Pragmatism Good
Philosophy can’t solve real threats – like Asteroids or Diseases

Zizek Prof 2005
Slavoy, professor of philosophy and psychoanalysis at the European Graduate School, http://beanhu.wordpress.com/2009/12/07/zizek/

Let’s show them all, huh? Okay, philosophy. This, I can do it, at least traditionally, in two lines, no? Philosophy does not solve problems. The duty of philosophy is not to solve problems but to redefine problems, to show how what we experience as a problem is a false problem. If what we experience as a problem is a true problem, then you don’t need philosophy. For example, let’s say that now there would be a deadly virus coming from out there in space, so not in any way mediated through our human history, and it would threaten all of us.We don’t need, basically, philosophy there. We simply need good science desperately to find… We would desperately need good science to find the solution, to stop this virus. We don’t need philosophy there, because the threat is a real threat, directly. You cannot play philosophical tricks and say “No, this is not the”… You know what I mean. It’s simply our life would be… or okay, the more vulgar, even, simpler science fiction scenario. It’s kind of “Armageddon” or whatever. No, “Deep Impact.” A big comet threatening to hit Earth. You don’t need philosophy here. You need… I don’t know. To be a little bit naive, I don’t know. Strong atomic bombs to explode, maybe. I think it’s maybe too utopian. But you know what I mean. I mean the threat is there, you see. In such a situation, you don’t need philosophy. I don’t think that philosophers ever provided answers, but I think this was the greatness of philosophy, not in this common sense that philosophers just ask questions and so on.
Pointing out failures without pragmatic alternatives fails

Jones and Smith June 2011 
(David Martin, Senior Lecturer, School of Political Science and International Studies, University of Queensland, Brisbane, Australia, M.L.R.,  Department of War Studies, King's College, University of London, London, United Kingdom, “Terrorology and Methodology: A Reply to Dixit and Stump,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Volume 34, issue 6) 

Dixit and Stump further contend that effective critical terrorism research should be advanced by redefining critical studies in a way that abandons the Frankfurt School's insistence on emancipatory and transformative praxis. Thus, the authors maintain, to be properly “critical” merely requires “drawing attention to how meanings are formulated, identities produced and actions legitimated”12 in ways that are not necessarily normative or emancipatory. We sympathize with Dixit and Stump's aspiration to modify the critical preoccupation with the abstract transformation of the prevailing national and international order, but find their prescriptions either banal or self-defeating. In their desire to disassociate critical theory from its Frankfurt School roots, Dixit and Stump want to move critical terrorism studies in directions that critical theorists would necessarily resist. This is a reasonable ambition but would only further confuse the notion of critical theory. Adherence to the Frankfurt School and its Habermasian verities are in fact constitutive of this critical identity. In critical theory circles, criticism and the Frankfurt school are synonymous. Despite their heroic attempt to divorce criticism from critical theory, Dixit and Stump's claim that the “critical can mean a range of non-traditional ways of doing research,”13 is too vague. The authors cite Karin Fierke to the effect that to be “critical” means looking at issues in fresh ways, questioning existing assumptions, and opening up new spaces of inquiry. This seems entirely unremarkable. If all they mean is that to be critical is to be skeptical, well, that is surely the task of any properly conceived scholarly exercise. Yet, skepticism is precisely what critical theorists disavow. To be critical in the Frankfurt school sense is to be engage, that is to say, committed to the project of emancipating the silenced “other” and transforming the state based international order along normative, postnational, communicatively rational, lines. If the answer to any inquiry is already determined then skepticism is negated. The critical terror approach is not skeptical, and it is not academic. It is actually a debased form of faith. In this regard, Dixit and Stump considered the references in our original review to critical theory's disciples, prophets, and commandments a “facile” grab.14 They were not intended to be. Our comments made a serious point. The critical approach meets the criteria for inclusion in what the political philosopher, Michael Oakeshott, termed the “politics of faith.” It is a closed system of thought, the ruling assumptions of which are unfalsifiable. It is neither pluralist nor, as our experience with its high priesthood demonstrates, open-handed in debate.15 Critical terrorism study is, therefore, not so much a system of academic thought but what Eric Voegelin described as a “new political religion.”16 In our view, the practice of faith should be confined to churches, mosques, and other places of worship. That critical terrorism studies, and its critical security studies variants, may be found in international relations departments on Western campuses, attracting large numbers of students to its creed, does not mean that it constitutes a rigorous, self-critical, method of investigation. Its transcendental belief in transformation and emancipation assumes a world that ought to be. It does not, as realists do, accept the world as it is. It was precisely this form of oughtism that Machiavelli, the founder of modern political science, dismissed in The Prince. That such a transcendental idealism pervades critical theory is evident, as we demonstrated, from the statements of critical terrology's leading protagonists. Thus, Ken Booth asserts that the imperative of international relations is not merely to interpret the world but to change it.17 Meanwhile, Anthony Burke holds that international issues should be pursued with a normative bias toward nonviolence and universal human emancipation. The process requires the “political taming of unbounded capitalism,” leading to a transcendental “telos of mutual understanding” where we recognize the “human interconnection and mutual vulnerability to nature, the cosmos and each other.”18 Such an approach conforms not to scientific inquiry but to what Voegelin saw as Gnosticism, namely, a “purported direct, immediate apprehension or vision of truth without the need for critical reflection.”19 Given this transcendentalist predilection, we submit that Dixit and Stump overestimate the capacity of existing critical theory to reform itself into a methodologically coherent system of thought. Additionally, we would further question what exactly Dixit and Stump's call for greater methodological plurality entails and why it should necessarily characterize a particularly “critical” study of terrorism? Advancing their version of pluralism, Dixit and Stump claim that our original review contended that “a questioning stance toward terrorism automatically implies hatred of 'Western politicians and the media.”20 We did not, in fact, say this. In academia, a questioning stance is always welcome. What we argued, however, was that critical theory's commitment to emancipation and transformation limits what can be questioned and thus forecloses intellectual diversity.21 It is mind-closing, not mind-opening. That said, we would agree with Dixit and Stump's contention that critical theory's “focus on emancipation as a goal is problematic because it ignores whose [original italics] emancipation 'we' should be concerned about.”22 This is a limitation that we have in fact previously identified, observing that self-proclaimed critical theorists often appear confused about who precisely they should be emancipating. In particular, critical theory seems caught between its empathy for the non-Western “other” and the universalist, yet essentially postmodern Western, emancipationist agenda that it also advances.23 To avoid the paradox at its core, critical theorists revert to faith-based affirmation and the suppression of questioning voices. As we have argued elsewhere, critical theorists find it more convenient to deplore the informal practices of exclusion they find at work in Western liberal-democracies than to criticize the formal systems of repression, torture, and enslavement practiced in the non-Western world. Consequently, the critical position frequently affords solace to non-liberal or authoritarian regimes and practices of thought (as we demonstrated with reference to its empathy with the radical Islamist agenda).24 Ironically, analysts pursue this soi disant critical agenda from within the same Western campuses that permit their ideas and illiberal practices to flourish. 
Policy Relevance Good

Scenario based, policy relevant scholarship is key to effective policymaking

Jentleson Prof and Ratner Phd 2011
Bruce, professor of public policy and political science at Duke University, Ely, associate political scientist at the RAND Corporation, “Bridging the Beltway–Ivory Tower Gap,” International Studies Review, Volume 13, issue 1, HC 
We define policy-relevant scholarship as research, analysis, writing and related activities that advance knowledge with an explicit priority of addressing policy questions. Policy-relevant scholarship does not in any way mean atheoretical work. It does, though, orient more toward theories that are middle range in their level of abstraction in contrast to efforts at general theory and –isms. It identifies policy challenges, and only then turning to theories and methods to understand and manage them. This is actually great news for theorists, as international politics remain riddled with vexing problem to which rigorous scholarship could make enormous contributions. The task is to identify areas—which we perceive to be quite broad—in which popular foreign policy debates overlap with academic causal arguments; for example building regional security in East Asia, preventing civil war in Iraq, deterring Iran. This type of work can have three important policy applications. First is its diagnostic value. Policymakers need to be able to assess the nature of the problems they face, the trends they are observing, and the incipient warning signs they may be picking up. Theory can help discern patterns, hone in on causal connections and in other ways help organize, filter, and assess what otherwise can be discrepant and disjointed information. As Putnam notes (2003:251–252), light can be shed on new questions and existing ones framed in insightful ways. Second is prescriptive value for “the conceptualization of strategies” that, while not itself in operational form, “identifies the critical variables of a strategy and the general logic associated with [its] successful use” (George 2003:117–118). While not in itself a strategy, this provides a framework to be combined with intelligence and other information on the particular situation and actor at hand; for example requisites for effective economic sanctions, conducive conditions for democracy promotion. Third is lesson-drawing. It is bad enough for a policy to fail, but if the wrong lessons are drawn that failure can have an additive or even multiplicative effect. Theory deepens understanding of patterns of causality within any particular case by penetrating beyond the situational and particularistic to get at factors with broader applicability be they to be avoided or replicated. As with other types of scholarship, policy relevant research has its own methodology for which training is important. We don’t mean this principally in terms of quantitative-qualitative: both can be relevant albeit within the “over-methodologization” concerns noted earlier. Other techniques such as archival research, participant interviews and process observation and tracing, for which graduate curricula tend to offer much less training, are particularly important. In June 2011, with other colleagues we are launching an International Policy Summer Institute geared to post-docs and faculty interested in learning further about major foreign policy issues, the US policy process, policy relevant research methodologies, policy briefing strategies, media training and other skills to enhance engagement with the policy community. A joint project of UC Berkeley, Duke and George Washington, we envision this as somewhat akin to the Michigan quantitative methods and Syracuse qualitative methods programs.1 Scenario-based analyses with their ways of applying, testing, and developing theories distinct from traditional “-ism” approaches also have particular value for policy relevant research. The annual New Era Foreign Policy Conference, also a Berkeley-Duke-GW collaboration this one targeted at Ph.D. students, is structured around a theory-infused, policy-focused scenario-based approach.
Policy relevance is good in the context of space
Daly and Frodeman 8 
(Erin Moore, graduate student in the School of Life Sciences and the Center for Science, Policy, and Outcomes at Arizona State University, Robert, chair of the Department of Philosophy and Religion Studies at the University of North Texas, “Separated at Birth, Signs of Rapprochement Environmental Ethics and Space Exploration,” Ethics & the Environment, Volume 13, Number 1, Summer, 14-15, Muse)

Revolutions in philosophic understanding and cultural worldviews inevitably accompany revolutions in science. As we expand our exploration of the heavens, we will also reflect on the broader human implications of advances in space. Moreover, our appreciation of human impact on Earth systems will expand as we come to see the Earth within the context of the solar system. Most fundamentally, we need to anticipate and wrestle with the epistemological, metaphysical, and theological dimensions of space exploration, including the possibility of extraterrestrial life and the development of the space environment, as it pertains to our common understanding of the universe and of ourselves. Such reflection should be performed by philosophers, metaphysicians, and theologians in regular conversation with the scientists who investigate space and the policy makers that direct the space program. The exploration of the universe is no experimental science, contained and controlled in a laboratory, but takes place in a vast and dynamic network of interconnected, interdependent realities. If (environmental) philosophy is to be a significant source of insight, philosophers will need to have a much broader range of effective strategies for interdisciplinary collaborations, framing their reflections with the goal of achieving policy-relevant results. If it is necessary for science and policy-makers to heed the advice of philosophers, it is equally necessary for philosophers to speak in concrete terms about real-world problems. A philosophic questioning about the relatedness of humans and the universe, in collaboration with a pragmatic, interdisciplinary approach to environmental problems, is the most responsible means of developing both the science and policy for the exploration of the final frontier. 

Current scholarship is too vague to be useful – communication with policy makers is key – ideas don’t trickle down from ivory towers

Nye Professor 2008
Joseph, University Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, “Bridging the Gap between Theory and Policy,” Political Psychology, Volume 29, issue 4,  HC

But the inherent culture gap has grown wider in recent years largely because of trends in academic disciplines and in the institutions of foreign policy. As Stephen Walt explains, the incentive structures and professional ethos of the academic world have changed, and the trickle-down model linking theory and policy has weakened as a transmission belt. In his view, “the prevailing norms of academic life have increasingly discouraged scholars from doing work that would be directly relevant to policy makers” (2005, pp. 26–38). General theories such as structural realism and liberal institutionalism have become more abstract, and some rational choice models, while stimulating to theorists, often reflect what Stanley Hoffmann has called “economics envy” (2006, p. 4). Middle-range generalizations, historical cases, and regional expertise—the types of theory most accessible and most useful to practice—are accorded less prestige in the disciplinary pecking order. Methodology reinforces the trend. As Bruce Jentleson argues, “dominant approaches to methodology give short shrift to policy analysis, to the analytic skills for addressing questions of strategy and for assessing policy options. It is one thing to train Ph.D.s primarily for academic careers; it is another to have this be virtually the only purpose of most major international relations/political science Ph.D. programs. The job market for new Ph.D.s operationalizes this incentive structure” (2002, p. 178). Professors spend most of their energies reproducing little professors. The problem is further compounded by the use of academic jargon and the lack of interest in communicating in plain language to a policy public. As Alex George put it, “not a few policy specialists exposed to the scholarly literature have concluded that most university professors seem to write largely for one another and have little inclination or ability to communicate their knowledge in terms comprehensible to policy makers” (1993, p. 7). Young scholars are rated and promoted by their contributions to refereed academic journals and citations by other scholars in those same journals where there is little premium on writing in clear and accessible English. They get little credit for contributions to policy journals edited for a broader audience. In institutional terms, the transmission belts between academia and government have also changed. Universities are less dominant sources of policy ideas than in the past. In the traditional model, professors produced theories that would trickle down (or out) to the policy world through the articles they wrote and the students they taught. As Walt describes it, “the trickle-down model assumes that new ideas emerge from academic ‘ivory towers’ (i.e., as abstract theory), gradually filter down into the work of applied analysts (and especially people working in public policy ‘think tanks’), and finally reach the perceptions and actions of policy makers. In practice, however, the process by which ideas come to shape policy is far more idiosyncratic and haphazard” (2005, p. 40). Or as Jentleson writes, “whereas thirty or forty years ago academics were the main if not sole cohort of experts on international affairs outside of government and international institutions, today's world is a more competitive marketplace of ideas and expertise” (2002, p. 181). 
Public Engagement is necessary to maintain relevance
Büger and Gadinger 2007
Christian, PhD Researcher in the SPS department, Frank, lecturer in the Department of Political Science at the University of Mainz, “Reassembling and Dissecting: International Relations Practice from a Science Studies Perspective,” International Studies Perspective, Vol 8, Issue 1,  HC
Finally, scientists also engage with the public. While engagement with the public can be part of alliance building and autonomy, it is a practice very different in character. Scientists have to “take care of their relations with another outside world civilians: reporters, pundits and the man and woman in the street” (Latour 1999:105). Scientists write op-eds, are called by journalists for background talks, or even interviewed in live contexts, they are asked for public lectures, teach generations of citizens or publish books that make it onto the nonfiction market. Although practices of public presentation are rarely an issue of official scientific discourses, they make up a part of scientific work. Needless to say, different skills are necessary to perform these practices. A scientist can be excellent in advising a politician, gaining research funding, or managing a research institution, but incapable of going on a talk show. However, under the conditions of a democratic system, scientists need to justify their existence and the resources they are granted before a wider audience. With presence in the public sphere a group of scientists can easily acquire more resources, but with a lack of such presence they are more likely to lose resources.22 In the context of media work, Peter Weingart and Petra Pansegrau (1999) have demonstrated that public representation practices can have direct spill-back effects in the scientific discourse. First, scientists are able to acquire resources in the media (prominence) that also change the social status of a scientist among his colleagues (reputation). Second, the evaluation of knowledge claims in the public sphere can lead to a change of scientific practices in the sense that the public evaluation criteria are also used in science to justify research. This point can even be pushed further: through interaction with the public, scientists gain much of the background knowledge they have about society. While public practice has not been a focus of analysis in IR, several scholars have at least called for fostering these actions—whether as a channel to reach politicians (Malin and Latham 2001), to secure public confidence in the usefulness of the discipline (Jentleson 2002), or to promote emancipatory objectives (Booth 1997). However, IR's disciplinarity has underestimated public presence so far. In this sense Newsom (1996:22) might be right in arguing that IR is an “elite culture,” but an elite culture only in favor of speaking to other elites, rather than to a lay audience. 
Political and Social Science should be oriented towards designing solutions

Stoker Prof 2010
Gerry, Professor of Politics and Governance at the University of Southampton, “Blockages on the Road to Relevance: Why has Political Science Failed to Deliver?” European Political Science, Volume 9, No 1,  HC 

Dealing with the interface of normative and empirical theorizing is not made easier by the gap in the discipline between those that deal with normative theories and seek to argue about how political arrangements should be, and those that deal in empirical theory that try to account for how politics works in practice (Shapiro, 2003; Smith, 2009). The two sides of the discipline are often uninformed about each other's positions and the result is doubly unfortunate ‘because speculation about what ought to be is likely to be more useful when informed by relevant knowledge and … because explanatory theory too easily becomes banal and method-driven when isolated from the pressing normative concerns’ (Shapiro, 2003: 2). One response has been to call for political science to move to a problem-oriented focus in order to unify and share insights from various parts of the discipline, not least normative and empirical theorists. The argument is that there should be a relationship between the world of political analysis and the practice of politics in the world. Political science should as part of its vocation seek not to pursue an agenda driven by its own theories or methods as if it was in a separate world, sealed off from the concern of its fellow citizens. As Shapiro (2004: 40) puts it, the problems addressed by the profession need to be ‘theoretically illuminating and convincingly intelligible to outsiders’. If the discipline was re-oriented in this manner it would enliven both normative and empirical theorizing by bringing into focus new and challenging agendas and also provide a more powerful claim to relevance on the part of the discipline (Walt, 2005; Nye, 2008, 2009; Prewitt, 2009). Many political scientists could accept, at a general level, the virtues of a more problem-oriented approach. A strong case could be made that a great deal of political science has a lot to say about the problems of our political systems, if properly communicated and synthesized. Yet, even if that intellectual battle was won there remains much more doubt about the capacity of the profession to deliver solutions. Many political scientists could be moved to answer the question: what's wrong? But many fewer appear able to grapple successfully in depth – with institutional clarity and a clear sense of how to achieve delivery – with the question of what should be done. Even if the bar is lowered to identify appropriate trade-offs and options, political science fails to offer much in the way of solutions ‘… there should be a relationship between the world of political analysis and the practice of politics in the world’. to some of the most pressing problems faced by our political systems (Peters et al, 2010). This failure to address and score highly on the solution-oriented side of the relevance challenge is a reflection of a lack of design thinking within the discipline of political science. To meet the challenge of finding solutions, political science needs to develop a design arm. Designing solutions is more than simply applied political science; it is more than doing political science that makes a direct connection to policy and practise. It requires a shift in our discipline of thinking, as illustrated in Table 1. Table 1 - Two modes of thinking: science and design. Full table The crucial insight here is provided by Herbert Simon (1996), who argues that academics who examine the artificial, things that are created by human beings, have attempted to follow models of investigation suited to examining the natural rather than the artificial. Artificial things have functions, goals and the capacity for adaptation. They exist for a purpose, while natural things exist. The classic approaches of science are suited to exploring the world of nature and arguably to some extent the world of the social. Leaving aside the wider debates about the appositeness of the natural science approach to the study of society, the key point to be emphasized here is that when you enter the world of solution-seeking you are entering the world of design. As Simon (1996: 111) puts it: ‘everyone designs who devises courses of action aimed at changing existing situations into the preferred ones’. The classic focus of science is on existing arrangements, although not necessarily stable situations. The classic focus of design thinking is on intentional change. Science tends to proceed by analytical division, but design rests on bringing a range of knowledge together to achieve a purpose. As Simon (1996: 4) writes, ‘We speak of engineering as concerned with “synthesis” whereas science is concerned with “analysis”. Synthetic or artificial objects – and more specifically prospective artificial objects having desired properties – are the central objective of engineering activity and skill. The engineer, and more generally the designer, is concerned with how things ought to be – how they ought to be to attain goals and to function’. We, as political scientists, have too often asked ourselves questions as if we were studying a natural world rather than an artificial one. One road leads to an attempt to establish mechanisms and causes and the other (while not neglecting those concerns) starts by asking about goals and purposes and how they could be achieved. The first road is generally viewed to be the more lauded and its practice is referred to as primary research. The latter, if practiced at all, is often described in semi-pejorative language, as applied social science. Clearly, our political systems are artificial human creations. We need to recognize the implications of that when approaching their study. We need to recognize the importance and distinctiveness of design thinking. As Simon points out, the science of design is not a simple derivative of pure science, it is a neglected pathway. It is a different, equally valid, and demanding way of looking at the challenge of academic understanding. In hankering after academic respectability, political scientists and others have neglected the design dimension of their studies (Simon, 1996: 112). The designer needs to address the issue of the relationship between normative and empirical theory. While the classic response of the scientist is to separate and exclude the normative, the designer embraces normative thinking. In Simon's vision, one finds a commitment to theorizing that is rigorous and empirically supported once the goal has been established; indeed the designer is not required to, or may not want to, endorse the goal in question. Whether such a distinction is possible to maintain is not clear in two senses. First, goals and the means to achieve those goals can contain normative elements in their definition and justification. Second, it appears unlikely that many political scientists would be happy to design means to ends that they thought were undesirable. Underlying Lasswell's vision of a science of democracy (1956) or Dryzek's (1989) call for a science of participatory democracy is a sense that the overarching framework for design in political science is set within a commitment to open democratic debate and the presence of a real politics of open deliberation and exchange. The designer is signing up to support that process of democratic politics rather than support every product of that process. Design thinking proceeds with a modified form of rationality to the one that tends to dominate in scientific exchange. To make an inference in scientific debate is to make a claim about a cause of an event that comprehensively excludes rival explanations to the one being offered. The procedure of the scientist is in theory at least one of comprehensive rationality: define the situation; identify all possible explanations; test to find the key cause or causes and exclude all others; continue until all options are exhausted; and then express your findings in a general and parsimonious manner. The procedure of the designer reflects much more the processes of bounded rationality. A first stage involves establishing some representation of the design problem that is not ‘correct’ but one that can be ‘understood by all participants and that will facilitate action rather than paralyze it’ (Simon, 1996: 143). The process is one in which the designer interacts with the participants in a process of reflection. This may involve offering quantitative or qualitative research but in the end ‘numbers are not the name of this game but rather representational structures that permit functional reasoning’ (Simon, 1996: 146). Decision-making is conditioned by the cognitive limitations of the human mind. Designers reason, but they do not do so in the heroic style of classical science. When faced with a decision, designers do not think about every available option; they think in terms of rules of thumb. Moreover, the process of design feedback is key for the designer. Building in feedback or learning mechanisms is central to design thinking (Stoker and John, 2009). This feature is vital because although the nature of the challenges faced by designers – especially those from political science – is that the problems they confront are likely to be ‘wicked’ in nature. Wicked problems are often initially ill-formulated, information about them can be missing or contradictory, those that want change tend to hold opposing views about what they want and what to do, and the ramifications of any one change may be difficult to judge. As such there is ‘a fundamental indeterminacy in all but the most trivial design problems’ (Buchanan, 1992: 15–16). While relatively fixed categories are central to classic scientific thinking, the designer's key tools of thinking have to have a more flexible character. As Buchanan (1992: 13–14) argues: Understanding the difference between a category and a placement is essential if design thinking is to be regarded as more than a series of creative accidents. Categories have fixed meanings that are accepted within the framework of a theory or a philosophy, and serve as the basis for analyzing what already exists. Placements have boundaries to shape and constrain meaning, but are not rigidly fixed and determinate. The boundary of a placement gives a context or orientation to thinking, but the application to a specific situation can generate a new perception of that situation and, hence, a new possibility to be tested. Therefore, placements are sources of new ideas and possibilities when applied to problems in concrete circumstances. A scientist is not allowed to change the category of something and is actively encouraged to avoid concept stretching (Sartori, 1991). If you observe a cat and a dog you are not allowed to invent a new category of a ‘cat-dog’ but rather you are required to move up the ladder of abstraction to the category of animal. But the designer actively engages in concept stretching to see if a solution that it understood to work in one setting can be made to fit a problem in another setting. Placement offers a way of responding to a design challenge – a solution – but the exact meaning and import of that response is adjusted to the situation at hand. The end goal of the designer is to offer a solution. The end goal of the scientist is to offer an explanation. The designer can only rest when a solution has been offered and that which is offered appears to work. The contrast offered here between design thinking and scientific thinking should not be exaggerated. In practice, they are two forms of rational thought – more closely related than the ideal type depiction suggested above would allow. It should be possible for many political scientists to shift their orientation towards design mode without a great deal of difficulty. The key point to be made here is that if relevance is going to become a stronger focus for political science, we need more than a re-orientation towards a problem-oriented approach. We need to take on the challenges of design thinking. 
Policy relevance/engagement is key to political support

Büger and Gadinger 2007
Christian, PhD Researcher in the SPS department, Frank, lecturer in the Department of Political Science at the University of Mainz, “Reassembling and Dissecting: International Relations Practice from a Science Studies Perspective,” International Studies Perspective, Vol 8, Issue 1,  HC

Scholars need resources they cannot acquire independently from other social actors. While many of these resources are acquired by mobilizing the world, autonomy, or public representation practice, scholars need to guarantee the constant flow of these resources and acquire additional ones. These are practices by which scholars form and stabilize alliances. The notion of alliance is here understood in a Machiavellian sense, as an alliance between differing parties possessed of differing interests “where borrowed forces keep one another in check so that none can fly apart from the group” (Latour 1987:130). Scholars not only try to find as many allies as possible, but also to keep them together. In alliance-seeking practices, scientists create interest in their research and try to convince other actors that they share a common goal. Consider the engagement of a scientist in policy advice. While the scholar would keep a careful eye on his independence from the client (autonomy), he will also seek to convince his client of the relevance of his knowledge. If the client is convinced, he will, together with the scholar, share an interest in the status of knowledge. Thus an alliance has been formed that is interested in keeping and strengthening the status of the knowledge. While the client can profit from the expertise of the scholar, the scholar also receives knowledge (of the client's needs, world views, etc.) in exchange. This knowledge is a resource in the knowledge production process. In the case of IR this is highlighted by the study of Keith Webb, who found that for 47% of his interviewees “insights into the policy-making process” (Webb 1994:90) were their most important reason to engage in policy advice. Science does need some sort of alliances, and indeed most if not all IR scholars openly declare the necessity of alliances. Maybe one of the strongest statements of this kind is that of Michael Nicholson (2000:183) who claims that: “The purpose of doing International Relations, like all social science, is to influence people, sometime, somewhere in a context which will make a difference to their actions.” However, alliance formation too is an interactive pattern; not only do scholars gain resources from an alliance, it is likely that the utterance of statements in the “links and knots” domain and mobilization practice are changed by alliances. And this is what is regularly neglected, for instance in Almond (2001), Müller and Risse (2001), and Snyder (2001). IR's critical theorists have paid special attention to this form of influence and warned of “academic prostitution” if alliances are too tight. However, what these critiques often undervalue—this becomes clearly visible in distinctions such as Cox's (1996) between critical theory and problem solving theory (Duvall and Varadarajan 2003)—is that any kind of research assembles agents to form alliances, be it in the case of critical scholarship the virtual category of “the oppressed” or activist movements.20 Understood in this sense, alliance-building is a daily practice of IR, and it is never absent from specific scholarly groups.21 To sum up, alliances are a decisive part of the science-policy network of IR. Contrary to the expectations of the gap literature, alliances (or bridges) are a daily phenomenon. However, alliances cannot be observed in isolation from the rest of the circle of IR's practices. The interplay and synchrony of autonomy and alliances is one of the key puzzles of the whole discussion, but it is not independent from the rest. It is also a question of how autonomy and alliances influence mobilizing the world, and how their interplay shapes the practices of the centre: the ways in which they support knowledge claims, and how they transform them.
Relevant Academic theorizing requires real world relevance
Nye Professor 2008
Joseph, University Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, “Bridging the Gap between Theory and Policy,” Political Psychology, Volume 29, issue 4,  HC
My experience of a fruitful interaction between theory and practice may be subjective, but it is not unique. As Ezra Vogel has written: “when I went to Washington and first had to write one-page briefs, I despaired of substituting sound bites for real thinking. I came to appreciate, however, that one pagers can force intellectual discipline. Such space limits impel us to think about what is the absolutely most important idea or two that we want to communicate, and to decide how to communicate those ideas in the most effective way. As a result, I returned to the university and began to encourage students to spend more time compressing their thinking and to work harder to express ideas in a precise and concise way” (2006, p. 34). If such experiences serve as an existence theorem that academic theory and policy practice can interact fruitfully in both directions, what could be done to increase it and bridge the widening gap? On the official side, former ambassador David Newsom advised his colleagues to broaden State Department research grants, to increase scholar-diplomat programs, and to encourage senior officials to participate in scholarly association meetings. The Intelligence community, particularly the National Intelligence Council, holds regular unclassified seminars and conferences with academics. Internships and exchanges such as the Foreign Affairs fellowships sponsored by the Council on Foreign Relations (that Alex George extolled in his book) have also helped to introduce young American academics to a policy environment, though of the dozen or so annual fellowships, the percentage from universities has declined over time. Increased lateral entry at middle levels would be good both for the civil service and for the academy, but this is particularly difficult in countries with a strong civil service tradition. The internet and blogs also provide new opportunities for scholars to become involved in policy debates on a global basis. On the university side, Stephen Walt argues for “a conscious effort to alter the prevailing norms of the discipline.” Departments should give greater weight to real-world relevance and impact in hiring and promotion decisions, and journals could place greater weight on relevance in evaluating submissions. Universities could facilitate interest in the real world by giving junior faculty greater incentives for participating in it (Walt, 2005, p. 41). Scholars could avoid choosing research topics that are so manageable that they wind up saying more and more about less and less (which is a current academic affliction). They would do better to heed the advice of Robert Putnam: “Better an approximate answer to an important question than an exact answer to a trivial question” (2003, p. 251). They would also do well to follow the example of Alex George with his long-term concern about the importance of bridging the gap between theory and practice, between scholar and citizen. “In 1966, while still a member of the RAND Corporation, I saw the need to supplement efforts to formulate general theories of international relations with theories that are more relevant for the conduct of foreign policy” (1993, p. xxi). We are all in his debt that he did. 
Academics should orient research towards policymaking 
Grodsky Assistant prof 2009
Brian, assistant professor of political science at the University of Maryland, “Lessons (Not) Learned A New Look at Bureaucratic Politics and U.S. Foreign Policy-Making in the Post-Soviet Space,” Problems of Post-Communism, Vol 56, Issue 2,  HC 
While this article has explored how a stakeholder approach limits opportunities for foreign policy learning, it also sheds light on a broader problem, the oft-cited disconnect between policymakers and academics. A number of scholars and policymakers have explored this dilemma from the academic side, rightly questioning the policy relevance of much academic research. 97 Theoretical work is often seen as overly obscure and challenged by policy “experts” who claim to have a better grasp of current affairs. One respondent reacted with contempt toward a string of academics who had called his office with advice during a period of crisis in his region of focus: “Suddenly everyone is an expert—I’m the one who’s been watching all this happen. Where were all these people a month ago?” 98 My own experiences immediately after transitioning from government work to academia indicate that this feeling is frequently mutual, with academics questioning the preparedness of policymakers. Academics do not necessarily have the “right” foreign policy answers. Just as policymakers have subjective tendencies, so do academics, who tend to view the world through their unique lens. 99 Research suggests that there is little difference in predictive capabilities between academics and avid newspaper readers. 100 Still, scholarly publications with the beneﬁ t of rigorous peer review can help increase policymaker awareness with an array of informed perspectives. 101 The richer the marketplace of ideas, the more beneficial it should be to policymakers, provided they judge the competing arguments and evidence on objective criteria, not institutionally structured (or other) prejudices. 102 At the same time, this study suggests that even the most policy-relevant semi-academic or academic writing requires an unusually powerful catapult to make it over the wall put up by policymakers. Academics are hindered in their attempts to convey potentially useful information to policymakers by the limited time horizons and informational constraints that make the barrier between the policy world and academic community so formidable. Just as policymaker institutions must be adapted to create an atmosphere more conducive to long-term policy adaptation, academics interested in affecting policy must redirect their efforts, synthesizing academic lessons and placing them in more accessible public spheres, such as commentaries in the national press. As it stands now, the primary bridge between academia and the policy world, the think tank, is narrow, and—according to respondents from this study—treated by policy elites as a luxury rather than a necessity. Outside of writing a cable from a regional embassy, an op-ed appears the best way to get onto the policy map—an effort that might also be appreciated by grant-administering organization . 

AT Relevance Coopted
Policy relevance doesn’t cause cooption – it can be used to challenge the status quo
Stoker Prof 2010
Gerry, Professor of Politics and Governance at the University of Southampton, “Blockages on the Road to Relevance: Why has Political Science Failed to Deliver?” European Political Science, Volume 9, No 1,  HC 
Before looking at some of the intellectual challenges that have come to grip, let me consider one objection that I find less convincing. One proffered reason to object to relevance is that when political scientists have pursued relevance they have often ended up putting their research into the hands of established power holders and simply acted to provide so-called expert judgement to underwrite partisan policymaking (Norton, 2004; Piven, 2004). There is the kernel of a truth in this observation, as an engaged political science is inherently connected to the play of power. The political scientist in pursuit of relevance, however, does not need to be a technician of the state working for power and against the powerless. There are some cases in which political scientists have sided with power and some in which they have not. A careful and detailed empirical study by a variety of American academics (Macedo, 2005) into the failings of the political system of the United States – a study under the auspices of the American Political Science Association – has produced a set of reform measures that are sufficiently radical not to be seen as a defence of the status quo. There are difficulties and challenges that social scientists have dealing with power. Political scientists, in particular, should be sensitive to these issues but this objection to relevance is not one of the strongest. 
Policy relevance isn’t coopted – practice and theory can coexist. 

Nye Professor 2008
Joseph, University Distinguished Service Professor and former Dean of Harvard’s Kennedy School of Government, “Bridging the Gap between Theory and Policy,” Political Psychology, Volume 29, issue 4,  HC
Some academics criticize this narrow professional orientation and engage in politics or policy advocacy, but they argue that the role of academics and universities is to use their independence to criticize the power structure, not support it. Whether through political activism or through the development of “post-positivist” critical theory, they believe that theorists should criticize the powerful, no matter how little relevance their theory appears to have in the eyes of policy makers or how little it conforms to the central professional standards of the discipline. There is much to be said for the view that universities are unique institutions, but the imagined trade-off between corruption and relevance need not be so acute. An intermediate position on the appropriateness issue is what I call the “balanced portfolio” approach. When I served as dean of Harvard's Kennedy School of Government, I tried to maintain a faculty on which some members had government experience while others were purely academic. The latter ensured rigor and the former brought relevance, and the combination meant that the institution filled a different role on the research spectrum than either a Washington think tank or a typical academic department. But the portfolio analogy works best when there are a number of people who have occupied both positions in the division of labor at different times and are able to act as bridges. As the above cited evidence suggests, however, “in and outers” who contribute to both practice and theory are increasingly rare. The key to the success of such a faculty mix is the ability and willingness of members to interact and communicate with each other. This is easier in a professional school than in a purely academic department. But even in the latter case, theorists and practice-oriented scholars can communicate if they are interested in policy problems. The communication gap does not belong solely to international relations or foreign policy. 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. As journal editor Lee Sigelman observed, “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 know it from leafing through its leading journal” (2006, pp. 463–478). Bruce Jentleson has summarized this middle position, “it is not that all intellectuals must do stints in government, or even make policy relevance a priority for their research and scholarship. But the reverse is too true: as a discipline we place too little value on these kinds of hands-on experiences and this kind of scholarship, to our own detriment as scholars and teachers—and as a discipline” (2002, p. 130). If the gap becomes too large, something is lost for both sides. In the past, academics have made useful contributions to policy, either directly or at arms length. A few decades ago, academics like Arnold Wolfers, Carl Friedrich, McGeorge Bundy, Thomas Schelling, and others felt it proper to be engaged with the policy process. Some academic ideas have been quite significant in framing policy. Through a combination of writing and consulting, Schelling, Bernard Brodie, Albert Wohlstetter, William Kaufmann, and others developed and refined theories of nuclear strategy and arms control that were widely used by practitioners in the Cold War. (In Bridging the Gap, Alex cites the impact of Brodie, Kauffmann, and Herman Kahn.) More recently, Michael Doyle, Rudolph Rummel, Bruce Russett, and others helped to update Kant's theory of the democratic peace (“liberal democracies tend not to fight each other”), and it has entered into popular political discourse and policy (Siverson, 2000, pp. 59–64). 
Role Playing Good
Role playing tied to education content is good – motivates individuals
Garris, Ahlers and Driskell 2002
Rosemary, research psychologist with the Science and Technology Division of the Naval Air Warfare Center Training Systems Division, M.S. degree in industrial/organizational psychology, Robert, PhD, experimental psychology, human factors, NCstate, James, adjunct professor of psychology at Rollins College, PhD, USouth Carolina, “Games, Motivation, and Learning: A Research and Practice Model,” Simulation Gaming, Vol 33, No. 4,  HC 
Games represent an activity that is separate from real life in that there is no activity outside the game that literally corresponds. Games involve imaginary worlds; activity inside these worlds has no impact on the real world; and when involved in a game, nothing outside the game is relevant. Malone and Lepper (1987) defined fantasy as an environment that evokes “mental images of physical or social situations that do not exist” (p. 240). Some research indicates that instructional content that is embedded in fantasy contexts leads to greater student interest and increased learning (Cordova & Lepper, 1996; Parker & Lepper, 1992). There are several implications of the use of fantasy in games. Fantasies allow users to interact in situations that are not part of normal experience, yet they are insulated from real consequences. Thomas and Macredie (1994) have noted that one key characteristic of games is that participants’ actions have no impact on the real world (they describe this as a “world with no consequences”). Fantasies facilitate focalization of attention and the self-absorption that occurs when users become immersed in game activity (Driskell & Dwyer, 1984). Finally, Malone and Lepper (1987) noted that fantasies can offer analogies or metaphors for real-world processes that allow the user to experience phenomena from varied perspectives. In brief, rese arch suggests that material may be learned more readily when presented in an imagined context that is of interest than when presented in a generic or decontextualized form. A game requires the user to adopt various roles and identify with a fictional person or role. Crookall, Oxford, and Saunders (1987) noted that participants “take on” or “act out” a role within the game framework. In noting the role of fantasy in games, we do not intend to imply that games are not “real” to the participants. It is perhaps because users are wrapped up in a unique role in a world separate from day-to-day activities that game play takes on such importance. Certainly games are important, and they may have consequences for the real world (witness the World Cup or the Olympics). Yet games are distinct from reality—if one’s role in a game mirrors reality too closely, activity ceases to be a game. Rieber (1996) has further noted that fantasy contexts can be exogenous or endogenous to the game content. An exogenous fantasy is simply overlaid on some learning content. For example, children may learn fractions and by doing so slay a dragon in an enchanted forest. This type of game is likely to be more engaging than a long page of fractions. However, the fantasy in this case is external to and separate from the learning content. In contrast, an endogenous fantasy is related to the learning content. For example, students may learn about physics by piloting a spaceship on reentry to earth’s orbit. Rieber noted that because endogenous fantasies are more closely tied to the learning content, if the fantasy is interesting, the content becomes interesting. Thus, endogenous fantasies are more effective motivational tools. 
Rules Good
Clear, goal oriented rules good – key to education and motivation
Garris, Ahlers and Driskell 2002
Rosemary, research psychologist with the Science and Technology Division of the Naval Air Warfare Center Training Systems Division, M.S. degree in industrial/organizational psychology, Robert, PhD, experimental psychology, human factors, NCstate, James, adjunct professor of psychology at Rollins College, PhD, USouth Carolina, “Games, Motivation, and Learning: A Research and Practice Model,” Simulation Gaming, Vol 33, No. 4,  HC 
Although game activity takes place apart from the real world, it occurs in a fixed space and time period with precise rules governing game play. Caillois (1961) noted that in a game, the rules and constraints of ordinary life are temporarily suspended and replaced by a set of rules that are operative within the fixed space and time of the game. Moreover, when play violates these boundaries, when the ball goes out of bounds or the person responds out of character, play is stopped and brought back into the agreed boundaries. The rules of a game describe the goal structure of the game. One of the most robust findings in the literature on motivation is that clear, specific, and difficult goals lead to enhanced performance (Locke & Latham, 1990). Clear, specific goals allow the individual to perceive goal-feedback discrepancies, which are seen as crucial in triggering greater attention and motivation. That is, when feedback indicates that current performance does not meet established goals, individuals attempt to reduce this discrepancy. Under conditions of high goal commitment (i.e., the individual is determined to reach the goal), this discrepancy leads to an increase in effort and performance (Kernan & Lord, 1990). Therefore, game contexts that are meaningful and that provide well differentiated, hierarchical goal structures are likely to lead to enhanced motivation and performance. At the same time, whereas rules and goals may be clear and fixed, they must allow for a wide range of permissible actions within the game. Crookall and Arai (1995) noted that the strategic selection of moves or actions within a game must be flexible to allow game activity to evolve based on player styles, strategies, previous experience, and other factors. Although we may clearly know the rules of a game beforehand, we are never able to predict exactly how the game will play out. 
Flexible Rules Good
Imported rules (a la framework) can and should be changed – time constraints not so much

Garris, Ahlers and Driskell 2002
Rosemary, research psychologist with the Science and Technology Division of the Naval Air Warfare Center Training Systems Division, M.S. degree in industrial/organizational psychology, Robert, PhD, experimental psychology, human factors, NCstate, James, adjunct professor of psychology at Rollins College, PhD, USouth Carolina, “Games, Motivation, and Learning: A Research and Practice Model,” Simulation Gaming, Vol 33, No. 4,  HC 
Finally, there are different types of rules that are operational within a game framework (see Crookall & Arai, 1995). System rules define the operation of the world that is embodied by the game. Procedural rules define actions that can be taken within the game (e.g., “If you amass x number of points, you can move to this level”). Imported rules are those that participants import into the game from the real world that allow play to take place (e.g., “You do not cheat or lie,” “You cannot walk through walls”). Imported rules are commonsense or implied rules that govern behavior in general and are important for two reasons. It is these normative, already-learned rules that are imported into game situations that allow games to be played, just like these rules structure our behavior in real life. Yet it is often these commonsense rules being suspended in imaginary worlds that lend computer games their unique flavor (e.g., “Gee, I can walk through walls!” “I can drive 90 mph through the streets of San Francisco!”). Without imported rules, game play could not take place, yet games are fun because they allow some of these everyday rules to be loosened or broken. 
Giving debaters control over rules/procedure increases motivation/interest
Garris, Ahlers and Driskell 2002
Rosemary, research psychologist with the Science and Technology Division of the Naval Air Warfare Center Training Systems Division, M.S. degree in industrial/organizational psychology, Robert, PhD, experimental psychology, human factors, NCstate, James, adjunct professor of psychology at Rollins College, PhD, USouth Carolina, “Games, Motivation, and Learning: A Research and Practice Model,” Simulation Gaming, Vol 33, No. 4,  HC 

Control refers to the exercise of authority or the ability to regulate, direct, or command something. Research comparing the effects of instructional programs that control all elements of the instruction (program control) and instructional programs in which the learner has control over elements of the instructional program (learner control) on learner achievement has yielded mixed results (Hannafin & Sullivan, 1996). However, research that has compared the effects of program control versus learner control on user reactions and motivation has yielded consistently positive results favoring learner control. For example, Morrison, Ross, and Baldwin (1992) found that students who were allowed to choose the amount and the context of practice problems reported more positive attitudes. Cordova and Lepper (1996) studied the effects of providing students with control over instructionally irrelevant parts of a learning activity (the advantage being that this would avoid the risk of students’ making pedagogically poor choices). They found that providing student control led to increased motivation and greater learning. Games evoke a sense of personal control when users are allowed to select strategies, manage the direction of activity, and make decisions that directly affect outcomes, even if actions are not instructionally relevant. 
Switch Side Good

Switch Side debate increases argument quality 
Johnson and Johnson Profs 2009
David, professor in the Department of Educational Psychology, University of Minnesota, Roger, professor in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction, University of Minnesota, “Energizing Learning: The Instructional Power of Conflict,” Educational Researcher, Vol 38, No 1, HC  

One of the most important skills of the group is to be able to disagree with each other’s ideas while confirming each other’s personal competence (Tjosvold, 1998). Disagreeing with others and, at the same time, imputing incompetence to them, tends to increase their commitment to their own ideas and their rejection of the opponent’s information and reasoning. Disagreeing with others while simultaneously confirming their personal competence, however, results in being better liked and receiving less criticism of one’s own ideas; opponents become more interested in learning about one’s ideas and more willing to incorporate one’s information and reasoning into their own analysis of the problem. The participants are more likely to believe that their goals are cooperative, to integrate their perspectives, and to reach agreement (Tjosvold, 1998). Another important set of skills for exchanging information and opinions in a context of constructive controversy is perspective taking (Johnson, 1971; Johnson & Johnson, 1989). More information, both personal and impersonal, is disclosed in interactions with a person who is engaging in perspective-taking behaviors (such as paraphrasing an opponent’s statements; Colson, 1968; Noonan-Wagner, 1975; Sermat & Smyth, 1973; Taylor, Altman, & Sorrentino, 1969). Perspective-taking skills are reflected in one’s capacity to phrase messages so that they are easily understood by others and to comprehend accurately the messages of others (Feffer & Suchotliff, 1966; Flavell, 1968; Hogan & Henley, 1970). Perspective taking in conflicts results in increased understanding and retention of the opponent’s information and perspective (Johnson, 1971). Perspective taking facilitates creative, high-quality problem solving (Johnson, 1971). Finally, perspective taking promotes more positive perceptions of the information-exchange process, of fellow group members, and of the group’s work (Johnson, 1971). 

Switch side debate fosters greater understanding and interest
Johnson and Johnson Profs 2009
David, professor in the Department of Educational Psychology, University of Minnesota, Roger, professor in the Department of Curriculum and Instruction, University of Minnesota, “Energizing Learning: The Instructional Power of Conflict,” Educational Researcher, Vol 38, No 1, HC  

To discuss difficult issues, make joint reasoned judgments, and increase commitment to implement a decision, it is helpful to understand and consider all perspectives. Most students are usually unaware of their classmates’ alternative perspectives and frames of reference and of their potential effects on the accumulation and understanding of information and knowledge (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981). Two students interpreting information using different perspectives can draw directly opposing conclusions without recognizing the limitations of their thinking. Students do not see the whole picture; they see only what their perspective allows them to see, and they tend to overestimate the validity of their conclusions. In addition, students are apt to process information in a biased manner, accepting confirming evidence at face value and subjecting disconfirming evidence to highly critical evaluation (Lord, Ross, & Lepper, 1979). To make reasoned judgments, students need to be able to view the issue from all relevant perspectives. Constructive controversy tends to promote more accurate and complete understanding of opposing perspectives than do concurrence seeking (ES = 0.97), debate (ES = 0.20), and individualistic efforts (ES = 0.59; see Table 3). Engaging in controversy tends to result in greater understanding of another person’s cognitive perspective than does avoiding controversy. In the studies reviewed, individuals who engaged in a controversy tended to be more accurate in subsequently predicting what line of reasoning their opponent would use in solving a future problem than were individuals who interacted without any controversy. Increased understanding of opposing perspectives tends to result from engaging in controversy (as opposed to engaging in concurrence-seeking discussions or individualistic efforts), regardless of whether one is a high-, medium-, or low-achieving student. Increased perspective taking tends to enhance individuals’ ability to discover beneficial agreements in conflicts (Galinsky, Maddux, Gilin, & White, 2008). Finally, when students make comments that transform, extend, or summarize the reasoning of another person, more effective moral discussions tend to occur (Berkowitz & Gibbs, 1983; Berkowitz, Gibbs, & Broughton, 1980). 
Ontological Focus Good – War

Particular understandings of war and conflict fails – it should be understood ontologically

Barkawi and Brighton 2011 (Tarak, university lecturer in international security at the Centre of International Studies, University of Cambridge, Shane, doctoral candidate and teaching assistant in the Department of War Studies at King's College, London, “Powers of War: Fighting, Knowledge, and Critique,” International Political Sociology, http://cambridge.academia.edu/TarakBarkawi/Papers/604640/Powers_of_War_Fighting_Knowledge_and_Critique)

So, what can be said of the ontology of war, that fundamental character which manifests itself in each instance of war and is true of war in general? As a phenomenon, war presents itself in historically specific ways and most writing about it reflects this. Military historians begin with the archive and the particularity of testimony. Strategic analysts attend to specific alignments of forces and the effect of engagements on the course of a war. Those who experience a war encounter its particular violences and their cumulative impact. Despite this, the question of the fundamental character of war beyond its finite, historical manifestation recurs: just as war poets frequently intimate transcendent human truth, strategists and policy makers seek to recover eternal verities from narratives of past battles and campaigns. A proper approach to the ontology of war does not seek to resolve this discomforting tension, as though some decision were possible between ‘‘war’’ and “wars’’ as the correct object of inquiry. Rather, we propose to take it as a basic framework from which to proceed. We are not the first to do so. Clausewitz, tellingly described as both historically specific to the point of irrelevance (van Creveld 1991:ix; Kaldor 1999:13-30) and a source of timeless insight (Gray 1999:75-112), also grapples with the universal and the historically contingent character of war, what we call its historicity. We consider his efforts below and mark the recurrence of this conceptual tension in Etienne Balibar’s recent work (Balibar 2008). He discusses the continually transformative effect of ‘‘this war’’—the war we are in or may be subject to—upon efforts to think about ‘‘war’’ as such. The historicity of war, in the first instance, consists of the urgent grasp of ‘‘this war’’ on politics and society, of its ordering effects on thought and knowledge about war. What is it about ‘‘this war,’’ most fundamentally, that demands attention to the exclusion of other perspectives? Note a difference between accounts produced by strategists, commanders, staff officers, soldier poets, and memorialists, on the one hand, and much of the academic literature mentioned earlier. Participant perspectives, with varying degrees of directness, center on fighting, past, current, or potential. Fighting is that which thematically unifies war in general and in particular—‘‘war’’ with ‘‘wars’’—and no ontology of war can exclude it. Attention to fighting is that which marks out war-centered analysis from that reducing war to a secondary effect. Fighting and the violence of war exercise a profound grasp on the imagination, constituting the practical test to which strategic thought is oriented and the conventional mode for the achievement of victory. Fighting is dwelt upon in representations of war in popular literature and cinema. Even Sun Tsu’s aphorism that true strategic excellence consists in ‘‘[subduing] the enemy without fighting’’ (Sun 1971:77) derives its power from a paradoxical relation to this basic truth, perhaps best articulated in Clausewitz’s much quoted observation that fighting is as definitive for war as cash exchange for economy (Clausewitz 1976:97). However, what fighting is, how it might be understood and positioned within a fundamental theory of war, cannot be taken for granted. Clearing the ground for a new ontology of war requires recognition that fighting understood instrumentally, as the Clausewitzian duel, the test of arms, as ‘‘kinetic exchange,’’ misses its wider implication and importance. But as we saw above, fighting, or more broadly military operations, is the site of a decisive divide in inquiry that can be characterized as ‘‘war or society,’’ between a focus on war as fighting and on its impact on society. The former’s limitation of focus, we suggest, is not an intellectual failure but, rather, an outcome of the historicity of war. For those who focus on war as fighting, its reality as an actual and potential presence compels an instrumental relation to it, such that knowledge about war is never fully exterior to an order war itself creates. Fighting always entails the problem of how to survive and prevail, and the question of the appropriate instruments and means by which to do so occupies the minds of soldiers, strategists, and political leaders who embark on war. The question is what is occluded by such instrumentalization—by the order of knowing and being war creates—and what might be said of the wider ontological significance of fighting? Economics as a discipline after all has not been limited to or necessarily centered upon the study of cash exchange. War studies as the study of warfighting surely apprehends that most definitive of war, but rarely escapes from the limits of historic particularity and thereby constrains its own potential utility for a wider analysis of war. Fully developing our point about the instrumentalization that fighting demands would require attention to the broad and disparate literatures concerning the experience of war and its effects, something we do only in a limited fashion here. But it enables a preliminary observation on the ontology of war: war is defined by fighting or its immanent possibility and—as an historical, existential, issue in the lives of those who seek to understand it—this definitive element resists disinterested analysis, while tending to instrumentalize knowledge about war. 

This understanding of conflict shapes politics

Barkawi and Brighton 2011 (Tarak, university lecturer in international security at the Centre of International Studies, University of Cambridge, Shane, doctoral candidate and teaching assistant in the Department of War Studies at King's College, London, “Powers of War: Fighting, Knowledge, and Critique,” International Political Sociology, http://cambridge.academia.edu/TarakBarkawi/Papers/604640/Powers_of_War_Fighting_Knowledge_and_Critique)
The ontology of war, then, was not simply a conceptual problem for Clausewitz, it was political. Mastery of the means of war, of who spoke authoritative truth about war, was inseparable from the regime of truth and power to which he was subject. In prizing hereditary social status above dangerously French notions such as meritocracy, this regime determined his own chances of advancement and command just as it limited his soldiers’ capacity to maneuver effectively against their enemy. In Clausewitz’s thought and writings, the separation of war from policy, of the executive from the military and the populous in the trinity, were calculated interventions that would bolster the primacy of the nascent Prussian general staff in military matters and limit the power of what Clausewitz and his fellow reformers saw as an ineffectual, strategically inept hereditary monarchy. The Clausewitzian dictum is a demand for a separation of powers in military matters in a society for which the unity of social status and military command were fundamental. This dimension of Clausewitz’s work, which situates him historically and his writing politically, we take to be particularly significant. The power to speak truth about war, to embody the Prussian tradition, was central to the social order in which he lived and the legitimation of political authority within it. This linkage between authoritative knowledge about war and the legitimation of power, the need to exercise power within and through a collective narrative in which war is a fundamental referent is, we suggest, a recurrent element of politics as such. Clausewitz’s situation was thus exemplary but not unique: it is to greater or lesser degree that of all who seek to produce knowledge about war in the context of an order of public reason. This intimate relation between authoritative knowledge about war, symbolic proximity to martial tradition, and the legitimation of power we bring together under the term War⁄Truth. It refers to the dependence of political orders on authoritative knowledges and narratives concerning armed force and war. While existential investments are made in these truths, they remain vulnerable to the contingencies of war. For the defeated as for the victors, in small wars or large ones, war can disrupt, undermine, and transform orders of public reason and the political identities they define. War⁄Truth’s operation is clearly apparent in the politics of the Prussian military reformers. It is also evident in the strenuous efforts of war leaders to shape public discourse and perception, efforts which often run aground amidst the complexities and uncertainties of wartime events. But war’s constitutive field extends well beyond the reputation of leaders to entire social and political orders. It disseminates and disperses knowledges and effects into divergent fields and sites, often apparently unrelated to the conduct of war and state power. This becomes clearer when we recognize that the nature of War⁄Truth is creative, less a product of the generative powers of war, it is a primary site for their realization. To function, War⁄Truth requires the production and imposition of retrospective certitudes on the contingencies of war. Ultimately, the recurrent uncertainties of fighting must be recast as the normative certainties that make polities possible, as for example in the role of narratives of the Second World War in underpinning national and international orders in the post-1945 world. In this sense, the final element of war’s ontology is its power to remake what is unmade. War drives the remaking of certainty, foremost being authoritative certainties about war itself and the constitution of peace (cf. Scarry 1985 on creating an ‘‘incontestable reality’’:27, chap.2). A small but revealing example is the recent erection at Hyde Park Corner in London of the Memorial Gates, recognizing the contribution of British imperial troops in both world wars. In sight of Nelson’s column, it stands about 100 yards from Wellington’s Arch, commemorating the Peninsular Campaign and Waterloo, and the monument to the Royal Artillery’s dead in the First and Second World Wars, among others. These other memorials were erected within a decade or two, sometimes much less, of the wars they commemorate. By contrast, the Memorial Gates were erected in November 2002, nearly sixty years after the end of the Second World War. This was in the wake of serious racial conflict in Britain’s northern cities and the Cantell Report on the Bradford riots which spoke of a crisis of inclusion in British society and a terminal decline of the ideal of multiculturalism. The War on Terror had further transformed the problem of managing communal difference into one of security and fear (Brighton 2007). In this context, the agitation for a memorial on the part of South Asian, African and Afro-Caribbean ex-servicemen, and the decision of the authorities to proceed with the memorial, reflected the need for resources for reiterating a national narrative that could include migrant communities and their descendents. That is, the memorial was conceived, built, and received as a moment in a new project of civic integration, celebrating the ‘‘rich diversity of British society’’ (Memorial Gates Trust n.d.). To call the Memorial Gates, a ‘‘war memorial,’’ like the others around it, is to bracket war off from this contemporary political context, and to imagine that the memorial is only about recognizing the service of some nearly forgotten soldiers, that it has little directly to do with the present. To name it a project of social inclusion is to imagine the memorial has little to do with war and to miss the potency of wartime service and sacrifice as a basis for citizenship. The Memorial Gates attempt the validation of a social order and a national identity through reference to an order of battle. That is, this project of British identity is a War⁄ Truth. In this, it is little different from the other ‘‘war’’ memorials around it, which also introduced into civic space totems of a martial order that participated in shaping the ‘‘civic’’ order in various ways. More generally, military service— ‘‘fighting’’—historically has been not only an important but a primary foundation for demands for social inclusion and rights (Janowitz 1976). Equally, in diverse manner, national identities are almost always fighting identities. The truth of who ‘‘we’’ are is almost always a War⁄Truth. As such, these truths are always subject to undoing by war. Conclusion: War in Society We are not the first to note the strangely pacific terms of social and political thought or to juxtapose them with the violent histories that continue. Broadly speaking, liberal modernity constructs and brackets war through periodization and separation, and by conceiving it as an ethical and legal challenge (Howard 1978). When war does occur, it is conceived primarily in a normative register, as a source of human suffering. Its conduct was left to coercive institutions of state and their mostly military staffs until the ‘‘civilianization’’ of strategic thought and practice after 1945 in the United States. War, on these renderings, is antithetical to liberal order. By contrast, on our view, when the scope and operation of War⁄Truth is traced, little in the social world goes untouched by the orders war creates. War shapes so much of the architecture of our reality—not just that which refers to and memorializes it—that a meaningful, sustained analytic focus becomes challenging. War⁄Truth makes other power⁄knowledge systems possible by providing a securing framework. Working out the contours and recesses of War⁄Truth in various social and historical contexts is beyond us here, but we hope to have provided a basis upon which such studies might begin and within which the existing relevant but scattered literatures can be positioned. As long as scholars in the social sciences and humanities operate in a mostly pacific universe, they will continue to misname and misconceive that around us which belongs to an order of war as belonging to that of peace. At the same time, the relations between political power and knowledge about war mean that the academic study of war finds itself uniquely constrained and in continual competition with state institutions and their civilian advocates in ways that are unique. Social and political orders have enormous and varied investments in War⁄Truth. Its function in the determination of order sets war apart within the sociology of knowledge. Not only are effective militaries, and the knowledges required to constitute, govern, and use them, necessary for the survival and flourishing of polities, but political orders entail narratives regarding the authoritative and legitimate command of armed force. War, truth, and power form an intimate complex of relations. In this context, inquiry based on the uncertainty of war challenges the vital foundations of political authority itself, since such authority rests in part on its own claim to knowledge in a manner that stresses the conjoined certitudes of its own political-military tradition and powers of command. To analyze the nature of war and trace its effects in reference to an unknowable, never quite controllable field of contingency is to question the basic presumptions of competence on which political authority rests. 
