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***1NC Material 

1NC Critical Astropolitics
The affirmative’s attempts to establish U.S. space control and space colonization sanctions a dangerous Astropolitik—the ideal that outer space should be conceived in terms of military strategy suspends democratic engagement and relies on a virulent ethnocentric threat construction

Embrace Critical Astropolitics—refuse the 1AC’s endorsement of extending earthbound geopolitical concerns to outer space—this is crucial to inject democratic accountability in space policy

Macdonald, 7 – Professor of Human Geography at the University of Melbourne (Fraser, Anti-Astropolitik: Outer Space and the Orbit of Geography, Online)  Progress in Human Geography, Oct2007, Vol. 31 Issue 5, p592-615 

IV Critical astropolitics Two things should now be clear. First, outer space is no longer remote from our everyday lives; it is already profoundly implicated in the ordinary workings of economy and society. Secondly, the import of space to civilian, commercial and, in particular, military objectives, means there is a great deal at stake in terms of the access to and control over Earth’s orbit. One cannot overstate this last point. The next few years may prove decisive in terms of establishing a regime of space control that will have profound implications for terrestrial geopolitics. It is in this context that I want to briefly introduce the emerging field of astropolitics, defined as ‘the study of the relationship between outer space terrain and technology and the development of political and military policy and strategy’ (Dolman, 2002: 15).It is, in both theory and practice, a geopolitics of outer space. Everett Dolman is one of the pioneers of the field. An ex-CIA intelligence analyst who teaches at the US Air Force’s School of Advanced Airpower Studies, he publishes in journals that are perhaps unfamiliar to critical geographers, like the modestly titled Small Wars and Insurgencies. As what follows is uniformly critical of Dolman’s work, I should say that his Astropolitik: classical geopolitics in the space age (Dolman,2002) is unquestionably a significant book: it has defined a now vibrant field of research and debate. Astropolitik draws together a vast literature on space exploration and space policy, and presents a lucid and accessible introduction to thinking strategically about space. (In the previous section I drew heavily on Dolman’s description of the astropolitical environment). My critique is not founded on scientific or technical grounds but on Dolman’s construction of a formal geopolitics designed to advance and legitimate the unilateral military conquest of space by the United States. While Dolman has many admirers among neoconservative colleagues in Washington think-tanks, critical engagements (e.g.Moore, 2003; Caracciolo, 2004) have been relatively thin on the ground. Dolman’s work is interesting for our purposes here precisely because he draw’s on geography’s back catalogue of strategic thinkers, most prominently Halford Mackinder, whose ideas gained particular prominence in America in the wake oft he Russian Sputnik (Hooson, 2004: 377). But Dolman is not just re-fashioning classical geopolitics in the new garb of ‘astropolitics’; he goes further and proposes an ‘Astropolitik’ – ‘a simple but effective blueprint for space control’ (p.9) – modeled on Karl Hausofer’s Geopolitik as much as Realpolitik. Showing some discomfort with the impeccably fascist pedigree of this theory, Dolman cautions against the ‘misuse’ of Astropolitik and argues that the term ‘is chosen as a constant reminder of that past, and as a grim warning for the future’(Dolman, 2002: 3). At the same time, however, his book is basically a manual for achieving space dominance. Projecting Mackinder’s famous thesis on the geographical pivot of history (Mackinder, 1904) onto outer space, Dolman argues that ‘who controls the Lower Earth Orbit controls near-Earth space. Who controls near-Earth space dominates Terra [Earth]. Who dominates Terra determines the destiny of humankind’. Dolman sees the quest for space as already having followed classically Mackinderian principles (Dolman, 2002: 87). And like Mackinder before him, Dolman is writing in the service of his Empire. ‘Astropolitik like Realpolitik’ he writes, ‘is hardnosed and pragmatic, it is not pretty or uplifting or a joyous sermon for the masses. But neither is it evil. Its benevolence or malevolence become apparent only as it is applied, and by whom’(Dolman, 2002: 4). Further inspiration is drawn from Alfred Thayer Mahan, whose classic volume The Influence of Seapower Upon History, has been widely cited by space strategists (Mahan, 1890; Gray, 1996; see also Russell, 2006).Mahan’s discussion of the strategic value of coasts, harbours, well–worn seapaths and chokepoints has its parallel in outer space (see France, 2000). The implication of Mahan’s work, Dolman concludes, is that ‘the United States must be ready and prepared, in Mahanian scrutiny, to commit to the defense and maintenance of these assets, or relinquish them to a state willing and able to do so’ (Dolman, 2002: 37). The primary problem for those advancing Astropolitik is that space is not a lawless frontier. In fact the legal character of space has long been enshrined in the principles of the OST and this has, to some extent, prevented it from being subject to unbridled interstate competition. ‘While it is morally desirable to explore space in common with all peoples’ writes Dolman without conviction, ‘even the thought of doing so makes weary those who have the means’ (Dolman,2002: 135). Thus, the veneer of transcendent humanism with regard to spacegives way to brazen self-interest. Accordingly, Dolman describes the rescommunis consensus of the OST as ‘a tragedy’ that has removed any lega lincentive for the exploitation of space (137). Only a res nulliuslegal order couldconstruct space as ‘proper objects for which states may compete’ (138). Under the paradigm of res nullius and Astropolitik, the moon and other celestial bodies would become potential new territory for states. And here Dolman again parallels Karl Hausofer’s Geopolitik. Just as Hausofer desired a break from the VersaillesTreaty (Ó Tuathail 1996: 45), Dolman wants to see the US withdraw from the OST, making full speed ahead for the Moon (see also Hickman and Dolman,2002). Non-space-faring developing countries need not worry about losing out, says Dolman, as they ‘would own no less of the Moon than they do now’ (140).To his credit, Dolman does give some attention to the divisive social consequences of this concentrated power. Drawing on earlier currents of environmental determinism and on the terrestrial model of Antarctic exploration, he ponders the characteristics of those who will be first to colonise space. They will be ‘highly educated, rigorously trained and psychologically screened for mental toughness and decision-making skills, and very physically fit’; ‘the bestand brightest of our pilots, technicians and scientists’; ‘rational, given to scientific analysis and explanation, and obsessed with their professions’ (26). In other words, ‘they are a superior subset of the larger group from which they spring’(27). As if this picture isn’t vivid enough, Dolman goes on to say that colonizers of space ‘will be the most capably endowed (or at least the most ruthlessly suitable, as the populating of America and Australia … so aptly illustrate[s])’ (27; myemphasis). ‘Duty and sacrifice will be the highest moral ideals’ (27). Society, he continues, must be prepared ‘to make heroes’ of those who undertake the risk of exploration (146). At the same time, ‘the astropolitical society must be prepared to forego expenditures on social programs … to channel funds into the national space program. It must be embued with the national spirit’ (146).Dolman slips from presenting what would be merely a ‘logical’ outworking of Astropolitik, to advocating that the United States adopt it as their space strategy.A long the way, he acknowledges the full anti-democratic potential of such concentrated power, detaching the state from its citizenry: ‘the United States can adopt any policy it wishes and the attitudes and reactions of the domestic public and of other states can do little to challenge it. So powerful is the United States that should it accept the harsh Realpolitik doctrine in space that the military services appear to be proposing, and given a proper explanation for employing it, there may in fact be little if any opposition to a fait accompli of total US domination in space’. 156. Although Dolman claims that ‘no attempt will be made to create a convincing argument that the United States has a right to domination in space’, in almost the next sentence he goes on to argue ‘that, in this case, might does make right’, ‘the persuasiveness of the case’ being ‘based on the self-interest of the state and stability of the system’ (156; my emphasis). Truly, this is Astropolitik: a veneration of the ineluctable logic of power and the permanent rightness of those who wield it. And if it sounds chillingly familiar, Dolman hopes to reassure us with his belief that ‘the US form of liberal democracy … is admirable and socially encompassing’ (156) and it is ‘the most benign state that has ever attempted hegemony over the greater part of the world’ (158). His sunny view that the United States is ‘willing to extend legal and political equality to all’ sits awkwardly with the current suspension of the rule of law in Guantanamo Bay as well as invarious other ‘spaces of exception’ (see Gregory, 2004; Agamben, 2005).Dolman’s astropolitical project is by no means The journal Astropolitics, of which he is a founding editor, contains numerous papers expressing similar views. And it is easy, I think, for critical geographers to feel so secure in the intellectual and political purchase of Ó Tuathailian critiques (ÓTuathail, 1996), that we become oblivious to the undead nature of classical geopolitics. It is comforting to think that most geography undergraduates encountering geopolitics, in the UK at least, will in all likelihood do so through the portal of critical perspectives, perhaps through the excellent work of Joanne Sharp or Klaus Dodds (Dodds, 2005; Sharp, 2005). But the legacies of Mackinder and Mahan live on, and radical critique is as urgent as ever. While this is not theplace for a thoroughgoing reappraisal of astropolitics in the manner of Gearòid ÓTuathail, a few salient points from his critique can be brought out. 1. Astrography and astropolitics, like geography and geopolitics, constitute ‘apolitical domination and cultural imagining of space’ (Ó Tuathail, 1996:28). While commentators like Colin Gray have posited an ‘inescapable geography’ (e.g. ‘of course, physical geography is politically neutral’), a critical agenda conceives of geography not as a fixed substratum but as a highly social form of knowledge (Gray, 1999: 173; Ó Tuathail, 1999: 109).For geography, read ‘astrography’. We must be alert to the ‘declarative’(‘this is how the Outer Earth is’) and ‘imperative’ (‘this is what we mustdo’) modes of narration that astropolitics has borrowed from its terrestrial antecedent (Ó Tuathail, 1999: 107). The models of Mackinder and Mahanthat are so often applied to the space environment are not unchanging laws; on the contrary they are themselves highly political attempts to create and sustain particular strategic outcomes in specific historical circumstances. 2. Rather than actively supporting the dominant structures and mechanisms of power, a critical astropolitics must place the primacy of such forces always already in question. Critical astropolitics aims to scrutinise the power politics of the expert/think-tank/tactician as part of a wider project of deepening public debate and strengthening democratic accountability(Ó Tuathail, 1999: 108). 3. Mackinder’s ‘end of geography’ thesis held that the era of terrestrial exploration and discovery was over, leaving only the task of consolidating the world order to fit British interests (O’ Tuathail, 1996: 27). Dolman’svision of space strategy bears striking similarities. And like Ó Tuathail’scritique of Mackinder’s imperial hubris, Astropolitik could be reasonably described as ‘triumphalism blind to its own precariousness’ (O’ Tuathail,1996: 28). Dolman, for instance, makes little effort to conceal his tumescent patriotism, observing that ‘the United States is awash with power after its impressive victories in the 1991 Gulf War and 1999 Kosovocampaign, and stands at the forefront of history capable of presiding overthe birth of a bold New World Order’. One might argue, however, that Mackinder – as the theorist of imperial decline – may in this respect be an appropriate mentor (Ó Tuathail, 1999: 112). It is important, I think, to demystify Astropolitik: there is nothing ‘inevitable’ about US dominance in space, even if the US were to pursue this imperial logic. 4. Again like Mackinder, Astropolitik mobilizes an unquestioned ethnocentrism. Implicit in this ideology is the notion that America must beat China into space because ‘they’ are not like ‘us’. ‘The most ruthlessly suitable’ candidates for space dominance, we are told – ‘the most capably endowed’ – are like those who populated America and Australia (Dolman,2002: 27).5. A critical astropolitics must challenge the ‘mythic’ properties ofAstropolitik and disrupt its reverie for the ‘timeless insights’ of the so-called geopolitical masters. For Ó Tuathail, ‘geopolitics is mythic becauseit promises uncanny clarity … in a complex world’ and is ‘fetishistically concerned with …. prophecy’ (Ó Tuathail, 1999: 113). Ó Tuathail’s criticalproject, by contrast, seeks to recover the political and historical contexts through which the knowledge of Mackinder and Mahan has become formalized.
The production of outer space as a sphere in which the U.S. must ensure full spectrum dominance simultaneously produces a militarization of inner space, or domestic politics—the politics of the aff ensures a never-ending war against alterity

Orr, 4 – Professor of Sociology at Syracuse University (Jackie, The Militarization of Inner Space, Critical Sociology, Sage Journals)

“[E]very American is a soldier” now, declared George W. Bush one month after September 11, 2001. 2 Speaking at the ﬁrst meeting of the new Homeland Security Council, whose opening order of business was to beef up U.S. border operations by tightening immigration surveillance and control, Mr. Bush’s pronouncement itself performed a consequential border crossing. His sweeping rhetorical induction of the entire U.S. citizenry into the ranks of military combatants obliterated the very boundary between ‘civilian’ and ‘soldier’ on which popular understandings of ‘terrorism’ fundamentally depend: would future attacks on U.S. civilians now be acknowledged as a targeted assault on U.S. soldiers? Mr. Bush’s border transgression, conducted in the midst and in the name of intensiﬁed border patrols, raises a few other urgent questions for the newly anointed civilian- soldier: When was I trained for battle? What are my weapons and how do they work? And where, precisely, stands this “home” which the new armies of civilians are asked to secure? Which borders are we really being asked to defend? What exactly is this war into which the U.S. civilian-soldier has been involuntarily drafted? The ‘war against terrorism’ is the repetitiously proffered answer to this last query. But a little bit of history and the website of the U.S. Space Command suggest another story. The U.S. Space Command was established in 1985 as the coordinating military body unifying Army, Navy, and Air Force activities in outer space. “As stewards for military space,” states General Howell M. Estes III, the Space Command’s ex-Commander in Chief, “we must be prepared to exploit the advantages of the space medium.” In Joint Vision 2010, an operational plan for securing and maintaining unchallengeable “space power,” the U.S. Space Command describes how “the medium of space is the fourth medium of warfare – along with land, sea, and air.” The end result of the “emerging synergy of space superiority with land, sea, and air superiority” is the achievement of Full Spectrum Dominance: the capacity of the U.S. military to dominate in any conﬂict, waged in any terrestrial or extraterrestrial medium. Or, in the Space Command’s words, displayed onscreen against the black, star- studded background of empty space: “U.S. Space Command – dominating the space dimension of military operations to protect U.S. interests and investment. Integrating Space Forces into warﬁghting capabilities across the full spectrum of conﬂict.” 3 The battles for which the U.S. Space Command is prepared are not futuristic science ﬁction scenarios. As the command center responsible for the protection and proliferation of military and commercial satellites, and for the rejuvenated National Missile Defense program, the Space Command is already a key player in the conduct of U.S. war. Satellite- mediated infotech warfare has arrived. The militarized use of space-based satellites to provide real-time ﬂows of information and imagery debuted in the U.S. invasion of Panama in 1989, developed in the 1990s during the U.S.-led war against Iraq and in the killing ﬁelds of Kosovo, and is today an integral component of U.S. military activity in Afghanistan and Iraq (Gray 1997; Grossman 2001). “Space support to NATO’s operations in Kosovo was a perfect example of how the United States will ﬁght its wars in the future,” the Space Command reported in 2002, “Satellite- guided munitions, communications, navigation, and weather all combined to achieve military objectives in a relatively short amount of time and without the loss of a single U.S. troop.” 4 As home to an increasingly sophisticated and expensive infrastructure of satellites, and to a proposed network of (possibly nuclear-powered) space stations equipped with laser weaponry, ‘outer space’ is now the ﬁnal, fantastic frontier for the U.S. military’s imaginary and material battleﬁelds. With Full Spectrum Dominance as its ofﬁcial doctrine, the U.S. Space Command clearly articulates its 21st century mission: to ensure that the United States will remain a global power and exert global leadership during the current “globalization of the world economy.” Noting with admirable sociological acumen that this globalization will create a “widening between ‘haves’ and ‘have-nots’ . . . [and] [t]his gap will widen – creating regional unrest,” the U.S. Space Command announces that the new strategic situation requires “a global perspective to conduct military operations and support regional warﬁghting. . .” 5 The U.S. Space Command stands ready to serve. And we – we civilian-soldiers – where do we stand? In what space really do we wage our scrambled warfare, our civilian participation in the militarized state of the nation? Are we all soldiers now in the battle for Full Spectrum Dominance of the globe? South Asia. Eurasia. East Asia. Central Asia. What boot camp has prepared us for the rigors of a perpetually ambiguous, inﬁnitely expanding battleﬁeld? Across what geography is the ‘war against terrorism’ really mapped? Land. Sea. Air. Space. In how many dimensions must today’s civilian-soldier really move? The Bush administration’s ﬁrst National Security Strategy document, published in September 2002, offers the inquiring civilian-soldier some in- dication of the full scope of the battle plans. Twelve months after launch- ing its boundless war against terrorism, the administration introduced its new doctrine of preemptive strikes, unilaterally pursued, against perceived threats. National security now depends, the civilian-soldier learns, on “iden- tifying and destroying the threat before it reaches our borders. . . [W]e will not hesitate to act alone, if necessary, to exercise our right of self-defense by acting preemptively.” 6 Released just as the Bush administration stepped up its rhetorical and operational preparations for a military invasion and occu- pation of Iraq, the document leads even mainstream media commentators to note, with measured alarm, its imperial posture. An editorial published in The Atlanta Journal-Constitution a week after the document is made public describes it as a “plan for permanent U.S. military and economic domina- tion of every region on the globe.” The editorial warns: “This war [against Iraq], should it come, is intended to mark the ofﬁcial emergence of the United States as a full-ﬂedged global empire, seizing sole responsibility and authority as planetary policemen.” 7 If the militarization of outer space is an essential component of Full Spectrum Dominance, and if the so-called ‘war against terrorism’ must be situated within broader U.S. ambitions for global empire, 8 it is perhaps useful for today’s civilian-soldier to wonder just how wide and deep is a “full spectrum” of dominance? What borders must be crossed to fully dominate such an inﬁnity of space? Perhaps the domination of outer space in the interests of militarized technologies and intelligence requires the militarization of a somewhat more covert spatial territory – a territory more spectral, less smoothly operationalized but no less necessary to global dominion. What happens in that elusive terrain of ‘inner space’ as outer space becomes an overt ﬁeld for fully militarized command posts? Is the ‘inner’ psychic terrain of today’s U.S. civilian-soldier another battleﬁeld on the way to full spectrum dominance of the globe? What kind of militarized infrastructure is needed ‘inside’ the soldierly civilian called upon to support the establishment of military superiority across the spectrum of spaces ‘outside’? To what extent might Full Spectrum Dominance depend intimately on commanding ‘space power’ in both outer and inner space? The psychology of the civilian-soldier, the networks of everyday emotional and perceptual relations, constitute an ‘inner space’ that is today, I suggest, one volatile site of attempted military occupation. But the occupying forces I’m concerned with here are not those of an invasive, enemy ‘other.’ Rather, a partial and urgent history of attempts by the U.S. government, media, military, and academy to enlist the psychological life of U.S. citizens as a military asset – this is the embodied story that occupies me here. The militarization of inner space, a complex, discontinuous story that nowhere crystallizes into the clear knot of conspiracy but which leaves its uneven traces throughout the scattered archives of the 20th century United States, is now as it has been before a major concern of those most responsible for the business of war. Militarization, deﬁned by historian Michael Geyer as “the contradictory and tense social process in which civil society organizes itself for the production of violence,” constitutes at its core a border-crossing between military and civilian institutions, activities and aims (1989: 79). The militarization of inner space can be conceived, then, as the psychological organization of civil society for the production of violence, an important feature of a broader – tense and contradictory – social process. It is not my intention to reify ‘psychology’ or psychological processes as if they could be separated from social, historical, or economic contexts. Quite the contrary. By naming the constructed ‘inner space’ of psychological activities as increasingly militarized – with the events of September 11 serving as an accelerator and intensiﬁer of processes that are by no means new – my hope is to deepen a critical sociological commitment to contesting the ‘space’ of psychology as the radically social matter of political struggle, as one radically material weapon of war. Or its refusal. While I refer to this psychological space as ‘inner,’ it of course is not irreducibly individual, and is never conﬁned to a neat interiority. Inner space both produces and is produced by deeply social ways of seeing, profoundly cultural technologies of perception. And though I want to reject any notion of a homogeneous collective psyche, I do want to conjure the dense sociality and historicity of psychology spaces. Psychological life occupies a difﬁcult borderland, a ‘between-space’ where the question and human confusions of what is ‘inner’ and ‘outer’ are repetitiously experienced, and consciously and unconsciously lived. Indeed, the space of psychology is the very site where everyday sensations of what’s ‘inside’ and what’s ‘outside,’ what’s ‘them’ and what’s ‘us,’ what feels safe and what seems fatally frightening are culturally (re)produced or resisted; it is an intensely border-conscious space. The politics of borders – how they’re made and unmade, what they come to mean – is one shifting center of the politics of nationalism, of language, of memory, of race, gender, class, of terror. What has come in the modern West to be called the ‘psychological’ plays a dramatic, power-charged role within each of these entangled political ﬁelds. The militarization of psychological space can be imagined then as a strategic set of psychological border operations aimed at the organization of civil society for the production of violence.

1NC Impact

Securitization is a precondition to genocide- their advantage descriptions will be used to justify massive violence

Karsten Friis, UN Sector @ the Norwegian Institute of International Affairs, 2k [Peace and Conflict Studies 7.2, “From Liminars to Others: Securitization Through Myths,” http://shss.nova.edu/pcs/journalsPDF/V7N2.pdf#page=2]

The problem with societal securitization is one of representation. It is rarely clear in advance who it is that speaks for a community. There is no system of representation as in a state. Since literately anyone can stand up as representatives, there is room for entrepreneurs. It is not surprising if we experience a struggle between different representatives and also their different representations of the society. What they do share, however, is a conviction that they are best at providing (a new) order. If they can do this convincingly, they gain legitimacy. What must be done is to make the uncertain certain and make the unknown an object of knowledge. To present a discernable Other is a way of doing this. The Other is represented as an Other -- as an unified single actor with a similar unquestionable set of core values (i.e. the capital “O”). They are objectified, made into an object of knowledge, by re-presentation of their identity and values. In other words, the representation of the Other is depoliticized in the sense that its inner qualities are treated as given and non-negotiable. In Jef Huysmans (1998:241) words, there is both a need for a mediation of chaos as well as of threat. A mediation of chaos is more basic than a mediation of threat, as it implies making chaos into a meaningful order by a convincing representation of the Self and its surroundings. It is a mediation of “ontological security”, which means “...a strategy of managing the limits of reflexivity ... by fixing social relations into a symbolic and institutional order” (Huysmans 1998:242). As he and others (like Hansen 1998:240) have pointed out, the importance of a threat construction for political identification, is often overstated. The mediation of chaos, of being the provider of order in general, is just as important. This may imply naming an Other but not necessarily as a threat. Such a dichotomization implies a necessity to get rid of all the liminars (what Huysmans calls “strangers”). This is because they “...connote a challenge to categorizing practices through the impossibility of being categorized”, and does not threaten the community, “...but the possibility of ordering itself” (Huysmans 1998:241). They are a challenge to the entrepreneur by their very existence. They confuse the dichotomy of Self and Other and thereby the entrepreneur’s mediation of chaos. As mentioned, a liminar can for instance be people of mixed ethnical ancestry but also representations of competing world-pictures. As Eide (1998:76) notes: “Over and over again we see that the “liberals” within a group undergoing a mobilisation process for group conflict are the first ones to go”. The liminars threaten the ontological order of the entrepreneur by challenging his representation of Self and Other and his mediation of chaos, which ultimately undermines the legitimacy of his policy. The liminars may be securitized by some sort of disciplination, from suppression of cultural symbols to ethnic cleansing and expatriation. This is a threat to the ontological order of the entrepreneur, stemming from inside and thus repoliticizing the inside/outside dichotomy. Therefore the liminar must disappear. It must be made into a Self, as several minority groups throughout the world have experienced, or it must be forced out of the territory. A liminar may also become an Other, as its connection to the Self is cut and their former common culture is renounced and made insignificant. In Anne Norton’s (1988:55) words, “The presence of difference in the ambiguous other leads to its classification as wholly unlike and identifies it unqualifiedly with the archetypal other, denying the resemblance to the self.” Then the liminar is no longer an ontological danger (chaos), but what Huysmans (1998:242) calls a mediation of “daily security”. This is not challenging the order or the system as such but has become a visible, clear-cut Other. In places like Bosnia, this naming and replacement of an Other, has been regarded by the securitizing actors as the solution to the ontological problem they have posed. Securitization was not considered a political move, in the sense that there were any choices. It was a necessity: Securitization was a solution based on a depoliticized ontology.10 This way the world-picture of the securitizing actor is not only a representation but also made into reality. The mythical second-order language is made into first-order language, and its “innocent” reality is forced upon the world. To the entrepreneurs and other actors involved it has become a “natural” necessity with a need to make order, even if it implies making the world match the map. Maybe that is why war against liminars are so often total; it attempts a total expatriation or a total “solution” (like the Holocaust) and not only a victory on the battlefield. If the enemy is not even considered a legitimate Other, the door may be more open to a kind of violence that is way beyond any war conventions, any jus in bello. This way, securitizing is legitimized: The entrepreneur has succeeded both in launching his world-view and in prescribing the necessary measures taken against it. This is possible by using the myths, by speaking on behalf of the natural and eternal, where truth is never questioned. 

1NC Reps First 

Representations must precede policy discussion

Neta Crawford ,PhD MA MIT, BA Brown, Prof. of poli sci at boston univ.   Argument and Change in World Politics, 2002 p. 19-21

Coherent arguments are unlikely to take place unless and until actors, at least on some level, agree on what they are arguing about. The at least temporary resolution of meta-arguments- regarding the nature of the good (the content of prescriptive norms); what is out there, the way we know the world, how we decide between competing beliefs (ontology and epistemology); and the nature of the situation at hand( the proper frame or representation)- must occur before specific arguments that could lead to decision and action may take place. Meta-arguments over epistemology and ontology, relatively rare, occur in instances where there is a fundamental clash between belief systems and not simply a debate within a belief system. Such arguments over the nature of the world and how we come to know it are particularly rare in politics though they are more frequent in religion and science. Meta-arguments over the “good” are contests over what it is good and right to do, and even how we know the good and the right. They are about the nature of the good, specifically, defining the qualities of “good” so that we know good when we see it and do it. Ethical arguments are about how to do good in a particular situation. More common are meta-arguments over representations or frames- about how we out to understand a particular situation. Sometimes actors agree on how they see a situation. More often there are different possible interpretations. Thomas Homer-Dixon and Roger karapin suggest, “Argument and debate occur when people try to gain acceptance for their interpretation of the world”. For example, “is the war defensive or aggressive?”. Defining and controlling representations and images, or the frame, affects whether one thinks there is an issue at stake and whether a particular argument applies to the case. An actor fighting a defensive war is within international law; an aggressor may legitimately be subject to sanctions. Framing and reframing involve mimesis or putting forward representations of what is going on. In mimetic meta-arguments, actors who are struggling to characterize or frame the situation accomplish their ends by drawing vivid pictures of the “reality” through exaggeration, analogy, or differentiation. Representations of a situation do not re-produce accurately so much as they creatively re-present situations in a way that makes sense. “mimesis is a metaphoric or ‘iconic argumentation of the real.’ Imitating not the effectivity of events but their logical structure and meaning.” Certain features are emphasized and others de-emphasized or completely ignored as their situation is recharacterized or reframed. Representation thus becomes a “constraint on reasoning in that it limits understanding to a specific organization of conceptual knowledge.” The dominant representation delimits which arguments will be considered legitimate, framing how actors see possibities. As Roxanne Doty argues, “the possibility of practices presupposes the ability of an agent to imagine certain courses of action. Certain background meanings, kinds of social actors and relationships, must already be in place.” If, as Donald Sylvan and Stuart Thorson argue, “politics involves the selective privileging of representations, “it may not matter whether one representation or another is true or not. Emphasizing whether frames articulate accurate or inaccurate perceptions misses the rhetorical import of representation- how frames affect what is seen or not seen, and subsequent choices. Meta-arguments over representation are thus crucial elements of political argument because an actor’s arguments about what to do will be more persuasive if their characterization or framing of the situation holds sway. But, as Rodger Payne suggests, “No frame is an omnipotent persuasive tool that can be decisively wielded by norm entrepreneurs without serious political wrangling.” Hence framing is a meta-argument. 

***Link Extensions 
L: Aerospace 

The Aerospace advantage is indicative of the manipulation and perversion of technological progress in the name of a nationalistic and militaristic world order – there is a role for industry to play in ensuring the survival of humanity, but ethics demands that it must be divorced from the pursuit of dominance

David Webb, 2006, Faculty of Information & Technology – Leeds Metropolitan University, “Space Weapons – Dream, Nightmare or Reality?” Presented at the 47th Annual International Studies Association – San Diego, California, March 22-25

War in space is undesirable for a number of reasons – not least of which are the problems associated with space debris and the possibility of space based weapons aimed at earth – and nations appear to be united in wishing to prevent weapons being stationed in space. However, the US is determined not to give up its superiority and dominance in space technology and has consistently prevented progress in treaty negotiations and has in fact lead space weapons development through missile defence and other programmes claiming them to be defensive rather than offensive.  However, offense is often in the eyes of the beholder and other technologically capable (or near capable) states are concerned about the dominance and aggressive stance of the US in this area.  A major question often asked is what is the force behind the US drive to space dominance? How do major projects get huge amounts of funding when eminent scientists can show that they are not technically feasible? Are concerns about national security and a national faith in technological solutions to national and global problems too strong in the US? Does the drive come from a desire for world domination and control? Perhaps it is a mixture of many things. Certainly the aerospace and defence industry is a major beneficiary in the effort to achieve “full spectrum dominance” have been at the forefront of the development of a philosophy of security through strength and a role for the US as a global police force through technological superiority. This also fits well with some US right wing political views concerning the destiny of America to police the world the American people’s trust in technology to eventually find solutions to seemingly insoluble problems.  A contributing factor may be the continuing decline in non-military public support for science and engineering programmes and training. The increasing reliance on industry to support military activities has meant that high technology projects in Universities are often linked to military programmes. Students and groups such as the Scientists for Global Responsibility in the UK   and the Union of Concerned Scientists in the US   actively campaign on issues such as the ethical use of science and engineering and continue to lobby politicians but there has been little positive response from Government. Therefore, there is little choice for those wanting to follow a career in engineering or science but to become an integral part of the ‘military industrial complex’ and contribute to the development of lucrative military projects. Now must be the time for scientists, engineers and politicians to seriously consider what might constitute a workable ethical policy on space. Although fears are that it is already too late.   At a time when satellite and missile related technologies are growing rapidly, an international space weapons race cannot be the path to follow. Many nations and NGO groups agree on a number of issues, including the desirability of the ethical and sustainable use of space. A truly secure future can only be guaranteed if space remains weapon free and the increasing development of military related space systems is limited (or ideally reversed) and rigorously monitored and controlled. There is a significant role for the technologically able nations here. The world is seeing the warnings and suffering the consequences of ill-planned technological growth. Global warming is beginning to be taken seriously by the major energy and resource consumers. Urgent action is needed to prevent global disaster. Technological growth that ignores environmental consequences usually results in human misery and suffering and the leading nations must take the lead even if personal or national pride has to be sacrificed to guarantee future global survival.   A significant step for humanity would be made if the nations of the world could develop a collective dream and trust each other enough to make an international agreement on the Prevention of the Weaponisation of Space - to care enough to make a space environment free of war a reality.

L: Asteriuds 

Their narrative of asteroids justifies the militarization of space – ensures even benevolent attempts to securitize space will be co-opted by the military industrial complex

Felicity Mellor, 2007, Lecturer in Science Communication – Imperial College (London), “Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space” Social Studies of Science

Since the late 1980s, a small group of astronomers and planetary scientists has repeatedly warned of the threat of an asteroid impacting with Earth and causing global destruction. They foretell a large impact causing global fires, the failure of the world’s agriculture and the end of human civilization. But, these scientists assure us, we live at a unique moment in history when we have the technological means to avert disaster. They call for support for dedicated astronomical surveys of near-Earth objects to provide early warning of an impactor and they have regularly met with defence scientists to discuss new technologies to deflect any incoming asteroids. The scientists who have promoted the asteroid impact threat have done so by invoking narratives of technological salvation – stories which, like the Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), promise security through a superweapon in space. The asteroid impact threat can therefore be located within the broader cultural history of fantasies about security and power, which, Bruce Franklin (1988) has argued, is inextricably linked to the century-old idea that a new superweapon could deliver world peace. Howard McCurdy (1997: 78–82), in his study of the ways in which the US space programme was shaped by popular culture, has suggested that the promotion of the impact threat can be seen as the completion of Cold War fantasies, which had used a politics of fear to justify space exploration. McCurdy highlights the alignment between the promotion of the impact threat and works of fiction. In this paper, I consider the reconceptualization of asteroid science that this alignment entailed. It is beyond the scope of this paper to give a complete history of the science of planetary impacts. My focus is on how a group of scientists moved from seeing impacts as significant events in Earth history to seeing them as threatening events in the human future – a move from historical to futurological narratives. Nor is there space to give a full account of the empirical developments that were used to support the construal of asteroids as a threat. Rather, I wish to make the case that these empirical developments were given meaning within a specific narrative context which drew civilian astronomers into contact with defence scientists, especially those working on SDI. A number of studies (for example, McDougall, 1985; Forman, 1987; Kevles, 1990; DeVorkin, 1992; Leslie, 1993; Dennis, 1994) have revealed the ways in which US research programmes and nominally-civilian scientific institutions originated in military programmes.1 One aim of this paper is to demonstrate how the boundary between civilian and military science is blurred not just institutionally, but also at a fundamental conceptual level. The civilian scientists discussed here followed different working practices and traded in different forms of expertise than did the defence scientists. They were typically astronomers or planetary scientists who worked for NASA or on NASA-funded research programmes at universities and private institutes. They saw themselves as distinct from the defence scientists who were typically physicists and engineers working on new weapons systems or other technologies of national security at the Los Alamos and Lawrence Livermore National Laboratories or at armed services institutions. 2 Yet the two groups came to share an interest in asteroids and with that a set of assumptions about the nature of human society, the role of technology and our place in outer space. As they came into contact, their differing backgrounds meant they disagreed over a number of issues, yet both sides pursued the collaboration despite the tensions. Many studies of the interaction between military and civilian science have focused on sources of funding and shared technologies.3 Important as these are, they fail to capture fully the dynamic between the two communities. In particular, a cynical picture of scientists simply pursuing sources of funding on any terms cannot reveal the far-reaching ways in which civilian research can become entrenched in particular patterns of thinking which are supportive of militaristic programmes. For military/civilian collaborations to be sustained, civilian scientists need to share with their counterparts in the defence sector an understanding of the overall trajectory of their research. For shared technologies to be developed, they need first to be imagined. Military/civilian interactions are therefore predicated on, and mediated through, a shared technoscientific imaginary. Despite expressing concerns about the motives and methods of the weapons scientists, the civilian scientists who promoted the asteroid impact threat drew on narratives that configured a human role in space in a similar way to SDI. These narratives helped make asteroids conceivable as a threat, yet they also served to make acceptable, and even necessary, the idea of space-based weaponry. Despite their disagreements, at the level of their shared narratives the discourses of the civilian and defence scientists were mutually supportive. Several studies of the role of narrative in the production of scientific knowledge have identified it as a means of generating coherence in science that both enables and constrains further research (Haraway, 1989; O’Hara, 1992; Rouse, 1996; Brown, 1998). Richard Harvey Brown is the most explicit about what constitutes a narrative, defining it as ‘an accounting of events or actions temporally that explains them causally or motivationally’ (Brown, 1998: 98). Brown’s definition of narrative fits with that of narrative theorists such as Mieke Bal (1997) who have stressed that narrative entails not a random unfolding of events but a sequenced ordering involving a transition from one state to another brought about or experienced by actors. One implication of this is the fundamental role of causality and agency. Another is that a narrative beginning always anticipates an ending – a resolution or closure to the events that have been set in motion. Historian Hayden White (1981: 23) has argued that the tendency to present history as narrative ‘arises out of a desire to have real events display the coherence, integrity, fullness, and closure of an image or life that is and can only be imaginary’. He finds that narrative closure involves a passage from one moral order to another. ‘Where, in any account of reality, narrativity is present, we can be sure that morality or a moralizing impulse is present too’ (White, 1981: 22). In this sense, narrative is inherently teleological and ideological. The inexorable movement of a narrative towards a predetermined end ensures that its many assumptions go unchallenged. An analytical approach to the interaction between military and civilian science that recognizes the ideological function of narrative can help sidestep some of the difficulties associated with the distortionist thesis often attributed to Paul Forman’s (1987) landmark paper on the military basis of US post-war physics. Forman has been criticized for implying that without military patronage, physics would have followed an ideal direction unaffected by outside interests (for example, Kevles, 1990). By looking at what sorts of narratives scientists draw on, we can avoid Forman’s supposed idealism. The question is not so much whether science has been distorted, but through which of many possible stories a research programme has been articulated. To ask which stories have been invoked is to ask which ideologies have implicitly been accepted. And to ask that is to allow that, on ideological grounds, some stories are preferable to others. Because narratives are shared within a research community, they are not always explicitly articulated in texts. Technical papers are most likely to hide the fundamental assumptions that underpin a research area. However, literature addressed to wider audiences is often more explicit. Grey literature, such as policy reports or review papers, and popularizations written by scientists are therefore useful sources for identifying the narrative context in which a science is framed, traces of which may also be found in technical papers. While always remembering that such accounts are written with particular persuasive or marketing goals in mind, these texts nonetheless reveal what, to the scientist-author, is both thinkable and compelling. In what follows, I draw on this full range of texts, from technical papers to popularizations, to show that the scientists promoting the impact threat have repeatedly turned to narratives of technological salvation that imagined the ultimate superweapon – a space-based planetary defence system that would protect the Earth from the cosmic enemy. I begin with a brief overview of earlier conceptions of asteroids before outlining the events through which asteroids were promoted as a threat and examining the narrative context in which this occurred. I finish by arguing that the narration of the impact threat entailed a reconceptualization of asteroids, space and astronomy and invoked a ‘narrative imperative’ that helped legitimize the militarization of space.

Their asteroids impacts rely on the very same violent metaphors of fear that justify technologies of war – this ensures the drive to protect the Earth from natural disaster will be co-opted to justify the drive to secure space – only by challenging their dominant narratives can we guide science in a peaceful direction

Felicity Mellor, 2007, Lecturer in Science Communication – Imperial College (London), “Colliding Worlds: Asteroid Research and the Legitimization of War in Space” Social Studies of Science

During the 1980s and 1990s, a small group of planetary scientists and astronomers set about actively promoting the asteroid impact threat. They drew on an expanded empirical base, but also on narratives of technological salvation. Despite their concerns that their warnings were greeted by a ‘giggle factor’ and that funding remained too low, they succeeded in capturing the attention of the media and of some policy-makers and in establishing the impact threat as a legitimate and serious topic for scientific study. By the eve of the new millennium, the meaning of asteroids had undergone a significant transformation. Asteroids had gone from being distant relics of Solar System history to being a hidden enemy that could strike at any time with catastrophic consequences. The reconceptualization of asteroids was accompanied by a reconceptualization of both space and astronomy. In Newtonianism, space had been conceived as an empty geometrical abstraction in which God’s handiwork was displayed to the knowing observer. Space was both predictable and distant. Now, with the promotion of the impact threat, space was configured as the source of an enemy against which we must defend ourselves. This threatening conception of space matched the conception of space as a theatre of war promoted by the supporters of SDI. Space had become a place, a technologized location for human action where wars could be fought and human salvation sought. Thus astronomy was also reconceptualized. Further developing the violent metaphors already appropriated by impact–extinction theory (Davis, 2001), astronomers recast their role as impassioned prophets of doom and saviours of mankind rather than as cold calculators of cosmic order. Traditionally, Solar System astronomy had dealt with the grand narratives of planetary history and the timeless certainties of celestial dynamics. The technologies of astronomy – telescopes and, later, space probes – were the tools through which new knowledge had been sought. They were not, on the whole, instruments of action. Now, however, astronomy was to be prophetic and interventionist. As comets had been in a far earlier period, both asteroids and comets were now treated as ‘monsters’ – portents of Earthly calamities. It was the purpose of planetary astronomy to watch for these portents. Equally, it was the duty of astronomers to warn the unsuspecting public and to intervene to save the world. Planetary astronomy was transformed from the passive observation of the heavens to the active surveillance of the heavens, and the instruments of astronomy were to be supplemented with the technologies of war. By the 1980s and 1990s, asteroid science, defence science and science fiction all presented space as an arena for technological intervention where an invisible enemy would be defeated for the greater good of mankind. Science fiction provided a culturally available resource that could give concrete form to the ideas of both asteroid scientists and weapons designers. Through narrative, the timeless and universal speculations of science could be converted into a specific sequence of events. By drawing on narratives of technological salvation, asteroid scientists made their case more compelling, but they also became dependent on narrative scenarios shared by the defence scientists. Even as the scientists themselves attempted to pull back from concrete proposals for weapons systems, their own discourse irresistibly drew them towards the militaristic intervention demanded by the narrative imperative. The identification of asteroids as a threat required a military response. Astronomer Duncan Steel (2000b), writing about the impact threat in The Guardian newspaper, put it most clearly when he stated that ‘we too need to declare war on the heavens’. Just as the overlap between science and science fiction was mutually supportive, so the overlap between impact science and defence helped legitimize both. The civilian scientists could draw on a repertoire of metaphors and concepts already articulated by the defence scientists to help make the case for the threat from space. They would no longer be a marginalized and underfunded group of astronomers, but would take on the ultimate role of defending the world. Similarly, in the context of the impact threat, the defence scientists could further develop their weapons systems without being accused of threatening the delicate nuclear balance of mutually assured destruction or, in the period between the fall of the Soviet Union and the 9/11 attacks, of irresponsibly generating a climate of fear in the absence of an identifiable enemy. The civilian scientists attempted to still their consciences in their dealings with the defence scientists by suggesting that, with the end of the Cold War and the demise of SDI, the latter had lost their traditional role. This argument was naive at best. In fact, as we have seen, the US defence scientists had taken an interest in the impact threat since the early 1980s, from the time that SDI had greatest political support during the defence build-up of the Reagan era. Even at the time of the fractious Interception Workshop, George H.W. Bush was maintaining SDI funding at the same level as it had been during the second Reagan administration. If outwardly the Clinton administration was less supportive when it took office in 1993 and declared that SDI was over, many of those involved in the programme felt that it would actually go on much as before (FitzGerald, 2000: 491). SDI was renamed, and to some extent reconceived, but funding continued and was soon increased when the Republicans gained a majority in Congress.33 After George W. Bush took office in 2001, spending on missile defence research was greatly increased, including programmes to follow on from Brilliant Pebbles (Wall, 2001a; 2001b). Thus the defence scientists had shown an interest in the impact threat from the time of the very first meeting onwards, regardless of the state of funding for missile defence, which in any case continued throughout the period. This is not to suggest that the impact threat was not used by the defence scientists as a means of maintaining the weapons establishment. Indeed, the impact threat offered a possible means of circumventing or undermining arms treaties.34 But it does mean that the attempt to access new sources of funding, while being an important factor in the promotion of asteroids as a threat, did not fully explain either the weapons scientists’ interests or the civilian scientists’ repeated meetings with them. The asteroid impact threat offered a scientifically validated enemy onto which could be projected the fears on which a militaristic culture depends. Far from providing a replacement outlet for weapons technologies, the promotion of the asteroid impact threat helped make the idea of war in space more acceptable and helped justify the continued development of spacebased weaponry. Arguably, with the Clementine and Deep Impact missions, the asteroid impact threat even facilitated the testing of SDI-style systems. The asteroid impact threat legitimized a way of talking, and thinking, that was founded on fear of the unknown and the assumption that advanced technology could usher in a safer era. In so doing, it resonated with the politics of fear and the technologies of permanent war that are now at the centre of US defence policy. In this post-Cold War period, scholars of the relation between military and civilian science need to examine carefully claims about ‘ploughshare’ or ‘conversion’ technologies. New technologies arise not just out of funding and policy decisions, but also out of the social imaginaries in which new weapons can be imagined and construed as necessary. Concepts such as ‘dual use’ or ‘cover’ also need to be assessed critically.35 One way of characterizing the Clementine missions would be as dual-use technologies whose scientific aims served as cover for the testing of SDI technologies. Yet this fails to reveal the ways in which these missions were just one concrete output of a more fundamental conceptual alliance between weapons designers and astronomers. In this paper, I have attempted to show that by also considering the narrative context in which such initiatives are located, it is possible to throw some light on the cultural web that binds civilian science to military programmes. But the focus on narrative also begs a question: Which stories would we prefer to frame our science? Should science be driven by fear or by curiosity? Should it be aimed at creating technologies of war or cultures of compassion? These are normative questions, but they are also precisely the questions that make the military influence on science such an important issue. Narratives are inherently ideological and a refusal to see them as such does no more to enhance the scholar’s objectivity than it does the scientist’s. The stories told by the asteroid scientists led them into collaborations with weapons scientists and helped fuel a discourse of fear that served a particular ideological purpose. This should be both recognized and challenged, not for the sake of regaining some impossible ideal of an undistorted science but because there are other stories, based on different ideological assumptions, that we could tell in order to guide science towards more peaceful ends.

L: Competitiveness 
Competitiveness discourse obscures economic factors necessary for sustainable and equitable economies

Dr. Gillian Bristow, Senior Lecturer in Economic Geography @ Cardiff University, ‘5 (Journal of Economic Geography 5.3: 285-304, “Everyone’s a ‘winner’”) 

This is not to say that the region and localisation economies are irrelevant to the performance of firms. Rather the argument here is that their significance tends to be overstated in the regional competitiveness discourse. In practice, the region’s influence may vary depending on the particular industrial structure and context, the balance of globally- and locally-orientated firms, and the degree to which the region constitutes an internally cohesive, homogenous economic space. The critical point is that the nature and significance of this contingency is barely acknowledged in the regional competitiveness discourse. There is thus an inherent paradox here in that whilst the discourse emphasises the importance of factors endogenous to the region in shaping firm performance, the key ingredients for success are uniformly prescribed making for a ‘one-size fits all’ approach to regional economic development policy. The result is that policy-makers and economic development practitioners across very different regions end up pursuing ‘identikit’ competitiveness strategies based upon improving regional institutional thickness, with no clear prioritisation or tailoring of the dominant prescriptions to suit local circumstances. The regional competitiveness discourse is also characterised by the belief that regional economic performance and prosperity is ultimately derived from and thus is reducible to the competitiveness of firms in the region. In so doing, it displays a narrow focus on the firm and on growth in a region rather than the development of a region (see Markusen, 1994; also Perrons, 2004). Thus, even if the rationale for creating a supportive microeconomic business environment for the development of productive firms is accepted, the importance of this for the improvement of regional living standards is much less clearly defensible. Indeed, Porter’s thesis has been criticised for its general failure to perfectly reconcile the micro-level analysis of the competitive advantage of firms with the macro-level analysis of development prosperity (Grant, 1991). Porter simply presumes some ‘invisible hand’ whereby the pursuit of competitive advantage by firms translates into increasing productivity and prosperity. As Martin and Sunley (2003, 15) observe, ‘equating competitiveness with productivity is to invite tautology and ontological confusion: is a region more competitive because it is more productive, or is it more productive because it is more competitive?’ There are a number of difficulties in asserting that simply having a stock of more productive firms necessarily makes a region more prosperous. Firstly, the direction of causation between productivity and regional prosperity is itself problematic. Higher standards of living in a region may attract investment from more productive firms over the longer run, or change the structure of economic activity (see e.g. Commission of the European Communities, 1999). Thus income growth may propel productivity improvement as well as the other way around. Secondly, the links between firm competitiveness and regional prosperity may also be highly contingent upon the character and stock of firms and industries in a region, a fact largely ignored in competitiveness discourses. Regional productivity is clearly an average of a region’s different economic activities, and will therefore reflect its particular industrial structure and pattern of specialisation (Markusen, 1994). High productivity firms and sectors may well sit ‘cheek by jowl’ with low productivity activities. Reinart (1995) also argues that high relative or absolute productivity does not necessarily lead to a higher standard of living—being the most efficient in the ‘wrong’ (i.e. low value-added) activities,  for example, leads to low standards of living. This suggests that it is a region’s ability to enjoy rapid changes in the level of relative productivity that is more significant in terms of regional prosperity than absolute or relative regional productivity levels per se (see also Camagni, 2002). As already indicated, a number of analyses suggest that economic activity and employment rates also play an important role in determining a region’s overall living standards (e.g. Pinelli et al., 1998; HM Treasury, 2001a). These are likely to be determined by a whole host of economic, social, cultural and political factors and not simply by factors conducive to firm competitiveness. Afurther, related problem arising from this narrow focus on the firm in the region is the tendency to ignore the constitutive outside influences, social relations and networks shaping regions and their development processes. A number of authors have argued that regions should be conceived as open, discontinuous ‘spaces of flows’ constituted by a variety of social relationships (see, for example, Doel and Hubbard, 2002). This relational perspective sees patterns of regional development and prosperity as reflecting relations of power and control over space, where core regions tend to occupy dominant positions and peripheral regions play marginal roles within wider structures of accumulation and regulation (Cumbers et al., 2003). In this regard, each regional economy is in a distinct position since each is a unique mix of relations over which there is some power and control and other relations within which the place may be in a position of subordination (Massey, 2004). This perspective posits that certain regions, such as the South East of England, are likely to develop a hegemonic political and economic position which not only shapes their own development, but impacts upon the development processes of other regions. Similarly, the regional competitiveness discourse ignores the role of national and global forces shaping regions and their development. As Lovering (1999, 2001) observes, there are problems in asserting that improving the international competitiveness of firms in a region has a necessary or logical impact on regional economic welfare. The latter depends not only upon regional averages in productivity but also on distributional questions, which may or may not be improved by the globally-oriented firms in a territory raising their market shares. Thus, macroeconomic regulation and the prevailing welfare regime may also profoundly shape regional development pathways, their degree of inclusivity and ultimately, regional standards of living (Perrons, 2004). Taking a broader perspective on regional development processes again highlights the limits of policy approaches predicated upon the dominant regional competitiveness discourse. Adopting the relational perspective would imply that the problems of less prosperous or weaker regions may be explained by their relationships with prosperous, core regions rather than simply reflecting deficiencies in the performance of their firms or the environments within which they operate. However, the competitiveness discourse eschews consideration of the relations between regions, focusing only on the imperative of building capacity within regions. The responsibility for developing competitive firms and prosperous regions is thus placed firmly with institutional actors and communities within regions, who are therefore also seen as culpable where competitive performance is seen to have slipped. Competitiveness league tables are inevitably seductive for regional development agencies and the media keen to absorb ‘quick and dirty’ comparative measures of regional economic performance. However, they clearly carry the inherent danger of stigmatising lagging regions as failing because of their own deficiencies, when the problems may lie in part in broader structures. The policy consequences are also clear. The result is an  overarching focus on building institutional structures such as RDAs, to the neglect of a more active interregional policy that might aim to both redistribute resources between regions and control growth in the core with equal if not greater impact (see Cumbers et al., 2003). The dominant discourse also leads to an emphasis upon a relatively narrow route to regional prosperity, ignoring the potential for growth and development to be achieved through more diverse avenues. The regional competitiveness discourse ignores the possibility that regional prosperity might be achieved by, for example, the development of firms serving local and national markets and not just international ones, or by the development of community or social enterprises which meet broader social and environmental as well as economic objectives. As a consequence, policies tend to prioritise rather narrow, private-sector orientated agendas at the expense of broader regeneration initiatives, a criticism recently levelled at the English RDAs (Niven, 2004). Indeed, the discourse on regional competitiveness fails to address the question of sustainability or the possibility that the outcomes of relying on a strategy based upon internationally competitive firms may not necessarily be desirable. The modern socioeconomic system has to achieve not only a sustainable balance of payments or absolute level of income performance, but also a number of other basic social objectives, notably some degree of income redistribution and at least a basic level of health care (Llewellyn, 1996). If these are not met, then over the longer term the situation would almost certainly not be sustainable. If the aim is to increase average earnings in the longterm, for example, it is only logical that improving competitiveness should involve alleviating poverty—persistent poverty will ‘hold back’ efforts to enhance competitiveness (Hirmis, 2002). The current discourse of regional competitiveness does not, however, exhibit any concern with the structure, beneficiaries and durability of improved firm competitiveness. Finally, the prevailing regional competitiveness discourse is output-related and as a result, it pays little or no attention to the broader non-tradeable modalities of competitive behaviour which may characterise regions. The regional economic development literature is littered with examples of egregious strategic competitive behaviour and spatial ‘contests’ for the attraction of important inputs. Regions, or more specifically their institutions and jurisdictions, ‘compete’ in ever more sophisticated and complex ways for a number of economic inputs, including domestic and foreign direct investment (Parsley, 1997; Tewdwr-Jones and Phelps, 2000), highly skilled labour (Rohr-Zanker, 2001), internet exchange points (Malecki, 2002) and shares of finite government resources (Morgan, 2001). Inasmuch as this competition occurs for factors which help shape the development and sustenance of a business environment conducive to competitive firms, there are clear connections with Porterian and New Regionalist thinking. Nevertheless, these broader notions of competitive strategy or behaviour do not feature prominently in the policy and practice discourses of regional competitiveness. Thus, for example, none of the measures of competitiveness developed in the EU and UK attempt to measure competition for resources through, for example, detailed audits of institutional behaviour and resource allocation decisions. This is a significant omission. Several authors observe that the position of regions in global networks can change for the better as a result of this competitive behaviour. For example, Lall (2001) has argued that where free markets cannot allocate resources optimally, places can improve their economic performance by intervening to remedy (or exploit) market failures. Similarly, Justman et al. (2002) provide evidence which  indicates that particular competitive strategies, such as seeking to attract investment by differentiating the quality of infrastructure rather than by simply offering inflated subsidy packages, can lead to regional economic ‘gains’. Others observe that this sort of regional competition is often spurred by the individualistic self-interest of places and their institutions and tends as a consequence to result in aggressive and injurious local rivalries (Morgan, 2001; Doel and Hubbard, 2002; Basolo, 2003). The critical point is that the links between this type of competitiveness and improved regional economic performance are highly contingent upon a number of localised variables relating to both the private and public sectors which are not acknowledged in the dominant competitiveness discourse. The output-related focus of the prevailing discourse also means that regions are conceived as independent, collective entities competing in directly commensurable terms in a manner directly equivalent to firms. Regions are treated as clearly defined, internally coherent, atomistic and bounded spatial entities with quantifiable attributes that are in their exclusive possession, for each of which a desirable competitive advantage can be identified. Thus, competition is conceived of as occurring among places that begin competing on a level playing field, with fortune favouring the entrepreneurial (Sheppard, 2000). What is missing is any effort to conceptualise regions as territorially defined social aggregations, with very different economic and political structures (Lovering, 1999). If regions do not compete on a level playing field, then appropriate comparisons become difficult. Sheppard (2000) identifies at least three dimensions of difference, each of which tilts the playing field to favour some places over others. First, each region is embedded in a set of national and regional regulatory systems, institutions and norms. Secondly, each region occupies a unique geographical trajectory as a consequence of its historical role and location within the broader evolving political and economic system. This creates differences in industrial structures, levels of economic development and maturity, as well as differences in the ability of regions to respond to economic and political restructuring. And thirdly, higher levels of the state frequently exercise political favouritism, either deliberately through spatially targeted policies or as the unintentional result of national policies with different local impacts. More empirical research is needed to understand and identify the conditions which enable some regions to adapt successfully, whilst others remain ‘locked-in’ to a fatal development path (MacKinnon et al., 2002). However, comparing the economic performance of regions without taking these differences into account is clearly problematic. All existing measures of regional competitiveness, particularly those which develop composite rankings, fall into the trap of trying to make comparisons across very different but notionally similar ‘regional’ entities, without exploring the extent to which these places are indeed competing with one another in commensurable markets in a manner measurable on a common scale. In some cases, highly problematic comparisons have even been made between regions (such as Wales) and countries (such as Chile) (see Huggins, 2000). What this means is that the discourse of regional competitiveness necessarily paints a picture whereby the dynamics of competition are shrouded overwhelmingly in positive rather than negative connotations. Camagni (2002), for example, is one example of a prophet of New Regionalism keen to assert that ‘the way towards territorial competitiveness, engaging public administrations and local communities in the creation of a widening spectrum of ‘‘pre-conditions’’. . .does not mean at all a wasteful  zero-sum game’ (p. 2407). This is because, in his view, the regional economic gains generated through knowledge-based improvements in firm performance generate widespread technological and organisational spillovers and increasing returns. Significantly, however, he prefaces this statement with the word ‘hopefully’ indicating a clear lack of conviction in the validity of this assertion. When the larger spaces within which spatial competition occurs and the uneven development that typifies economic differences between regions are introduced into the analysis, the dynamics of competition appear more negative than positive (Sheppard, 2000). As Backlund and Sandberg (2002, 90) observe in relation to a study of new media firms and networks, ‘research has been suffering from a success bias, primarily concerned with explaining why the winners win and not why the losers lose’. More empirical research needs to be directed towards identifying what options there are for regions that do not have the cultural and institutional conditions conducive to the development of innovative, internationally successful firms. In the absence of this more rounded view of the different modalities of regional competition, policy will continue to be based on the rather naiive assumption that everyone can be a winner. (293-7)

Competitiveness metaphors render violence of the market invisible, naturalizing it

Erica Schoenberger , Prof of Geography with Joint Appointment in Anthropology @ Johns Hopkins, BA History Stanford, MCP Berkeley, PHD Berkeley, Discourse and Practice in Human Geography,  Progress in Human Geography 22,1 (1998) 

The discourse on competitiveness comes from two principal sources and in part its power is their power. In the first instance, it is the discourse of the economics profession which doesn't really need to analyse what it is or what it means socially. The market is the impartial and ultimate arbiter of right behaviour in the economy and competitiveness simply describes the result of responding correctly to market signals. The blandness of this `objective' language conceals the underlying harshness of the metaphor. For Adam Smith, the idea of competition plausibly evoked nothing more disturbing than a horse race in which the losers are not summarily executed. Since then, the close identification of marginalist economics with evolutionary theory has  unavoidably imbued the concept with the sense of a life or death struggle (cf. Niehans, 1990).3 In short, on competitiveness hangs life itself. As Krugman (1994: 31) defines it: `. . . when we say that a corporation is uncompetitive, we mean that its market position is . . . unsustainable ± that unless it improves its performance it will cease to exist.' As with evolutionary theory, our ability to strip the moral and ethical content from the concepts of life and death is not so great as the self-image of modern science suggests. Competitiveness becomes inescapably associated with ideas of fitness and unfitness, and these in turn with the unstated premise of merit, as in `deserving to live' and `deserving to die'. (3-4)
L: Dolman/Space Mil good Authors 

Dolman’s depiction of space relies upon dominant narratives of imperial domination and states of exception – A critical interrogation of the affirmative’s assumptions are necessary if democratic accountability is to be maintained

Macdonald, 7 – Professor of Human Geography at the University of Melbourne (Fraser, Anti-Astropolitik: Outer Space and the Orbit of Geography, Online)  Progress in Human Geography, Oct2007, Vol. 31 Issue 5, p592-615 

As what follows is uniformly critical of Dolman’s work, I should say that his Astropolitik: classical geopolitics in the space age (Dolman, 2002) is unquestionably a significant book: it has defined a now vibrant field of research and debate. Astropolitik draws together a vast literature on space exploration and space policy, and presents a lucid and accessible introduction to thinking strategically about space. (In the previous section I drew heavily on Dolman’s description of the astropolitical environment.) My critique is not founded on scientific or technical grounds but on Dolman’s construction of a formal geopolitics designed to advance and legitimate the unilateral military conquest of space by the United States. While Dolman has many admirers among neoconservative colleagues in Washington think-tanks, critical engagements (eg, Moore, 2003; Caracciolo, 2004) have been relatively thin on the ground. Dolman’s work is interesting for our purposes here precisely because he draw’s on geography’s back catalogue of strategic thinkers, most prominently Halford Mackinder, whose ideas gained particular prominence in America in the wake of the Russian Sputnik (Hooson, 2004: 377). But Dolman is not just refashioning classical geopolitics in the new garb of ‘astropolitics’; he goes further and proposes an ‘Astropolitik’ – ‘a simple but effective blueprint for space control’ (p. 9) – modelled on Karl Hausofer’s Geopolitik as much as Realpolitik. Showing some discomfort with the impeccably fascist pedigree of this theory, Dolman cautions against the ‘misuse’ of Astropolitik and argues that the term ‘is chosen as a constant reminder of that past, and as a grim warning for the future’ (Dolman, 2002: 3). At the same time, however, his book is basically a manual for achieving space dominance.  Projecting Mackinder’s famous thesis on the geographical pivot of history (Mackinder, 1904) onto outer space, Dolman argues that: ‘who controls the Lower Earth Orbit controls near-Earth space. Who controls near-Earth space dominates Terra [Earth]. Who dominates Terra determines the destiny of humankind.’  Dolman sees the quest for space as already having followed classically Mackinderian principles (Dolman, 2002: 87). Like Mackinder before him, Dolman is writing in the service of his empire. ‘Astropolitik like Realpolitik’ he writes, ‘is hardnosed and pragmatic, it is not pretty or uplifting or a joyous sermon for the masses. But neither is it evil. Its benevolence or malevolence become apparent only as it is applied, and by whom’ (Dolman, 2002: 4).   Further inspiration is drawn from Alfred Thayer Mahan, whose classic volume The influence of seapower upon history, has been widely cited by space strategists (Mahan, 1890; Gray, 1996; see also Russell, 2006). Mahan’s discussion of the strategic value of coasts, harbours, well-worn sea paths and chokepoints has its parallel in outer space (see France, 2000).  The implication of Mahan’s work, Dolman concludes, is that ‘the United States must be ready and prepared, in Mahanian scrutiny, to commit to the defense and maintenance of these assets, or relinquish them to a state willing and able to do so’ (Dolman, 2002: 37).  The primary problem for those advancing Astropolitik is that space is not a lawless frontier. In fact the legal character of space has long been enshrined in the principles of the OST and this has, to some extent, prevented it from being subject to unbridled interstate competition. ‘While it is morally desirable to explore space in common with all peoples’, writes Dolman without conviction, ‘even the thought of doing so makes weary those who have the means’ (Dolman, 2002: 135). Thus, the veneer of transcendent humanism with regard to space gives way to brazen self-interest. Accordingly, Dolman describes the res communis consensus7 of the OST as ‘a tragedy’ that has removed any legal incentive for the exploitation of space (p. 137).  Only a res nullius8 legal order could construct space as ‘proper objects for which states may compete’ (p. 138). Under the paradigm of res nullius and Astropolitik, the moon and other celestial bodies would become potential new territory for states. Here Dolman again parallels Karl Hausofer’s Geopolitik. Just as Hausofer desired a break from the Versailles Treaty (Ó Tuathail, 1996: 45), Dolman wants to see the USA withdraw from the OST, making full speed ahead for the moon (see also Hickman and Dolman, 2002). Non-spacefaring developing countries need not worry about losing out, says Dolman, as they ‘would own no less of the Moon than they do now’ (2002: 140).  To his credit, Dolman does give some attention to the divisive social consequences of this concentrated power. Drawing on earlier currents of environmental determinism and on the terrestrial model of Antarctic exploration, he ponders the characteristics of those who will be first to colonize space. They will be ‘highly educated, rigorously trained and psychologically screened for mental toughness and decision-making skills, and very physically fit’; ‘the best and brightest of our pilots, technicians and scientists’; ‘rational, given to scientific analysis and explanation, and obsessed with their professions’ (p. 26). In other words, ‘they are a superior subset of the larger group from which they spring’ (p. 27).  As if this picture is not vivid enough, Dolman goes on to say that colonizers of space ‘will be the most capably endowed (or at least the most ruthlessly suitable, as the populating of America and Australia … so aptly illustrate[s])’ (p. 27; my emphasis). ‘Duty and sacrifice will be the highest moral ideals’ (p. 27). Society, he continues, must be prepared ‘to make heroes’ of those who undertake the risk of exploration (p. 146). At the same time, ‘the astropolitical society must be prepared to forego expenditures on social programs … to channel funds into the national space program. It must be embued with the national spirit’ (p. 146).  Dolman slips from presenting what would be merely a ‘logical’ outworking of Astropolitik to advocating that the United States adopt it as their space strategy. Along the way, he acknowledges the full anti-democratic potential of such concentrated power, detaching the state from its citizenry: the United States can adopt any policy it wishes and the attitudes and reactions of the domestic public and of other states can do little to challenge it. So powerful is the United States that should it accept the harsh Realpolitik doctrine in space that the military services appear to be proposing, and given a proper explanation for employing it, there may in fact be little if any opposition to a fait accompli of total US domination in space. (Dolman, 2002: 156)  Although Dolman claims that ‘no attempt will be made to create a convincing argument that the United States has a right to domination in space’, in almost the next sentence he goes on to argue ‘that, in this case, might does make right’, ‘the persuasiveness of the case’ being ‘based on the self-interest of the state and stability of the system’ (2002: 156; my emphasis). Truly, this is Astropolitik: a veneration of the ineluctable logic of power and the permanent rightness of those who wield it. If it sounds chillingly familiar, Dolman hopes to reassure us with his belief that ‘the US form of liberal democracy … is admirable and socially encompassing’ (p. 156) and it is ‘the most benign state that has ever attempted hegemony over the greater part of the world’ (p. 158). His sunny view that the United States is ‘willing to extend legal and political equality to all’ sits awkwardly with the current suspension of the rule of law in Guantanamo Bay as well as in various other ‘spaces of exception’ (see Gregory, 2004; Agamben, 2005).  Dolman’s astropolitical project is by no means exceptional. The journal Astropolitics, of which he is a founding editor, contains numerous papers expressing similar views. It is easy, I think, for critical geographers to feel so secure in the intellectual and political purchase of Ó Tuathailian critiques (Ó Tuathail, 1996), that we become oblivious to the undead nature of classical geopolitics. It is comforting to think that most geography undergraduates encountering geopolitics, in the UK at least, will in all likelihood do so through the portal of critical perspectives, perhaps through the excellent work of Joanne Sharp or Klaus Dodds (Dodds, 2005; Sharp, 2005). But the legacies of Mackinder and Mahan live on, and radical critique is as urgent as ever. While this is not the place for a thoroughgoing reappraisal of astropolitics in the manner of Gearòid Ó Tuathail, a few salient points from his critique can be brought out.

L: Economy
Focus on economic crises obscures the structural violence of the economic system. Interrogating their language is crucial to reveal that the allegedly objective nature of their expert theories is historically and culturally contingent. 

Tooze 5  Roger, Visiting Professor of International Relations at City University “The Missing  : Security, Critical International Political Economy, and Community” Book: Critical Security Studies and World Politics; Edited by Ken Booth (pg. 141-5)

We are living at a time of underlying but largely unrecognized economic and financial crisis. In these first years of the twenty-first century, the world's financial, investment, and trading structures are creaking. Former U.S. president Bill Clinton has described this time as offering the biggest challenge facing the world economy for over fifty years. It’s a time of high drama and much talk of systemic risk and threats to security, a time when the world economy is affected by uncertainty, risk, and the impediments to economic activity imposed in the search for security, for which the world's governments are desperately seeking solutions,23 Suddenly, past orthodoxies, embedded and institutionalized at every level of government and economy, are no longer automatically seen by academics and policymakers alike as the common sense they have been portrayed as. The values and policies that have driven the operation, institutions, and governance of the world political economy are now part of the problem rather than part of the solution. Although it often seems easy to put the blame for problems on the intransigence or self-interest of the United States or the European Union, this is to mistake the symptoms for the structural imperatives of the embedded logic of neoliberalism. That being the case, the crisis that CSS has identified in common-sense IR with respect to security converges dramatically with the crisis that a critical IPE reveals in orthodox IPE. The continuing concern over financial structures and the failure of the post-2001 Doha Round of the World Trade Organization are fundamental in the sense that these structures and their associated modes of behavior are a necessary and integral part of the system of advanced financial capitalism. Yet from the gaze of a critical IPE this concern is just one element of a larger problem that very few of the analysts and commentators on the world economy acknowledge or, indeed, can even recognize given their assumptions, concepts, and values. Other manifestations of this larger problem include the massive and increasing disparities of wealth and poverty that have accompanied the overall growth of the world product—both within and between national political economies.24 By the early 1990s, for example, the top 1 percent of earners in the United States received more income than the combined total of the bottom 40 percent, and the 400 richest individuals listed by the U.S. Forbes magazine had a net worth equal to the gross domestic product (GDP) of India, Bangladesh, Nepal, and Srf Lanka—which together had a combined population of more than 1 billion.25 There has been increasing world unemployment and underemployment, with all the implications of these conditions; the total is now more than 1 billion people, one-third of all possible employees. There is a growing search for meaningful alternatives and complementary forms of community in the face of the manifest problems and limitations of the state, as shown both by the efforts of regional organizations and subnational social movements. And not least, we can see the hardening of the global scientific consensus on the conclusion that human beings, through our economic activities, have destroyed one-third of our natural habitat since 1970 and are also destroying the ozone layer at rates previously thought impossible. Together, these elements making up the contemporary global situation indicate a far broader and a far deeper problem than the myriad economists and business analysts who regularly pontificate in and on our media are able and willing to recognize and discuss. Despite this, these are the people to whom we—as concerned and aware citizens—invariably turn to for knowledge. Our societies have seemingly given them legitimacy to be the only bona fide interpreters of these matters (apart from politicians, who properly claim democratic legitimacy, but most of whom have simply accepted the values and assumptions of a neoliberal economism). Moreover, as this chapter illustrates, we do not seem to be getting much help from those academic disciplines that we might have expected to have had the expertise and critical distance to provide analyses and understanding, namely, international political economy, international relations, and economics. To the extent that these disciplinary practices of knowledge in their mainstream or orthodox manifestations have accepted particular values and assumptions, they have weakened their own ability to offer anything other than system-supporting analyses. This is particularly the case when the prevailing structures of neoliberal capitalism are under threat or are under conditions of longer-term change. Practitioners of orthodox disciplines (particularly, but not solely, economics) are content to offer us their solutions, derived from universal and nomological categories, on the implicit basis of problem-solving theory,26 rather than acknowledge the limitations and inappropriateness of such knowledge for the conditions in which we now find ourselves.27 Robert Cox has developed an important and original critical perspective on political economy.28 He makes and uses the fundamental distinction between two types of theory defined by their purpose: critical theory and problem-solving theory. For Cox problem-solving theory takes the existing institutions and structures as given and attempts to resolve problems within this existing framework, whereas critical theory stands apart from and questions the historical and structural context of problems and attempts to make clear the broader and more long-term forces at work in political economy.29 Cox's two categories are helpful in distinguishing between theories, in setting up different ontologies, and in posing some of the essential questions for a critical IPE. In particular, whose interests are being served by theory and whose purpose is this theory for? What is clearly at stake within the gyrations of the world political economy is our security as individuals and groups. What happens in and to the world political economy today has an impact on most of the world's population, and that impact can be life-threatening or merely lifestyle-threatening, direct or indirect, immediate or long-term, concrete or ideational, and/or any combination of these. The threat often appears to be in the conditions of high instability, high risk, and the demonstrated propensity for rapid, directionless change (with the possibility of systemic crisis and meltdown). Yet, it would be wrong to focus only on the crisis, because it is not only in crisis that our security may be challenged. The very operation of the system of global financial capitalisir/creates significant insecurity for many through the spread of uncertainty but principally through the growth of inequality and poverty. In 1998, Paul Volcker, the former chairman of the U.S. Federal Reserve Board—in effect, the world's most powerful financial institution—wrote that "the problems we see with such force today are systemic—they arise from the ordinary workings of global financial capitalism."30 The crisis of the war on terror and the overwhelming mass of debate, discussion, and political noise following developments associated with it, have all worked to obscure this fact. But it is a core feature of capitalism. Barry Buzan argued that "competitive capitalism is . . . founded on a considerable degree of permanent insecurity for all the units within it (individuals, firms, states), making the idea of economic security within capitalism seem a contradiction in terms."31 He concluded: "Without a substantial level of insecurity the system does not work."32 This is an important and often forgotten conclusion which highlights a key structural feature of security within a capitalist system. However, because of the inherent limitations of his approach, Buzan was unable to resolve the more intractable problems of the political economy of security; these stem from his misunderstanding of history, his ontological categories, and his understanding of reality. The impact of normal systemic crisis amplifies the ordinary workings of the world political economy, and the results clearly impact on the security of individuals, families, companies, organizations, and states and governments. But as we said earlier, those ordinary workings in and of themselves increasingly constitute insecurity.33 In this way, the activities of global corporations, rather than constituting the economic security that they and neoliberal commentators claim, can be and are seen by many as a threat. In David Korten's view, "The protection of people and communities from predatory global corporations and finance is arguably the central security issue of our time."34 The human consequences of the structural insecurity of the current world political economy are unfortunately all too easy to illustrate: the closing of factories in Scotland and the North-East of England through the global restructuring of the silicon chip industry; the major disruptions in and the coming closures of automobile and steel factories in the new "old industrial areas" of the United States, which throw whole families and towns out of work; the enormous and unprecedented mass migrations in China from country to city in search of jobs; the daily insecurity of child labor in India, where whole families become dependent upon their children because their parents' labor is too expensive in the global marketplace; the corruption of Colombia by a drug cartel whose legitimacy derives from the fact that the world demand for cocaine provides a better living for the people than the subsistence agriculture under which they previously existed; and the millions directly affected by the problems of the Indonesian economy, many of whom are now living off the contents of municipal rubbish dumps. Each of these illustrations is a powerful indictment of the abstract and formal analysis offered to us daily; it reflects the total failure of the mainstream view (what became labeled the Washington Consensus) on how the world political economy actually works and how it should work. Indeed, for many in the world, through their understanding of what constituted common sense, the key element of security has come to be understood and constituted as economic security—security of sustenance and shelter, security of employment and income, security of energy supplies, security of savings, security of the economy, and security of the global economic system. This does not mean that other aspects of social existence35 are not constituted as relevant to security, but it does reflect what I understand as the economization of both material and ideational life, which together construct the basis and framework for common sense.36 By this, I mean the way in which the values and language of economy have come to dominate and construct all our social, political, and personal lives and spaces; as a result, market values become the sole criteria for social and personal behavior. And notwithstanding all the debates on the nature and extent of globalization,37 the focus on economic security also reflects the widely held perception that there is a global economy and that it is largely uncontrollable by any of the actors who claim to be able to exert control, including the government of the United States. It is the apparently increasingly arbitrary, random, sudden, and unpredictable nature of the workings of the global economy that have heightened the sense that these matters concern our security. At the heart of the problem of making sense of these developments is the limitation on our understandings imposed by the theories and concepts we use. This in turn inhibits our understanding of the s between economy, security, and community. The concepts and language we use to describe and interpret what is going on in the world political economy are not neutral—in their origin, use, or purpose. Nor are they merely instruments through which we can discover an autonomous preexisting reality of political economy.38 Economic theory, concepts, and language are constitutive of reality; this is only too well demonstrated through the problems faced by the poor and the dispossessed in the world political economy.39 In this epistemology, the distinction between theory and practice held by orthodox neopositivist international political economists such as Stephen \ Krasner40 is dissolved. Here, theory and practice are mutually constitutive. No less a successful capitalist than George Soros has clealrly identified the centrality of this mutuality when he writes, in an article entitled "The Capitalist Threat," that markets must be understood “reflexively” because "buyers and sellers in financial markets seek to discount a future that depends on their own decisions."41 The change in our understanding that is brought about by such a recognition of a constitutive theory of IPE is as dramatic as it is fundamental. It is dramatic because it should make us reflect on our own daily lives as a place where the struggles of world political economy are carried on—not at some distant and abstract level of globalization. Consider, for example, that over the period of the most recent crisis in global finance, whose public beginnings were in July 1997, the knowledge most used to comment on the situation, and to make public analyses of it, in most of the media has been through what I call a socialized form of economics—notably economists employed by banks and investment houses. Think of this when you next watch TV news and see who is brought forward by Fox News, BBC, CNN, or whatever broadcasting system. It will normally be an individual working for a bank or financial organization such as NatWest or Morgan Grenfell. The knowledge that is put before viewers and listeners constructs economics as an autonomous, self-contained, objective, rational, and nonpolitical realm of activity and, as such, takes "one part of the human experience— the interaction between buyers and sellers—and makes it the narrow and fragile base for a rickety and unstable Theory of Everything."42 The 1997 global economic crisis was portrayed as a major threat to economic stability and hence to our security. It was explained as a failure of Asian governments to supervise and regulate their banking sectors, or the failure of Japanese policymakers to reflate the Japanese economy, or a failure in the architecture of governance of the world financial system. The crisis was portrayed as the result of contingent factors and not a product of the political, social, and economic forces of the very system so lauded by mainstream analysts. The analyses of the latter are characteristically offered as neutral, objective, disinterested, factually based comment by technical experts, in line both with the social status of economics and the presumed scientific status of the knowledge so promulgated. However, the nature of the analysis offered, based on assumptions and concepts of rationality and of the market, have been widely discredited by other—and I believe—more reflective economists43 and also attacked by political economists.44 Even so, the authority given to these experts serves not only to insulate the system of global financial capitalism from its critics but also to maintain the legitimacy, validity, and social and political hegemony of the theories, concepts, and knowledge used in these expert analyses. The most significant import of these economic theories and concepts for our understanding of security and political economy is that they define and then describe a world of rational economic man in which economics is both separated from polity and society and made the dominant, privileged, and defining sphere of human life. 

L: Frontier Mentality
The affirmative’s expansion into outer space creates space as the new frontier—this expansion of the frontier of the global security state apparatus is an extension of virulent militarism

Grondin, 6 – Assistant Professor, School of Political Studies, University of Ottawa (David, The (Power) Politics of Space: The U.S. Astropolitical Discourse of Global Dominance in the War on Terror)

From the outset, many may ask why is there, looming over our head, literally and figuratively, a possibility of seeing war and violence spreading to the cosmos? Outer Space, the “endless frontier”, the “last frontier”, John F. Kennedy’s “New Frontier”, is still largely seen as the “pristine frontier”. Who writes and produces Outer Space? The social construction and production of Outer Space means that it is people with agential power that enact and produce Outer Space, that invest it with meanings and produce it with power relations. If we wish to understand US strategy regarding Space and especially how its strategic analysts produce Outer Space as a (soon-to-be)-“weaponized space”, we must go back to Lacoste’s understanding of geography and that of state and military decisionmakers: Geography is first and foremost a strategic knowledge which is closely linked to a set of political and military practices; these practices demand that extremely different, at first sight heterogeneous pieces of information should be brought together. You cannot understand the grounds for existence nor the importance of such information if you confine yourself to the validity of knowledge for knowledge’s sake. These strategic practices make geography necessary, primarily for those who control the machinery of the state. Is this really a science? It does not really matter; the question is not fundamental insofar as one is aware that geography, being the structuring of knowledge relating to space, is a strategic knowledge, a power (Lacoste 1982 [1976]: 7; quoted in Ó Tuathail 1996: 162). We therein need to reflect critically on spatialities of US space power and the discourse of US space power as space weaponization. US astropolitics deals with the “outer frontiers of national security policy”. However, one major feature of the post-9/11 era is that these new frontiers of homeland security are not the territorial borders of the homeland anymore, but rather the new frontiers for securing the homeland. The profound implications of the Global War on Terror and its desire for global security are that no space, place, site or body will be left unscripted, undisciplined and unsecured. In many regards, US astropolitical thinkers see Space as a territory, as a place to be “conquered” and “mastered”. In much of the US astropolitical discourse, Space is seen the “last frontier” experience: it is a hostile and wild environment which could indeed be seen as the quintessential hobbesian “state of nature”. This brings me to discuss the (re)territorialization of Outer Space as an American space. These deterritorializaton and reterritorialization are linked to the War on Terror, especially because of the protection of information, the detection, and the surveillance activities of the US, which are central in “hunting down” terrorists. This illustrates another manifestation of the US acting more and more as a “global security state” when acting for its national security. 
L: Hegemony 
Their hegemony impacts are based off a militarized conception of geopolitics. This distorts causes of war into simplistic security assumptions.

Simon Dalby, MA Univ. of Victoria, PhD Simon Fraser Univ., Professor of Geography – Carleton University, ‘6 (Hegemony or Empire? Ed. Grondin & Philippe, p. 40-1)

Complaining that the Clinton administration had cut $426bn from defense equipment investments, and that none of the ten divisions were fully combat ready, the PNAC authors bemoaned the fact that military facilities are still in Germany when the security dangers are in South East Europe. The language of crises pervades the PNAC document, for which the opportunity to rebuild American power will be missed if the next president fails to adequately fund the defense forces and ensure the dominance of American arms into the future. The unipolar moment may pass and America face rivals for its hegemony if military readiness slips further and equipment and personnel are further neglected. The rhetoric is familiar from earlier days of cold war fears and from alarm at post-Vietnam force reductions; the late 1970s were replete with alarms about relative weaknesses and the need to rebuild the military; many of the neoconservatives who subsequently became influential were part of the Reagan presidencies where military spending was increased and the cold war is a pervasive tendency in the rationalizations for new attempts to assert the supremacy. What is notably absent in all this discussion is any rival that might make American military dominance questionable. But, so the logic of the argument goes, ensuring that one is not even tempted to try is the only reliable way to assert Pax Americana – and yes, the PNAC report explicitly uses the phrase suggesting parallels with Rome and Britain in earlier periods. Homeland defense takes priority in the PNAC document, especially the need for missile defense so that states which acquire ballistic missiles cannot deter American military action. This is the first priority. But the military must also preserve and expand the zone of democratic peace – according to much of the American liberal school of international relations thinking that ensues the democratic peace thesis – where democratic states apparently do not fight each other and are in one way or another aligned with the US, to ensure global prosperity. Where the forces in the cold war were primarily concerned with a conflict with the USSR in Europe, now in the post cold war they are concerned with fighting regional wars, but in a context where the potential strategic rivalries are focused in Asia. There is a very different geography to American power now, and one that requires a refocused strategic posture. Constabulary duties, such as the deployment of American forces in the Balkans, are a clear part of the Pentagon’s mandate too and require suitable force structures. Increasing the number of active forces and reducing reliance on reserve forces is seen as important, especially if constabulary duties are taken seriously. Nuclear weapons upgrades were apparently forgotten by the Clinton administration which was castigated for its negotiation of the supposedly ineffective comprehensive test ban treaty, which the Republican-controlled Senate defeated, leaving the treaty ungratified. There is a rich irony in the warning in Rebuilding America’s Defenses where the authors wonder about the utility of aircraft carriers in the navy of the future. Will the navy carriers be rendered redundant by unmanned airplanes and guided missiles, in much the same way as carrier planes rendered battleships redundant at Pearl Harbor? Given that the PNAC document does not mention terrorism as a threat to American power, the adage about planning to fight the last war seems strangely apt. Alarm over the revolution in military affairs and the technological capabilities of potential future foes ignored the foes that actually did strike America on September 11th, 2001. The focus solely on rival states is noteworthy. It also structures a companion volume that Robert Kagan and William Kristol edited in 2000 that focused on potential threats to American power. Once again the rhetorical traditions of American thinking are reprised, this time in a volume entitled Present Dangers.22 But states are the focus, and the rise of non-state threats are noticeably absent from the thinking. A crucial dimension of this is how effectively this discussion of the future of American defense excludes from consideration global problems of economic and environmental matters and international humanitarian issues. The discursive structure on which all these play is the spatialized separation of cause and effect. Security problems are external to the fundamental operation of the essential elements of the ‘Western system’. Military threats are not in any way related to matters of the economic injustices caused by the operation of the global economy. Existing boundaries are to a large extent considered legal and just even where they are not precisely demarcated (as in the case of the Iraq-Kuwait dispute). Responsibility for the difficulties to which military strategies are the answer is designated as originating in an external unrelated space. This radical separation, the spatialized ‘Othering’ of threats, acts to perpetuate geopolitical knowledge practices that emphasize conflict and militarized understandings of security.23

L: Space Pearl Harbor”/Space Colonization
The call to a prevent another “Space Pearl Harbor” is a politically charged historical reference that seeks to unite America against a wall of inevitable threats—the affirmative’s discourse is responsible for the worst militant nationalism

Macdonald, 7 – Professor of Human Geography at the University of Melbourne (Fraser, Anti-Astropolitik: Outer Space and the Orbit of Geography, Online)

There is also, I think, scope for a wider agenda on the translation of particular Earthly historical geographies into space, just as there was a translation of early occidental geographies onto imperial spaces. When Donald Rumsfeld talks of a ‘Space Pearl Harbor’, there is plainly a particular set of historico–geographical imaginaries at work that give precedence, in this case, to American experience. Rumsfeld has not been slow to invoke Pearl Harbour, most famously in the aftermath of September 11; notably, in all these examples – Hawaii in 1941; New York in 2001; and the contemporary space race – there lurks the suggestion of a threat from the East. All of this is a reminder that the colonisation of space, rather than being a decisive and transcendent break from the past, is merely an extension of longstanding regimes of power. As Peter Redfield succinctly observed, to move into space is ‘a form of return’: it represents ‘a passage forward through the very pasts we might think we are leaving behind’ (Redfield, 2002: 814). All of this supports the idea that space is part and parcel of the Earth’s geography (Cosgrove, 2004: 222). We can conceive of the human geography of space as being, in the words of Doreen Massey, ‘the sum of relations, connections, embodiments and practices’ (Massey, 2005: 8). She goes on to say that ‘these things are utterly everyday and grounded, at the same time as they may, when linked together, go around the world’. To this we might add that they go around and beyond the world. The ‘space’ of space is both terrestrial and extra- terrestrial: it is the relation of the Earth to its firmament. Lisa Parks and Ursula Biemann have described our relationship with orbits as being ‘about uplinking and downlinking, [the] translation [of] signals, making exchanges with others and positioning the self’ (Parks and Biemann, 2o03). It is precisely this relational conception of space that might helpfully animate a revised geographical understanding of the Outer Earth. As has already been made clear, this sort of project is by no means new. Just as astropolitics situates itself within a Mackinderian geographical tradition, so a critical geography of outer space can draw on geography’s early modern cosmographical origins, as well as on more recent emancipatory perspectives that might interrogate the workings of race, class, gender and imperialism. Space is already being produced in and through Earthly regimes of power in ways that undoubtedly threaten justice and democracy. A critical geography of space, then, is not some far-fetched or indulgent distraction from the ‘real world’; rather, as critical geographers we need to think about the contest for outer space as being constitutive of numerous familiar operations, not only in respect of international relations and the conduct of war, but also to the basic infrastructural maintenance of the state and to the lives of its citizenry. 

***Impact/Alternative Extensions 
XT: Reps Key 
Representations of space shape space political realities

Grondin, 6 – Assistant Professor, School of Political Studies, University of Ottawa (David, The (Power) Politics of Space: The U.S. Astropolitical Discourse of Global Dominance in the War on Terror)
Space was seen as a sanctuary during the Cold War. But because of the context of the War on Terror, the US now seems to be ready to go against the second Article of the Outer Space Treaty of 1967 that stipulates that “Outer space, including the moon and other celestial bodies, is not subject to national appropriation by claim of sovereignty, by means of use or occupation, or by any other means”, the treaty which set out the principle that Space is to be used for “the benefit and in the interests of all countries, irrespective of their degree of economic or scientific development, and shall be the province of all mankind” (Article 1). In effect, since 2001, the US wished to be the one responsible for setting new rules in Outer Space and for creating the conditions of its military dominance of Space. For instance, the merger of the US Space Command with the Strategic Command in January 2004 stems from this logic that wishes Space operations to be integrated in all domains of US military power. Because the US still possesses control over much of the information gathering in Space, it is interested in securitizing and Americanizing the “last frontier”, especially in the context of the War on Terror. As it stands, the US neoliberal geopolitics discourse of the Bush Administration on Space power still leads to Space weaponization. US sovereignty is placed as higher than any other forms of rule and the US prepares itself militarily, just in case Outer Space would turn into a battlefield. In Donald Rumsfeld’s words: “Our goal is not to bring war into space, but rather to defend against those who would” (Rumsfeld, quoted in Waldrop 2005 [2002]: 39). This participates in the discourse of a global security state that sees Outer Space as the most “global” of space. “Insofar as the weaponization of space represents the ‘cutting edge’ and highest ambitions of military primacy, it also represents the height of this folly” (Huntley 2005: 83). If we consider that political rhetoric creates political reality that may serve as bases for decisions, it appears fundamental to assess how the US wishes to securitize Outer Space with its will to achieve full-spectrum dominance in all battlespaces, as stated in the 2004 and 1997 National Military Strategies. Deeply anchored in the War on Terror cartography, where 9/11 serves as the ultimate justification since “one must prepare militarily for the worst since the worst has happened” (or so it goes), the US places itself in a state of insecurity by saying that even if no one may inflict them casualty in Space, nothing can guarantee that it will not happen in the future. This is why they prefer to try this likelihood and securitize Outer Space as part of the homeland security strategy. The paradox of the securitization and Americanization of Outer Space is that it could lead to its very opposite by allowing space weaponization to still be possible, if not inevitable. 
The attempt to dominate space is not something objectively benign but is socially constituted—any discussion of space demands consideration of our critical framework—we access education better

Macdonald, 7 – Professor of Human Geography at the University of Melbourne (Fraser, Anti-Astropolitik: Outer Space and the Orbit of Geography, Online)

If this undertaking sounds esoteric, then I hope to demonstrate that it is a lacunain contemporary geographical scholarship that should be addressed with some urgency. Given that outer-Earth has been a sphere of human endeavour for well over fifty years, a critical geography of space is long overdue. Our presence in, and reliance on, space has become one of the enabling conditions for our current mode of everyday life in the West. And yet it lies, for the most part, outside the orbit of geography. I do not want to put at risk a great deal of our abstract thinking about space as an analytic (elegantly manifest, for instance, in Doreen Massey’s For Space) by setting up the cosmos as some great ‘out there’ (Massey,2005). It is precisely contemporary human geography’s relational understanding of space that makes it a good disciplinary launch pad for considering the meaning and politics of space exploration. And lest anyone think that what follows are the musings of a sci-fi fantasist, let me make clear that I am not really a fan of the genre. My interests are more down-to-earth: I write as an historical geographer who has come to think about outer space through researching test sites for Cold War rocketry (see MacDonald, 2006). The fact that this paper is written from a modest technical and scientific understanding does not, I hope, constrain the discussion of outer space as a sphere of the social. This essay is borne out of a conviction that what is at stake – politically and geopolitically – in the contemporary struggle over outer space is too serious to pass without critical comment. As the future conquest of space represents a potentially unprecedented opportunity to enact politico-military control on Earth, most plausibly by the world’s only superpower, such an awesome concentration of state power demands scrutiny.
It’s impossible to make sense of a political reality absent an interrogation of representations The aff doesn’t get access to plan based offense prior to winning their worldview is productive

Cedric Jourde    * Ph.D., Political Science, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Madison, 2002   * M.A., Political Science, University of Wisconsin-Madison, Madison, 1996   * B.Sc., Political Science, Université de Montréal, Montréal, 1995 Hegemony or Empire?: The redefinition of US Power under George W Bush Ed. David and Grondin p. 182-3 2006 

Relations between states are, at least in part, constructed upon representations. Representations are interpretative prisms through which decision-makers make sense of a political reality, through which they define and assign a subjective value to the other states and non-state actors of the international system, and through which they determine what are significant international political issues.2 For instance, officials of a given state will represent other states as 'allies', 'rivals', or simply 'insignificant', thus assigning a subjective value to these states. Such subjective categorizations often derive from representations of these states' domestic politics, which can for instance be perceived as 'unstable*, 'prosperous', or 'ethnically divided'. It must be clear that representations are not objective or truthful depictions of reality; rather they are subjective and political ways of seeing the world, making certain things 'seen' by and significant for an actor while making other things 'unseen' and 'insignificant'.3 In other words, they are founded on each actor's and group of actors' cognitive, cultural-social, and emotional standpoints. Being fundamentally political, representations are the object of tense struggles and tensions, as some actors or groups of actors can impose on others their own representations of the world, of what they consider to be appropriate political orders, or appropriate economic relations, while others may in turn accept, subvert or contest these representations. Representations of a foreign political reality influence how decision-making actors will act upon that reality. In other words, as subjective and politically infused interpretations of reality, representations constrain and enable the policies that decision-makers will adopt vis-a-vis other states; they limit the courses of action that are politically thinkable and imaginable, making certain policies conceivable while relegating other policies to the realm of the unthinkable.4 Accordingly, identifying how a state represents another state or non-state actor helps to understand how and why certain foreign policies have been adopted while other policies have been excluded. To take a now famous example, if a transnational organization is represented as a group of 'freedom fighters', such as the multi-national mujahideen in Afghanistan in the 1980s, then military cooperation is conceivable with that organization; if on the other hand the same organization is represented as a 'terrorist network', such as Al-Qaida, then military cooperation as a policy is simply not an option. In sum. the way in which one sees, interprets and imagines the 'other* delineates the course of action one will adopt in order to deal with this 'other'. 

AT: Predictions/Experts
Security experts can’t keep us safe- the ideological apparatus of realism escalates all problems into global disaster- their world view is structurally incapable of responding to global problems- this outweighs and turns the case 

James Der Derian is Director of the Global Security Program and Research Professor of International Studies at the Watson Institute for International Studies at Brown University  An Accident Waiting to Happen by James Der Derian Predicting the Present, Vol. 27 (3) - Fall 2005 Issue http://hir.harvard.edu/index.php?page=article&id=1430

It often takes a catastrophe to reveal the illusory beliefs we continue to harbor in national and homeland security. To keep us safe, we place our faith in national borders and guards, bureaucracies and experts, technologies and armies. These and other instruments of national security are empowered and legitimated by the assumption that it falls upon the sovereign country to protect us from the turbulent state of nature and anarchy that permanently lies in wait offshore and over the horizon for the unprepared and inadequately defended. But this parochial fear, posing as a realistic worldview, has recently taken some very hard knocks. Prior to September 11, 2001, national borders were thought to be necessary and sufficient to keep our enemies at bay; upon entry to Baghdad, a virtuous triumphalism and a revolution in military affairs were touted as the best means to bring peace and democracy to the Middle East; and before Hurricane Katrina, emergency preparedness and an intricate system of levees were supposed to keep New Orleans safe and dry. The intractability of disaster, especially its unexpected, unplanned, unprecedented nature, erodes not only the very distinction of the local, national, and global, but, assisted and amplified by an unblinking global media, reveals the contingent and highly interconnected character of life in general. Yet when it comes to dealing with natural and unnatural disasters, we continue to expect (and, in the absence of a credible alternative, understandably so) if not certainty and total safety at least a high level of probability and competence from our national and homeland security experts 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 neoconservative 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 close 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 Al-Jazeera-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.” 

AT: Predictions Good 

Worst case predictions cause worst case policy making- recognition of our ignorance makes us more secure than their fatalistic scenario planning

Bruce Schneier is an internationally renowned security technologist and author, MA CS American Univ.  3-13-10 http://www.schneier.com/blog/archives/2010/05/worst-case_thin.html

At a security conference recently, the moderator asked the panel of distinguished cybersecurity leaders what their nightmare scenario was. The answers were the predictable array of large-scale attacks: against our communications infrastructure, against the power grid, against the financial system, in combination with a physical attack. I didn't get to give my answer until the afternoon, which was: "My nightmare scenario is that people keep talking about their nightmare scenarios." There's a certain blindness that comes from worst-case thinking. An extension of the precautionary principle, it involves imagining the worst possible outcome and then acting as if it were a certainty. It substitutes imagination for thinking, speculation for risk analysis, and fear for reason. It fosters powerlessness and vulnerability and magnifies social paralysis. And it makes us more vulnerable to the effects of terrorism. Worst-case thinking means generally bad decision making for several reasons. First, it's only half of the cost-benefit equation. Every decision has costs and benefits, risks and rewards. By speculating about what can possibly go wrong, and then acting as if that is likely to happen, worst-case thinking focuses only on the extreme but improbable risks and does a poor job at assessing outcomes. Second, it's based on flawed logic. It begs the question by assuming that a proponent of an action must prove that the nightmare scenario is impossible. Third, it can be used to support any position or its opposite. If we build a nuclear power plant, it could melt down. If we don't build it, we will run short of power and society will collapse into anarchy. If we allow flights near Iceland's volcanic ash, planes will crash and people will die. If we don't, organs won’t arrive in time for transplant operations and people will die. If we don't invade Iraq, Saddam Hussein might use the nuclear weapons he might have. If we do, we might destabilize the Middle East, leading to widespread violence and death. Of course, not all fears are equal. Those that we tend to exaggerate are more easily justified by worst-case thinking. So terrorism fears trump privacy fears, and almost everything else; technology is hard to understand and therefore scary; nuclear weapons are worse than conventional weapons; our children need to be protected at all costs; and annihilating the planet is bad. Basically, any fear that would make a good movie plot is amenable to worst-case thinking. Fourth and finally, worst-case thinking validates ignorance. Instead of focusing on what we know, it focuses on what we don't know -- and what we can imagine. Remember Defense Secretary Rumsfeld's quote? "Reports that say that something hasn't happened are always interesting to me, because as we know, there are known knowns; there are things we know we know. We also know there are known unknowns; that is to say we know there are some things we do not know. But there are also unknown unknowns -- the ones we don't know we don't know." And this: "the absence of evidence is not evidence of absence." Ignorance isn't a cause for doubt; when you can fill that ignorance with imagination, it can be a call to action. Even worse, it can lead to hasty and dangerous acts. You can't wait for a smoking gun, so you act as if the gun is about to go off. Rather than making us safer, worst-case thinking has the potential to cause dangerous escalation. The new undercurrent in this is that our society no longer has the ability to calculate probabilities. Risk assessment is devalued. Probabilistic thinking is repudiated in favor of "possibilistic thinking": Since we can't know what's likely to go wrong, let's speculate about what can possibly go wrong. Worst-case thinking leads to bad decisions, bad systems design, and bad security. And we all have direct experience with its effects: airline security and the TSA, which we make fun of when we're not appalled that they're harassing 93-year-old women or keeping first graders off airplanes. You can't be too careful! Actually, you can. You can refuse to fly because of the possibility of plane crashes. You can lock your children in the house because of the possibility of child predators. You can eschew all contact with people because of the possibility of hurt. Steven Hawking wants to avoid trying to communicate with aliens because they might be hostile; does he want to turn off all the planet's television broadcasts because they're radiating into space? It isn't hard to parody worst-case thinking, and at its extreme it's a psychological condition. Frank Furedi, a sociology professor at the University of Kent, writes: "Worst-case thinking encourages society to adopt fear as one of the dominant principles around which the public, the government and institutions should organize their life. It institutionalizes insecurity and fosters a mood of confusion and powerlessness. Through popularizing the belief that worst cases are normal, it incites people to feel defenseless and vulnerable to a wide range of future threats." Even worse, it plays directly into the hands of terrorists, creating a population that is easily terrorized -- even by failed terrorist attacks like the Christmas Day underwear bomber and the Times Square SUV bomber. When someone is proposing a change, the onus should be on them to justify it over the status quo. But worst-case thinking is a way of looking at the world that exaggerates the rare and unusual and gives the rare much more credence than it deserves. It isn't really a principle; it's a cheap trick to justify what you already believe. It lets lazy or biased people make what seem to be cogent arguments without understanding the whole issue. And when people don't need to refute counterarguments, there's no point in listening to them. 

AT: Predictions Good 
Rational impact assessment goes negative- affirmative scenarios are Orwellian disaster porn. Endorsing the alternative entails categorically less risk than constant mindless promotion of militarism and enemy creation

James B Rule, PhD Harvard, MA Oxford, BA Brandeis, The Military State of America and the Democratic Left, Dissent Vol. 57 No 1, Winter 2010
At this moment, for example, in 1 984 (if it was 1984), Oceania was at war with Eurasia and in alliance with Eastasia. In no public or private utterance was it ever admitted that the three powers had at any time been grouped along different lines. Actually, as Winston well knew, it was only four years since Oceania had been at war with Eastasia and in alliance with Eurasia. But that was merely a piece of furtive knowledge which he happened to possess because his memory was not satisfactorily under control. We are not there, but the direction of movement is unmistakable. As the Iraq adventure has demonstrated, shrewd state manipulation of strategic information makes it possible to defuse criticism and discredit public skepticism, until it is too late. Many trends since Orwell's lifetime have aggravated the hazards that he anticipated. One is globalism - the growth of an ever-moretightly connected world, so that people, ideas, technologies, and even weapons move about the earth more and more readily. Such conditions can facilitate terrorism, conceivably on a scale well beyond what the world has yet witnessed. On the state side of the equation, we see the rise of vast bureaucracies dealing in essentially secret knowledge - intelligence about military matters and a host of other subjects held vital to national security, yet supposedly too sensitive for public disclosure. Mobilization of such knowledge in turn requires a high-tech establishment of civilian and military experts whose activities cannot readily be monitored by outsiders. One result is that government claims about matters of vital public concern, from weapons of mass destruction to terrorist dangers, are not easily challenged in public debate. As Orwell warned, the state may change the menu of deadly enemies from year to year but continue the same strictures on public inquiry and dissent. A few decades ago, Iraq was America's ally; more lately, it reappeared as part of the axis of evil. China rises and falls in Washington's official designations - sometimes a feared twenty-first-century competitor, more recently an ally in the quest for Asian "stability" and indispensable supporter of the U.S. economy. Pakistan under its last dictator was a stalwart participant in the so-called War on Terror. But that country could any day be redefined (with some justification) as a threat to the civilized world. Who can say with confidence what demonic qualities will be ascribed, perhaps quite accurately, to any of America's present-day allies, with the next shake of this country's foreign-policy kaleidoscope? And who can say what new military exploits, or domestic restrictions, will be proclaimed essential to repress these demons of the future? The one thing we can be sure of is that the supply of ugly movements and regimes around the world shows no sign of running short. If their sheer presence suffices to justify a hypermilitarized America and concomitant suppression of countervailing voices in domestic life, we are embarked on a long journey in the direction of 1984. There has to be a better way - as we on the democratic Left should be the first to proclaim. In a dangerous world, any course of action bears risks. No one can absolutely rule out the possibility that a steady diet of aggressive American military action abroad might forestall disasters yet unseen. Nor can anyone deny that relentless surveillance of domestic communications, or invocation of national security to rebuff all challenges to the exercise of government power could, conceivably, help block further terrorist acts on U.S. soil. But nor, for that matter, can anyone authoritatively deny that such measures might actually make matters much worse. Political programs are defined as much by the risks they are willing to accept as by the values they seek to promote. The democratic Left properly welcomes the risks of broader and deeper democracy, at home and abroad. It counsels more government openness and broader public engagement in governance, even while acknowledging that these things can go wrong. It seeks to build, however incrementally, supranational structures of authority and conflict-resolution - as against reliance on unilateral intimidation and worse. It refuses to let American fixation on worldwide dominance to serve as an excuse for not building a strong nation at home - that is, for neglecting health, employment, environmental responsibility, and education. We on the democratic Left must be quick to take risks on behalf of these ends - because the alternative risks of endless, deadly international conflict and narrowing attention to domestic well-being are far more alarming.

XT: Alternative 
Critical interrogation of the politics of astropolitik is crucial to creating emancipation in the future—how we position the self in relation to others is necessary to prevent space from being dominated by a militaristic politics

Macdonald, 7 – Professor of Human Geography at the University of Melbourne (Fraser, Anti-Astropolitik: Outer Space and the Orbit of Geography, Online)

Stephen Graham, following Eyal Weizmann, has argued that geopolitics is a flat discourse (Graham, 2004: 12; Weizmann, 2002). It attends to the cartographic horizontality of terrain rather than a verticality that cuts through the urban landscape from the advantage of orbital supremacy. Just as, for Graham, a critical geopolitics must urgently consider this new axis in order to challenge the practices and assumptions of urbicide, so too – I would argue – it must lift its gaze to the politics of the overhead. Our interest in the vertical plane must extend beyond terrestrial perspectives; we must come to terms with the everyday realities of space exploration and domination as urgent subjects of critical geographical enquiry. A prerequisite for this agenda is to overcome our sense of the absurdity and oddity of space, an ambivalence that has not served human geography well. The most obvious entry point is to think systematically about some of the more concrete expressions of outer space in the making of Earthly geographies. For instance, many of the high profile critical commentaries on the recent war in Iraq, even those written from geographical perspectives, have been slow to address the orbital aspects of military supremacy (see for instance, Harvey, 2003; Gregory, 2004; Retort, 2005). Suffice to say that, in war as in peace, space matters on the ground, if indeed the terrestrial and the celestial can be sensibly individuated in this way.    There is also, I think, scope for a wider agenda on the translation of particular Earthly historical geographies into space, just as there was a translation of early occidental geographies onto imperial spaces. When Donald Rumsfeld talks of a ‘Space Pearl Harbor’, there is plainly a particular set of historico–geographical imaginaries at work that give precedence, in this case, to American experience. Rumsfeld has not been slow to invoke Pearl Harbour, most famously in the aftermath of September 11; notably, in all these examples – Hawaii in 1941; New York in 2001; and the contemporary space race – there lurks the suggestion of a threat from the East. All of this is a reminder that the colonisation of space, rather than being a decisive and transcendent break from the past, is merely an extension of longstanding regimes of power. As Peter Redfield succinctly observed, to move into space is ‘a form of return’: it represents ‘a passage forward through the very pasts we might think we are leaving behind’ (Redfield, 2002: 814). All of this supports the idea that space is part and parcel of the Earth’s geography (Cosgrove, 2004: 222). We can conceive of the human geography of space as being, in the words of Doreen Massey, ‘the sum of relations, connections, embodiments and practices’ (Massey, 2005: 8). She goes on to say that ‘these things are utterly everyday and grounded, at the same time as they may, when linked together, go around the world’. To this we might add that they go around and beyond the world. The ‘space’ of space is both terrestrial and extra- terrestrial: it is the relation of the Earth to its firmament. Lisa Parks and Ursula Biemann have described our relationship with orbits as being ‘about uplinking and downlinking, [the] translation [of] signals, making exchanges with others and positioning the self’ (Parks and Biemann, 2o03). It is precisely this relational conception of space that might helpfully animate a revised geographical understanding of the Outer Earth. As has already been made clear, this sort of project is by no means new. Just as astropolitics situates itself within a Mackinderian geographical tradition, so a critical geography of outer space can draw on geography’s early modern cosmographical origins, as well as on more recent emancipatory perspectives that might interrogate the workings of race, class, gender and imperialism. Space is already being produced in and through Earthly regimes of power in ways that undoubtedly threaten justice and democracy. A critical geography of space, then, is not some far-fetched or indulgent distraction from the ‘real world’; rather, as critical geographers we need to think about the contest for outer space as being constitutive of numerous familiar operations, not only in respect of international relations and the conduct of war, but also to the basic infrastructural maintenance of the state and to the lives of its citizenry.  
View their claims with intense skepticism – there is no scholarly consensus on the question of inevitability – we must first determine if theories of IR are applicable to space before utilizing them – the kritik is a pre-requisite to the AFF

Matthew Gillard, 2007, Centre of International Relations – UBC, “The Evolution of the Space Weaponization Regime During the Cold War: A Test of Hegemonic Stability Theory” Conference Paper Series

Space weaponization has become an important topic in international politics. This is not surprising, since over the last five decades, space has increasingly served as a medium to collect and transmit data for purposes as diverse as weather forecasting, reconnaissance, navigation, and communications. From the dawn of the space age, the perceived value of space has sparked concern over whether it would increasingly become a zone of military conflict, although there has never been any consensus regarding whether further space weaponization is either inevitable or desirable. Despite the importance of space, very few scholars have attempted to apply international relations theory to the study of space weaponization.1 As a pressing international issue, it is important for international relations scholars to determine whether their theories can add anything to the study of space weaponization.

Specifically in the context of debates about space militarization – An Examination of Ontology Must Come First

Raymond Duvall and Jonathan Havercraft, 2008, Professors of Political Science – University of Minnesota and University of Victoria, “Taking sovereignty out of this world: space weapons and empire of the future” Review of International Studies

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

Analysis of security discourse is a prerequisite to answering "what is to be done"

Dr. Jef Huysmans,  MA (University of Hull), Ph.D. (University of Leuven)) Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Studies, Director of the Center for Citizenship, Identities, Governance, " Defining Social Constructivism in Security Studies: The Normative Dilemma of Writing Security", Alternatives January 02 (questia)

As already said, theorization means that authors explain the structuring work of the discursive formation. They interpret the power-knowledge nexus by locating it in symbolic and institutional contexts. The first question is therefore a heuristic one of how to understand what is happening, rather than a critical question of how to intervene in the securitization of societal areas. To some extent, this theoretical agenda engages with the dilemma in a traditional way: at some point, it separates the research question from the question "What is to be done?" This does not mean that the agenda ignores the latter question; rather, the interpretation of why and how an issue is structured into a security question is a precondition for answering the practical question. But this more traditional way of dealing with the normative dilemma is only one side of the theoretical game. The theoretical approach also engages with social relations in a more direct way--that is, without separating the research question from the practical one. A theorization of power relations and the symbolic dimensions of the security formation can be critical in itself. By explicitly "uncovering" dimensions of the security formation that are commonly left implicit, it performs a critical practice. Moreover, explaining the work of power relations involved in the securitization of societal questions is a politicizing act in itself. As Stefano Guzzini remarks: integrating social relations in a power analysis politicizes the issue in question since "power" is a concept that is "generally used to define what counts as a political issue, what it is 'possible' to change." (33)

War is sustained primarily through psychological processes- challenging the affirmatives representations is more likely to cause peace than endorsing the plan

Joanna Montgomery Byles  Undergraduate studies at the University of London and University of Syracuse, USA (B.A. 1967), graduate studies at the Syracuse University, USA. (M.A. 1969 and Ph.D. 1978   Department of English Studies University of Cyprus  Psychoanalysis and War: The Superego and Projective Identification http://www.clas.ufl.edu/ipsa/journal/articles/art_byles01.shtml 2003
It is here of course that language plays an important role in imagining the other, the other within the self, and the other as self, as well as the enormously influential visual images each group can have of the other. In the need to emphasize similarity in difference, both verbal and visual metaphor can play a meaningful role in creating a climate for peaceful understanding, and this is where literature, especially the social world of the drama and of film, but also the more private world of poetry, can be immensely significant. Of course not all literature is equally transparent. In conclusion, war, in all its manifestations, is a phenomenon put into action by individuals who have been politicized as a group to give and receive violent death, to appropriate the enemy's land, homes, women, children, and goods, and perhaps to lose their own. As we have seen, in wartime the splitting of the self and other into friend and enemy enormously relieves the normal psychic tension caused by human ambivalence when love and hate find two separate objects of attention. Hence the .soldier's and terrorist's willingness to sacrifice her/his life for "a just cause," which may be a Nation, a Group, or a Leader with whom he has close emotional ties and identity. In this way s/he does not feel guilty: the destructive impulses, mobilised by her/his own superego, together with that of the social superego, have projected the guilt s/he might feel at killing strangers onto the enemy. In other words, the charging of the enemy with guilt by which the superego of the State mobilizes the individual's superego seems to be of fundamental importance in escaping the sense of guilt which war provokes in those engaged in the killing; yet the mobilization of superego activities can still involve the individual's self-punitive mechanisms, even though most of his/her guilt has been projected onto the enemy in the name of his own civilization and culture. As we all know, this guilt can become a problem at the end of a war, leading to varying degrees of misery and mental illness. For some, the killing of an enemy and a stranger cannot be truly mourned, and there remains a blank space, an irretrievable act or event to be lived through over and over again. This dilemma is poignantly expressed in Wilfred Owen's World War One poem "Strange Meeting" the final lines of which read as follows: I am the enemy you killed, my friend. I knew you in this dark: for so you frowned Yesterday through me as you jabbed and killed. I parried; but my hands were loath and cold. Let us sleep now. ... (Owen 126) The problem for us today is how to create the psychological climate of opinion, a mentality, that will reject war, genocide, and terrorism as viable solutions to internal and external situations of conflict; to recognize our projections for what they are dangerously irresponsible psychic acts based on superego hatred and violence. We must challenge the way in which the State superego can manipulate our responses in its own interests, even take away our subjectivities. We should acknowledge and learn to displace the vio lence in ourselves in socially harmless ways, getting rid of our fears and anxieties of the other and of difference by relating and identifying with the other and thus creating the serious desire to live together in a peaceful world. What seems to be needed is for the superego to regain its developmental role of mitigating omniscient protective identification by ensuring an intact, integrated object world, a world that will be able to contain unconscious fears, hatred, and anxieties without the need for splitting and projection. As Bion has pointed out, omnipotence replaces thinking and omniscience replaces learning. We must learn to link our internal and external worlds so as to act as a container of the other's fears and anxieties, and thus in turn to encourage the other to reciprocate as a container of our hatreds and fears. If war represents cultural formations that in turn represent objectifications of the psyche via the super-ego of the individual and of the State, then perhaps we can reformulate these psychic social mechanisms of projection and superego aggression. Here, that old peace-time ego and the reparative component of the individual and State superego will have to play a large part. The greater the clash of cultural formations for example, Western Modernism and Islamic Fundamentalismthe more urgent the need. "The knowledge now most worth having" is an authentic way of internalizing what it is we understand about war and international terrorism that will liberate us from the history of our collective traumatic past and the imperatives it has imposed on us. The inner psychic world of the individual has an enormously important adaptive role to play here in developing mechanisms of protective identification not as a means of damaging and destroying the other, but as a means of empathy, of containing the other, and in turn being contained. These changes may be evolutionary rather than revolutionary, gradual ratherthan speedy. Peace and dare I say it contentment are not just an absence of war, but a state of mind. Furthermore, we should learn not to project too much into our group, and our nation, for this allows the group to tyrannize us, so that we follow like lost sheep. But speaking our minds takes courage because groups do not like open dissenters. These radical psychic changes may be evolutionary rather than revolutionary, gradual rather than speedy; however, my proposition that understanding the other so that we can reduce her/his motivation to kill requires urgent action. Peace is not just an absence of war, but a state of mind and, most importantly, a way of thinking.

XT: Impact 
There’s no offense—the mentality of astropolitik makes arms races a near certainty because it only leads to a fear spiral—this escalations tensions makes conflict inevitable

Grondin, 6 – Assistant Professor, School of Political Studies, University of Ottawa (David, The (Power) Politics of Space: The U.S. Astropolitical Discourse of Global Dominance in the War on Terror)

From World War II onwards, US foreign and defense policy bureaucracies along with think tanks have thought US state identity through the prism of national security and of a global  strategy. Among US national security elites, space is now considered the next battlefield, if not  the ultimate sphere of confrontation. If space warfare remains a fantasy in many respects, since  the end of the Cold War, the influence of neoconservatives and assertive nationalists on the  weaponization of space has grown extensively. Indeed, for many years, the issue of ballistic missile defense systems has obsessed number of scholars and practitioners alike to the point that  the United States abrogated the 1972 ABM Treaty in 2002. American strategic thought on  aerospace/Outer Space as a (geo)political space, especially the Bush administration’s policy on  military Space power, are informative of the tensions and potential conflicts that may arise from  Space weapons and military control and leadership of outer space between great powers (notably  the rising Chinese Space power).    If this paper does not spend much time on such traditional “High politics” issues  reminiscent of earlier Cold War-like time, it does however focus on the US strategic discourse  that hinders possibilities of cooperation and increases the likelihood of conflicts – the US  astropolitical discourse. This paper critically seeks to acknowledge the performativity of  astropolitical discourses regarding space weaponization – the discourse of the use of space  weapons and of space as a battlefield. It mainly scrutinizes the neoconservative and assertive  nationalist discourses under the Bill Clinton and George W. Bush administrations that promote  outer space as an inevitable new battlefield, i.e. the geopolitical discourses that fall under the  heading of “astropolitics”. In reading US Space power discourses featuring space weaponization  as an integral part of a US grand strategy of global dominance, the endeavour of this essay is to  acknowledge the geopolitical performative force of the astropolitical discourses and to unpack its  normative and prescriptive contents, instead of letting technology drive history and trump  politics. In so doing, this paper highlights the identity politics of the United States as a  national/global security state that is at play in the representation, territorialization, and  securitisation of the “last frontier” as (soon-to-be)weaponized space.    

Independently, the constant expansion of new armament technology ingrains a psychological “Pure War” mentality that ensures inevitable extinction

Borg, 3 – Practicing Psychoanalyst and Community Consultant in New York (Psychoanalytic Pure War, Journal of Psychoanalysis, Questia)

Paul Virilio and Sylvere Lotringer's concept of "pure war" refers to the potential of a culture to destroy itself completely (12). (2) We as psychoanalysts can--and increasingly must--explore the impact of this concept on our practice, and on the growing number of patients who live with the inability to repress or dissociate their experience and awareness of the pure war condition. The realization of a patient's worst fears in actual catastrophic events has always been a profound enough psychotherapeutic challenge. These days, however, catastrophic events not only threaten friends, family, and neighbors; they also become the stuff of endless repetitions and dramatizations on radio, television, and Internet. (3) Such continual reminders of death and destruction affect us all. What is the role of the analyst treating patients who live with an ever-threatening sense of the pure war lying just below the surface of our cultural veneer? At the end of the First World War, the first "total war," Walter Benjamin observed that "nothing [after the war] remained unchanged but the clouds, and beneath these clouds, in a field of force of destructive torrents and explosions, was the tiny, fragile human body" (84). Julia Kristeva makes a similar note about our contemporary situation, "The recourse to atomic weapons seems to prove that horror...can rage absolutely" (232). And, as if he too were acknowledging this same fragility and uncontainability, the French politician Georges Clemenceau commented in the context of World War I that "war is too serious to be confined to the military" (qtd. in Virilio and Lotringer 15). Virilio and Lotringer gave the name "pure war" to the psychological condition that results when people know that they live in a world where the possibility for absolute destruction (e.g., nuclear holocaust) exists. As Virilio and Lotringer see it, it is not the technological capacity for destruction (that is, for example, the existence of nuclear armaments) that imposes the dread characteristic of a pure war psychology but the belief systems that this capacity sets up. Psychological survival requires that a way be found (at least unconsciously) to escape inevitable destruction--it requires a way out--but this enforces an irresolvable paradox, because the definition of pure war culture is that there is no escape. Once people believe in the external possibility--at least those people whose defenses cannot handle the weight of the dread that pure war imposes--pure war becomes an internal condition, a perpetual state of preparation for absolute destruction and for personal, social, and cultural death. 
There is no status quo- the 1AC advantages are just random factoids politically constructed to make the plan appear to be a good idea. They merely take a snapshot of a dynamic status quo and attempt to portray it as a static universality. The impact is that solvency is a rigged game- construction of the advantages presupposes the necessity of the plan-risk assessment means you vote negative to avoid error replication 

Michael Dillon and Julian Reid  Global Governance, Liberal Peace, and Complex Emergency. By: Dillon, Michael, Reid, Julian, Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, 03043754, Jan-Mar2000, Vol. 25, Issue 1 

More specifically, where there is a policy problematic there is expertise, and where there is expertise there, too, a policy problematic will emerge. Such problematics are detailed and elaborated in terms of discrete forms of knowledge as well as interlocking policy domains. Policy domains reify the problematization of life in certain ways by turning these epistemically and politically contestable orderings of life into "problems" that require the continuous attention of policy science and the continuous resolutions of policymakers. Policy "actors" develop and compete on the basis of the expertise that grows up around such problems or clusters of problems and their client populations. Here, too, we may also discover what might be called "epistemic entrepreneurs." Albeit the market for discourse is prescribed and policed in ways that Foucault indicated, bidding to formulate novel problematizations they seek to "sell" these, or otherwise have them officially adopted. In principle, there is no limit to the ways in which the management of population may be problematized. All aspects of human conduct, any encounter with life, is problematizable. Any problematization is capable of becoming a policy problem. Governmentality thereby creates a market for policy, for science and for policy science, in which problematizations go looking for policy sponsors while policy sponsors fiercely compete on behalf of their favored problematizations. Reproblematization of problems is constrained by the institutional and ideological investments surrounding accepted "problems," and by the sheer difficulty of challenging the inescapable ontological and epistemological assumptions that go into their very formation. There is nothing so fiercely contested as an epistemological or ontological assumption. And there is nothing so fiercely ridiculed as the suggestion that the real problem with problematizations exists precisely at the level of such assumptions. Such "paralysis of analysis" is precisely what policymakers seek to avoid since they are compelled constantly to respond to circumstances over which they ordinarily have in fact both more and less control than they proclaim. What they do not have is precisely the control that they want. Yet serial policy failure--the fate and the fuel of all policy--compels them into a continuous search for the new analysis that will extract them from the aporias in which they constantly find themselves enmeshed.[ 35] Serial policy failure is no simple shortcoming that science and policy--and policy science--will ultimately overcome. Serial policy failure is rooted in the ontological and epistemological assumptions that fashion the ways in which global governance encounters and problematizes life as a process of emergence through fitness landscapes that constantly adaptive and changing ensembles have continuously to negotiate. As a particular kind of intervention into life, global governance promotes the very changes and unintended outcomes that it then serially reproblematizes in terms of policy failure. Thus, global liberal governance is not a linear problem-solving process committed to the resolution of objective policy problems simply by bringing better information and knowledge to bear upon them. A nonlinear economy of power/knowledge, it deliberately installs socially specific and radically inequitable distributions of wealth, opportunity, and mortal danger both locally and globally through the very detailed ways in which life is variously (policy) problematized by it. 
I: Imperialism 
The concern with expansion into outer space is an extension of old ideologies of empire—it’s a metaphorical extension of the frontier mentality

Macdonald, 7 – Professor of Human Geography at the University of Melbourne (Fraser, Anti-Astropolitik: Outer Space and the Orbit of Geography, Online)

My basic claim, then, is that a geographical concern with outer space is an old project not a new one. A closely related argument is that a geography of outer space is a logical extension of earlier geographies of imperial exploration (for instance Driver, 2001; Smith and Godlewska, 1994). Space exploration has used exactly the same discourses, the same rationales, and even the same institutional frameworks (such as the International Geophysical Year, 1957-1958) as terrestrial exploration. And like its terrestrial counterpart, the move into space has its origins in older imperial enterprises. Marina Benjamin, for instance, argues that for the United States outer space was ‘always a metaphorical extension of the American West’ (Benjamin, 2003: 46). Looking at the imbricated narratives of colonialism and the Arianne space programme in French Guiana, the anthropologist Peter Redfield makes the case that ‘outer space reflects a practical shadow of empire’ (Redfield, 2002: 795; 2000). And the historian of science Richard Sorrenson, writing about the ship as geography’s scientific instrument in the age of high empire, draws on the work of David DeVorkin to argue that the V- 2 missile was its natural successor (Sorrenson, 1996: 228; DeVorkin, 1992). A version of the V-2 – the two-stage ‘Bumper WAC Corporal’ – became the first earthly object to penetrate outer space reaching an altitude of 244 miles on the 24 th February 1949 (Army Ballistic Missile Agency, 1961). Moreover, out of this postwar allied V-2 programme came the means by which Britain attempted to re- assert its geopolitical might in the context of its own ailing empire. In 1954, when America sold Britain its first nuclear missile — a refined version of the WAC Corporal — its possession was seen as a shortcut back to the international stage at a time when Britain’s colonial power was waning fast (Clark, 1994; MacDonald, 2006). Even if the political geography literature has scarcely engaged with outer space, the advent of rocketry was basically Cold War (imperial) geopolitics under another name. Space exploration then, from its earliest origins to the present day, has been about familiar terrestrial and ideological struggles here on Earth. 

I: Threat Construction

The impact is inevitable threat construction—space control reinforces a national identity in contrast to a dangerous world filled with threats—this produces a national security state

Grondin, 6 – Assistant Professor, School of Political Studies, University of Ottawa (David, The (Power) Politics of Space: The U.S. Astropolitical Discourse of Global Dominance in the War on Terror)

Following David Campbell’s Writing Security, we understand contemporary American foreign policy as a series of performative acts that attempt to (re)construct the American Self through a security/identity nexus that produce a “national security state” (Campbell 1998a). Putting forth a Cold War prism, David Campbell argues that:   [a]lthough the global inscription of danger in United States foreign policy was something that long preceded the Cold War (e.g. the strategies of ‘manifest destiny’ in the nineteenth century), it was in the post-WWII period, when numerous overseas obligations were constructed, that the identity of the United States became even more deeply implicated in the military capacity and external reach of the state. In this sense, the Cold War needs to be understood as a disciplinary strategy that was global in scope but national in design. As a result, the Cold War can be understood as an ensemble of political practices and interpretative dispositions associated with the (re)production of political identity (Campbell, 2000: 227).   According to David Campbell (1998a), national identity does not exist apart from the acts and discourses that constitute it (Campbell 1998a: 70). Campbell explains that through a strategy of otherness which consisted in defining what America is in opposition to what it was not, US state leaders have been able to stabilize a more permanent definition of US national identity (Campbell 1998a: 10, 31, 196).   The geopolitical reasoning on which lay US defense planning documents accepts a security vision that translates in spatial representations of exclusion and of threatening Others foreign to the Self (the US and the American nation, in a perspective where both are unified) (Dalby, quoted in Devetak 2001 194). In his work on US national identity politics, David Campbell has shown how “the constant articulation of danger through foreign policy is thus not a threat to a state’s identity or existence; it is its condition of possibility”. States are thus never achieved as entities. In fact, a foreign policy’s very conditions of possibility rests on the construction of the nation as a domestic space invested with a feeling of at-homeness that is opposed to an external space, depicted as foreign and threatening (Kaplan 2002: 111). In this perspective, securing national identity requires an emphasis put on the world’s threatening and incomplete state of being. Discourses of “danger” become understood as new theologies of truth about who “we” are by emphasizing who “we” are not and what “we” should fear.   In this light, September 11 is constructed by US governmentality as a nationalist and sovereigntist opportunity to reaffirm the “security state”. In effect, the US “War on Terror” became an effort to re-securitize the homeland, thus reactivating unquestionably the violence of the national security state. In effect, American political culture and the national security discourse associated September 11 to the Pearl Harbor Japanese attack of December 7, 1941:  What America wants is a moral grammar that will promise it not security, but a US-led discourse of  securitisation; not closure, but the possibility of enclosure of its enemy and of its resecured domestic space; not a baseless, premature fatherhood for this war-torn world, but a domestically grounded, proper fatherly role in a post-war world. All this was promised by the moral grammar of the Second World War. It is not surprising, then, that American moral outrage at the events of 11 September has led to its wilfully substituting these events with the events and understandings of 7 December (Weber 2002: 146-47).  It is not surprising then that a fear of “Space of Pearl Harbor” is so often mentioned  nregarding current Outer Space policy development. Cynthia Webers thus explains how the  metaphor of Pearl Harbor rhetorically serves, in American political discourse, as a way to  "provide America with a sense of historic destiny, moral duty, and heroic agency by making the  glorious past present" (Weber 2003: 178).  

AT: Perm 
Their production of an absolute threat precludes any possibility of a middle ground—if we win a link then the permutation cannot solve

Grondin, 6 – Assistant Professor, School of Political Studies, University of Ottawa (David, The (Power) Politics of Space: The U.S. Astropolitical Discourse of Global Dominance in the War on Terror)

For me, the security game is what seems so scary; and if we consider the one assumption of an astropolitical argument such as that of Lambakis that because of the 9/11 context, “one thing is certain – we will not be able to bludgeon our enemies into cooperation. For those times, the United States needs to have in place more assertive means and doctrines to counter hostiles activities in space” (Lambakis 2001: 282; my emphasis). When people are certain and need enemies to develop one strategy, then maybe some questions have not been raised. There are “unknowns” and we cannot be sure of how the events will unfold if the US goes further along a path to space weaponization. In any case, it gets even more problematic when security is trumped with technology for there is no way – so it seems – to argue against the desire of global (read absolute) security, especially when it comes from the strongest of power. You are brought back to the realities of the global homeland security state. One is doomed to either accept the logic of terror – that inexorably goes with the logic of global security – or reject it. I choose the latter. 
Absolute refusal is critical—we must begin to develop new forms of community that does not succumb to the politics of utilizing inner space as a means for violence

Orr, 4 – Professor of Sociology at Syracuse University (Jackie, The Militarization of Inner Space, Critical Sociology, Sage Journals)

Today, ‘we’ must be attentive and resistant to the variety of border  patrols being deployed to sustain the imaginary, as well as the material,  violence of ‘our’ not-so-united-(psychic)-states. Historically speaking, the  U.S. civilian-soldier was primarily a white man or woman who lived  in a house with a relatively steady income. The complexities of the  militarization of psychic space are now being lived out daily – it remains  to be seen what difference racial, gender, and class differences can make  in the refusal of ‘our’ role as loyal psychic soldiers. The cultural battle  today to construct forms of ‘we’ that will not submit ‘our’ inner space  to the demands of an ongoing production of violence, to a militarization  of everyday life and feeling, is just that, a battle. How to practice other  everyday forms of emotional and political collectivity, how to make and to  feel other meanings of ‘we,’ is today a psychological struggle with enormous  military consequences.

Their permutation evidence isn’t good enough—space domination will be turned into a military tool to stamp out dissent

Macdonald, 7 – Professor of Human Geography at the University of Melbourne (Fraser, Anti-Astropolitik: Outer Space and the Orbit of Geography, Online)

For all its clunky punnage, ‘a-whereness’ nevertheless gives a name to a set of highly contingent forms of subjectivity that are worth anticipating, even if, by Thrift’s own admission, they remain necessarily speculative. Reading this body of work can induce a certain vertigo, confronting potentially precipitous shifts in human sociality. The same sensation is also induced by engagement with Paul Virilo (Virilio, 2005). But unlike Virilio, Thrift casts off any sense of foreboding (Thrift, 2005b) and instead embraces the construction of ‘new qualities’ (‘conventions, techniques, forms, genres, concepts and even … senses’), which in turn open up new ethico–political possibilities (Thrift, 2004: 583). It is important not to jettison this openness lightly. Even so, I remain circumspect about the power relations that underwrite these emergent qualities. And I am puzzled by Thrift’s disregard of the (geo)political contexts within which these new technologies have come to prominence. A critical geography should, I think, be alert to the ways in which state and corporate power are immanent within these technologies, actively strategising new possibilities for capital accumulation and military neo-liberalism. To the extent that we can sensibly talk about ‘a- whereness’ it is surely a function of a new turn in capitalism, which has arguably expanded beyond the frame (but not the reach) of Marx and Engels when they wrote that the need for a constantly expanding market for its products chases the bourgeoisie over the whole surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish connections everywhere (Marx and Engels, 1998: 39). The current struggle for orbital supremacy, as the next section will make clear, is an extension of these relations into space in order to consolidate them back on Earth. Indeed, outer space may become, to use David Harvey’s term, a ‘spatio- temporal fix’ that can respond to crises of over-accumulation (Harvey, 2003: 43). While this might seem like shorthand for the sort of Marxist critique that Thrift rejects (Amin and Thrift, 2005), it is an analysis that is also shared by the advocates of American Astropolitik, who describe space as the means by which ‘capitalism will never reach wealth saturation’ (Dolman, 2002: 175). The production of (outer) space should, I think, be understood in this wider context. To illustrate this discussion, it is worth returning to the example of GNSS (GPS and its new European competitor, Galileo), given the centrality of positioning technologies to the tendencies that Thrift describes. Let us not neglect the significance of these changes (which, to his great credit, Thrift is among the earliest in the social sciences to recognise). We are potentially talking about an end to the ordinary meaning of the question where am I? In a development comparable to the nineteenth-century standardisation of clock time for the measurement of labour, GNSS technology has conquered space; it is becoming part of the computational background to everyday life – ‘an epistemic wallpaper’ – a form which, like clock time, structures social life but is relatively invisible because of its utter familiarity (Thrift, 2004). GNSS represents a standardisation of space in terms of a Euclidean topology or system of co-ordinates – ‘the most absolute of absolute spaces’ (Thrift, 2004: 600) – which, while not new in its conception, has only been fully realised with the advent of satellites and atomic clocks. From now on, every corner of the globe can be given an address to an accuracy of four metres, allowing, as we have already seen, for an unprecedented ability to track people and things. 

Incorporating alternative representations doesn't resolve the link- oscillation takes out solvency

Dr. Jef Huysmans,  MA (University of Hull), Ph.D. (University of Leuven)) Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Studies, Director of the Center for Citizenship, Identities, Governance, " Defining Social Constructivism in Security Studies: The Normative Dilemma of Writing Security", Alternatives January 02 (questia)

Although one should not rule out the critical value of this kind of research, there is something problematic or schizophrenic about it. The analytical moment of the research dwells within a performative understanding of language, while the critical moment resides in a representational interpretation of language. The main force of its criticism relies on the distortion in the representation that it "discovers" in the discourses it researches. In other words, this strategy assumes at some point that the unwanted effects of the criminological or security discourses can be remedied by a correct representation of the world of migration. It thus seems to call for an undistorted representation of the problematics of migration. A new label for old phenomena may assist policymakers in finding approval for new proposals. The question should therefore be whether international crime, if objectively assessed, establishes a greater threat to the internal security of EC member-states than it did a decade ago, or whether ma ss attention paid to phenomena related to international crime acts as an instrument in the justification of new investment. (22) Such an oscillating strategy is problematic from the social-constructivist perspective outlined above. It assumes that a true, undistorted history of the object of research (for example, the relationship between migration and crime) is possible. In the social-constructivist understanding of language, this is not the case. The object only appears within a discursive formation; in other words, a discursive formation is constitutive for the social emergence of an object. Therefore, an object of research cannot be separated from discursive formations within which it becomes visible. Consequently, an undistorted history of the relationship between migration and crime is no longer possible. It will always articulate a criminological discourse of itself because that discourse makes it possible for the question to appear. Therefore, the social-constructivist perspective has to go the performative way a bit further than the oscillating strategy. It has to engage more directly and exclusively with the discursive forma tion in its performative and generic dimensions. Jumping back in a representational argument at the crucial point is not a viable move. Rather than being a history or semiology of the referent object, a social-constructivist analysis stresses the interpretation of the governing work of discursive formations.

AT: Realism 

Their advantage is not purely realist—they cannot capture this argument 

Grondin, 6 – Assistant Professor, School of Political Studies, University of Ottawa (David, The (Power) Politics of Space: The U.S. Astropolitical Discourse of Global Dominance in the War on Terror)

How does the War on Terror connect with Outer Space and US Astropolitcs? As US strategic discourse tends to represent the US more and more as the provider of global security, and especially when we delve into the US astropolitical discourse, we end up with a vision of the role of the US in Outer Space that echoes the idea of the US as a global security state.   Although there are, as we shall see further along, several views in American Astropolitical discourse, all views, ranging from those that wish to see Space as a sanctuary to those that see Space weaponization as inevitable, subscribe to a vision of the US state that dominate Space. Infact, we could say that the US astropolitical discourse is divided in two “familiar” camps in IR theory: realists and liberals. The difference really concerns the inevitability of the weaponization of space, not the role of the US in Outer Space. On the one hand, there is the most pessimistic vision that sees Space as inevitably becoming a future battlefield (it is more representative of a realist vision of international politics). On the other hand, you find a more optimistic vision of liberal globalism, which sees the US dominating Space as it actually does without having to weaponize space (the status quo). In truth, you even have a third way, which thinks it can have it both ways. This vision sustains that Space could eventually become a battlefield. It thus purports that the US take the leadership in weaponizing space, but it believes that the US can prevent other state actors from wanting to challenge it. Indeed, the idea would be that the US be the bearer of the freedom of space – by having a strong Space arsenal – and that others could trust because of the liberal nature of its hegemony. This last vision reveals as the most idealistic one – yet it remains the one that seems to be espoused by the Bush administration. This vision is that of Everett Dolman’s Astropolitik, which incidently will be used here as an exemplary case. 
Realism is a degenerative research program- modifications have made it incoherent and ruined its scientific rigor 

dr.  A.  (Annette)  Freyberg Inan Associate Professor, the Director of the Master's Program in Political Science, Univ of Amsterdam,  PhD in Political Science at the University of Georgia, USA. Her MA degrees in Political Science and English were obtained at the University of Stuttgart in her native Germany. Editorial Board Member: International Studies Review, Globalizations Journal, Advisory Board Member: Millennium,  What Moves Man: The Realist Theory of International Relations and Its Judgment of Human Nature 2004
In a recent article, John Vasquez sets out to evaluate the realist claim to scientific rigor. He acknowledges three criteria by which scientific theories and paradigms may be judged: empirical accuracy, falsifiability, and the criterion established by Lakatos that legitimate scientific theory must produce progressive research programs.35 Observing that “a number of analysts . . . argue that, despite anomalies, the realist paradigm is dominant because it is more enlightening and fertile than its rivals,” he holds that, instead, “what some see as a theoretical enrichment of the realist paradigm is actually a proliferation of emendations that prevent it from being falsified.”36 Vasquez holds with Lakatos that “no single theory can ever be falsified because auxiliary propositions can be added to account for discrepant evidence” and that the appropriate task is, thus, “to evaluate a series of theories that are intellectually related.” 37 He observes that realist and neorealist theories do constitute such a “family of theories,” or paradigm. Vasquez notes that “a paradigm can only be appraised indirectly by examining the abilit y of the theories it generates to satisfy criteria of adequacy.” 38 He focuses his examination on a core research program within the realist paradigm: the empirical research conducted to test Kenneth Waltz’s balancing proposition. He then sets out to determine whether this research program is “degenerating” or “progressive” by Lakatosian standards.39 A research program is degenerating “if its auxiliary propositions increasingly take on the characteristic of ad hoc explanations that do not produce any novel (theoretical) facts as well as empirical content.” 40 To find out whether a research program is degenerating or not, we must examine whether its “problemshifts,” that is, its theoretical emendations, are “progressive” or ad hoc. According to Lakatos, progressive problemshifts must be both theoretically and empirically progressive, that is, they must explain novel facts as well as be able to corroborate their claims, while also being able to account for the findings of their rivals. By comparison, “a degenerating problemshift or research program . . . is characterized by the use of semantic devices that hide the actual contentdecreasing nature of the research program through reinterpretation.”41 Vasquez observes that, while some latitude may be permitted for the development of ad hoc explanations, the longer this goes on in the face of discrepant evidence, the greater is the likelihood that scientists are engaged in a research program that is constantly repairing one flawed theor y after another without any incremental advancement in the empirical content of these theories. What changes is not what is known about the world, but semantic labels to describe discrepant evidence that the original theory( ies) did not anticipate.42 One effect of such a development is that collectively the paradigm begins to embody contradictory propositions, such as (1) war is likely when power is not balanced and one side is preponderant and (2) war is likely when power is relatively equal. The development of two or more contradictory propositions increases the probability that at least one of them will pass an empirical test. . . . Carried to an extreme, the paradigm could prevent any kind of falsification, because collectively its propositions in effect pose the bet: “heads, I win; tails, you lose.” A research program can be considered blatantly degenerative if one or more of the behaviors predicted is only predicted after the fact.43 Vasquez finds that this realist research program is “degenerating” because of (1) a protean character in its theoretical development, which plays into (2) an unwillingness to specify what form(s) of the theory constitutes the true theory, which if falsified would lead to a rejection of the paradigm, as well as (3) a continual and persistent adoption of auxiliary propositions to explain away empirical and theoretical f laws that greatly exceed the abilit y of researchers to test the propositions and (4) a general dearth of strong empirical findings.44 He concludes that “there have been too many empirical failures and anomalies, and theoretical emendations have taken on an entirely too ad hoc nonfalsifying character for adherents to say that the paradigm cannot be displaced until there is a clearly better theory available. Such a position makes collective inertia work to the advantage of the dominant paradigm and makes the field less rather than more rigorous.”45 The judgment of Vasquez is supported by Bahman Fozouni, whose analysis of its epistemological liabilities leads him to the conclusion that “political realism, properly understood, is empirically an untenable theory.”46 Fozouni examines various attempts to rescue realism from potential falsifying evidence, among them strategies of “qualifying realism’s universal claim by means of additional auxiliary assumptions, incorporating additional explanator y variables and/or changing functional relationships among them, or diluting the theories’ nomothetic-deterministic claim by using statistical generalization” (507). He finds that the epistemological liabilities of realism are primarily a function of such attempts by realists and neorealists to save the theory from refutation. He holds that “in many cases such efforts have had the unsalutory effect of impoverishing the paradigm” and that “they all detract in varying degrees from the theor y’s most desirable epistemic features— amenabilit y to falsification (testabilit y), parsimony, scope, and content” (ibid.). His judgment is that “none of these modifications produces any apparent compensating gains in either the explanatory power or predictive accuracy of the theory” (ibid.). (148-150)

AT: Sociobiology 
Sociobiology is a scientific mask for right wing extremism- it naturalizes social inequalities through pseudo science 

Joshua Goldstein , Professor Emeritus, School of International Service, American University Nonresident Sadat Senior Fellow, CIDCM, University of Maryland and Research Scholar, Dept. of Political Science, University of Massachusetts, Amherst , The Emperor's New Genes: Sociobiology and War, International Studies Quarterly 1987 
Given its disputed scientific basis, the rapid rise of sociobiology27 is seen by some as a conservative political move- "right-wing ideology dressed up to look like science.' 28 Science for the People (1984) has mounted a vocal intellectual and political opposition to sociobiology. Lewontin et al. (1984: 264, 8) connect sociobiology explicitly to the rise of the "New Right" in American politics. They point to Wilson's self-identification with American neoconservative libertarianism. They note that Dawkin's The Selfish Gene (a supposed text on genetic evolution of behavior) attacks the welfare state for having "abolished the family," and calls individuals on welfare "ignorant." They thus conclude (Lewontin et al., 1984: 243) that nothing separates "the program or specific claims of the social Darwinism of the 1870s from the Darwinian sociobiology of the 1970s. " The academic and popular appeal of sociobiology flows directly from its simple reductionist program and its claim that human society as we know it is both inevitable and the result of an adaptive process. . . . The general appeal of sociobiology is in its legitimation of the status quo. (Lewontin et al., 1984: 236) Wilson and sociobiology have been particularly criticized for viewing sexual inequality as biological, not cultural, and hence legitimating sexism. The following passage from Wilson (1975: 553) is indicative of the problematic concepts: The building block of nearly all human societies is the nuclear family. . . . The populace of an American industrial city, no less than a band of hunter-gatherers in the Australian desert, is organized around this unit. ... During the day the women and children remain in the residential area while the men forage for game or its symbolic equivalent in the form of barter and money. Wilson (1975: 554) even suggests a possible "genetic predisposition to enter certain classes and to play certain roles" in society (Reed, 1975: 51). Thus Wilson's socio- biology, according to its critics, is not just scientific but also political, and its politics are conservative. (38)

Genetics dictate peace not war

Joshua Goldstein , Professor Emeritus, School of International Service, American University Nonresident Sadat Senior Fellow, CIDCM, University of Maryland and Research Scholar, Dept. of Political Science, University of Massachusetts, Amherst , The Emperor's New Genes: Sociobiology and War, International Studies Quarterly 1987 
In sum, Shaw and Wong reproduce the controversial theories of one side of a debate without giving us even a hint that these theories are in dispute both scientifically and politically.32 Instead, they are simply treated as axioms. It is a case of the "emperor's new clothes" '-naked assumptions, dressed up with scientific and mathematical language, that lack any real substance. The study of war can benefit from thoughtful perspectives from the life sciences,33 but those benefits will not be obtained by a superficial borrowing of disputed theories. As Wiegele (1979: 145, 154) suggests: When the potential exists to enhance explanations of political phenomena with variables from' the life sciences, we should not fail to realize that potential. ..  [But] where the life sciences contribute nothing, we should not bend to employ them. Concluding Remarks Real genetics, in my view, argues not for nepotistic altruism and war but for humanistic altruism and peace. Homo sapiens is one species, and to forget this is to lose a fundamental insight that biology has to offer political science. The boundary of the human gene pool is at the species level. All human beings are thus invested in all others. Yet each individual has a unique genetic make-up.34 This would seem to suggest humanism, cooperation, and human rights, rather than xenophobia and war. Human beings have both nonviolent and aggressive behaviors in their repertoire, and both behaviors probably have biological roots. We all have both capacities-to cooperate and to kill-and we have minds to think about such choices. The spread of warlike behavior, which has come to dominate world society, is a matter of sociocultural evolution including politics, economics, culture, and ethics. It is not a result of kinship and genetics. The adaptations that will be necessasry to keep warlike behavior from threatening our species' survival will also come from the sociocultural realm. Biology does not mandate war. The power to choose war or peace is our own. (41-2)

AT: Space Weaponization Inevitable
The alternative solves so called “inevitable” space weaponization—two reasons:

--it’s a social construct—proves the alternative solves

--foreign weaponization is contingent upon U.S. action—we solve the internal link
Grondin, 6 – Assistant Professor, School of Political Studies, University of Ottawa (David, The (Power) Politics of Space: The U.S. Astropolitical Discourse of Global Dominance in the War on Terror)

US astropolitical analysts and state agents see space power as the ability to use Outer space as a physical and strategic space analogous to air power and sea power to project military power.15 The militarized securitization of the orbital space by the US comes along a technological matrix that also seeks the territorialization of Space, although this can be (self-)limited. The first point of contention among astropolitical analysts is that of the inevitability of space weaponization.  If one reads Steven Lambakis’ On the Edge of Earth: The Future of American Space Power or Everett Dolman’s Astropolitik: Classical Geopolitics in the Space Age, one will find that there is not a great pool of differences between what these astropolitical thinkers advocate. Both readily accept the presumption of US space power strategy that seeks first and foremost the protection of the freedom of space – for the US enjoys a domination that is unmatched – a principle seated deeply in US state governmentality that remains a critical element of the national security strategy. For Everett Dolman, “the militarization and weaponization of space is not only an historical fact, it is an ongoing process” (Dolman 2002: 5). For Steven Lambakis, “Space may be ‘kept safe’ only if the rest of the world agrees to play by US rules and US concept of strategy. [...] It is [his] contention that the rest of the world will not ‘tow the line’. Neither Washington nor any other government is sufficiently influential to effect the development of foreign strategies and military forces for exploiting space or denying space to the United States” (Lambakis 2001: 263). But for him, “Today the United States is secure in space by default, not because there is a deliberate policy framework and well-resourced, organized, and strategically guided militarily force to guard national space interests. Security cannot be stable when it exists by accident. History supports the belief that hostile foreign governments and nongovernmental entities will endeavor to impair America’s space capabilities or use satellites to their own advantage” (Lambakis 2001). Nevertheless, of the two, Dolman is the most radical, yet perhaps the most influential. Indeed, Dolman seems convinced that the United States must devise an Astropolitik, the grandest strategy of all, which covers the entirety of the Earth. It is not that it will go wrong for sure. As he writes, “the text nowhere concludes that a harsh realist outlook is the only one for the future of space exploration and exploitation. It simply avers that this has been the pattern, and that policymakers should be prepared to deal with a competitive, state-dominated future in space” (Dolman 2002: 2).   On the whole issue of space militarization (the use of space for military purposes) and space weaponization (the use of space weapons and of space as a battlefield), RAND’s space power expert Karl Mueller writes that if space militarization is already accepted as reality by most analysts, space weaponization is by no means inevitable nor is it achieved. As he writes, "it is a matter of social construction" and those, like Dolman, who says space is already weaponized used a fallacious argument for "we have not yet crossed the principal space weaponization threshold precisely because almost everyone believes that we have not." For Mueller, "there is good reason for prudent policymakers to assume that the weaponization of space is not in fact predestined, and that US military space policy is one of the factors, though not the only, that will shape the likelihood of space weaponization by other countries." 

AT: Cede the Political 
Their form of politics is a corporate controlled game to distract us from real change- the only way to win is not to play 

Chris Hedges, Pulitzer Prize Winner,  senior fellow at The Nation Institute in New York City and has taught at Columbia University, New York University and Princeton University 9-12-10 http://www.truthdig.com/report/print/do_not_pity_the_democrats_20100913/

There are no longer any major institutions in American society, including the press, the educational system, the financial sector, labor unions, the arts, religious institutions and our dysfunctional political parties, which can be considered democratic. The intent, design and function of these institutions, controlled by corporate money, are to bolster the hierarchical and anti-democratic power of the corporate state. These institutions, often mouthing liberal values, abet and perpetuate mounting inequality. They operate increasingly in secrecy. They ignore suffering or sacrifice human lives for profit. They control and manipulate all levers of power and mass communication. They have muzzled the voices and concerns of citizens. They use entertainment, celebrity gossip and emotionally laden public-relations lies to seduce us into believing in a Disneyworld fantasy of democracy. The menace we face does not come from the insane wing of the Republican Party, which may make huge inroads in the coming elections, but the institutions tasked with protecting democratic participation. Do not fear Glenn Beck or Sarah Palin. Do not fear the tea party movement, the birthers, the legions of conspiracy theorists or the militias. Fear the underlying corporate power structure, which no one, from Barack Obama to the right-wing nut cases who pollute the airwaves, can alter. If the hegemony of the corporate state is not soon broken we will descend into a technologically enhanced age of barbarism. Investing emotional and intellectual energy in electoral politics is a waste of time. Resistance means a radical break with the formal structures of American society. We must cut as many ties with consumer society and corporations as possible. We must build a new political and economic consciousness centered on the tangible issues of sustainable agriculture, self-sufficiency and radical environmental reform. The democratic system, and the liberal institutions that once made piecemeal reform possible, is dead. It exists only in name. It is no longer a viable mechanism for change. And the longer we play our scripted and absurd role in this charade the worse it will get. Do not pity Barack Obama and the Democratic Party. They will get what they deserve. They sold the citizens out for cash and power. They lied. They manipulated and deceived the public, from the bailouts to the abandonment of universal health care, to serve corporate interests. They refused to halt the wanton corporate destruction of the ecosystem on which all life depends. They betrayed the most basic ideals of democracy. And they, as much as the Republicans, are the problem. “It is like being in a pit,” Ralph Nader told me when we spoke on Saturday. “If you are four feet in the pit you have a chance to grab the top and hoist yourself up. If you are 30 feet in the pit you have to start on a different scale.” All resistance will take place outside the arena of electoral politics. The more we expand community credit unions, community health clinics and food cooperatives and build alternative energy systems, the more empowered we will become. “To the extent that these organizations expand and get into communities where they do not exist, we will weaken the multinational goliath, from the banks to the agribusinesses to the HMO giants and hospital chains,” Nader said. The failure of liberals to defend the interests of working men and women as our manufacturing sector was dismantled, labor unions were destroyed and social services were slashed has proved to be a disastrous and fatal misjudgment. Liberals, who betrayed the working class, have no credibility. This is one of the principal reasons the anti-war movement cannot attract the families whose sons and daughters are fighting and dying in Iraq and Afghanistan. And liberal hypocrisy has opened the door for a virulent right wing. If we are to reconnect with the working class we will have to begin from zero. We will have to rebuild the ties with the poor and the working class which the liberal establishment severed. We will have to condemn the liberal class as vociferously as we condemn the right wing. And we will have to remain true to the moral imperative to foster the common good and the tangible needs of housing, health care, jobs, education and food. We will, once again, be bombarded in this election cycle with messages of fear from the Democratic Party—designed, in the end, to serve corporate interests. “Better Barack Obama than Sarah Palin,” we will be told. Better the sane technocrats like Larry Summers than half-wits like John Bolton. But this time we must resist. If we express the legitimate rage of the dispossessed working class as our own, if we denounce and refuse to cooperate with the Democratic Party, we can begin to impede the march of the right-wing trolls who seem destined to inherit power. If we again prove compliant we will discredit the socialism we should be offering as an alternative to a perverted Christian and corporate fascism. The tea party movement is, as Nader points out, “a conviction revolt.” Most of the participants in the tea party rallies are not poor. They are small-business people and professionals. They feel that something is wrong. They see that the two parties are equally responsible for the subsidies and bailouts, the wars and the deficits. They know these parties must be replaced. The corporate state, whose interests are being championed by tea party leaders such as Palin and Dick Armey, is working hard to make sure the anger of the movement is directed toward government rather than corporations and Wall Street. And if these corporate apologists succeed, a more overt form of corporate fascism will emerge without a socialist counterweight. “Poor people do not organize,” Nader lamented. “They never have. It has always been people who have fairly good jobs. You don’t see Wal-Mart workers massing anywhere. The people who are the most militant are the people who had the best blue-collar jobs. Their expectation level was high. When they felt their jobs were being jeopardized they got really angry. But when you are at $7.25 an hour you want to hang on to $7.25 an hour. It is a strange thing.” “People have institutionalized oppressive power in the form of surrender,” Nader said. “It is not that they like it. But what are you going to do about it? You make the best of it. The system of control is staggeringly dictatorial. It breaks new ground and innovates in ways no one in human history has ever innovated. You start in American history where these corporations have influence. Then they have lobbyists. Then they run candidates. Then they put their appointments in top government positions. Now, they are actually operating the government. Look at Halliburton and Blackwater. Yesterday someone in our office called the Office of Pipeline Safety apropos the San Bruno explosion in California. The press woman answered. The guy in our office saw on the screen that she had CTR next to her name. He said, ‘What is CTR?’ She said, ‘I am a contractor.’ He said, ‘This is the press office at the Department of Transportation. They contracted out the press office?’ ‘Yes,’ she said, ‘but that’s OK, I come to work here every day.’ ” “The corporate state is the ultimate maturation of American-type fascism,” Nader said. “They leave wide areas of personal freedom so that people can confuse personal freedom with civic freedom—the freedom to go where you want, eat where you want, associate with who you want, buy what you want, work where you want, sleep when you want, play when you want. If people have given up on any civic or political role for themselves there is a sufficient amount of elbow room to get through the day. They do not have the freedom to participate in the decisions about war, foreign policy, domestic health and safety issues, taxes or transportation. That is its genius. But one of its Achilles’ heels is that the price of the corporate state is a deteriorating political economy. They can’t stop their greed from getting the next morsel. The question is, at what point are enough people going to have a breaking point in terms of their own economic plight? At what point will they say enough is enough? When that happens, is a tea party type enough or [Sen. Robert M.] La Follette or Eugene Debs type of enough?” It is anti-corporate movements as exemplified by the Scandinavian energy firm Kraft&Kultur that we must emulate. Kraft&Kultur sells electricity exclusively from solar and water power. It has begun to merge clean energy with cultural events, bookstores and a political consciousness that actively defies corporate hegemony. The failure by the Obama administration to use the bailout and stimulus money to build public works such as schools, libraries, roads, clinics, highways, public transit and reclaiming dams, as well as create green jobs, has snuffed out any hope of serious economic, political or environmental reform coming from the centralized bureaucracy of the corporate state. And since the government did not hire enough auditors and examiners to monitor how the hundreds of billions in taxpayer funds funneled to Wall Street are being spent, we will soon see reports of widespread mismanagement and corruption. The rot and corruption at the top levels of our financial and political systems, coupled with the increasing deprivation felt by tens of millions of Americans, are volatile tinder for a horrific right-wing backlash in the absence of a committed socialist alternative. “If you took a day off and did nothing but listen to Hannity, Beck and Limbaugh and realized that this goes on 260 days a year, you would see that it is overwhelming,” Nader said. “You have to almost have a genetic resistance in your mind and body not to be affected by it. These guys are very good. They are clever. They are funny. They are emotional. It beats me how Air America didn’t make it, except it went after [it criticized] corporations, and corporations advertise. These right-wingers go after government, and government doesn’t advertise. And that is the difference. It isn’t that their message appeals more. Air America starved because it could not get ads.” We do not have much time left. And the longer we refuse to confront corporate power the more impotent we become as society breaks down. The game of electoral politics, which is given legitimacy by the right and the so-called left on the cable news shows, is just that—a game. It diverts us from what should be our daily task—dismantling, piece by piece, the iron grip that corporations hold over our lives. Hope is a word that is applicable only to those who grasp reality, however bleak, and do something meaningful to fight back—which does not include the farce of elections and involvement in mainstream political parties. Hope is about fighting against the real forces of destruction, not chanting “Yes We Can!” in rallies orchestrated by marketing experts, television crews, pollsters and propagandists or begging Obama to be Obama. Hope, in the hands of realists, spreads fear into the black heart of the corporate elite. But hope, real hope, remains thwarted by our collective self-delusion. 
AT: Framework 

Their FW produces WORSE policy making- it creates insular scholarship and epistemic closure
Lee Jones is lecturer in International Relations at Queen Mary, University of London, BA Honors Univ of Warwick, MA in IR St Anthony’s, PhD IR Nuffield , Journal of Critical Globalization Studies Issue 1 2009
Having conceded where Nye has a point, let’s now consider the ways in which he may simply be wrong. His assumption is that the academic should be, needs to be, policy-relevant. As indicated above, this can be a very pernicious assumption. As an invitation to academics to contribute to discussions about the direction of society and policy, no one could reasonably object: those who wished to contribute could do so, while others could be left to investigate topics of perhaps dubious immediate ‘relevance’ that nonetheless enrich human understanding and thus contribute to the accumulation of knowledge and general social progress (and, quite probably, to those scholars’ research communities and their students). As an imperative, however, it creates all sorts of distortions that are injurious to academic freedom. It encourages academics to study certain things, in certain ways, with certain outcomes and certain ways of disseminating one’s findings. This ‘encouragement’ is more or less coercive, backed as it is by the allure of large research grants which advance one’s institution and personal career, versus the threat of a fate as an entirely marginal scholar incapable of attracting research funding – a nowadays a standard criteria for academic employment and promotion. Furthermore, those funding ‘policy-relevant’ research already have predefined notions of what is ‘relevant’. This means both that academics risk being drawn into policy-based evidence-making, rather than its much-vaunted opposite, and that academics will tend to be selected by the policy world based on whether they will reflect, endorse and legitimise the overall interests and ideologies that underpin the prevailing order. Consider the examples Nye gives as leading examples of policy-relevant scholars: Henry Kissinger and Zbigniew Brzezinski, both of whom served as National Security Advisers (under Nixon and Carter respectively), while Kissinger also went on to become Secretary of State (under Nixon and Ford). Kissinger, as is now widely known, is a war criminal who does not travel very much outside the USA for fear of being arrested à la General Pinochet (Hitchens, 2001). Brzezinski has not yet been subject to the same scrutiny and even popped up to advise Obama recently, but can hardly be regarded as a particularly progressive individual. Under his watch, after Vietnam overthrew the genocidal Khmer Rouge in 1978, Washington sent tens of millions of dollars to help them regroup and rearm on Thai soil as a proxy force against Hanoi (Peou, 2000, p. 143). Clearly, a rejection of US imperialism was not part of whatever Kissinger and Brzezinski added to the policy mix. In addition to them, Nye says that of the top twenty-five most influential scholars as identified by a recent survey, only three have served in policy circles (Jordan et al, 2009). This apparently referred to himself (ranked sixth), Samuel Huntington (eighth), and John Ikenberry (twenty-fourth).2 Huntington, despite his reputation for iconoclasm, never strayed far from reflecting elite concerns and prejudices (Jones, 2009). Nye and Ikenberry, despite their more ‘liberal’ credentials, have built their careers around the project of institutionalising, preserving and extending American hegemony. This concern in Nye’s work spans from After Hegemony (1984), his book co-authored with Robert Keohane (rated first most influential), which explicitly sought to maintain US power through institutional means, through cheer-leading post-Cold War US hegemony in Bound to Lead (1990), to his exhortations for Washington to regain its battered post-Iraq standing in Soft Power: The Means to Succeed in International Politics (2004). Ikenberry, who was a State Department advisor in 2003-04, has a very similar trajectory. He only criticised the Bush administration’s ‘imperial ambition’ on the pragmatic grounds that empire was not attainable, not that it was undesirable, and he is currently engaged in a Nye-esque project proposing ways to bolster the US-led ‘liberal’ order. These scholars’ commitment to the continued ‘benign’ dominance of US values, capital and power overrides any superficial dissimilarities occasioned by their personal ‘conservative’ or ‘liberal’ predilections. It is this that qualifies them to act as advisers to the modern-day ‘prince’; genuinely critical voices are unlikely to ever hear the call to serve. The idea of, say, Noam Chomsky as Assistant Secretary of State is simply absurd. At stake here is the fundamental distinction between ‘problem-solving’ and ‘critical’ theory, which Robert Cox introduced in a famous article in 1981. Cox argued that theory, despite being presented as a neutral analytical tool, was ‘always for someone and for some purpose’. Problem-solving theories ultimately endorsed the prevailing system by generating suggestions as to how the system could be run more smoothly. Critical theories, by contrast, seek to explain why the system exists in the first place and what could be done to transform it. What unifies Nye, Ikenberry Huntington, Brzezinski and Kissinger (along with the majority of IR scholars) is their problem-solving approach. Naturally, policy-makers want academics to be problemsolvers, since policies seek precisely to – well, solve problems. But this does not necessarily mean that this should be the function of the academy. Indeed, the tyranny of ‘policy relevance’ achieves its most destructive form when it becomes so dominant that it imperils the space the academy is supposed to provide to allow scholars to think about the foundations of prevailing orders in a critical, even hostile, fashion. Taking clear inspiration from Marx, Cox produced pathbreaking work showing how different social orders, corresponding to different modes of production, generated different world orders, and looked for contradictions within the existing orders to see how the world might be changing.1 Marxist theories of world order are unlikely to be seen as very ‘policy relevant’ by capitalist elites (despite the fact that, where Marxist theory is good, it is not only ‘critical’ but also potentially ‘problem-solving’, a possibility that Cox overlooked). Does this mean that such inquiry should be replaced by government-funded policy wonkery? Absolutely not, especially when we consider the horrors that entails. At one recent conference, for instance, a Kings College London team which had won a gargantuan sum of money from the government to study civil contingency plans in the event of terrorist attacks presented their ‘research outputs’. They suggested a raft of measures to securitise everyday life, including developing clearly sign-posted escape routes from London to enable citizens to flee the capital. There are always plenty of academics who are willing to turn their hand to repressive, official agendas. There are some who produce fine problem-solving work who ought to disseminate their ideas much more widely, beyond the narrow confines of academia. There are far fewer who are genuinely critical. The political economy of research funding combines with the tyranny of ‘policy relevance’ to entrench a hierarchy topped by tame academics. ‘Policy relevance’, then, is a double-edged sword. No one would wish to describe their work as ‘irrelevant’, so the key question, as always, is ‘relevant to whom?’ Relevance to one’s research community, students, and so on, ought to be more than enough justification for academic freedom, provided that scholars shoulder their responsibilities to teach and to communicate their subjects to society at large, and thus repay something to the society that supports them. But beyond that, we also need to fully respect work that will never be ‘policy-relevant’, because it refuses to swallow fashionable concerns or toe the line on government agendas. Truly critical voices are worth more to the progress of human civilisation than ten thousand Deputy Undersecretaries of State for Security Assistance, Science, and Technology. (p. 127-30)

AT: Framework 

And policy relevance destroys scholarship- cold war proves- makes effective policy making impossible- that’s a turn

Christopher I. Xenakis  Assistant Professor of Political Science, Tidewater Community College What Happened to the Soviet Union?  2002 
 Why did so many American Soviet experts fail to anticipate the possibility of reform taking place in the USSR? A number of prominent scholars, whose work we have examined at length in these pages, have argued pointedly that Cold War Sovietology was perversely influenced, or co-opted, by totalitarianism model thinking and the Cold War consensus. And it stands to reason that if Sovietologists themselves thought they were co-opted, some of them probably were. This explanation accords with Thomas S. Kuhn's account of why scholarly communities are often reticent to accept new and anomalous data. As Alexander Dallin and Gail W. Lapidus recalled, the Gorbachev reforms of the mid-1980s "challenged the prevailing academic paradigms and conventional wisdom regarding the Soviet system. The initial Western reaction to the Gorbachev program was one of profound skepticism," the two scholars noted.86 "The widely held belief among U.S. Soviet experts was that "basic [Soviet) change was impossible and could not be carried out by people who had themselves grown up in and benefited from the system." Eventually, with the delegitimation of Communism in 1989 and the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, a "scientific revolution" occurred in western Sovietology, as Soviet experts saw many of the familiar realities they had taken for granted—notably, the Cold War and the USSR—changing or evaporating. Stephen F. Cohen adds that Sovietology was politicized from its inception as a result of its dependence on government funding and the formation of an unhealthy "scholarly consensus" around the totalitarianism model. Wedded to this model, many Sovietologists "eliminated everything diverse and problematic from [their] subject." and Soviet studies became, in quick order, a kind of Kuhnian normal science that found it difficult to assimilate new information about the Soviet Union. "What belatedly infused new ideas into Sovietology was less its own intellectual dynamic than political changes in (Moscow] that the profession had not anticipated and could hardly explain" or ignore, Cohen said. The discipline of Sovietology came into being "during the worst years" of the East-West conflict. Cohen added, at a time when U.S.-Soviet relations "intruded into academia both] politically and intellectually " The Cold War put a premium on "usable scholarship" that served Washington's policy interests and diminished "more detached academic pursuits." If most early Sovietologists were honorable and well-intentioned scholars, "many came to [their discipline through] wartime experience and [their] interest in 'national security,'" and not out "of an intellectual passion" for Soviet studies. These were joined by ex-Communists who had more political zeal than expertise. Foundations subsidized general Russian studies, but the Pentagon, the State Department, and the Central Intelligence Agency asked for—and only funded—"policy-related research." Scholars "established many open and reasonable relationships with government" during this time, "but also some that were covert and troublesome. As a result, academic Soviet studies became, a highly politicized profession imbued with topical political concerns, a crusading spirit, and a know-the-enemy raison d'etre." Cohen concluded. It taught "its basic 'lessons' in a single voice, which fostered consensus and orthodoxy." This practice "narrowed the range of [acceptable] interpretations," and "minimized intellectual space to be critical-minded and wrong"11 Similarly, Alexander Motyl revealed that during much of the Cold War, the influx of government money into academic political science departments and Russian studies institutes went hand in hand with the government's attempt "to set Sovietology's research agenda" along policy-analysis lines.*8 But this was a Faustian bargain for American universities, because "notwithstanding its importance for democratic government, policy analysis inclines Sovietologists to eschew the very stuff of theory—big questions with no simple answers." Analogously, Frederic J. Fleron and Eric P. Hoffmann argued that far too many U.S. scholars were focusing on short-term policy-oriented research during the Cold War years. Such analyses were "neither historically grounded nor far-sighted"; they "place[d] heavy emphasis on current political personalities, top-level power relationships, and international and domestic crises" and skimped "on the thinking and behavior of counter-elites and citizens; on underlying socioeconomic and scientific-technological trends; and on policy options, policy implementation, and policy outcomes at the national, regional, and local levels."*9 In addition, such research was "more focused on means than ends, more speculative than analytical, more partial to simplistic than complex explanations," more eager for quick fixes than durable solutions, more accepting of official than independent views, and more cognizant of immediate than eventual political costs and consequences." According to scholar Raymond C. Taras, Cold War scholarship simply followed geopolitics and followed the money. Since the government was paying universities and think tanks for research pertaining to the Soviet threat, little attention was focused on the Baltic states or on the individual Soviet republics.90 Even as late as 1992, "western universities ha[d] trained few students in the languages spoken in the breakaway republics, making prospects for incisive empirical research not promising." The existence of a pervasive co-optative relationship between academic Sovietology and the government is also suggested by the career mobility many scholars enjoyed between these two environments. According to Jerry F. Hough, there existed, throughout the Cold War period, a virtual revolving door between American universities, think tanks, and government foreign policy and national security-related agencies and departments—and a number of Soviet experts moved repeatedly and often from one of these professional environments to another.91 Not only did Sovietologists move freely from academia to government and back again; this study argues, more perversely, that there was an insidious homogeneity of scholarly opinion within these settings. While there were significant distinctions between realist, political cultural-historicist, and pluralist points of view, the scholarly differences between professors, researchers, and policy makers of the same Sovietologiest school were relatively slight. Thus, political cultural-historicists tended to think alike, whether they taught at a university or sat at a policy desk at the State Department—and the same was true of realists and pluralists. What this suggests is that Sovietological co-optation by government was endemic—both in the early Cold War years and in the 1970s and 1980s—if for no other reason than that all Sovietologists, regardless of the professional setting in which they worked, needed good data, and the government both supplied much of this data (for example, in unclassified CIA and Department of Defense studies) and controlled scholars' ability to acquire it on their own (through the tacit threat of denying research grants and passport renewals to researchers who stirred up trouble). If it is true that many scholars became policy makers, and in turn, that a significant number of government officials were also scholars, then we should expect that these professional communities courted and cooperated with one another as much they competed against each other. And it should come as no great surprise that academic Sovietologists were co-opted by policy-making interests, or that, as Cohen argued, this cozy relationship between government and the academy was as deleterious to good scholarship as it was commonplace. (p. 165-7) 
***AFF
2AC FW
Debate should only include discussions that are policy relevant- their K self maginalizes itself out of politics and is therefore useless
Joseph Nye,  professor at Harvard University and former dean of the Harvard Kennedy School. , BA suma cum laude Princeton, PhD Harvard, Former Chair National Intelligence Council, Former Asst. Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, you know who he is, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/04/12/AR2009041202260_pf.html 4-13-09 

President Obama has appointed some distinguished academic economists and lawyers to his administration, but few high-ranking political scientists have been named. In fact, the editors of a recent poll of more than 2,700 international relations experts declared that "the walls surrounding the ivory tower have never seemed so high." While important American scholars such as Henry Kissinger and Zbigniew Brzezinski took high-level foreign policy positions in the past, that path has tended to be a one-way street. Not many top-ranked scholars of international relations are going into government, and even fewer return to contribute to academic theory. The 2008 Teaching, Research and International Policy (TRIP) poll, by the Institute for Theory and Practice in International Relations, showed that of the 25 scholars rated as producing the most interesting scholarship during the past five years, only three had ever held policy positions (two in the U.S. government and one in the United Nations). The fault for this growing gap lies not with the government but with the academics. Scholars are paying less attention to questions about how their work relates to the policy world, and in many departments a focus on policy can hurt one's career. Advancement comes faster for those who develop mathematical models, new methodologies or theories expressed in jargon that is unintelligible to policymakers. A survey of articles published over the lifetime of the American Political Science Review found that about one in five dealt with policy prescription or criticism in the first half of the century, while only a handful did so after 1967. Editor Lee Sigelman observed in the journal's centennial issue that "if 'speaking truth to power' and contributing directly to public dialogue about the merits and demerits of various courses of action were still numbered among the functions of the profession, one would not have known it from leafing through its leading journal." As citizens, academics might be considered to have an obligation to help improve on policy ideas when they can. Moreover, such engagement can enhance and enrich academic work, and thus the ability of academics to teach the next generation. As former undersecretary of state David Newsom argued a decade ago, "the growing withdrawal of university scholars behind curtains of theory and modeling would not have wider significance if this trend did not raise questions regarding the preparation of new generations and the future influence of the academic community on public and official perceptions of international issues and events. Teachers plant seeds that shape the thinking of each new generation; this is probably the academic world's most lasting contribution." Yet too often scholars teach theory and methods that are relevant to other academics but not to the majority of the students sitting in the classroom before them. Some academics say that while the growing gap between theory and policy may have costs for policy, it has produced better social science theory, and that this is more important than whether such scholarship is relevant. Also, to some extent, the gap is an inevitable result of the growth and specialization of knowledge. Few people can keep up with their subfields, much less all of social science. But the danger is that academic theorizing will say more and more about less and less. Even when academics supplement their usual trickle-down approach to policy by writing in journals, newspapers or blogs, or by consulting for candidates or public officials, they face many competitors for attention. More than 1,200 think tanks in the United States provide not only ideas but also experts ready to comment or consult at a moment's notice. Some of these new transmission belts serve as translators and additional outlets for academic ideas, but many add a bias provided by their founders and funders. As a group, think tanks are heterogeneous in scope, funding, ideology and location, but universities generally offer a more neutral viewpoint. While pluralism of institutional pathways is good for democracy, the policy process is diminished by the withdrawal of the academic community. The solutions must come via a reappraisal within the academy itself. Departments should give greater weight to real-world relevance and impact in hiring and promoting young scholars. Journals could place greater weight on relevance in evaluating submissions. Studies of specific regions deserve more attention. Universities could facilitate interest in the world by giving junior faculty members greater incentives to participate in it. That should include greater toleration of unpopular policy positions. One could multiply such useful suggestions, but young people should not hold their breath waiting for them to be implemented. If anything, the trends in academic life seem to be headed in the opposite direction. 
Policy relevance isn’t exclusionary- it fosters focused academic pluralism- we better capture the middle ground without ceding the political 
Bruce W. Jentleson Duke University AND Ely Ratner RAND Corporation  Bridging the Beltway–Ivory Tower Gap  International Studies Review (2011) 13, 6–11 
Some gap, as noted, comes with the territory. But three factors make the gap wider than it needs to be. One is the profession-based incentive structure and other aspects of academia’s dominant organizational culture, which devalue policy relevance. Doctoral students are cued early on that their program of study is more about the discipline than the world. Curricula tend to feature courses on formal modeling, game theory and statistics far more than ones on policy areas, history or states ⁄ regions. Then when it comes time to hit the job market, search committees give far more weight to a dissertation’s theoretical question than policy significance, and readily ignore, if not look down upon, policy-oriented publications outside of the scholarly peer-reviewed domain. It thus is quite individually rational for so few graduate students to take on policy relevant dissertations—rational for working within the system as it exists, but cumulatively irrational for the intellectual diversity and professional pluralism that a discipline such as political science and field such as international relations should manifest. It also is out of synch if not in denial of job market realities. Academic markets are not likely to have a sustained bullishness for some time, for structural not just cyclical reasons. Policy world positions—government, international institutions, think tanks, NGOs, private sector—generally have better prospects. Not preparing graduate students for this wider range of options borders on malpractice. Tenure processes codify these constraints with a follow-on particularism giving little if any valuation to journals, books and other publications that are not strictly scholarly. Even after tenure and over the course of academic careers, disciplinary incentives for policy engagement are limited amidst the dominant ‘‘selfreferential focus on the estimates of professional colleagues at the expense of attention to problems of society at large’’ (Anderson 2003:33). The label ‘‘public intellectual’’ is more pejorative than complimentary. For Ian Shapiro (2005), all this has become a ‘‘flight from reality’’ with dominant disciplinary norms a ‘‘cult of irrelevance.’’ There is a temptation to view the schism as resulting from a simple division of labor: academics have self-selected a purely theoretical life, leaving the policy work to wonks who have little interest in scholarly pursuits. Our experience has suggested otherwise. We continue to find a surprisingly robust group of scholars—ranging from senior professors to graduate students—who, when given the opportunity, are tremendously eager to engage on policy issues. On the other side are serious scholars in the policy world who respect and adhere to the tenets of social science, but more often than not harbor disdain for the discipline’s oft-deliberate attempts to keep them at arm’s length. When welcomed back to academic circles, however, they quickly embrace the opportunity to do academic scholarship. A second factor is the increased role of think tanks as the research transmission belts to the policy world (McGann and Kent Weaver 2002, McGann 2010). Think tanks have been growing in scope, number and prominence: that is in the range of policy areas they cover, in their sheer number including ‘‘hybrid’’ ones that combine research and analysis with NGO-like direct efforts at political activism and policy influence, and in the long-standing major ones becoming more well known. This growth has both had its own drivers and has been void-filling vis-a-vis academia. ‘‘It is perhaps ironic,’’ observes David Featherman, former president of the Social Science Research Council (SSRC), ‘‘that academics in disciplines such as economics, political science, and sociology—in their quest for professional integrity and scientific objectivity—may have unintentionally undermined these disciplines’ long-term relevance to policy and thereby conceded the  main battlefield to the private, often partisan think tanks’’ (cited in Anderson 2003:47). Third, there remains limited interest on the part of the policy community in reaching beyond the Beltway to connect with scholars and consume academic research. Practitioners are guilty of ‘‘inside the building’’ perspectives that overvalue internal information, feel pressured to operate within close of business (COB) deadlines, and are more oriented toward sui generis factors and considerations than more generalizable patterns, and conceptual framings have a demand-reducing impact. But there’s a negative synergy here as well, the limited policy community interest in academic work is not just its own independent variable, but also in part the dependent variable of the work having so little policy relevance. (6-8)

2AC FW

Security as a specific concept can’t be deconstructed. The ethical response is to engage in scenario planning and try to minimize violence-that’s the job of a security scholar
Ole Weaver, International relations theory and the politics of European integration, 2k p. 284-285

The other main possibility is to stress' responsibility. Particularly in a field like security one has to make choices a nd deal with the challenges and risks that one confronts – and not shy away into long-range or principled trans-formations. The meta political line risks (despite the theoretical commit​ment to the concrete other) implying that politics can be contained within large 'systemic questions. In line with he classical revolutionary tradition, after the change (now no longer the revolution but the meta-physical trans​formation), there will be no more problems whereas in our situation (until the change) we should not deal with the 'small questions' of politics, only with the large one (cf. Rorty 1996). However, the ethical demand in post-structuralism (e.g. Derrida's 'justice') is of a kind that can never be instan​tiated in any concrete political order – It is an experience of the undecidable that exceeds any concrete solution and reinserts politics. Therefore, politics can never be reduced to meta-questions there is no way to erase the small, particular, banal conflicts and controversies.  In contrast to the quasi-institutionalist formula of radical democracy which one finds in the 'opening' oriented version of deconstruction, we could with Derrida stress the singularity of the event. To take a position, take part, and 'produce events' (Derrida 1994: 89) means to get involved in specific struggles. Politics takes place 'in the singular event of engage​ment' (Derrida 1996: 83). Derrida's politics is focused on the calls that demand response/responsi​bility contained in words like justice, Europe and emancipation. Should we treat security in this manner? No, security is not that kind of call. 'Security' is not a way to open (or keep open) an ethical horizon. Security is a much more situational concept oriented to the handling of specifics. It belongs to the sphere of how to handle challenges – and avoid 'the worst' (Derrida 1991). Here enters again the possible pessimism which for the security analyst might be occupational or structural. The infinitude of responsibility (Derrida 1996: 86) or the tragic nature of politics (Morgenthau 1946, Chapter 7) means that one can never feel reassured that by some 'good deed', 'I have assumed my responsibilities ' (Derrida 1996: 86). If I conduct myself particularly well with regard to someone, I know that it is to the detriment of an other; of one nation to the detriment of my friends to the detriment of other friends or non-friends, etc. This is the infinitude that inscribes itself within responsibility; otherwise there would he no ethical problems or decisions. (ibid.; and parallel argumentation in Morgenthau 1946; Chapters 6 and 7) Because of this there will remain conflicts and risks - and the question of how to handle them. Should developments be securitized (and if so, in what terms)? Often, our reply will be to aim for de-securitization and then politics meet meta-politics; but occasionally the underlying pessimism regarding the prospects for orderliness and compatibility among human aspirations will point to scenarios sufficiently worrisome that responsibility will entail securitization in order to block the worst. As a security/securitization analyst, this means accepting the task of trying to manage and avoid spirals and accelerating security concerns, to try to assist in shaping the continent in a way that creates the least insecurity and violence - even if this occasionally means invoking/producing `structures' or even using the dubious instrument of securitization. In the case of the current European configuration, the above analysis suggests the use of securitization at the level of European scenarios with the aim of pre​empting and avoiding numerous instances of local securitization that could lead to security dilemmas and escalations, violence and mutual vilification.

2AC “Ology” 

There are no prior questions to problem oriented IR- empirical validity is a sufficient justification for action. Emphasis on metaphysical hurdles destroys any chance of effectively describing the world and guiding action 

David Owen, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton,  Millennium Vol 31 No 3 2002 p. 655-7

Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitments. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.

2AC Reps 

Changing representational practices hinders understanding of policy by overlooking questions of agency and material structures

Tuathail, 96  (Gearoid, Department of Georgraphy at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Political Geography, 15(6-7), p. 664, science direct)

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

A focus on representations destroys social change by ignoring political and material constraints

Taft-Kaufman, 95  (Jill, professor, Department of Speech Communication And Dramatic Arts, at Central Michigan University, Southern Communication Journal, Spring, proquest)

The postmodern passwords of "polyvocality," "Otherness," and "difference," unsupported by substantial analysis of the concrete contexts of subjects, creates a solipsistic quagmire. The political sympathies of the new cultural critics, with their ostensible concern for the lack of power experienced by marginalized people, aligns them with the political left. Yet, despite their adversarial posture and talk of opposition, their discourses on intertextuality and inter-referentiality isolate them from and ignore the conditions that have produced leftist politics--conflict, racism, poverty, and injustice. In short, as Clarke (1991) asserts, postmodern emphasis on new subjects conceals the old subjects, those who have limited access to good jobs, food, housing, health care, and transportation, as well as to the media that depict them. Merod (1987) decries this situation as one which leaves no vision, will, or commitment to activism. He notes that academic lip service to the oppositional is underscored by the absence of focused collective or politically active intellectual communities. Provoked by the academic manifestations of this problem Di Leonardo (1990) echoes Merod and laments: Has there ever been a historical era characterized by as little radical analysis or activism and as much radical-chic writing as ours? Maundering on about Otherness: phallocentrism or Eurocentric tropes has become a lazy academic substitute for actual engagement with the detailed histories and contemporary realities of Western racial minorities, white women, or any Third World population. (p. 530) Clarke's assessment of the postmodern elevation of language to the "sine qua non" of critical discussion is an even stronger indictment against the trend. Clarke examines Lyotard's (1984) The Postmodern Condition in which Lyotard maintains that virtually all social relations are linguistic, and, therefore, it is through the coercion that threatens speech that we enter the "realm of terror" and society falls apart. To this assertion, Clarke replies: I can think of few more striking indicators of the political and intellectual impoverishment of a view of society that can only recognize the discursive. If the worst terror we can envisage is the threat not to be allowed to speak, we are appallingly ignorant of terror in its elaborate contemporary forms. It may be the intellectual's conception of terror (what else do we do but speak?), but its projection onto the rest of the world would be calamitous....(pp. 2-27)  The realm of the discursive is derived from the requisites for human life, which are in the physical world, rather than in a world of ideas or symbols.(4) Nutrition, shelter, and protection are basic human needs that require collective activity for their fulfillment. Postmodern emphasis on the discursive without an accompanying analysis of how the discursive emerges from material circumstances hides the complex task of envisioning and working towards concrete social goals (Merod, 1987). Although the material conditions that create the situation of marginality escape the purview of the postmodernist, the situation and its consequences are not overlooked by scholars from marginalized groups. Robinson (1990) for example, argues that "the justice that working people deserve is economic, not just textual" (p. 571). Lopez (1992) states that "the starting point for organizing the program content of education or political action must be the present existential, concrete situation" (p. 299). West (1988) asserts that borrowing French post-structuralist discourses about "Otherness" blinds us to realities of American difference going on in front of us (p. 170). Unlike postmodern "textual radicals" who Rabinow (1986) acknowledges are "fuzzy about power and the realities of socioeconomic constraints" (p. 255), most writers from marginalized groups are clear about how discourse interweaves with the concrete circumstances that create lived experience. People whose lives form the material for postmodern counter-hegemonic discourse do not share the optimism over the new recognition of their discursive subjectivities, because such an acknowledgment does not address sufficiently their collective historical and current struggles against racism, sexism, homophobia, and economic injustice. They do not appreciate being told they are living in a world in which there are no more real subjects. Ideas have consequences. Emphasizing the discursive self when a person is hungry and homeless represents both a cultural and humane failure. The need to look beyond texts to the perception and attainment of concrete social goals keeps writers from marginalized groups ever-mindful of the specifics of how power works through political agendas, institutions, agencies, and the budgets that fuel them.
2AC Cede The Political 

Their alternative cedes the political- Weimar proves 

Lord William Wallace, Baron of Saltaire, AND PhD Cornell, Former IR Prof London School of Economics, Total Badass, Review of international Studies 1996 (22)

The failure of the Weimar Republic to establish its legitimacy owed something to the irresponsibility of intellectuals of the right and left, preferring the private certainties of their ideological schools to critical engagement with the difficult compromises of democratic politics. The Frankfurt School of Adorno and Marcuse were Salonbolschewisten, 'relentless in their hostility towards the capitalist system' while 'they never abandoned the lifestyle of the haute bourgeoisie'?x The followers of Nietzsche on the right and those of Marx on the left both worked to denigrate the limited achievements and the political compromises of Weimar, encouraging their students to adopt their own radically critical positions and so contribute to undermining the republic. Karl Mannheim, who had attempted in Ideology and Utopia to build on Weber's conditional and contingent sociology of knowledge, was among the first professors dismissed when the Nazis came to power. Intellectuals who live within relatively open civil societies have a responsibility to the society within which they live: to act themselves as constructive critics, and to encourage their students to contribute to the strengthening of civil society rather than to undermine it.32 (308-9)

2AC-Permutation
Their K incorrectly essentializes realism-it’s not a static entity, it can incorporate critical insights

MURIELLE COZETTE* BA (Hons) (Sciences Po Paris), MA (King's College London), MA (Sciences Po Paris), PhD (LSE) is a John Vincent Postdoctoral fellow in the Department of International Relations. Review of International Studies (2008), 34, 5–27

This article concentrates on Morgenthau’s views on the ethics of scholarship and argues that all his works must be read in the light of his central goal: speaking truth to power. Morgenthau wrote at length, and held very specific views about, the role and function of scholars in society. It is therefore legitimate to claim that, as a scholar himself, Morgenthau attempted to live up to his very demanding definition of scholarly activity, and his assertion that scholars have the moral responsibility to speak truth to power informed all his major works. While Morgenthau’s conception of the ethics of scholarship is generally ignored or neglected, it is, however, indispensable to take it into account when approaching his writings. Indeed, it demonstrates that for Morgenthau, a realist theory of international politics always includes two dimensions, which are intrinsically linked: it is supposed to explain international relations, but it is also, fundamentally, a normative and critical project which questions the existing status quo. While the explanatory dimension of realism is usually discussed at great length, its critical side is consistently – and conveniently – forgotten or underestimated by the more recent, self-named ‘critical’ approaches. However diverse these recent approaches may be in their arguments, what unites them all is what they are supposedly critical of: the realist tradition. The interpretation they provide of realism is well known, and rarely questioned. Although it is beyond the scope of this article to review it at length, it is worth stressing some of the main features which are constantly emphasised. First then, realism is a state-centric approach, by which is meant that it stresses the importance of anarchy and the struggle for power among states. From this, most critical approaches jump to the conclusion that realism is therefore strikingly ill-equipped to deal with the contemporary era where the state is increasingly regarded as outdated and/or dangerous, because it stands in the path of different, more emancipatory modes of political organisation. Realism, it is also argued, pretends to be objective and to depict ‘things as they are’: but this cannot obscure the fact that theories are never value-neutral and constitute the very ‘reality’ they pretend to ‘describe’. This leads to the idea that realism is in fact nothing but conservatism: it is portrayed as the voice of (great) powers, with the effect of reifying (and therefore legitimising) the existing international order. This explains why Rothstein can confidently argue that realism ‘is . . . implicitly a conservative doctrine attractive to men concerned with protecting the status quo’, and that it is a ‘deceptive and dangerous’ theory, not least because it ‘has provided the necessary psychological and intellectual support to resist criticism, to persevere in the face of doubt, and to use any means to outwit or to dupe domestic dissenters’.2 Such views represent a fundamental misunderstanding of the realist project, but are nonetheless widely accepted as commonsense in the discipline. A typical example of this is the success of Cox’s famous distinction between ‘problem solving’ and ‘critical’ theory. Unsurprisingly, realism is the archetypal example of a problem-solving theory for Cox. His account of the realist tradition sweepingly equates Morgenthau and Waltz, who are described as ‘American scholars who transformed realism into a form of problem-solving theory’.3 Thereafter in his famous article ‘Social Forces, States and World Orders’, Cox refers to the works of both scholars by using the term ‘neo-realism’. Problem solving theory (and therefore realism) ‘takes the world as it finds it . . . as the given framework for action’, while by contrast, the distinctive trait of ‘critical theory’ is to ‘stand apart from the prevailing order of the world and asks how that order came about’.4 Problem-solving theory, says Cox, ‘serves particular national sectional or class interests, which are comfortable within the given order’, which therefore means that its purpose is ‘conservative’.5 Problem-solving theory also pretends to be ‘value free’, while Cox is keen to remind his reader that it contains some ‘latent normative elements’, and that its ‘non normative quality is however, only superficial’.6 By contrast to what Cox presents as a problem-solving theory, being ‘critical’ in IR means being openly normative, challenging the status quo, and seeking to advance human emancipation( s), however this concept is to be defined.7 The picture Cox proposes is therefore simple: critical theory is named as such because of its commitment to ‘bringing about an alternative order’ and because of its openly normative stance, while realism, by contrast, is presented as a theory which in effect reproduces and ‘sustain[s] the existing order’.8 To be fair, not all critical theorists promote such a simplistic vision of what realism stands for – Cox himself, in some of his later works, recognised that classical realism possesses an undeniable critical dimension. In 1992, providing a more nuanced analysis of the school, he thus accepted that ‘classical realism is to be seen as a means of empowerment of the less powerful, a means of demystification of the manipulative instruments of power’.9 He did not, however, investigate the critical dimension of realism in much depth, and failed to identify its emancipatory dimension. Other critical theorists demonstrate an awareness of the richness and subtlety of Morgenthau’s ideas. The best example remains Ashley’s famous piece on the poverty of neorealism, where he justly argues that the triumph of the latter has obscured the insights provided by classical realism. Ashley’s analysis remains, however, problematic as his interpretation of Morgenthau does not identify all the critical dimensions of his writings, and ultimately continues to present classical realism as the ‘ideological apparatus’ of one particular ruling group, that of statesmen, which remains essentially incapable of realising its own limitations. As he writes: It is a tradition whose silences and omissions, and failures of self critical nerve join it in secret complicity with an order of domination that reproduces the expectation of inequality as a motivating force, and insecurity as an integrating principle. As the ‘organic intellectuality of the world wide public sphere of bourgeois society, classical realism honors the silences of the tradition it interprets and participates in exempting the ‘private sphere’ from public responsibility.10 (emphasis added) The ‘picture’ of classical realism which is provided by Ashley therefore does not adequately capture its inherent critical dimension, as it ultimately presents it as reproducing the existing order and silencing dissent. Cox’s distinction clearly echoes the now classic one between ‘orthodox’ and ‘critical’ approaches (a label broad enough to include the self-named Critical Theory, Feminism, Normative theory, Constructivism and Post-Structuralism). The diversity of critical approaches should not obscure the fact that crucially, what allows them to think of themselves as critical is not simply a set of epistemological (usually ‘post-positivist’) or ontological assumptions they may share. It is also, fundamentally, the image they think lies in the mirror when they turn it to realism. In most cases then, it seems to be enough to oppose a simplistic picture of realism like that provided by Cox to deserve the much coveted label ‘critical’. This leads to the idea that it is impossible to be at the same time a realist scholar and critical, as the two adjectives are implicitly presented as antithetical. This clearly amounts to an insidious high-jacking of the very adjective ‘critical’, which more often than not merely signals that one does not adopt a realist approach. The meaning of the adjective is therefore presented as self-evident, and realism is denied any critical dimension. This is highly problematic as this reinforces a typical ‘self-righteousness’ from these ‘critical’ approaches, which tend to rely on a truncated and misleading picture of what realism stands for and conveniently never properly engage with realists’ arguments. The fact that Waltz is always the primary target of these approaches is no coincidence: this article demonstrates that realism as expressed by Morgenthau is at its very core a critical project. In order to challenge the use of the adjective ‘critical’ by some who tend to think of themselves as such simply by virtue of opposing what they mistakenly present as a conservative theoretical project, the article highlights the central normative and critical dimensions underlying Morgenthau’s works. It does so by assessing his views about the ethics of scholarship. The article is divided into two parts. First, it investigates Morgenthau’s ideal of the scholarly activity, which rests upon a specific understanding of the relationship between truth and power. Second, it focuses on some features which, for Morgenthau, constitute a ‘betrayal’ of this ideal (a term he borrowed from Julien Benda). The article demonstrates that contrary to the common interpretation of realism as a theoretical outlook that holds an implicit and hidden normative commitment to the preservation of the existing order, Morgenthau’s formulation of realism is rooted in his claim that political science is a subversive force, which should ‘stir up the conscience of society’, and in doing so, challenge the status quo. For Morgenthau, IR scholars have the responsibility to seek truth, against power if needed, and then to speak this truth to power even though power may try to silence or distort the scholar’s voice.11 Giving up this responsibility leads to ideology and blind support for power, which is something that Morgenthau always saw as dangerous, and consistently opposed. His commitment to truth in turn explains why, according to him, political science is always, by definition, a revolutionary force whose main purpose is to bring about ‘change through action’. In complete contrast to what ‘critical approaches’ consistently claim, the realist project is therefore best understood as a critique of the powers-that-be.
2AC-Threats Real
Literature and psychological bias runs towards threat deflation- we are the opposite of paranoid

Schweller 4 [Randall L. Schweller, Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at The Ohio State University, “Unanswered Threats A Neoclassical RealistTheory of Underbalancing,” International Security 29.2 (2004) 159-201, Muse] 

Despite the historical frequency of underbalancing, little has been written on the subject. Indeed, Geoffrey Blainey's memorable observation that for "every thousand pages published on the causes of wars there is less than one page directly on the causes of peace" could have been made with equal veracity about overreactions to threats as opposed to underreactions to them.92 Library shelves are filled with books on the causes and dangers of exaggerating threats, ranging from studies of domestic politics to bureaucratic politics, to political psychology, to organization theory. By comparison, there have been few studies at any level of analysis or from any theoretical perspective that directly explain why states have with some, if not equal, regularity underestimated dangers to their survival. There may be some cognitive or normative bias at work here. Consider, for instance, that there is a commonly used word, paranoia, for the unwarranted fear that people are, in some way, "out to get you" or are planning to do oneharm. I suspect that just as many people are afflicted with the opposite psychosis: the delusion that everyone loves you when, in fact, they do not even like you. Yet, we do not have a familiar word for this phenomenon. Indeed, I am unaware of any word that describes this pathology (hubris and overconfidence come close, but they plainly define something other than what I have described). That noted, international relations theory does have a frequently used phrase for the pathology of states' underestimation of threats to their survival, the so-called Munich analogy. The term is used, however, in a disparaging way by theorists to ridicule those who employ it. The central claim is that the naïveté associated with Munich and the outbreak of World War II has become an overused and inappropriate analogy because few leaders are as evil and unappeasable as Adolf Hitler. Thus, the analogy either mistakenly causes leaders [End Page 198] to adopt hawkish and overly competitive policies or is deliberately used by leaders to justify such policies and mislead the public. A more compelling explanation for the paucity of studies on underreactions to threats, however, is the tendency of theories to reflect contemporary issues as well as the desire of theorists and journals to provide society with policy- relevant theories that may help resolve or manage urgent security problems. Thus, born in the atomic age with its new balance of terror and an ongoing Cold War, the field of security studies has naturally produced theories of and prescriptions for national security that have had little to say about—and are, in fact, heavily biased against warnings of—the dangers of underreacting to or underestimating threats. After all, the nuclear revolution was not about overkill but, as Thomas Schelling pointed out, speed of kill and mutual kill.93 Given the apocalyptic consequences of miscalculation, accidents, or inadvertent nuclear war, small wonder that theorists were more concerned about overreacting to threats than underresponding to them. At a time when all of humankind could be wiped out in less than twenty-five minutes, theorists may be excused for stressing the benefits of caution under conditions of uncertainty and erring on the side of inferring from ambiguous actions overly benign assessments of the opponent's intentions. The overwhelming fear was that a crisis "might unleash forces of an essentially military nature that overwhelm the political process and bring on a war thatnobody wants. Many important conclusions about the risk of nuclear war, and thus about the political meaning of nuclear forces, rest on this fundamental idea."94 Now that the Cold War is over, we can begin to redress these biases in the literature. In that spirit, I have offered a domestic politics model to explain why threatened states often fail to adjust in a prudent and coherent way to dangerous changes in their strategic environment. The model fits nicely with recent realist studies on imperial under- and overstretch. Specifically, it is consistent with Fareed Zakaria's analysis of U.S. foreign policy from 1865 to 1889, when, he claims, the United States had the national power and opportunity to expand but failed to do so because it lacked sufficient state power (i.e., the state was weak relative to society).95 Zakaria claims that the United States did [End Page 199] not take advantage of opportunities in its environment to expand because it lacked the institutional state strength to harness resources from society that were needed to do so. I am making a similar argument with respect to balancing rather than expansion: incoherent, fragmented states are unwilling and unable to balance against potentially dangerous threats because elites view the domestic risks as too high, and they are unable to mobilize the required resources from a divided society. The arguments presented here also suggest that elite fragmentation and disagreement within a competitive political process, which Jack Snyder cites as an explanation for overexpansionist policies, are more likely to produce underbalancing than overbalancing behavior among threatened incoherent states.96 This is because a balancing strategy carries certain political costs and risks with few, if any, compensating short-term political gains, and because the strategic environment is always somewhat uncertain. Consequently, logrolling among fragmented elites within threatened states is more likely to generate overly cautious responses to threats than overreactions to them. This dynamic captures the underreaction of democratic states to the rise of Nazi Germany during the interwar period.97 In addition to elite fragmentation, I have suggested some basic domestic-level variables that regularly intervene to thwart balance of power predictions.
2AC “Security” 
Even attempts to deconstruct securitization reinforce it 

Dr. Jef Huysmans,  MA (University of Hull), Ph.D. (University of Leuven)) Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Studies, Director of the Center for Citizenship, Identities, Governance, " Defining Social Constructivism in Security Studies: The Normative Dilemma of Writing Security", Alternatives January 02 (questia)

It has been suggested above that this sociological approach brackets an interpretation of the symbolic logic--what some would call the grammar--of the security formation. That is what Waever briefly touches on when he discusses the logic of security by means of the logic of war read through the lens of national security. (39) Both Waever's work and Bigo's seem to presuppose that securitization implies that a particular logic (the security formation) is invested in issue areas when they are successfully securitized. They have to assume something like Waever's "logic of war read through the national security lens" because that logic explains the specific effects that securitization has on social relations. Once some key elements of the formation are sketched, they bracket it to concentrate on the institutional rarefaction of security utterances and the institutional basis of the mobilization of security dispositions. Consequently, the sociological research project does not raise the question of how the securit y formation is entrenched in a symbolic, cultural order or how this formation can change by securitizing sectors other than the military and that of internal public order in which its modern form was constructed. They thus focus on a particular aspect of the discursive formation, leaving another dimension underexplored. This is not without consequences. For example, it makes the research relatively insensitive to changes in the security formation itself resulting from security utterances being employed in nontraditional security contexts (e.g., the environment or migration) or other cultural contexts. The view of the logic is a rather static one: the formation is a particular organization of social relations that is reproduced in the areas that are securitized. Securitization thus consists of successfully transferring the specific security formation to other sectors. Change of the formation itself drops out of the picture. This research project focusing on the institutionalization of threat environments does not escape the normative dilemma of social-constructivist security studies. As with any security analysis, by uttering security language it risks confirming the securitization of an area that it would prefer not to be securitized. But because it cuts into the dilemma from the question of the rarefaction of security utterances, it differentiates the normative dilemma somewhat. As stated up to now, the dilemma rests on the general assumption that utterances have a performative force and that agents uttering security do not fully control the way they utter and the effects of the utterance. Sociological inquiries into the conditions of the mobilization of security dispositions can show that not all utterances have an equal capacity to "securitize." It depends on the position from which the utterance is spoken and on how it is constructed. In other words, some security utterances have a higher capacity to mobilize security disp ositions than others. This also counts for the way security studies reproduces security language. For example, Bigo's research implies that his own statements have not the same capacity to securitize internal affairs as a more technical research that tries to correctly define threats and so forth. Why? In his interpretation of the process, to increase its capacity for securitization the professional knowledge produced by security Professionals--which can include academics--should be formulated in a technical, rational language.
Security can be deployed strategically for emancipation 

Dr. Jef Huysmans,  MA (University of Hull), Ph.D. (University of Leuven)) Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Studies, Director of the Center for Citizenship, Identities, Governance, " Defining Social Constructivism in Security Studies: The Normative Dilemma of Writing Security", Alternatives January 02 (questia)

There is no solution for the normative dilemma in the social-constructivist security analyses defined above. The particular understanding of language makes any security utterance potentially securitizing. Consequently, enunciating security is never innocent or neutral. Of course, this does not have to result in a normative dilemma; it does so only if one wants to or has to utter security in a political context while wanting to avoid a securitization of a particular area. Someone may also employ security language with the intention of securitizing an area. This does not necessarily require a conservative interest in keeping the status quo or in establishing law and order. Securitization can also be performed with an emancipatory interest. Given the capacity of security language to prioritize questions and to mobilize people, one may employ it as a tactical device to give human-rights questions a higher visibility, for example. It is also possible to mobilize security questions in nonsecurity areas with the intention to change the conservative bias of the security language. This would require a positive concept of security that defines liberation from oppression as a good that should be secured. (40)

2AC Realism 
Realism is true and inevitable – a shift away collapses into chaos.
Mearsheimer 2001 [professor of political science at University of Chicago, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, pg. 361]

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

Thayer 2004 – Thayer has been a Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and has taught at Dartmouth College and the University of Minnesota [Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, University of Kentucky Press, 2004, pg. 75-76 //adi]
The central issue here is what causes states to behave as offensive realists predict. Mearsheimer advances a powerful argument that anarchy is the fundamental cause of such behavior. The fact that there is no world government compels the leaders of states to take steps to ensure their security, such as striving to have a powerful military, aggressing when forced to do so, and forging and maintaining alliances. This is what neorealists call a self-help system: leaders of states arc forced to take these steps because nothing else can guarantee their security in the anarchic world of international relations. I argue that evolutionary theory also offers a fundamental cause for offensive realist behavior. Evolutionary theory explains why individuals are motivated to act as offensive realism expects, whether an individual is a captain of industry or a conquistador. My argument is that anarchy is even more important than most scholars of international relations recognize. The human environment of evolutionary adaptation was anarchic; our ancestors lived in a state of nature in which resources were poor and dangers from other humans and the environment were great—so great that it is truly remarkable that a mammal standing three feet high—without claws or strong teeth, not particularly strong or swift—survived and evolved to become what we consider human. Humans endured because natural selection gave them the right behaviors to last in those conditions. This environment produced the behaviors examined here: egoism, domination, and the in-group/out-group distinction. These specific traits arc sufficient to explain why leaders will behave, in the proper circumstances, as offensive realists expect them to behave. That is, even if they must hurt other humans or risk injury to themselves, they will strive to maximize their power, defined as either control over others (for example, through wealth or leadership) or control over ecological circumstances (such as meeting their own and their family's or tribes need for food, shelter, or other resources).
2AC–Alt Fails
The alternative fails to offer a solution to policy-makers—this makes solvency impossible.

Walt 99 (Stephen, Professor of International Affairs at Harvard University, “Rigor or Rigor Mortis? Rational Choice and Security Studies,” International Security, 23(4),) 

Taken together, these characteristics help explain why recent formal work has had relatively little to say about important real-world security issues. Although formal techniques produce precise, logically consistent arguments, they often rest on unrealistic assumptions and the results are rarely translated into clear and accessible conclusions. And because many formal conjectures are often untested, policymakers and concerned citizens have no way of knowing if the arguments are valid. In this sense, much of the recent formal work in security studies reflects the "cult of irrelevance" that pervades much of contemporary social science. Instead of using their expertise to address important real-world problems, academics often focus on narrow and trivial problems that may impress their colleagues but are of little practical value. If formal theory were to dominate security studies as it has other areas of political science, much of the scholarship in the field would likely be produced by people with impressive technical skills but little or no substantive knowledge of history, politics, or strategy.[111] Such fields are prone to become "method-driven" rather than "problem-driven," as research topics are chosen not because they are important but because they are amenable to analysis by the reigning methode du jour.[112] Instead of being a source of independent criticism and creative, socially useful ideas, the academic world becomes an isolated community engaged solely in dialogue with itself.[113] Throughout most of the postwar period, the field of security studies managed to avoid this danger. It has been theoretically and methodologically diverse, but its agenda has been shaped more by real-world problems than by methodological fads. New theoretical or methodological innovations have been brought to bear on particular research puzzles, but the field as a whole has retained considerable real-world relevance. By contrast, recent formal work in security studies has little to say about contemporary security issues. Formal rational choice theorists have been largely absent from the major international security debates of the past decade (such as the nature of the post-Cold War world; the character, causes, and strength of the democratic peace; the potential contribution of security institutions; the causes of ethnic conflict; the future role of nuclear weapons; or the impact of ideas and culture on strategy and conflict). These debates have been launched and driven primarily by scholars using nonformal methods, and formal theorists have joined in only after the central parameters were established by others.[114] Thus one of the main strengths of the subfield of security studies--namely, its close connection to real-world issues--could be lost if the narrow tendencies of the modeling community took control of its research agenda.

The alternative can’t address a root cause or end enemy creation- it only causes war 

Andrew Sullivan, PhD Harvard, 1-15-3 " Sheryl Crow, brain-dead peacenik in sequins. “ http://www.salon.com/opinion/sullivan/2003/01/15/crow/index.html

One is also required to ask: If war is "not the answer," what exactly is the question? I wonder if, in her long interludes of geopolitical analysis, Ms. Crow even asks herself that. Perhaps if she did -- let's say the question is about the threat of weapons of mass destruction in the hands of terrorists -- we might have an inkling about what her "answer" might actually be. Mercifully, Ms. Crow provides us with what she believes is an argument. Are you sitting down? Here it comes: "I think war is based in greed and there are huge karmic retributions that will follow. I think war is never the answer to solving any problems. The best way to solve problems is to not have enemies." Let's take this bit by bit. "War is based in greed." Some wars, surely. The pirate wars of the 17th century. Saddam's incursion into Kuwait. Early British forays in the Far East and India. But all wars? The United States' intervention in the Second World War? The Wars of Religion in the 17th century? Many wars are fueled by nationalism, or by ideology, or by expansionism. And many wars have seen their protagonists not enriched but impoverished. Take Britain's entry into the war against Nazi Germany. It would have been far more lucrative for the Brits to have made a deal with Hitler, to preserve their wealth and empire. Instead, they waged war, lost their entire imperial project and ransacked their own domestic wealth. Where would that fit into Ms. Crow's worldview? And then there's the concept of a just war -- wars that have to be fought to defeat a greater evil. Wars of self-defense. Wars of prevention. Wars against tyrants. Ms. Crow's remarks seem to acknowledge no such distinction. Does she believe that removing Hitler from power solved nothing? That preventing further genocide in the Balkans solved nothing? That ending 50 years of Soviet tyranny meant nothing? Apparently so. There's only one word for this kind of argument: Asinine. Then we have this wonderful insight: "The best way to solve problems is to not have enemies." Wow. Like, wow. Like, war. It's bad. Bad karma. But, ahem, what if you have no choice in the matter? What if an enemy decides, out of hatred or fanaticism or ideology, simply to attack you? I'm not sure where Ms. Crow was on Sept. 11, 2001. But the enemy made its point palpably clear. Does wishing that these crazed religious nuts were not our enemies solve any problems? I'm taking her too seriously, of course. I should ignore her. But the "antiwar" movement (I put it in quotation marks because any kind of appeasement this time will only make a bloodier future war inevitable) is happy to use celebrities for its own purposes. And so their presence in the debate has to be acknowledged, if only to be decried. So let's decry this moronic celebrity convergence. The weak arguments of the appease-Saddam left just got a little weaker. And the karmic retributions are gonna be harsh, man. Way harsh. 

2AC-Impact Calc
Abandoning the state worse than endorsing it

Michael Walzer, BA Brandeis, PhD Harvard, ,Response to: The Military State of America and the Democratic Left, Dissent Vol. 57 No 1, Winter 2010
He thinks that the most important thing happening in the world today is the growth of international institutions and the erosion of state sovereignty. But, again, he never tells us how or where this is "happening." Right now, no political leader in his right mind would entrust the safety of his people to any international organization. Right now, what the most oppressed and impoverished people in the world most urgently need is a decent and effective sovereign state. This is obviously true for Tibetans, Kurds, and Palestinians, but it is also true of people across Africa and in many parts of Asia, living in failed states, ruled by warlords, without effective police, without welfare systems or functioning schools. In the world as it is today, only sovereign states can provide these services. But Jim wants to get past state sovereignty. Maybe one day there will be pleasant pastures "beyond" the state. Right now, there is only a wasteland.

Their psychology claims are nonsense- can’t explain the actual track record of war

David Kagan, Former Dean of Yale,  currently Sterling Professor of Classics and History at Yale MA Brown, PhD Ohio State, NATIONAL AFFAIRS  FROM ISSUE NUMBER 78 - WINTER 1985 
 This essay is typical in its rejection of the particular in favor of the general, in its search for unconscious and uncontrolled motives to the neglect of the conscious and purposeful motives of people, in its rejection of the willed and rational in favor of the non-rational or irrational. Its authors make no claim to originality, and allow that their theory may seem to be nothing more than enlightened common sense. But in fact it is an attack on common sense. The reader may have thought wars were the results of ignorance, bad character, or evil intentions—I mean fear, suspicion, greed, jealousy, and hatred—but they are really the results of inevitable ambivalence leading to morbid anxiety which is transformed into displaced or projected aggression, over all of which the individual has no control. And if this seems arcane, the reader can fall back on the real teaching of this essay—that wars are caused by various things. Like the other scientizing students of society, the authors leave the crucial questions not only unanswered but unasked. Presumably, people are always repressing, displacing, and projecting their aggressive feelings. Why do these processes lead to war at some times and not at others? And if we leave cloudcuckooland for a moment, we soon recognize that the decisions that produce wars are not made by great masses of psychologically disturbed people but by a small number of leaders charged with the conduct of foreign affairs. A proper theory ought to consider what moves such people to bring on war. If they are moved by forces such as those I have discussed, it should be possible to show that they are, and to show how they are. If they merely respond to popular feeling, we should be told precisely how, when, and why they do. Statesmen who make decisions usually offer reasoned explanations for their actions. If the stated reasons are false, as they often are, should we not seek unstated reasons before abandoning reason altogether? (p. 50-51)

2AC Value To Life 

Sanctity more important than quality of life

William Federer is a best-selling author and president of Amerisearch Inc. 10-18-03 http://www.worldnetdaily.com/news/article.asp?ARTICLE_ID=35138
Even before the rise of Adolf Hitler's Third Reich, the way for the gruesome Nazi Holocaust of human extermination and cruel butchery was being prepared in the 1930 German Weimar Republic through the medical establishment and philosophical elite's adoption of the "quality of life" concept in place of the "sanctity of life." The Nuremberg trials, exposing the horrible Nazi war crimes, revealed that Germany's trend toward atrocity began with their progressive embrace of the Hegelian doctrine of "rational utility," where an individual's worth is in relation to their contribution to the state, rather than determined in light of traditional moral, ethical and religious values. This gradual transformation of national public opinion, promulgated through media and education, was described in an article written by the British commentator Malcolm Muggeridge entitled "The Humane Holocaust" and in an article written by former United States Surgeon General, C. Everett Koop, M.D., entitled "The Slide to Auschwitz," both published in The Human Life Review, 1977 and 1980 respectively.  Muggeridge stated: "Near at hand, we have been accorded, for those that have eyes to see, an object lesson in what the quest for 'quality of life' without reference to 'sanctity of life' can involve ... [namely] the great Nazi Holocaust, whose TV presentation has lately been harrowing viewers throughout the Western world. In this televised version, an essential consideration has been left out – namely, that the origins of the Holocaust lay, not in Nazi terrorism and anti-Semitism, but in pre-Nazi Weimar Germany's acceptance of euthanasia and mercy-killing as humane and estimable. ...  "It took no more than three decades to transform a war crime into an act of compassion, thereby enabling the victors in the war against Nazism to adopt the very practices for which the Nazis had been solemnly condemned at Nuremberg."  The transformation followed thus: The concept that the elderly and terminally ill should have the right to die was promoted in books, newspapers, literature and even entertainment films, the most popular of which were entitled "Ich klage an (I accuse)" and "Mentally Ill." 

One euthanasia movie, based on a novel by a National Socialist doctor, actually won a prize at the world-famous Venice Film Festival! Extreme hardship cases were cited, which increasingly convinced the public to morally approve of euthanasia. The medical profession gradually grew accustomed to administering death to patients who, for whatever reasons, felt their low "quality of life" rendered their lives not worth living, or as it was put, lebensunwerten Lebens, (life unworthy of life).  In an Associated Press release published in the New York Times Oct. 10, 1933, entitled "Nazi Plan to Kill Incurables to End Pain; German Religious Groups Oppose Move," it was stated: "The Ministry of Justice, in a detailed memorandum explaining the Nazi aims regarding the German penal code, today announced its intentions to authorize physicians to end the sufferings of the incurable patient. The memorandum ... proposed that it shall be possible for physicians to end the tortures of incurable patients, upon request, in the interest of true humanity.  "This proposed legal recognition of euthanasia – the act of providing a painless and peaceful death – raised a number of fundamental problems of a religious, scientific and legal nature. The Catholic newspaper Germania hastened to observe: 'The Catholic faith binds the conscience of its followers not to accept this method.' ... In Lutheran circles, too, life is regarded as something that God alone can take. ... Euthanasia ... has become a widely discussed word in the Reich. ... No life still valuable to the State will be wantonly destroyed." Nationalized health care and government involvement in medical care promised to improve the public's "quality of life." Unfortunately, the cost of maintaining government medical care was a contributing factor to the growth of the national debt, which reached astronomical proportions. Double and triple digit inflation crippled the economy, resulting in the public demanding that government cut expenses.  This precipitated the 1939 order to cut federal expenses. The national socialist government decided to remove "useless" expenses from the budget, which included the support and medical costs required to maintain the lives of the retarded, insane, senile, epileptic, psychiatric patients, handicapped, deaf, blind, the non-rehabilitatable ill and those who had been diseased or chronically ill for five years or more. It was labeled an "act of mercy" to "liberate them through death," as they were viewed as having an extremely low "quality of life," as well as being a tax burden on the public.  The public psyche was conditioned for this, as even school math problems compared distorted medical costs incurred by the taxpayer of caring for and rehabilitating the chronically sick with the cost of loans to newly married couples for new housing units.  The next whose lives were terminated by the state were the institutionalized elderly who had no relatives and no financial resources. These lonely, forsaken individuals were needed by no one and would be missed by no one. Their "quality of life" was considered low by everyone's standards, and they were a tremendous tax burden on the economically distressed state.  The next to be eliminated were the parasites on the state: the street people, bums, beggars, hopelessly poor, gypsies, prisoners, inmates and convicts. These were socially disturbing individuals incapable of providing for themselves whose "quality of life" was considered by the public as irreversibly below standard, in addition to the fact that they were a nuisance to society and a seed-bed for crime.  The liquidation grew to include those who had been unable to work, the socially unproductive and those living on welfare or government pensions. They drew financial support from the state, but contributed nothing financially back. They were looked upon as "useless eaters," leeches, stealing from those who worked hard to pay the taxes to support them. Their unproductive lives were a burden on the "quality of life" of those who had to pay the taxes. The next to be eradicated were the ideologically unwanted, the political enemies of the state, religious extremists and those "disloyal" individuals considered to be holding the government back from producing a society which functions well and provides everyone a better "quality of life." The moving biography of the imprisoned Dietrich Bonhoffer chronicled the injustices. These individuals also were a source of "human experimental material," allowing military medical research to be carried on with human tissue, thus providing valuable information that promised to improve the nation's health.  Finally, justifying their actions on the purported theory of evolution, the Nazis considered the German, or "Aryan," race as "ubermenschen," supermen, being more advanced in the supposed progress of human evolution. This resulted in the twisted conclusion that all other races, and in particular the Jewish race, were less evolved and needed to be eliminated from the so-called "human gene pool," ensuring that future generations of humans would have a higher "quality of life."  Dr. Koop stated: "The first step is followed by the second step. You can say that if the first step is moral then whatever follows must be moral. The important thing, however, is this: Whether you diagnose the first step as being one worth taking or being one that is precarious rests entirely on what the second step is likely to be. ... I am concerned about this because when the first 273,000 German aged, infirm and retarded were killed in gas chambers there was no outcry from that medical profession either, and it was not far from there to Auschwitz."  Can this holocaust happen in America? Indeed, it has already begun. The idea of killing a person and calling it "death with dignity" is an oxymoron. The "mercy-killing" movement puts us on the same path as pre-Nazi Germany. The "quality of life" concept, which eventually results in the Hegelian utilitarian attitude of a person's worth being based on their contribution toward perpetuating big government, is in stark contrast to America's founding principles.  This philosophy which lowers the value of human life, shocked attendees at the Governor's Commission on Disability, in Concord, N.H., Oct. 5, 2001, as they heard the absurd comments of Princeton University professor Peter Singer.  The Associated Press reported Singer's comments: "I do think that it is sometimes appropriate to kill a human infant," he said, adding that he does not believe a newborn has a right to life until it reaches some minimum level of consciousness. "For me, the relevant question is, what makes it so seriously wrong to take a life?" Singer asked. "Those of you who are not vegetarians are responsible for taking a life every time you eat. Species is no more relevant than race in making these judgments."  Singer's views, if left unchecked, could easily lead to a repeat of the atrocities of Nazi Germany, if not something worse.
2AC-Consequences First
Personal pacific beliefs have no place in policy making circles-consequences key

Guenter Lewy,  has been on the faculties of Columbia University, Smith College, and the University of Massachusetts Pacifism and Citizenship- Can they Coexist? 2005 

Pacifists, when truly and consistently committed to the supreme value of nonviolence, remind the rest of us who are not pacifists of the link between means and ends. Their personal "No!" to killing carries an important ethical message. The pacifist vision of a world free of the threat of war can help build support for the development of an ordered community at the international level that is able to resolve conflicts peacefully and justly. However, the moment the pacifist enters the political arena to seek to influence the policies of his nation, he ceases to speak as a pacifist and becomes subject to what Weber called the "ethic of responsibility," which takes account of the realities of power and the likely consequences of political decisions. The personal "No!" of the pacifist, representing an act of conscience, is morally unassailable if this act of refusal does not jeopardize the well-being of others. In view of the fact that pacifists are usually a small minority of a country's population, this condition is satisfied in most cases. On the other hand, the national policies proposed by pacifists should, like all policies, be judged in terms of foreseeable results. As George Weigel has correctly pointed out, "The morality of political judgment must include a consequential criterion. To argue, for example, that unilateral disarmament is the sole moral option, even if its results would be to make war more likely, is not an act of prophetic witness but a moral absurdity."5 Similarly, the pacifist's commitment to nonviolence can inspire others to abandon force and coercion, although pacifists will not necessarily be the only ones to urge a course of nonviolence. A social movement too weak to prevail in armed conflict, such as Solidarity in Poland, often will opt for nonviolent tactics of resistance for strictly prudential reasons. Indeed, I would argue, a prudential criterion should always be employed. The decision whether to choose a nonviolent response should be made within the context of likely consequences. Pacifists may choose nonviolence as an absolute moral imperative, but they should not mislead others into thinking that nonviolence will stop all acts of aggression and evil. To do otherwise leads to follies like Gandhi's advice to the Jews of Europe to use satyagraha to prevent the Nazis from carrying out their plan to destroy the Jewish people. The pacifist is entitled to participate in the political process and to propose policies like any other citizen. He should recognize, however, that when he enters the policy arena he must adopt standards of judgment distinct from those he applies in his personal life. He should not urge a course of action that, if implemented, would leave his country undefended or would tip the balance of power in the world in favor of expansionist and aggressor nations. It may be noble, Reinhold Niebuhr argued during World War II, for an individual to sacrifice his life rather than to participate in the defense of order and justice. But one cannot ignore the "distinction between an individual act of self-abnegation and a policy of submission to injustice, whereby lives and interests other than one's own are defrauded or destroyed."6 Individual perfection is not a basis on which to build a political platform. Pacifists have every right to avoid the moral dilemmas posed by the world of statesmanship and statecraft and to seek individual salvation through ethical absolutism and purity, but they have no right to sacrifice others for the attainment of this vocation. In the best of all possible worlds, pacifist activity could be both morally pure and politically relevant. In the real world, that is usually not possible. When pacifists present their language of the heart as a political alternative to the pressures and compromises of the political order, they, as Niebuhr noted, "invariably betray themselves into a preference for tyranny." For the moral ambiguities of history and the world of politics, Niebuhr insisted, ambiguous methods and ambiguous answers are required. "Let those who are revolted by such ambiguities have the decency and courtesy to retire to the monastery where the medieval perfectionists found their asylum."7 No one expects pacifists to be active supporters of nuclear deterrence, of the use of force against terrorists, or even of military aid to weak regimes facing the threat of foreign-sponsored subversion. But neither should pacifists obstruct all such policies that the democratically elected government of the United States pursues in order to assure its own survival as a free society. When the pacifist's conscience does not allow him to support policies that utilize force or the threat of force, the proper course for him is to remain silent, to abstain from taking a stand on that policy. A historical precedent for such a stance is the withdrawal of Quaker politicians from the government of the province of Pennsylvania in 1756 because they wanted neither to interfere with nor be party to war against the Indians. To prevent misunderstandings, I repeat the central point of my argument: I am not suggesting that pacifists stop being citizens; I am suggesting that when pacifists act as citizens, they should accept the test of consequences to which all public policies must be subject. Pacifists in World War II accepted this verity. They recognized that not only would it have been undemocratic to try to stop a war that their nations had democratically decided to wage, but that to do so would help bring about the triumph of a political system of unparalleled evil. I argue that pacifists should return to this view of their role in a democratic society. They should look at the foreseeable consequences of their actions. For example, they should take into account the fact that their pressure for disarmament in the Western democracies has no counterpart in the Soviet Union. (18-20)

2AC Hegemony 
Prefer our impacts – your long term inevitability claims are nonfalsifiable – our short term scenarios are more valid 

Christopher J. Fettweis (assistant professor of national security affairs at the U.S. Naval War College) May 2004 “  Evaluating IR's Crystal Balls: How Predictions of the Future Have Withstood Fourteen Years of Unipolarity” International Studies Review Volume 6, Issue 1, Pages 79-104 

Finally, and perhaps least important, the charge that fourteen years is too soon to embark on this venture is both overly literal and restrictive; after all, it is possible to project a few years beyond the immediate time horizon with a good degree of accuracy. Reasonable projections of economic potential and military spending are available for the next few years for the great powers. One of the more robust, if unsurprising, findings of quantitative international relations scholarship is that the best predictor of events in year X is the situation in year (X−1). Few would argue that drastic changes in the international system are terribly likely in the immediate future, say, over the next couple of years. Thus, the fourteen year time horizon used in this essay is, in reality, a bit longer. The obvious reaction by any skeptic to this venture—some form of "just you wait"—is too open-ended to be useful and renders the predictions unfalsifiable. Scholars who defend their probabilistic and even inevitable predictions about the evolution of the international system by asking for more time can never be proven wrong. Despite objections to the contrary, nothing in the logic of these projections suggests a reason to expect a delay in the beginning of their development. By now, fourteen years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, the trends that these visions predicted ought to have at least begun to make themselves apparent in measurable ways. A little later this essay will seek to begin that measurement. 
The US won’t give up the crown- we’ll go down fighting triggering all their impacts- hegemony critics agree 

David P. Calleo (University Professor at The Johns Hopkins University and Dean Acheson Professor at its Nitze School of Advanced International Studies (SAIS)) 2009 “Follies of Power:  America’s Unipolar Fantasy” p. 4-5

It is tempting to believe that America’s recent misadventures will discredit and suppress our hegemonic longings and that, following the presidential election of 2008, a new administration will abandon them. But so long as our identity as a nation is intimately bound up with seeing ourselves as the world’s most powerful country, at the heart of a global system, hegemony is likely to remain the recurring obsession of our official imagination, the id´ee fixe of our foreign policy. America’s hegemonic ambitions have, after all, suffered severe setbacks before. Less than half a century has passed since the “lesson of Vietnam.” But that lesson faded without forcing us to abandon the old fantasies of omnipotence. The fantasies merely went into remission, until the fall of the Soviet Union provided an irresistible occasion for their return. Arguably, in its collapse, the Soviet Union proved to be a greater danger to America’s own equilibrium than in its heyday. Dysfunctional imaginations are scarcely a rarity – among individuals or among nations. “Reality” is never a clear picture that imposes itself from without. Imaginations need to collaborate. They synthesize old and new images, concepts, and ideas and fuse language with emotions – all according to the inner grammar of our minds. These synthetic constructions become our reality, our way of depicting the world in which we live. Inevitably, our imaginations present us with only a partial picture. As Walter Lippmann once put it, our imaginations create a “pseudo-environment between ourselves and the world.”2 Every individual, therefore, has his own particular vision of reality, and every nation tends to arrive at a favored collective view that differs from the favored view of other nations. When powerful and interdependent nations hold visions of the world severely at odds with one another, the world grows dangerous. 
Withdrawal won’t reduce resentment or conflict- re-engagement inevitable 

Lieber 05 Professor of Government and International Affairs at Georgetown University  (Robert J., The American Era: Power and Strategy for the 21st Century, (p. 54))

Withdrawal from foreign commitments might seem to be a means of evading hostility toward the United States, but the consequences would almost certainly be harmful both to regional stability and to U.S. national interests. Although Europe would almost certainly not see the return to competitive balancing among regional powers (i.e., competition and even military rivalry between France and Germany) of the kind that some realist scholars of international relations have predicted," elsewhere the dangers could increase. In Asia, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan would have strong motivation to acquire nuclear weapons – which they have the technological capacity to do quite quickly. Instability and regional competition could also escalate, not only between India and Pakistan, but also in Southeast Asia involving Vietnam, Thailand, Indonesia, and possibly the Philippines. Risks in the Middle East would be likely to increase, with regional competition among the major countries of the Gulf region (Iran, Saudi Arabia, and Iraq) as well as Egypt, Syria, and Israel. Major regional wars, eventually involving the use of weapons of mass destruction plus human suffering on a vast scale, floods of refugees, economic disruption, and risks to oil supplies are all readily conceivable.  Based on past experience, the United States would almost certainly be drawn back into these areas, whether to defend friendly states, to cope with a humanitarian catastrophe, or to prevent a hostile power from dominating an entire region. Steven Peter Rosen has thus fit-tingly observed, "If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive."2z Similarly, Niall Ferguson has added that those who dislike American predominance ought to bear in mind that the alternative may not be a world of competing great powers, but one with no hegemon at all. Ferguson's warning may be hyperbolic, but it hints at the perils that the absence of a dominant power, "apolarity," could bring "an anarchic new Dark Age of waning empires and religious fanaticism; of endemic plunder and pillage in the world's forgotten regions; of economic stagnation and civilization's retreat into a few fortified enclaves."2

Our advantage isn’t based on myopic security discourse- multiple independent fields support our hegemony advantage, prefer our advantage because it is interdisciplinary

William Wohlforth (professor of government at Dartmouth College) 2009 “ Unipolarity, Status Competition, and Great Power War”Project Muse

Mainstream theories generally posit that states come to blows over an international status quo only when it has implications for their security or material well-being. The guiding assumption is that a state’s satisfaction [End Page 34] with its place in the existing order is a function of the material costs and benefits implied by that status.24 By that assumption, once a state’s status in an international order ceases to affect its material wellbeing, its relative standing will have no bearing on decisions for war or peace. But the assumption is undermined by cumulative research in disciplines ranging from neuroscience and evolutionary biology to economics, anthropology, sociology, and psychology that human beings are powerfully motivated by the desire for favorable social status comparisons. This research suggests that the preference for status is a basic disposition rather than merely a strategy for attaining other goals.25 People often seek tangibles not so much because of the welfare or security they bring but because of the social status they confer. Under certain conditions, the search for status will cause people to behave in ways that directly contradict their material interest in security and/or prosperity. 

AT: Predictions Fail 

Turn—rejecting strategic predictions of threats makes them inevitable—decisionmakers will rely on preconceived conceptions of threat rather than the more qualified predictions of analysts

Fitzsimmons, 07  (Michael, Washington DC defense analyst, “The Problem of Uncertainty in Strategic Planning”, Survival, Winter 06-07, online)

But handling even this weaker form of uncertainty is still quite challeng-  ing. If not sufficiently bounded, a high degree of variability in planning factors  can exact a significant price on planning. The complexity presented by great  variability strains the cognitive abilities of even the most sophisticated decision-  makers.15 And even a robust decision-making process sensitive to cognitive  limitations necessarily sacrifices depth of analysis for breadth as variability and  complexity grows. It should follow, then, that in planning under conditions of  risk, variability in strategic calculation should be carefully tailored to available  analytic and decision processes.  Why is this important? What harm can an imbalance between complexity  and cognitive or analytic capacity in strategic planning bring? Stated simply,  where analysis is silent or inadequate, the personal beliefs of decision-makers  fill the void. As political scientist Richard Betts found in a study of strategic sur-  prise, in ‘an environment that lacks clarity, abounds with conflicting data, and  allows no time for rigorous assessment of sources and validity, ambiguity allows  intuition or wishfulness to drive interpretation ... The greater the ambiguity, the  greater the impact of preconceptions.’16 The decision-making environment that  Betts describes here is one of political-military crisis, not long-term strategic  planning. But a strategist who sees uncertainty as the central fact of his environ-  ment brings upon himself some of the pathologies of crisis decision-making.  He invites ambiguity, takes conflicting data for granted and substitutes a priori  scepticism about the validity of prediction for time pressure as a rationale for  discounting the importance of analytic rigour.  It is important not to exaggerate the extent to which data and ‘rigorous  assessment’ can illuminate strategic choices. Ambiguity is a fact of life, and  scepticism of analysis is necessary. Accordingly, the intuition and judgement of  decision-makers will always be vital to strategy, and attempting to subordinate  those factors to some formulaic, deterministic decision-making model would be  both undesirable and unrealistic. All the same, there is danger in the opposite  extreme as well. Without careful analysis of what is relatively likely and what  is relatively unlikely, what will be the possible bases for strategic choices? A  decision-maker with no faith in prediction is left with little more than a set of  worst-case scenarios and his existing beliefs about the world to confront the  choices before him. Those beliefs may be more or less well founded, but if they  are not made explicit and subject to analysis and debate regarding their application to particular strategic contexts, they remain only beliefs and premises, rather than rational judgements. Even at their best, such decisions are likely to  be poorly understood by the organisations charged with their implementation.  At their worst, such decisions may be poorly understood by the decision-makers  themselves. 

XT: Realism 

Abandoning realism doesn’t eliminate global violence—alternative worldviews will be just as violent or worse

O'Callaghan, 02  (Terry , lecturer in the school of International Relations at the University of South Australia, International Relations and the third debate, ed: Jarvis, 2002, p. 79-80)

In fact, if we explore the depths of George's writings further, we find remarkable brevity in their scope, failing to engage with practical issues beyond platitudes and homilies. George, for example, is concerned about the violent, dangerous and war-prone character of the present international system. And rightly so. The world is a cruel and unforgiving place, especially for those who suffer the indignity of human suffering beneath tyrannous leaders, warrior states, and greedy self-serving elites. But surely the problem of violence is not banished from the international arena once the global stranglehold of realist thinking is finally broken? It is important to try to determine the levels of violence that might be expected in a nonrealist world. How will internecine conflict be managed? How do postmodernists like George go about managing conflict between marginalized groups whose "voices" collide? It is one thing to talk about the failure of current realist thinking, but there is absolutely nothing in George's statements to suggest that he has discovered solutions to handle events in Bosnia, the Middle East, or East Timor. Postmodern approaches look as impoverished in this regard as do realist perspectives. Indeed, it is interesting to note that George gives conditional support for the actions of the United States in Haiti and Somalia "because on balance they gave people some hope where there was none" (George, 1994:231). Brute force, power politics, and interventionism do apparently have a place in George's postmodem world. But even so, the Haitian and Somalian cases are hardly in the same intransigent category as those of Bosnia or the Middle East. Indeed, the Americans pulled out of Somalia as soon as events took a turn for the worse and, in the process, received a great deal of criticism from the international community. Would George have done the same thing? Would he have left the Taliban to their devices in light of their complicity in the events of September 11? Would he have left the Somalians to wallow in poverty and misery? Would he have been willing to sacrifice the lives of a number of young men and women (American, Australian, French, or whatever) to subdue Aidid and his minions in order to restore social and political stability to Somalia? To be blunt, I wonder how much better off the international community would be if Jim George were put in charge of foreign affairs. This is not a fatuous point. After all, George wants to suggest that students of international politics are implicated in the trials and tribulations of international politics. All of us should be willing, therefore, to accept such a role, even hypothetically. I suspect, however, that were George actually to confront some of the dilemmas that policymakers do on a daily basis, he would find that teaching the Bosnian Serbs about the dangers of modernism, universalism and positivism, and asking them to be more tolerant and sensitive would not meet with much success. True, it may not be a whole lot worse than current realist approaches, but the point is that George has not demonstrated how his views might make a meaningful difference. Saying that they will is not enough, especially given that the outcomes of such strategies might cost people their lives. Nor, indeed, am I asking George to develop a "research project" along positivist lines. On the contrary, I am merely asking him to show how his position can make a difference to the "hard cases" in international politics. My point is thus a simple one. Despite George's pronouncements, there is little in his work to show that he has much appreciation for the kind of moral dilemmas that Augustine wrestled with in his early writings and that confront human beings every day. Were this the case, George would not have painted such a black-and- white picture of the study of international politics. 

No alternative to realism- the alt results in civil war

Hussein Solomon Senior Researcher, Human Security Project, Institute for Defence Policy Published in African Security Review Vol 5 No 2, 1996  http://www.iss.co.za/pubs/ASR/5No2/5No2/InDefence.html
The post-modern/critical theory challenge to realism has been tested, and proved wanting. Realism remains the single most reliable analytical framework through which to understand and evaluate global change. Post-modernism can provide no practical alternatives to the realist paradigm. We know what a realist world looks like (we are living in one!); but what does a post-modernist world look like? As long as humanity is motivated by hate, envy, greed and egotism, realism will continue to be invaluable to the policy-maker and the scholar. In this regard it has to be pointed out that from the end of World War II until 1992, hundreds of major conflicts around the world have left some twenty million human beings dead.109 Neither has the end of the Cold War showed any sign that such conflict will end. By the end of 1993 a record of 53 wars were being waged in 37 countries across the globe.110 Until a fundamental change in human nature occurs, realism will continue to dominate the discipline of international relations. The most fundamental problem with post-modernism is that it assumes a more optimistic view of human nature. Srebrenica, Bihac, Tuzla, Zeppa, Goma, Chechnya, Ogoniland, and KwaZulu-Natal all bear testimony to the folly of such a view.

XT: Evolution 
Prefer Thayer’s analysis – it’s the only one that’s falsifiable and proven through scientific fact – theories that are not shouldn’t even be considered.

Thayer 2004 – Thayer has been a Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and has taught at Dartmouth College and the University of Minnesota [Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, University of Kentucky Press, 2004, pg. 68 //adi]

Evolution provides a better ultimate causal foundation according to the D-N model because it tightly fits this model on two levels. First, it explains how life evolves through the evolutionary processes (natural selection, gene mutation, etc.) described in chapter 1 that provide the general laws of evolution and specific antecedent conditions affecting these laws. This theory of how nature evolves may be applied and tested against specific evidence, for example, about how early primates and humans lived and continue to do so, which may confirm evolutionary processes. Second, proximate causes of human (or other animal) behavior may be deduced from it. That is, if the evolutionary process is valid, then much of human behavior must have evolved because the behavior contributed to fitness in past environments. Accordingly, evolutionary theory provides an adequate causal explanation for realism because if the antecedent conditions arc provided the ultimate cause logically produces the proximate causes (egoism and domination) of realism. Measured by Poppers method of falsification, evolutionary theory is also superior to the ultimate causes of Niebuhr and Morgenthau because it is fal-sifiable.41 That is, scholars know what evidence would not verify the theory. Popper argued that if a theory is scientific, then we may conceive of observations that would show the theory to be false. His intent was to make precise the idea that scientific theories should be subject to empirical test. In contrast to good scientific theories that can be falsified, Popper suggested that no pattern of human behavior could falsify Marxism or Freudian psychoanalytic theory. More formally, Poppers criterion of falsifiability requires that a theory contain "observation sentences," that is, "proposition P is falsifiable if and only if P deductively implies at least one observation sentence O"2 Falsifiable theories contain predictions that may be checked against empirical evidence. So according to Popper, scientists should accept a theory* only if it is falsifiable and no observation sentence has falsified it.

Prefer evolutionary arguments—only we have defensible methodologies
Thayer 2004 – Thayer has been a Fellow at the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and has taught at Dartmouth College and the University of Minnesota [Darwin and International Relations: On the Evolutionary Origins of War and Ethnic Conflict, University of Kentucky Press, 2004, pg. 68-69 //adi]

Evolutionary theory is falsifiable. That is, the conditions under which the theory would be disproved can be derived from the fundamental theory, along with the empirical evidence that would show it to be false. However, Popper himself once charged that evolutionary theory was "not a testable scientific theory."41 Popper's argument with respect to evolutionary theory is incorrect and seems to have stemmed from confusion about its complete contents.44 He later reversed himself and declared it to be falsifiable.45 Indeed, evolutionary theory is a testable scientific theory that possesses many falsifi-able claims. For example, the key components of evolution, natural selection and genetic variation, have been shown to be falsifiable by Michael Ruse, Elliott Sober, and Mary Williams, among others.46 Natural selection has been tested against alternative theories of evolution, such as Lamarckism, saltationism, creationism, and orthogenesis and found to possess more logical coherence and to account better for empirical evidence.47 Although scholars may find this hard to appreciate today, an intense struggle occurred among these competing theories a century ago.48 However, genetic variation within populations and between and among species has been demonstrated beyond doubt. Thus, in the marketplace of ideas, natural selection has properly won its predominant place.
XT: Positivism Good 

Positivism is essential to any epistemology- the game is out there, and its play or be played

GEORG SØRENSEN,  MA, political science (1975) PhD, social science (1983) (Trans national Corporations and Economic Development) Dr.scient.pol. (1993) (Democracy and Development.)  Professor, International Politics and Economics, Aarhus Univ. Review of International Studies 24, 1998 ,IR Theory after the cold war p. 87-88

What, then, are the more general problems with the extreme versions of the postpositivist position? The first problem is that they tend to overlook, or downplay, the actual insights produced by non-post-positivists, such as, for example, neorealism. It is entirely true that anarchy is no given, ahistorical, natural condition to which the only possible reaction is adaptation. But the fact that anarchy is a historically specific, socially constructed product of human practice does not make it less real. In a world of sovereign states, anarchy is in fact out there in the real world in some form. In other words, it is not the acceptance of the real existence of social phenomena which produces objectivist reification. Reification is produced by the transformation of historically specific social phenomena into given, ahistorical, natural conditions.21 Despite their shortcomings, neorealism and other positivist theories have produced valuable insights about anarchy, including the factors in play in balance-of-power dynamics and in patterns of cooperation and conflict. Such insights are downplayed and even sometimes dismissed in adopting the notion of 'regimes of truth'. It is, of course, possible to appreciate the shortcomings of neorealism while also recognizing that it has merits. One way of doing so is set forth by Robert Cox. He considers neorealism to be a 'problem-solving theory' which 'takes the world as it finds it, with the prevailing social and power relationships . . . as the given framework for action . . . The strength of the problem-solving approach lies in its ability to fix limits or parameters to a problem area and to reduce the statement of a particular problem to a limited number of variables which are amenable to relatively close and precise examination'.22 At the same time, this 'assumption of fixity' is 'also an ideological bias . . . Problem-solving theories (serve) . . . particular national, sectional or class interests, which are comfortable within the given order'.23 In sum, objectivist theory such as neorealism contains a bias, but that does not mean that it is without merit in analysing particular aspects of international relations from a particular point of view. The second problem with post-positivism is the danger of extreme relativism which it contains. If there are no neutral grounds for deciding about truth claims so that each theory will define what counts as the facts, then the door is, at least in principle, open to anything goes. Steve Smith has confronted this problem in an exchange with Øyvind Østerud. Smith notes that he has never 'met a postmodernist who would accept that "the earth is flat if you say so". Nor has any postmodernist I have read argued or implied that "any narrative is as good as any other"'.24 But the problem remains that if we cannot find a minimum of common standards for deciding about truth claims a post-modernist position appears unable to come up with a metatheoretically substantiated critique of the claim that the earth is flat. In the absence of at least some common standards it appears difficult to reject that any narrative is as good as any other.25 The final problem with extreme post-positivism I wish to address here concerns change. We noted the post-modern critique of neorealism's difficulties with embracing change; their emphasis is on 'continuity and repetition'. But extreme post-positivists have their own problem with change, which follows from their metatheoretical position. In short, how can post-positivist ideas and projects of change be distinguished from pure utopianism and wishful thinking? Post-positivist radical subjectivism leaves no common ground for choosing between different change projects. A brief comparison with a classical Marxist idea of change will demonstrate the point I am trying to make. In Marxism, social change ( e.g. revolution) is, of course, possible. But that possibility is tied in with the historically specific social structures (material and non-material) of the world. Revolution is possible under certain social conditions but not under any conditions. Humans can change the world, but they are enabled and constrained by the social structures in which they live. There is a dialectic between social structure and human behaviour.26 The understanding of 'change' in the Marxist tradition is thus closely related to an appreciation of the historically specific social conditions under which people live; any change project is not possible at any time. Robert Cox makes a similar point in writing about critical theory: 'Critical theory allows for a normative choice in favor of a social and political order different from the prevailing order, but it limits the range of choice to alternative orders which are feasible transformations of the existing world . . . Critical theory thus contains an element of utopianism in the sense that it can represent a coherent picture of an alternative order, but its utopianism is constrained by its comprehension of historical processes. It must reject improbable alternatives just as it rejects the permanency of the existing order'.27 That constraint appears to be absent in post-positivist thinking about change, because radical post-positivism is epistemologically and ontologically cut off from evaluating the relative merit of different change projects. Anything goes, or so it seems. That view is hard to distinguish from utopianism and wishful thinking. If neorealism denies change in its overemphasis on continuity and repetition, then radical post-positivism is metatheoretically compelled to embrace any conceivable change project.28
AT: Heg Link 
Critics of hegemony recreate eurocentrism by denying eastern agency

JOHN M. HOBSON  B.A. (Herts), MSc. & Ph.D. (L.S.E) Prof @ Univ of Sheffield,  Is critical theory always for the white West and for Western imperialism? Beyond Westphilian towards a post-racist critical IR , RIS 2007 (33)
While the Gramscian conception of hegemony was first imported into IR by Robert Cox in his seminal 1981 article in order to counter the conservative, ahistorical and structuralist approach of neorealism, paradoxically his conception serves to make Gramcianism and neorealist hegemonic stability theory (HST) appear as but mere variants on a common Eurocentric theme. How so? For neorealist HST, American hegemony is viewed as a form of Western universalism, just as British hegemony was in the nineteenth century.12 Here we learn of the hegemons’ ‘far-sightedness’ to stand above the competitive fray of world politics and guide all other states to pursue progressive policies that they would otherwise not have followed had they been left to their own devices. Above all, it assumes that it has been the selfless generosity of both the US and Britain to make sacrifices for the greater global good that is solely responsible for bringing the light of economic development/order to the (implicitly dark) world. Is it a coincidence that both these powers are Anglo-Saxon?13 Either way, this vision is highly reminiscent of Rudyard Kipling’s notion of ‘the White Man’s Burden’. And recall that an important aspect of the Burden lies in Kipling’s warning (issued to the Americans in 1899) that the ‘civiliser’ should expect to incur the ‘blame of those ye better, the hate of those ye guard’. Likewise, for HST, hegemony is represented as the proactive civilising subject of world politics/economics, with all other states – especially Eastern – cast in the role of ungrateful ‘free-riders’ (think of Japan and, no doubt, China in the coming years).14 Thus following this logic, students may be forgiven for thinking that they can learn everything they need to know about IPE by studying Anglo-Saxon hegemony in the last 200 years. How then does Eurocentrism infect the Gramscian concept of hegemony? First, a line of Gramscians echo HST in that they see the rise and decline of various Western hegemons, ranging from The Netherlands (mid-seventeenth century) through Britain in the nineteenth century and on to the Pax Americana after 1945, as the lens through which the world political economy must be viewed.15 Of course, they signal two major differences: first, hegemony is ushered in by the exigencies of domestic class forces; and second, hegemony is predatory in an imperialist sense, functioning to maximise the profits of the hegemonic capitalist class at the expense of the rest of the world. But the considerable emphasis that is placed on domestic class forces within the hegemon returns us to the Eurocentric notion that the West self-generates through an endogenous logic of immanence. The predatory/imperialist aspect of hegemony as opposed to the benign formulation of HST echoes the key difference between neo-Marxist and classical Marxist conceptions of imperialism. Thus while Marx, Lenin and Trotsky saw in capitalist imperialism a civilising vehicle to spread Western capitalism around the world to thereby hasten the socialist day of reckoning, so neo-Marxists of most persuasions have abandoned this conception in favour of one that emphasises the exploitative relations between North and South.16 But does this break with classical Marxism imply a break with Eurocentrism? Apart from the point that Gramscians and classical Marxists share in the Eurocentric assumption of a Western ‘logic of immanence’, the critical overlap here lies in the shared point that they deny the possibility of autonomous development in the East (that is, the Eurocentric ‘Eastern iron law of non-development’). Moreover, in reifying Western hegemony and consigning the East to the irrelevant periphery, so we return full circle to the Eurocentrism of Karl Marx. In this context, a revealing comparison can be made between Cox and Immanuel Wallerstein. Cox is critical of world-systems theory on the grounds that its excessive structuralist ontology precludes the agency of classes in the making of history, thereby rendering it a problem-solving theory insofar as it stands outside of history.17 But the lowest common Eurocentric denominator is that for both these scholars Eastern states/ societies are represented as little more than Träger – as ‘passive bearers’ of anthropomorphic Western structural forces. Notable here is Stephen Gill’s analysis in which the exceptional power of the US is seen as exceptional even for a hegemon.18 And when coupled with the passivity of the East so he reinforces the ‘west-as-norm ideology’.19 But this notion of Western hegemonic supremacy is perhaps not so surprising given that in Gramsci’s writings hegemony is represented as ‘supremacy’.20 Ironically, then, Gill’s portrayal of the ubiquity of US power in the world is such that it might well prove reassuring to an American hawk. (95-7)

AT: Heg Bad K 
The blanket rejection of US power results in genocide

Todd Gitlin, Writer for Mother Jones, an Investigative Activist  Organization, 7/14/2003 ("Goodbye, New World Order: Keep the Global Ideal  Alive" - MotherJones.Com)  http://www.motherjones.com/commentary/gitlin/2003/07/we_478_01.html
The point is that this would be a terrible time to give up on internationalism. The simple fact that the US proved victorious in Iraq does not alter the following chain of truths: To push the world toward democratic rights, power must be legitimate; it is only legitimate if it is held to be legitimate; it is very unlikely to be legitimate if it is unilateral or close to unilateral; and the wider the base of power, the more likely it is to appear legitimate. Bush may have no doubt that American armed force in the Middle East is legitimate, and right now Americans may agree, but that won't do.  Common sense alone should tell us not to overreach. Even with the best intentions in the world -- which hundreds of millions doubt -- the United States is simply not up to the global mission that the Bush administration embraces. This nation hasn't the staying power, the economic strength, the knowledge, the wisdom, or the legitimacy to command the continents. It is sheerest delusion to think otherwise.  Meanwhile, it is an irony of the recent past that as the United States has lost prestige, the United Nations has gained it -- at least outside our borders. For all its demonstrable flaws, it retains some credibility -- no small thing in a world growing more anarchic. Even the U. N.'s sharpest critics concede that it learns from its mistakes. Having failed miserably to stop ethnic cleansing in Bosnia and Rwanda, it started talking about the need to keep constabulary forces at the ready. Having been assigned much of the world's dirty work -- peacekeeping, public health, refugee and humanitarian aid -- its institutions accumulate the lore of experience. Resolution 1441, which the Security Council passed unanimously last year, might even be interpreted, strange to say, as a step forward in the enforcement of international law, for if the U. S. had been more adroit and patient diplomatically, the French and others could have been nudged into signing onto limited force a few months hence. In the end, the organization failed to prevent war, but its hopes have never been more necessary, its resurrection more indispensable.  If internationalism is toothless, right now, that's not an argument against internationalist principle; it's an argument for implanting teeth. If what's left on the East River is nothing but a clunky hulk, there was still enough prestige left in the hulk that George W. Bush, master unilateralist, felt impelled to dally with the Security Council -- however reluctantly, however deceptively -- for months. No less a figure than his father's consigliore and former Secretary of State James W. Baker urged that course upon the president last summer. Going the Security Council route was the tribute George W. Bush paid to internationalism -- before underscoring his contempt for it by going to war on his own schedule.  This is not the first time an international assembly of nation-states has failed abjectly to prove its mettle. Indeed, in 1945, the UN itself was built atop the site of an earlier breakdown. The rubble of the collapsed League of Nations, which had failed to arrest blatant aggression by Italy, Japan, and Germany, had to be cleared away before the UN could rise from the ashes.  Yet rise it did. And people were inspired -- and frightened -- by it. Even as a spectral presence, the UN was substantial enough to arouse right-wingers to put up billboards urging the US to flee its clutches. Recently, George W. Bush fondly remembered those signs, conspicuous around Midland, Texas, during his early years. To Midland's America Firsters, the U. N. had a reputation as demonic as it was, to this writer, benign. In the General Assembly building, which my friends and I frequented in high school, the ceiling was left unfinished -- to signal, we were told, that world peace was unfinished. What if the symbolism was indeed a pointer toward a different order of things?  It is not always easy to tell the difference between dead symbols and promising ones. Push came to shove, and the UN was mainly an intimation -- at most an inspiration. Neither as peacemaker nor peacekeeper was it the world government-in-the-making that some desired and others feared. It was a force in Korea only because the Russians agreed not to play. It was useless in Vietnam. During the endless Israel-Palestine war, it has been bootless. In the 1990s, it failed miserably to stop Serb aggression in Bosnia and Kosovo. It stood by during the Rwandan genocide, too, though its own military commander on the scene, Canadian General Romeo Dallaire, pleaded desperately for UN reinforcements. You can see why realists like to smirk and claim it's hopelessly idealistic to think that the UN could ever amount to anything more than a debating society whose main achievement has been to reserve a lot of Manhattan parking spots.  Interestingly, Dallaire, who was shattered by UN failure in Rwanda, does not sneer. In retirement, he continues campaigning to strengthen world governance. "You can't on one side, say the UN is screwing it up and we're going to go to war, and on other side not give the UN the resources," he said recently. "It is not the UN that failed [in Iraq]. But it is the permanent five [members of the Security Council] in particular. If they don't want the UN to be effective, it won't be." Pause with this elementary observation a moment. The reasons for the UN's weakness are several, but not the least is that -- no surprise here -- the most powerful nations want it weak. They like the principle of national sovereignty, and then some, as the recent war amply demonstrates. It will take a long, steady, popular campaign to override the inhibitions.  Campaigners might start by underscoring some modest successes. For all the impediments thrown in its way -- and not only by the US -- the UN has done constructive work. It helped restore decent governments in Cambodia, East Timor, and Bosnia. It helps keep the peace on the Golan Heights. On a thousand unnoticed fronts, it daily comes to the aid of refugees, the sick, the malnourished. A top UN official recently told me that Secretary General Kofi Annan was inches away from a partition-ending deal in long-suffering Cyprus, only to lose momentum with the distraction of the Bush-Saddam confrontation. In Afghanistan and Iraq, we need not less of the UN, but much more -- more efficient, better led, better funded. Rebuild The Destroyed Nations: Now there's an agenda for a peace movement.  But much of the global movement that sprang up to oppose the Iraq war proceeded to subside into easy chants of "US Out" -- an analogue to the right wing's "US Out of the UN." This sort of short-circuit unilateralism begs the tough questions about the uses (as well as abuses) of international intervention. "US Out" resounds more ringingly if you refrain from thinking about what actual Afghans and actual Iraqis need -- constitutional rights, law enforcement, infrastructure. Protest has its time and place, but what's needed now is politics -- politics to plan the unilateralists' exit from office, combined with practical pressure, here and now, to solve practical problems. We must not permit ourselves to retreat noisily into protest's good night.  Most of all, internationalism needs more than a nudge here and there -- it needs a jump-start, a riveting proof that multilateral action can change facts on the ground. Here's one idea: What if the UN and Europe decided to take on the toughest assignment? There is no more stringent test for internationalism's future than what seems the world's most intractable trauma: The endless Israel-Palestine war, which has outlasted a thousand manifestos, plans, meetings about meetings. The new postwar situation might just be promising, the Bush administration just possibly susceptible to pressure. Practical, peace-seeking Jews and Palestinians ought to get in on the pressure; so should Europeans looking for payback, not least Tony Blair.  And we ought to be thinking of a practical role for a UN, or joint UN-NATO constabulary. As Tony Klug of Britain's Council for Jewish-Palestinian Dialogue has pointed out on openDemocracy.net, the two bloodied, intertwined, myopic peoples need far more than a road map: they need enforcement. Klug's idea is an international protectorate for the West Bank and Gaza. Some combination of the UN, NATO, and various national forces would play various parts. The point would be to supplant the Israeli occupation, relieve the immediate suffering, and guarantee secure borders.  Such a scheme would seem to have taken leave of this earth. The U. S. won't permit it....Sharon won't permit it....The Europeans won't pay for it....The Israelis won't trust the UN, or the Palestinians, who won't trust the Israeli. But what is the alternative? More living nightmares? Occupation and massacre in perpetuity?  Military enforcement on a global scale has been left to ad hoc coalitions -- sometimes with blue helmets, sometimes not. That won't do. To put human rights on the ground, avert genocides to come, and -- not incidentally -- help protect the United States from the more vengeful of empire's resentful subjects (funny, their not understanding how good our power is for them), we need a more muscular global authority -- including a global constabulary. Imagine, say, a flexible force permitted to commit, say, 10,000 troops if a simple majority, eight members, of the Security Council signed on, but expandable to 50,000 if the vote were unanimous. Wouldn't Europe have been in a stronger position to avert Bush's war if such a force had been in readiness to enforce resolutions of the Security Council? A wise superpower would know it needs to share responsibility -- which entails sharing the force that makes responsibility real.  Of course such a denouement is scarcely around the corner, nor is there any guarantee that it is destined to come at all. Like the abolition of slavery, or the unity of Europe, it surely will not come without pain or error, nor will it be the work of a single generation. But again, what is the alternative? Tyranny and unilateralism; hubris and mile-high resentment. In the world as it is, effective moral force cannot preclude military force. If internationalists don't press more strongly for international law and multilateralist order, one thing is certain: we shall be left with protests, playing catch-up forever, waiting for "told you so" moments. "No" is not a foreign policy. Coupled with the properly skeptical "no" must be the transformative "yes" -- not a grudging, perfunctory afterthought, but international law with enforcers; not empire, but human rights with guns.  

