actors operating at different levels. At very least, there is a need for a careful and expansive articulation of the relationship between the two domains. As Buzan demonstrated when he attempted to incorporate the economic sector, our understanding of international society is enriched not discredited by such revisions. 
A2: Realism
Realism constitutes a state centric mode of thought howse internal arrangements guarantee its own reality but nevertheless foreclose other epistemic possibilities

Butler, professor of rhetoric at Berkeley, 2009 p. 149-150

(Judith, Frames of War)

The operation of state power takes place within an ontological horizon saturated by power that precedes and exceeds state power. As a result, we cannot take account of power if we always place the state at the center of its operation. The state draws upon non-statist operations of power and cannot function without a reserve of power that it has not itself organized. Further-and this is not particularly new-the state both produces and presupposes certain operations of power that work primarily through establishing a set of "ontological givens." Among those givens are precisely notions of subject, culture, identity, and religion whose versions remain uncontested and incontestable within particular normative frameworks. So when we speak about "frameworks" in this respect, we are not simply talking about theoretical perspectives that we bring to the analysis of politics, but about modes of intelligibility that further the workings of the state and, as such, are themselves exercises of power even as they exceed the specific domain of state power. Perhaps the most salient site where an "impasse" emerges is not between the minority sexual subject and the minority religious subject, but between a normative framework that requires and produces such subjects in mutual conflict and a critical perspective that questions whether and how such subjects exist outside--or in various relations to-that presumptive antagonism. This would imply a consideration of how that framework depends upon and induces a refusal to understand the complexity of the historical emergence of religious/sexual populations and subject formations that cannot be reduced to either identity form. On the one hand, it is possible to say that such reductions, however falsifying, are necessary because they make possible normative judgments within an established and knowable framework. The desire for epistemological certainty and certain judgment thus produces a set of ontological commitments that mayor may not be true, but which are deemed necessary in order to hold firm to existing epistemological and ethical norms. On the other hand, the practice of critique, as well as the practice of providing a more adequate historical understanding, focus on the violence effected by the normative framework itself, thus offering an alternative account of normativity based less on ready judgment than on the sorts of comparative evaluative conclusions that can be reached through the practice of critical understanding. Indeed, how do we reapproach the politics of judgment and evaluation once we begin to think critically and comparatively about competing schemes of evaluation? 
A2: Realism
We cannot assume the inevitability of realism—it is a technology whose intelligibility must be mapped

Dillon, professor of security @ Lancaster, 2008
(Michael, “Underwriting Security” Security Dialogue 32.3)

Biopolitics nonetheless also changes according to changes in the  technologies through which ‘life processes’ are made transparent to  knowledge; including those designed, like marketing for example, to  regulate the external behaviour as well as those like molecular science  designed to intervene into the internal properties of biological entities. As  Foucault taught, the genealogy of the biopolitics of security is deeply  implicated in the emergence of these and other modern developments, such  as the rise of statistics, the specification of laws of probability and so on  (Foucault, 1991 and 2007). Biopolitics of security thus constitute a plural  and changing nexus of power/knowledge. As Foucault also insists in many  places too numerous to cite, knowledge and power are different enterprises.  Thus they cannot be conflated. But they are nonetheless also intimately  allied. How that allying works cannot be assumed. It has to be tracked and  established.  

A2: Realism 

It’s a self-fulfilling prophecy—the revolution against realism must begin in our minds as a process of critical praxis

Booth, head of IR dept. @ University of Wales, 2005 p. 2-4

(Ken, Critical Security Studies and World Politics, Ed. By Booth)

There is one world, but many realities.! The one world is that progressively revealed by the natural sciences; the many realities consist of "facts by human agreement" in the social world, as John Searle puts it.2 It is these political and social realities-"nations," "war," "gender," "capitalism," "sovereignty," "human nature," and so on-that demand the primary attention of students of security. They create the structures and processes by which humankind lives-or dies. Critical explorations of the ideas that made us is part of trying to answer three fundamental questions about secu¬rity: What is reality? What is reliable knowledge? What might we do? The study of security has always been a central concern in the academ¬ic discipline of international relations (IR). This reflects the circumstances of the discipline's birth in the profound and shocking violence of World War I (1914-1918) and the concern of liberal opinion in the West that the cry "never again!" be supported by the systematic study of the causes of war and the potential foundations of lasting peace. The issue area of securi¬ty subsequently dominated the intellectual preoccupations of students of international relations, particularly in the aftermath of World War II and through the nearly half-century of the Cold War.3 Compared with the period of the Cold War, international security ceased to be central to students of international relations in the West during the decade between the dismantling of the Soviet state and the destruction of the World Trade Center, the defining points of what we can now see as the brief interregnum of the post-Cold War era.4 Today, however, security in all its manifestations is back at the top of the agenda and looks set to remain there for the foreseeable future. In addition to traditional insecurities (the result of interstate rivalry, ethnic conflict, patriarchy, and so on), the new threats generated by globalization together with the causes and consequences of the U.S.-led war on terrorism combine to ensure that human society will for a prolonged period live in an "Age of Anxiety," a world "on the Edge," a "runaway world."5 Human society faces what threatens to be a "long hot century."6 The subject of security studies as it developed in its orthodox form during the Cold War was constructed in the image of political realism (and for the most part a rather austere version of it). The academic project of critical security studies (CSS) involves rethinking the common sense of this orthodoxy from the bottom up while exposing the extent to which discourse itself constitutes the political realist orthodoxy in security studies. Ulrich Beck has described Max Weber's "iron cage" (in which he believed humanity was "condemned to live for the foreseeable future") as "a prison of categories and basic assumptions of classical social, cultural and political sciences."9 Political realism has operated as such an iron cage in world politics; it has created a prison of categories and assumptions that have worked to create a world that does not work for most of its inhabitants. To this extent, political realism has not been in the global human interest; nor, incidentally, is it calculated to promote a more positive relationship between humans and the rest of the natural world. The critical perspectives on security offered in this volume seek some liberation from realism's iron cage, though nobody should underestimate the theoretical and political obstacles. As the academic discipline of international relations grew, realism¬more accurately, political realism-was the label that was unhelpfully given to what became the orthodoxy about the nature and dynamics of politics among nations.1O We continue to have to live with this misnomer, despite realism's blinkers when it comes to seeing the world's realities. Realist-derived security studies in the past half-century has attempted to impose just one image of reality on a world that not only consists of many sovereign states but also is multicultural, divided by gender and class, and made up of individuals, families, tribes, nations, and other collectivities; there are also some solidarities across all these (and other) subdivisions of humanity. The field of security studies, constructed out of political realism, continues to offer its students one image of reality, with predefined answers to key global questions. This makes it a serious liability in world politics, being an iron cage seeking to contain a liquid ecology. It is a textbook exemplar of a problem masquerading as the problem-solver 

A2: Realism

It misundertstands the post Cold-War atomic age

Hirschbein, peace studies prof @ CSU-Chico, 2005 p. 25

(Ron, Massing the Tropes)

I want to contrast the bad old days when realism was a somewhat useful guide to navigating international affairs and an antidote to wishful think¬ing for the new realities (or better, the reality of the new unrealities) of the post-Cold War nuclear age. In such an epoch when appearance displaces reality and apocalyptic weapons proliferate, political realism per se seems like a forlorn expression of wishful thinking. An admittedly simplified, but perhaps not wholly inaccurate, account of American history might reveal the need for a more authentic realism. Such a realism would be marked by humilit)'r given the precariousness of our nuclear predicament and the realization that we know more about the atom than ourselves. ”

A2: Realism

It’s the idea that realism is real, not literary, that necessitates the violence of the international system

Hirschbein, peace studies prof @ CSU-Chico, 2005 p. 148-150

(Ron, Massing the Tropes)

Roles may be reified in the same manner as institutions. The sector of self¬consciousness that has been objectified in the role is then apprehended as an inevitable fate, for which an individual may disclaim responsibility. This kind of reification is the statement "I have no choice in the matter. I have to act this way because of my position." -Peter Berger and Thomas Luckman29 Wherein lies the "necessity" that leaders invoke when they shun responsibility for morally dubious or unequivocally disastrous actions? As we've seen, they may merely be invoking argument-stopping rhetoric or they may be clueless about what they mean. I doubt, however, that they are reading-or misreading-the moral law. I suspect that, unwit¬tingly, they are telling a story, a script couched in what Rorty calls a "final vocabulary"; it is-in the cliche of a popular quiz show-their "final answer." The story they are telling is a subcultural narrative, a largely preconscious script they improvise to give their actions meaning, direction, and justifi¬cation. Usually dismissive about breathtaking universal claims regarding culture, a variety of anthropologists engage in "outdoor hermeneutics" and conclude that mtrojecting and improvising cherished cultural narratives are virtually universal. As Victor Turner explains:  If we regard narrative,.. as the supreme instrument for building "values" and "goals" ... which motivate human conduct into situational "meaning," then we must concede it to be a universal cultural activitY- embedded in the very center of the social drama, itself another cross-cultural and trans-temporal unit in social process.30  To overwork Epictetus' aphorism, it's not the world that imposes necessity, it's our scripted interpretation of the world. These scripts are discourses with a clear, sequential order that connects events in a mean¬ingful way. A narrative is not simply a list or a chronology: it adds up to something-one thing follows another. In McNamara's tragic script, a tactical nuclear response to American invaders of Cuba must entail a full¬scale, strategic nuclear war with the Soviets. The script brings down the curtain on civilization as we know it. The ontological status of these strategic narratives of necessity is, to say the least, problematic. These scripts are not buried in the interstices of the unconscious, nor are they fully conscious. Turner avers that if one could penetrate the minds of social actors:  One would undoubtedly find ... at ahnost any endophysical level existing between the full brightness of conscious attention and the darker strata of the unconscious a set of ideas, images, concepts. . . models of what they believe they do, believe they ought to do, or would like to do.31  However, this is not the place to explore these interstices, a space Freud refers to as preconscious or what some call "tacit knowledge." Suffice it to suggest that certain resonant cultural narratives are so much a part and parcel of discourse that they are reified as an unquestioned second nature. If I may resort to analogies that I trust are not woefully misleading: just as leaders inside the Beltway don't give speaking English a second thought, neither do they give a second thought to certain narratives. Indeed, these narratives are the unthought lingua franca inside the Beltway. As a variety of thinkers suggest, social actors can be totally captivated by such a script: they lose sight of the fact that they are merely impro¬vising a narrative and come to believe that the plot is driven by forces beyond their control. Sociologist Erving Coffman refers to such mystifica¬tion as "deep acting":  One finds that the performer can be fully taken in by his own act; he can be sin¬cerely convinced that the impression of reality he states is the reality. . .. then, for the moment at least, only the sociologist or the socially disgruntled will have any doubts about the "reah1ess" of what is presented.32  In these deeply acted scripts, one thing must follow another not because of the nature of the cosmos, but because of the sequence of the script (or scenario, in Nukespeak). In short, such necessitation is literary, not literal! Could it be, for example, that suddenly cast into total war-a scenario that scripted vanquishing combatants and civilians with every available weapon-Truman did not hesitate to follow the plot by detonat¬ing apocalyptic weapons? Perhaps, as I've suggested, Kennedy impro¬vised the scripts authored in his books: he simultaneously performed like Churchill in public but acted like Chamberlain in private. Unfortunately, he got carried away with his public performance. Thanks to adroit, post¬humous impression management, the remembered JFK is immortalized as a profile in courage. However, a less romantic take on the Kennedy administration raises disturbing questions: Why would a political actor improvise a script that ended in nuclear annihilation? Indeed, what's the story when decision-makers willingly risk the destruction of themselves and everything they cherish? I don't know the answer. But I suspect that Kennedy and the others found themselves in a predicament they never anticipated. Astonishingly, the realpolitik of the balance of power did not deter the Soviets from doing what the U.S. had done for years-installing strategic weapons beyond its borders. The "best and the brightest" did what they deemed necessary, promoted a crisis, improvised their scripts, and pushed the planet to the brink of the abyss. 

AFF ANSWERS

***LANGUAGE/DISCOURSE ANSWERS***

Discourse Not Key

Cold War disproves the link-language not key

Price and Reus-Smit, Profs. @ U Minnesota and Monasch U, 1998 p. online

(Richard and Christian “Dangerous Liasons?..” European Journal of IR)

Ironically, the end of the Cold War also exposed the limitations of Third Debate critical theory, bringing us to the second implication. The constitutive link critical theorists had drawn between the dominant discourse of international relations theory and international practice was clearly not as tight as many had suggested. If neorealism was a hegemonic discourse, then the end of the Cold War demonstrated that its constitutive influence was not as totalizing as often suggested. Significant realms of political practice, even narrowly defined international practice, displayed a remarkable degree of autonomy from the discourse of power politics. Overall, the analytical space opened by the failure of the dominant rationalist theories to explain international changes, and the destabilization of the assumed simple connection between theory and practice, compelled many critically-inclined theorists of international relations to shift their focus from disciplinary critique to substantive analysis.

Language not deterministic—inclusion/exclusion not objectionable
Price and Reus-Smit, Profs. @ U Minnesota and Monasch U, 1998 p. online

(Richard and Christian “Dangerous Liasons?..” European Journal of IR)

Do such claims contradict the interpretive ethos of critical international theory? For two reasons, we argue that they do not. First, the interpretive ethos of critical international theory is driven, in large measure, by a normative rejection of totalizing discourses, of general theoretical frameworks that privilege certain perspectives over others. One searches constructivist scholarship in vain, though, for such discourses. With the possible exception of Wendt’s problematic flirtation with general systemic theory and professed commitment to ‘science’, constructivist research is at its best when and because it is question driven, with self-consciously contingent claims made specifically in relation to particular phenomena, at a particular time, based on particular evidence, and always open to alternative interpretations. Second, the rejection of totalizing discourses based on ‘big-T’ Truth claims does not foreclose the possibility, or even the inevitability, of making ‘small-t’ truth claims. In fact, we would argue that as soon as one observes and interacts in the world such claims are unavoidable, either as a person engaged in everyday life or as a scholar. As Nietzsche pointed out long ago, we cannot help putting forth truth claims about the world. The individual who does not cannot act, and the genuinely unhypocritical relativist who cannot struggles for something to say and write. In short, if constructivists are not advancing totalizing discourses, and if making ‘small-t’ truth claims is inevitable if one is to talk about how the world works, then it is no more likely that constructivism per se violates the interpretive ethos of critical international theory than does critical theory itself.
Discursive turn rejected—alt fails

Finlayson, IR Prof. @ U of Wales, 2004 p. 529

(Albert, “Political Science, political ideas…” Economy and Society Vol. 33 #4)

One might expect the discipline of politics to have taken an interest: to realize it could learn from and contribute to this. But the rhetorical turn had, and continues to have, almost no effect whatsoever on political science4 and, of the many works that analyse government from a rhetorical perspective, few are written by those working within, or knowledgeable about, political science.5 Rhetorical and linguistic approaches, indeed, interpretivism in general, are not widely adopted approaches to the study of contemporary government (particularly in Britain where there are no large departments of rhetoric or speech communication).6 

Discourse Not Key

Critical IR misunderstands discourse as an effect—but practical utilization of these structures is the point, not focus on discourse itself

Pouliot, phd in political science from Toronto U, 2008 

(Vincent, “Security Community In and Through Practice”  Dissertation)

Despite its clear added value, however, the meaning-attachment logic of constructivism  runs into a crucial problem to which I already alluded in chapter II: the representational bias. In  separating the material (physical) from the ideational, constructivism reduces materiality to the  role of an object to be interpreted, that is, the (physical) support on which meanings are  attached. As Andreas Reckwitz correctly notices, in this scheme “[t]he material world exists  only insofar as it becomes an object of interpretation within collective meaning structures. ...  Material entities exist as carriers of meaning, as ‘objects of knowledge.’”11 I contend that this  contemplative understanding of materiality is disconnected from practical logics. In social life,  material things are not, first and foremost, to be interpreted but to be used. In other words,  materiality is not primarily about representation but about practice. In fact, it could be argued  that the meaning-attachment logic of constructivism suffers from textualism in a way similar to  postmodernism. In chapter II, I contended that postmodernism typifies the representational bias  by willfully distorting practical logics as if social life could be “read” from a disembedded  position. While objectification may certainly yield scientific advances, it also mistakes the  things of logic for the logic of things, to paraphrase Bourdieu. In reducing materiality to the role  of physical support for ideas, many constructivists commit the same textualist mistake. By  contrast, I argue that “things” are not simply objects of interpretation but primarily tools to be  handled. They must be used within certain practical limits.  

Discourse alt fails—objects in the international world resist turn to pure discourse

Pouliot, phd in political science from Toronto U, 2008 

(Vincent, “Security Community In and Through Practice”  Dissertation)

Taking a practice turn in constructivist theorizing has a simple but profound implication:  it is not only people who attach meanings to things—things also attach meanings to people! The  non-plastic things of social and international life often acquire an epistemic life of their own that  may affect in turn the very people that constructed them. The social world may be the creature  of human beings, but it also escapes their control. This is because “things” inscribe meanings  beyond minds, going through the flow of history more or less independently of those who  crafted them. In IR, William Walters takes inspiration from Bruno Latour to theorize what he  calls “inscription”—“the material practices of making distant events and processes visible,  mobile and calculable in terms of documents, charts, forms, reports, signs and graphs.”14 Things  are inscribed with meanings that are non-plastic because they are not located in people’s minds.  As Walters asserts: “Our agency is not just a product of the ideas that influence us, for ideas are  not always strong enough or persistent enough. We need to consider the myriad, banal ways in  which we are reminded and prompted, as it were.”15 Once inscribed in things, ideas can become  “symbolic technologies”16—that is, non-plastic meanings that drive thought more than they  derive from it. From that perspective, material (non-plastic) determination stems not from  physicality but from practice, which congeals meanings through iteration.  
Discourse Not Key

Realism incorporates this insight—it understands power can be linguistic as well as material

Mattern, International Relations Prof @ Lehigh, 2004
(Janice, , Bridging the Gap: Towards a Realist-Constructivist Dialogue” International Studies Review 6)

For those of us who see the possibility for a fruitful realist-constructivist com-bination, this result is disappointing. However, it need not (and should not) be the  end of the story. A number of different ways exist to formulate the parameters of  uch a combination so that it does ‘‘move beyond’’ what can be offered by extant  frameworks for analysis. For instance, a realist-constructivist approach could begin,  as realism does, with the conviction that power is impossible to transcend in in-  ternational life (Waltz 1979). In addition, like classical realism in particular, it could recognize that power comes in a multiplicity of forms such as moral authority,  force, and even careFand can be expressed in a multiplicity of fashions for  instance through material, ideational, symbolic, and linguistic means (Carr 1964;  Machiavelli 1994). Furthermore, this approach would recognize that each of these  forms of power affects the conduct and dynamics of international politics differ-  ently. Finally, like constructivism whether liberal, postmodern, or otherwise this  realist-constructivist approach should recognize that the very conduct and dynamics of international politics are intersubjectively and culturally constituted constructs  (Campbell 1992; Wendt 1999).  
Language has a role to play but does not completely determine IR

Mutimer, prof. of security studies @ York University, 2000 p. 19-20

(David, The Weapons State: Proliferation and the Framing of Security)

It is not entirely common to think that metaphor has much to do with the making of policy in general and of security policy in particular. Security policy concerns the serious matter of war; its subject is troops, not tropes. Nevertheless, it would seem even policymakers bent on waging war recognize the occasional utility of an apt metaphor. Hidden in a footnote is a report by Chris Hables Gray on a small change in the language surround​ing the war in the Gulf: "Originally, the attack on Iraq and occupied Kuwait was to be called Desert Sword, but it was decided to portray the war as more of a natural force."22 Gray's contention rings true, as Desert Sword fits more obviously with the prior operation, Desert Shield, than does Desert Storm. Somebody in the Pentagon, however, recognized that swords are wielded by hands whose owners can then be held responsible; storms are acts of nature or of God, not of people. Although the clear in​tention of this use of metaphor is political in the narrowest sense-we might even say it is meant as public relations-the means by which metaphors function is independent of such intention. Swords and storms carry different meanings; that is, they have different entailments and as such shape a labeled object, such as a military action, in different ways.23 Paul Chilton recently used metaphor as an analytic starting point to examine the heart of Cold War security discourse. In the conclusion to Security Metaphors, Chilton explains how metaphor relates to policy; Metaphor is an element in the discourse of policymaking; it does not drive policy. . . . It would be absurd to reduce the Cold War to the influ¬ence of metaphor. However, both cognitive analysts of policymaking and historians of the Cold War have noted the part played by analogical rea¬soning and by metaphor. Whatever distinctions might be drawn between the two terms "analogy" and "metaphor," they can both be treated as manifestations of the cognitive process whereby one thing is seen in terms of another.24
Discourse Not Key

Their use is inevitable—the best we can do is work within them

Shimko, professor of political science at Purdue, 2004 p. 213

(Keith, in Metaphorical World Politics ed. By Beer and Landtsheer)

Some research on the cognitive elements of foreign-policy decision making reveals strong judgmental tendencies: oh, how stupid could the decision makers be to think that this crisis resembles Munich or that nations fall like dominoes? There is an emphasis on misperception, misunderstanding, and the inappropriate use of analogies (though explicit thought is rarely de¬ voted to the question of how we differentiate a perception from a misper¬ ception). This essay has probably not avoided this tendency altogether, but this was not my intention. There is a place for such critiques of prevailing constructs. As Susan Sontag pointed out, even if metaphorical thinking is inevitable, this does not mean that there aren't certain metaphors we shouldn't "retire." In the final analysis, however, we are not going to be able avoid to the use of metaphors. As Garrett Hardin explains, "since metaphorical thinking is inescapable it is pointless to weep about our human limitations. We must learn to live with them, to understand them, and to control them. "42
A2: Floating PICS

The state will not listen to demands framed in terms of rights- only the logic of security induces action

Lawler, Chair of IR @ Berry College, 2005 p. 421-449

(Peter, “The Good State…” Review of International Studies #31)
Although in recent years there have been robust articulations of a communitarian response to cosmopolitanism, these have had relatively little impact upon contemporary international political theory. This is arguably because the bulk of the cosmopolitan-communitarian debate in political theory is simply not focused on the international. When communitarianism is applied to international politics it can easily be read, and not entirely unfairly, as merely a normative supplement to realism or as an apologia for self-regarding statism and international moral relativism. Central to realist moral scepticism, of course, is the claim that sovereign states remain the key actors in international politics since no decisive logic of global transformation can be discerned, claims about globalisation’s transformative impact notwithstanding. Furthermore, even if the prevalence of chronic global inequity or horrific forms of large-scale violence generates widespread demands that something be done, be it by the ‘international community’ or individual states, for the realist, international public opinion carries little force, little or no international community exists beyond rhetoric, and the idea of states acting in response primarily to moral dictates is usually tainted by egoistic national self-interest. When states claim to be acting in a ‘cosmopolitan-minded’ manner, realism suggests that this is more likely to reflect concerns about ‘prestige or image’, or ‘hard interests’ which are ‘convenient to subsume under the category of ‘‘humanitarian’’ ’.

Cannot generate political support and momentum for change

Mutimer, prof. of security studies @ York University, 2000 p. 105

(David, The Weapons State: Proliferation and the Framing of Security)

Here, then, is both the greatest potential and the greatest problem posed by a "disarmament" frame. With such a different object and set of identities, a "disarmament" image would enable a rather different series of practices. But on the other hand, the politics of instituting those practices would become somewhat more difficult because of the entailments of the "disarmament" image. Although considerable rhetorical support has been expressed for the goal of disarmament from the earliest days of the nuclear age and before, concrete disarmament practices have been difficult to achieve. Part of the problem has been a series of discursive and practical links enabled by the "disarmament" image. The first and perhaps most damaging has been the connection between the language of disarmament and the program of general and complete disarmament. Although many analysts and even policymakers might be willing to concede the value of eliminating some weapons-notice the ability to generate support for bans on land mines and both chemical and biological weapons-and possibly even all nuclear weapons, few are willing to express support for a goal they characterize as hopelessly utopian.13 The utopian features of general and complete disarmament gesture to¬ward another politically difficult entailment of "disarmament"-the link between disarmament and weakness. Several unfortunate links are created by the language of "disarmament" that inculcate an entailment of weakness. The first is the characterization of those pressing for general and complete disarmament as pacifist, lefty, or even wimp by those entrusted with the arsenals of, certainly, the United States. The second problematic link is with the practices of tl1e enforced disarmament that follows wars: losers are disarmed, so to disarm is to be a loser. This is not a promising way to generate political support. Finally, arms, in both senses of the word, are intimately tied to concepts of power and masculinity. To be dis¬amed is to be rendered powerless, to be emasculated. Even if tl1e process of eliminating weapons produces enhanced security, the entailments of powerlessness and emasculation are difficult obstacles to overcome. 
**Critique Fails**

Securitization critique fails—discursive fetishization impoverishes its  lens for viewing the world

Hyde-Price, professor at the Institute for German Studies @ Birmingham, 2001 p. 38-39

(Adrian, Europe’s New Security Challenges)

Another conceptual innovation from the Copenhagen school—one associated in particular with Ole Waever—is the notion of securizitation. This concept has been presented as the solution to the problems involved in broadening the definition of security without thereby robbing it of its analytical utility. Waever and his colleagues start from the assumption that security is not a concept with a fixed meaning or a determinate social condition. Security, in other words, cannot be objectively defined. Rather, they argue that it constitutes a distinctive form of politics. To securitize an issue means to take it out of the normal realm of political discourse and to signal a need for it to be addressed urgently and with exceptional means. Moreover, security is not just any threat or problem. Rather, security issues are “existential threat s toa r efferent object by a securitizing actor who thereby generates endorsement of emergency measures beyond rules that would otherwise bind. Securtitization thus focuses almost exclsuvely on the discursive domain and eschews any attempt to determine empirically what constitutes security concerns. It does not aspire to comment on the reality behind a securitization discourse or on the appropriate instruments for tackling security problems. Instead it suggests that security studies—or what Waever calls securitization studies—should focus on the discursive moves whereby issues are securitized. The Copenhagen school thus emphasizes the need to understand the speech acts that accomplish a process of securitization. Their focus is on the linfguistic and conceptual dynamics involved, even though they recognize the importance of the institutional setting withi which securitization takes place. The concept of securitization offers some important insights for security studies. However, it is too epistemologically restricted to contribute to a signiciant retooling of security studies. On the positive side, it draws attention to the waty in which security agendas are constructed by politicians and other political actors. It also indicates the utility of discourse analysis as an additional tool of analysis for security studies. However, at best, securitization studies can constitute one aspect of security studies. It cannot provide the foundations for a paradigm shift in the sudiscipline. Its greatest weakness is its epistemological hypochrondria, that is, its tendency to reify epistemological problems and push sound observations about knowledge claims to their loigical absurdty. Although it is important to understand the discursive moves involved in perceptions of security in, say, the Middle East, it is also encesary to make some assessment of nondiscursive actotrs like the military balance or access to freshwater supplies. For the Copenhagen school, however, these nondiscursive factors are relegated to second place. They are considered only to the extent that they facilitate or impede the speech act. In this way, the Copenhagen school is in danger of cutting security studies off from serious empirical research and setting it adrift on a sea of floating signifiers.
Critique Fails—Power Reductionism

Reducing everything to power reduces its utility as an analytic heuristic for IR

Barkin, political science prof. @ Florida, 2004
(J., , Bridging the Gap: Towards a Realist-Constructivist Dialogue” International Studies Review 6)

One caveat to this constructivist understanding of power should, however, be  noted: to define everything as power is to undermine the analytic utility of the  concept. Furthermore, to use power to explain all social interaction risks traveling  beyond what Ole Waever E. H. (1996:169) calls the ‘‘boundary of negativity.’’ An  exclusive focus on power can tell us nothing about the ends to which power is used.  It is this observation that Carr (1964) focused on in speaking of a dialectic of power  and utopiaFof power and ideals. This dialectic is another part of the conversation  on realist constructivism implicit in this Forum. This dialectic is involved in the  conversation in two ways. The first is through the mechanics of the dialectic itself;  the second is through the relationship between idealism and liberalism.
Distinctions amongst exercises of power best—prefer our advantages

Palan, British Political Theorist, 2000 p. 592-593

(Ronen, Review of International Studies 26 “A world of their making…”)

Prus effectively conflates a methodology with a theory: the need to attend to the interactionist nature of social order and to the fluidity of social truth cannot be equated with the notion that society is an interactionist bubble. The theory is not false, but it is not right either. Just as the general laws of thermodynamics cannot provide us with a full explanation for the formation of clouds, so general theories of interactionist order cannot provide an explanation for the specificity of an order, which oddly enough is unequal, repressive, alienating, and strangely, perceived as such by a good deal of the population—and even odder, accepted even by those who perceive it to be unjust. On this point the symbolic interactionists are simply silent. Theirs is a phlegmatic society—a harmonious society based on laws and norms. with no vice, hysteria, cruelty, love; theirs is a theory that has no explanation for these sentiments. Even if we are prepared to accept the view that ‘feeling’ ‘senses’ and belief in ‘just cause’, and membership of the ‘nation’ are social constructions, why are there variations in social constructions? Why and how does a symbolic interactionist society produce a Caligula, a Nero, a Hitler or an Assad? Why does it produce the Mother Theresas of this world? Why and how has it produced capitalism, feudalism and slavery? When symbolic interactionism—now labelled constructivism—is used as a theory of International Relations, it serves therefore as the new ‘Cave! Dragone!’ exorcizing any form of social critique from the narrative. It tells us that while neorealists think that world politics are ‘mean and nasty’, in fact it is not.86 In the context of International Relations, therefore, symbolic interactionism may appear radical whereas it is not. 

Rejection Alt Fails

Totalizing rejection fails – negative oversimplifies international system

Price and Reus-Smit, Profs. @ U Minnesota and Monasch U, 1998 p. online

(Richard and Christian “Dangerous Liasons?..” European Journal of IR)

In sum, the sound and fury of metatheoretical debates at times would have us believe that alternative approaches on different sides of the various divides could not possibly make any valuable contributions to understanding world politics given their erroneous ontological, epistemological and methodological presumptions. Such denials are not tenable from those arguing from the Nietzschean perspectivism that informs much of critical theory; those in the critical tradition cannot insinuate that their work is to replace wholesale other traditions of inquiry and types of explanations insofar as that would merely substitute one totalizing discourse for another. All accounts of the world are partial, whether they be rationalist or constructivist, and the best that can be claimed on behalf of either is that they illuminate aspects of an event or phenomena that are required for an adequate understanding of the explanandum in question.

Kritik terminates in political passivity—no institutional action

Spegele, IR Prof. @ Monash University, 2002 p. http://ire.sagepub.com/cgi/reprint/16/3/381
(Roger D., “Emancipatory International Relations…” in International Relations)

Contrary to a certain popular belief, there is something new under the sun, and it consists of something I, among others,33 call emancipatory international relations. It is, when appropriate account is taken of its Kantian and Marxian sources, dramatically different from any naturalistic, positivist or positivist-empiricist conception of international relations.34 One can elide those differences for sociological, psychological or epistemological reasons but it is not at all clear that we international relationists would gain greater perspicuity about the nature of this new kid on the block under the sun. Moreover, refusing, whether explicitly or implicitly, to hand out entry cards at the heavenly gate of the so-called new debate rushing to Jerusalem to be born as the only debate in town pace Katzenstein et al. does not enhance reflective thought.35 For, in a countermove derived from Kant, such gambits fall into a dogmatism that leads to scepticism and indifference. And this in turn leads to the well-known ‘do your own thing’ de facto relativism, which disease should not be conflated with a healthy scepticism or even healthier pluralism. At the same time and by a somewhat related token, we would fall into a similar trap of dogmatism if we accepted, as we should not, the unacceptable face of arguments by certain emancipatory international relations scholars, alluded to above, who in rejecting all forms of empiricism are evidently led to reject the very notion that thoughts about the empirical world are answerable to the world’s tribunal of experience, failing which one would have every right to wonder about whether the thought could actually count as a well-formed thought at all. But if we cannot eliminate that sort of dogmatism, then has our spade been turned? Not quite, for there is a tertium quid which I mean to foreshadow here as a propadeutic to the sequel. To get this into our picture requires making, surprisingly perhaps, certain concessions to positivist-style thinking; to the idea in fact that there is a difference between naturwissenschaft and sozialwissenschaft and that one advantage of the former over the latter is that one can take up some approximation of the view from nowhere, that is a view which finds no place for the qualitative aspects of things or, more to the point, to the internal character of events such as President Clinton’s decision to intervene against Kosovo in the way that he did or the Argentinian generals decision to ‘disappear’ their political opponents and for all practical purposes live in a context in which they are not required to account for their moral culpability and moral negligence. To get at these events we cannot follow a rigorous form of naturalism (masquerading as Rationalism) which has no space for the first-person perspective, the internal, the subjective, the ethical on the false grounds that these matters cannot be understood objectively because they cannot be understood from the third-person perspective. But at the same time, we cannot give up our external perspective either, as it is this perspective that moves us, and the scientific world (which is our world), to treat others not in terms of their attributive characteristics but as rational intelligent animals.

**Link Answer: General**

Representing the potential for conflict and death does NOT reproduce the architecture of the security establishment nor result in violent calculation

Alker, IR professor @ USC, 2005 p. 197-198

(Howard. Critical Security Studies and World Politics Ed. By Ken Booth)

It is key to Waever's conception that the securitizing speech act, which has traditionally legitimated the use of force, has also invoked the right of a "state to mobilize, or take special powers, to handle existential threats." As Buzan, Wrever, and de Wilde carefully illustrate, such invocations can be regarding political, economic, cultural, societal, or environmental sectors of a domestic or international society; just as clearly, the mere invocation of the words "security" or "defense" or "survival" does not, by itself, make something a security/securitized issue or threat. Previous case studies of security-enhancing successes, or breakdowns, need to be reanalyzed in these terms in order to derive more perceptive and practically useful ways to prevent debilitating and/or unsuccessful securitization dynamics. And the approach needs to be extended critically to include the much richer existing literature on strategies for crossing thresholds of violent collective behavior in ways that effectively allow for relatively prompt returns. And when reliably generalizable ways of characterizing emancipation are available, we can develop and better defend empirical generalizations linking or delinking emancipation, securitization, and human well-being. The securitization approach is constructively and practically oriented toward the multileveled analysis of the variety of security-needing social entities I have just proposed.29 It certainly does not discredit the evaluative study of their impacts on ordinary human lives! It responds constructively, discursively, to the transnationalizing of concerns and the broadening of possibilities for reconceptualizing threats clearly present in, and encouraged by, critical security studies.30 Moreover, I find this discursive, intersubjectively oriented, community-linked, yet coherent approach suggestive of how to proceed in further decentering the statist bias of conventional security/strategic studies, without denying the relevance of states' contributions to vital topics like nuclear arms control, Napoleonic neighbors, and civil wars. Refocusing critical security studies to point toward existential threats to important groups, nations, practices, organizations, or technologies within particular transnational or interna¬tional societies or places gives concrete meanings to freedom from fear. Whether or not securitization helps achieve that goal-at what price for discursive communal-will formation-must be answered empirically, his¬torically, discursively. The corresponding search within relevant societies and communities for remedial, preferably nonsecuritized or desecuritizing, emancipatory, or redemptive practices is based on the pacifist belief that peace is best waged by peaceful means rather than the alternative maxim: to secure peace, prepare for war.31
No Link--Reflective

Realism’s ambiguity dodges the link and the transition fails

Murray, PoliSci Prof @ U Wales, 1997 p. 200-201

(Alistair, Reconstructing Realism)

The principal implication of this analysis is the need to ask some serious questions  about the current direction of international relations theory. As I said in the  Introduction and have sought to illustrate throughout the book, the neorealist  attempt to lay claim to the legacy of realism is fundamentally problematic. Neorealism abandons the core of realism, the concern to reconcile the ideal and real in  international politics; and centres itself instead around one particular image of the  real. Neorealism ultimately represents not the reformulation of the realist research agenda, but the refocusing of this agenda around one very narrow concern. Neorealists, it is true, would probably suggest that it is the power political logic of the  anarchic international system which is the proper focus of international relations  theory, and that the normative concerns of realism are little more than a distraction  'tom the real business of the `discipline'. Yet, even if we put aside the problems  with the neorealist account of the structure of the international system, the absence of such normative concerns in neorealism renders it inherently incapable of providing a satisfactory basis on which to address the problem of action in international  affairs. To define this problem solely in terms of structural constraints, in terms of  I reified `logic of anarchy', is rather to miss the point. It is the values and beliefs  A the thinking subjects who inhabit this anarchy which inform and motivate  international political action - indeed, which ultimately characterize the task of  molding such action to the `logic of anarchy' as a problem in the first place. If  .we can accept that it is important to take account of the type of constraints that  neorealism emphasises, international political practice is also centrally about the  values that we hold and about building a framework of international order which  -eflects and supports such values. To ignore them is to create a theory just as divorced from the reality of the international as the idealist approaches which concerned themselves only with the normative. If ethics divorced from an understanding of politics are irrelevant and, in their irrelevance, counter-productive, the  )ther side of the equation is that politics divorced from any understanding of ethical  -criteria are not only undesirable, but also impractical. International relations theory has effectively swung dramatically away from its  point of origin, abandoning the normative concerns which marked its initial phase. international society which is greatly superior to traditional conceptions, emphasizing the essential ambiguity of any structure of international order, thus allowing  ; to avoid the temptation to moralise order unconditionally, whilst not abandoning  the recognition of the need to treat with order in moral terms. With regard to  most-international debates, it becomes apparent that the critiques which have been  :directed at realism from the reflectivist camp are misguided. Realism appears to be a form of conservative rationalism than a fundamentally ambiguous approach,  straddling the divide between rationalists and refiectivists, and offering us a basis  n which to contemplate their reconciliation. Its frank acceptance of the ambiguity  t the political would seem to offer us an orientation towards the international  .which is far more productive than that offered by either rationalist or reflectivist  :theories alone. The principal implication of this analysis is the need to ask some serious questions about the current direction of international relations theory. As I said in the introduction and have sought to illustrate throughout the book, the neorealist  attempt to lay claim to the legacy of realism is fundamentally problematic. Neorealism abandons the core of realism, the concern to reconcile the ideal and real international politics, and centres itself instead around one particular image of the. Neorealism ultimately represents not the reformulation of the realist research agenda, but the refocusing of this agenda around one very narrow concern. Neorealists, it is true, would probably suggest that it is the power political logic of the  narchic international system which is the proper focus of international relations  theory, and that the normative concerns of realism are little more than a distraction, the real business of the `discipline'. Yet, even if we put aside the problems with the neorealist account of the structure of the international system, the absence  of such normative concerns in neorealism renders it inherently incapable of proving a satisfactory basis on which to address the problem of action in international  affairs. To define this problem solely in terms of structural constraints, in terms of  reified `logic of anarchy', is rather to miss the point. It is the values and beliefs of the thinking subjects who inhabit this anarchy which inform and motivate  international political action - indeed, which ultimately characterise the task of  molding such action to the 'logic of anarchy' as a problem in the first place. If we can accept that it is important to take account of the type of constraints that  realism emphasises, international political practice is also centrally about the  values that we hold and about building a framework of international order which reflects and supports such values. To ignore them is to create a theory just as divorced from the reality of the international as the idealist approaches which concern themselves only with the normative. If ethics divorced from an understanding of politics are irrelevant and, in their irrelevance, counter-productive, the  -her side of the equation is that politics divorced from any understanding of ethical criteria are not only undesirable, but also impractical.

Specific Solvency O/W

Permutation best—marries post-structural insights with realism’s focus on contingency

Sterling-Folker, political scientist at Connecticut, 2004 

(Jennifer, Bridging the Gap: Towards a Realist-Constructivist Dialogue” International Studies Review 6)

To be fair, Barkin understands this to a large extent, but his vision of realist-  constructivism remains deeply problematic. To argue, as Barkin (2003:337) does,  that a realist-constructivist combination will allow us to ‘‘examine skeptically from a  moral perspective the interrelationships between power and international norms’’  is to ignore the fact that the moral perspective to which he is referring is actually  liberalism. As Roger Spegele (2001) has argued, moral skepticism derives not  from realism’s recognition of difference, but from liberalism’s refusal of it.  Hence, what is morally distinct about realism is not a skepticism about power  and universal norms, but an insistence that morality is contextually specific and so  particularism must be respected. Combining realism with constructivism should not  suddenly lead to the sort of moral skepticism that is inherent in liberalism. It should  instead lead to a moral perspective that demands that particularism and univer-salism be, somehow, simultaneously respected. It should produce ‘‘an ethical way of  being’’ that recognizes ‘‘the very necessity of heterogeneity for understanding our-  selves and others’’ (Der Derian 1997:58, emphasis in original), and a position that  ‘‘accepts the indispensability of identity and lives within the medium of identity  while refusing . . . to live its own identity as the truth’’ (Connolly 1989:331, emphasis  in original).
A2: Calculation Bad


T/- Calculation good- responds to Otherness in a responsible way- the zero point is not reached but instead difference is protected
Williams 2005
(Michael, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales—Aberystwyth, 

The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations, p. 165-166)
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 othemess. 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 othemess, 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 postmodern constructions 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 inescapably indebted to otherness, 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. 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.85 While an unwillingness to move beyond a deconstructive ethic of responsibility to othemess 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, I 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 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: Calculation Bad

We must use calculative tools for the sake of the Other’s survival

*gender modified

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the University of Newcastle, Moral Spaces: Rethinking

Ethics and World Politics, ed. by Campbell and Shapiro, 1999, p. 56

Levinas has also argued for a politics that respects a double injunction. When asked "Is not ethical obligation to the other a purely negative ideal, impossible to realize in our everyday being-in-the-world," which is governed by "ontological drives and practices"; and "Is ethics practicable in human society as we know it? Or is it merely an invitation to apolitical acquiescence?" Levinas's response was that "of course we inhabit an ontological world of technological mastery and political self-preservation. Indeed, without these political and technological structures of organization we would not be able to feed [hu]mankind. This is the greatest paradox of human existence: we must use the ontological for the sake of the other, to ensure the survival of the other we must resort to the technico-political systems of means and ends." 
A2: Ontology

Preventing widespread death precedes ontological questioning

Davidson ‘89


(Arnold L., Associate Prof Philosophy – U Chicago, Critical Inquiry, Winter, p. 426)

I understand Levinas’ work to suggest another path to the recovery of the human, one that leads through or toward other human beings: “The dimension of the divine opens forth from the human face… Hence metaphysics is enacted where the social relation is enacted- in our relations with men… The Other is not the incarnation of God, but precisely by his face, in which he is disincarnate, is the manifestation of the height in which God is revealed. It is our relations with men… that give to theological concepts the sole signification they admit of.” Levinas places ethics before ontology by beginning with our experience of the human face: and, in a clear reference to Heidegger’s idolatry of the village life of peasants, he associated himself with Socrates, who preferred the city where he encountered men to the country with its trees. In his discussion of skepticism and the problem of others, Cavell also aligns himself with this path of thought, with the recovery of the finite human self through the acknowledgement of others: “As long as God exists, I am not alone. And couldn’t the other suffer the fate of God?… I wish to understand how the other now bears the weight of God, shows me that I am not alone in the universe. This requires understanding the philosophical problem of the other as the trace or scar of the departure of God [CR, p.470].” The suppression of the other, the human, in Heidegger’s thought accounts, I believe, for the absence, in his writing after the war, of the experience of horror. Horror is always directed toward the human; every object of horror bears the imprint of the human will. So Levinas can see in Heidegger’s silence about the gas chambers and death camps “a kind of consent to the horror.” And Cavell can characterize Nazis as “those who have lost the capacity for being horrified by what they do.” Where was Heidegger’s horror? How could he have failed to know what he had consented to? Hannah Arendt associates Heidegger with Paul Valery’s aphorism, “Les evenements ne sont que l’ecume des choses’ (‘Events are but the foam of things’).” I think one understands the source of her intuition. The mass extermination of human beings, however, does not produce foam, but dust and ashes; and it is here that questioning must stop.

It’s impossible to determine an answer to being –-- ontological questioning results in an infinite regress and total political paralysis

Levinas and Nemo ‘85


(Emmanuel, Professor of Philosophy, and Philippe, Professor of New Philosophy, Ethics and Infinity, p. 6-7)
Are we not in need of still more precautions? Must we not step back from this question to raise another, to recognize the obvious circularity of ask​ing what is the “What is . .?“ question? It seems to beg the question. Is our new suspicion, then, that Heidegger begs the question of metaphysics when he asks “What is poetry?” or “What is thinking?”? Yet his thought is insistently anti-metaphysical. Why, then, does he retain the metaphysical question par excellence? Aware of just such an objection, he pro​poses, against the vicious circle of the petitio principi, an alternative, productive circularity: hermeneutic questioning. To ask “What is. . .?“ does not partake of onto-theo-logy if one acknowledges (1) that the answer can never be fixed absolutely, but calls essen​tially, endlessly, for additional “What is . . .?“ ques​tions. Dialectical refinement here replaces vicious circularity. Further, beyond the openmindedness called for by dialectical refinement, hermeneutic questioning (2) insists on avoiding subjective impositions, on avoid​ing reading into rather than harkening to things. One must harken to the things themselves, ultimately to being, in a careful attunement to what is. But do the refinement and care of the herme​neutic question — which succeed in avoiding onto​theo-logy succeed in avoiding all viciousness? Certainly they convert a simple fallacy into a produc​tive inquiry, they open a path for thought. But is it not the case that however much refinement and care one brings to bear, to ask what something is leads to asking what something else is, and so on and so forth, ad infinitum? What is disturbing in this is not so much the infinity of interpretive depth, which has the virtue of escaping onto-theo-logy and remaining true to the way things are, to the phenomena, the coming to be and passing away of being. Rather, the problem lies in the influence the endlessly open horizon of such thinking exerts on the way of such thought. That is, the problem lies in what seems to be the very virtue of hermeneutic thought, namely, the doggedness of the “What is . . .?“ question, in its inability to escape itself, to escape being and essence.
A2: Campbell

Focus on national identity obscures political motives for violence- renders critique impotent

Laffey, Lecturer in International Politics U of London, 2000 p. 429-444

(Mark, “Locating Identity…” Review of International Studies 26)

These features of Campbell’s account of the social undercut his efforts to explain state action. For example, Campbell makes strong claims about why the US and its allies intervened when Iraq invaded Kuwait: ‘The war with Iraq revealed how orthodox international political practice is premised upon an ethical principle—the principle of sovereignty’.88 Intervention against Iraq was made possible because that conflict could be ‘enframed’ as nothing other than a territorial invasion and hence a violation of sovereignty. The norm of sovereignty made intervention possible because it enabled the US and its allies to shore up their own subjectivities and to ascribe responsibility only to Iraq, thus licensing violence against the Other.89 Campbell’s only reference to the suggestion that US intervention was linked to oil is to observe that the significance of oil for the US is related to past energy policy: ‘In the case of oil, the threat of an unfriendly hegemon in the Gulf is an issue for the United States principally because it has abandoned a national energy policy and doubled its reliance on imported oil in the past decade’.90 This raises the question of just why the US has no such policy—although it overlooks the possibility that lack of an official policy might in fact be the policy—as well as the origins and implications of US dependence on ‘foreign oil.’ Campbell does not pursue such questions. Instead, he uses the observation that the US does not have a national energy policy further to motivate his larger point that the Self and the Other are mutually implicated and that therefore it is unethical to attribute evil only to the Other; we are both, Self and Other, responsible. Campbell identifies a proximate condition of intervention—representation of the situation in the Gulf as a defence of sovereignty—but fails adequately to locate the social context of that representation. For instance, he misses the ways in which the norm of sovereignty is reworked by other sites of social power such as a global division of labour.91 Campbell does not trace out a genealogy of US and Western representations of oil, and of oil in relation to the Middle East as a region, of the kind that he offers for the Iraq-Kuwait border, for example. Instead he attributes intervention to the norm of sovereignty alone and ignores the ways in which other social logics such as those associated with the world oil market or the ways in which the US constituted force beyond its borders are articulated with it.92 To understand the relative significance of sovereignty and oil for the decision to intervene against Iraq requires both a detailed reconstruction of the relations between the security apparatus of the US state and those of client regimes such as Iran, Iraq and Saudi Arabia, as well as a reconstruction of the world oil market and its relation to US hegemony. Regimes such as Iran under the Shah or Iraq under Saddam Hussein laid claim to sovereignty in their region but evident in their dealings with the US is a more complicated relation with that norm. The Shah, for example, mounted the Peacock Throne partly as the result of a CIA-backed coup against Mossadegh.93 One reason for US interest in the region and its repeated violation of local sovereignties was the strategic role of oil in the world economy. It was recognition of this role that led Franklin Roosevelt in 1944 to draw ‘a rough sketch’ of the Middle East for the British ambassador Lord Halifax: ‘Persian oil,’ he told the Ambassador, ‘is yours. We share the oil for Iraq and Kuwait. As for Saudi Arabian oil, it is ours’.94 Failure to explore these other social relations, in part because of a (selective) fixation on sovereignty and the national, leaves Campbell unable to identify the effects of representations of the Gulf War—by US state managers and others—as a defence of the norm of sovereignty. This renders his explanation partial and unpersuasive
A2: Butler

Butler supports the plan

Butler, professor of rhetoric at Berkeley, 2009 p. 13

(Judith, Frames of War)

To say that a life is precarious requires not only that a life be apprehended as a life, but also that precariousness be an aspect of what is apprehended in what is living. Normatively construed, I am arguing that there ought to be a more inclusive and egalitarian way of recognizing precariousness, and that this should take form as concrete social policy regarding such issues as shelter, work, food, medical care, and legal status. And yet, I am also insisting, in a way that might seem initially paradoxical, that precariousness itself cannot be properly recognized. It can be apprehended, taken in, encountered, and it can be presupposed by certain norms of recognition just as it can be refused by such nonns. Indeed, there ought to be recognition of precariousness as a shared condition of human life (indeed, as a condition that links human and non-human animals), but we ought not to think that the recognition of precariousness masters or captures or even fully cognizes what it recognizes. So although I would (and will) argue that norms of recognition ought to be based on an apprehension of precariousness, I do not think that precariousness is a function or effect of recognition, nor that recognition is the only or the best way to register precariousness.
Concrete political institutional action good

Butler, professor of rhetoric at Berkeley, 2009 p. 23

(Judith, Frames of War)

Thus, the conclusion is not that everything that can die or is subject to destruction (i.e., all life processes) imposes an obligation to preserve life. But an obligation does emerge from the fact that we are, as it were, social beings from the start, dependent on what is outside ourselves, on others, on institutions, and on sustained and sustainable environments, and so are, in this sense, precarious. To sustain life as sustainable requires putting those conditions in place and militating for their renewal and strengthening. Where a life stands no chance of flourishing, there one must attend to ameliorating the negative conditions of life. Precarious life implies life as a conditioned process, and not as the internal feature of a monadic individual or any other anthropocentric conceit. Our obligations are precisely to the conditions that make life possible, not to "life itself," or rather, our obligations emerge from the insight that there can be no sustained life without those sustaining conditions} and that those conditions are both our political responsibility and the matter of our most vexed ethical decisions.
A2: Dillon 

Rejecting the concept of security fails—better to improve its normative valencing

Burke, senior lecturer in Intl Politics @ University of Wales, 2007  p. 16

(Anthony, “What Security Makes Possible: Some Thoughts on Critical Security Studies)

In some ways this critique-which cites writings by Michael Dillon and James DerDerian as examples-is appropriate. He might also have included in this list an m1icle published in 2000 by Costas Constantinou.52 While in some ways he misunderstands what they are searching for (a route out of generalised politics of alienation and fear, which make them as critical of realism as he is) it is imp0l1ant to remind ourselves of the legitimate and almost universal concern of individuals and communities for secure and stable lives. It is for this reason that in my own work I have often endorsed the normative arguments of the Welsh School, Tickner, the Secure Australia Project 01' the UNDP's 1994 Human development report. It might be possible to read Booth's comments as a critique of my argument in the introduction to In/ear o/security, which challenges realist policy discourses for generating Orwellian practices of security that sacrifice the security of others. I, however, am implicitly working with a contrasting human security ideal. This, manifestly, is not a celebration of insecurity. The power of statist ontologies of security nevel1heless led me to wonder if it might be better to speak of the human needs and priorities named by security in their specificity: conflict prevention and resolution, human rights, land and women's rights, the right to control one's own economic destiny, etc. My concern was, and remains, that security's 'perversion' into a 'metaphysical canopy for the worst manifestations of liberal modernity' has been too final and damaging. 53 We live in a world where security will continue to remain one of the most powerful signifiers in politics, and we cannot opt out of the game of its naming and use. It must be defined and practiced in normatively better ways, and kept under continual scrutiny.
Dillon’s critique fails

Booth 2005

(Ken, Professor of International Politics at the University of Wales–Aberystwyth, 
Critical Security Studies and World Politics, p. 270-71, footnote on 277)

Postmodern/poststructural engagement with the subject of security in international relations has been characterized by some of the general problems of the genre, notably obscurantism, relativism, and faux radicalism.26 What has particularly troubled critics of the postmodern sensibility has been the latter's underlying conception of politics.27 Terry Eagleton, for one, has praised the "rich body of work" by postmodern writers in some areas but at the same time has contested the genre's "cultural relativism and moral conventionalism, its scepticism, pragmatism and localism, its distaste for ideas of solidarity and disciplined organization, [and] its lack of any adequate theory of political agency."28 Eagleton made these comments as part of a general critique of the postmodern sensibility, but I would argue that specific writing on security in international relations from postmodern and poststructuralist perspectives has generally done nothing to ease such concerns. Eagleton's fundamental worry was how postmodernism would "shape up" to the test of fascism as a serious political challenge. Other writers, studying particular political contexts, such as postapartheid South Africa, have shown similar worries; they have questioned the lack of concrete or specific resources that such theories can add to the repertoire of reconstruction strategies.29 Richard A. Wilson, an anthropologist interested in human rights, has generalized exactly the same concern, namely, that the postmodernist rejection of metanarratives and universal solidarities does not deliver a helpful politics to people in trouble. As he puts it, "Rights without a metanarrative are like a car without seat-belts; on hitting the first moral bump with ontological implications, the passenger's safety is jeopardised."30 The struggle within South Africa to bring down the institutionalized racism of apartheid benefited greatly from the growing strength of universal human rights values (which delegitimized racism and legitimized equality) and their advocacy by groups in different countries and cultures showing their political solidarity in material and other ways. Anxiety about the politics of postmodernism and poststructuralism is provoked, in part, by the negative conceptualization of security projected by their exponents. The poststructuralist approach seems to assume that security cannot be common or positive-sum but must always be zero-sum, with somebody's security always being at the cost of the insecurity of others. At the same time, security itself is questioned as a desirable goal for societies because of the assumption of poststructuralist writers that the search for security is necessarily conservative and will result in negative consequences for somebody. They tend also to celebrate insecurity, which I regard as a middle-class affront to the truly insecure.31

Cut to footnote on page 277—
31. Examples of the approach are Dillon, The Politics of Security; and Der Derian, “The Value of Security,” in Lipschutz (ed.), On Security.

In the shadow of such views, it is not surprising that the postmodern/poststructuralist genre is sometimes seen as having affinities with realism. Political realists and poststructuralists seem to share a fatalistic view that humans are doomed to insecurity; regard the search for emancipation as both futile and dangerous; believe in a notion of the human condition; and relativize norms. Both leave power where it is in the world: deconstruction and deterrence are equally static theories.
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