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How to Use this File
The 1NC (hopefully you notice) is missing a link. This is because its much better to just read a specific link in the 1NC – so just find whatever link arguments apply from that section of the file and read that in the 1NC in lieu of generic card. 

Also, most of these cards are way over-underlined. This was intentional, it means that you actually need to read and highlight the cards, otherwise you will be wasting a lot of time in the debate reading not-so-useful parts of the cards. 

Essential words to understand the difference between: agonism and antagonism. 

Agonism is a political theory that sees some political conflicts as potentially positive. It emphasizes the legitimacy of difference and is concerned about ultimately brining about peace.

Antagonism is hostility. It encounters difference and rather than accepting it, antagonism does violence to it. It also emphasizes the political conflict, but the solution and the general frame of antagonism is violence

The trick to the alternative is thus to frame the aff as antagonism and the alternative as agonism. 

You need to make framework arguments that shift the debate away from a question of action. The alternative doesn’t “do” anything concrete per se, its really just a way of thinking about a given situation and how we then talk about given situation. If the aff wins that you have to do something, then, the alternative is rather useless. Thus, you should make the debate a question of knowledge, representations, and discourse. Shift the focus of what the judge ought to evaluate to those issues. 

You can also make lots of arguments about how the aff is simply a social construction and all of their harms are made-up. If you win that they base their affirmative on a flawed epistemology, then the conclusion that that epistemology comes to are also flawed. This is a pretty good ‘no impact to the aff’ style argument.

Have fun! Email me if you have any questions 

parker

pcron@umich.edu 

First Negative Constructive

Their imperative to protect certain populations and the deeming of others as expendable necessitates killing in the name of security 

Dean prof soc @ Macquarie U Australia 2k1 (Mitchell, States of Imagination eds Thomas Hansen and Finn Stepputat. Pp 41-64) 
Sovereignty and Biopolitics in Nonliberal Rule 
There are, of course, plenty of examples of the exercise of sovereignty in the twentieth century that have practiced a decidedly nonliberal form and program of national government both in relation to their own populations and those of other states. Does this mean that the form of government of such states is assembled from elements that are radically different from the ones we have discussed here? Does this mean that state socialism and National Socialism, for example, cannot be subject to an analysis of the arts of government? The answer to both these questions, I believe, is no. The general argument of this essay is that the exercise of government in all modern states entails the articulation of a form of pastoral power with one of sovereign power. Liberalism, as we have just seen, makes that articulation in a specific way. Other types of rule have a no less distinctive response to the combination of elements of a biopolitics concerned with the detailed administration of life and sovereign power that reserves the right of death to itself. Consider again the contrastive terms in which it is possible to view biopolitics and sovereignty. The final chapter in the first volume of the History o Sexuality that contrasts sovereignty and biopolitics is titled “Right of Death and Power over Life.” The initial terms of the contrast between the two registers of government is thus between one that could employ power to put subjects to death, even if this right to kill was conditioned by the defense of the sovereign, and one that was concerned with the fostering of life. Nevertheless, each part of the contrast can be further broken down. The right of death can also be understood as “the right to take life or let live”; the power over life as the power “to foster life or disallow it.” Sovereign power is a power that distinguishes between political life (bios) and mere existence or bare life (zoe). Bare life is included in the constitution of sovereign power by its very exclusion from political life. In contrast, biopolitics might be thought to include zoe in bios: stripped down mere existence becomes a matter of ticrli. Thus, the cont between biopolitics and sovereignty is not one of a power of life versus a power of death but concerns the way the different forms of power treat matters of life and death and entail different conceptions of life. Thus, biopolitics reinscribes the earlier right of death and power over life and places it within a new and different form that attempts to include what had earlier been sacred and taboo, bare life, in political existence. It is no longer so much the right of the sovereign to put to death his enemies but to disqualify the life—the mere existence—of those who are a threat to the life of the population, to disallow those deemed “unworthy of life,” those whose bare life is not worth living. This allows us, first, to consider what might be thought of as the dark side of biopolitics (Foucault 1979a: 136—37). In Foucault’s account, biopolitics does not put an end to the practice of war: it provides it with new and more sophisticated killing machines. These machines allow killing itself to be reposed at the level of entire populations. Wars become genocidal in the twentieth century. The same state that takes on the duty to enhance the life of the population also exercises the power of death over whole populations. Atomic weapons are the key weapons of this process of the power to put whole populations to death. We might also consider here the aptly named biological and chemical weapons that seek an extermination of populations by visiting plagues upon them or polluting the biosphere in which they live to the point at which bare life is no longer sustainable. Nor does the birth of biopolitics put an end to the killing of one’s own populations. Rather, it intensifies that killing—whether by an “ethnic cleansing” that visits holocausts upon whole groups or by the mass slaughters of classes and groups conducted in the name of the utopia to be achieved. 
There is a certain restraint in sovereign power. The right of death is only occsionally exercised as the right to kill and then often in a ritual fashion that suggests a relation to the sacred More often, sovereign power is manifest in the refrainn from the right to kill. The biopolitical imperative knows no such restraint. Power is exercised at the level of populations and hence wars will be waged at that level, on behalf of everyone and their lives. This point brings us to the heart of Foucault’s provocative thesis about biopolitics: that there is an 
First Negative Constructive
intimate connection between the exercise of a life-administering power and the commission of genocide: “If genocide is indeed the dream of modern powers, this is not because of a recent return of the ancient right to kill: it is because power is situated and exercised at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population” (1979a: 137). Foucault completes this same passage with an expression that deserves more notice: “massacres become vital.” There is thus a kind of perverse homogeneity between the power over life and the power to take life characteristic of biopower. The emergence of a biopolitical racism in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries can be approached as a trajectory in which this homogeneity always threatened to tip over into a dreadful necessity. This racism can be approached as a fundamental mechanism of power that is inscribed in the biopolitical domain (Stoler 1995: 84—85). For Foucault, the primary function of this form of racism is to establish a division between those who must live and those who must die, and to distinguish the superior from the inferior, the fit from the unfit. The notion and techniques of population had given rise, at the end of the nineteenth century, to a new linkage among population the internal organization of states, and the competition between states Darwinism, as an imperial so cial and political program, would plot the ranking of individuals, populations, and nations along the common gradient of fitness and thus measure efflcienqj.6 However, the series “population, evolution, and race” is not simply a way of thinking about the superiority of the “white races” or of justifring colonialism, but also of thinking about how to treat the degenerates and the abnormals in one’s own population and prevent the further degeneration of the race. 
The second and most important function for Foucault of this biopolitical racism in the nineteenth century is that “it establishes a positive relation between the right to kill and the assurance of life” (Stoler 1995: 84). The life of the population, its vigor, its health, its capacities to survive, becomes necessarily linked to the elimination of internal and external threats. This power to disallow life is perhaps best encapsulated in the injunctions of the eugenic project: identifS’ those who are degenerate, abnormal, feeble-minded, or of an inferior race and subject them to forced sterilization; encourage those who are superior, fit, and intelligent to propagate. Identify those whose life is but mere existence and disqualify their propagation; encourage those who can partake of a sovereign existence and of moral and political life. But this last example does not necessarily establish a positive justification for the right to kill, only the right to disallow life. 
If we are to begin to understand the type of racism engaged in by Nazism, however, we need to take into account another kind of denouement between the biopolitical management of population and the exercise of sovereignty. This version of sovereignty is no longer the transformed and democratized form founded on the liberty of the juridical subject, as it is for liberalism, but a sovereignty that takes up and transforms a further element of sovereignty, its “symbolics of blood” (Foucault 1979a: 148). For Foucault, sovereignty is grounded in blood—as a reality and as a symbol—just as one might say that sexuality becomes the key field on which biopolitical management of populations is articulated. When power is exercised through repression and deduction, through a law over which hangs the sword, when it is exercised on the scaffold by the torturer and the executioner, and when relations between households and families were forged through alliance, “blood was a reality with a symbolic function” By contrast, for biopolitics with its themes of health, vigor, fitness, vitality, progeny, survival, and race, “power spoke osexua1ity and to sexuality” (Foucault 1979a: 147). 
For Foucault (1979a: 149—50), the novelty of National Socialism was the way it articulated “the oneiric exaltation of blood,” of fatherland, and of the triumph of the race in an immensely cynical and naïve fashion, with the paroxysms of a disciplinary and biopolitical power concerned with the detailed administration of the life of the population and the regulation of sexuality, family, marriage, and education. Nazism generalized biopower without the limit-critique posed by the juridical subject of right, but it could not do away with sovereignty. Instead, it established a set of permanent interventions into the conduct of the individual within the population and articulated this with the “mythical concern for blood and the triumph of the race.” Thus, the shepherd-flock game and the city-citizen game are transmuted into the eugenic ordering of biological existence (of mere living and subsistence) and articulated on the themes of the purity of blood and the myth of the fatherland.  In such an articulation of these elements of sovereign and biopolitical forms of power, the relation between the administration of life and the right to kill entire populations is no longer simply one of a dreadful homogeneity. It has become a necessary relation. The administration of life comes to require a bloodbath. It is not simply that power, and therefore war, will be exercised at the level of an entire population. It is that the act of disqualifing the right to life of other races becomes necessary for the fostering of the life of the race. Moreover, the elimination of other races is only one face of the purification of one’s own race (Foucault igç7b: 231). The other part is to expose the latter to a universal and absolute danger, to expose it to the risk of death and total destruction. For Foucault, with the Nazi state we have an “absolutely racist state, an absolutely murderous state and an absolutely suicidal state” (232), all of which are superimposed and converge on the Final Solution. With the Final Solution, the state tries to eliminate, through the Jews, all the other races, for whom the Jews were the symbol and the manifestation. This includes, in one of Hitler’s last acts, the order to destroy the bases of bare life for the German people itself. “Final Solution for other races, the absolute suicide of the German race” is inscribed, according to Foucault, in the functioning of the modern state (232). 

First Negative Constructive 
The alternative is to embrace subjective agonism. This allows us to unmask violent power relations and creates space for resistance 

Shinko Visiting Assistant Professor of International Relations at Bucknell University 2k8 (Rosemary, “Agonistic Peace: A Postmodern Reading” 2008; 36; 473 Millennium - Journal of International Studies) 
According to Foucault agonism refers to a political relationship which opens up a site from within which relations of power can be resisted and altered.59 In this agonistic space individuals encounter one another and carve out the parameters of their ethical interactions. Foucault identifies the unmasking of political violence as the ‘real political task in a society’ because it is only by making the operation of power visible that we can then strategise how to fight against it. Thus we engage in power struggles in order to alter power relations.60 What we seek to alter are those processes of governmental individualisation which ‘separates the individual, breaks his links with others, splits up community life, forces the individual back on himself, and ties him to his own identity in a constraining way’.61

Agonism functions as the critical terrain located between the interplay of power and freedom where ‘the recalcitrance of the will and the intransigence of freedom’ emerge as constant provocations.62 Agonism involves a ‘relationship that is at the same time mutual incitement and struggle’, however; such a struggle is intended to remain open and serve as a type of permanent provocation rather than devolving into a paralysing confrontation.63 Foucault specifically rejects the idea of an essential antagonism, but he does indicate that there is an essential obstinacy affiliated with the exercise of freedom. Thus our relations with one another are not characterised by a primordial essence that would determine our relations to be fundamentally antagonistic, but principles of freedom on the other hand, do indicate points of insubordination and struggle.

An agonistic stance emerges in response to a political determination that an intolerability has been identified, which according to Foucault, threatens to break our connections (whether personal or communal) with one another, isolate us, and/or attempt to bind us to an identity which limits and constrains us. Agonism is a particular type of resistant response that seeks to change the political dynamic that would usher in and or sustain such isolating and constraining effects. Agonistic engagements are characterised by the search for difficult truths where morality itself is at stake, because within the terms of an agonistic encounter ‘the rights of each person are in some sense immanent in the discussion [emphasis added]’.64
The question is in what sense are the rights of each immanent and what is the content of such rights? According to Foucault the person asking questions has a right to not be persuaded, to request further information, to point out contradictions and faulty reasoning and to stress other postulates. While on the other hand, the respondent also ‘exercises a right that does not go beyond the discussion itself’.65 His acceptance of the dialogue is what ties him to the questioner and the logic of his arguments binds him to his earlier statements. Both interlocutors are careful to deploy only the rights that are given by each to each within the terms of the dialogue.66

But what is intriguing is how Foucault describes the content of a power relationship because ultimately agonism involves power struggles which draw attention to sites of resistance and create spaces of individual freedom. Subjectivity is key to the terms of a power relationship because it can only be a power relationship if ‘the other’ is ‘recognized and maintained to the very end as a subject who acts and [for whom] a whole field of responses, reactions, results, and possible interventions may open up.’67 Foucault specifies that a power relationship requires the recognition of the other as a subject and that ‘the establishing of power relations does not exclude the use of violence any more than it does the obtaining of consent’.68 But this choice between consent or violence is not constitutiveof the basic nature of power relations. No, the exercise of power is ‘a set of actions on possible actions; it incites, it induces, it seduces, it makes easier or more difficult; it releases or contrives, makes more probable or less; in the extreme, it constrains or forbids absolutely, but it is always a way of acting upon one or more acting subjects by virtue of their acting or being capable of action. A set of actions upon other actions.’69

Foucault specifies two different ways in which the term ‘subject’ can be defined. One entails the idea of being ‘subject to someone else by control and dependence [while the other refers to a subject as one who is] tied to his own identity by a conscience or self-knowledge’.70 Subjectivity encompasses those struggles for recognition of one’s uniqueness or individuality which emerge from within the terms of power relationships. The Foucauldian subject emerges in response to all of those forces that align to produce subjecthood whether it be in accordance with the economic or ideological needs of the state or some scientific or administrative pattern of objectified knowledge. As Foucault reiterates, ‘the question is one of determining what the subject must be, what condition is 
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imposed on it, what status it is to have, and what position it is to occupy in reality or in the imaginary, in order to become the legitimate subject of one type of knowledge or another.’71

Agonism is the set point of a permanent provocation, a struggle where subjects face a field of possibilities in which ‘several kinds of conduct, several ways of reacting and modes of behavior are available’.72 But agonism itself unfolds within a larger political dynamic that informs the very terms of its encounter and yet at the same time it is this political structuration that agonism undertakes to disrupt and displace. This larger dynamic is often referred to as Foucault’s theory of war. In a brilliant yet troubling stroke of reversal Foucault declares:

But it must not be forgotten that ‘politics’ has been conceived as a continuation, if not exactly and directly of war, at least of the military model as a fundamental means of preventing civil disorder. Politics, as a technique of internal peace and order, sought to implement the mechanism of the perfect army, of the disciplined mass, of the docile useful troop, of the regiment in camp and in the field, on manoeuvres and on exercises.73

And as Jabri notes, war for Foucault indicates a technology of control and pacification while his use of the term itself is intended to blur ‘the boundary between war and peace, the battlefield, and social sphere’.74 Within this single stroke relations of power are reconceptualised as ‘intersecting relations of force’ and the only way to decode these relations is by reading them through the metaphorical lens of warfare.75
This Foucauldian shift in perspective draws our attention to the ways in which social domination, differentiation, and hierarchisation all ultimately derive from war. It leads us to regard war as the catalytic metonym for the eruption of antagonisms, confrontations and struggles within society. It focuses attention on the deployment of terms like ‘tactics’ and ‘strategies’ as an invaluable way to analyse relations of power. And it serves to highlight how political institutions are infused with procedures and operations akin to those of the military and its war-making functions. But perhaps the most jarring of insights is Foucault’s reframing of peace itself, because, according to Foucault, ‘an uninterrupted combat “works” (travaille) peace, and … civil order is fundamentally a battle-order’.76 He goes on to describe how war infiltrates civil institutions, laws and its very structure of order and that war rages within the mechanisms of power which constitute the entire social body. War seethes at the core of order and thus it is ‘the key which cracks the code of peace’.77

However, as Pasquino indicates, ‘the state of war inside the commonwealth is not that of a direct confrontation of forces – marked by blood, battles, and corpses – but rather a certain state of representations, which are played off against each other’.78 Peace, or what is referred to as peace, is rent with subordination, repression, and domination, where the stronger marshal all of their force to institutionalise, legitimate, and instantiate a system of order that will maintain their strategic position of privilege. War takes up residence right in the heart of the commonwealth and peace serves as its accomplice, war’s silent, calm and imperturbable façade.79 But agonism, armed with its own cache of battle-worn metaphors of combat and struggle, positions itself at the war/peace nexus.

Afghanistan Link

Discourse on Afghanistan presumes that the US must take action to shape Afghanistan into an ideal space – this presumes a certain norm that Afghanistan must conform to, creating a hierarchy of knowledge and thought that depicts Afghanistan as incapable of constructing itself 
Crowe 2k7 (L.A. “The “Fuzzy Dream”: Discourse, Historical myths, and Militarized (in)Security -Interrogating dangerous myths of Afghanistan and the ‘West’" http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Crowe-loricrowe.pdf) 
These elements of oppositional binaries is closely related to the second element: contemporary discourse has developed from and further perpetuates a particular ideology that emmanates from a neo-liberal capitalist and imperial agenda that is founded upon neo-colonialist attitudes and assumptions. “The US campaign to ‘fight terrorism’, initiated after September 11th” explains Nahla Abdo “has crystallized all the ideological underpinnings of colonial and imperial policies towards the constructed ‘other’.”82 This emerges in the “heroism” myth mentioned\ above; for example, Debrix explains how narratives around humanitarianism serve an ideological purpose in that it “contributes to the reinforcement of neoliberal policies in ‘pathological’ regions of the international landscape.83 It also emerges in the militarization myth, insofar as neoliberal globalisation relies on the institutionalization of neo-colonialism and the commodification and (re)colonization of labor via militarized strategies of imperial politics. That is, as Agathangelou and Ling point out, “Neoliberal economics enables globalized militarization”.84 Embedded in this normalization of neo-colonial frames are the elements of linearity and thus assumed rationality of reasoning in the West. As Canada stepped up its role in direct combat operations (which included an increase of combat troops, fighter jets, and tanks with long-range firing capacities85), Stephen Harper appealed to troop morale on the ground in Afghanistan, stating: “Canada and the international community are determined to take a failed state and create a "democratic, prosperous and modern country."86 (my italics) Proposed solutions to the conflict(s) in Afghanistan have been framed and justified not only as ‘saving backwards Afghanistan’ but also as generously bringing it into the modern, capitalist, neoliberal age. Moreover, this element represents an continuity of colonial power, presenting the one correct truth or resolution, emmanating from the ‘objective gaze’ of the ‘problem-solving’ Western world. Representations of Afghanistan present Western voices as the authority and the potential progress such authority can bring to the ‘East’ as naturally desirable. This ‘rationality’ also presumes an inherent value of Western methodology (including statistical analysis, quantification of data, etc) and devalues alternative epistemologies including those of the Afghan people. This is problematic for several reasons: 1) It forecloses and discourages thinking “outside the box” and instead relies upon the “master’s tools” which include violent military force, the installation of a democratic regime, peacekeeping, and reconstruction and foreign aid – alternative strategies are deemed “radical”, “unworkable”, and “anti-American”; 2) it prioritizes numbers and statitistics over lived experiences. By relying on tallies of deaths, percetages of voters, and numbers of insurgents for example, the experiences of those living in the region are obfuscated and devalued, and; 3)it reproduces a colonial hierarchy of knowledge production. Old colonial narratives of have re-surfaced with renewed vigor in the case of Afghanistan is contingent on and mutually reinforced by opposing narratives of a ‘civilized’ and ‘developed’ ‘West’. For example: “Consider the language which is being used…Calling the perpetrators evildoers, irrational, calling them the forces of darkness, uncivilized, intent on destroying civilization, intent on destroying democracy. They hate freedom, we are told. Every person of colour, and I would want to say also every Aboriginal person, will recognize that language. The language of us versus them, of civilization versus the forces of darkness, this language is rooted in the colonial legacy.”87 This colonizer/colonized dichotomy is key to the civilisational justification the US administration pursues (“We wage war to save civilization itself”88) which, as Agathangelou and Ling explain, is motivated by a constructed medieval evil that threatens American freedom and democracy, the apotheosis of modern civilization, and therefore must be disciplined/civilized. In his Speech to Congress on September 21, 2001, Bush portrays the irrational Other as Evil and retributive seeking to destroy the ‘developed, ‘secure’ ‘prosperous’ and ‘civilized’ free world: These terrorists kill not merely to end lives, but to disrupt and end a way of life…Al Qaeda is to terror what the mafia is to crime. But its goal is not making money; its goal is remaking the world, and imposing its radical beliefs on people everywhere.”89 This production of othering and re-institutionalization of 
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colonial discourse has been enabled by and facilitated ‘culture clash’ explanations.90 The danger of such theories, warns Razack, lies not only in their decontextualization and dehistoricization, but also on its reliance on the Enlightenment narrative and notions of European moral superiority that justify the use of force. This is evident in the unproblematic way in which outside forces have assumed a right of interference in the region spanning from the 18th century when imperial powers demarcated the Durrand Line (which created a border between British India and Afghanistan with the goal of making Afghanistan an effective ‘buffer state’for British Imperial interests91) to the American intervention that began in the Cold War, followed by the Soviets in the 1980’s and the Americans, Canadians and British today. In fact, The West’s practical engagement in Afghanistan reveals how it has served to reporoduce this neo-colonial myth as well as the complexities and paradoxes which simultaneously de-stabilize that myth. During the cold war, the Soviet and the Americans used Afghanistan as the battleground for power, choosing to sponsor and condemn various regimes as they saw fit; this history of foreign engagement contributed to state fragmentation, underdevelopment, and the self-sustaining war-economy that persist today. An example of this is the use of rentier incomes during the early 1900’s that were used as a means of control and coercion.92

Afghanistan – Turns Case
The reason that we go to war in places like Afghanistan is because of violent representations 

Crowe 2k7 (L.A. “The “Fuzzy Dream”: Discourse, Historical myths, and Militarized (in)Security -Interrogating dangerous myths of Afghanistan and the ‘West’" http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Crowe-loricrowe.pdf) 
Why do ‘we’ see what we see when we see it, and why do we not see what we don’t see when we don’t?6 This essay argues for the urgent need to critically interrogate discourses of foreign intervention and highlights the political implications of failing to do so. By complicating, interrogating, and historicizing particular narratives and representations of Afghanistan and contrasting narratives of the ‘West’7 it simultaneously reveals how the recent foreign interventions in Afghanistan have reflected commensurability with these narratives and how the West’s practical engagement with the site of Afghanistan has refelected and served to reproduce them. At this critical moment in world politics, successful policy making relies on maintaining public support and myth-making is playing a key role in producing a complicit/nationalistic/ignorant/fearful audience: Der Derian provides some useful insight in light of a discussion of a global “in terrorem” thrust into the spotlight following the 9/11 attacks on the US World Trade Center: “People go to war because of how they see, perceive, picture, imagine, and speak of others; that is, how they construct the difference of others as well as the sameness of themselves through representations”.8 The intimate relationship between discourse, the media, and policy-making is irrefutable. 

Their conception of borders and geopolitics is what creates conflict in Afghanistan 
Mahmud prof law @ Seatle 2010 (Tayyab, “COLONIAL CARTOGRAPHIES AND POSTCOLONIAL BORDERS: THE UNENDING WAR IN AND AROUND AFGHANISTAN” Brooklyn Journal of Int’l Law, Vol. 20:1) 
Just as none of us is outside or beyond geography, none of us is completely free from the struggle over geography. That struggle is complex and interesting because it is not only about soldiers and cannons but also about ideas, about form, about images and imaginings.26 Drawing boundaries is the inaugural gesture of the law, while policing boundaries is its routine function. The genesis of law signals that “[t]he primordial scene of the nomos opens with a drawing of a line in the soil … to mark the space of one’s own.”27 Modern law’s insistent claims of its universality notwithstanding, lines of demarcation that separate legality from illegality often create zones where bodies and spaces are placed on the other side of universality, a “moral and legal no man’s land, where universality finds its spatial limit.” 28Material and discursive orders that enjoy hegemony in any setting fashion and enable instruments to draw these lines and carve out such zones. The story of the Durand Line testifies to this phenomenon. 
The Durand Line was drawn by a colonial power in the nineteenth century, which was a defining phase in the consolidation of modern regimes of knowledge, along with the suturing of epistemology with the state. 29 Therefore, it is critical to identify the conceptual ensemble that furnished the scaffolding for such a venture. My position is that the conceptual and discursive apparatus of international law, modern geography, geopolitics, and borders are interwoven in the enabling frame that made the drawing of this conflict-ridden dividing line possible.
Afghanistan – Alternative Solves
Effective engagement in Afghanistan requires that we understand dominant power narratives, the alternative’s thought comes prior to concrete action 
Crowe 2k7 (L.A. “The “Fuzzy Dream”: Discourse, Historical myths, and Militarized (in)Security -Interrogating dangerous myths of Afghanistan and the ‘West’" http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Crowe-loricrowe.pdf) 
My goal is twofold: 1) to reveal the importance of critically interrogating discourse which is infused with hierarchical power structures that influence political action and perpetuate violence on particular bodies, and; 2) to show through an analysis of the discourses around the intervention in Afghanistan, nationalist military response has been legitimized in the name of liberation, democracy, and development while simultaneously occluding the role of the West in Afghanistan’s self-sustaining war economy. I do this first through a theoretical discussion of myth/discourse and the mediums through which they can be deployed such as the media. The second section of the paper illustrates these arguments through an analysis of the myths that dominated the media before, during, and after the military intervention in Afghanistan. Through this case study I critically engage in a discursive analysis of the elements that are deployed in the dominant myths which serve to legitimize a long history of imperial intervention especially in the Middle East context. Herein lays the potential to reveal the negative and violent power of discourse and mythconstruction; by failing to query the “naturalness” of history important contradictions and connections are obfuscated and imperial logic gets reproduced. “New routes to seeing” explains Immanual Wallerstein, “are needed to lay bare the power structures that cover over history.”9 Attempts at understanding political situations and engaging in international intervention and diplomacy in places such as Afghanistan require that we become aware of dominant narratives that are produced, critically interrogate who is producing them and for what purpose, how they are being disseminated, and understand what is at stake in failing to do so.

Afghanistan – Discourse First
Any policy that fails to take into account the discursive ethos surrounding Afghanistan is doomed to failure and error replication 
Crowe 2k7 (L.A. “The “Fuzzy Dream”: Discourse, Historical myths, and Militarized (in)Security -Interrogating dangerous myths of Afghanistan and the ‘West’" http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Crowe-loricrowe.pdf) 
The historical production of particular myths of Afghanistan have relied on representations of the country in the West that are largely simplistic, ahistorical, and politically motivated. Afghanistan is a sort of “fuzzy dream” for most in the West: embodied in a series of fabricated images of war and poverty, de-contextualized photos without names or places, numbers and graphs claiming statistical quantification, and disjointed yet often repeated phrases and metaphors. A particular mythic representation of Afghanistan is being (and has been) proliferated in the international community, through media, history books, foreign policy documents, political commentators, academia, and virtually any other body of communication. The vigor with which particular discourses have materialized since 9/11 are representative of their link to the Wests militarized ‘War on Terror’ and more generally of the embedded relationship between political policies and militarized discourses which legitimate the West’s military engagement and development policies. That is, Afghanistan serves as an unfortunate example of the very real power of discourse and myth-making which affect the form that international engagement takes; this in turn reproduces those myths in a cycle of destructive imperial engagement. In trying to understand the current political situation in Afghanistan, and in attempting to formulate international policy in the region, it is vital that we are aware of the dominant narratives or ‘myths’ that are being produced, who it is that is producing them and for what purpose, and what is at stake in failing to interrogate them. Any policy that does not take the role of deliberately constructed narratives and the mediums through which they are disseminated into account will not only continue to replicate them, perhaps unknowingly, but any “securitizing”, “peacebuilding” and “development” efforts built on these terms can never result in long-term success. The emancipatory possibilities of such a critical project of discourse deconstruction lie in: 1) understanding the raced/classed/gendered power hierarchies that are their foundation; 2) uncovering the nationalized militarization and the hypermasculinized and hyperfeminized normativities that are are embedded within these myths, and; 3) the recognition of the detrimental effect of the West’s ‘myths’ and configuring the reconceptualisation of policy alternatives through its contestation. By looking critically at what has become the common language of foreign engagement in Afghanistan, the foundation of historical narratives or ‘myths’ that perpetuate a certain image of Afghanistan, and which in turn results in very particular attitudes that imbue foreign policy, begin to be revealed. I will utilize two broad (and inextricably linked) categorizations which most accurately encapsulate the dominant strains of discourse to help clarify how this relationship is constructed and by thus identifying them as such attempt to de-bunk the myths they create. These ‘myths’ which have become normalized and banal in foreign policy, media, and some academic discourse I define as the ‘heroism’ discourse/myth and the ‘militarization’ discourse/myth.
Bioterrorism Link
Bioterrorist depictions are meant as a way of defining national boundaries in opposition to an external terrorist other. It relies upon a view of disease as a threat to national security that defaults to the identification of certain groups as those who carry the virus, allowing for the exclusion of those identity categories for the good of the nation 
Wisecup Thesis in English @ Texas Tech 2k5 (Kelley, “EXCLUSIONARY ACTS: GENDER, RACE, AND EPIDEMIOLOGY IN LITERARY SPACES” http://72.14.205.104/search?q=cache:6iW8z8F76lYJ:dspace.lib.ttu.edu/bitstre
am/2346/1180/1/EXCLUSIONARYACTS.pdf+%22heather+schell%22+discourse+%22bird+flu%22&hl=en&ct=clnk&cd=1&gl=us)

Whether it functions as a means to maintain the health of the nation, justify  policing national borders, or isolate immigrants, quarantining disease is endemic to  concerns about terrorism and thus to formulations of national identity. Similarly, fears  regarding bioterrorism have slipped into discursive responses to epidemics, to represent  infected groups like gay men with AIDS as dangerous travelers who purposely infect  others. As the preceding chapters have attempted to demonstrate and as a consideration  of bioterrorism affirms, quarantine is integral to the task of reifying borders, making  visible or imagining into existence the differences between individuals and communities  on the basis of physical markers (like race and gender), a task increasingly played out in  discursive contexts The recent anxiety regarding bioterrorism reveals that twenty-first century  America continues to utilize the discourse of disease to define communal and individual  identities, reinforcing my argument that there is no outside to epidemiological thought.  As the possibilities of bioterrorism are researched and discussed, disease becomes not  only a major threat to national security but also a rhetorical means of describing terrorists  and distancing healthy citizens from the foreign threat.  For instance, the possibility of genetically engineered smallpox virus resistant to  vaccine endangers national security while providing a means of describing the terrorists  who might use the virus. Similarly, the existence of a vaccine resistant mousepox led to  the assumption that “a rogue state or terrorist group might be able to achieve this [vaccine  resistant] result with smallpox, the devastating human virus (Miller 311). This news  “richocheted through Washington, whose national security community had become increasingly concerned about the nation’s vulnerability to the possible re-emergence of  smallpox as a terrorist threat” (311). In the context of the anthrax letters, the possibility  that terrorists might engineer old diseases or release new ones continues to haunt the  national security advisors. The bioterrorist threat haunts science, too: Matt Meselson, a  biologist doing research on the DNA of diseases, uses the very discourse of the diseases  he researches to describe bioterrorists: “‘Are we really so sure that we’re completely  enlightened after ten thousand years of recoded history, even though Hitler was not that  long ago?’ [ . . .] ‘Are we now cured of such things?’” (314). Bioterrorism is defining the  task of science as curing the nation of the threat of both epidemics and outsiders; it also  requires that we think critically about how language is used to “cure” communities of  epistemological and material diseases by acts of quarantine. As we increase our  awareness of how we utilize the discourse of disease for medical, cultural, and political means, it also becomes important to examine how accounts of epidemics like SARS,  AIDS, smallpox, or avian bird flu conflate anxiety about bioterrorism with that regarding  disease and how these competing discourses fashion contemporary identity 
China Link
The affirmative views China as a knowable object – their prescription of certain values onto the Chinese identity is violent and results in self-fulfilling violence to contain a threat

Pan lecturer pol sci and IR @ deaken U 2k4 (Chengxin, “The ‘China Threat’ In American Self Image” Alternatives 29 (2004) 305-331

While U.S. China scholars argue fiercely over "what China precisely is," their debates have been underpinned by some common ground, especially in terms of a positivist epistemology. Firstly, they believe that China is ultimately a knowable object, whose reality can be, and ought to be, empirically revealed by scientific means. For example, after expressing his dissatisfaction with often conflicting Western perceptions of China, David M. Lampton, former president of the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations, suggests that "it is time to step back and look at where China is today, where it might be going, and what consequences that direction will hold for the rest of the world."2 Like many other China scholars, Lampton views his object of study as essentially "something we can stand back from and observe with clinical detachment."^ Secondly, associated with the first assumption, it is commonly believed that China scholars merely serve as "disinterested observers" and that their studies of China are neutral, passive descriptions of reality. And thirdly, in pondering whether China poses a threat or offers an opportunity to the United States, they rarely raise the question of "what the United States is." That is, the meaning of the United States is believed to be certain and beyond doubt. I do not dismiss altogether the conventional ways of debating China. It is not the purpose of this article to venture my own "observation" of "where China is today," nor to join the "containment" versus "engagement" debate per se. Rather, I want to contribute to a novel dimension of the China debate by questioning the seemingly unproblematic assumptions shared by most China scholars in the mainstream IR community in the United States. To perform this task, I will focus attention on a particularly significant component of the China debate; namely, the "China threat" literature. More specifically, I want to argue that U.S. conceptions of China as a threatening other are always intrinsically linked to how U.S. policymakers/mainstream China specialists see themselves (as representatives of the indispensable, security-conscious nation, for example). As such, they are not value-free, objective descriptions of an independent, preexisting Chinese reality out there, but are better understood as a kind of normative, meaning-giving practice that often legitimates power politics in U.S.-China relations and helps transform the "China threat" into social reality. In other words, it is self-fulfilling in practice, and is always part of the "China threat" problem it purports merely to describe. In doing so, I seek to bring to the fore two interconnected themes of self/other constructions and of theory as practice inherent in the "China threat" literature—themes that have been overridden and rendered largely invisible by those common positivist assumptions. These themes are of course nothing new nor peculiar to the "China threat" literature. They have been identified elsewhere by critics of some conventional fields of study such as ethnography, anthropology, oriental studies, political science, and international relations.* Yet, so far, the China field in the West in general and the U.S. "China threat" literature in particular have shown remarkable resistance to systematic critical refiection on both their normative status as discursive practice and their enormous practical implications for international politics.^ It is in this context that this article seeks to make a contribution
China – Discourse First 
Discourse shapes reality in the context of US-China policy – it’s a prior consideration to concrete action

Chengxin Pan, Thesis submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy of the Australian National University, Discourses of ‘China’ in International Relations: A Study in Western Theory as (IR) Practice, August 2004
This thesis is concerned with both the dangers and opportunities of China’s relations with the contemporary world and with the U.S.-led West in particular. It takes an unconventional approach to these issues in critically examining mainstream Western studies of Chinese foreign policy as a particular kind of discourse. The thesis focuses, more specifically, on the two dominant Western perspectives on China, (neo)realism and (neo)- liberalism. In doing so, it engages the questions of how Western discursive practice has come to shape and dominate the ways we think of and deal with ‘China’ in international relations, and how, as a result, China has often come to formulate its foreign policy in line with the prescribed meaning given to it by Western-based China scholars. In this context, the thesis argues that to deconstruct the processes by which China is given particular ‘meanings’ by Western discourses—and by which those meanings are transformed into both Western and Chinese foreign policy—is the key to a more profound understanding of Sino-Western relations and, perhaps, a first step towards ameliorating its problems and realising its potential for long-term peace and mutual prosperity

Global War Link
Their conception of global war is a form of social control meant to separate the globe into violent enemies and friendly subjects – such a conceptualization is a precursor to mass violence in the name of humanity 

Jabri senior lecturer dept war studies @ Kings College and director of IR Dept 2k6 (Vivienne, “War, Security and the Liberal State” Security Dialogue 2006; 37; 47) 
War in late modern politics is a technology of control. While its violent manifestations – for example, the invasion and occupation of Iraq – are directly felt by the population targeted, the practices associated with that war and the wider so-called war against terrorism have a far wider span of operations that encompasses spaces across the globe. This article provides an understanding of global war as a distinctly late modern form of control. It shows that the practices constitutive of global war are best understood in terms of a matrix, incorporating states and their bureaucracies, as well as non-state agents, and targeting at once states, particular communities and individuals. The matrix of war operates in the name of humanity; however, it is ultimately this humanity as a whole that comes to be the subject of its operations of global control. The implications, as the article argues, are monumental for democratic government and the spaces available for scrutiny and dissent. Keywords War • security • control • humanity • liberal state LATE MODERN TRANSFORMATIONS are often conceived in terms of the sociopolitical and economic manifestations of change emergent from a globalized arena. What is less apparent is how late modernity as a distinct era has impacted upon our conceptions of the social sphere, our lived experience, and our reflections upon the discourses and institutions that form the taken-for-granted backdrop of the known and the knowable. The paradigmatic certainties of modernity – the state, citizenship, democratic space, humanity’s infinite capacity for progress, the defeat of dogma and the culmination of modernity’s apotheosis in the free-wheeling market place – have in the late modern era come face to face with uncertainty, unpredictability and the gradual erosion of the modern belief that we could indeed simply move on, assisted by science and technology, towards a condition where instrumental rationality would become the linchpin of government and human interaction irrespective of difference. Progress came to be associated with peace, and both were constitutively linked to the universal, the global, the human, and therefore the cosmopolitan. What shatters such illusions is the recollection of the 20th century as the ‘age of extremes’ (Hobsbawm, 1995), and the 21st as the age of the ever-present condition of war. While we might prefer a forgetting of things past, a therapeutic anamnesis that manages to reconfigure history, it is perhaps the continuities with the past that act as antidote to such righteous comforts. How, then, do we begin to conceptualize war in conditions where distinctions disappear, where war is conceived, or indeed articulated in political discourse, in terms of peace and security, so that the political is somehow banished in the name of governmentalizing practices whose purview knows no bounds, whose remit is precisely the banishment of limits, of boundaries and distinctions. Boundaries, however, do not disappear. Rather, they become manifest in every instance of violence, every instance of control, every instance of practices targeted against a constructed other, the enemy within and without, the all-pervasive presence, the defences against which come to form the legitimizing tool of war. Any scholarly take on the present juncture of history, any analysis of the dynamics of the present, must somehow render the narrative in measured tones, taking all factors into account, lest the narrator is accused of exaggeration at best and particular political affiliations at worst. When the late modern condition of the West, of the European arena, is one of camps, one of the detention of groups of people irrespective of their individual needs as migrants, one of the incarceration without due process of suspects, one of overwhelming police powers to stop, search and detain, one of indefinite detention in locations beyond law, one of invasion and occupation, then language itself is challenged in its efforts to contain the description of what is. The critical scholarly take on the present is then precisely to reveal the conditions of possibility in relation to how we got here, to unravel the enabling dynamics that led to the disappearance of distinctions between war and criminality, war and peace, war and security. When such distinctions disappear, impunity is the result, accountability shifts beyond sight, and violence comes to form the linchpin of control. We can reveal the operations of violence, but far more critical is the revelation of power and how power operates in the present. As the article argues, such an exploration raises fundamental questions relating to the relationship of power and violence, and their mutual interconnection in the complex interstices of disrupted time and space locations. Power and violence are hence separable analytical categories, separable practices; they are at the same 
time connected in ways that work on populations and on bodies – with violence often targeted against the latter so that the former are reigned in, governed. Where Michel Foucault sought, in his later writings, to distinguish between power and violence, to reveal the subtle workings of power, now, in the present, this article will venture, perhaps the distinction is no longer viable when we witness the indistinctions I highlight above. 

Hegemony Link
American sovereignty over the world is an attempt to forcibly assimilate all cultures into American ones, all those people who resist American power must be exterminated in the name of US security, these conditions pave the way for planetary extinction as America wages a never-ending war in the name of ever-lasting peace 
Peet Graduate School of Geography, Clark University, 2k5 (Richard, “From Eurocentrism to Americentrism” Blackwell Synergy) 
All centrisms see the world through the delusions of their own selfimportance. Geo-centrisms see the world through the collective myths created about the central We and the peripheral They. At worst, as with the above list of cliche´s, these myths combine ignorance with hatred, and dominance with fear. Fordist Americentrism takes delusion further into the realm of geo-pathological fantasy. The world is ‘‘understood’’ through headlines and newsleads that titillate prejudice so better to prepare for the main purpose of communication, the stimulation of consumption through the incessant barrage of advertisements. The news is hyped, through a combination of simplification with exaggeration, to keep the attention of those bored by overexposure to a synthetic plenitude of the best and worst of everything, till the next ad break, with this rhythm repeated so many thousands of times that it becomes the eternal cycle of postmodern Western consciousness. As Barnett’s book abundantly shows, contemporary Americentrism ‘‘knows’’ the world only through myths made in the market, under the pressures of the domination of the object over the subject. However, the terrible events of September 11, an attack on the economic and political centers of American power, turned collective delusion into collective derangement. Now we have a geo-centrism that wants to protect itself by forcing the world’s peoples to become our cultural mimics (we are ‘‘connectivity personified’’). The world will be made safe for Americans, by making the world American. Instead of trying to understand the cultures of the world’s peoples, America commits to obliterating them. So it is too that a good man, Thomas P M Barnett, who comes to save the world, does his bit to destroy any potential there might still be for a lasting peace. That peace can come only from cultural appreciation, whereas what we have here, from the neoliberal end of the now neo-conservative military–ideological complex, is a symptom of the will to culturally annihilate all those who dare to differ from the American dream. Exactly this attitude, culturalizing the willing, bombing the recalcitrant, into a future they must surely want (for everyone is born with ‘‘freedom in their hearts’’), has already killed tens of thousands of largely innocent people in Iraq (and for every episode of ‘‘collateral damage’’ read a hundred angry kids vowing revengeful lives). But if the Barnetts of this world get their way, Iraq is merely the beginning of a perpetual war to create the conditions of a lasting peace (a Pax Americana whose next regime change candidates, Iran and North Korea, are already lined up). We will bring them democracy, whether they want it or not. We will force them to be free. And we will continue doing so for generations to come. As Barnett (2004b:148) said more recently about the US invasion of Iraq: ‘‘The boys are never coming home. America is not leaving the Middle East until the Middle East joins the world. It’s that simple. No exit means no exit strategy’’. So Barnett tells the younger, progressive officers at the Pentagon, the future leaders of the armed forces who will ‘‘protect’’ Americanism in a future made less certain by the explosions of September 11. With such double-speak, Americentrism shows itself to be the most dangerous ideology the world has ever known, far more dangerous than Eurocentrism essentially because of two things: because even a simple reflexivity allows almost complete immunity from effective self-criticism; and because of a techno-logical ability to destroy civilizations at will. Jim’s critique of Eurocentrism needs replicating with an equally compelling critique of Americentrism.  
Iran Link
The affirmatives discourse on Iran is part of a larger mythology that depicts the US as the guardians and saviors of the new world order – countries like Iran that resist are deemed threats to the entire globe and subsequently must be eliminated. This mythology acts as a filter for knowledge where all claims are skewed in a certain direction, be highly skeptical of their claims  
Beeman prof anthropology @ UMinnesota 2k3 (William, “Iran and the United States: Postmodern Culture Conflict in Action1” Anthropological Quarterly, Volume 76, Number 4

For Iran, Iraq, the Taliban of Afghanistan, and terrorist organizations such as Osama bin Laden’s Al-Qaeda, the United States became the “Great Satan,” to borrow Iran’s epithet. The Middle Eastern oppositionists saw America as an external illegitimate force that continually strove to destroy the pure, internal core of the Islamic World. It was also seen as the inheritor of the mantle of colonialism carried out earlier in the 20th Century by Great Britain, France and the Soviet Union. For the United States, the resistant forces of the Middle East took on a demonic form—that of the “crazy outlaw” nations and terrorist groups whose activities were illegal, unpredictable, and irrational. Every president from Ronald Regan to George W. Bush vilified these forces. In Nader’s terminology, they represented disharmony in an extreme form, because they threatened the international social and political order. Each side’s mythology of itself and its role in world affairs complimented this “mythology of the other.” All of the Middle Eastern forces counted their efforts against the United States as proof of modern success in confronting a formidable enemy. For Iran this was the Revolution of 1978-79 and the subsequent 444 day hostage crisis. For Iraq, it was the Gulf war. For Osama bin Laden and other terrorist leaders, it was a series of aggressive attacks against the United States. These included bombing of the American embassies in Kenya and Tanzania in 1998 and the horrific attacks of September 11, 2001 on the twin towers of the World Trade Center in New York and Pentagon in Washington. These groups thus become not just revolutionary oppositionists; they become the guardians of justice and equity for the people of the world. For the United States, a more complex structure which I term below the “U.S. Foreign Policy Myth” held sway. As I will explain below, this myth sees the “normal world” as a body of nation-states arranged in a dichotomous structure—for or against the United States and its interests. The oppositional forces of the Middle East confound this model. The United States therefore places them in to a residual category, and tries to eliminate them—to purify the world, as it were. The United States therefore becomes not just the guardian of democracy or freedom, but of world order. These mythologies became ideological filters for transmission (or, more accurately, non-transmission) of messages between the two cultural worlds. Such filtering might be sufficient to create the kind of abortive understanding that took place between the two nations with such relentless regularity. However, the ideological problems were reinforced by a communicational structure that was equally conducive to reinforcing the mutual negative images both nations held of each other. A Problem of Discourse The communicational problems can be thought of as problems of mutual discourse which became more and more severe as time went on. The United States and all of the Middle Eastern opposition forces mentioned above have operated with different, often contradictory notions of how discourse on an international level should be managed. This often caused drastic misreadings of the content of communication between the two cultural worlds, and mutual accusations of deviousness, insincerity and bad faith. The formal study of discourse has seen considerable growth during the past two decades. Discourse analysts posit a set of implicit contextual agreements between parties which allow face-to-face conversation to take place in an unimpeded manner. Critical theorists such as Bourdieu, Derrida and Baudrillard have extended the term discourse to include the culturally contextualized rhetorical practices of governments, scholarly institutions and commercial business. The theoretical relevance of discourse studies for this problem will be discussed in greater detail in the following chapter, but I wish to underscore here the need to understand the contextual factors which underlie disturbed discourse as a key to explaining. The United States government is bureaucratically geared to speaking to foreign powers using a set of communicative routines and principles inherited from eighteenth and nineteenth century European diplomatic practice. The practices emphasize face-to-face communication between elite governmental officials at equivalent levels (head of state to head of state, secretary or minister of foreign affairs to secretary or minister of foreign affairs, etc.). Special protocol rules apply for communication between persons who are of non-equivalent hierarchical position. These principles thus imply a universal hierarchy of bureaucracy, and a universal set of understandings about management of discourse parameters within that hierarchy. The routines are widely used because they are implicitly accepted by the international community who learned them from colonial powers.
Iraq Link
The affirmative is just a continuation of the colonial process of ordering Iraq into a controllable space – they may withdraw troops but ultimately the purpose is to make colonial control more effective and efficient. 
Welch prof soc @ notre dame 2k8 (Michael, “Ordering Iraq: Reflections on Power, Discourse, & Neocolonialism” Crit Crim (2008) 16:257–269) 
As a human geographer, Derek Gregory finds inspiration from Foucault and in particular Order of Things: An Archaeology of the Human Sciences where he offers unique insights into the ordering of space. It is within such ordered space where perceptual grids facilitate language allowing us—without hesitation—to think, speak, and name specific objects and ideas. Order is, at once and the same time, that which is given in things as their inner law, the hidden network that determines the way they confront another, and also that which has no existence except in the grid created by a glance, an examination, a language; and it is only in the blank spaces of this grid that order manifests itself in depth as though already there, waiting in silence for the moment of expression. (Foucault 1970, p. xxi) In the context of European modernity, widely-accepted perceptions have contributed to a proliferation of spacings and partitions, including the clinic, the asylum, and the prison. Even more to the point of colonialism, the production of spacings lend themselves to territories exterior to Europe which contained people who would be depicted as ‘‘others.’’ Whereas Foucault did not write about colonialism at great length, he did lecture on the topic later in his career. He observed how European colonial models were not only transported elsewhere but also had a boomerang effect on the mechanisms of power in the West; in effect, those paradigms would then be practiced by the West on itself (2003; see Gregory 1995, 2004, pp. 263–264). While the establishment of order whether in the form of institutions (e.g., prisons) or colonialism (e.g., territories) is made possible through a social construction process whereby those entities are fabricated, Foucault reminds us that their existence is not entirely false. Rather, those regimes of order become validated by spinning their own sense of truth that, of course, generates real material consequences. Gregory (2004, p. 4) speaks of the tendency within modernity to create its colonial other as a way to produce and privilege itself: ‘‘This is not to say that other cultures are supine creations of the modern, but it is to acknowledge the extraordinary power and performative force of colonial modernity.’’ The social construction process creates two potent narratives: the first, are stories that ‘‘the West’’ tells itself about itself; the second are stories about the colonial other, an alterity that gives back ‘‘the West’’ an image of itself (Gregory 2004; see Dussel 1995; Said 1978). Because the reciprocated image of ‘‘the West’’ is conveyed as a benevolent one which takes credit for spreading its ‘‘glorious creativity’’ to distant lands, the momentum of empire mediates its own destructive forces, apologetically known as a ‘‘white man’s burden’’ or what Niall Ferguson calls a ‘‘savage war of peace’’ in reference to America’s post-9/11 militarism (2001, p. 35; Kagan 2006; Wheatcroft 2006). A return to Foucault provides an occasion to reflect on the recent ordering of Iraq within a post-9/11 world; apparently, the term order seems to have more than one meaning. Order refers to an arrangement of objects denoting neatness within a distinct spatial context or geography. Often times, order also means a desirable condition of society, particularly in pursuit of ‘‘law and order’’ that aims to reduce crime, chaos, and other forms of disorder. In another sense of the word, order implies a command aimed at telling people what to do. Certainly, an order can also resemble a request such as in a restaurant, but that’s really a polite way of telling others what one wants. Those varied meanings of order pertain to Iraq, old and new. Under the direction of the British government after the First World War, Iraq was formed out of three provinces in the Ottoman Empire. Following the 2003 invasion, a new Iraq has been created along with the need to instill order so as to provide public safety along with a friendly environment for international investors, a task that has become easier said than done. Despite all the extravagant claims that the recently elected Iraqi government is steering its own destiny, the dominating presence of the US military and foreign business interests suggests that Iraqi political leaders—and the Iraqi people—are operating under a larger set of commands beyond their control. Looking at Iraq from that perspective, there is much to discern about its current order and its relation to biopower, colonial discourse, and material imperatives emanating from outside the region (see Banks 2007; Rabinow 1986; Thomas 1989). Critiques of colonialism strive to understand the alignment between culture and power as mutually reinforcing (Said 1993; Thomas 1994). For instance, culture is not merely a reflection of the world but is involved in ‘‘the production, circulation, and legitimation of meanings through representations, practices, and performances that enter fully into the constitution of the world’’ (Gregory 1995, 2004, p. 8). Here the linkage between culture and power can be further illuminated by drawing on three important concepts: translation, governmentality, and discourse. The conceptual chore is to integrate micro and macrolevels of sociology so as to recognize the manner by which action, belief, and conduct are structured according to a shape—or geometry—of power. Turning to a sociology of translation (or ‘‘actor-network theory’’), the conventional division between the micro 
Iraq Link

(i.e., individuals and psychology) and macro (i.e., institutions and economic history) should be unbracketed, giving way to a holistic vision of power relations as they maintain domination. Analyzing power and knowledge, Foucault (1988, pp. 135–136) concentrates on social practices so as to determine who had been given the right to speak what counted as the truth. In the realm of colonialism, domination and control are facilitated by translation whereby negotiations, persuasion, and even violence can be traced to an authority who claims to speak or act on behalf of another actor or force (Callon and Latour 1981; Carrabine 2000). Consequently, power, structure, and culture are forged by networks and alliances. Even though points of resistance are common, the colonial project delivers relative durability that sustains domination (see Bosworth and Flavin 2007; Chowdhry and Beeman 2007). The concept of translation offers a glimpse into the process by which agents transmit phenomena into resources, becoming a notable force in networks of control (Clegg 1989). Writings on governmentality similarly shed light on the importance of political rationalities and governmental technologies (Burchell et al. 1991; Garland 1997; Rose and Miller 1992). Foucault’s (1978, 1991) later ruminations on power suggests that methods of analysis situated at local arenas can be replicated for studying the ways in which populations are governed in the territories of nation-states, hence biopower. Moreover, changes in the practice of government (‘‘the conduct of conduct’’) have enormous significance in the project of modernity—including colonialism particularly given its rationality or system of thinking about who can govern whom. Exposing micro-macro connections, we witness political rationales providing moral justifications for exercising power. Likewise, there exist governmental technologies that refer to a host of programs and procedures through which authorities embody so as to animate the ambitions of government. From that perspective, colonialism is made possible by recruiting the cooperation of chains of political, economic, and military actors who transmit power from one locale to another. To be sure, power in that sense is not monolithic or static; rather it operates as a fluid force dispersed throughout local vicinities which in turn often meet the expressed objectives of authorities stationed further up the hierarchy. Dispersal is fundamental to the way power is translated to other sectors of the colonial enterprise; moreover, that influence is rendered through discourse which serves as a system of thought that informs and navigates practice (Foucault 1988). While dispersal suggests an outward movement of power, discourse is a unifying activity in which beliefs and justifications are shared, even consolidated into a cohesive vector. Through discourse, willing actors get ‘‘on board’’ a project that requires the participation of an array of players both within government and out: for example in the case of Iraq, there are foreign investors and contractors, all of whom contribute to a synergy that makes neocolonial ambitions possible. The articulation of ideas and practices, however, does not mean that there isn’t room for improvisation (and corruption). But through discourse embedded in translation, cooperating participants possess an understanding of what they are doing while they are doing it (Giddens 1984, p. xxii). Translation of power occurs precisely at points where political rationales (i.e., ends) and governmental technologies (i.e., means) make contact since from a Foucauldian viewpoint discourse structures knowledge and organizes the ways in which things are done. To reemphasize, discourse as a dynamic entity is not merely a constellation of signs; it is also a practice ‘‘that systematically forms the objects of which they speak’’ (Foucault 1972, p. 49). By attending to discourse and the recolonization of Iraq, we can decipher the process of translation and how it serves to channel power from one locale to another. Foucault’s bottom-up method of replicating (bio)power relations at the local level demonstrates how the phenomenon unfolds in the governing of populations within territories of nation-states. Several scholars offer comments on contemporary imperialism and globalization especially along lines of dominant discourse. For instance, Jameson (2003) issues a bold view of what he calls the Americanization of the world, arguing that technology has produced a new transnational cybernetic, a term that implies not only a system of communication but also one of control. Gregory takes exception to Jameson’s notion of a world economic system benevolently regulated by the US, comparing it to Conrad’s (1926) ‘‘Geography Triumphant’’ in which the world had been measured, mapped, and made over not only in the image of science but also of capital (see Hardt and Negri 2001). Among his observations, Gregory notes: ‘‘the middle passage from imperialism to globalization is not as smooth as he [Jameson] implies, still less complete, and the ‘new transnational cybernetic’’ imposes its own unequal and uneven geographies’’ (2004, p. 12). Gregory calls for alternative ways of mapping the turbulent times and spaces in which we live with special emphasis on studies that narrate the war on terror as a series of stories unfolding far from the US: most notably in Iraq, as well as in Afghanistan and Palestine. The attacks of September 11th have a complex genealogy that reaches back to the colonial past, says Gregory, and those events have been used by Washington (London and Tel Aviv) to advance a brutal colonial present—and future. In the segments to follow, the focus remains on the ordering of Iraq with careful thought given to political, economic, and military maneuverings.
North Korea Link
The affirmative demonizes North Korea and portrays it as a threat – they say its perfectly ok for the US to have thousands of nuclear weapons but if North Korea has one or two then the entire world goes to hell – this conception of North Korea as dangerous prevents effective solutions to problems and is in itself a violent way of viewing the world 
Lal activist, MA in IR, tenure-track professor in IR 2k9 (Prerna, “North Korea Is Not a Threat – Unveiling Hegemonic Discourses” http://prernalal.com/2009/04/north-korea-is-not-a-threat-unveiling-hegemonic-discourses/) 

That security is socially constructed does not mean that there are not to be found real, material conditions that help to create particular interpretations of threats, or that such conditions are irrelevant to either the creation or undermining of the assumptions underlying security policy. Enemies, in part, “create” each other, via the projections of their worst fears onto the other; in this respect, their relationship is intersubjective. To the extent that they act on these projections, threats to each other acquire a material character.
-Ronnie Lipschutz, UCSC Kim Jong-Il wants attention. And now he has it. He won’t go in our ‘Morons of the Week’ column and certainly scores points for knowing how to misuse national resources to get international attention. Our problem with MSM coverage of the North Korea ‘missile threat’ is with the purported hegemonic discourse. Hegemonic discourse does not pertain to just speech; it refers to whole narratives, with a hero and a villain, and us and them that we must defeat and overcome. The point of hegemonic discourse–in this case the discourse of the United States on demonizing North Korea and drawing attention to its nuclear activities—is to subjugate and oppress the counter-discourses of a race-war, nuclearism and anti-capitalism. (1) Race war discourse While this is not a clash of civilizations, it is certainly a race war in that the entire discourse revolves around preventing certain kinds of people from acquiring and using nuclear weapons.  Would the United States use the same tactics in France? Or even India? No, in fact it looked the other way on outrageous French nuclear testing in the Pacific and supports India’s nuclear program despite the fact that it is not a signatory of the NPT! Ronnie Lipschutz has some fine lines for us in On Security: To be sure, the United States and Russia do not launch missiles against each other because both know the result would be annihilation. But the same is true for France and Britain, or China and Israel. It was the existence of the Other that gave deterrence its power; it is the disappearance of the Other that has vanquished that power. Where Russia is now concerned, we are, paradoxically, not secure, because we see no need to be secured. In other words, as Ole Waever might put it, where there is no constructed threat, there is no security problem. France is fully capable of doing great damage to the United States, but that capability has no meaning in terms of U.S. security. On the other hand, see the Iran nuclear ‘crisis’ as an example. The United States has demonized Ahmadinejad at every opportunity and conjured him up as an Islamic fundamentalist and nationalist who will defy non-proliferation at all costs. On the other hand, Ahmadinejad cheekily asked the United States to join the rest of civilization in worshipping God. That is the discourse of race war but it is concealed by juridical discourse—the hegemonic discourse. To borrow from Michael Foucault, the United States is using the juridical schema of nuclear non-proliferation to conceal the war-repression schema. North Korea is the historical Other, the terrorist, the threat against whom the world must be protected in the juridical schema. Yet, under the war-repression schema, North Korea is a sovereign nation with the right to develop nuclear and communications technology. And this latest action is really nothing more than a plea for economic help. (2) Nuclearism discourse Tied to the race war schema, is the discourse of nuclearism, which refers to the ideology that nuclear weapons are instruments of peace. Nukespeak in the form of MAD or the hype over so-called precision weapons by our leaders has had trickle-down effects to the point of achieving a mental-wipe or historical amnesia of the U.S. nuclear attacks on Hiroshima and Nagasaki. This discourse effectively represents a war on history and subjugation of knowledges about the horrors of nuclear war and fallout. Closely related to nuclearism is the issue of whiteness around nuclear weapons, the paternalistic presupposition that Western powers are the responsible and rightful leaders on the issue, the racist ideology that nuclear weapons in the hands of an Islamic country or “terrorist” spells end to world peace or catastrophe while it is perfectly alright for France, Britain, the United States, Russia, China and now India, to have nuclear weapons. The epistemological assumptions of nuclearism are dangerous, besides being racist and morally repulsive. The formation of a “nuclear club” and an exclusive right to possess nuclear weapons 
North Korea Link 

makes them a forbidden fruit and an issue of prestige, thereby encouraging proliferation. Indeed, discourse around the North Korea and Iran nuclear buildup denotes that these countries see a successful completion of the fuel cycle or the launching of a rocket as an issue of great prestige. There is absolutely nothing prestigious about owning weapons of mass destruction, weapons that can end civilization. However, countries like North Korea and Iran can be forgiven for their nuclearist mentality; after all, it is an implication of the discourse that has been perpetuated by the West, a discourse that has become common knowledge and culture. Nuclearism must be addressed and put on the table to move past the current impasse over nuclear negotiations and the non-proliferation regime. Without denouncing nuclear weapons and facing our moral conscience as the only nation to have ever used nuclear weapons, we cannot hope to avert nuclear proliferation and prevent ‘rogue states’ from going that route. 
(3) Anti-Capitalism Discourse Truth be told, much of the world is suffering from the dire effects of an international economic system that does not benefit them. All the signs of desperation are present. They come from the rallies andburning of effigies around the world. The violent protests against NATO and the G-20 summit. The high prices of food. They come as small requests from students on whether anyone is listening. And even the scapegoating of the Other (be it gays, Muslims, liberals, undocumented immigrants) is really an ignorant response to our unwanted troubles, thoughts and desires. The problem is not North Korea or Kim Jung II. The problem is an international system of haves and have-nots, where people without institutional power vie for attention. In this scenario, a nuclear missile from an impoverished, wretched country helps garner more attention than protests, rallies and suicide. How else can North Korea hope to get the help that it desperately needs? Foolcracy is hits the nail on what might happen next: What else of those “consequences” besides the expected veto of proposed UN sanctions? It probably means that a deal will be made with North Korea for food and other essentials. In return, North Korea will “give up” part of its nuclear or rocket program and…then, in a couple of years, they will go back to the same game of spitting in the face of the world in exchange for food and other essentials. In other words, its a bit like a dysfunctional family that likes to play with guns. The Obama Administration has scrambled to battle anti-Americanism with new euphemisms. It is not the ‘global war on terror’ but a ‘global contingency operation.’ Not likely to catch on anytime soon. The people living in dire states and conditions, ravaged by war, poverty and hardship, know precisely what it is–an attack on their existence predicated by the United States and its allies. We have seen and read the master narrative before of demonizing a country, bringing about regime change and killing, colonizing and repressing more peoples while doing it. By unearthing these counter-discourses, we can hope to move towards a ‘solution’ to the North Korea issue. Again, the ‘problem-solution’ is not the missiles, but the manner in which North Korea is seeking help and attention. Finding common ground requires discovering and deconstructing the cultural and discursive constructs. However, the window of opportunity is quite small, as seen by positions and interests of the parties involved. I don’t doubt though, that North Korea will cease to be an entity sometime in the near future and become into Korea again. 
North Korea – Turns Case
This turns the case – a flawed conception of the north korea identity results in needless death and policy failure

Bleiker prof IR @ U Queensland Australia 2k1 (Roland, “Identity and Security in Korea” The Paci.c Review, Vol. 14 No. 1 2001: 121–148 http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/APCITY/UNPAN012790.pdf) 

The political vacuum that had existed after half a century of Japanese occupation may have provided an environment that facilitated the imposition of dualistic and antagonistic Cold War identity patterns. This does, of course, not mean that there had been no differences in Korea, or that ideology has eradicated all other sources of identity. Regional identities have always played a key role in politics on the peninsula, both before and after the Korean War. Moreover, Koreans derive their identity from a variety of sources. Depending on the situation, a person may, for instance, be identi.ed primarily as a man or a woman, an elder or a youth, a manager or a peasant.1 These and many other forms of identi.cation are carefully grammaticized in the Korean language, which possesses verb and noun suf.xes that structurally force a speaker to identify speci.c hierarchy relationships in all verbal interactions. The Cold War has not eradicated these aspects of Korean culture and politics. Rather, it has created a situation where one very speci.c, and largely externally imposed form of identi.cation – an ideological one – has come to prevail over all others. Whereas gender, age, education or regional af.liation continue to be key factors in determining a person’s social status and possibilities, his/her ideological identi.cation has literally turned into a matter of life and death, or at least freedom and imprisonment. It is in this context that the rivalry between the two Koreas has given rise to a highly volatile con�ict zone. The Korean War claimed the lives of more than a million people and, almost half a century after the events, an estimated 10 million individuals are still separated from their families. Perhaps even more tragic, as Bruce Cumings (1997: 298) notes, is not even the war itself, for it could have solved – as many civil wars do – some of the political tensions that existed in Korea during the 1940s and early 1950s – tensions that were unusually high and linked to such issues as colonial legacies, foreign intervention and national division. The true tragedy, Cumings stresses, was ‘that the war solved nothing’, for all it did was to restore the status quo ante.2 The stage was now set for a volatile future. Each of the subsequent attempts to repress the Korean conflict through the conventional logic of military deterrence has turned out to be disastrous. They have, in Moon Chung-in’s words (1996: 9), ‘driven North and South Korea into the trapping structure of a vicious cycle of actions and reactions’. The peninsula, as a result, was sucked into a very costly arms race that elevated levels of tensions to the point that the two divided sides have almost constantly been exposed to the spectre of violence. Examples abound: North Korea has committed what are said to be a dozen major terrorist attacks, from bombings of civilian airliners to tunnel and submarine in.ltrations across the DMZ. South Korea stands accused of having violated the Armistice Agreement roughly 500,000 times (Moon 1996: 53). Its yearly joint military exercises with the US Army, entitled Team Spirit, have traditionally revolved around an unnecessarily aggressive northbound military scenario (Moon 1996: 68). The identity patterns that formed with the division of the peninsula and the subsequent Korean War are important for understanding the challenges that lie ahead. Antagonistic identity constructs, born out of death, fear and longing for revenge, are continuously used to fuel and legitimize aggressive foreign and repressive domestic policies. 

Identity in Korea is essentially constructed in negative terms; that is, in direct opposition to the other side of the divided nation. What Cumings (1997: 140) wrote of the immediate post-war period remained valid for all of the post-war period, at least until very recently: not one good thing could be said about the leader on the other side of the dividing line. ‘To do so was to get a jail sentence.’ Look at a few examples of what Moon (1996: 71–2) calls ‘demonising images’. The North Korean press is full of derogative terms that describe the South Korean political system and its leaders. The concepts have changed over the years, but the dynamic remains the same. In the mid-1980s, for instance, the terminology used to describe South Korean presidents included honori.c attributes such as ‘human butcher’, ‘rare human rubbish’, ‘chieftain of irregularities and corruption and human scum’ (KCNA, Jan./Feb. 1988). In more recent times, the preferred vocabulary has shifted towards terms like ‘warhawks’, ‘warmongers’, ‘fascists’, ‘imperialists’ and ‘reactionaries’ (KCNA, April/ May 2000). In South Korea too, negative identity constructs became entrenched in societal consciousness to the point that ‘for more than two decades after national partition, South Korean schoolchildren visually depicted North Koreans literally to be red-bodied demons with horns and long fingernails on their hairy, grabbing hands, as represented in anti- Communist posters’ (Choi 1993: 81). One does not need to be a trained psychologist to realize that children who grow up with such images and educational leitmotifs contribute to the dissemination of a societal selfawareness that is articulated through a stark opposition between inside and outside. Efforts have recently been made to dismantle at least some of these antagonistic images. Of.cers of the South Korean Armed Forces, 
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for instance, are encouraged to introduce and employ military jargon that allows soldiers to distinguish between the evil North Korean system (the ‘main enemy’) and their innocent brothers and sisters in the north (the ‘anti-enemy’) (Defence White Paper 1998: 83). But deeply entrenched antagonistic identity constructs cannot be changed overnight. They persist in virtually all aspects of life. ‘In front of them all’ proclaims the muchheralded motto of the US and South Korean troops stationed in the Joint Security Area (Eighth US Army 2000). Perhaps even more telling is the fact that President Kim Dae-jung created a major political storm when he described Kim Jong-il, the North Korean leader, not in the usual negative terms (as a brutal, insane, licentious and impetuous drunk and playboy), but as ‘a pragmatic leader with good judgement and knowledge’ (see Korea Herald, 8 May 2000). The vehemence of the public reaction demonstrates that the construction of an antagonistic ‘other’ is so pronounced and deeply embedded in the collective consciousness that, as several Korean commentators now admit, it is virtually impossible to advance objective assessments of the security situation on the peninsula (Choi 1998: 26). 

North Korea – Alternative Solves Case
The alternative – reject the affirmatives conception of Korea in order to move beyond the idea that we must define the Korea identity based on security threats. Embracing difference and chaos is a necessary first step to peace on the peninsula 
Bleiker prof IR @ U Queensland Australia 2k1 (Roland, “Identity and Security in Korea” The Paci.c Review, Vol. 14 No. 1 2001: 121–148 http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/documents/APCITY/UNPAN012790.pdf) 

The security situation on the Korean Peninsula will remain volatile as long as current identity constructs continue to guide policy formation. A soft-landing approach may well be the most reasonable and desirable scenario, but it can only unfold and develop to its fullest potential once it incorporates, in a central manner, issues of identity and difference. This process starts with recognizing that identities are constructed, and that these constructs constitute key elements of the security situation on the peninsula. Needed, then, is a move away from the widespread essentialist tendency to ground policy in an understanding of North Korea ‘as it is’ (see, for instance, Choi 1999: 2). The Perry Report is a case in point: it recommends that the US should deal with North Korea ‘as it is, not as we might wish it to be’. It advocates a ‘realist view [of North Korea], a hard-headed understanding of military realities’ (Perry 1999: 5, 12). But, of course, there is no such thing as a ‘reality’ on the Korean Peninsula. There has been far too much destruction and antagonistic rhetoric to allow for judgements that are even remotely objective. Earlier sections of this essay have pointed out how decades of media representations have constituted North Korea as a ‘rogue state’. As a result, signs of compromise and dialogue that diverged from the expected pattern of hostility and aggression were – with notable exceptions – often neither reported in the press nor appreciated by policy-makers. Needed, then, are policy approaches based not on an understanding of North Korea ‘as it is’, but on a critical appreciation of how the current security dilemmas ‘have become what they are’. Needed are approaches that do not deny difference, but make it part of a new, more pluralistically de.ned vision of identity and unity – a vision that may one day replace the present, violence-prone demarcation of self and other. Such a struggle on behalf of alterity, as David Campbell (1998) calls it, is all the more imperative in Korea since a hermetically sealed-off border between South and North has prevented virtually all forms of interactions that could have engendered at least a rudimentary appreciation of the other’s identity practices. As a result, countless post-war incidents, from the Rangoon bombing to recent naval clashes in the Yellow Sea, have established antagonistic identity practices that are now entrenched in political culture and societal consciousness. In the context of such hostile identity performances it is imperative that an ethical position on national division and uni.cation is based on an approach that does not subsume the other into the self. To advance such an argument, is, of course, not to defend the authoritarian regime in the North or to suggest its ideological world-view be retained. Rather, it is to stress that a peaceful rapprochement can only occur if a multitude of identity practices are recognized as legitimate and, indeed, as essential to laying the foundation for what one day may be a peaceful peninsula, uni.ed or not. Needed is what Grinker (1998: xiv, 10–12) calls for: an active process of mourning, rather than a denial of loss. Indeed, the German precedent demonstrates that decades of national division can create different sets of identities that persist and cause conflict long after political uni.cation (see Maaz 1990; Gilliar 1996). Owing to the Korean War and countless other confrontations, the potential for violence that arises from these antagonistic identity constructs is far greater in Korea than it ever was in Germany (Paik 1996: 17). And as long as there is an operative mythology of homogeneous nationhood, the conflict over competing forms of identity will remain a present source of conflict and danger. 

This is not the space to discuss in detail the specific policy changes that would follow from rethinking Korean security through an appreciation of identity and difference. Rather, the purpose of the essay has been to draw attention to some of the broad conceptual domains that need urgent rethinking. While conventional security concerns will (and should) remain central to both academics and security practitioners, one must also recognize that fundamental political change can occur only once the underlying issue of political identity has become a topic of discussion and 
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scrutiny. This, in turn, would entail searching for a political perspective that reaches beyond the parameters of current political manoeuvrings. Such a search is inevitably a long-term affair, 
for it revolves around the need to rethink notions of security that are deeply entrenched in political practice and societal consciousness – not just in Korea, but in international politics in general. Perhaps security may one day no longer be associated with order and certainty, for it is exactly the search for order and certainty (the process of drawing a rigid line across the 38th parallel, for instance) that has generated the problematic demarcation between inside and outside, the political and mental boundaries that account for the violent nature of present political structures. An alternative understanding of security would, in Costas Constantinou’s words (2000: 303), ‘desynchronise security from safety and certitude’. He, alongside a number of other critical scholars, now seek to validate a different notion of security, one that points not to an (impossible) escape from danger, but to a ‘passage through fear and loss’, one that allows us to ‘feel secure-in-danger . . . and dwell next to one’s enemy in security, without surrendering, or dominating, or making the foe friend’ (Constantinou 2000: 290; Burke 2000: 308). These and a range of other related security challenges can clearly not be solved today, nor can they be addressed at the level of the nation-state. They call for ways of heeding the cross-territorial bonds that may develop between people and the human ideals they stand for. To think ahead of security in such a broad and post-national way is a first step – necessary and long overdue as it is – towards life in a Korea that is no longer defined by the constant spectre of violent encounters.
Proliferation Link
We live in an era of Nuclear Apartheid. It’s OK for the West to have nukes because we are awesome and don’t make mistakes but heaven forbid a brown country get the bomb since they are incapable of any form of rational thought. All of their warrants as to why prolif will result in wars are endemic to the orientalist binary that structures modern international relations and violently represents the global south 
Gusterson prof anthro @ George Mason 1999 (Hugh, “Nuclear Weapons and the Other in the Western Imagination” Cultural Anthropology, Vol. 14, No. 1)
According to the literature on risk in anthropology, shared fears often re- veal as much about the identities and solidarities of the fearful as about the ac- tual dangers that are feared (Douglas and Wildavsky 1982; Lindenbaum 1974). The immoderate reactions in the West to the nuclear tests conducted by India and Pakistan, and to Iraq's nuclear weapons program earlier, are examples of an entrenched discourse on nuclear proliferation that has played an important role in structuring the Third World, and our relation to it, in the Western imagination. This discourse, dividing the world into nations that can be trusted with nuclear weapons and those that cannot, dates back, at least, to the Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1970. The Non-Proliferation Treaty embodied a bargain between the five coun- tries that had nuclear weapons in 1970 and those countries that did not. Accord- ing to the bargain, the five official nuclear states (the United States, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, France, and China)3 promised to assist other signa- tories to the treaty in acquiring nuclear energy technology as long as they did not use that technology to produce nuclear weapons, submitting to international in- spections when necessary to prove their compliance. Further, in Article 6 of the treaty, the five nuclear powers agreed to "pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament" (Blacker and Duffy 1976:395). One hundred eighty-seven countries have signed the treaty, but Israel, India, and Pakistan have refused, saying it enshrines a system of global "nuclear apartheid." Although the Non-Proliferation Treaty divided the countries of the world into nu- clear and nonnuclear by means of a purely temporal metric4-designating only those who had tested nuclear weapons by 1970 as nuclear powers-the treaty has become the legal anchor for a global nuclear regime that is increasingly le- gitimated in Western public discourse in racialized terms. In view of recent developments in global politics-the collapse of the Soviet threat and the recent war against Iraq, a nuclear-threshold nation in the Third World-the importance of this discourse in organizing Western geopolitical understandings is only growing. It has become an increasingly important way of legitimating U.S. mili- tary programs in the post-Cold War world since the early 1990s, when U.S. military leaders introduced the term rogue states into the American lexicon of fear, identifying a new source of danger just as the Soviet threat was declining (Klare 1995). Thus in Western discourse nuclear weapons are represented so that "theirs" are a problem whereas "ours" are not. During the Cold War the Western dis- course on the dangers of "nuclear proliferation" defined the term in such a way as to sever the two senses of the word proliferation. This usage split off the "ver- tical" proliferation of the superpower arsenals (the development of new and im- proved weapons designs and the numerical expansion of the stockpiles) from the "horizontal" proliferation of nuclear weapons to other countries, presenting only the latter as the "proliferation problem." Following the end of the Cold War, the American and Russian arsenals are being cut to a few thousand weap- ons on each side.5 However, the United States and Russia have turned back ap- peals from various nonaligned nations, especially India, for the nuclear powers to open discussions on a global convention abolishing nuclear weapons. Article 6 of the Non-Proliferation Treaty notwithstanding, the Clinton administration has declared that nuclear weapons will play a role in the defense of the United States for the indefinite future. Meanwhile, in a controversial move, the Clinton administration has broken with the policy of previous administrations in basi- cally formalizing a policy of using nuclear weapons against nonnuclear states to deter chemical and biological weapons (Panofsky 1998; Sloyan 1998). The dominant discourse that stabilizes this system of nuclear apartheid in Western ideology is a specialized variant within a broader system of colonial and postcolonial discourse that takes as its essentialist premise a profound Oth- erness separating Third World from Western countries.6 This inscription of Third World (especially Asian and Middle Eastern) nations as ineradicably dif- ferent from our own has, in a different context, been labeled "Orientalism" by Edward Said (1978). Said argues that orientalist discourse constructs the world in terms of a series of binary oppositions that produce the Orient as the mirror image of the West: where "we" are rational and disciplined, "they" are impul- sive and emotional; where "we" are modern and flexible, "they" are slaves to an- cient 
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passions and routines; where "we" are honest and compassionate, "they" are treacherous and uncultivated. While the blatantly racist orientalism of the high colonial period has softened, more subtle orientalist ideologies endure in contemporary politics. They can be found, as Akhil Gupta (1998) has argued, in discourses of economic development that represent Third World nations as child nations lagging behind Western nations in a uniform cycle of development or, as Lutz and Collins (1993) suggest, in the imagery of popular magazines, such as National Geographic. I want to suggest here that another variant of contempo- rary orientalist ideology is also to be found in U.S. national security discourse.
Following Anthony Giddens (1979), I define ideology as a way of con- structing political ideas, institutions, and behavior which (1) makes the political structures and institutions created by dominant social groups, classes, and na- tions appear to be naturally given and inescapable rather than socially con- structed; (2) presents the interests of elites as if they were universally shared; (3) obscures the connections between different social and political antagonisms so as to inhibit massive, binary confrontations (i.e., revolutionary situations); and (4) legitimates domination. The Western discourse on nuclear proliferation is ideological in all four of these senses: (1) it makes the simultaneous ownership of nuclear weapons by the major powers and the absence of nuclear weapons in Third World countries seem natural and reasonable while problematizing at- tempts by such countries as India, Pakistan, and Iraq to acquire these weapons; (2) it presents the security needs of the established nuclear powers as if they were everybody's; (3) it effaces the continuity between Third World countries' nuclear deprivation and other systematic patterns of deprivation in the underde- veloped world in order to inhibit a massive north-south confrontation; and (4) it legitimates the nuclear monopoly of the recognized nuclear powers.
Russia Link
The affirmatives construction of Russia as a threat turns the world into an item that must be defended – in the global drive to eliminate danger we otherize Russia and turn everyone into a soldier in the war against the Russian enemy 
Jæger Norwegian Institute of International Affairs and the Copenhagen Peace Research Institute 2k (Øyvind “Securitizing Russia: Discurisve Practices of the Baltic States” http://shss.nova.edu/pcs/journalsPDF/V7N2.pdf) 
The Russian war on Chechnya is one event that was widely interpreted in the Baltic as a ominous sign of what Russia has in store for the Baltic states (see Rebas 1996: 27; Nekrasas 1996: 58; Tarand 1996: 24; cf. Haab 1997). The constitutional ban in all three states on any kind of association with post-Soviet political structures is indicative of a threat perception that confuses Soviet and post-Soviet, conflating Russia with the USSR and casting everything Russian as a threat through what Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe (1985) call a discursive "chain of equivalence". In this the value of one side in a binary opposition is reiterated in other denotations of the same binary opposition. Thus, the value "Russia" in a Russia/Europe-opposition is also denoted by "instability", "Asia", "invasion", "chaos", "incitement of ethnic minorities", "unpredictability", "imperialism", "slander campaign", "migration", and so forth. The opposite value of these markers ("stability", "Europe", "defence", "order", and so on) would then denote the Self and thus conjure up an identity. When identity is precarious, this discursive practice intensifies by shifting onto a security mode, treating the oppositions as if they were questions of political existence, sovereignty, and survival. Identity is (re)produced more effectively when the oppositions are employed in a discourse of in security and danger, that is, made into questions of national security and thus securitised in the Wæverian sense.

In the Baltic cases, especially the Lithuanian National Security Concept is knitting a chain of equivalence in a ferocious discourse of danger. Not only does it establish "[t]hat the defence of Lithuania is total and unconditional," and that "[s]hould there be no higher command, self-controlled combat actions of armed units and citizens shall be considered legal." (National Security Concept, Lithuania, Ch. 7, Sc. 1, 2) It also posits that [t]he power of civic resistance is constituted of the Nation’s Will and self-determination to fight for own freedom, of everyone citizen’s resolution to resist to [an] assailant or invader by all possible ways, despite citizen’s age and [or] profession, of taking part in Lithuania’s defence (National Security Concept, Lithuania, Ch. 7, Sc. 4). 
When this is added to the identifying of the objects of national security as "human and citizen rights, fundamental freedoms and personal security; state sovereignty; rights of the nation, prerequisites for a free development; the state independence; the constitutional order; state territory and its integrity, and; cultural heritage," and the subjectsas "the state, the armed forces and other institutions thereof; the citizens and their associations, and; non governmental organisations,"(National Security Concept, Lithuania, Ch. 2, Sc. 1, 2) one approaches a conception of security in which the distinction between state and nation has disappeared in all-encompassing securitisation. Everyone is expected to defend everything with every possible means. And when the list of identified threats to national security that follows range from "overt (military) aggression", via "personal insecurity", to "ignoring of national values,"(National Security Concept, Lithuania, Ch. 10) the National Security Concept of Lithuania has become a totalising one taking everything to be a question of national security. The chain of equivalence is established when the very introduction of the National Security Concept is devoted to a denotation of Lithuania’s century-old sameness to "Europe" and resistance to "occupation and subjugation" (see quotation below), whereby Russia is depicted and installed as the first link in the discursive chain that follows.
In much the same way the "enemy within" came about in Estonia and Latvia. As the independence-memory was ritualised and added to the sense of insecurity – already fed by confusion in state administration, legislation and government policy grappling not only with what to do but also how to do it given the inexperience of state institutions or their absence – unity behind the overarching objective of independence receded for partial politics and the construction of the enemy within. This is what David Campbell (1992) points out when he sees the practices of security as being about securing a precarious state identity. One way of going about it is to cast elements on the state inside resisting the privileged identity as the subversive errand boys of the prime external enemy. 
Security Link 

The politics of security is based around a fear of difference and the unknown that leads to a destruction of the other – their quest for safety subordinates life to security – destryogin value to life and creating mass violence 
James Der Derian, “The value of security: Hobbes, Marx, Nietzsche, and Baudrillard,” The Political Subject of Violence, 1993, pp. 102-105

The desire for security is manifested as a collective resentment of difference that which is not us, not certain, not predictable. Complicit with a negative will to power is the fear-driven desire for protection from the unknown. Unlike the positive will to power which produces an aesthetic affirmation of difference, the search for truth produces a truncated life which conforms to the rationally knowable, to the causally sustainable. In The Gay Science Nietzsche asks of the reader: Look, isn't our need for knowledge precisely this need for the familiar, the will to uncover everything strange, unusual, and questionable, something that no longer disturbs us? Is it not the instinct of fear that bids us to know? And is the jubilation of those who obtain knowledge not the jubilation over the restoration of a sense of security?" The fear of the unknown and the desire for certainty combine to produce a domesticated life, in which causality and rationality become the highest sign of a sovereign self, the surest protection against contingent forces. The fear of fate assures a belief that everything reasonable is true, and everything true reasonable. In short, the security imperative produces and is sustained by the strategies of knowledge which seek to explain it. Nietzsche elucidates the nature of this generative relationship in The Twilight of the Idols:
The causal instinct is thus conditional upon, and excited by, the feeling of fear. The "why?" shall, if at all possible, not give the cause for its own sake so much as for a particular kind of cause --a cause that is comforting, liberating and relieving. . . . That which is new and strange and has not been experienced before, is excluded as a cause. Thus one not only searches for some kind of explanation, to serve as a cause, but for a particularly selected and preferred kind of explanation--that which most quickly and frequently abolished the feeling of the strange, new and hitherto unexperienced: the most habitual  explanations. 

A safe life requires safe truths. The strange and the alien remain unexamined, the unknown becomes identified as evil, and evil provokes hostility - recycling the desire for security. The 'influence of timidity,' as Nietzsche puts it, creates a people who are willing to subordinate affirmative values to the 'necessities' of security: 'they fear change, transitoriness: this expresses a straitened soul, full of mistrust and evil experiences'."

The unknowable which cannot be contained by force or explained by reason is relegated to the off-world. "Trust," the "good," and other common values come to rely upon an "artificial strength": "the feeling of security  such as the Christian possesses; he feels strong in being able to trust, to be patient and composed: he owes this artificial strength to the illusion of being protected by a god." 40 For Nietzsche, of course, only a false sense of security can come from false gods: "Morality and religion belong altogether to the psychology of error : in every single case, cause and effect are confused; or truth is confused with the effects of believing  something to be true; or a state of consciousness is confused with its causes." 41 

Nietzsche's interpretation of the origins of religion can shed some light on this paradoxical origin and transvaluation of security. In The Genealogy of Morals , Nietzsche sees religion arising from a sense of fear and indebtedness to one's ancestors: 

The conviction reigns that it is only through the sacrifices and accomplishments of the ancestors that the tribe exists --and that one has to pay them back  with sacrifices and accomplishments: one thus recognizes a debt  that constantly grows greater, since these forebears never cease, in their continued existence as powerful spirits, to accord the tribe new advantages and new strength. 42 

Sacrifices, honors, obedience are given but it is never enough, for 

The ancestors of the most powerful  tribes are bound eventually to grow to monstrous dimensions through the imagination of growing fear and to recede into the darkness of the divinely uncanny and unimaginable: in the end the ancestor must necessarily be transfigured into a god . 43 

As the ancestor's debt becomes embedded in institutions, the community takes on the role of creditor. Nietzsche mocks this originary, Hobbesian moment: to rely upon an "artificial strength": "the feeling 

One lives in a community, one enjoys the advantages of communality (oh what advantages! we sometimes underrate them today), one dwells protected, cared for, in peace and trustfulness, without fear of certain injuries and hostile acts to which the man outside , the "man without peace," is exposed . . . since one has bound and pledged oneself to the community precisely with a view to injury and hostile acts. 44 

The establishment of the community is dependent upon, indeed it feeds upon, this fear of being left outside. As the castle wall is replaced by written treaty, however, and distant gods by temporal sovereigns, the martial skills and spiritual virtues of the noble warrior are slowly debased and dissimulated. The subject of the individual will to power becomes the 
Security Link

object of a collective resentment. The result? The fear of the external other is transvalued into the "love of the neighbor" quoted in the opening of this section, and the perpetuation of community is assured through the internalization and legitimation of a fear that lost its original source long ago. 

This powerful nexus of fear, of external and internal otherness, generates the values which uphold the security imperative. Indeed, Nietzsche locates the genealogy of even individual rights, such as freedom, in the calculus of maintaining security: 

- My rights - are that part of my power which others not merely conceded me, but which they wish me to preserve. How do these others arrive at that? First: through their prudence and fear and caution: whether in that they expect something similar from us in return (protection of their rights); or in that they consider that a struggle with us would be perilous or to no purpose; or in that they see in any diminution of our force a disadvantage to themselves, since we would then be unsuited to forming an alliance with them in opposition to a hostile third power. Then : by donation and cession. 45 

The point of Nietzsche's critical genealogy is to show the perilous conditions which created the security imperative - and the western metaphysics which perpetuate it - have diminished if not disappeared; yet the fear of life persists: 'Our century denies this perilousness, and does so with a good conscience: and yet it continues to drag along with it the old habits of Christian security, Christian enjoyment, recreation and evaluation." Nietzsche's worry is that the collective reaction against older, more primal fears has created an even worse danger: the tyranny of the herd, the lowering of man, the apathy of the last man which controls through conformity and rules through passivity. The security of the sovereign, rational self and state comes at the cost of ambiguity, uncertainty, paradox - all that makes life worthwhile. Nietzsche's lament for this lost life is captured at the end of Daybreak in a series of rhetorical questions:
Security – Discourse First
Challenging political discourse alone can reveal the contradictions and harms of our notions of security.

Dillon, 96. Professor of International Relations at Lancaster University, PhD supervisor. (Michael, 6/23/10, “Security, Philosophy, and Politics” The Politics of Security.)
The basic thought to be pursued is one which, in simultaneously drawing both our current politics and our tradition of political thought into question by challenging their mutual foundation in security, serves, in addition, to illustrate and explore some important aspects of the political implications of Heidegger's thought. My thought, then, is that modern politics is a security project in the widest possible - ontological - sense of the term because it was destined to become so by virtue of the very character or nature of the thinking of truth within which, through which, and by continuous and intimate reference to which, politics itself has always been thought. What is at issue first of all, for me, therefore, is not whether one says yes or no to our modern (inter)national regimes of security, but what Foucault would have called the overall discursive fact that security is spoken about at all, the way in which it is put into political discourse and how it circulates throughout politics and other discourses. I think Heidegger's account of meta​physics provides a means of addressing that fundamental question. The way of sharpening and focusing this thought into a precise question is first provided, however, by referring back to Foucault; for whom Heidegger was the philosopher. Of all recent thinkers, Foucault was amongst the most committed to the task of writing the history of the present in the light of the history of philosophy as metaphysics.4 That is why, when first thinking about the prominence of security in modern politics, I first found Foucault's mode of questioning so stimulating. There was, it seemed to me, a parallel to be drawn between what he saw the technology of disciplinary power/knowledge doing to the body and what the principle of security does to politics. What truths about the human condition, he therefore prompted me to ask, are thought to be secreted in security? What work does securing security do for and upon us? What power-effects issue out of the regimes of truth of security? If the truth of security compels us to secure security, why, how and where is that grounding compulsion grounded? How was it that seeking security became such an insistent and relentless (inter)national preoccupation for humankind? What sort of project is the pursuit of security, and how does it relate to other modern human concerns and enterprises, such as seeking freedom and knowledge through representative-calculative thought, technology and subjectification? Above all, how are we t0 account - amongst all the manifest contradictions of our current (inter)national systems of security: which incarcerate rather than liberate; radically endanger rather than make safe; and engender fear rather than create assurance - .that terminal paradox of our modern (inter)national politics of security which Foucault captured so well in the quotation that heads this chapter.' A terminal paradox which not only subverts its own predicate of security, most spectacularly by rendering the future of terrestrial existence conditional on the strategies and calculations of its hybrid regime of sovereignty and governmentality, but which also seems to furnish a new predicate of global life, a new experience in the context of which the political has to be recovered and to which it must then address itself: the globalisation of politics of security in the global extension of nihilism and technology, and the advent of the real prospect of human species extinction. A logical way of pursuing this Foucauldian impulse would, therefore, have been to document the discursive facticity of security by discovering how security is spoken about!, and who or what does the speaking. To consider historically, again Foucault, the propositions, viewpoints and assumptions from which they speak: to specify the institutions, and detail the various interlocking discursive practices, which produce, store and distribute the bulk of what is said (assembling it in great archives and policing what is true about it): to note as well the tensions and conflicts within the plural regime of security as it weaves the tight (inter)national/intertextual discursive economies which comprise the texture of modern global life: including those, for example, of the state; (inter)national organisations; parasitic public media; economic corporations; para-statal research institutions; teaching academies; and medical, informational, communicational, pedagogic and academic disciplines. For Foucault's genealogical method was concerned to show how the theme of struggle only really becomes operative if one establishes concretely - in each particular case - who is engaged in struggle, what the struggle is about, and how, where, by what means and according to what rationality it evolves. In other words if one wants to take seriously the assertion that struggle is the cure of relations of power, one must take into account the fact that the good old logic of 'contradiction' is no longer sufficient, far from it, for the unravelling of actual processes. Pursuing such a genealogical line of enquiry would have the virtue of enabling us to see that security is employable in any and every circumstance, and is invested with a plurality of meanings. It would reveal the extent, too, of the work that security does for and imposes upon us, and serve effectively to excite suspicion alum' the extraordinary valency and velocity which it has in the production and preoccupations of our forms of (inter)national life.
Security – Threats Constructed
The calculative mindset and discourse necessary to secure security is apocalyptic and false; the Cold War or Europe prove the extremity of measures taken in the name of security.
Dillon, 96. Professor of International Relations at Lancaster University, PhD supervisor. (Michael, 6/23/10, “Security, Philosophy, and Politics” The Politics of Security.)
Everything, for example, has now become possible. But what human being seems most impelled to do with the power of its actions is to turn itself into a species; not merely an animal species, nor even a species of currency or consumption (which amount to the same thing), but a mere species of calculation. For only by reducing itself to an index of calculation does it seem capable of constructing that political arithmetic by which it can secure the security globalised Western thought insists upon, and which a world made increasingly unpredictable by the very way human being acts into it now seems to require. Yet, the very rage for calculability which securing security incites is precisely also what reduces human freedom, inducing either despair or the surrender of what is human to the de-humanising calculative logic of what seems to be necessary to secure security. I think, then, that Hannah Arendt was right when she saw late modern humankind caught in a dangerous world-destroying cleft between a belief that everything is possible and a willingness to surrender itself to so-called laws of necessity (calculability itself) which would make everything possible. That it was, in short, characterised by a combination of reckless omnipotence and reckless despair. But I also think that things have gone one stage further — the surrender to the necessity of realising everything that is possible — and that this found its paradigmatic expression, for example, in the deterrent security policies of the Cold War; where everything up to and including self-immolation not only became possible but actually necessary in the interests of (inter)national security. This logic persists in the metaphysical core of modern politics — the axioms of inter-State security relations, popularised, for example, through strategic discourse—even if the details have changed. What is most at issue here, then, is the question of the limit and of how to finesse the closure of the fatally deterministic or apocalyptic thinking to which the issue of limits ordinarily gives rise in onto-theological thought: as the authoritative specification of an eschaton; as the invocation of our submission to it; or in terms of the closure of what it is possible for us to say, do and be in virtue of the oper​ation of it. The question of the limit has therefore to be posed in a way that invokes a thinking which resists the siren calls of fatal philosophers and historians alike. That is why limits have to be thought differently, and why the question concerning limits has to be posed, instead, in terms of that which keeps things in play (for `[w]here demarcation is lacking nothing can come to presence as it is'30); exciting a thinking, in particular, which seeks continuously to keep 'open the play of ]political] possibility by subtracting the sense of necessity, completeness, and smugness from established organ-izations of life',31 all of which are promoted by an insistence upon security. Metaphysics, therefore, becomes material in politics of security because metaphysically determined being has a foundational requirement to secure security. Hence our (inter)national politics of security are the municipal meta​physics of the Western tradition. That is why the fate of metaphysics and the fate of that politics of security are so inextricably intertwined. There is more than an academic interest at stake, therefore, in this modern conjunction between the philosophical and the political. How we think and what we do, what we think and how we are doing, condition one another. There is clearly more than a coincidence also in relying upon post-Nietzschean thought to argue for that reappraisal of both which requires a recovery of the question of the political. For between Hegel and Heidegger metaphysics exposed itself to its own deconstructive impulses. After Marx 'one finds Schopenhauer, Kierkegaard, Freud, and Nietzsche turning philosophy upon itself, thereby unmasking its own taboos and twisted roots';32 realising and exhausting its potential, according to Heidegger, in the advent of the epoch of technology. The same period also witnessed the exhaustion of the European State system's modern metaphysical resolution of the question of the political — its profoundly ambiguous and deeply problematic inauguration as both a State of emergency and a certain kind of democratic project — through the very globalisation of the language, forms and practices of the politics of security upon which it was based. The advent of the globalised industrial nuclear age exhibits not only the hollowness of that system's foundational promises to secure order, identity and freedom —hence the reason why the disciplines which promise to tell the truth about the operation of its orders and identities appear to be so peculiarly limited and unreal in their vaunted realistic representation of reality — but also, in the gulf that exists between what its (inter)national political prospectus offers and what its (inler)national politics provides; the exhaustion of its political imagination.33 For this was a period, in which World War One was critical, when that (inter)national politics of security finally realised the full potential of the self-immolative dynamic pre-figured in its very inception; the real prospect of human species extinction.
Terrorism Link
Terrorism securitizes the values of the state – their ideology supports a politics of antagonism and violence. The state turns terroristic in its quest for absolute safety 
Agamben prof politics @ U Verona 2k2 (Giorgio, “Security and Terror” Theory and Event Vol 5 issue 4) 
Today we are facing extreme and most dangerous developments of this paradigm of security. In the course of a gradual neutralisation of politics and the progressive surrender of traditional tasks of the state, security imposes itself as the basic principle of state activity. What used to be one among several decisive measures of public administration until the first half of the twentieth century, now becomes the sole criterion of political legitimation. Security reasoning entails an essential risk. A state which has security as its only task and source of legitimacy is a fragile organism; it can always be provoked by terrorism to turn itself terroristic.
We should not forget that the first major organisation of terror after the war, the Organisation de l'Armée Secrète (OAS) was established by a French General who thought of himself as patriotic and who was convinced that terrorism was the only answer to the guerilla phenomenon in Algeria and Indochina. When politics, the way it was understood by theorists of the "Polizeiwissenschaft" in the eighteenth century, reduces itself to police, the difference between state and terrorism threatens to disappear. In the end it may lead to security and terrorism forming a single deadly system in which they mutually justify and legitimate each others' actions.  

The risk is not merely the development of a clandestine complicity of opponents but that the hunt for security leads to a worldwide civil war which destroys all civil coexistence. In the new situation -- created by the end of the classical form of war between sovereign states -- security finds its end in globalisation: it implies the idea of a new planetary order which is, in fact, the worst of all disorders. But there is yet another danger. Because they require constant reference to a state of exception, measures of security work towards a growing depoliticization of society. In the long run, they are irreconcilable with democracy.
Nothing is therefore more important than a revision of the concept of security as the basic principle of state politics. European and American politicians finally have to consider the catastrophic consequences of uncritical use of this figure of thought. It is not that democracies should cease to defend themselves, but the defense of democracy demands today a change of political paradigms and not a world civil war which is just the institutionalization of terror. Maybe the time has come to work towards the prevention of disorder and catastrophe, and not merely towards their control. Today, there are plans for all kinds of emergencies (ecological, medical, military), but there is no politics to prevent them. On the contrary, we can say that politics secretly works towards the production of emergencies. It is the task of democratic politics to prevent the development of conditions which lead to hatred, terror, and destruction -- and not to reduce itself to attempts to control them once they occur.
Terrorism Link
The global war on terror is simply a state construction meant to further violent operations of power – their position of certain groups as terrorists just otherizes those groups in an attempt to secure the liberal citizen 
Chandler prof pol sci and IR @ U Westminster 2k9 (David, “War Without End(s): Grounding the Discourse of ‘Global War’” Security Dialogue 2009; 40; 243) 
In these critical frameworks, global war is understood as the exercise of global aspirations for control, no longer mediated by the interstate competition that was central to traditional ‘realist’ framings of international relations. This less-mediated framework understands the interests and instrumental techniques of power in global terms. As power becomes understood in globalized terms, it becomes increasingly abstracted from any analysis of contemporary social relations: viewed in terms of neoliberal governance, liberal power or biopolitical domination. In this context, global war becomes little more than a metaphor for the operation of power. This war is a global one because, without clearly demarcated political subjects, the unmediated operation of regulatory power is held to construct a world that becomes, literally, one large concentration camp (Agamben, 1998: 171) where instrumental techniques of power can be exercised regardless of frameworks of rights or international law (Agamben, 2005: 87). For Julian Reid (2006: 124), the ‘ global war on terror’ can be understood as an inevitable response to any forms of life that exist outside – and are therefore threatening to – liberal modernity, revealing liberal modernity itself to be ultimately a ‘terrorising project’ arraigned against the vitality of life itself. For Jabri, and other Foucauldian critics, the liberal peace can only mean ‘unending war’ to pacify, discipline and reconstruct the liberal subject: The discourse from Bosnia to Kosovo to Iraq is one that aims to reconstruct societies and their government in accordance with a distinctly Western liberal model the formative elements of which centre on open markets, human rights and the rule of law, and democratic elections as the basis of legitimacy. The aim is no less than to reconstitute polities through the transformation of political cultures into modern, self-disciplining, and ultimately self-governing entities that, through such transformation, could transcend ethnic or religious fragmentation and violence. The trajectory is punishment, pacification, discipline, and ultimately ‘liberal democratic self-mastery’. Each step in turn services wider, global remits so that the pacified, the disciplined, the self-governing of the liberal order can no longer pose a threat either to their own or to others. (Jabri, 2007: 124–125; see also Duffield, 2007) Control over, or the ordering of, society is written in global terms rather than national ones. These critical post-structuralist frameworks see global war as an extended desire for control – as the extension of liberal governmentality from the national sphere to the global one. The Foucauldian critics of global war take at face value the problematization of the non-Western world – seen as a threat to the needs of the liberal biopolitical order – and the policy frameworks, which are seen to have the global aims asserted by their proponents. Where the critics of global war differ from its advocates appears to be essentially over whether these liberal values and aspirations are worth fighting for, rather than on the context and stakes of the globalized struggle itself. For the radical Foucauldian and post-structuralist critics, it is liberal values and frameworks that lead to war and construct the non-Western ‘other’ as an object of intervention, whether through military means or non-military frameworks of development (Duffield, 2007). 

Terrorism - Link
Fighting terrorism creates a war within a war about how to beat the terrorists and turns the state that’s fighting the terrorists into the terrorists themselves

Diken and Laursten 2’ - *Centre for Gender and Women's Studies, Sociology at Lancaster University AND **Associate Professor, MA, Cand. Scient Pol, Ph.D. august 2002, “Zones of Indistinction: Security, Terror, and Bare Life”
The immediate cacophony of discourses in the aftermath of September 11 was eo ipso a struggle for hegemony, and the discourse of security in a very short time span articulated its rivals within its own horizon. As security is becoming the dominant discourse, it is today redefining what it means to be a subject subjected to power. Yet there is a paradox in this: The instruments of security and control are fluidity, liquidity, and speed, but politics requires time for reflection and dialogue. Speed and politics form a self-destructive relation: Speed is beyond politics, “exceeding politics, speed blinds it” (Lotringer & Virilio,1997,pp.86-87).Power based on the speed offlows escapes political territories, disengaging itself from the agora (Bauman,1999,p.87). Forms of life and forms of security are interrelated; security creates society as much as society creates security (see Dillon & Reid,2001).Yet, in contemporary society, this relationship is overlooked while it is firmly held that it is a “moral duty” to wage war against terror, whose definition, however, remains obscenely indistinct (e.g., Bin Laden: created by CIA and wanted by FBI). The threat against civic culture is, therefore, Janus faced: Terrorism and the (trans) politics of security must be thought of together. Both operate in a smooth space, both speak the language of deterrence (“if you do not ...”),and both are inherently opposed to the law. Security can easily turn into a perversion: terror:“ The thought of security bears within it an essential risk. A state which has security as its sole task and source of legitimacy is a fragile organism; it can always be provoked by terrorism to become itself terroristic”(Agamben,2001,p.45). When the police and politics merge, and when the difference between terror and state disappears in obscenity, they start to justify each other, terrorizing the political itself by transforming it into a hostage: the state of emergency. Significantly in this context, the discourse of security conceptualizes the “networks of terror” in timeless frames devoid of casual explanations and seeks an “infinite” justice fit for the smooth network space. Postpolitical governance attempts to control disorder through risk management. In other words, it does not seek political solutions to political problems, and in the absence of an original political strategy . . . the state becomes desocialized. It no longer works on the basis of political will, but instead on the basis of intimidation, dissuasion, simulation, provocation or spectacular solicitation. This is the transpolitical reality behind all official policies: a cynical bias towards the elimination of the social.(Baudrillard,1993,p.79) When blackmail, intended as a preemptive form of action (where is the next war going to take place to prevent war?),becomes the law, “society” implodes into the state, and thus both ordinary and political violence turn into terror. The camp is symptomatic of the fields of both security and terror. 
Terrorism – Discourse First
Terrorism is a discursive construction subject to manipulation – we must interrogate language prior to policy solutions 
Crowe 2k7 (L.A. “The “Fuzzy Dream”: Discourse, Historical myths, and Militarized (in)Security -Interrogating dangerous myths of Afghanistan and the ‘West’" http://archive.sgir.eu/uploads/Crowe-loricrowe.pdf) 
 “People think and see through language,” explains Eisenstein “but language is also a barrier.”27 Discourse acts as a variable in deliberatly constructed stories/myths which require particular terminology to ensure a proscribed reading. For example, the words “terrorism” and “terrorist” are ambigous terms which in and of themselves are essentially devoid of meaning, but when used by those with a particular agenda, become politically and determindly loaded. For example, over one hundred definitions of the word “terrorism” have been found to exist and which have been used. The pejorative use of the term exemplified by the familiar phrase "One man's terrorist is another man's freedom fighter", is cogently expressed in Bruce Hoffman’s book Inside Terrorism: `What is called terrorism', Brian Jenkins has written, `thus seems to depend on one's point of view. Use of the term implies a moral judgment; and if one party can successfully attach the label terrorist to its opponent, then it has indirectly persuaded others to adopt its moral viewpoint.' Hence the decision to call someone or label some organization `terrorist' becomes almost unavoidably subjective, depending largely on whether one sympathizes with or opposes the person/group/cause concerned. If one identifies with the victim of the violence, for example, then the act is terrorism. If, however, one identifies with the perpetrator, the violent act is regarded in a more sympathetic, if not positive (or, at the worst, an ambivalent) light; and it is not terrorism.[28 This indicates not only the subjectivity of the term, but perhaps also suggests the need to question the usefulness of the term itself . Its ambiguity means that explanatory control rests on whomever possesses the power to define it and that power is enacted through strategies that utilize not only manipulations of language, but also of symbols, imagery and the mediums of information dissemination. ‘Terrorism’ explains Eisenstein, has become a catch-all term for any enemy who challenges US imperialism.”29 Other such words as “development”, “security”, “peace”, and “fundamentalism” have similarly been utilized to facilitate certain historical myths in the current situation in Afghanistan which become normalized as a common discourse that naturalizes particular types of practical engagements. Thus, language or discourse plays a critical role in the strategic construction of particular narratives that inform our understandings of a particular event, region, or people. According to Eisenstein, “rhetoric” is a large part of the problem contributing to dangerous myths: “The US appropriates ‘democracy’ for it’s own global agenda, and displaces ‘terrorism’ to others elsewhere.”30 The danger thus lies in the portrayal of whole or partial truths and in their imperial logic which often denies the existence or silences alternate ‘myths’ and competing voices.

Impact - War
Their discourse of antagonism serves as a justification for making war against difference 

Jabri senior lecturer dept war studies @ Kings College and director of IR Dept 2k6 (Vivienne, “War, Security and the Liberal State” Security Dialogue 2006; 37; 47) 
The matrix of war is centrally constituted around the element of antagonism, having an association with existential threat: the idea that the continued presence of the other constitutes a danger not just to the well-being of society but to its continued existence in the form familiar to its members, hence the relative ease with which European politicians speak of migrants of particular origins as forming a threat to the ‘idea of Europe’ and its Christian origins.6 Herein lies a discourse of cultural and racial exclusion based on a certain fear of the other. While the war against specific clandestine organizations7 involves operations on both sides that may be conceptualized as a classical war of attrition, what I am referring to as the matrix of war is far more complex, for here we have a set of diffuse practices, violence, disciplinarity and control that at one and same time target the other typified in cultural and racial terms and instantiate a wider remit of operations that impact upon society as a whole. The practices of warfare taking place in the immediate aftermath of 11 September 2001 combine with societal processes, reflected in media representations and in the wider public sphere, where increasingly the source of threat, indeed the source of terror, is perceived as the cultural other, and specifically the other associated variously with Islam, the Middle East and South Asia. There is, then, a particularity to what Agamben (1995, 2004) calls the ‘state of exception’, a state not so much generalized and generalizable, but one that is experienced differently by different sectors of the global population. It is precisely this differential experience of the exception that draws attention to practices as diverse as the formulation of interrogation techniques by military intelligence in the Pentagon, to the recent provisions of counter-terrorism measures in the UK,8 to the legitimizing discourses surrounding the invasion of Iraq. All are practices that draw upon a discourse of legitimization based on prevention and pre-emption. Enemies constructed in the discourses of war are hence always potential, always abstract even when identified, and, in being so, always drawn widely and, in consequence, communally. There is, hence, a ‘profile’ to the state of exception and its experience. Practices that profile particular communities, including the citizens of European states, create particular challenges to the self-understanding of the liberal democratic state and its capacity, in the 21st century, to deal with difference. While a number of measures undertaken in the name of security, such as proposals for the introduction of identity cards in the UK or increasing surveillance of financial transactions in the USA, might encompass the population as a whole, the politics of exception is marked by racial and cultural signification. Those targeted by exceptional measures are members of particular racial and cultural communities. The assumed threat that underpins the measures highlighted above is one that is now openly associated variously with Islam as an ideology, Islam as a mode of religious identification, Islam as a distinct mode of lifestyle and practice, and Islam as a particular brand associated with particular organizations that espouse some form of a return to an Islamic Caliphate. When practices are informed by a discourse of antagonism, no distinctions are made between these various forms of individual and communal identification. When communal profiling takes place, the distinction between, for example, the choice of a particular lifestyle and the choice of a particular organization disappears, and diversity within the profiled community is sacrificed in the name of some ‘precautionary’ practice that targets all in the name of security.9 The practices and language of antagonism, when racially and culturally inscribed, place the onus of guilt onto the entire community so identified, so that its individual members can no longer simply be citizens of a secular, multicultural state, but are constituted in discourse as particular citizens, subjected to particular and hence exceptional practices. When the Minister of State for the UK Home Office states that members of the Muslim community should expect to be stopped by the police, she is simply expressing the condition of the present, which is that the Muslim community is particularly vulnerable to state scrutiny and invasive measures that do not apply to the rest of the citizenry.10 We know, too, that a distinctly racial profiling is taking place, so that those who are physically profiled are subjected to exceptional measures Even as the so-called war against terrorism recognizes no boundaries as limits to its practices – indeed, many of its practices occur at transnational, often indefinable, spaces – what is crucial to understand, however, is that this does not mean that boundaries are no longer constructed or that they do not impinge on the sphere of the political. The paradox of the current context is that while the war against terrorism in all its manifestations assumes a boundless arena, borders and boundaries are at the heart of its operations. The point to stress is that these 
Impact - War

boundaries and the exclusionist practices that sustain them are not coterminous with those of the state; rather, they could be said to be located and perpetually constructed upon the corporeality of those constructed as enemies, as threats to security. It is indeed the corporeal removal of such subjects that lies at the heart of what are constructed as counter-terrorist measures, typified in practices of direct war, in the use of torture, in extra-judicial incarceration and in judicially sanctioned detention. We might, then, ask if such measures constitute violence or relations of power, where, following Foucault, we assume that the former acts upon bodies with a view to injury, while the latter acts upon the actions of subjects and assumes, as Deleuze (1986: 70–93) suggests, a relation of forces and hence a subject who can act. What I want to argue here is that violence is imbricated in relations of power, is a mode of control, a technology of governmentality. When the population of Iraq is targeted through aerial bombardment, the consequence goes beyond injury and seeks the pacification of the Middle East as a political region. When legislative and bureaucratic measures are put in place in the name of security, those targeted are categories of population. At the same time, the war against terrorism and the security discourses utilized in its legitimization are conducted and constructed in terms that imply the defence or protection of populations. One option is to limit policing, military and intelligence efforts through the targeting of particular organizations. However, it is the limitless construction of the war against terrorism, its targeting of particular racial and cultural communities, that is the source of the challenge presented to the liberal democratic state. In conditions constructed in terms of emergency, war permeates discourses on politics, so that these come to be subject to the restraints and imperatives of war and practices constituted in terms of the demands of security against an existential threat. The implications for liberal democratic politics and our conceptions of the modern state and its institutions are far-reaching,11 for the liberal democratic polity that considers itself in a state of perpetual war is also a state that is in a permanent state of mobilization, where every aspect of public life is geared towards combat against potential enemies, internal and external. One of the most significant lessons we learn from Michel Foucault’s writings is that war, or ‘the distant roar of battle’ (Foucault, 1977: 308), is never quite so distant from liberal governmentality. Conceived in Foucaultian terms, war and counter-terrorist measures come to be seen not as discontinuity from liberal government, but as emergent from the enabling conditions that liberal government and the modern state has historically set in place. On reading Foucault’s renditions on the emergence of the disciplinary society, what we see is the continuation of war in society and not, as in Hobbes and elsewhere in the history of thought, the idea that wars happen at the outskirts of society and its civil order. The disciplinary society is not simply an accumulation of institutional and bureaucratic procedures that permeate the everyday and the routine; rather, it has running through its interstices the constitutive elements of war as continuity, including confrontation, struggle and the corporeal removal of those deemed enemies of society. In Society Must Be Defended (Foucault, 2003) and the first volume of the History of Sexuality (Foucault, 1998), we see reference to the discursive and institutional continuities that structurate war in society. Reference to the ‘distant roar of battle’ suggests confrontation and struggle; it suggests the ever-present construction of threat accrued to the particular other; it suggests the immediacy of threat and the construction of fear of the enemy; and ultimately it calls for the corporeal removal of the enemy as source of threat. The analytic of war also encompasses the techniques of the military and their presence in the social sphere – in particular, the control and regulation of bodies, timed precision and instrumentality that turn a war machine into an active and live killing machine. In the matrix of war, there is hence the level of discourse and the level of institutional practices; both are mutually implicating and mutually enabling. There is also the level of bodies and the level of population. In Foucault’s (1998: 152) terms: ‘the biological and the historical are not consecutive to one another . . . but are bound together in an increasingly complex fashion in accordance with the development of the modern technologies of power that take life as their objective’. What the above suggests is the idea of war as a continuity in social and political life. The matrix of war suggests both discursive and institutional practices, technologies that target bodies and populations, enacted in a complex array of locations. The critical moment of this form of analysis is to point out that war is not simply an isolated occurrence taking place as some form of interruption to an existing peaceful order. Rather, this peaceful order is imbricated with the elements of war, present as continuities in social and political life, elements that are deeply rooted and enabling of the actuality of war in its traditional battlefield sense. This implies a continuity of sorts between the disciplinary, the carceral and the violent manifestations of government. 

Impact - War

Their perception of global threats makes the entire globe into a sphere that must be protected; any threat is violently eliminated resulting in an endless total war against internal enemies 
Medovoi assoc prof English @ Portland state U 2k7 (Leerom, “Global Society Must Be Defended BIOPOL ITICS WITHOUT BOUNDARIES”

In a critical reflection on Michel Foucault’s biopolitical investigations, I will argue that these regulatory and military practices were never as far apart as they might on first glance appear. Born in the early nineteenth century, as Foucault argued, the regulatory techniques for managing biopower modeled themselves on an older conception of race war from which they borrowed the dictum that “society must be defended” against its internal enemies.2 I will argue that the older form of war also survived this process, however, though reshaped into liberal society’s ongoing bel- licose relationships with its outside: colonial warfare and the Cold War are two historically central examples. In contrast to the colonial or Cold War worlds, our most recent regimes of world power — globalization and the war on terror — are distinguished by their undecidable suspension between the rubrics of regulation and war. Indeed, I will ultimately suggest that the war on terror represents the moment when globalization at last openly reveals the military side of its Janus-faced geopolitical aspirations. Society must now be globally defended. What happens when we approach neoliberal globalization through a Foucauldian lens? Like Wendy Brown, and also for that matter like Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, I am interested in reading it as a biopolitical project for the regulation of a planetary population. But my emphasis differs from both. For Brown, neoliberal globalization must be understood in terms of what differentiates it from classical liberalism, namely the former’s more sophisticated premise that homo economicus and market rationality are not humanly natural pre-givens but, rather, must be carefully and systematically constructed through strategies of governance. Neoliberalism, in Brown’s reading, governs by training the population to regulate its own life process according to the economy of cost-benefit analysis.3 Yet in reading neoliberalism at face value, Brown takes it at its word to be an administrative project, a code of conduct rather than a strategy of combat. Hardt and Negri, by contrast, make biopolitics into a subset of sovereign power, the right of empire to manage the life of the multitude in the name of the perpetual peace that it promises and upon which it situates its claims to political legitimacy. For them, empire does indeed reserve the right to take police actions, to enact sanctioned violence. But civil peace and juridical right are the legitimating conditions that direct these exceptional actions. As they put it, “interventions are always exceptional even though they arise continually; they take the form of police actions because they are aimed at maintaining an internal order.”4 What if we approach war, not as an exception to or the opposite of regulation, but rather as continuous with it, as the point when regulation’s militarism has surged into the open? As we know from Marx, capital’s domination through the impersonal forces of the market does not eliminate class struggle. Rather, it represents the effective waging of class struggle: a population is threatened, disciplined, and positioned (using economic or ideological force) into laboring for someone else’s profit. So too with neoliberal globalization, we must ask what wars it seeks to win and how it constructs its subjects as entrepreneurial, self-regulating beneficiaries of an ensuing global peace. The war on terror’s importance for globalization can be understood if we return to Foucault’s founding claim about biopower, namely that the regulation of the life of the population is itself conceived on the model of war. It is through biopower, after all, that Foucault first sought to explain the emergence of genocide as the “dream of modern powers,” itself inseparable from the twentieth-century phenomena of mass and multiple intersocial wars.5 If globalization is the name that implicitly designates the “pacification” of populations in the name of world market integration, then the “Global War on Terror,” as the Bush administration insistently calls it, should be understood as the territorially unbounded, politically malleable military strategy that this pacification actually demands. On this score, neoliberal globalization is perhaps not all so different from classical liberalism. Both ultimately guarantee the peacefulness of their civil order by conducting a perpetual internal war against wayward and resistant forms of life. They paradoxically assert a simultaneous state of war and peace. What is new, however, is that, for neoliberalism, the “population” in need of protection is global in scope. As such, there is no distinction to be made between internal and external threats. Everyone who threatens the globe’s civil order is, at this point, conceived as internal to it but simultaneously also as fair game for the open warfare formerly declared only against external enemies. I begin by mapping biopolitics in relation to practices of war and peace, beginning with their origins in the seventeenthcentury polemic of race war as described in Foucault’s “Society Must Be Defended” lectures. From there, I consider the tandem development of “internal” governmentality and “external” colonial warfare during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. Then I trace their international reorganization under the postcolonial condition of the Cold War and finally into the era of globalization and the so-called war on terror. This highly telescoped and partial historical excursus has a limited aim: to shed light on the current conjuncture by understanding the permutations now being played within a genealogy of liberal biopolitics that has long depended on a simultaneous practice of war and peace. 

Impact – Foucault 
The underside of the power to protect certain populations is the ability to expose others to death – in the atomic age, nuclear weapons can be used only when the state must protect certain populations 
Michel Foucault, Professor of the History of Systems of Thought at the Collège de France, 1978, The History of Sexuality Volume 1: An Introduction, translated by Robert Hurley, p. 135-137
Since the classical age the West has undergone a very profound transformation of these mechanisms of power. "Deduction " has tended to be no longer the major form of power but merely one element among others, working to incite, reinforce, control, monitor, optimize, and organize the forces under it: a power bent on generating forces, making them grow, and ordering them, rather than one dedicated to impeding them, making them submit, or destroying them. There has been a parallel shift in the right of death, or at least a tendency to align itself with the exigencies of a life-administering power and to define itself accordingly. This death that was based on the right of the sovereign is now manifested as simply the reversal of the right of the social body to ensure, maintain, or develop its life. Yet wars were never as bloody as they have been since the nineteenth century, and all things being equal, never before did regimes visit such holocausts on their own populations. But this formidable power of death--and this is perhaps what accounts for part of its force and the cynicism with which it has so greatly expanded its limits--now presents itself as the counterpart of a power that exerts a positive influence on life, that endeavors to administer, optimize, and multiply it, subjecting it to precise controls and comprehensive regulations. Wars are no longer waged in the name of a sovereign who must be defended; they are waged on behalf of the existence of everyone; entire populations are mobilized for the purpose of wholesale slaughter in the name of life necessity: massacres have become vital. It is as managers of life and survival, of bodies and the race, that so many regimes have been able to wage so many wars, causing so many [people] to be killed. And through a turn that closes the circle, as the technology of wars has caused them to tend increasingly toward all-out destruction, the decision that initiated them and the one that terminates them are in fact increasingly informed by the naked question of survival. The atomic situation is now at the end point of this process: the power to expose a whole population to death is the underside of the power to guarantee an individual's continued existence. The principle underlying the tactics of battle--that one has to be capable of killing in order to go on living--has become the principle that defines the strategy of states. But the existence in question is no longer the judicial existence of sovereignty; at stake is the biological existence of a population. If genocide is indeed the dream of modern powers, this is not because of a recent return of the ancient right to kill; it is because power is situated and exercised at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population.

Alternative – Ext Agonism
Agonism opens up space for peace by resisting oppressive power and refusing to prescribe truth 

Shinko Visiting Assistant Professor of International Relations at Bucknell University 2k8 (Rosemary, “Agonistic Peace: A Postmodern Reading” 2008; 36; 473 Millennium - Journal of International Studies) 
And thus it is that we arrive at a Foucauldian-infused agonism and begin to trace out its implications for opening up a critical research agenda for peace which has the potential to resist the trap wherein peace emerges as just another tactic for reinscribing hegemonic structures of domination, exclusion, and marginalisation. Connolly depoliticises the agon at the moment of its emergence because he fears the consequences of a politics without a presumption of respect, generosity, and forbearance. Foucault recognises the risk, but realises that respect is already embedded in structural impediments so that the only way to garner respect is via the struggle against inequitable structural constraints. Strategic relations of power encompass an exchange where ‘one side does something, the other responds by deploying a conduct, a behavior that counterinvests it, tries to escape it, diverts it, turns the attack against itself, etc.’.80‘Foucault’s model is one of agonistic and strategic interaction in which respect for others is based on their resistance to attempts to govern their conduct (emphasis added).’81 Respect is borne out of the ‘irreducibility of others to one’s strategies’ coupled with the strategic posture of standing one’s ground.82 It is not merely that I see the other’s face, but that the other puts her face in my face and refuses to make way, refuses to not let me see, refuses to be complicit, compliant, or subservient, ‘debout et en face, upright and face to face’.83 This provocation is constant, it occurs again and again, over and over until out of this struggle emerges a begrudging recognition, a begrudging acceptance, the begrudging admission of a nod towards recognition and the acknowledgement of a respect earned in a struggle borne out of the refusal to submit. If we are to look for the trace of peace perhaps this moment, this flash of recognition indicates the opening where peace is practice. Simons cautions those who would read agonism as a strategy for achieving an end to struggle because that hope is little more than ‘a mirage’ for there is ‘no oasis of eternal respite’.84 Agonism nurtures the play of restless energies that always find that there is something more to be done, something that is intolerable and cannot remain unchallenged. If strategy and the strategic are the province of war, then agonism is perfectly positioned to help us recognise that peace is also political and vested in the outcome of the strategic interplay of relations of power where divisions, inequalities, and disequilibriums are challenged. The political longing for a perpetual peace has its dark side which fulfils the ‘perpetual dream of power to have its way without the visible exercise of will that would produce resistance’.85
If there is to be any peace at all it cannot proceed without agonism. If peace is possible we need to look for it within the terms of the agonistic exchange, alongside its unfolding relations of intersubjectivity, emergent from within the terms of the struggle itself. Peace has been deployed to bludgeon humanity with its extraordinariness, forever out of our reach, illusive by definition, a dream too flatteringly sweet to be substantial. Agonism reclaims peace in all of its substantialness and refocuses attention on its contextualisation within political life. Such a life is lived neither in mourning for the misty peace of the past nor in the promises of a future peace that never arrives.

We should begin to envision how instances of peace may be possible in the agonistic moment of hard-earned recognition and respect. We should strive to re-envision peace as a cacophonic and cluttered terrain of political struggle, denoted by multilayered and discontinuous sites of emergence.86 Deploying an analytic of agonism will serve as a constant reminder of our own complicity in the perpetuation of structures of domination and moral hierarchies. It will force us to call into question our own attempts to write the peace for others, to declare the space of peace for others, and alert us to our own patronising attempts to define peace for others. This analytical frame will enable us to analyse the formidable structural impediments arrayed against attempts to contest, resist and/or change patterns of domination. But it will also conversely enable us to identify the emergence of local resistances and in so doing afford us an invaluable insight into how struggles unfold and wend their way through the international political landscape. Foucauldian agonism with its hard-edged view of power combined with its intransigent struggle for freedom is perhaps the best analytical tool we have to study international relations’ most intractable problems, from genocidal conflicts to the war on terror.
Alternative – Ext Criticism Good 
The alternative recognizes that individual subjectivity is the central part of criticism – this allows us to challenge violent assumptions and free ourselves from oppressive structures 
Prozorov Collegium Research Fellow, Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies, U Helsinki 2k7. (Sergei Foucault, Freedom and Sovereignty, p . 141-145)
As both Foucault and Lacan argue, in their own distinct ways, the fundamental ethical experience lies in the realisation that ‘we are much freer than we feel’ and that, consequently, our empirical servitude or tutelage is largely voluntary and selfincurred (Foucault 1984f, 1993), so that we may finally cease ‘throw[ing] back on to the world the disorder of which [our] being is composed’ (Lacan 2001, 22. See also Lacan 1992). Once we dispense with transcendental narcissism through a Foucauldian problematisation of the self as always already diagrammatised and biopoliticised, it becomes clear that the object of the struggle for freedom is nothing other than ourselves, i.e. our ‘selves’ that have been wholly diagrammatised, biopoliticised and disciplined within the very ‘plane of immanence’ that Hardt and Negri view as the space of emancipation. Despite criticism from the more orthodox Left that the Foucauldian ethos of self-fashioning prevents engagement with the ‘social’ conditions of power relations, we must venture that no meaningful politics of freedom can bypass a problematisation of ourselves as subjects of resistance. This is crucial both because of the present historical conjuncture, when governmentality increasingly operates through individualisation and subjectification, and, more importantly, because no diagram can sustain itself without installing appropriate modes of subjectivity as its carriers. Any discourse of resistance, which views ‘us’ as unproblematic subjects of freedom in opposition to external forces of subjection, is always capable of degenerating, in an autoimmune fashion, into its own opposite, as it tries to pass any actual identity as somehow synonymous with freedom. Does not Hardt and Negri’s project unwittingly legitimise the infinite enhancement of the productivity of biopolitical investment of life while perversely encouraging us to struggle heroically against the phantasmatic ‘vampire’ of Empire, which in the authors’ own description is already dead? From this perspective, Foucault’s historical ontologies perform the opposite gesture to Hardt and Negri’s identification of our unfreedom with its expropriation by the sovereign Other. While the authors of Empire disavow the necessary impossibility of their project as merely contingent by dissociating the constitutive excess of the global order as its redundant antithesis, theorising sovereignty as an external locus of oppression, Foucault’s studies disturb the claims of order to necessity by demonstrating how order has no existence apart from the historically contingent practices of those subjectified by it (see Sharpe 2005; Fillion 2005, May 2006). Insofar as the ways in which we live, speak, labour and desire are not necessary, they exist only by virtue of our frequently unwitting acquiescence in them and lose all air of self-evidence once we refuse them. We are therefore less free than we might be because we erroneously locate the cause of our unfreedom outside our own subjectivity as a mere external obstacle, while our freedom is in fact necessarily impossible as long as we remain subjects of the diagram. To render our present unfreedom contingent is to restore contingency to our very being rather than assign it to an external locus. Thus, the benefit of the Foucauldian affirmation of freedom is, pace malevolent accusations of aestheticism, precisely its inwardness. Rather than divert our forces to confronting the phantasmatic external sovereign in a transgression that is always easy, since its object is entirely fictitious, this disposition reorients the question of freedom, resistance and, ultimately, global transformation to our everyday existence, which is itself thoroughly suffused by biopolitical rationalities. It is thus our actions, habits, lifestyles or forms of self-fashioning that serve to maintain the condition that Hardt and Negri have brilliantly depicted as intolerable. Thus, the refusal of biopower amounts to little more than Foucault’s proverbial ‘refusal of what we are’, but prior to this refusal, its subject must necessarily traverse the fantasy of the external sovereign Other who denies its freedom and accept that the ‘big Other does not exist’ (see Lacan 1992). We may note a parallel between Foucault’s ethos of freedom and the political reconstruction of Lacanian ethics by Slavoj Zizek (2000, 2002, 2004a), who similarly emphasises the experience of ‘subjective destitution’, the refusal of one’s positive identity in the symbolic order, as a necessary condition for a genuinely free act. 5 To practice exodus from the biopolitical diagram in a serious sense it is first necessary to recognise the extent to which its rationalities have already penetrated our existence. It is in this cathartic movement beside ourselves that we can refuse our voluntary servitude to the diagram rather than ceaselessly attempt to ‘liberate’ the diagram itself from its obscene excess. It is only by dissociating our desire for freedom from the biopolitical productivity that we are engaged in and simultaneously possessed by that we may come to the realisation that as a big Other, Empire does not exist. It is 
Alternative – Ext Criticism Good

we and none Other that sustains it and it is by virtue of our refusal that Empire may be destroyed, not as a phantasmatic excess that hinders the liberation of our always-already autonomous productivity but as the very space, in which we live, produce, consume and sometimes pensively daydream of the destruction of that Other, which we ceaselessly recreate in our everyday practices. In contrast to Hardt and Negri’s utopia of ‘biopolitics without sovereignty’, the strategy of refusal of care that we have outlined in the previous chapter may now be summed up as the inversion of this formula, i.e. ‘sovereignty without biopolitics’. What is at stake in this strategy that we may now label counterproductive is not the emancipation from exterior power but rather the relegation of power itself to a position of exteriority with regard to human existence. By ceasing to be mere living material for biopolitical investment, the sovereign power of bare life leaves governmental power with nothing more than negativity on its side and thereby ‘empties it out’. However unsavoury the prospect of the exteriority of a selfconsciously careless power may be, we must always bear in mind Foucault’s claim that the historical displacement of sovereign forms of power by biopolitical ones was due to the manifest ineffectiveness and inefficiency of the former (see Foucault 1990a, 85– 106; 1977b, 86– 7; 1991a). The exteriority of power posits a stumblingblock to any positive intervention into human existence. However spectacular, the violence of sovereign power is always already a symptom of its impotence, its utter incapacity to mend the caesura between law and life, the diagram and the subject. Thus, the refusal of biopolitical care logically implies the reduction of power to an empty shell of impotent sovereignty, which certainly makes it a problematic prospect. It is hardly a debatable fact that the biopolitical government of the last two centuries has made genuine advances in medical and social care of the population, the provision of education and the establishment of certain guarantees of positive equality. To seek liberation from biopolitics in a serious sense is indeed to seek liberation from all that, at least in the sense of a radical destabilisation of the biopolitical apparatus if not its total destruction. At the same time, recalling Agamben’s messianic vision of the coming community of whatever singularities that have deactivated power and freed its instruments from their canonical use, we may suggest that the stakes of any politics of freedom consist precisely in enacting, through experimental praxis, the possibilities of life outside biopolitical camps, ‘a life, for which living itself would be at stake in its own living’ (Agamben 2000, 9). We will know that this politics has been successful when such meto-homonymous forms of life render the existing biopolitical apparatuses redundant, when these apparatuses of power are left to their own devices and when their demise appears to be of little concern or consequence to the lives of the subjects. In other words, antibiopolitical resistance weakens power to such an extent that, even if it remains in force, its force is entirely without significance. In his reading of the global Empire, which assumes the retreat of biopolitics in the purely exploitative project of neoliberal globalisation, Ojakangas suggests that ‘this exploitation is the result of the weakening of power, of all power, at least if we believe Nietzsche who says that it is precisely weakness that produces the harshest forms of violence’ (Ojakangas 2005b, 52. Emphasis original). Since, in contrast to Ojakangas, we assert, that the retreat of biopolitics is not immanent to the rationality of Empire but rather a potential effect of resistance to it, the conclusion about the weakening of all forms of power must similarly be reconstructed. If it ever takes place, this weakening would be not an ‘objective’ historical process but a result of resistance to biopolitics through the refusal of its care and the consequent reduction of power to the pure form of sovereignty. A power reduced to pure sovereignty is in its own existential status a zoe without a bios, a power that simply is without being anything, a presence with no capacity for action, a power that is, strictly speaking, meaningless, because meaning concerns the finality of power and is thus to be found only within the positivity of the diagram. Thus, it is precisely the reduction of power to sovereignty that achieves a weakening of all power. This strategy of resistance is evidently a radical gamble. After all, if power is productive and productivity is, in turn, an effect of power, the weakening of power must logically entail the decrease of productivity in the broadest sense of the word – a prospect entirely different from Hardt and Negri’s utopia of unrestrained biopolitical production. Besides, insofar as biopower does indeed care and provide welfare, however dubious or exploitative, and fosters life, however sterile and regulated, its refusal exposes living beings to dangers that they were spared by virtue of the biopolitical embrace. The very idea of securing the processes of life as a telos of politics arises only with the advent of biopower and has no meaning outside the biopolitical diagram. It is all very well to refuse enslavement, domination, exploitation and even work, but to refuse care, and particularly effective care, is a different matter altogether that involves concrete costs and losses. Finally, the desire for the weakening of all power marks a departure from most emancipatory projects of humanity which were rather animated by the desire to liberate and mobilise in men and citizens the power necessary for the creation of better worlds. Since power is not alien to human existence, then the weakening of all power ultimately means that it is, in a sense, also our power that is diminished.
It is now clear why the Foucauldian ontology of freedom is so perplexing to his critics. It necessitates a rethinking of the entire tradition of emancipatory thought, which, however much it cast power in negative terms, never wished to weaken power but only to seize it, appropriate 
Alternative – Ext Criticism Good

it, redirect its efforts towards the construction of a ‘better future’. Ironically, it is Foucault, for whom power is positive and productive, who ultimately desires to weaken it, precisely because its productivity is the source of its violence. While sovereign power merely abandons human beings to its unremitting force without significance, biopower abducts human existence as the object of transformation in accordance with its productive rationalities and in its very gesture is violent, for all its best intentions. To recall our argument above, Foucault’s key insight is that we should neither hate nor love power, as any passionate attachment to it is bound to turn every attempt at liberation into a new, possibly more intense form of subjection. Instead, our resistance to power must be conditioned by our fundamental indifference to it in order not to degenerate, at the very moment of its apparent success, into the construction of yet another diagram. If we resist power from the perspective of indifference, we thereby reduce it to a pure form, which can only be indifferent to our own existence. Thus, rather than incite us to ‘take power’ in order to utilise it for better ends, the Foucauldian affirmation of freedom seeks to externalise power from our existence. The most radical aspect of Foucault’s thought consists in his recasting of freedom in terms of dispossession rather than plenitude and his insistence on the practice of ‘risking one’s deformation as a subject by resistance not to the constraining principles per se, but to one’s attachment to them, insofar as they constitute one’s identity’ (Hoy 2004, 10. See also Butler 1997; Bernauer 1990, 175– 82). What is at stake in practices of freedom is thus the cathartic realisation of the full extent of our implication in our own subjection, of our voluntary servitude to the diagram that we misrecognised as our autonomy, and, secondly, the ecstatic refusal of all our attachments to the diagram, including the positive powers that it grants us. Evidently, this experience of subjective destitution stands in sharp contrast with the canonical image of the liberated subject, empowered by its new-found freedom to pursue self-fulfilment in the absence of all external obstacles. Nonetheless, to say that our power is diminished in the practices of resistance does not mean that our resistance has not been successful. The life of a finite being is a finite force and must logically expend its own power in every struggle so that every victory marks a correlate exhaustion of power – only a most lifeless metaphysics could assert that man becomes more powerful in the course of struggle. Resistance is not an exercise in production and accumulation, but rather an unproductive expenditure of forces, so that a certain exhaustion is a necessary outcome of liberation from the diagram.

Framework – Discourse First

Language matters – every act of concrete violence is linked to some discursive construction – their violent discourse has real world consequences 

John Collins, Ass. Prof. of Global Studies at St. Lawrence, and Ross Glover, Visiting Professor of Sociology at St. Lawrence University, 2002, Collateral Language, p. 6-7

The Real Effects of Language

As any university student knows, theories about the “social con​struction” and social effects of language have become a common feature of academic scholarship. Conservative critics often argue that those who use these theories of language (e.g., deconstruc​tion) are “just” talking about language, as opposed to talking about the “real world.” The essays in this book, by contrast, begin from the premise that language matters in the most concrete, im​mediate way possible: its use, by political and military leaders, leads directly to violence in the form of war, mass murder (in​cluding genocide), the physical destruction of human commu​nities, and the devastation of the natural environment. Indeed, if the world ever witnesses a nuclear holocaust, it will probably be because leaders in more than one country have succeeded in convincing their people, through the use of political language, that the use of nuclear weapons and, if necessary, the destruction of the earth itself, is justifiable. From our perspective, then, every act of political violence—from the horrors perpetrated against Native Americans to the murder of political dissidents in the So​viet Union to the destruction of the World Trade Center, and now the bombing of Afghanistan—is intimately linked with the use of language. Partly what we are talking about here, of course, are the processes of “manufacturing consent” and shaping people’s per​ception of the world around them; people are more likely to sup​port acts of violence committed in their name if the recipients of the violence have been defined as “terrorists,” or if the violence is presented as a defense of “freedom.” Media analysts such as Noam Chomsky have written eloquently about the corrosive ef​fects that this kind of process has on the political culture of sup​posedly democratic societies. At the risk of stating the obvious, however, the most fundamental effects of violence are those that are visited upon the objects of violence; the language that shapes public opinion is the same language that burns villages, besieges entire populations, kills and maims human bodies, and leaves the ground scarred with bomb craters and littered with land mines. As George Orwell so famously illustrated in his work, acts of vio​lence can easily be made more palatable through the use of eu​phemisms such as “pacification” or, to use an example discussed in this book, “targets.” It is important to point out, however, that the need for such language derives from the simple fact that the violence itself is abhorrent. Were it not for the abstract language of “vital interests” and “surgical strikes” and the flattering lan​guage of “civilization” and ‘just” wars, we would be less likely to avert our mental gaze from the physical effects of violence.

Framework – Representations 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. 
Framework – Representations First
Representations are a core consideration in international relations

Doty Associate Prof of Political Science – Arizona State U. 1996
(Roxanne, Imperial Encounters, p. 5-6)

This study beings with the premise that representation is an inherent and important aspect of global political life and therefore a critical and legitimate area of inquiry. International relations are inextricably bound up with discursive practices that put into circulation representations that are taken as “truth.” The goal of analyzing these practices is not to reveal essential truths that have been obscured, but rather to examine how certain representations underlies the production of knowledge and identities and how these representations make various courses of action possible. As Said (1979: 21) notes, there is no such thing as a delivered presence, but there is a re-presence, or representation. Such an assertion does not deny the existence of the material world, but rather suggest that material objects and subjects are constituted as such within discourse. So, for example, when U.S. troops march into Grenada, this is certainly “real,” though the march of troops across a piece of geographic space is in itself singularly uninteresting and socially irrelevant outside of the representations that produce meaning. It is only when “American” is attached to the troops and “Grenada” to the geographic space that meaning is created. What the physical behavior itself is, though, is still far from certain until discursive practices constitute it an “invasion,” a “show of force,” a “training exercise,” a “rescue,” and so on. What is “really” going on in such a situation is inextricably linked to the discourse within which it is located. To attempt a neat separation between discursive and nondiscursive practices, understanding the former as purely linguistic, assumes a series of dichotomies—thought/reality, appearance/essence, mind/matter, word/world, subjective/objective—that a critical genealogy calls into question. Against this, the perspective taken here affirms the material and performative character of discourse.6 In suggesting that global politics, and specifically the aspect that has to do with relations between the North and the South, is linked to representational practices I am suggesting that the issues and concerns that constitute these relations occur within a “reality” whose content has for the most part been defined by the representational practices of the “first world.” Focusing on discursive practices enables one to examine how the processes that produce “truth” and “knowledge” world and how they are articulated with the exercise of political, military, and economic power.  

Framework – A2 Policy-Making Good 
Their interpretation is not based on policy analysis but on debate norms – reject their point of view because it refuses to interrogate the assumptions behind policies, making effective policy making impossible 
Gehrke asst prof speech/comm. @ USC 1998 (Pat J, “CRITIQUE ARGUMENTS AS POLICY ANALYSIS: POLICY DEBATE BEYOND THE RATIONALIST PERSPECTIVE” CONTEMPORARY ARGUMENTATION AND DEBATE) 

The arguments against critiques advanced by the policy debate rationalists are suspect because they are grounded in the traditions of academic debate rather than contemporary theories of policy studies. Consequently, they dismiss questions they can not force-fit into policy rationalism as neither worthwhile nor relevant to policy discussions. As two policy analysts wrote of the hegemony of the rationalist paradigm, "When all you have is a hammer the whole world looks like a nail" (House and Shull 163-164).

Berube attacks critiques from a perspective not overtly founded on policy rationalism, holding that critiques are fundamentally pre-fiat arguments and that they disregard post-fiat substantive claims ("Criticizing" 68-72). Nonetheless, he bases his arguments upon similar assumptions about the relationship between critiques and policy debate. Here, "fiat" is a stand-in for "policy focus," in that fiat represents an enacted policy. To claim that critiques disregard issues that arise after fiat is to claim that they disregard questions raised by enacting policies.

Berube's argument is also predicated upon the assumption that academic debate should extend no further than "intentional, intended, naïve, objective, and rogate" meanings ("Criticizing" 77). This means that debaters and critics should not question any of the assumptions or presuppositions of texts or advocacies, uncritically accepting the premises inherent in propositions. In the context of policy analysis, Berube's standards require that policy advocates and analysts not ask of each other: "But what are your assumptions? Are they valid, or consistent, or morally acceptable?" This position is extraordinarily dangerous. Wayne Booth argues that we must consider precisely those questions texts attempt to foreclose:

Each literary work implicates within itself a set of norms about what questions are appropriate. Hemingway, to choose a favorite example of the new feminist critics, does not demand of us that we ask of his works, "Is it good for men or women to accept uncritically my machismo bravado?" Indeed, he seems to work quite hard to prevent our asking such a question. But surely, the feminist critics say, and I think they are right, surely any teacher who teaches A Farewell to Arms without inviting, somewhere along the line, a critical consideration of Hemingway's heroes as human ideals, and of his portraits of women as reflecting a peculiarly maimed creative vision, and of his vision of the good life as a singularly immature one—surely any such teacher is doing only half the job. (301)
A2 Remove Troops Link Turn
Reming troops does nothing – the overall militaristic and violent mentality still exists and thus we can still make war in the name of peace. Only a mindset shift solves 
Jairus Grove, PhD Candidate Johns Hopkins, 3-16-10 http://contemporarycondition.blogspot.com/2010/02/new-wars-new-warriors.html

I had no recollection of what it was. I assumed it was an account of the first atom bomb. It was. But the first few pages were something different. The book begins with an account of the morning proceeding the bomb. I study and teach about war so I have read the papers and documents surrounding the Manhattan Project. I know the details of the blast, the kilotonage, the side bets between the scientists regarding the risk of igniting the earth's atmosphere. I didn't know that for weeks every conventional B-29 attack on Japan had flown by Hiroshima on the way to its target elsewhere. That night after night the inhabitants of Hiroshima had listened to air raid sirens wondering if the B-29 was just passing through or if this time it was their turn to be fire bombed. According to the author, the anxiety was unbearable. Hiroshima was as of yet untouched and people assumed with each siren their time must have come or worse yet that the Americans were saving something special for them. Of course we were. The bomb was dropped, 140,000 people were killed, and the world changed forever. Although what struck me about these few introductory pages was that the dropping of the bomb was not in anyway the worst part, it was in some perverse sense a relief. As many people disagree about the reason the bomb was dropped as whether it needed to be dropped, but for the next few paragraphs that is not what concerns me. It is the interminable panic, the slow, seemingly endless terror, a sick feeling in the gut, that at any moment the sky could fall and there is nothing you, as a singular person could do about it, that makes me sad for our world. To paraphrase Norman Mailer, nothing you do, nothing that you are, will change the fact that in an instant you can be reduced to little more than a few teeth or other grizzly remain to be cataloged or counted in some post-mortem ledger. This, of course, has nothing to do with the atom bomb per se. Airpower, cruise missiles, the "Prompt Global Strike" initiative, can all accomplish this task without a nuclear warhead. What keeps me up at night is not the magnitude of the weapons but the event without warning that strikes like a lightning bolt. More to the point it is the inequality and the regularity of the inequality with which these weapons strike such that only a few populations in the world truly live with the daily dread that they or their loved ones could be next. I don't believe for one second that this is the tragic inevitability of war. Nor do I believe that this is just some flaw in the mortal condition. Death from above is different than someone kicking in your door or invading your city. There is no countermeasure, no response, no resistance, no possibility for combat. If the bomb arrives there is only what I imagine is a few seconds of shock, sadness and then maybe even relief that you do not have to bear another day of waiting to be visited by the bomb. This is all a long of way of saying that, for me, the debate over continuing the war in Afghanistan elides a question much more troubling that is not even being asked on the major news networks, much less openly by the Obama administration: Will we continue to send drones to shoot 'Hellfire' missiles into villages between Afghanistan and Pakistan and beyond? Will more or less troops even have any bearing on the decision to increasingly automate the war? So far there seems to have only been a steady increase in drone attacks since the so called Afghanistan surge. Is it possible that future troop reductions in Afghanistan and Iraq will lead to an increasing reliance on this prosthetic means of warfare? For all of the changes in strategy, diplomatic posture, and real commitments to a better world in both word and deed by the Obama administration, the first drone attack took place January 23rd 2009, just a few days after Obama was inaugurated. I remember because I had just returned from the Obama Campaign's Staff Party when I read the news update on my computer. Even then in the haze of one of the best nights of my life the news made me sad. So much had changed and yet this continued unabated, seemingly without pause. Since then the attacks have become more regular. In fact the Obama administration has already authorized and ordered more Predator attacks than the Bush administration did the previous year. I have no idea what a drone sounds like. I imagine it to be like a remote control airplane. Something high-pitched, like an airplane but shriller. What I do know is that every child in the territory of Waziristan must talk about it constantly. In an area of the world in which indoor plumbing and consistent electricity would be 'the future' the boogeyman is not a vampire or some disfigured monster as it was for me growing up in the Texas suburbs. It is a polished, faceless, white UFO armed to kill and operated by remote or automated control. I am sure, in fact I know, that the statistical success of these weapons is unimpeachable. If the question is do they work than the answer is yes. If by work you mean they, in the words of the Revolution in Military Affairs, 'hit to kill'. I can't argue with the numbers. However I can't help wondering what the world will be like in ten or twenty years, not just in Waziristan, but in every country we deploy these weapons, if the United States of America becomes synonymous with this faceless, bringer of death. It will not be those maimed or killed that all Americans will have to answer to but the millions that couldn't sleep, that woke 
A2 Remove Troops Link Turn 

up drenched in sweat, or simply wanted to die because they could not stand the waiting. What must it be like to start every day wondering if you are next. If the plane you hear in the distance, the buzz you thought you heard, the unholy dread of a sudden stillness, the oppressive weight of silence, is the arrival of precision American engineering. War is hell. This is slow sadistic torture. Every flash in the sky, the low hum of an engine, the constant sense of unease, all of it is a waiting game that would make me wish for hell's certainty and finality. This cannot be the best we can do. 

A2 Remove Troops Link Turn
Withdrawing from the world buys into the national sentiment of constructed fear- only a shift in mindset can cause change.

Ivie and Giner, 09. (Professor of Communication and Culture at the University of Indiana, Professor at Arizona State Univeristy. Robert and Oscar. “More Good, Less Evil: Contesting the Mythos of National Insecurity in the 2008 Presidential Primaries” Rhetoric & Public Affairs, Volume 12, Number 2, Summer 2009, pp. 279-301 ) SM
This was the point of Obama’s rhetorical departure from Clinton’s render- ing of his campaign theme of change. In Des Moines, Iowa, on December 27, Obama put the matter this way: His was a “new kind of politics” for “a defining moment in our history.” It was about change based on hope, “not blind optimism.” It was about “shed[ding] our fears and our doubts and our cynicism.” It was about never fearing to negotiate with our enemies. “We can’t afford the same politics of fear,” he insisted, “that tells Democrats that the only way to look tough on national security is to talk, act, and vote like George Bush Republicans.” His difference with Senator Clinton about the meaning of change was over a commitment to hope that transcended politics as usual. “The real gamble in this election,” Obama professed with reference to Clinton, “is playing the same Washington game with the same Washington players and expecting a different result.... [Y]ou can’t at once argue that you’re the master of a broken system in Washington and offer yourself as the person to change it. You can’t fall in line behind the conventional thinking on issues as profound as war and offer yourself as the leader who is prepared to chart a new and better course for America. Obama attempted to bolster his signature theme of change and hope as an alternative to failed conventional thinking by invoking the spirit of America’s democratic calling. He spoke of the nation’s historic mission in democratic overtones to insinuate an alternative, yet recognizable, perspective on the problem of terrorism. His prophetic call to adjust the national attitude was not issued in a radical voice, nor did it sound either ethereal or timorous. Instead, it exuded confidence that democracy could sustain the nation by building stronger partnerships rather than by withdrawing from the world or trying to dominate it. His vision of sustainable democracy would engage the problem of evil without succumbing to the tyranny of terror. This was an unusually egalitarian ethos of positive participation and constructive leadership, which he expressed on behalf of a new foreign policy. It was the rhetorical engine of his vision for fundamentally changing the mindset of fear.

A2 Permutation 
Critique is only possible in a pure space 
Jabri lecturer in War studies/chair dept IR @ Kings College 2k5 (Vivienne, “Critical Thought and Political Agency in Time of War” International Relations 2005; 19; 70)
Foucault’s analytics of truth and power are central to understanding the relationship between critique and politics. Where his analytic of truth inquires into the constitution of knowledge, the analytic of power immediately points to the problem of knowledge not as one of epistemology but of politics and hence relations of struggle and contestation. History and the subject’s location therein come to acquire particular significance, for the nexus between critical thought and political agency is, in Foucault, precisely imaginable at a point of intersection between the transcendent and the historical. The condition of possibility for thinking otherwise lies, I want to argue, in the specificity of the historical moment in all its struggles and controversies. The idea of critique is hence only possible, or indeed imaginable, in the context of relationships, in the intersubjective space and time of these manifestations. Critical thought does not inhabit a position of exteriority to the world and its events; rather, it is of the world, emergent in the temporal and spatial specificities of distinct confrontations. This has profound implications for the role of critical thought and its articulation in time of war, for it is at times such as the present that the specificity of intellectuals and their location in relation to the games of truth come into question.13 At core to the time of war are the set of legitimating practices that seek to define the righteous, the authoritative, and those with the capacity to establish the remits of discourse. The war against Serbia, the war in Afghanistan, the invasion of Iraq, are represented in discourse as humanitarian wars and as such those conducting war confer to themselves not just righteousness and authority, but the right of judgement and articulation. Opposition to war is represented as a discourse of complacency and, at worse, as complicitous appeasement of tyranny. When this politics of representation is reinforced by a matrix of total war, the voices of opposition come to be subject to the effects of juridical exceptionalism, when the capacity to speak is curtailed and intellectual activity comes under regulation and scrutiny.14 In an article on the events of 11 September 2001, Judith Butler15 highlights the issues that face the intellectual when ‘explanation’ is represented as ‘exoneration’ and when the attempt to understand the background to an act/event is seen as complicitous with that act: a form of guilt by discursive association. Butler writes of a ‘hegemonic grammar’ that frames public discourse and that legislates the uses of terms such as ‘terrorism’ and ‘slaughter’. She highlights the operations of truth whereby the violence of terrorism produces slaughter while the violence of war does not, according to hegemonic renditions of our present context.16 

A2 Permutation 
We need a complete break – accepting the ability of the sovereign to draw violent lines in some instances implicitly accepts that it is overall legitimate for the sovereign to draw lines – only a complete refusal can solve 
Edkins prof international politics @ Prifysgol Aberystwyth U (Wales) and Pin-Fat senior lecturer in politics @ Manchester U 2k4 (Jenny, Veronique, Soveriegn Lives Page 13) 

One potential form of resistance to sovereign power consists of a refusal to draw any lines between zoe and bios, inside and outside, human and inhuman. As we have shown, sovereign power does not involve a power relation in Foucauldian terms. It is more appropriately considered to have become a form of governance or technique of administration through relationships of violence that reduce political subjects to mere bare or naked life. As Michael Dillon puts it “sovereign power [is] a form of rule gone global [that] has come to develop and deploy modes of destruction who’s dissemination it finds increasingly impossible to control because there have become integral to its propagation and survival”

In asking for a refusal to draw lines as a possibility of resistance, then, we have are not asking for the elimination of power relations and, consequently, we are not asking for the erasure of the possibility of a mode of political being that is empowered and empowering, is free and that speaks: quite the opposite. Following Agamben, we are suggesting that it is only through a refusal to draw any lines at all (and, indeed, nothing less will do) that sovereign power (as a form of violence) can be contested and a properly political power relation can be reinstated. 

We could call this escaping the logic of sovereign power. Our overall argument is that we can escape sovereign power and reinstate a form of power relation by contesting its assumption of the right to draw lines, that is, by contesting the sovereign ban. Any other resistance always inevitably remains within this relationship of violence. To move outside it (and return to a power relation), we need not only contest its right to draw lines in particular places, but also resist the call to draw any lines of the sort sovereign power demands. 

The grammar of sovereign power cannot be resisted by challenging or fighting over where the lines are drawn. While, of course, this is a strategy that can be deployed as a form of resistance, it is not a resistance to sovereign power, per se as it still tacitly or even explicitly accepts that lines must be drawn somewhere (and preferably more inclusively). Christine Sylvester’s exploration of what she calls “fictional development sovereignties” in this volume can be read as a testimony on this. Nevertheless, strategies that address where lines are drawn are, undoubtedly, crucially important and often seem the only possibility for resistance. Indeed, in chapters 2 and 9, both William Connolly and Karene Shaw offer compelling arguments and illusions to how and why this can and should be done. 
Aff – Alternative Doesn’t Solve
Foucalt’s form of resistance is ineffective at dealing with global oppression – a combination of action and postmodernism is best

Cook 92 (Anthony, Associate Professor at Georgetown Law School, “A Diversity of Influence: Reflections on Postmodernism,” New Eng. L. Rev. 751)
Several things trouble me about Foucault's approach. First, he nurtures in many ways an unhealthy insularity that fails to connect localized struggle to other localized struggles and to modes of oppression like classism, racism, sexism, and homophobia that transcend their localized articulation within this particular law school, that particular law firm, within this particular church or that particular factory.

I note among some followers of Foucault an unhealthy propensity to rely on rich, thick, ethnographic type descriptions of power relations playing themselves out in these localized laboratories of social conflict. This reliance on detailed description and its concomitant deemphasis of explanation begins, ironically, to look like a regressive positivism which purports to sever the descriptive from the normative, the is from the ought and law from morality and politics.

Unless we are to be trapped in this Foucaultian moment of postmodern insularity, we must resist the temptation to sever description from explanation. Instead, our objective should be to explain what we describe in light of a vision embracing values that we make explicit in struggle. These values should act as magnets that link our particularized struggles to other struggles and more global critiques of power. In other words, we must not, as Foucault seems all too willing to do, forsake the possibility of more universal narratives that, while tempered by postmodern insights, attempt to say and do something about the oppressive world in which we live.

Second, Foucault's emphasis on the techniques and discourses of knowledge that constitute the human subject often diminishes, if not abrogates, the role of human agency. Agency is of tremendous importance in any theory of oppression, because individuals are not simply constituted by systems of knowledge but also constitute hegemonic and counter-hegemonic systems of knowledge as well. Critical theory must pay attention to the ways in which oppressed people not only are victimized by ideologies of oppression but the ways they craft from these ideologies and discourses counter-hegemonic weapons of liberation.

Aff – Foucault Bad
Foucault reduces the meaning of historical events to face value

Passerin & Seyla 1996 (Maurizio Passerin D'Entrèves, University of Manchester, UK , and Seyla Benhabib, professor of political science and philosophy at Yale, Habermas and the Unfinished Project of Modernity: Critical Essays on The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity p.159-160) MG

Foucault’s ‘presentism’ is thus viewed as a consequence of his attempt to avoid the question of what meaning this historical actors might have attached to the documents under consideration and instead to reduce the ‘meaning’ of historical documents to the role they played in systems of power relations. For Habermas, the intelligibility of the past rests on the capacity of the present-day historian to take up the standpoint of a participant in a conversation that binds together the past and the present. It is precisely this possibility that Foucault forecloses when he rejects any reference to ‘the self-understanding of actors’ and attempts to account for the meaning of historical documents through an analysis of ‘underlying practices’. The genealogist regards history as a series of meaningless rearrangements of kaleidoscopic patterns with nothing in common save for ‘the single characteristic of being protuberates of power in general’. Habermas maintains, however, that in practice Focault does not treat individual configurations of power as self-enclosed totalities, but instead ‘inevitably connects the viewpoints under which the comparison is proposed with his own hermeneutic point of departure’. Behind the mask of the sober, objective genealogist, Foucault is engaged in a diagnosis of his own time that ‘is narcissistically oriented toward the standpoint of the historian and instrumentalizes the contemplation of the past for the needs of the present’ (PDM, pp. 277-8)

Foucault fails to provide adequate grounding for his conclusions

Passerin & Seyla 1996 (Maurizio Passerin D'Entrèves, University of Manchester, UK , and Seyla Benhabib, professor of political science and philosophy at Yale, Habermas and the Unfinished Project of Modernity: Critical Essays on The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity p.163-4) MG
In his final ‘metatheoretical’ objection Habermas suggests that even if it were possible for Foucault to maintain a consistently neutral stance towards the truth claims of the various forms of knowledge scrutinized by his genealogy, the entire undertaking would still be plagued by a ‘cryptonormativity’ in that it evaluates regimes of power but fails to provide an adequate grounding for its normative stance. Unlike Max Weber, who counseled a rigorous segregation of normative value judgements from value-neutral empirical analyses, Habermas notes that the very ‘style and choice of words’ in Foucault’s writings testifies to his opposition to ‘modern thought and humanistically disguised disciplinary power’ (PDM, p. 282). Yet Foucault is not engaged, like Marx, in a critique that unmasks the humanistic pretensions of modern society by ‘suing for the normative content of bourgeois ideals’ (ibid). His aim is not to salvage ‘true humanism’ from its current, distorted manifestations, but rather to reject the entire vocabulary of humanism. 

Political Power stronger than Foucault’s arguments

Passerin & Seyla 1996 (Maurizio Passerin D'Entrèves, University of Manchester, UK , and Seyla Benhabib, professor of political science and philosophy at Yale, Habermas and the Unfinished Project of Modernity: Critical Essays on The Philosophical Discourse of Modernity p.165) MG
Habermas would presumably regard such a characterization of criticism as much too particularistic and contingent. Any reasons for resistance offered by such criticism would be so closely linked to the particular way in which political power is exercised that it would always be possible to open another round of questioning in which the premises shared by both efforts to govern and efforts to resist governance would be called into question. Hence, particular disputes about whether a certain interpretation of Scripture is valid can always be trumped by posing a more general question, for example the question of why Scripture should matter in the direction of the life of biblical criticism and inaugurate reflection on the relationship between divine revelation and natural reason. For Habermas, the ability to initiate further consideration of the warrants offered for any given action rests ultimately on the always present presupposition that the validity claims advanced by speakers are open to argumentation and redemption. 

Aff – Truth Good

Without truth flawed theories would be accepted and make true scientific breakthroughs impossible

Sokal, Professor of Physics at New York University, 1996  (Alan D., “Transgressing the Boundaries: An Afterword”,  http://www.physics.nyu.edu/faculty/sokal/afterword_v1a/afterword_v1a_singlefile.html) MNDI2010 CST MG

For example, Harding (citing Forman 1987) points out that American research in the 1940s and 50s on quantum electronics was motivated in large part by potential military applications. True enough. Now, quantum mechanics made possible solid-state physics, which in turn made possible quantum electronics (e.g. the transistor), which made possible nearly all of modern technology (e.g. the computer).8 And the computer has had applications that are beneficial to society (e.g. in allowing the postmodern cultural critic to produce her articles more efficiently) as well as applications that are harmful (e.g. in allowing the U.S. military to kill human beings more efficiently). This raises a host of social and individual ethical questions: Ought society to forbid (or discourage) certain applications of computers? Forbid (or discourage) research on computers per se? Forbid (or discourage) research on quantum electronics? On solid-state physics? On quantum mechanics? And likewise for individual scientists and technologists. (Clearly, an affirmative answer to these questions becomes harder to justify as one goes down the list; but I do not want to declare any of these questions a priori illegitimate.) Likewise, sociological questions arise, for example: To what extent is our (true) knowledge of computer science, quantum electronics, solid-state physics and quantum mechanics -- and our lack of knowledge about other scientific subjects, e.g. the global climate -- a result of public-policy choices favoring militarism? To what extent have the erroneous theories (if any) in computer science, quantum electronics, solid-state physics and quantum mechanics been the result (in whole or in part) of social, economic, political, cultural and ideological factors, in particular the culture of militarism?9 These are all serious questions, which deserve careful investigation adhering to the highest standards of scientific and historical evidence. But they have no effect whatsoever on the underlying scientific questions: whether atoms (and silicon crystals, transistors and computers) really do behave according to the laws of quantum mechanics (and solid-state physics, quantum electronics and computer science). The militaristic orientation of American science has quite simply no bearing whatsoever on the ontological question, and only under a wildly implausible scenario could it have any bearing on the epistemological question. (E.g. if the worldwide community of solid-state physicists, following what they believe to be the conventional standards of scientific evidence, were to hastily accept an erroneous theory of semiconductor behavior because of their enthusiasm for the breakthrough in military technology that this theory would make possible.) 
Truth Good- Truth is Vital to Politics

Sokal, Professor of Physics at New York University, 1996 (Alan D., “Transgressing the Boundaries: An Afterword”,  http://www.physics.nyu.edu/faculty/sokal/afterword_v1a/afterword_v1a_singlefile.html)

As Ross has noted18, many of the central political issues of the coming decades -- from health care to global warming to Third World development -- depend in part on subtle (and hotly debated) questions of scientific fact. But they don't depend only on scientific fact: they depend also on ethical values and -- in this journal it hardly needs to be added -- on naked economic interests. No Left can be effective unless it takes seriously questions of scientific fact and of ethical values and of economic interests. The issues at stake are too important to be left to the capitalists or to the scientists -- or to the postmodernists. A quarter-century ago, at the height of the U.S. invasion of Vietnam, Noam Chomsky observed that: George Orwell once remarked that political thought, especially on the left, is a sort of masturbation fantasy in which the world of fact hardly matters. That's true, unfortunately, and it's part of the reason that our society lacks a genuine, responsible, serious left-wing movement.19 Perhaps that's unduly harsh, but there's unfortunately a significant kernel of truth in it. Nowadays the erotic text tends to be written in (broken) French rather than Chinese, but the real-life consequences remain the same. Here's Alan Ryan in 1992, concluding his wry analysis of American intellectual fashions with a lament that the number of people who combine intellectual toughness with even a modest political radicalism is pitifully small. Which, in a country that has George Bush as President and Danforth Quayle lined up for 1996, is not very funny.20 
Aff – Pragmatism Good
Pragmatism Good- creates positive change and reconstruction

Gayman 99 (Cynthia, Penn State Journal of Speculative Philosophy, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/journal​_of_speculative_philosophy/v013/13.2gayman.html)

American pragmatism conceives of philosophy as the birth of the possible in the realm of the real. Reconstruction of present experience bears the seed of a newly envisioned future, and the anticipation of its birth in turn brings forth the artful reevaluation and instrumental change in present practices. Genealogical pragmatism demands more from the present than the reassessment of habits and alteration of behaviors that even the most desired ends-in-view inspire; the present must be witnessed, not only in light of the future, but also through the shadows of its past. Genealogical analysis is deconstructive. It traces the lineage of relations between ideas and attitudes, bigotries and beliefs, values and goals, for themes of philosophical inquiry, and the concerns and hopes defined in everyday life are not causal effects of the past but genetic legacies. But not all births are "live" issues, and the stillborn or the merely ill-conceived idea or attitude cannot be erased from the genealogy. The legacies born of ineffectuality or tragedy, of suffering and death and betrayal, are also inscribed in the questions raised by philosophy and codified in the social body. Genealogical pragmatism, then, [End Page 147] is the critical means through which analysis of the past through a deconstruction of the present creates the possibility for reconstruction and the consequent means to envision a desired and possible future.
Pragmatism Good- criticizes present and promotes future change

Gayman 99 (Cynthia, Penn State Journal of Speculative Philosophy, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/journal​_of_speculative_philosophy/v013/13.2gayman.html)
John Stuhr's vision of genealogical pragmatism as critique is therefore not only disruptive of present views and practices, albeit a good in itself, but also committed to creating new meanings and new outcomes: As reconstruction, pragmatism's intellectual orientation is intrinsically critical and its subject-matter is irreducibly moral. As criticism, pragmatism also faces backward and presents itself as the history of the future of philosophy. It is genealogical: a history of the present on behalf of future possibilities that are not inherent or imagined in this present; a detection of the past and its effects in a struggle against today's supposedly more enduring and extensive values. (ix) 
Prag Good- Pragmatism is the only hope against domination and totalization

Gayman 99 (Cynthia, Penn State Journal of Speculative Philosophy, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/journal​_of_speculative_philosophy/v013/13.2gayman.html)
The intertwining of the critical and the ethical comprise the vital force of Stuhr's text, itself an intermarriage of postmodern skepticism and pragmatic faith. The bond between postmodernism and pragmatism can be constructed from the "antimetaphysical, antirepresentational, antifoundational" (90) point of departure of both perspectives. This is a bond marked by a difference in their respective "temperaments and wills" (103), but the postmodern "will to oppositionality" (104) and the pragmatic "will to intimacy" (103) together embrace the complexities of experience. Both refuse to undermine a multivalent reality by succumbing to the desire for a metaphysics of experience; both are committed to the tangibly real. However, even as postmodernism can challenge the positive values inherent in pragmatic method--meliorism, reconstruction, community, instrumentalism, pluralism--since even careful inquiry can be subverted by domination, pragmatism challenges postmodernism pessimism: the privileging of "oppositionality and difference . . . commits 'the fallacy of selective emphasis' detailed by Dewey." As Stuhr remarks, "This is a seductive error, offering us, now fortified by an appreciation of difference, the easy solace of traditional idealism: self-transformation and self-transcendence (and becoming other than what one is) through self-understanding and self-awareness" (108). Pragmatism would argue against arbitrary and false self-assertion as the only hope against domination and totalization, for the fact of social constitution of selves does not preclude recognition of or respect for difference and oppositionality. Instead, socially constructed selves can join together as a pragmatic community of inquirers who refuse to support inhumane social practices, thereby de-structuring institutional domination and creating the communally recognized value of individual human dignity. Stuhr thus conjoins deconstructive critique with pragmatic instrumentalism, whose means are political and moral action. [End Page 148] 
Aff – A2 North Korea K
North Korean people agree- NK is a hell that must be opposed 
BBC News 6/25 (6/25/10, " 'If England is heaven then North Korea is hell' ", http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/asia-pacific/8759301.stm) MG
	
	


At school they taught us that North Korean society is the best in the world and other countries envy North Koreans, but I had seen people die every day from hunger and so many soldiers ran away from the army I could feel the contradiction every day. As many as 30% of the soldiers in one unit were suffering from malnutrition and 20% of soldiers defected. Once I was sent on a mission to find these defectors - while I was on this mission, I went home and found out that my nephew had died of hunger - there was nothing to eat. This made me question the society I was living in even more and strengthened my resolve to defect. Nowadays, North Korea is using international aid for military purposes and developing nuclear weapons and missiles. It is becoming a country which is perceived as a threat to the international community. Recently the North Koreans attacked the South Korean warship, Cheonan - creating tension in the Korean peninsula. That made the North Korean people suffer even more. When I was in North Korea, when I heard of similar stories to this, I always thought that victory for Kim Jong-il or Kim Il-sung was a heroic thing. But now I'm outside North Korea and I realise that the country keeps doing these things in order to avoid isolation. This is part of their strategy. They are at the edge of a cliff and this is the only way to avoid being isolated by the international community. It took a long time for me to decide to defect. That's because I knew what my family, friends and neighbours would go through if I defected. I was worried about my parents. I always wanted to defect but it was very difficult to do it. Everyone who has parents will understand how I felt. I haven't been able to contact my parents since I left and so I don't know what happened to them. When I defected, I was wearing a uniform because I was still in the military, but I had no passport, no visa, and no money when I entered China. All I had was my bare hands. I crossed the river which runs along the border with North Korea and China at night. There were guards on the border and they would have shot me if they had seen me but I managed to swim across to China. Although China was much better than North Korea, I had many difficulties during my year there, I had no money and had to beg on the street every day. An NGO helped me get into Vietnam. I took a train to the border and then a train to Hanoi and then walked for three days. But I realised that Vietnam wasn't a democratic society either, so decided to go to Cambodia. I was arrested twice by Vietnamese guards as I tried to cross the swamps on the border. I escaped from prison and on my third attempt made it into Cambodia. Then I went to Thailand and then finally I came to the UK in October 2007 as an illegal immigrant. I was able to claim asylum status and now I have a family in the UK, and a child. I have learnt what true democracy is. If England is heaven then North Korea is hell. The North Korean people do not know what democracy is. But every day, when I wake up, I feel that I want to build a democratic society in North Korea itself. What I hope for is that Britain and the international community can help North Korea to change its regime so that the North Korean people can end their miserable lives and live in a democracy that respects their human rights. 
Aff – A2 North Korea K
North Korea responds to US foreign policy, not discourse 

Herman, 10 - VOA bureau chief and correspondent based in Seoul (6/28/10, Steve, "North Korea Vows to Boost Nuclear Deterrent," http://

www1.voanews.com/english/news/asia/North-Korea-Vows-to-Boost-Nuclear-Deterrent-97292049.html, SW)

North Korea on Monday announced it would have to increase its nuclear weapons capability, blaming unspecified threats by the United States' military. This comes following criticism of North Korea at two summits in Canada, where it was also announced that the transfer of full operational control of South Korean forces to Seoul's command is to be delayed. North Korea's foreign ministry says a hostile American policy compels it to boost its nuclear capability. A statement from the ministry, carried by the North's central news agency, says the nuclear deterrent will be raised in a new, improved manner. It says this is necessary to counter the military threat from the United States after "the recent disturbing development" on the Korean peninsula. It did not elaborate. Park Young-ho is a research analyst at the South Korean-government funded Korea Institute for National Unification. He says Pyongyang is responding to what it believes is a hardening stance by the United States and other countries during a summit of world leaders in Canada during the past several days. Park interprets North Korea's announcement as meaning it will weaponize more plutonium and make nuclear warheads small enough to fit atop its missiles.On the sidelines of the G20 meeting in Toronto, U.S. and South Korean leaders agreed to delay the transfer of operational control of the South Korean military from U.S. forces to Seoul until 2015. Three years ago, South Korea agreed to resume full control of its troops in 2012. But some in both Washington and Seoul warned it would be premature for the South to assume responsibility due to lack of training and equipment. Tension on the Korean peninsula has been rising since the sinking of a South Korean coastal warship in late March. An international investigation concluded the Cheonan was hit by a North Korean torpedo. Pyongyang denies any involvement and says any moves by the United Nations to punish it for the act could lead to war. World leaders at a G8 meeting Saturday in Canada criticized North Korea over the sinking and its nuclear program. Concern has been growing about the political stability of the reclusive regime in the North. There is increasing speculation that ailing leader Kim Jong Il is preparing his youngest son, Kim Jong-Un, to succeed him. North Korea has made a surprise announcement to convene a ruling party members' meeting for the first time since 1966.
Aff – Realism Good
Internal beliefs may shape policy, but they conform to the realist nature of IR. Those unwilling to conform will be eliminated.

Rousseau 6 (David L. Rousseau, "Identifying threats and threatening identities", p 64)
Johnston readily admits that his argument is about China; the analysis tells us nothing about the strategic culture of India or Nigeria or the Soviet Union (1995,260). However, as a case study of China, the model makes several important claims. First, all outsiders are viewed as threats according to the parabellul11 belief system. Although Johnston focuses on the Ming-Mongol relationship, the classic texts do not distinguish, for example, status quo states from revisionist states. Second, the distribution of power in the system influences the timing of violence. The policy heuristic is simple: use offensive strategies when strong and defensive (or accommodationist) strategies when weak. Third, threats are the product of internal beliefs rather than systemic structures. Johnston does not find evidence that foreign policy decision makers are concerned with anarchy. Rather, they cite the classic military texts when formulating policy. More- over, although the structure of the international system varied greatly over the past century (multipolarity to bipolarity to unipolarity), Chinese foreign policy beliefs have remained stable. Johnston claims that threat is a unit-level phenomenon (in the case ofChina and perhaps other states). This puts him squarely at odds with structural theo- ries such as neorealism, neoliberalism, and Wendt's constructivist structuralism (discussed later in this chapter). In this sense,Johnston is more at home with classical realism. The parabellum belief system found in China fits almost perfectly with the assumptions and predictions of classical realism. However, unlike classical realists (and like classical liberals) Johnston argues that states may possess a wide range of domestic belief systems. Although he uncovered a parabellum system in China, it is quite possible that other belief systems (including perhaps a liberal belief system) could be driving the foreign policy behavior of other states. In this sense, Johnston's belief-driven theory of threat perception does not fit neatly into any of the traditional schools of thought. Although Johnston is examining a single case and therefore cannot generalize, one of his goals is to move identity to the forefront of discussion. In sharp contrast to many conventional theories, the constructivist program assumes that interests are a function of identity. Given that many different identities are possible, it seems reasonable that states will pursue a wide variety of objectives with an equally wide variety of strategies. 14
 Neorealists such as Waltz concede that domestic politics (including the formation of an identity) may lead to a variety of policies. However, he contends that the anarchic international system will force a convergence on particular objectives (such as survival) and strategies (such as balancing rather than bandwagoning).Waltz argues that state leaders with incongruent objectives (for example, promote joint gains) or strategies (for example, never use force) will pay a steep price for failing to conform. In the long run, either these great powers will learn from experience to alter their objectives and strategies or they will face elimination from the system. Where Johnston sees the possibility of variance, Waltz only sees uniformity. In sum, Johnston argues that foreign policy beliefs are a function of domestic beliefs, values, and attitudes. Although these foreign policy beliefs and behaviors mirror realism in the single case of China, we cannot assume this will hold for all states. The meticulous and labor-intensive nature of Johnston's methodology has limited its application to other states. However, Johnston and his colleagues are now exploring the use of computers to code text in order to assess identity and threat (Abdelal, Herrera, Johnston, and Martin 2001). If we find that all states have a parabellum strategy, the results will not challenge the claims of classical and neorealists. However, if Johnston and his colleagues find a wide variety of strategies that are derived from different domestic cultures, the results will represent a fundamental challenge to the realist school of thought.
Aff – Realism Inevitable
Realism may be bad but its inevitable, we must take action to do the best we can inside this framework for evaluating the world 

Hixson University of Akron 2k5 (Walter, Review of The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, Journal of Cold War Studies 7.3 (2005) 149-151 Muse) 

To call this argument bold and deterministic would be an understatement. With a few minor exceptions, it explains everything that has happened in great-power politics since the French Revolution. Individual state actors, whether Winston Churchill or Adolf Hitler, Franklin Roosevelt or Josef Stalin, do not matter in the slightest. National culture, ideology, and domestic politics are nearly irrelevant to understanding foreign policy, past and future. Diplomacy and engagement between states will not work. Offensive realism alone explains world politics; answers will not be found in archives or in any other discourse or theoretical construct. Many will judge such an uncompromising level of deterministic realism as offensive indeed. Theorists from other schools have stressed that language itself must be carefully examined for the meaning it conveys. The term "realism" seized the linguistic [End Page 150] upper hand from the start by positing as its binary opposite "idealism," typically associated with Woodrow Wilson's failed quest to establish a lasting peace after World War I. Mearsheimer assails not only idealism but liberalism, defensive realism, institutionalism, and any other ism that might get in the way of his own. The impetus for Mearsheimer's book was the post–Cold War euphoria, best encapsulated by Francis Fukuyama's "end of history" thesis on the putative triumph of global liberalism. Mearsheimer anxiously argues that the post–Cold War order is not new and promises to be no less conflictual than before. The best way to handle statecraft, he argues, is to pursue power rather than peaceful understanding among states in a global community.  Mearsheimer acknowledges that this situation is "genuinely tragic" (p. 3) but only because it is an inevitable product of the unrelenting will to power that is the nature of the human beast. The fact that states pursue power is decidedly not tragic. What would be tragic, and highly destabilizing, would be the adoption of cooperation, demilitarization, and diplomacy as models of state behavior, rather than the aggressive nation-centered pursuit of power. Mearsheimer thus emphasizes that his book does not just focus on the past but offers as well a "prescriptive theory" advising that "states should behave according to the dictates of offensive realism, because it outlines the best way to survive in a dangerous world" (p. 11). It would be unfair to dismiss Mearsheimer's work in its entirety. Realism is an important concept, and it would be futile to attempt to understand modern world politics without due consideration of the theory and its influence over the minds of statesmen. Mearsheimer clearly knows his subject well, and his book is a product of years of research and study. Much can be learned from some of its themes, such as the linkage between wealth and power and the factors that motivate states to intervene on some occasions and "pass the buck" on others. The book is certainly provocative, which in itself is praiseworthy. 

Aff – A2 Discourse First
External interactions between states are more important to the construction of a shared national identity than individual belief.

Rousseau 6 (David L. Rousseau, "Identifying threats and threatening identities", p 64)

In addition to the general constructivist assumptions just discussed, Wendt makes several specific assumptions for his particular systemic model. First, he assumes (like his neorealist opponents) that states are unitary and purposive actors (1999, 194). All systems must be composed of units, and states are the obvious choice for a theory of the international system. States are "real actors to which we can legitimately attribute anthropomorphic qualities like desires, beliefs, and intentionality" (1999, 197).Wendt recognizes the existence of other actors (such as nongovernmental organizations ), but he argues that they have played a secondary role in the interstate system. Second,Wendt assumes that the international system is anarchic (1999,246). This assumption, which is also shared by neorealism and neoliberalism, emphasizes that no power exists above the units to enforce contracts or adjudicate disputes. Although Wendt concedes that the world is anarchic, he disagrees with neorealists as to the implications of this structural feature. Third, Wendt assumes that the external behavior of states is based on internal beliefs and values. This assumption, which is commonly accepted by most rational-actor explanations of international politics, simply predicts a correlation between beliefs and behavior. Neorealism, neoliberalism, domestic interest group theories, and even bureaucratic politics arguments assume that individuals act in accordance with beliefs.'l Where Wendt parts ways with these theories is his contention that beliefs are the product of identity and can therefore change across time and space. Fourth, Wendt implicitly assumes that external interactions are more important determinants of state beliefs about international relations than are domestic factors. In other words, the evolution of beliefs is a function of state-to-state interactions rather than changes in domestic political structures, culture, economies, and so on. Wendt would probably argue that I am mis- characterizing his work because he explicitly claims "that states are intentional, corporate actors whose identities and interests are an important part determined by domestic rather than international factors" (1999, 246).Wendt contends that his acceptance of both internal and external forces is an improvement over neorealism and neoliberalism, which claim, "all state identities and interests are exogenous" (I999, 246, emphasis in original). Yet, I believe that Wendt's decision to blackbox (that is, ignore an object's internal structure or processes) domestic politics implicitly privileges external factors. If domestic factors determine state beliefs most of the time (say, 60 percent of the time), then a structural theory of international politics will have limited explanatory or predictive power. Positive interactions would not cause a convergence of beliefs; diffusion and internalization would not take place; master variables such as interdependence would have little impact. Wendt agrees with Waltz that structural theories provide the best explanations for war and peace in the system. If this is true, then international rather than domestic factors must drive the process of identity formation and change. Fifth, although Wendt concedes that many forms of anarchy could exist in theory, he assumes that only three "sets" of beliefs have played an important role in the international system from the dawn of time until the present: the Hobbesian, Lockean, and Kantian belief systems. 16 Table 3. I summarizes these belief systems. In the Hobbesian system, other states are viewed as "enemies" that do not respect your right to exist and are determined to conquer your territory. These states have little if any shadow of the future and plan according to worst-case scenarios. 17 Hobbesian states attempt to maximize relative gains in order to survive the perils of anarchy. They believe that force is the most use- ful instrument for resolving international disputes, and they place no limits on the scope of violence. Finally, although these states use short-term alliances to balance against external threat, all allies are temporary because today's friends could be tomorrow's enemies.18 In contrast, in a world dominated by Lockean belief systems, states view others as rivals rather than enemies. States that have internalized Lockean be- liefs respect the right of other states to exist. Although disputes arise (some of which escalate to a use of force), states with Lockean beliefS are not interested in conquering all rivals. Lockean states, as defenders of the status quo, employ force for defensive purposes or against states that violate Lockean rules and norms. The moderate shadow of the future allows these states to incorporate the benefit of future cooperation into their calculations; the shadow of the future encourages the formation of international regimes designed to make all members better offin the long run. In contrast to the focus on relative gains by Hobbesian states, states in a Lockean system pursue absolute gains in order to make themselves better off in absolute terms. The utility of force is limited by norms (for example, the right to sovereignty) and concerns over its long-run efficacy (can one coerce others to cooperate indefinitely?). In terms of policies, although balancing plays a role against non-Lockean states, collective security organizations are viewed as effective means for protecting the interests of the status quo states. Wendt argues that the Hobbesian culture prevailed in Europe until the seventeenth century, when it was replaced by a Lockean system. In the Kantian belief system other states are viewed as friends, sovereignty is rarely if ever unilaterally violated, states have a very long shadow of the future, states maximize joint gains (that is, maximize collective rather than individual gains), military force is viewed unfavorably, and collective security organizations are viewed as the principle instrument for eliminating conflict. Friendship implies putting group well-being ahead of individual gain. I? Wendt contends that the international community is in the process of shifting into a Kantian system. Sixth, Wendt assumes that a state is a unitary actor that possesses an identity, interests, and intentionality. State actors "are real and not reducible to the individuals who instantiate them" (I999, 218). When we state that "the United States confronted China" or "South Africa proposed the economic integration of Africa," we are not just using the country names as shorthand for President Bill Clinton or President Thabo Mbeki. Rather, Wendt argues that the United States and South Africa are corporate entities that possess identities and interests derived from these identities.

Aff – A2 Threats Constructed
The perception of threat from countries such as China, Iran, or Iraq are not necessarily unwarranted or socially constructed; while identity may be factor, empirical behavior of such states determine national sentiment.

Rousseau 6 (David L. Rousseau, "Identifying threats and threatening identities", p 64)
First, the perception that China is the greatest threat rose slightly across the last decade from 14 percent in 1989 to 21 percent in 1997. Between a fifth and a quarter of the American public now views China as America's number one threat. Second, the Soviet Union/ Russia steadily declined from the most important threat before the implosion of the Soviet Union (24 percent in 1989) to the fifth most important threat (6 percent in 1997).Third ,Japan was seen as an important threat until its economy melted down following the burst of the economic bubble in the early 1990S. Fourth, other states such as North Korea (in 1994) and Iraq (in 1994 and 1996) are viewed as more threatening due to immediate crises facing the United States in particular years. Finally, the addition of terrorist groups to the 1997 study indicates that terrorism is viewed as a much more serious problem by the American public. Even years before the September II attack, a full 33 percent viewed terrorism as the most serious threat. This pattern is supported by a Pew Study that asked subjects to identify whether a country or problem was a "major threat, minor threat, or not a threat." Although SI percent of the subjects believed China was a major threat, more subjects identified weapons of mass destruction (74 percent), inter- national drug cartels (68 percent), the spread of infectious diseases (66 percent), international terrorism (64 percent),Saddam Hussein's rule in Iraq (S8 percent), missile attacks by rogue states (SS percent), and the global environment (S3 percent) as more important (Pew 2001).The terrorist attacks in New York City and Washington, D.C. on September II are likely to further shift the focus from state-centered threats to non state-centered threats. The threat questions indicate a clear pattern: the perception of China as a threat has grown since the implementation of market reforms and rapid eco- nomic growth began in 1979. However, it is difficult to determine the cause of the shift: (1) the growth in Chinese power, 2) the perception of belligerent be- havior by China at home (the Tiananmen Square crackdown) and abroad (the missile threat against Taiwan), or (3) a changing sense of shared identity.The problem is complicated by the fact that the figures may be slightly misleading because they simply "connect the dots"; that is, they do not account for the fact that opinion can be flat for a while and then ratchet up in a step-like function when an important event occurs. Having said this, there appear to be clear jumps in the data coinciding with the important events such as Tiananmen Square. The drastic fall in the percentage viewing China as "friendly, but not an ally" in Figure 7-4 cannot be explained by gradual changes in the balance of power. Rather, the realization that China may not be like "us" best explains the sudden shift in opinion.

Aff – A2 China K
The perception of threat from China is a result of their domestic and international behavior; it is not a figment of our imagination.

Rousseau 6 (David L. Rousseau, "Identifying threats and threatening identities", p 64)
These realists argue that the containment policy implemented by the United States during the Cold War was ultimately successful in that it prevented the outbreak of conflict and contributed to the destruction of the Soviet economy (D'Souza 1997). Many realists conclude that the lessons learned in the first Cold War should be applied in the second. Unfortunately, it was impossible to develop trend data for this crucial question. However, two recent surveys conducted by Princeton Survey Research Associates in 1999 asked respondents: "In your opinion, which is more important-to contain China's growth as a military power, or to maintain normal relations with China as a trading partner, even if it means overlooking some of their military developments?" (Aro). In the March 1999 survey, 47 percent answered that the United States should contain China and 42 percent answered that the United States should maintain normal relations with China (the re- maining II percent responded don't know or refused). In the June 1999 survey, the public was almost evenly divided: 44 percent supported containment and 43 percent supported engagement. The split reflects elite polarization, but it also has led to a cyclical pattern in electoral politics. In the 1990S a clear pattern emerged: although the challenging presidential candidates call for a more aggressive containment policy, the newly elected presidents pursue a less confrontational engagement policy. Although Democratic candidate Bill Clinton attacked Republican President George H. W Bush's engagement policy, President Clinton supported engagement by 1994. Similarly, while Republican candidate George W Bush attacked President Clinton's engagement policy, President Bush appears to be focusing more on engagement than encirclement after September I I. In sum, the American public became increasingly concerned about China over the course of the 1990S.This concern responds to both the domestic and international behavior of China. The second is easily explained by realism, but the former is not. Changing conceptions of the identity of China appear to play a role in threat perception as constructivists and liberals argue. Finally, American public opinion appears to reflect the split in elite opinion that emerged after Tiananmen Square.

Aff – Action Good
The alternative values theory over practice, meaning it can never solve.

Rorty 98[Richard, PhD in Philosophy from Yale, Achieving Our Country: Leftist Thought in Twentieth-Century America pg 36]
This leads them to step back from their country and, as they say, "theorize" it. It leads them to do what Henry Adams did: to give cultural politics preference over real politics, and to mock the very idea that democratic institutions might once again be made to serve social justice. It leads them to prefer knowledge to hope. 

I see this preference as a turn away from secularism and pragmatism-as an attempt to do precisely what Dewey and Whitman thought should not be done: namely, to see the American adventure within a fixed frame of reference, a frame supplied by theory. Paradoxically, the leftists who are most concerned not to "totalize," and who insist that everything be seen as the play of discursive differences rather than in the old metaphysics-of-presence way, are also the most eager to theorize, to become spectators rather than agents.37 But that is helping yourself with one hand to what you push away with the other. The further you get from Greek metaphysics, Dewey urged, the less anxious you should be to find a frame within which to fit an ongoing historical process. 

This retreat from secularism and pragmatism to theory has accompanied a revival of ineffability. We are told over and over again that Lacan has shown human desire to be inherently unsatisfiable, that Derrida has shown meaning to be undecidable, that Lyotard has shown commensuration between oppressed and oppressors to be impossible, and that events such as the Holocaust or the massacre of the original Ameri﻿cans are unrepresentable. Hopelessness has become fashionable on the Left-principled, theorized, philosophical hopelessness. The Whitrnanesque hope which lifted the hearts of the American Left before the 1960s is now thought to have been a symptom of a naive "humanism." 

I see this preference for knowledge over hope as repeating the move made by leftist intellectuals who, earlier in the century, got their Hegelianism from Marx rather than Dewey. Marx thought we should be scientific rather than merely utopian-that we should interpret the historical events of our day within a larger theory. Dewey did not. He thought one had to view these events as the protocols of social experiments whose outcomes are unpredictable. 

The Foucauldian Left represents an unfortunate regression to the Marxist obsession with scientific rigor. This Left still wants to put historical events in a theoretical context. It exaggerates the importance of philosophy for politics, and wastes its energy on sophisticated theoretical analyses of the significance of current events. But Foucauldian theoretical sophistication is even more useless to leftist politics than was Engels' dialectical materialism. Engels at least had an eschatology. Foucauldians do not even have that. Because they regard liberal reformist initiatives as symptoms of a discredited liberal "humanism," they have little interest in designing new social experiments. 

This distrust of humanism, with its retreat from practice to theory, is the sort of failure of nerve which leads people to ﻿abandon secularism for a belief in sin, and in Delbanco's "fixed standard by which deviance from the truth can be measured and denounced." It leads them to look for a frame of reference outside the process of experimentation and decision that is an individual or a national life. Grand theorieseschatologies like Hegel's or Marx's, inverted eschatologies like Heidegger's, and rationalizations of hopelessness like Foucault's and Lacan's-satisfy the urges that theology used to satisfy. These are urges which Dewey hoped Americans might cease to feel. Dewey wanted Americans to share a civic religion that substituted utopian striving for claims to theological knowledge. 

Aff – No Impact to Biopower
Biopower in contemporary society is an expression of the enhancement of life, not the power to kill 

Ojakangus Helsinki Collegium for Advanced Studies, 2k5 (Mika, “Impossible Dialogue on Bio-power” http://www.foucault-studies.com/no2/ojakangas1.pdf) 

In fact, the history of modern Western societies would be quite incomprehensible without taking into account that there exists a form o power which refrains from killing but which nevertheless is capable of directing people’s lives. The effectiveness of bio‐power can be seen lying precisely in that it refrains and withdraws before every demand of killing, even though these demands would derive from the demand of justice. In bio‐political societies, according to Foucault, capital punishment could not be maintained except by invoking less the enormity of the crime itself than the monstrosity of the criminal: “One had the right to kill those who represented a kind of biological danger to others.”112 However, given that the “right to kill” is precisely a sovereign right, it can be argued that the bio‐political societies analyzed by Foucault were not entirely bio‐political. Perhaps, there neither has been nor can be a society that is entirely bio‐political. Nevertheless, the fact is that present‐day European societies have abolished capital punishment. In them, there are no longer exceptions. It is the very “right to kill” that has been called into question. However, it is not called into question because of enlightened moral sentiments, but rather because of the deployment of bio‐political thinking and practice. For all these reasons, Agamben’s thesis, according to which the concentration camp is the fundamental bio‐political paradigm of the West, has to be corrected.113 The bio‐political paradigm of the West is not the concentration camp, but, rather, the present‐day welfare society and, instead of homo sacer, the paradigmatic figure of the bio‐political society can be seen, for example, in the middle‐class Swedish social‐democrat. Although this figure is an object – and a product – of the huge bio‐political machinery, it does not mean that he is permitted to kill without committing homicide. Actually, the fact that he eventually dies, seems to be his greatest “crime” against the machinery. (In bio‐political societies, death is not only “something to be hidden away,” but, also, as Foucault stresses, the most “shameful thing of all”.114) Therefore, he is not exposed to an unconditional threat of death, but rather to an unconditional retreat of all dying. In fact, the bio‐political machinery does not want to threaten him, but to encourage him, with all its material and spiritual capacities, to live healthily, to live long and to live happily – even when, in biological terms, he “should have been dead long ago”.115 This is because bio‐power is not bloody power over bare life for its own sake but pure power over all life for the sake of the living. It is not power but the living, the condition of all life – individual as well as collective – that is the measure of the success of bio‐power. 

Aff – A2 Orientalism 
Said’s discourse and alternative links to his own criticism

Cliford 80[James, University of California at Santa Cruz. “Review: [Untitled]”. History and Theory, Vol. 19, No. 2. (Feb., 1980), pp. 204-223.]

Discourse analysis is always, in a sense, unfair to authors. It is interested  not in what they have to say or feel as subjects, but is concerned merely with  statements as related to other statements in a fie1d.l1 Escaping an impression  of unfairness and reductionism in this kind of analysis is a matter of methodological rigor and stylistic tact. Foucault, at least, seldom appears unfair to  authors because he never appeals to any individual intentionality or subjectivity. "Hybrid perspectives" like Said's have considerably more difficulty in escaping reductionism.1 

Indeed, Said's methodological catholicity repeatedly blurs his analysis. If  he is advancing anthropological arguments, Orientalism appears as the cultural quest for order. When he adopts the stance of a literary critic, it emerges as the processes of writing, textualizing, and interpreting. As an intellectual historian Said portrays Orientalism as a specific series of influences and schools of thought. For the psychohistorian Orientalist discourse becomes a  representative series of personal/historical experiences. For the Marxist critic  of ideology and culture it is the expression of definite political/economic  power interests. Orientalism is also, at times, conflated with Western positivism; with general definitions of the Primitive, with evolutionism, with  racism. One could continue the list. Said's discourse analysis does not, itself, escape the all-inclusive "Occidentalism" he specifically rejects as an alternative to Orientalism (328). 

The privileging of the Orient as the oppressed culture ignores other oppressed groups

Halliday 93[Fred, Prof of IR at the London School of Economics. “Orientalism and its Critics.” British Journal of Middle Eastern Studies 20:2]

Secondly, the category of the 'Orient' is rather vague, since in Orzentalzsm  its usage implies that the Middle East is in some ways special, at least in  the kind of imperialist or oppressive writing produced about it. Racist or  oppressive writing is found about all subject peoples, whether they are Islamic  or not, and there is nothing to choose between then] The claim of a special European animosity to Arabs-let alone Palestinians-or to Muslims does not  bear historical comparison. Such ideas of persecution rest on some implicit yardstick, a comparative massacrology in which the wrongs done to one people are greater. Such an approach is best avoided, but it may be pointed out  that the fate of the native people of the Americas, whose conquest was also  presented as a crusade, was far worse than that of the peoples of 'Islam'.  Equally spurious is the implication that the hypostatization and reification of the Middle East are specific, whether by those writing from outside, or  from within: anyone familiar with the writing on Japan entitled Nzhonjiron  and books such as Ruth Benedict's The Chrysanthemum and the Sword will  be familiar with similar themes-the special place of language studies, the  search for the unchanging national character, the stress on the specificities  of the Japanese mind, the search for the true 'Japanese' position on women,  or the emperor, or flower arrangement or whatever;36 Russia too has had its  share of such ahistorical analysis. Here again external authority and internal nationalism collude to create a timeless, and particularist, discourse. About what people has it not been said 'They are like that, 'They will never change'  etc? If any people in the Middle East believe that in some way they have been  singled out by the West--but in its historic or contemporary forms, this is an  unsustainable idea. The thesis of some enduring, trans-liistorical, hostility to  the Orient, the Arabs, the Islamic world, is a myth-albeit one, as already  indicated, which many in the region and the West find it convenient to sustain.  

Aff – Perm Solves 
The plan and alternative can be combined – forming coalitions through an ethic of love is critical to liberation

Cook 92 (Anthony, Associate Professor at Georgetown Law School, “A Diversity of Influence: Reflections on Postmodernism,” New Eng. L. Rev. 751)
We must also resist, I believe, nonracist forms of separatism that refuse to open themselves to the commonality of our experiences. Instead, from a position of racial strength, pride and assuredness, rooted in a knowledge of our place in and contributions to history and humanity, we must seek coalitions with others for purposes of transforming conditions of suffering that disproportionately impact blacks but that traverse race and ethnic boundaries as well. If my assessment is correct, King provides powerful insights into how we might accomplish this delicate balancing of ends.

In summary, King's commitment to humility and love broadened, without sacrificing his vision of a transformed America. As one can gather from his struggle to come to grips with and embrace many of Black Nationalism's concerns, there was real listening going on -- as Frank Michelman puts it, an openness to modulation through dialogic encounter. His orientation and attitude lead me to believe that such a balanced and sensitive reckoning would have been no less forthcoming in the wake of feminist, gay rights and church laity critiques of hierarchy that followed his death.

A commitment to humility and love, as I have defined these terms, is vital to a critical postmodernism that remains committed to Justice, yet acknowledges that its conception of Justice can only be partial and incomplete. Such an intellectual and critical predisposition avoids the Derridaian paralysis of analysis engendered by a facile commitment to endless theoretical deconstructions of binary opposites. Moreover, its search for and linking of various stories of historic subordination -- the intellectual and existential quest to grasp the otherness of self and the context of being -- avoids an unhealthy Foucaultian insularity. It is only in this way, I believe, that activist minded scholars can successfully harness the forces of postmodernism in the struggles for human liberation.

