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FRAMEWORK 
2AC F/W: K must be policy relevant
1. The role of the ballot is to simulate the policy outcome of the plan. Engaging the state and taking an active pragmatic approach is the only way to forge political possibilities in society, this is also a reason the alt would fail because they try to philosophize political relevance.

2. The alt can't function in a solely theoretical world, it must be driven by the issues of policy concern and intellectual evolution

Stein, 00(Arthur, American Professor of Political Science at the University of California, Los Angeles, “Being Useful: Policy Relevance and International Relations Theory,” University of Michigan Press, pg 51)
There is every reason to expect the field of international relations to be policy-relevant. lt is not plagued by the kinds of problems that make scholarship irrelevant. lt does not separate policy and theory institution- ally and so force ideas to move so slowly from one isolated scholarly community to another that theoretical scholarship remains unknown to policymakers. lt does not locus solely on theoretically generated ques- tions. lts intellectual agenda, unlike those in many disciplines, is driven as much by questions of immediate policy concem as by issues that emerge purely from the intellectual evolution of a scholarly paradigm. the need to develop a general perspective and address anomalies unexplained by current theory.

3. Debate should only include discussions that are policy relevant- their K self maginalizes itself out of politics and is therefore useless

Joseph Nye,  professor at Harvard University and former dean of the Harvard Kennedy School. , BA suma cum laude Princeton, PhD Harvard, Former Chair National Intelligence Council, Former Asst. Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs, you know who he is, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/04/12/AR2009041202260_pf.html 4-13-09 

President Obama has appointed some distinguished academic economists and lawyers to his administration, but few high-ranking political scientists have been named. In fact, the editors of a recent poll of more than 2,700 international relations experts declared that "the walls surrounding the ivory tower have never seemed so high." While important American scholars such as Henry Kissinger and Zbigniew Brzezinski took high-level foreign policy positions in the past, that path has tended to be a one-way street. Not many top-ranked scholars of international relations are going into government, and even fewer return to contribute to academic theory. The 2008 Teaching, Research and International Policy (TRIP) poll, by the Institute for Theory and Practice in International Relations, showed that of the 25 scholars rated as producing the most interesting scholarship during the past five years, only three had ever held policy positions (two in the U.S. government and one in the United Nations). The fault for this growing gap lies not with the government but with the academics. Scholars are paying less attention to questions about how their work relates to the policy world, and in many departments a focus on policy can hurt one's career. Advancement comes faster for those who develop mathematical models, new methodologies or theories expressed in jargon that is unintelligible to policymakers. A survey of articles published over the lifetime of the American Political Science Review found that about one in five dealt with policy prescription or criticism in the first half of the century, while only a handful did so after 1967. Editor Lee Sigelman observed in the journal's centennial issue that "if 'speaking truth to power' and contributing directly to public dialogue about the merits and demerits of various courses of action were still numbered among the functions of the profession, one would not have known it from leafing through its leading journal." As citizens, academics might be considered to have an obligation to help improve on policy ideas when they can. Moreover, such engagement can enhance and enrich academic work, and thus the ability of academics to teach the next generation. As former undersecretary of state David Newsom argued a decade ago, "the growing withdrawal of university scholars behind curtains of theory and modeling would not have wider significance if this trend did not raise questions regarding the preparation of new generations and the future influence of the academic community on public and official perceptions of international issues and events. Teachers plant seeds that shape the thinking of each new generation; this is probably the academic world's most lasting contribution." Yet too often scholars teach theory and methods that are relevant to other academics but not to the majority of the students sitting in the classroom before them. Some academics say that while the growing gap between theory and policy may have costs for policy, it has produced better social science theory, and that this is more important than whether such scholarship is relevant. Also, to some extent, the gap is an inevitable result of the growth and specialization of knowledge. Few people can keep up with their subfields, much less all of social science. But the danger is that academic theorizing will say more and more about less and less. Even when academics supplement their usual trickle-down approach to policy by writing in journals, newspapers or blogs, or by consulting for candidates or public officials, they face many competitors for attention. More than 1,200 think tanks in the United States provide not only ideas but also experts ready to comment or consult at a moment's notice. Some of these new transmission belts serve as translators and additional outlets for academic ideas, but many add a bias provided by their founders and funders. As a group, think tanks are heterogeneous in scope, funding, ideology and location, but universities generally offer a more neutral viewpoint. While pluralism of institutional pathways is good for democracy, the policy process is diminished by the withdrawal of the academic community. The solutions must come via a reappraisal within the academy itself. Departments should give greater weight to real-world relevance and impact in hiring and promoting young scholars. Journals could place greater weight on relevance in evaluating submissions. Studies of specific regions deserve more attention. Universities could facilitate interest in the world by giving junior faculty members greater incentives to participate in it. That should include greater toleration of unpopular policy positions. One could multiply such useful suggestions, but young people should not hold their breath waiting for them to be implemented. If anything, the trends in academic life seem to be headed in the opposite direction. 

2AC AT: YOu Exclude/Marginalize 
Limits are necessary to sustain nonviolent debate 
Philip Graham School of Communication Queensland University of Technology, Heidegger’s Hippies Sep 15 1999  http://www.geocities.com/SunsetStrip/Palms/8314/index.html

Politics has historically been about how people can best live together. Today’s politics is not about that. If we allow public institutions, public consciousness, and, therefore, society itself to be manipulated by undemocratic organisations, such as media behemoths and multilateral and transnational organisations, then democracy is doomed to an undemocratic death. If democracy is doomed, then the potential for real equality (as opposed to empty gestures of equivalence) is doomed. If this is destroyed, then politics is dead. Healthy politics is a necessarily violent space (Bewes 1997). But we can choose between different sorts of violence. We can have violent dialectical debate, or violent war. We can have a violent clash of ideas or a violent clash with weapons.

Humans speak. They speak about the realities they inhabit. They will not remain silent about them. If they are temporarily silenced - whether by violence, threats, or intellectual confusion - they will eventually make themselves heard. History show us that this is so. Somewhere, someone must make a choice about when, whether, and how the current political space can be opened up to the public before it is prised open, once again, by mass annihilations.

2AC AT: You exclude/marginalize
Turn: 9/11 proves when an impact actually happens everything will be irrationally securitized whereas in the world of the plan, securitization is more rational and prevents consequences and even worse threat con 
Theory must be made policy relevant, it is the best way to take consequences into account

Larson, 00

(Eric, Ph.D. and M.Phil. in policy analysis, Pardee RAND Graduate School; A.B. in political science, University of Michigan, “Being Useful: Policy Relevance and International Relations Theory,” University of Michigan Press, pg 211-212)

By providing robust estimates of support and its sensitivity to possible adverse developments, a better and more policy-relevant theory on public opinion and policy can serve the important normative end of improving both policy and democratic control of policy. For in the end, presidents are accountable for the success or failure of their policies, and in as important and sensitive a policy area as that of military operations. the chief executive should have the most accurate diagnosis of the con- straints and possibilities in the domestic environment they face. While presidents should always make decisions about the employment of U.S. troops on the basis of their conceptions of U.S. national interests and values, they also would be well advised to eschew wishful thinking and overly optimistic polling results in favor of a sober and clear-eyed view of the political landscape they face, and to assure that intervention policies are designed in ways that will help to hedge against adverse developments and the emergence of domestic opposition.

West isn’t exclusionary – it has fuzzy edges based on self-perception

Gow 5

James, Professor of International Peace and Security, and Director of the International Peace and Security Programme. Gow is a permanent non-resident scholar with the Liechtenstein Institute, Princeton University. He has held visiting positions at the University of Sheffield, the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in Washington D.C., the Institute of War and Peace Studies, Columbia University, and the Centre of International Studies, Princeton University. Professor Gow is currently Chair of the Association for the Study of Ethnicity and Nationalism Advisory Council, a member of the British Film Institute In-View Advisory Board and a member of the ESRC/AHRC ‘Global Uncertainties’ Development Panel, Book: Defending the West, Polity Press, (pg. 7)

That which needs to be defended - the West - is, of course, a con​struction. It is a phenomenon created by factors such as geography, history, culture, politics, religion, philosophy and identity. While it would not be impossible to seek through rigorous logic to pin down a narrow definition of the West, this might also be unsatisfactory when considering defence of the West. There are key features that can be described as being generally applicable to the content of the West -especially their co-occurrence. To take this approach, as can be seen below, is to offer a soft definition of the West, but one that is defens​ible, both in intellectual terms for the present purpose and (because of that purpose) for those engaged in the practice of defending the West. Thus, the West has fuzzy edges for security purposes and is ultimately to be defined in terms of other- and self-perception of security. The West to be defended is a construction emerging from the interaction of those who believe themselves to be part of that which is threatened or part of the collectivity that must participate in protecting the West. Those interactions include the political discourse of security and practical and operational security commitments. This sense; of the West is somewhat more flexible and open than that offered by Samuel Huntington, who nonetheless provides an excel​lent discussion of the West and its complements and competitors - indeed it would be hard to produce a better or more condensed reading of that which has fed into and constitutes the West. However, Huntington's context for the use of that term is a little more problem​atic and leads him to miss reflexivity as one of the essential qualities of 'the West' whatever its content,9 as discussed below. This is one of the reasons to recognize the need for a flexible and inclusive approach to definition of the West (while acknowledging that ultimately any such terms will always of necessity be exclusive10). However, this less than rigid definition of 'the West' has to take account of the major features that can be generally described as characterizing the West.
Framework-Policy Inevitable
Policy involvement is inevitable- we need to proactively engage in the language of policy making for movements to be effective

Themba-Nixon, Makani. Executive Director of The Praxis Project, Former California Staffer,  Colorlines. Oakland: Jul 31, 2000.Vol.3, Iss. 2;  pg. 12

The flourish and passion with which she made the distinction said everything. Policy is for wonks, sell-out politicians, and ivory-tower eggheads. Organizing is what real, grassroots people do. Common as it may be, this distinction doesn't bear out in the real world. Policy is more than law. It is any written agreement (formal or informal) that specifies how an institution, governing body, or community will address shared problems or attain shared goals. It spells out the terms and the consequences of these agreements and is the codification of the body's values-as represented by those present in the policymaking process. Given who's usually present, most policies reflect the political agenda of powerful elites. Yet, policy can be a force for change-especially when we bring our base and community organizing into the process. In essence, policies are the codification of power relationships and resource allocation. Policies are the rules of the world we live in. Changing the world means changing the rules. So, if organizing is about changing the rules and building power, how can organizing be separated from policies? Can we really speak truth to power, fight the right, stop corporate abuses, or win racial justice without contesting the rules and the rulers, the policies and the policymakers? The answer is no-and double no for people of color. Today, racism subtly dominates nearly every aspect of policymaking. From ballot propositions to city funding priorities, policy is increasingly about the control, de-funding, and disfranchisement of communities of color. What Do We Stand For? Take the public conversation about welfare reform, for example. Most of us know it isn't really about putting people to work. The right's message was framed around racial stereotypes of lazy, cheating "welfare queens" whose poverty was "cultural." But the new welfare policy was about moving billions of dollars in individual cash payments and direct services from welfare recipients to other, more powerful, social actors. Many of us were too busy to tune into the welfare policy drama in Washington, only to find it washed up right on our doorsteps. Our members are suffering from workfare policies, new regulations, and cutoffs. Families who were barely getting by under the old rules are being pushed over the edge by the new policies. Policy doesn't get more relevant than this. And so we got involved in policy-as defense. Yet we have to do more than block their punches. We have to start the fight with initiatives of our own. Those who do are finding offense a bit more fun than defense alone. Living wage ordinances, youth development initiatives, even gun control and alcohol and tobacco policies are finding their way onto the public agenda, thanks to focused community organizing that leverages power for community-driven initiatives. - Over 600 local policies have been passed to regulate the tobacco industry. Local coalitions have taken the lead by writing ordinances that address local problems and organizing broad support for them. - Nearly 100 gun control and violence prevention policies have been enacted since 1991. - Milwaukee, Boston, and Oakland are among the cities that have passed living wage ordinances: local laws that guarantee higher than minimum wages for workers, usually set as the minimum needed to keep a family of four above poverty. These are just a few of the examples that demonstrate how organizing for local policy advocacy has made inroads in areas where positive national policy had been stalled by conservatives. Increasingly, the local policy arena is where the action is and where activists are finding success. Of course, corporate interests-which are usually the target of these policies-are gearing up in defense. Tactics include front groups, economic pressure, and the tried and true: cold, hard cash. Despite these barriers, grassroots organizing can be very effective at the smaller scale of local politics. At the local level, we have greater access to elected officials and officials have a greater reliance on their constituents for reelection. For example, getting 400 people to show up at city hall in just about any city in the U.S. is quite impressive. On the other hand, 400 people at the state house or the Congress would have a less significant impact. Add to that the fact that all 400 people at city hall are usually constituents, and the impact is even greater. Recent trends in government underscore the importance of local policy. Congress has enacted a series of measures devolving significant power to state and local government. Welfare, health care, and the regulation of food and drinking water safety are among the areas where states and localities now have greater rule. Devolution has some negative consequences to be sure. History has taught us that, for social services and civil rights in particular, the lack of clear federal standards and mechanisms for accountability lead to uneven enforcement and even discriminatory implementation of policies. Still, there are real opportunities for advancing progressive initiatives in this more localized environment. Greater local control can mean greater community power to shape and implement important social policies that were heretofore out of reach. To do so will require careful attention to the mechanics of local policymaking and a clear blueprint of what we stand for. Getting It in Writing Much of the work of framing what we stand for takes place in the shaping of demands. By getting into the policy arena in a proactive manner, we can take our demands to the next level. Our demands can become law, with real consequences if the agreement is broken. After all the organizing, press work, and effort, a group should leave a decisionmaker with more than a handshake and his or her word. Of course, this work requires a certain amount of interaction with "the suits," as well as struggles with the bureaucracy, the technical language, and the all-too-common resistance by decisionmakers. Still, if it's worth demanding, it's worth having in writing-whether as law, regulation, or internal policy. From ballot initiatives on rent control to laws requiring worker protections, organizers are leveraging their power into written policies that are making a real difference in their communities. Of course, policy work is just one tool in our organizing arsenal, but it is a tool we simply can't afford to ignore. Making policy work an integral part of organizing will require a certain amount of retrofitting. We will need to develop the capacity to translate our information, data, and experience into stories that are designed to affect the public conversation. Perhaps most important, we will need to move beyond fighting problems and on to framing solutions that bring us closer to our vision of how things should be. And then we must be committed to making it so.
Focusing on policy questions is inevitable

Nye and Lynn-Jones, 88

(Joseph, summa cum laude from Princeton University and, after studying PPE as a Rhodes Scholar at Exeter College at Oxford University, obtained his Ph.D. in political science from Harvard, Sean, Editor of International Security, “International Security Studies: A Report of a Conference on the State of the Field,” International Security, Vol. 12, No. 4 pg 13 //ag)

Given the urgent  nature of many of the issues addressed by international  security  studies, it would be unrealistic  to expect researchers  to remain  totally  divorced from  current  policy questions. As a number of participants  pointed  out, some exposure to the actual workings of governments and military  institutions  was consistent with the early creative scholarly work in the  field.29  But others  pointed out that constant  involvement  in policy-making  or  in an advisory capacity can limit analysts' abilities to reassess fundamental  assumptions. Many of the policy-oriented  studies in the field rest on weak  but rarely  examined theoretical  assumptions. Many participants  felt  that  more  of the field's intellectual  resources must be devoted to the continuing  exploration of basic theoretical  questions. Analysts should not ignore important  policy issues, but must from  time to time step back to assess and generalize.  In the long run, stagnant theory  can only lead to stunted policy analysis.  

AT: Doesn't Influence Policy makers 
We have a responsibility as scholars to evaluate the policy debate- we shape decision making 

JENNY EDKINS AND MAJA ZEHFUSS1 Review of International Studies (2005), 31,p. 454-5
What we are attempting in this article is an intervention that demonstrates how the illusion of the sovereign state in an insecure and anarchic international system is sustained and how it might be challenged. It seems to us that this has become important in the present circumstances. The focus on security and the dilemma of security versus freedom that is set out in debates immediately after September 11th presents an apparent choice as the focus for dissent, while concealing the extent to which thinking is thereby confined to a specific agenda. Our argument will be that this approach relies on a particular picture of the political world that has been reflected within the discipline of international relations, a picture of a world of sovereign states. We have a responsibility as scholars; we are not insulated from the policy world. What we discuss may not, and indeed does not, have a direct impact on what happens in the policy world, this is clear, but our writings and our teaching do have an input in terms of the creation and reproduction of pictures of the world that inform policy and set the contours of policy debates.21 Moreover, the discipline within which we are situated is one which depends itself on a particular view of the world – a view that sees the international as a realm of politics distinct from the domestic – the same view of the world as the one that underpins thinking on security and defence in the US administration.22 In this article then we develop an analysis of the ways in which thinking in terms of international relations and a system of states forecloses certain possibilities from the start, and how it might look to think about politics and the international differently.
Traditional IR GOOD 
Focusing on traditional international relations concerns is NECESSARY because they will INEVITABLY be part of future human interactions

Holsti, Former Professor of Political Science @ British Columbia University, '02 (Kai, RIS, p. 624-625)

Q. When the dust has settled-not that it ever will settle fully-how do you think what you have referred to as the "classical tradition" will be viewed in the broader development of IR theory? at do you think are its abiding strengths and most serious weaknesses? A. Its main strength is that it is concerned with a central set of problems, dealing with the sources, causes, and consequences of the relations between states. It has an overriding normative concern with the sources of war and the conditions for peace and international order. These are problems that have commanded systematic attention at least since the eighteenth century, and to a certain extent before then as well. They are no less interesting or compelling today than they ever were. Take the problem of humanitarian intervention. This is not an issue that arose with Somalia or Haiti. It is a perennial problem of a system of states-a system that has at its core notions of sovereignty, legal equality, and the norm of non-interference. These fundamental rules help provide a good deal of international order. But can those rules be waived in the event that governments systematically abuse their populations? Under what conditions can a state or a group of states with armed forces intervene in the internal affairs of another state? Are not moral imperatives as important as legal ones? Can a responsible citizen fail to assist a drowning woman just because a sign on the side of the lake states that swimming is prohibited? Intervention was the issue that some of the participants in the Thirty Years' War faced. It was a central question in the essays of Grotius, Wolff, Pufendorf, and Vattel. And we haven't resolved it since! It remains highly contested. Feelings run high, and policy choices are difficult to make. Contributors to the classical tradition have a great deal to say about such problems, and it is well to remember that they offer many more insights and persuasive arguments than many contemporary analysts have developed. The problems raised in the classical tradition are not peripheral. They are not problems of identity politics, or domestic politics, or the household, or any current fad. They condition the ways that economies function; they condition the way that international relations function; and we perennially worry about them and debate them. No matter how much the field fragments, until these problems disappear, the core of the field is still going to be centred around them. Ultimately, they have to do with force, and wars of various kinds, and intervention. All the other problems-for example, ecological ones-are added to these, but they are not the core problems. One of the main weaknesses of the field-and particularly the modern version of realism is a scepticism toward historical change. Some remain convinced that if you read Thucydides' History of the Peloponnesian Wars, you will learn all there is to know about international relations. Others believe that Morgenthau's textbook,6 which is a masterpiece of political analysis, is all you ever need to read to understand the essential characteristics of international or world politics. Many scholars are still imbued with the conceptual equipment of the 1950s or the 1930s, and are analysing potential adversaries and their behaviours as though what they are doing today is exactly the same as what their predecessors were doing 150 years ago. They are not willing to acknowledge that some central characteristics of international politics have changed. This is not to argue that realism has nothing to tell us. It is an important part of the story of international relations, but it is only one part of it.

Policymaking Good
As a policymaker, you should endorse progressive political reforms. The neg’s refusal to engage in institutional reforms is a retreat from activism that fragments pragmatic potential

McClean, 01

(David E., Society for the Advancement of American Philosophy, “The Cultural Left and the Limits of Social Hope,” pg online @ http://www.american-
philosophy.org/archives/past_conference_programs/pc2001/Discussion%20papers/david_mcclean.htm //ag)

Yet for some reason, at least partially explicated in Richard Rorty's Achieving Our Country, a book that I think is long overdue, leftist critics continue to cite and refer to the eccentric and often a priori ruminations of people like those just mentioned, and a litany of others including Derrida, Deleuze, Lyotard, Jameson, and Lacan, who are to me hugely more irrelevant than Habermas in their narrative attempts to suggest policy prescriptions (when they actually do suggest them) aimed at curing the ills of homelessness, poverty, market greed, national belligerence and racism. I would like to suggest that it is time for American social critics who are enamored with this group, those who actually want to be relevant, to recognize that they have a disease, and a disease regarding which I myself must remember to stay faithful to my own twelve step program of recovery. The disease is the need for elaborate theoretical "remedies" wrapped in neological and multi-syllabic jargon. These elaborate theoretical remedies are more "interesting," to be sure, than the pragmatically settled questions about what shape democracy should take in various contexts, or whether private property should be protected by the state, or regarding our basic human nature (described, if not defined (heaven forbid!), in such statements as "We don't like to starve" and "We like to speak our minds without fear of death" and "We like to keep our children safe from poverty"). As Rorty puts it, "When one of today's academic leftists says that some topic has been 'inadequately theorized,' you can be pretty certain that he or she is going to drag in either philosophy of language, or Lacanian psychoanalysis, or some neo-Marxist version of economic determinism. . . . These futile attempts to philosophize one's way into political relevance are a symptom of what happens when a Left retreats from activism and adopts a spectatorial approach to the problems of its country. Disengagement from practice produces theoretical hallucinations"(italics mine).(1) Or as John Dewey put it in his The Need for a Recovery of Philosophy, "I believe that philosophy in America will be lost between chewing a historical cud long since reduced to woody fiber, or an apologetics for lost causes, . . . . or a scholastic, schematic formalism, unless it can somehow bring to consciousness America's own needs and its own implicit principle of successful action."

Those who suffer or have suffered from this disease Rorty refers to as the Cultural Left, which left is juxtaposed to the Political Left that Rorty prefers and prefers for good reason. Another attribute of the Cultural Left is that its members fancy themselves pure culture critics who view the successes of America and the West, rather than some of the barbarous methods for achieving those successes, as mostly evil, and who view anything like national pride as equally evil even when that pride is tempered with the knowledge and admission of the nation's shortcomings. In other words, the Cultural Left, in this country, too often dismiss American society as beyond reform and redemption. And Rorty correctly argues that this is a disastrous conclusion, i.e. disastrous for the Cultural Left. I think it may also be disastrous for our social hopes, as I will explain.

Leftist American culture critics might put their considerable talents to better use if they bury some of their cynicism about America's social and political prospects and help forge public and political possibilities in a spirit of determination to, indeed, achieve our country - the country of Jefferson and King; the country of John Dewey and Malcom X; the country of Franklin Roosevelt and Bayard Rustin, and of the later George Wallace and the later Barry Goldwater. To invoke the words of King, and with reference to the American society, the time is always ripe to seize the opportunity to help create the "beloved community," one woven with the thread of agape into a conceptually single yet diverse tapestry that shoots for nothing less than a true intra-American cosmopolitan ethos, one wherein both same sex unions and faith-based initiatives will be able to be part of the same social reality, one wherein business interests and the university are not seen as belonging to two separate galaxies but as part of the same answer to the threat of social and ethical nihilism. We who fancy ourselves philosophers would do well to create from within ourselves and from within our ranks a new kind of public intellectual who has both a hungry theoretical mind and who is yet capable of seeing the need to move past high theory to other important questions that are less bedazzling and "interesting" but more important to the prospect of our flourishing - questions such as "How is it possible to develop a citizenry that cherishes a certain hexis, one which prizes the character of the Samaritan on the road to Jericho almost more than any other?" or "How can we square the political dogma that undergirds the fantasy of a missile defense system with the need to treat America as but one member in a community of nations under a "law of peoples?"
The new public philosopher might seek to understand labor law and military and trade theory and doctrine as much as theories of surplus value; the logic of international markets and trade agreements as much as critiques of commodification, and the politics of complexity as much as the politics of power (all of which can still be done from our arm chairs.) This means going down deep into the guts of our quotidian social institutions, into the grimy pragmatic details where intellectuals are loathe to dwell but where the officers and bureaucrats of those institutions take difficult and often unpleasant, imperfect decisions that affect other peoples' lives, and it means making honest attempts to truly understand how those institutions actually function in the actual world before howling for their overthrow commences. This might help keep us from being slapped down in debates by true policy pros who actually know what they are talking about but who lack awareness of the dogmatic assumptions from which they proceed, and who have not yet found a good reason to listen to jargon-riddled lectures from philosophers and culture critics with their snobish disrespect for the so-called "managerial class."

AT: Rules Bad 
We must focus on policy implementations and their benefits and consequences

Stein, 00

(Arthur, American Professor of Political Science at the University of California, Los Angeles, “Being Useful: Policy Relevance and International Relations Theory,” University of Michigan Press, pg 56-57)

The positive actions states take toward each other include recogni- tion, economic and military aid. the extension of commitments, and a variety of other measures culminating in full alliances. The conse- quences of many of these are often unstudied. Then. too. those scruti~ nized are not always relevant or important to policy. We know little about the political consequences of one nation`s recognizing or not recog- nizing another. Most studies of foreign aid deal with its determinants; few examine its consequences. Nations commonly sell weapons as a way of improving and strengthening bilateral relations, but little research has addressed the actual impact of these transactions. Even analyses of the consequences of alliances and deterrence commitments have been lim- ited by a primary focus on their relationship to war and successful deter- rence. Although important, this does not tell policymakers all they need to know. Govemments signal displeasure with each other by withdrawing ambassadors and recognition. isolating other states diplomatically, dis- playing military force, and imposing economic sanctions, and by threat- ening. warning. and actually using force. Analysts have totally ignored some of these policy levers and have adequately studied only the impact of economic sanctions. Most scholars focus on the extremes of the cooperation/contiict continuum. Since their interest lies in war and peace. they study war and alliances. But much of international relations occurs between the ex- tremes: most policy choices do not involve declaring war or joining an alliance. The full range of policy instruments remains to he adequately conceptualized and studied.” There are different kinds of alliances, but we have no labels to distinguish them." Similarly, there is a need to distinguish along the conflict continuum. between enemies and rivals, for example. Neither scholars nor policymakers have an adequate vocabulary for discussing the range of relationships. Moreover, scholars have inadequately studied thc ramifications of using the levers that do exist.

AT: Rules Bad
Rules are best for debate, increased innovation and learning opportunities

Armstrong, 00

(Paul, Dean and Professor of Literature at Brown University, “The Politics of Play: The Social Implications of Iser’s Aesthetic Theory,” New Literature History, pg 211–223 //ag)

The contradictory combination of restriction and openness in how play deploys power is evident in Iser’s analysis of “regulatory” and “aleatory” rules. Even the regulatory rules, which set down the conditions participants submit to in  order to play a game, “permit a certain range of combinations while also  establishing a code of possible play. . . . Since these rules limit the text game without producing it, they are regulatory but not prescriptive.  They do no more than set the aleatory in motion, and the aleatory rule differs from the regulatory in that it has no code of its own” (FI 273).  Submitting to the discipline of regulatory restrictions is both constraining and enabling because it makes possible certain kinds of interaction  that the rules cannot completely predict or prescribe in advance. Hence  the existence of aleatory rules that are not codiﬁed as part of the game  itself but are the variable customs, procedures, and practices for playing  it. Expert facility with aleatory rules marks the difference, for example, between someone who just knows the rules of a game and another who  really knows how to play it. Aleatory rules are more ﬂexible and openended and more susceptible to variation than regulatory rules, but they  too are characterized by a contradictory combination of constraint and  possibility, limitation and unpredictability, discipline and spontaneity.  As a rule-governed but open-ended activity, play provides a model for deploying power in a nonrepressive manner that makes creativity and innovation possible not in spite of disciplinary constraints but because of them. Not all power is playful, of course, and some restrictions are more coercive than enabling. But thinking about the power of constraints on the model of rules governing play helps to explain the paradox that restrictions can be productive rather than merely repressive. Seeing constraints as structures for establishing a play-space and as guides for practices of exchange within it envisions power not necessarily and  always as a force to be resisted in the interests of freedom; it allows  imagining the potential for power to become a constructive social  energy that can animate games of to-and-fro exchange between participants whose possibilities for self-discovery and self-expansion are enhanced by the limits shaping their interactions.
Rules are key to allowing a wide range of argument options

Armstrong, 00

(Paul, Dean and Professor of Literature at Brown University, “The Politics of Play: The Social Implications of Iser’s Aesthetic Theory,” New Literature History, pg 211–223 //ag)

On the other hand, in contrast to “result-oriented games,  especially mathematical, strategic, and economic ones, as well as those  of chance and skill, all of which are designed to remove existing play  spaces,” a text can take as its game the multiplication of opportunities  for play, whether by “play[ing] against each other” the various games it  includes or by demonstrating that they can be played without end, so  that the “game is not ended by itself but by its player” (FI 265, 266).  Although some determinate or didactic texts may aim to close off play in  the interests of the results they desire, it is possible to play the games of  even these texts in ways that keep open and expand their potentiality for  meaning. Even the most instrumental text can, because it is a text, be  read in ways that open it up to meanings and purposes it cannot limit  (offering its games up for observation as games, for example, rather  than submitting oneself to their ends, or engaging them with other  modes of instrumental play governed by different notions of ﬁnality).  Paradoxically, although all texts have limits because they are ﬁnite ways  of playing particular games, the only ultimate limit on their capacity to mean is the resourcefulness and energy of the player (or the history of  readers) in keeping their play in motion.  Because of these contradictions, textual games are especially illumi-  nating models of the anthropological and social functions of play. Iser’s  exploration of the paradoxes of play is important not only as a  clariﬁcation of the games of texts but also as an explanation of the  usefulness of play as a particular way of deploying power. Both the  endless to-and-fro of free play and the result-oriented moves of instru-  mental play entail the use of power. But the opposition of free and  instrumental play distinguishes helpfully between ways power may be  employed. In contrast to the widespread contemporary assumption that  power aims only and always for dominance, the aim of instrumental play,  to achieve victory and end the game by determining the result, contrasts  with the uses of power for expanding the potential for meaning, which  the to-and-fro motion of free play makes possible. The element of  potential open-endedness in instrumental play suggests that even the  use of power for masterful ends is not monolithic but contains a  counter-movement onto which the subversive counterﬂow of free play  can cathect. The need that free play has for limits and aims offers a  critique of the dream of innocence of open-ended play without ﬁnality,  but the disclosure of the playful element of instrumental games opens  up the possibility that power can be used without the inevitability of  coercion or violence.  The mutually illuminating interaction of free and instrumental play in  textual games can be seen as a model for the ethical use of power.  

AT: Rules Bad 
Rules are inevitable, but they must be mutually agreed upon, which the debate community does through choosing the topic

Armstrong, 00

(Paul, Dean and Professor of Literature at Brown University, “The Politics of Play: The Social Implications of Iser’s Aesthetic Theory,” New Literature History, pg 211–223 //ag)

The four categories of games, which Iser borrows from Roger Caillois—  agon, alea, mimicry, and ilinx—show how free and instrumental play may  combine to make games more open-ended or more directed toward  ﬁnality.5 As Iser explains, “the endlessness and the ﬁnality of play” are  “two countervailing tendencies” (FI 264) that can interact differently in  various kinds of games. Although agon (games of contest or struggle)  and alea (where chance rules) are both deﬁned by the ends of winning  and losing, their valence may change in textual games. There “alea plays  against agon, whose antithetical arrangement reduces the element of  chance, whereas alea explodes” oppositions that seek to control or  structure meaning and limit the play of accident (FI 261). “If agon aims  to overcome the difference that arises out of antagonistically arranged  positions, alea aims to intensify it, thereby making it into a rift that  cannot be overcome, and reducing all play to mere chance” (FI 261).  Textual games where conﬂict seeks resolution in the triumph of one  position are countered by strategies aimed at opening up the possibility  of unforeseeable, uncontainable consequences. If there are already  elements of both free and instrumental play in games of conﬂict and of  chance, then the counterﬂow between endlessness and ﬁnality becomes 217  the politics of play  even more complicated and contradictory when the different kinds of  games combine.  Iser describes mimicry as a game tending toward closure because it  promotes “the forgetting of difference” (FI 262) between the copy and  the original and opposes disruptions that might undermine the illusion  of reality. But the element of free play in imitation’s pursuit of  verisimilitude is exposed by ilinx, the game of subverting all ﬁxed  positions in order to induce vertigo. This “carnivalization of all the  positions assembled in the text” (FI 262) exposes the boundlessness and  multiplicity of possible illusions given the ultimately ineradicable differ-  ence between the ﬁctive and the real: “Ilinx may therefore be seen as a  game in which free play is at its most expansive. But for all its efforts to  reach beyond what is, free play remains bound to what it overshoots,  because it can never quite extinguish the undercurrents and overtones  of instrumental play” (FI 262). Even the subversion of roles in the  interests of opening up meaning depends on instrumentally directed  ends for it to undermine. Its liberating aims are signiﬁcant only against  the backdrop of the games of ﬁnality it undercuts.  Free play and instrumental play are inextricably intertwined in the  games texts play as they range between open-endedness and closure.  According to Iser, “the text game is one in which limitation and  endlessness can be played to an equal degree” (FI 265). On the one  hand, “because of their forms, games must inevitably be limited; in  contrast with play, they are designed for endings. The result ends play”  (FI 265). Even with the most anarchic, disruptive, open-ended text, “the  endlessness of play cannot be maintained, since the text itself is limited”  (FI 257)

Rules and fairness are a prerequisite to substantive discussions

Portis, Gundersen, and Shively, 00

(Edward, Professor of Political Theory at Texas A&M Univ, Adolf, nqa, Ruth, Associate Professor of Political Science at Texas A&M, “Political Theory and Partisan Politics,” SUNY Press, pg 108-109 //ag)

The requirements given thus far are primarily negative. The ambiguists must say "no" to—they must reject and limit—some ideas and actions. In what follows, we will also find that they must say "yes" to some things. In particular, they must say "yes" to the idea of rational per​suasion. This means, first, that they must recognize the role of agreement in political contest, or the basic accord that is necessary to discord. The mistake that the ambiguists make here is a common one. The mistake is in thinking that agreement marks the end of contest—that consen​sus kills debate. But this is true only if the agreement is perfect—if there is nothing at all left to question or contest. In most cases, however, our agreements are highly imperfect. We agree on some matters but not on others, on generalities but not on specifics, on principles but not on their applications, and so on. And this kind of limited agreement is the starting condition of contest and debate. As John Courtney Murray writes: We hold certain truths; therefore we can argue about them. It seems to have been one of the corruptions of intelligence by positivism to assume that argument ends when agreement is reached. In a basic sense, the reverse is true. There can be no argument except on the premise, and within a context, of agreement. (Murray 1960, 10) In other words, we cannot argue about something if we are not com​municating: if we cannot agree on the topic and terms of argument or if we have utterly different ideas about what counts as evidence or good argument. At the very least, we must agree about what it is that is being debated before we can debate it. For instance, one cannot have an argument about euthanasia with someone who thinks euthanasia is a musical group. One cannot successfully stage a sit-in if one's target audience simply thinks everyone is resting or if those doing the sitting have no complaints. Nor can one demonstrate resistance to a policy if no one knows that it is a policy. In other words, contest is meaningless if there is a lack of agreement or communication about what is being contested. Resisters, demonstrators, and debaters must have some shared ideas about the subject and/or the terms of their disagree​ments. The participants and the target of a sit-in must share an under​standing of the complaint at hand. And a demonstrator's audience must know what is being resisted. In short, the contesting of an idea presumes some agreement about what that idea is and how one might go about intelligibly contesting it. In other words, contestation rests on some basic agreement or harmony. 
***Role PLAYING
Roleplaying Good-Democracy 
We must view ourselves as the government, it is our moral duty and is key to the political and social basis of liberal democracy

Rawls, 3/2/01

(John, American philosopher and a leading figure in moral and political philosophy. He held the James Bryant Conant University Professorship at Harvard, “The Law of Peoples: with ‘The Idea of Public Reason Revisited’,” Harvard University Press, pg 56-57 //ag)

How is the ideal of public reason realized by citizens who are not government officials? In a representative government, citizens vote for representatives-chief executives, legislators, and the like-not for particular laws (except at a state or local level where they may vote directly on referenda questions, which are not usually fundamental questions). To answer this question, we say that, ideally, citizens are to think of themselves as if they were legislators and ask themselves what statutes, supported by what reasons satisfying the criterion of reciprocity, they would think it most reasonable to enact." When firm and widespread, the disposition of citizens to view themselves as ideal legislators, and to repudiate government officials and candidates for public office who violate public reason, forms part of the political and social basis of liberal democracy and is vital for its enduring strength and vigor. Thus in domestic society citizens fulfill their duty of civility and support the idea of public reason, while doing what they can to hold government officials to it. This duty, like other political rights and duties, is an intrinsically moral duty. I emphasize that it is not a legal duty, for in that case it would be incompatible with freedom of speech.  Similarly, the ideal of the public reason of free and equal peoples is realized, or satisfied, whenever chief executives and legislators, and other government officials, as well as candidates for public office, act from and follow the principles of the Law of Peoples and explain to other peoples their reasons for pursuing or revising a peoples foreign policy and affairs of state that involve other societies. As for private citizens, we say. as before, that ideally citizens are to think of themselves as if they were executives and legislators and ask themselves what foreign policy supported by what considerations they would think it most reasonable to advance. Once again, when firm and widespread, the disposition of citizens to view themselves as ideal executives and legislators, and to repudiate government officials and candidates for public office who violate the public reason of free and equal peoples, is part of the political and social basis of peace and understanding among peoples. 
Role-playing is uniquely empowering --- this imagination is critical to understand how the government reaches decisions, how to hold it accountable and determine how we should act

Rawls ‘99 (John, Professor Emeritus – Harvard University, The Law of Peoples, p. 54-7)

Developing the Law of Peoples within a liberal conception of justice, we work out the ideals and principles of the foreign policy of a reasonably just liberal people. I distinguish between the public reason of liberal peoples and the public reason of the Society of Peoples. The first is the public reason of equal citizens of domestic society debating the constitutional essentials and matters of basic justice concerning their own government; the second is the public reason of free and equal liberal peoples debating their mutual relations as peoples. The Law of Peoples with its political concepts and principles, ideals and criteria, is the content of this latter public reason. Although these two public reasons do not have the same content, the role of public reason among free and equal peoples is analogous to its role in a constitutional democratic regime among free and equal citizens. Political liberalism proposes that, in a constitutional democratic regime, comprehensive doctrines of truth or of right are to be replaced in public reason by an idea of the politically reasonable addressed to citizens as citizens. Here note the parallel: public reason is invoked by members of the Society of Peoples, and its principles are addressed to peoples as peoples. They are not expressed in terms of comprehensive doctrines of truth or of right, which may hold sway in this or that society, but in terms that can be shared by different peoples. 6.2. Ideal of Public Reason. Distinct from the idea of public reason is the ideal of public reason. In domestic society this ideal is realized, or satisfied, whenever judges, legislators, chief executives, and other government officials, as well as candidates for public office, act from and follow the idea of public reason and explain to other citizens their reasons for supporting fundamental political questions in terms of the political conception of justice that they regard as the most reasonable. In this way they fulfill what I shall call their duty of civility to one another and to other citizens. Hence whether judges, legislators, and chief executives act from and follow public reason is continually shown in their speech and conduct. How is the ideal of public reason realized by citizens who are not government officials? In a representative government, citizens vote for representatives-chief executives, legislators, and the like-not for particular laws (except at a state or local level where they may vote di​rectly on referenda questions, which are not usually fundamental ques​tions). To answer this question, we say that, ideally, citizens are to think of themselves as if they were legislators and ask themselves what statutes, supported by what reasons satisfying the criterion of reciprocity, they would think it most reasonable to enact.7l When firm and widespread, the disposition of citizens to view themselves as ideal legislators, and to repudiate government officials and candidates for public office who violate public reason, forms part of the political and social basis of liberal democracy and is vital for its enduring strength and vigor. Thus in domestic society citizens fulfill their duty of civility and support the idea of public reason, while doing what they can to hold government officials to it. This duty, like other political rights and duties, is an intrinsically moral duty. I emphasize that it is not a legal duty, for in that case it would be incompatible with freedom of speech. 
Role Playing Good- Alienation 
Role-playing as public actors shatters apathy and political alienation, which is critical to check inequality and exploitation

Mitchell ‘2K

(Gordon, Director of Debate and Professor of Communication – U. Pittsburgh, “Simulated Public Argument As Pedagogical Play on Worlds”, Argumentation & Advocacy, Vol. 36, No. 3, Winter)

When we assume the posture of the other in dramatic performance, we tap into who we are as persons, since our interpretation of others is deeply colored by our own senses of selfhood. By encouraging experimentation in identity construction, role-play "helps students discover divergent viewpoints and overcome stereotypes as they examine subjects from multiple perspectives..." (Moore, p. 190). Kincheloe points to the importance of this sort of reflexive critical awareness as an essential feature of educational practice in postmodern times. "Applying the notion of the postmodern analysis of the self, we come to see that hyperreality invites a heteroglossia of being," Kincheloe explains; "Drawing upon a multiplicity of voices, individuals live out a variety of possibilities, refusing to suppress particular voices. As men and women appropriate the various forms of expression, they are empowered to uncover new dimensions of existence that were previously hidden" (1993, p. 96). This process is particularly crucial in the public argument context, since a key guarantor of inequality and exploitation in contemporary society is the widespread and uncritical acceptance by citizens of politically inert self-identities. The problems of political alienation, apathy and withdrawal have received lavish treatment as perennial topics of scholarly analysis (see e.g. Fishkin 1997; Grossberg 1992; Hart 1998; Loeb 1994). Unfortunately, comparatively less energy has been devoted to the development of pedagogical strategies for countering this alarming political trend. However, some scholars have taken up the task of theorizing emancipatory and critical pedagogies, and argumentation scholars interested in expanding the learning potential of debate would do well to note their work (see e.g. Apple 1995, 1988, 1979; Britzman 1991; Giroux 1997, 1988, 1987; Greene 1978; McLaren 1993, 1989; Simon 1992; Weis and Fine 1993). In this area of educational scholarship, the curriculum theory of currere, a method of teaching pioneered by Pinar and Grumet (1976), speaks directly to many of the issues already discussed in this essay. As the Latin root of the word "curriculum," currere translates roughly as the investigation of public life (see Kincheloe 1993, p. 146). According to Pinar, "the method of currere is one way to work to liberate one from the web of political, cultural, and economic influences that are perhaps buried from conscious view but nonetheless comprise the living web that is a person's biographic situation" (Pinar 1994, p. 108). The objectives of role-play pedagogy resonate with the currere method. By opening discursive spaces for students to explore their identities as public actors, simulated public arguments provide occasions for students to survey and appraise submerged aspects of their political identities. Since many aspects of cultural and political life work currently to reinforce political passivity, critical argumentation pedagogies that highlight this component of students' self-identities carry significant emancipatory potential.

Simulation of different roles through fiat encourages learning and empowerment

Innes and Booher ‘99

(Judith, Director – Institute of Urban and Regional Development and Professor at UC Berkeley and David, Visiting Scholar at the Institute, Journal of the American Planning Association, Winter, Vol. 65, Iss. 1)

Our observation and practice of consensus building suggests that the analogy to role-playing games will help to illuminate the dynamic of effective consensus processes. Even when the dispute seems intractable, role playing in consensus building allows players to let go of actual or assumed constraints and to develop ideas for creating new conditions and possibilities. Drama and suspension of reality allows competing, even bitterly opposed interests to collaborate, and engages individual players emotionally over many months. Scenario building and storytelling can make collective sense of complexity, of predicting possibilities in an uncertain world, and can allow the playful imagination, which people normally suppress, to go to work. In the course of engaging in various roles, participants develop identities for themselves and others and become more effective participants, representing their stakeholders' interests more clearly. In many of their most productive moments, participants in consensus building engage not only in playing out scenarios, but also in a kind of collective, speculative tinkering, or bricolage, similar in principle to what game participants do. That is, they play with heterogeneous concepts, strategies, and actions with which various individuals in the group have experience, and try combining them until they create a new scenario that they collectively believe will work. This bricolage, discussed further below, is a type of reasoning and collective creativity fundamentally different from the more familiar types, argumentation and tradeoffs.[sup11] The latter modes of problem solving or dispute resolution typically allow zero sum allocation of resources among participants or finding the actions acceptable to everyone. Bricolage, however, produces, rather than a solution to a known problem, a new way of framing the situation and of developing unanticipated combinations of actions that are qualitatively different from the options on the table at the outset. The result of this collective tinkering with new scenarios is, most importantly, learning and change among the players, and growth in their sophistication about each other, about the issues, and about the futures they could seek. Both consensus building and roleplaying games center on learning, innovation, and change, in a process that is entertaining and-when conducted effectively-in some fundamental sense empowers individuals.

Role Playing Good- Dogmatism 
Roleplaying is the best way to let go of self-restraints and build consensus that empowers individuals

Innes and Booher, 99

(Judith, Professor of City & Regional Planning and Ph.D. from MIT’s Department of Urban Studies and Planning, David, studied planning at the University of Tennessee and political science at Tulane University. He is a Planning and Policy Consultant and a Fellow of the American Institute of Certified Planners, “Consensus building as role playing and bricolage: Toward a theory of collaborative planning,” Journal of the American Planning Association, pg 9 //ag)

Our observation and practice of consensus building suggests that the analogy to role-playing games will help to illuminate the dynamic of effective consensus processes. Even when the dispute seems intractable, role playing in consensus building allows players to let go of actual or assumed constraints and to develop ideas for creating new conditions and possibilities. Drama and suspension of reality allows competing, even bitterly opposed interests to collaborate, and engages individual players emotionally over many months. Scenario building and storytelling can make collective sense of complexity, of predicting possibilities in an uncertain world, and can allow the playful imagination, which people normally suppress, to go to work.9 In the course of engaging in various roles, participants develop identities for themselves and others and become more effective participants, representing their stakeholders' interests more clearly.10  In many of their most productive moments, participants in consensus building engage not only in playing out scenarios, but also in a kind of collective, speculative tinkering, or bricolage, similar in principle to what game participants do. That is, they play with heterogeneous concepts, strategies, and actions with which various individuals in the group have experience, and try combining them until they create a new scenario that they collectively believe will work. This bricolage, discussed further below, is a type of reasoning and collective creativity fundamentally different from the more familiar types, argumentation and tradeoffs.ll The latter modes of problem solving or dispute resolution typically allow zero sum allocation of resources among participants or finding the actions acceptable to everyone. Bricolage, however, produces, rather than a solution to a known problem, a new way of framing the situation and of developing unanticipated combinations of actions that are qualitatively different from the options on the table at the outset.lz The result of this collective tinkering with new scenarios is, most importantly, learning and change among the players, and growth in their sophistication about each other, about the issues, and about the futures they could seek. Both consensus building and roleplaying games center on learning, innovation, and change, in a process that is entertaining and-when conducted effectively-in some fundamental sense empowers individuals.13

Taking on different roles contributes valuable knowledge and opinions

Innes and Booher, 99

(Judith, Professor of City & Regional Planning and Ph.D. from MIT’s Department of Urban Studies and Planning, David, studied planning at the University of Tennessee and political science at Tulane University. He is a Planning and Policy Consultant and a Fellow of the American Institute of Certified Planners, “Consensus building as role playing and bricolage: Toward a theory of collaborative planning,” Journal of the American Planning Association, pg 9 //ag)

Whatever else consensus building may be, it is definitely role playing. Participants come to the table representing stakeholders with different interests. It is each one's job to play the role of that stakeholder in the discussion, just as in games where one person may play a vampire and another a werewolf. In their roles they speak in the voices of their respective groups-as they believe their members would if they were to hear the discussion or proposal. Participants also shift into other roles during the discussions, roles that all belong to their overall personae. One may have a role, for example, as lobbyist or as agency staff member. In that role the person tells the other participants about the difficulties they will have selling a particular idea, though the same person may contend the idea is excellent and support it in the role as a professional and member of the group. The professional and collegial roles are crucial because they build and maintain trust even when the group cannot agree on what seems reasonable. Players also may take different roles as participants in deliberation, choosing to be, for example, the naysayer, the skeptic, or the enthusiast. Some try to generate new alternatives, and still others see their roles as clarifying emerging arguments or noting the connections among the players' views. Finally, participants also bring to the table personal roles as parents, commuters, suburbanites, bicyclists, or people who care about the environment. They often contribute valuable knowledge and opinions from these roles, which might otherwise not be included. Sometimes they even advocate steps that the stakeholders they represent would oppose, like the urban transit manager at MTC who opposed efforts to expand transit funding because as a suburban dweller he sympathized more with the need to improve highways, or the suburban transit manager who pushed for bikeway funding because he was an avid cyclist. In a dramatic moment in the Water Forum, a frustrated water provider representative switched into his personal role as environmentalist and citizen, and challenged the other providers who were saying their boards would not agree to install water meters.
Switch-Side Debate Good

Switch-side debate fosters tolerance and empathy toward others --- their framework inevitably degrades into dogmatism and bigotry

Muir ‘93

(Star, Professor of Communication – George Mason U., “A Defense of the Ethics of Contemporary Debate”, Philosophy & Rhetoric, Vol. 26, No. 4, p. 288-9)

The role of switch-side debate is especially important in the oral defense of arguments that foster tolerance without accruing the moral complications of acting on such beliefs. The forum is therefore unique in providing debaters with attitudes of tolerance without committing them to active moral irresponsibility. As Freeley notes, debaters are indeed exposed to a multivalued world, both within and between the sides of a given topic. Yet this exposure hardly commits them to such "mistaken" values. In this view, the divorce of the game from the "real world" can be seen as a means of gaining perspective without obligating students to validate their hypothetical value structure through immoral actions.'s Values clarification, Stewart is correct in pointing out, does not mean that no values are developed. Two very important values— tolerance and fairness—inhere to a significant degree in the ethics of switch-side debate. A second point about the charge of relativism is that tolerance is related to the development of reasoned moral viewpoints. The willingness to recognize the existence of other views, and to grant alternative positions a degree of credibility, is a value fostered by switch-side debate: Alternately debating both sides of the same question . . . inculcates a deep-seated attitude of tolerance toward differing points of view. To be forced to debate only one side leads to an ego-identification with that side. , . . The other side in contrast is seen only as something to be discredited. Arguing as persuasively as one can for completely opposing views is one way of giving recognition to the idea that a strong case can generally be made for the views of earnest and intelligent men, however such views may clash with one's own. . . .Promoting this kind of tolerance is perhaps one of the greatest benefits debating both sides has to offer. 5' The activity should encourage debating both sides of a topic, reasons Thompson, because debaters are "more likely to realize that propositions are bilateral. It is those who fail to recognize this fact who become intolerant, dogmatic, and bigoted.""* While Theodore Roosevelt can hardly be said to be advocating bigotry, his efforts to turn out advocates convinced of their rightness is not a position imbued with tolerance.
Switching sides is key to breed effective advocates --- dogmatic views are politically ineffective

Dybvig and Iverson ‘2K

(Kristin and Joel, Arizona State U., “Can Cutting Cards Carve into Our Personal Lives: An Analysis of Debate Research on Personal Advocacy”, http://debate.uvm.edu/dybvigiverson1000.html)

Not all debate research appears to generate personal advocacy and challenge peoples' assumptions. Debaters must switch sides, so they must inevitably debate against various cases. While this may seem to be inconsistent with advocacy, supporting and researching both sides of an argument actually created stronger advocates. Not only did debaters learn both sides of an argument, so that they could defend their positions against attack, they also learned the nuances of each position. Learning and the intricate nature of various policy proposals helps debaters to strengthen their own stance on issues.

Switch side debating is the highest ethical act because it subordinates personal convictions to the importance of the decision-making process

Day ‘66


(Dennis, Professor of Speech – U Wisconsin-Madison, Central States Speech Journal, Feb, p. 7)

To present persuasively the arguments for a position with which one disagrees is, perhaps, the greatest need and the highest ethical act in democratic debate. It is the greatest need because most minority views, if expressed at all, are not expressed forcefully and persuasively. Bryce, in his perceptive analysis of America and Americans, saw two dangers to democratic government: the danger of not ascertaining accurately the will of the majority and the danger that minorities might not effectively express themselves. In regard to the second danger, which he considered the greater of the two, he suggested: The duty, therefore, of a patriotic statesman in a country where public opinion rules, would seem to be rather to resist and correct than to encourage the dominant sentiment. He will not be content with trying to form and mould and lead it, but he will confront it, lecture it, remind it that it is fallible, rouse it -out of its self-complacency To present persuasively arguments for a position with which one disagrees is the highest ethical act in debate because it sets aside personal interests for the benefit of the common good. Essentially, for the person who accepts decision by debate, the ethics of the decision-making process are superior to the ethics of personal conviction on particular subjects for debate. Democracy is a commitment to means, not ends. Democratic society accepts certain ends, i.e., decisions, because they have been arrived at by democratic means. We recognize the moral priority of decision by debate when we agree to be bound by that decision regardless of personal conviction. Such an agreement is morally acceptable because the decision-making process guarantees our moral integrity by guaranteeing the opportunity to debate for a reversal of the decision. Thus, personal conviction can have moral significance in social decision-making only so long as the integrity of debate is maintained. And the integrity of debate is maintained only when there is a full and forceful confrontation of arguments and evidence relevant to decision. When an argument is not presented or is not presented as persuasively as possible, then debate fails. As debate fails decisions become less "wise." As decisions become less wise the process of decision-making is questioned. And finally, if and when debate is set aside for the alternative method of decision-making by authority, the personal convictions of individuals within society lose their moral significance as determinants of social choice.
Debate Good

Debate teaches argument skills that produce academic success and directly improve quality of life

Dickson ‘04

(Randi, Assistant Professor – Queens College, “Developing ‘Real-World Intelligence’: Teaching Argumentative Writing through Debate”, English Journal)

In learning about argument and preparing debates, students learn critical-thinking skills, such as the ability to "identify an issue, consider different views, form and defend a viewpoint, and consider and respond to counterarguments" (Yeh 49). Yeh's study, an important examination of the "effectiveness of two heuristics based on Toulmin's (1958) model of argument and classical rhetoric for helping middle-school students . . . write argumentative essays" (49), begins by examining the place of argument in school and the workplace. He says, "The ability to write effective arguments influences grades, academic success, and preparation for college and employment" (49), and he examines the importance of being able to "pose and defend contestable ideas" (MacKinnon, qtd. in Yeh 51) in most academic and workplace settings. Argumentation and debate are crucial to participation in democracy. Richard Fulkerson, in Teaching the Argument in Writing, says, "As I perceive argumentation, it is the chief cognitive activity by which a democracy, a field of study, a corporation, or a committee functions. . . . And it is vitally important that high school and college students learn both to argue well and to critique the arguments of others" (16). Deanna Kuhn, author of "Thinking as Argument," would concur. Results from her research study indicate that "[i]t is in argument that we find the most significant way in which higher order thinking and reasoning figure in the lives of most people" and that "social contexts, such as the classroom, are the most promising arena for practicing and developing argumentative thinking skills" (155). Kuhn looks to the skills developed when students learn argument as being vital to all aspects of life. Beyond the next grade and the next job, she believes that thinking as argument reflects "real-world intelligence" and that "no other kind of thinking matters more-or contributes more-to the quality and fulfillment of people's lives, both individually and collectively" (156). The ability to form and hold beliefs, make judgments, and consider opposing views is vital to the significant decisions that people make in their lives.

Debate enhances critical thinking

Freeley and Steinberg ‘05

(Austin J., Professor of Communication – John Carroll U., and David L., Professor of Communication – U Miami, Argumentation and Debate: Critical Thinking for Reasoned Decision Making, p. 24)

5. Debate Develops Proficiency in Critical Thinking Through study of argumentation and practice in debate, students participate in an educational process specifically designed to develop their proficiency in critical thinking. A number of studies have investigated whether college courses in argumentation and debate improve critical thinking. One researcher, Kent R. Colbert, found that, after a year’s participation in either CEDA or NDT debate, the debaters significantly outscored the nondebaters on critical-thinking tests. Debaters learn to apply the principles of critical thinking no only to problems that emerge in the relative comfort of research or a briefing session but also to problems that arise in the heat of debate.

Debate empowers students, providing an impetus to overcome social alienation

Bellon ‘2K

(Joe, Assistant Professor of Communication and Debate Coach – Georgia State U., “A Research-Based Justification for Debate Across the Curriculum”, Argumentation & Advocacy, Vol. 36, No. 3, Winter) 

Academic debate does more than simply inform students--it teaches them how to evaluate the information they receive on a daily basis. Dauber (1989) asserts the unique emancipatory potential of forensics: To me, academic debate is primarily valuable in that it is a mechanism for empowerment .... Whatever else academic debate teaches (and I would argue that it teaches a great deal), it empowers our students and ourselves, in that it proves to them they ought not be intimidated by the rhetoric of expertise surrounding questions of policy. They know that they are capable of making and defending informed choices about complex issues outside of their own area of interest because they do so on a daily basis (206). Indeed, Fine came to much the same conclusion when studying students in New York. She argues that debaters are more likely to speak out because they "feel they have something useful to say, and because they feel more articulate in saying it" (61). These finding closely resemble Corson's conclusion that encouraging students to speak forces them to "confront learners with viewpoints different from their own" and therefore to achieve "an openness to the world and others" (25). Fine also discovered that participating in debate gives student better social skills and causes them to place more value on their social relationships. Debate is thus not only a way to connect students with academic subjects in meaningful ways; it is also a way to re-connect students to public life if they have been overcome by feelings of alienation.

Policy Debates Good

Policy debates are critical to education about government action, whether you like the state or not –- refusal to debate specific policies cedes the whole discussion to elites

Walt ‘91


(Stephen, Professor – U Chicago, International Studies Quarterly, 35)

A second norm is relevance, a belief that even highly abstract lines of inquiry should be guided by the goal of solving real-world problems. Because the value of a given approach may not be apparent at the beginning-game theory is an obvious example-we cannot insist that a new approach be immediately applicable to a specific research puzzle. On the whole, however, the belief that scholarship in security affairs should be linked to real-world issues has prevented the field from degenerating into self-indulgent intellectualizing. And from the Golden Age to the present, security studies has probably had more real-world impact, for good or ill, than most areas of social science. Finally, the renaissance of security studies has been guided by a commitment to democratic discourse. Rather than confining discussion of security issues to an elite group of the best and brightest, scholars in the renaissance have generally welcomed a more fully informed debate. To paraphrase Clemenceau, issues of war and peace are too important to be left solely to insiders with a vested interest in the outcome. The growth of security studies within universities is one sign of broader participation, along with increased availability of information and more accessible publications for interested citizens. Although this view is by no means universal, the renaissance of security studies has been shaped by the belief that a well-informed debate is the best way to avoid the disasters that are likely when national policy is monopolized by a few self-interested parties.

Engagement with state policy is critical to influence the government and prevent war

Walt ‘91


(Stephen, Professor – U Chicago, International Studies Quarterly, 35)

A recurring theme of this essay has been the twin dangers of separating the study of security affairs from the academic world or of shifting the focus of academic scholarship too far from real-world issues. The danger of war will be with us for some time to come, and states will continue to acquire military forces for a variety of purposes. Unless one believes that ignorance is preferable to expertise, the value of independent national security scholars should be apparent. Indeed, history suggests that countries that suppress debate on national security matters are more likely to blunder into disaster, because misguided policies cannot be evaluated and stopped in time. As in other areas of public policy, academic experts in security studies can help in several ways. In the short term, academics are well place to evaluate current programs, because they face less pressure to support official policy. The long-term effects of academic involvement may be even more significant: academic research can help states learn from past mistakes and can provide the theoretical innovations that produce better policy choices in the future. Furthermore, their role in training the new generation of experts gives academics an additional avenue of influence. Assuming they perform these tasks responsibly, academics will have a positive-albeit gradual-impact on how states deal with the problem of war in the future.
***Top Level SHENANIGANS 
AT: "Agency"

their agency arguments are utopian and can’t do anything about violence--it would require massive social engineering to make everyone think the way that idiots like bleiker and george do

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

Moving beyond realism, for George, also suggests the possibility of moving beyond conflict, into a new postmodern era that transcends the dialectic of opposition and confrontation. For George, thinking is a constructivist phenomenon that constitutes our reality: thinking makes it so.  If the outcome of realism has been the transmutation of reality into a war system, then it follows that postmodern thinking, with its emphasis on tolerance, emancipation, and equality, would help to transform this system into one that is dignified, peaceful, and substantially "less dangerous." But whatever one says about radical human agency and of its prospects for liberation, in practice emancipation will involve some degree of social engineering: inequalities have to be corrected, wrongs made right, and injustices corrected. The agents of global change, whoever they might be, will have to force some individuals and groups to do their bidding. In the end, legislative reform and the forced direction of groups and individuals are unavoidable realities. (George, 1994:219). Moreover, in situations where entrenched cultural and historical values collide, and this is a likely possibility from a theory that seeks to "help others speak for themselves," we might reasonably expect some degree of violence and have to tolerate it. George, however, refuses to explore these probabilities. Do the advocates of postmodern values, for example, take up arms against those who are unwilling to let "others" speak for themselves? If they do not, then their case has no real teeth. But if they do, they must, at some stage, sanction the use of force. This is a conundrum endemic to the theoretical architecture of postmodernism, and one George fails to tackle, indeed is reticent even to acknowledge. Clearly, however, George wants to defend the proposition that his "new world order" will be less than the new/old one of George Bush senior, the Clinton or of George Bush junior and the realists. But, again, he fails to demonstrate how his version of postmodernism can prevent the intrusion and corruption of its schema by violence or else justify the use of violence in pursuit of those ends he otherwise champions. He does neither. 

AT: Blinders Alt

Opening up space for new ways of knowing won't affect international violence

O'Callaghan, lecturer in IR, 02  (Terry , lecturer in the school of International Relations at the University of South Australia, International Relations and the third debate, ed: Jarvis, 2002, p. 80-81)

There are also a host of technological and logistical questions that plague George's scheme and make problematic his recommendations. For example, through what medium are those on the fringes of the international system going to speak to the world? Although it may be true that the third world has now been integrated into the global polity via the advent of technological innovations in communications, allowing for remote access to information sources and the Internet, it also remains true that the majority of those on the fringes continue to be disenfranchised from such mediums, whether as a result of a lack of economic resources, the prevalence of illiteracy, or social, cultural and political circumstances that systemically exclude, women (among others) from economic resources and certain political and social freedoms. Need we remind George that social, political, and individual autonomy is at a minimum in these parts of the world, and an intellectual approach as controversial as postmodernism is not likely to achieve the sorts of goals that George optimistically foreshadows. Indeed, on practical questions such as these, matters otherwise central to the success of postmodern visions, George prefers to be vague, suggesting instead that the intricacies of such details will somehow work themselves out in a manner satisfactory to all. Such a position reveals George's latent idealism and underscores how George's schema is an intellectual one: a theory of international politics written for other theorists of international politics. George's audience is thus a very limited and elite audience and begs the question of whether a senior, middle-class scholar in the intellectual heartland of Australia can do anything of real substance to aid the truly marginalized and oppressed. How is it possible to put oneself in the shoes of the "other," to advocate on his or her behalf, when such is done from a position of affluence, unrelated to and far removed from the experiences of those whom George otherwise champions? Ideals are all good and well, but it is hard to imagine that the computer keyboard is mightier than the sword, and hard to see how a small, elite, affluent assortment of intellectuals is going to generate the type of political momentum necessary to allow those on the fringes to speak and be heard! 1 . Moreover, why should we assume that states and individuals want to listen and will listen to what the marginalized and the oppressed have to say? There is precious little evidence to suggest that "listening" is something the advanced capitalist countries do very well at all. Indeed, one of the allegations so forcefully alleged by Muslim fundamentalists as justification for the terrorist attacks of September I I is precisely that the West, and America in particular, are deaf to the disenfranchised and impoverished in the world. Certainly, there are agencies and individuals who are sensitive to the needs of the "marginalized" and who champion institutional forums where indigenous voices can be heard. But on even the most optimistic reckoning, such forums and institutions represent the exception, not the rule, and remain in the minority if not dwarfed by those institutions that represent Western, first world interests. To be sure, this is a realist power-political image of the current configuration of the global polity, but one apparently, and ironically, endorsed by George if only because it speaks to the realities of the marginalized, the imposed silences, and the multitude of oppressions on which George founds his call for a postmodern ethic. Recognizing such realities, however, does not explain George's penchant for ignoring them entirely, especially in terms of the structural rigidities they pose for meaningful reform. Indeed, George's desire to move to a new "space beyond International Relations" smacks of wishful idealism, ignoring the current configuration of global political relations and power distribution; of the incessant ideological power of hyperindividualism, consumerism, advertising, Hollywood images, and fashion icons; and of the innate power bestowed on the (institutional) barons of global finance, trade, and transnational production. George seems to have little appreciation of the structural impediments such institutions pose for radical change of the type he so fiercely advocates. Revolutionary change of the kind desired by George ignores that fact that many individuals are not disposed to concerns beyond their family, friends, and daily work lives. And institutional, structural transformation requires organized effort, mass popular support, and dogged single-mindedness if societal norms are to be challenged, institutional reform enacted, consumer tastes altered, and political sensibilities reformed. Convincing Nike that there is something intrinsically wrong with paying Indonesian workers a few dollars a week to manufacture shoes for the global market requires considerably more effort than postmodern platitudes and/or moral indignation. The cycle of wealth creation and distribution that sees Michael Jordan receive multimillion dollar contracts to inspire demand for Nike products, while the foot soldiers in the factory eke out a meager existence producing these same products is not easily, or realistically, challenged by pronouncements of moving beyond International Relations to a new, nicer, gentler nirvana.  More generally, of course, what George fails to consider is the problem of apathy and of how we get people to care about the plight of others. What do we with the CEOs of multinational corporations, stockbrokers, accountants, ctory workers, and the unemployed, who, by and large, fail to consider the omeless and destitute in their own countries, let alone in places they have never isited and are never likely to visit? Moral indignation rarely translates into action, and apathy about the plight of others is a structural impediment as strong any idea, theory, or writing. What George's treatise thus fails to consider is how we overcome this, and how we get others to listen. He needs to explain how the social, political, psychological, and moral structures that define the parameters of existence for the many millions of ordinary citizens in the first world, and that deflects attention from the marginalized and the oppressed can be broken down. Unfortunately, there is little to indicate that George has thought much about this, suggesting that his commitment to postmodern theory is not likely to make much difference. In fact, in the academy the postmodern light is already beginning to dim in certain quarters, having registered scarcely a glimmer in the broader polity, where, if change was to ensue, it needed to burn brightly. Even among those versed in the nomenclature of scholarly debate, theorists of international politics remain skeptical of the value of postmodern discourse, by and large rejecting it. This does not portend well for postmodern visionaries and the future of postmodern discourse. But can George really be surprised by this? After all, his discourse indicts the "backward discipline" for complicity in crimes against humanity, calling for a repudiation of realism and with it a repudiation of the lifelong beliefs and writings of eminent theorists like Kenneth Waltz, Robert Gilpin, and Stephen Krasner who have otherwise defined the parameters of the discipline, its projects, and research agendas. Can George really expect discipline-wide capitulation to an intellectual diaspora that would see theorists repudiate their beliefs and works in order to take up the creed of postmodernism, as vague, open-ended, and indeterminate as it is? Without a clear and credible plan of how to get from "incarceration and closure" to intellectual freedom, creativity, and openness, George's postmodern musings have understandably attracted few disciples. 

***Calculative Thought GOOD 
Calculative Thought Good—Campbell 

Our ethical obligation to secure justice demands calculative thought—the alternative is the continuation of violence and oppression

Campbell 99 (David, Prof of Int’l Politics @ Univ. of Newcastle, Moral Spaces, p. 46-7)

That undecidability resides within the decision, Derrida argues, "that justice exceeds law and calculation, that the unpresentable exceeds the determinable cannot and should not serve as alibi for staying out of juridico-political battles, within an institution or a state, or between institutions or states and others."9' Indeed, "incalculable justice requires us to calculate." From where does this insistence come? What is behind, what is animating, these imperatives? It is both the character of infinite justice as a heteronomic relationship to the other, a relationship that because of its undecidability multiplies responsibility, and the fact that "left to itself, the incalculable and giving (donatrice) idea of justice is always very close to the bad, even to the worst, for it can always be reappropriated by the most perverse calculation."92 The necessity of calculating the incalculable thus responds to a duty, a duty that inhabits the instant of madness and compels the decision to avoid "the bad," the "perverse calculation," even "the worst." This is the duty that also dwells with deconstruction and makes it the starting point, the "at least necessary condition," for the organization of resistance to totalitarianism in all its forms. And it is a duty that responds to practical political concerns when we recognize that Derrida names the bad, the perverse, and the worst as those violences "we recognize all too well without yet having thought them through, the crimes of xenophobia, racism, anti-Semitism, religious or nationalist fanaticism." Furthermore, the duty within the decision, the obligation that recognizes the necessity of negotiating the possibilities provided by the impossibilities of justice, is not content with simply avoiding, containing, combating, or negating the worst violence-though it could certainly begin with those strategies. Instead, this responsibility, which is the responsibility of responsibility, commissions a "utopian" strategy. Not a strategy that is beyond all bounds of possibility so as to be considered "unrealistic," but one which in respecting the necessity of calculation, takes the possibility summoned by the calculation as far as possible, "must take it as far as possible, beyond the place we find ourselves and beyond the already identifiable zones of morality or politics or law, beyond the distinction between national and international, public and private, and so on."94 As Derrida declares, "The condition of possibility of this thing called responsibility is a certain experience and experiment of the possibility of the impossible: the testing of the aporia from which one may invent the only possible invention, the impossible invention."95 This leads Derrida to enunciate a proposition that many, not the least of whom are his Habermasian critics, could hardly have expected: "Nothing seems to me less outdated than the classical emancipatory ideal. We cannot attempt to disqualify it today, whether crudely or with sophistication, at least not without treating it too lightly and forming the worst complicities." 6

Calculative Thought Good—Campbell

Calculative thought is necessary in order to secure justice in the face of specific forms of oppression that deny “being” or “alterity”

Campbell 99 (David, Prof of Int’l Politics @ Univ. of Newcastle, Moral Spaces, p. 50-51)

In pursuing Derrida on the question of the decision, a pursuit that ends up in the supplementing of Derridean deconstruction with Levinasian ethics, Critchley was concerned to ground political decisions in something other than the "madness" of a decision, and worried that there could be a "refusal of politics in Derrida's work" because the emphasis upon undecidability as the condition of responsibility contained an implicit rejection of politics as "the field of antagonism, decision, dissension, and struggle," the "domain of questioning s Yet from the above discussion, I would argue that Derrida's account of the procedure of the decision also contains within it an account of the duty, obligation, and responsibility of the decision within deconstruction. Moreover, the undecidable and infinite character of justice that fosters that duty is precisely what guarantees that the domain of politics bears the characteristics of contestation rightly prized by Critchley. Were everything to be within the purview of the decidable, and devoid of the undecidable, then (as Derrida constantly reminds us) there would be no ethics, politics, or responsibility, only a program, technology, and its irresponsible application. Of course, for many (though Critchley is clearly not among them), the certainties of the program are synonymous with the desires of politics. But if we seek to encourage recognition of the radical interdependence of being that flows from our responsibility to the other, then the provocations give rise to a different figuration of politics, one in which its purpose is the struggle for-or on behalf of-alterity, and not a struggle to efface, erase, or eradicate alterity. Such a principle -one that is ethically transcendent if not classically universal-is a powerful starting point for rethinking, for example, the question of responsibility vis-avis "ethnic" and "nationalist" conflicts.'°6 But the concern about politics in Derrida articulated by Critchley is not about politics per se, nor about the possibilities of political analysis, but about the prospects for a progressive, radical politics, one that will demand-and thus do more than simply permit-the decision to resist domination, exploitation, oppression, and all other conditions that seek to contain or eliminate alterity. Yet, again, I would argue that the above discussion demonstrates that not only does Derridean deconstruction address the question of politics, especially when Levinasian ethics draws out its political qualities, it does so in an affirmative antitotalitarian manner that gives its politics a particular quality, which is what Critchley and others like him most want (and rightly so, in my view). We may still be dissatisfied with the prospect that Derrida's account cannot rule out forever perverse calculations and unjust laws. But to aspire to such a guarantee would be to wish for the demise of politics, for it would install a new technology, even if it was a technology that began life with the markings of progressivism and radicalism. Such dissatisfaction, then, is not with a Derridean politics, but with the necessities of politics per se, necessities that can be contested and negotiated, but not escaped or transcended.

***EPISTEMOLOGY 
AT Epistemology / “Truths are Socially Constructed”

Our truth claims are true—

a. consensus of field experts

Ferguson 2 – Professor of Political Science, Rutgers (Yale, International Relations and the “Third Debate”, ed Jarvis, p 157, AG) 

Although there may be no such thing as “absolute truth” (Hollis, 1994:240-247; Fernandez-Armesto, 1997:chap.6), there is often a sufficient amount of intersubjective consensus to make for a useful conversation. That conversation may not lead to proofs that satisfy philosophical nit-pickets, but it can be educational and illuminating. We gain a degree of apparently useful “understanding” about the things we need (or prefer) to “know.”

b. empirics

Wendt 2k – Prof International Security and PolSci, Ohio State (Alexander, On the Via Media, Review of International Studies 26, AG)

In the book I argue that, compared to ontology-talk, the value of epistemology talk for a discipline like IR is considerably less than something as imposing as the third ‘Great Debate’ might suggest. What matters more is what there is, not how we can know it, since we clearly do know things, and the ‘how’ of this knowledge will necessarily vary with the many different kinds of questions we ask in our field, and the varied tools at our disposal for answering them. 

c. testing proves that truth claims can exist independent of their construction 

Bauerlein 1 – English Professor at Emory (Mark, Social Constructionism, Partisan Review 68.2, http://www.bu.edu/partisanreview/archive/2001/2/bauerlein.html, AG)

The weakness of social constructionism as an epistemology lies in the fact that one can agree with the bare premise that knowledge is a construct, but disagree with the conclusion that objectivity is impossible and that the contents of knowledge are dependent upon the social conditions of the knower. Of course, knowledge is constructed. It must be expressed in language, composed methodically, conceived through mental views, all of which are historically derived. Constructionists extend the fact that knowledge materializes in cognitive and linguistic structures which have social determinants into the belief that knowledge has no claim to transcend them. That knowledge cannot transcend the conditions of its origination stems from the notion that cognition is never innocent, that cognition has designs and desires shaping its knowledge-building process, that knowing always has an instrumental purpose. This human dimension is local and situational, constructionists argue, a historical context for knowledge outside of which the knowledge has no general warrant. Even the most ahistorical kinds of knowledge, the principles of logic, mathematics, and science, have a social basis, one obscured by thinkers who have abstracted that knowledge from its rightful setting and used it for purposes of their own. Thus Martin Heidegger claims in a well-known illustration, "Before Newton’s laws were discovered, they were not ‘true’. . . .Through Newton the laws became true" (Being and Time). We only think the laws preceded Newton’s conception because, Heidegger explains, that is how entities "show themselves." But even though Newton’s laws arose at a particular historical moment, in one man’s mind, why assume that the laws are inextricable from that moment? There is abundant evidence for believing that the truth of Newton’s laws is independent of Newton’s mind, language, class, education, etc. The simple fact that persons of different languages and cultures implement those laws effectively implies their transhistorical and cross-cultural capacity. Engineers and physicists confirm the laws daily without any knowledge of Newton’s circumstances. Three hundred years of experimentation and theory have altered Newton’s laws only by restricting their physical purview. In short, Newton’s laws have been justified in vastly different times and places. Yes, scientists and engineers have de-historicized Newtonian knowledge, pared it down to a few set principles (nobody actually reads the Principia). But though abstract and expedient, the laws of Newtonian physics still have a truth-value, and that value is related not to Newton’s world, but to how well the laws predict outcomes, how reliably they stand up to testing, how useful they are in physical domains. To think otherwise is to deny the distinction between the contents of knowledge and the context of their emergence. This is an old logical mistake, namely, the genetic fallacy: the confusion of a theory’s discovery with its justification. Social constructionists overlook this distinction between discovery (the circumstances of a theory’s origin) and justification (the establishment of its truth).  

AT: Epistemology First

Epistemic grounding is irrelevant. We don’t need absolute truth.

Nussbaum ’92  (Martha, Ernst Freund Distinguished Service Professor of Law and Ethics – U. Chicago, Political Theory, “HUMAN FUNCTIONING AND SOCIAL JUSTICE In Defense of Aristotelian Essentialism'”, 20:2, May, JSTOR) 

Let me say very directly where I stand on the objections to essentialism. I believe that Kantian and related contemporary arguments (by Quine, Davidson, Putnam, and Goodman in particular) have indeed successfully established the untenability of extreme metaphysical realism. I cannot argue this here, but I hope it can at least be agreed that it would be extremely unwise for a political proposal to rely on the truth of metaphysical realism, given our current argumentative situation. On the other hand, it does not seem to me that such a result shows anything like what the relativist objectors think it shows. When we get rid of the hope of a transcendent metaphysical grounding for our evaluative judgments -about the human being as about anything else -we are not left with the abyss. We have everything that we always had all along: the exchange of reasons and arguments by human beings within history, in which, for reasons that are historical and human but not the worse for that, we hold some things to be good and others bad, some arguments to be sound and others not sound. Why, indeed, should the relativist conclude that the absence of a transcendent basis for judgment - a basis that, according to them, was never there anyway -should make us despair of doing as we have done all along, distinguishing persuasion from manipulation? In fact, the collapse into extreme relativism or subjectivism seems to me to betray a deep attachment to metaphysical realism itself. For it is only to one who has pinned everything to that hope that its collapse will seem to entail the collapse of all evaluation -just as it is only to a deeply believing religious person, as Nietzsche saw, that the news of the death of God brings the threat of nihilism. What we see here, I think, is a reaction of shame -a turning away of the eyes from our poor humanity, which looks so mean and bare -by contrast to a dream of another sort. What do we have here, these critics seem to say? Only our poor old human conversations, our human bodies that interpret things so imperfectly? Well, if that is all there is, we do not really want to study it too closely, to look into the distinctions it exhibits. We will just say that they are all alike, for, really, they do look pretty similar when compared to the heavenly standard we were seeking. It is like the moment reported by Aristotle when some students arrived at the home of Heraclitus, eager to see the great sage and cosmologist. They found him -not on a hilltop gazing at the heavens but sitting in his kitchen or, perhaps, on the toilet (for there is a philological dispute at this point!). He looked at their disappointed faces, saw that they were about to turn away their eyes, and said, "Come in, don't be afraid. There are gods here too." Aristotle uses this story to nudge his reluctant students out of the shame that is preventing them from looking closely at the parts of animals. When you get rid of your shame, he says, you will notice that there is order and structure in the animal world.3" So too, I think, with realism: the failure to take an interest in studying our practices of analyzing and reasoning, human and historical as they are, the insistence that we would have good arguments only if they came from heaven - all this betrays a shame before the human. On the other hand, if we really think of the hope of a transcendent ground for value as uninteresting and irrelevant, as we should, then the news of its collapse will not change the way we do things: it will just let us get on with the business of reasoning in which we were already engaged.

Focus on Epistemology Bad

Focusing on epistemology selfishly ignores real world problems
Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 2)

While Hoffmann might well be correct, these days one can neither begin nor conclude empirical research without first discussing epistemological orientations and ontological assumptions. Like a vortex, metatheory has engulfed us all and the question of "theory" which was once used as a guide to research is now the object of research. Indeed, for a discipline whose purview is ostensibly outward looldng and international in scope, and at a time of ever encroaching globalization and transnationalism, International Relations has become increasingly provincial and inward looking. Rather than grapple with the numerous issues that confront peoples around the world, since the early 1980s the discipline has tended more and more toward obsessive self-examination.3 These days the politics of famine, environmental degradation, underdevelopment, or ethnic cleansing, let alone the cartographic machinations in Eastern Europe and the reconfiguration of the geo-global political-economy, seem scarcely to concern theorists of international politics who define the urgent task of our time to be one of metaphysical reflection and epistemological investigation. Arguably, theory is no longer concerned with the study of international relations so much as the "manner in which international relations as a discipline, and international relations as a subject matter, have been constructed."4 To be concerned with the latter is to be "on the cutting edge," where novelty has itself become "an appropriate form of scholarship."5 

We don’t try to exclude their epistemological concerns, but they aren’t relevant to international relations

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 14)

This, perhaps, is what makes the study and theory of international relations fuzzy, or what Nicholas Rengger described as international relations' "irreducible fluidity and contextuality, the sense that its centre is everywhere and its circumference nowhere."48 Imposing rigid boundaries upon so nebulous an exercise as normative discussion of future worlds or of critical reflections upon present ones (the "ought" of international theory) is obviously an inappropriate response, reminding us that those who attempt closure commit "a massive violation of Aristotle's injunction not to try to treat a subject with a degree of exactness it will not admit of."49 The normative/moral/critical aspects of international theory must necessarily be allowed freedom to roam the corridors of idealism and critical reflection, thinking about how we think and writing about how we write. But this is not an invitation to stray from the purpose of this enterprise, an attempt to think critically about how we understand, and how, through understanding, we might realize better worlds. Normative theory too has a certain circumference, an outer limit beyond which its concerns cease to be those of International Relations. To admit as much is not to "marginalize" certain approaches as postmodernists accuse, but to recognize that some issues begin to fall outside the purview of our discipline. 

Focusing exclusively on epistemology or ontology fails

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 16-17)
There are, of course, problems with ontologically derived forms of theory. Postmodernists naturally dismiss this conception of theory and are not entirely wrong for doing so. Realism is not above criticism, and structural-realism even more so.58 But then again, neither is postmodernism! But this is not the point. I am not here attempting to defend realism against postmodernism or to dismiss postmodernism entirely from the purview of International Relations. Rather, what I am attempting to do is defend the institution of theory against postmodernism which, in its more virulent forms, aims at its deconstruction and obliteration. So too am I attempting to defend the ontological aspect of theory against those who would engage exclusively in epistemological debate. For there to be theory in International Relations, ontological description must be the first order of things; without first defining the domain of international politics, identifying those entities and things we wish to explain and understand, epistemological debate would be altogether pointless. Save for this, the discipline threatens to transpose itself into philosophy and not International Relations, to be condemned to perpetual metaphysical reflection but without reference to the social world we are attempting to understand. Of course, this does not exonerate us from previous mistakes. International Relations, largely because of the dominance of positivism in the discipline, has, in the past, been apt to ontological description in the absence of epistemological reflection. Practitioners in the discipline have rarely seen a need to question the epistemological basis of their scholarship as Thomas Biersteker forcefully acknowledged.59 Yet, as he also reminds us, developing theory and generating knowledge requires judicious use of both ontological description and epistemological explanation. These are not mutually exclusive dimensions of theoretical discourse, but the elemental ingredients necessary to the construction of discourse itself. The exclusive focus upon one dimension to the detriment of the other probably explains why, according to William Kreml and Charles Kegley, "International relations research today . . . has failed to reach agreement about several fundamental issues ... (1) the central questions to be asked, (2) the basic units of analysis (e.g., states or nonstate actors), (3) the levels of analysis at which various questions should be explored, (4) the methods by which hypotheses should be tested and unwarranted inferences prevented, (5) the criteria by which theoretical progress is to be judged, and (6) how inquiry should be organized in order to generate the knowledge that will lead to international peace, prosperity, and justice."60 ^ 

AT: Epistemology Impacts
Rationalist epistemologies don't cause violence and there is no alterantive 

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 179-180)
As Richard Rorty reminds us, however, "interesting philosophy is rarely an examination of the pros and cons of a thesis," but incredulous adulation for one perspective over another irrespective of the facts.7 In International Relations too, theoretical creeds have themselves become icons for adulation, proxy political statements of faith, ethics, and belief about how the world should be viewed, how global justice is best achieved, what voices and histories should be analyzed, and on what configuration and structure future worlds should be built. Theory has always been part fervent desire, reflecting the biases and hopes of those who conceive it. But to suppose this the exclusive task of theoretical endeavor in International Relations returns us to the problem of epistemological duality so forcefully expressed by E. H. Carr and, more importandy, of the intrinsic dangers this enterprise harbors: "The inclination to ignore what was and what is in contemplation of what should be, and the inclination to deduce what should be from what was and what is."8 "No Science," noted Carr, "deserves the name until it has acquired sufficient humility not to consider itself omnipotent, and to distinguish the analysis of what is from aspiration about what should be." Postmodernists perhaps forget this, positioning themselves in a way that ignores the actualities of global politics in favor of political advocacy and projects committed more to neoidealist sentiments about images of future societies than current world orders. On one level, the epistemological duality of theoretical debate in International Relations thus remains unchanged, reflecting the visceral division of our "dividing discipline" where the rubric of postmodern theory now accounts for its idealist other half. All, perhaps, is as it should be, the new neoidealists engaged in imaginative epistemological remappings in the hope of securing new worlds, while the more realist-inclined ontologists focus upon the structures, actors and processes of current orders and their consequences. Victim to this latest round of idyllic sentiment, however, are the institutions of language and theory, appropriated for purely political ends and used by postmodernists as a podium to condemn an entrenched vocabulary deemed to have become a nuisance, while heralding "a half-formed new vocabulary which vaguely promises great things."9 Postmodern theorists, for example, condemn modernist/positivist/realist theory for its constitutive role in the atrocities of the twentieth century, while promising not just new understandings but an emancipatory praxis culminating in changed realities and better worlds. Condemnation of the past and of those theories and theorists associated with it has thus conspired for a spate of cathartic expurgations: moral purges of the mind and discipline where the Third Great Debate has become both signifier of epochal change as we stand on the precipice of a new millennium and end of millennium stock-taking amid recriminations for the century we leave behind. And to those who profess expurgation from the past, a self-assured moral propriety has ensconced their (post)enlightened ways of thinking and doing international politics: an optimistic moral high ground untainted by the past and convinced that not again will its political blemishes be repeated under the new thinking. At the end of the millennium, one is either on the side of new perspectives and theory in pursuit of better worlds or on the side of reactionary conservatism complicitous in the maintenance of institutions which repress, exclude, and affront. Postmodern theory might thus be all the rage for reasons as laudable as they are timeless: hope for a better future. This probably explains its attractiveness among the young, idealist, historically aggrieved, and minority voices now vocal throughout the academy. Indeed, the passion and conviction with which these new approaches are held also explain the brawl over theory. Marysia Zalewski, for example, bemoans the fact that contemporary theoretical debates have the effect of bringing out the worst in people, conducted so often in "a spirit of 'jousting' verging on the hostile," where accusations and insults are hurled about so as to make "the sport of intellectual jousting and parodies of bar room brawling" appear functionally inevitable in the discipline.10 Her point, however, is made amid recriminations that International Relations is "a para-digmatically masculinist discipline" whose theory "reifies and reflects the interests of the already powerful" and whose boundaries need to be disturbed.11 Offense is in the eye of the beholder, and in International Relations almost everyone is offended. As Holsti warns, we are traveling down a road toward uncivil war, where the scenery is likely not very pretty and where scholarly discourse threatens to be nasty and brutish.12 

AT: Social Constructionism

constructivism relies on shoddy scholarship and has no academic rigor to it—you should reject their critique because their authors aren’t qualified

Bauerlein, 01  (Mark, professor at Emory, Partisan Review, Spring, prquest)

Social constructionism is one such expedient method. It has widespread support in the humanities, and so practitioners need waste no paragraphs validating it. It scoffs at empirical notions, chastising them as "naive positivism" and freeing scholars from having to prove the truth of constructionist premises and generalizations. It lightens the evidentiary load, affirming that an incisive reading of a single text or event is sufficient to illustrate a theoretical or historical generality. Objectivity as an ideal collapses, for while objectivity requires that one acknowledge opposing arguments and refute them on logical or empirical grounds, constructionism merely asks that inquirers position themselves as a subject in relation to other subject-positions. True, constructionism proposes to study phenomena as historical constructs, a proposal entailing a method of enumerating historical particulars and their convergence in this or that object. But in fact, constructionist analysis typically breaks the object down into theoretical, political, and (a few) historical constituents, most of which are common currency in academic parlance. In analyzing the text or event as a construct, inquirers suspend the whole question of the reality of the thing and the truth of the construction. All that counts is the particular version of the thing, and with no objective standard by which to measure the version, the laborious process of justification dissolves.  Last month a scholarly journal asked me to assess a submission on Jacques Lacan's adoption of certain semiotic principles of Charles Sanders Peirce. After reading the essay, I recommended publication, but added that Lacan largely misconstrued Peirce's arguments and that the author needed to discuss the misrepresentations. He replied that whether Lacan was right or wrong was beside the point. He was only interested in how Lacan "appropriated" Peirce. To focus on whether Lacan understood Peirce correctly would sway the discussion from Lacan's creative uses of Peircean ideas, he said. Of course, the author's defense was epistemologically dubious, but it was institutionally beneficial. Although it put the author in the position of purveying Lacan's misconstruction of Peirce uncritically, it simplified his task enormously, saving him the trouble of checking Lacan's appropriations against Peirce's voluminous, difficult corpus. If only conservative evaluators would agree to the constructedness of Lacan's notions, not their truth, then the essay could proceed to publication.  Apologias like this one are rampant in the humanities, and the books and articles that they enable flood the scholarly marketplace. University press catalogues, booknotes and ads in periodicals, and "list of contributors" pages in journals announce these publications as breakthough efforts and necessary reading, but despite the praise, most of them soon disappear into the library stacks never to be heard from again. They are hastily conceived and predictably argued, and notwithstanding the singularity promised on their dust jackets, they are all of a type. They begin with approved constructionist premises, bolster them with arguments from authority ("According to Richard Rorty. . ."), and attach them to standard generalities about power, race, and gender. They vary only in their subject matter, the texts and events selected for commentary. They also suffer from the stylistic and design flaws characteristic of scholarship pushed into production too quickly. Last year, I read six booklength manuscripts for university presses, five of them by junior faculty. All five I returned to the press with detailed instructions for developmental editing. The authors possessed considerable intelligence and earnest motives, but they obviously tried to compose too fast. Sentences were unpolished and contained uniform expressions. Transitions were jumpy and casual, as if the chapters succeeded one another with "Now, let's look at. . . ." The introductions were elliptical and rambling, as if the authors had not yet settled the question of what concerns the projects were aimed at resolving.  But however rough and incoherent, such manuscripts often make it into print and the authors win promotions. This is the research result of the productivity requirements of the profession. Junior faculty scramble to get dissertations published before their time, and the market is saturated with scholarly ephemera. Younger humanities professors no longer spend ten years investigating a subject, sharpening their theses, and refining their prose. Lengthy archival studies and careful erudite readings no longer appear. Career trajectories of figures like Rene Girard, M. H. Abrams, Paul de Man, and Meyer Shapiro are eschewed, for none of those talents produced enough work early in their professional lives to merit tenure under the present system. Penalized for selecting long-term projects, assistant professors have too little time to embark upon studies such as The Mirror and the Lamp. This book-for-tenure requirement affects professors at the top fifty to seventy-five research institutions alone, but the general trend it represents-the acceleration of scholarship-reaches into all areas of academic life. Whenever faculty observe annual salary increases tied to their productivity for the year, and whenever graduate students face tuition support packages due to expire after four years, they will opt for a method of inquiry that ensures their professional livelihood. Whenever academic press editors favor topical culture studies over archival research, ambitious scholars will follow practices that help them keep pace with intellectual current events. Whenever hiring committees and funding agencies emphasize their interest in innovative, non-traditional forms of inquiry, applicants will fashion themselves accordingly, mindful of the ever more tenuous line between the avant-garde and the old hat. In each case, a commitment to painstaking induction and catholic learning proves disastrous.  This is the bare and banal advantage of social constructionism: it saves time. Truth, facts, objectivity-those require too much reading, too many library visits, too much time soliciting interlibrary loan materials, scrolling through microfilm records, double-checking sources, and looking beyond academic trends that come and go. A philosophy that discredits the foundations of such time-consuming research is a professional blessing. It is the belief-system of inquirers who need an alibi for not reading the extra book, traveling to the other archives, or listening to the other point of view. This is why constructionism is the prevailing creed in the humanities today. It is the epistemology of scholarship in haste, of professors under the gun. As soon as the humanities embraced a productivity model of merit, empiricism and erudition became institutional dead ends, and constructionism emerged as the method of the fittest. Scholars may have initially embraced constructionism as a philosophical position, but the evolution of constructionism into a brash institutional maneuvering indicates that it now functions as a response to a changing labor environment. How unfortunate that humanities faculty did not fight back against the productivity standard as soon as it arose and insist that scholars need time to read, time to reflect, time to test ideas in the classroom and at conferences if they are to come up with anything lasting. What a shame that they were able to concoct a mode of thought that cooperated with the quantification system, a plan of survival that now stands as the academic wisdom of the age.

AT: Social Constructionism

social constructionists aren’t qualified—they don’t do research and their arguments are totalizing, lacking specificity or causality.  even if all knowledge is constructed, it doesn’t deny the reality of that construct, which is tested through empirical rigor.

Bauerlein, 01  (Mark, professor at Emory, Partisan Review, Spring, prquest)

NOTWITHSTANDING THE DIVERSITY trumpeted by humanities departments these days, when it comes to conceptions of knowledge, one standpoint reigns supreme: social constructionism. It is a simple belief system, founded upon the basic proposition that knowledge is never true per se, but true relative to a culture, a situation, a language, an ideology, or some other social condition. Its catchphrases circulate everywhere, from committee meetings to conference programs. Truisms like "knowledge is a construct" and "there is no escaping contingency" echo in book prefaces and submission requests as if they were prerequisites to publication. Professors still waging a culture war against the Right live and work by the credo "Always historicize!" Neopragmatists, post-structuralists, Marxists, and feminists insist upon the situational basis of knowledge, taking the constructionist premise as a cornerstone of progressive thought and social reform. Graduate students mouth watchwords about subject-positions and anti-essentialism as if they were undergoing an initiation ceremony, meeting admissions requirements, and learning the tools of a trade. The standpoint functions as a party line, a tribal glue distinguishing humanities professors from their colleagues in the business school, the laboratory, the chapel, and the computing center, most of whom believe that at least some knowledge is independent of social conditions.  This is why it is a mistake to treat social constructionism as preached in the academy as a philosophy. Though the position sounds like an epistemology, filled with glib denials of objectivity, truth, and facts backed up by in-the-know philosophical citations ("As Nietzsche says. . ."), its proponents hold those beliefs most unphilosophically. When someone holds a belief philosophically, he or she exposes it to arguments and evidence against it, and tries to mount arguments and evidence for it in return. But in academic contexts, constructionist ideas are not open for debate. They stand as community wisdom, articles of faith. When a critic submitted an essay to PMLA that criticized constructionists for not making arguments in their favor, the reader's report by Richard Ohmann rejoined that since constructionism is universally accepted by academic inquirers, there is no need to argue for it anymore. A phrase from Eve Sedgwick's Epistemology of the Closet nicely encapsulates this credulousness. Referring to Foucault's argument that "Western culture has placed what it calls sexuality in a more and more privileged relation to our most prized constructs of individual identity, truth, and knowledge," she proclaims she will proceed "in accord with Foucault's demonstration, whose results I will take to be axiomatic. . . ." This is a strangely empirical language to apply to Foucault. Only those already adopting a Foucauldian outlook would judge the speculations in The History of Sexuality to mark a "demonstration" that yields "results." No matter how controversial are Foucault's contentions, or how frequently historians, anthropologists, and philosophers have disputed them, to Sedgwick they are axioms, starting points for inquiry. Though Sedgwick suggests that Foucault's ideas have only a provisional justification-"I will take," she says-she still places them first, and never stops to ask, What if they are wrong? Such constructionist notions are so ingrained in the humanities mindset that nobody bothers to substantiate them at all. Save for a few near-retirement humanists and realist philosopher holdouts, academics embrace constructionist premises as catechism learning, axioms to be assimilated before one is inducted into the professoriate. To believe that knowledge is a construct, that truth, evidence, fact, and inference all fall under the category of local interpretation, and that interpretations are more or less right by virtue of the interests they satisfy is a professional habit, not an intellectual thesis.  One can prove the institutional nature of social constructionism by noting how easy it is to question. The weakness of social constructionism as an epistemology lies in the fact that one can agree with the bare premise that knowledge is a construct, but disagree with the conclusion that objectivity is impossible and that the contents of knowledge are dependent upon the social conditions of the knower. Of course, knowledge is constructed. It must be expressed in language, composed methodically, conceived through mental views, all of which are historically derived. Constructionists extend the fact that knowledge materializes in cognitive and linguistic structures which have social determinants into the belief that knowledge has no claim to transcend them. That knowledge cannot transcend the conditions of its origination stems from the notion that cognition is never innocent, that cognition has designs and desires shaping its knowledge-building process, that knowing always has an instrumental purpose. This human dimension is local and situational, constructionists argue, a historical context for knowledge outside of which the knowledge has no general warrant. Even the most ahistorical kinds of knowledge, the principles of logic, mathematics, and science, have a social basis, one obscured by thinkers who have abstracted that knowledge from its rightful setting and used it for purposes of their own. Thus Martin Heidegger claims in a wellknown illustration, "Before Newton's laws were discovered, they were not 'true'. . . Through Newton the laws became true" (Being and Time). We only think the laws preceded Newton's conception because, Heidegger explains, that is how entities "show themselves."  But even though Newton's laws arose at a particular historical moment, in one man's mind, why assume that the laws are inextricable from that moment? There is abundant evidence for believing that the truth of Newton's laws is independent of Newton's mind, language, class, education, etc. The simple fact that persons of different languages and cultures implement those laws effectively implies their transhistorical and cross-cultural capacity. Engineers and physicists confirm the laws daily without any knowledge of Newton's circumstances. Three hundred years of experimentation and theory have altered Newton's laws only by restricting their physical purview. In short, Newton's laws have been justified in vastly different times and places. Yes, scientists and engineers have de-historicized Newtonian knowledge, pared it down to a few set principles (nobody actually reads the Principia). But though abstract and expedient, the laws of Newtonian physics still have a truth-value, and that value is related not to Newton's world, but to how well the laws predict outcomes, how reliably they stand up to testing, how useful they are in physical domains.  To think otherwise is to deny the distinction between the contents of knowledge and the context of their emergence. This is an old logical mistake, namely, the genetic fallacy: the confusion of a theory's discovery with its justification. Social constructionists overlook this distinction between discovery (the circumstances of a theory's origin) and justification (the establishment of its truth). To them, the idea of separating truth from origin depletes thought of its historical reality, and ultimately smacks of formalist methods and mandarin motives. Constructionists grant that the discovery/justification point may be logically correct, but in slighting historical context, it can lead to a kind of neglect, whereby the abstract consideration of theories like Newton's laws allows us to forget, say, the race, class, and gender privileges that freed Newton to excogitate upon falling bodies. Epistemologists counter by saying that historical inquiry is one thing, truth-determination is another, but for scholars raised on Foucault and Rorty, the division is never so neat and clear. The history of scholarship itself reveals too many instances of ideas once thought to be true later exposed as alibis for social inequities, as having more institutional-use value than abstract-truth value. Only a punctual inventory of a theory's historical entanglements has saved scholars from misusing the theory, from fomenting its implicit and perhaps malignant politics. That is the real animus behind social constructionist commitments-not a philosophical belief about knowledge, but a moral obligation to social justice.

Truth Good

Truth exists—the methodology to defend truth claims depends upon specific deployments of reason, evidence and logic.  rejecting truth claims on the basis of constructionism destroys the left and affirms prejudice

Sokal, 97  (Alan, professor of physics at New York University, “A Plea for Reason, Evidence and Logic”, 
http://www.physics.nyu.edu/faculty/sokal/nyu_forum.html)

This affair has brought up an incredible number of issues, and I can't dream of addressing them all in 10 minutes, so let me start by circumscribing my talk. I don't want to belabor Social Text's failings either before or after the publication of my parody: Social Text is not my enemy, nor is it my main intellectual target. I won't go here into the ethical issues related to the propriety of hoaxing (although in the question period I'd be glad to defend my ethics). I won't address the obscurantist prose and the uncritical celebrity-worship that have infected certain trendy sectors of the American academic humanities (though these are important questions that I hope other panelists will address). I won't enter into technical issues of the philosophy of science (although again I'd be glad to do that in the question period). I won't discuss the social role of science and technology (though these are important issues). Indeed, I want to emphasize that this affair is in my view not primarily about science -- though that was the excuse that I used in constructing my parody -- nor is it a disciplinary conflict between scientists and humanists, who are in fact represented on all sides of the debate. What I believe this debate is principally about -- and what I want to focus on tonight -- is the nature of truth, reason and objectivity: issues that I believe are crucial to the future of left politics. I didn't write the parody for the reasons you might at first think. My aim wasn't to defend science from the barbarian hordes of lit crit or sociology. I know perfectly well that the main threats to science nowadays come from budget-cutting politicians and corporate executives, not from a handful of postmodernist academics. Rather, my goal is to defend what one might call a scientific worldview -- defined broadly as a respect for evidence and logic, and for the incessant confrontation of theories with the real world; in short, for reasoned argument over wishful thinking, superstition and demagoguery. And my motives for trying to defend these old-fashioned ideas are basically political. I'm worried about trends in the American Left -- particularly here in academia -- that at a minimum divert us from the task of formulating a progressive social critique, by leading smart and committed people into trendy but ultimately empty intellectual fashions, and that can in fact undermine the prospects for such a critique, by promoting subjectivist and relativist philosophies that in my view are inconsistent with producing a realistic analysis of society that we and our fellow citizens will find compelling. David Whiteis, in a recent article, said it well: Too many academics, secure in their ivory towers and insulated from the real-world consequences of the ideas they espouse, seem blind to the fact that non-rationality has historically been among the most powerful weapons in the ideological arsenals of oppressors. The hypersubjectivity that characterizes postmodernism is a perfect case in point: far from being a legacy of leftist iconoclasm, as some of its advocates so disingenuously claim, it in fact ... plays perfectly into the anti-rationalist -- really, anti-thinking -- bias that currently infects "mainstream" U.S. culture. Along similar lines, the philosopher of science Larry Laudan observed caustically that the displacement of the idea that facts and evidence matter by the idea that everything boils down to subjective interests and perspectives is -- second only to American political campaigns -- the most prominent and pernicious manifestation of anti-intellectualism in our time. (And these days, being nearly as anti-intellectual as American political campaigns is really quite a feat.) Now of course, no one will admit to being against reason, evidence and logic -- that's like being against Motherhood and Apple Pie. Rather, our postmodernist and poststructuralist friends will claim to be in favor of some new and deeper kind of reason, such as the celebration of "local knowledges" and "alternative ways of knowing" as an antidote to the so-called "Eurocentric scientific methodology" (you know, things like systematic experiment, controls, replication, and so forth). You find this magic phrase "local knowledges" in, for example, the articles of Andrew Ross and Sandra Harding in the "Science Wars" issue of Social Text. But are "local knowledges" all that great? And when local knowledges conflict, which local knowledges should we believe? In many parts of the Midwest, the "local knowledges" say that you should spray more herbicides to get bigger crops. It's old-fashioned objective science that can tell us which herbicides are poisonous to farm workers and to people downstream. Here in New York City, lots of "local knowledges" hold that there's a wave of teenage motherhood that's destroying our moral fiber. It's those boring data that show that the birth rate to teenage mothers has been essentially constant since 1975, and is about half of what it was in the good old 1950's. Another word for "local knowledges" is prejudice. I'm sorry to say it, but under the influence of postmodernism some very smart people can fall into some incredibly sloppy thinking, and I want to give two examples. The first comes from a front-page article in last Tuesday's New York Times (10/22/96) about the conflict between archaeologists and some Native American creationists. I don't want to address here the ethical and legal aspects of this controversy -- who should control the use of 10,000-year-old human remains -- but only the epistemic issue. There are at least two competing views on where Native American populations come from. The scientific consensus, based on extensive archaeological evidence, is that humans first entered the Americas from Asia about 10-20,000 years ago, crossing the Bering Strait. Many Native American creation accounts hold, on the other hand, that native peoples have always lived in the Americas, ever since their ancestors emerged onto the surface of the earth from a subterranean world of spirits. And the Times article observed that many archaeologists, "pulled between their scientific temperaments and their appreciation for native culture, ... have been driven close to a postmodern relativism in which science is just one more belief system." For example, Roger Anyon, a British archaeologist who has worked for the Zuni people, was quoted as saying that "Science is just one of many ways of knowing the world. ... [The Zunis' world view is] just as valid as the archeological viewpoint of what prehistory is about." Now, perhaps Dr. Anyon was misquoted, but we all have repeatedly heard assertions of this kind, and I'd like to ask what such assertions could possibly mean. We have here two mutually incompatible theories. They can't both be right; they can't both even be approximately right. They could, of course, both be wrong, but I don't imagine that that's what Dr. Anyon means by "just as valid". It seems to me that Anyon has quite simply allowed his political and cultural sympathies to cloud his reasoning. And there's no justification for that: We can perfectly well remember the victims of a horrible genocide, and support their descendants' valid political goals, without endorsing uncritically (or hypocritically) their societies' traditional creation myths. Moreover, the relativists' stance is extremely condescending: it treats a complex society as a monolith, obscures the conflicts within it, and takes its most obscurantist factions as spokespeople for the whole. My second example of sloppy thinking comes from Social Text co-editor Bruce Robbins' article in the September/October 1996 Tikkun magazine, in which he tries to defend -- albeit half-heartedly -- the postmodernist/poststructuralist subversion of conventional notions of truth. "Is it in the interests of women, African Americans, and other super-exploited people," Robbins asks, "to insist that truth and identity are social constructions? Yes and no," he asserts. "No, you can't talk about exploitation without respect for empirical evidence" -- exactly my point. "But yes," Robbins continues, "truth can be another source of oppression." Huh??? How can truth oppress anyone? Well, Robbins' very next sentence explains what he means: "It was not so long ago," he says, "that scientists gave their full authority to explanations of why women and African Americans ... were inherently inferior." But is Robbins claiming that that is truth? I should hope not! Sure, lots of people say things about women and African-Americans that are not true; and yes, those falsehoods have sometimes been asserted in the name of "science", "reason" and all the rest. But claiming something doesn't make it true, and the fact that people -- including scientists -- sometimes make false claims doesn't mean that we should reject or revise the concept of truth. Quite the contrary: it means that we should examine with the utmost care the evidence underlying people's truth claims, and we should reject assertions that in our best rational judgment are false. This error is, unfortunately, repeated throughout Robbins' essay: he systematically confuses truth with claims of truth, fact with assertions of fact, and knowledge with pretensions to knowledge. These elisions underlie much of the sloppy thinking about "social construction" that is prevalent nowadays in the academy, and it's something that progressives ought to resist. Sure, let's show which economic, political and ideological interests are served by our opponents' accounts of "reality"; but first let's demonstrate, by marshalling evidence and logic, why those accounts are objectively false (or in some cases true but incomplete). A bit later in his article, Robbins admits candidly that "those of us who do cultural politics sometimes act as if ... truth were always and everywhere a weapon of the right." Now, that's an astoundingly self-defeating attitude for an avowed leftist. If truth were on the side of the right, shouldn't we all -- at least the honest ones among us -- become right-wingers? For my own part, I'm a leftist and a feminist because of evidence and logic (combined with elementary ethics), not in spite of it. This plea of mine for reason, evidence and logic is hardly original; dozens of progressive humanists, social scientists and natural scientists have been saying the same thing for years. But if my parody in Social Text has helped just a little bit to amplify their voices and to provoke a much-needed debate on the American Left, then it will have served its purpose.

Truth Good

Truth claims should be derived from reason, not textual interpretation—rejecting the rational as a basis for determining truth and asserting that all meaning is socially constructed devolves into nihilism and prevents any ability to ascertain meaning

Jarvis, 2k  (Darryl, lecturer in IR at the University of Sydney, International relations and the challenge of postmodernism, 2000, p. 130-133)

While the relevance of Ashley's poststructuralist theory is cause for con- cern, more disconcerting is its implicit nihilism. Not unexpectedly, Ashley rejects this, insisting that his discourse is not nihilistic but antifoundation-alist. Upon closer inspection, however, this position proves both unsus-tainable and self-defeating. By rejecting foundationalism and all truth claims derived through the application of reason, Ashley unwittingly aban-dons theory, knowledge, and human practices to the ether of relativism and subjectivism. And by insisting that there "is no extratextual referent that can be used as a basis for adjudicating theoretical disputes," Ashley depreciates thought, theory, and knowledge to the particular outcomes of certain linguistic, interpretivist, and textual techniques.41 Ashley is thus forced to conclude that truth, purpose, and meaning can only be textually inferred and never universally or eternally proclaimed. One theory becomes as good as any another theory and a particular truth claim no bet-ter or worse than other truth claims. Objective evaluation becomes impos-sible and, with it, any claim to a science of international politics. All that we might hope for is a subjective interpretivism, where, amid a vacuous intersection of texts, we each reach our own conclusions. This position is both alarming and perplexing: alarming in that it moves us closer to the abyss of ethical relativism and perplexing since it undermines the intelligibility, legitimacy, and logic of Ashley's own writ-ings. As Chris Brown notes, postmodern approaches end up destroying themselves. Demolishing the thought of modernity by rejecting founda-tionalism is a self-subverting theoretical stance since it prevents "any new thought taking the place from which the old categories have been ejected."42 Tony Porter is even more adamant, noting that the poststruc-tural rejection of foundationalism inevitably reduces concepts like truth and reality to subjective intertextual interpretations. Intellectual thought, let alone the possibility of an intersubjective consensus on issues like pur-pose, meaning, ethics, or truth, becomes impossible. Rather than create new thought categories or knowledge systems, poststructuralists simply devolve knowledge into a series of infinitesimal individual interpretations. Yet the issue is at best a mute one. Refuting the notion of truth is non-sensical. As William Connolly observes, "Do you not presuppose truth (reason, subjectivity, a transcendental ethic, and so on) in repudiating it? If so, must you not endorse the standard unequivocally once your own presupposition is revealed to you?" Obviously, notes Connolly, the answer is a resounding "yes, yes, yes, yes."43 Nonsensical or not, such arguments have proved useful for destabiliz-ing modernist narratives. Yet they invariably do the same to poststructural theory, depriving it of any nontextual means of establishing its own legit- imacy and therefore forcing it to use these same discursive techniques to fortify itself. Ironically, then, the logical corollary of this endless textual deconstruction is that Ashley, like all poststructuralists, merely succeeds in deconstructing himself, having deprived himself of all referents that might establish his nontextual authenticity or the political and ethical validity of his discourse. By eschewing all foundations, all criteria of assessment, any referent that might establish the superiority of particular truth claims, or the ethics of certain politics, Ashley unavoidably slides into the murky waters of ethical relativism and perspectivism. This is a curious position, however, especially when Ashley is adamant that an emancipatory interest is ethically superior to a technical interest, that poststructural readings are better than modernist narratives, that modernist sensibilities commit crimes of violence and exclusion while postmodernist practices offer "boundless freedom" and inclusion, and that hermeneutic (classical) realism is preferable to structural realism. It seems plainly absurd that Ashley can both advocate an ethical politics while castigating founda-tionalist epistemologies. This is either outright confusion on Ashley's part-or political deception where he wants to have his cake and eat it, too. Likewise, we might also question the extent to which understanding, political advocacy, let alone substantive action, is available to those who follow Ashley's poststructural approach. To what extent, for example, does Ashley's interpretivist view of history, truth, and meaning reduce his dis-course to a series of solipsistic statements? When Ashley writes, "Nothing is finally stable. There are no constants, no fixed meanings, no secure grounds, no profound secrets, no final structures or limits of history," isn't he really saying that we can know nothing other than what we know per-sonally? Intersubjective action, meaning, let alone community, would surely be impossible if we were to accept Ashley's narcissistic view of the world.44 And doesn't this make pointless, then, the act of writing, reading, or communication? If no text is ever completed or has fixed meanings but, instead, is a series of random interpretations, "none primary, all arbitrary," why does Ashley bother to commit his thoughts to writing since they can never be communicated, only misinterpreted? As Spegele notes, "This position is self-refuting. If all texts are incomplete, all meanings pluralistic and all interpretations arbitrary, these criteria would apply to Ashley's texts as well. If the situation were as Ashley describes it, there could never be a clearly discernible connection between author and text or between text and world: language would be purely self-referential, and all interpreta-tions would be equivocal. The very notion of text would collapse."45 Indeed, if, as postmodernists insist, there is nothing outside the text, then the text can only ever be understood in relation to other texts, and dis-course is reduced to an endless intertextual conversation. This, however, is hardly a satisfactory position. Chris Brown, for example, asks, "If the chain of texts is not predetermined, does this mean that any text can be read in the light of any other text or set of texts?"46 Is Ashley suggesting, for instance, that a reading of Waltz and Barbara Cartland would be a legiti-mate intertextual discourse on international relations? To quote Brown again, "are there limits here, and if so, how can they be justified" in the context of a nonfoundational intertextual discourse? And in the context of Ashley's relativity and interpretivism, why should we believe Ashley's eval- uation and reading of Waltz to be authoritative, let alone definitive? After all, Ashley denies Waltz sovereignty over the interpretation of his texts, arguing that there are no true readings, only interpretations. In short, if we believe Ashley, we arrive at a world where the "object of knowledge-the 'transcendental signified'-disappears from view," while the "knowing sub- ject also disappears" and the "'author' of the text becomes redundant."47 This is a world rife with relativism and nihilism where the foundations on which we might make ethical evaluations have been denied us by Ashley's illogical and self-defeating rhetoric. In the end, Ashley's discourse is destroyed not by external criticism but by the weight of his own ill-con-ceived theoretical musings. Having divested himself of any epistemological ledge on which to secure his footing, let alone communicate his thesis, Ash- ley inevitably falls into his own linguistic traps. Well might we question then the ability of Ashley's poststructural challenge to move beyond rhetoric and toward substance.48 

AT: Truth Causes Fascism 

specific policy solutions are necessary to achieve progress—the alternative is policy paralysis and a return to local bigotry and persecution.  defending truth claims is on-balance less dangerous than attacking them

Fierlbeck, Dalhousie University, 1994  (Katherine, History and Theory, v.33 n.1, online)

In many respects, even the dismally skeptical post-modernists are too optimistic in their allegiance to post-modern ideas. As many others have already pointed out, post-modernism offers little constructive advice about how to reorganize and reinvigorate modern social relations. "The views of the post-modern individual," explains Rosenau, "are likely neither to lead to a post-modern society of innovative production nor to engender sustained or contained economic growth." This is simply because "these are not post-modern priorities"(55). Post-modernism offers no salient solutions; and, where it does, such ideas have usually been reconstituted from ideas presented in other times and places.[9] What we need are specific solutions to specific problems: to trade disputes, to the redistribution of health care resources, to unemployment, to spousal abuse. If one cannot prioritize public policy alternatives, or assign political responsibility to address such issues, or even say without hesitation that wealthy nations that steadfastly ignore pockets of virulent poverty are immoral, then the worst nightmares of the most cynical post-modernists will likely come to life. Such an overarching refusal to address these issues is at least as dangerous as any overarching affirmation of beliefs regarding ways to go about solving them.  Post-modernism suffers from -- and is defined by -- too much indeterminacy. In order to achieve anything, constructive or otherwise, human beings must attempt to understand the nature of things, and to evaluate them. This can be done even if we accept that we may never understand things completely, or evaluate them correctly. But if paralysis is the most obvious political consequence of post-modernism, a graver danger lies in the rejection of the "Enlightenment ideals" of universality and impartiality. If the resounding end to the Cold War has taught us anything, it should be that the opposite of "universalism" is not invariably a coexistence of "little narratives": it can be, and frequently is, some combination of intolerance, local prejudice, suspicion, bigotry, fear, brutality, and persecution. The uncritical affiliation with the community of one's birth, as Martha Nussbaum notes, "while not without causal and formative power, is ethically arbitrary, and sometimes ethically dangerous -- in that it encourages us to listen to our unexamined preferences as if they were ethical laws."[10] 

The notion that claims of absolute truth lead to totalitarianism is false—our framework does embrace some truths contingently, but also allows for scepticism about those truths—that’s why we have things like debate to test the validity of those claims
Fierlbeck, Dalhousie University, 1994  (Katherine, History and Theory, v.33 n.1, ebsco)

But the acceptance of "ultimate unknowability" is even more relevant within the context of normative issues than it is within that of mere explanation.[5] The claim to be able scientifically to determine what "justice" is, argues Lyotard, exacerbates the likelihood of political terror, as those who promulgate such an "accurate" and incontestable account of justice have a seemingly powerful justification to suppress any competing accounts. In this way, some post-modernists have linked scientific methodology with the political inclination to totalitarianism: for both assume that there is, ultimately, only one correct answer.[6] By refusing the metaphysical mindset that the One Great Truth must be "out there," asserts Lyotard, the possibility of populations accepting a totalitarian regime decreases. But this refusal does not oblige us to embrace a starkly relativist position, for the argument is not that "there are all sorts of justice" which we cannot compare and evaluate, but rather that "there is a necessity that we keep discussion as to the nature of the just open."[7]  To accuse "liberalism" of encouraging the likelihood of totalitarianism because of its links with Enlightenment rationalism is, or course, a very selective reading of liberalism. While one must admit that liberalism has almost as many shapes and permutations as does post-modernism itself, it is also fair to suggest that the usual understanding of liberalism is grounded firmly upon John Stuart Mill's classical declaration that political freedom is essential because no one person's opinion is infallible. "Complete liberty of contradicting and disproving our opinion," wrote Mill, "is the very condition which justifies us in assuming its truth for purposes of action; and on no other terms can a being with human faculties have any rational assurance of being right."[8] While modern scientific methodology and the political protection of individual autonomy may both have had a common genesis within the Enlightenment era, there is simply no persuasive evidence that an alarming causal link between them will allow the former to extinguish the latter.  Skepticism and pragmatism are invaluable attributes, both intellectually and politically. And, to the extent that post-modernism presents itself as a sober challenge to the excesses of metaphysical assumptions (a challenge that requires us to explain why theoretical reasoning [empiricism, rationality, universalism, causality] is an apt or accurate means to investigate human life), post-modernism can enrich the study of who we are, and why we are that way. And it can restrain the political abuses of power which are built upon the overwhelming authority of reason. But skepticism and pragmatism are not unique to post-modernist thought; they are frequently to be found within many variants of "liberalism" itself (such as that of Hayek). From a very cynical point of view, it might seem that post-modernism becomes more compelling the better it can misrepresent the "liberal" character of modern Western thought, culture, and political organization. 
AT: Standpoint Epistemology 
Their standpoint criticism prevents critical debates by overdetermining the answers; ONLY promoting individual experience prevents the generalizations necessary to act

Holsti, Former Professor of Political Science @ British Columbia University, '02 (Kal, RIS, p. 622-623)

Q. You have referred to the `profound pessimism and epistemological narcissism' of postmodernism and post-positivism.5 Do you see anything positive in post-positivism? Do you feel that there are interesting new avenues of inquiry opening up? Are students responding to these critiques and taking an interest in them? A. There are both pluses and minuses. Postmodernist or post-positivist critiques compel people to think thoroughly about things they have been doing and the assumptions underlying them• to be more theoretically self-critical. Postmodernist scepticism toward totalising projects; the exploration of meaning in diverse social contexts; and questioning our propensity to think in terms of binary opposites (warlike-peaceful, order-disorders, and the like) are important contributions. There are also negatives. For example, some post-positivists have argued that scholarship can never be an `innocent' activity and that theorists of international relations are complicit in all that's wrong in the world. I do not accept that assertion. The argument that all knowledge is fundamentally political stretches the meaning of that term beyond comprehension and can only lead to fear and intolerance. I do not accept the postmodernist mantra that all knowledge is individual, that one's intellectual position necessarily reflects only one's social position, race, gender, income, religion, or whatever. Standpoint epistemology-the idea that knowledge is highly personal and that life experience determines what we see and what we analyse-has some validity but is far too deterministic This type of epistemology denies the possibility of generalisation, which is something that we have all accepted since at least the time of Socrates and Aristotle. It leads logically to the position that anybody's knowledge is as good as anybody else's, and that any subject in international life is equally important. Some have argued, for example, that the daily life of a market woman in Accra is as important for our knowledge of international relations as reading a book by Hedley Bull or Quincy Wright. There is nothing wrong with the market woman's tale it may be very interestine and may open up some minds on certain issues. But her story and a formal piece of scholarship cannot be compared. To argue that there can be no knowledge outside individual experience is a very negative and pessimistic point of view. Experience may colour perspectives but does not determine all of it.
2AC Empiricism Good for Policy

Empiricism is the most useful form of knowledge for policymakers—useful in making theories to shape policy
Walt, ‘5 – Prof, Kennedy School of Government @ Harvard (Stephen M., Annu. Rev. Polit. Sci. 2005. 8:23–48, pg. 25-26,  “The Relationship Between Theory and Policy in International Relations,” http://www.iheid.ch/webdav/site/political_science/shared/political_science/3452/walt.pdf)

Policy decisions can be influenced by several types of knowledge. First, policy makers invariably rely on purely factual knowledge (e.g., how large are the opponent’s forces? What is the current balance of payments?). Second, decision makers sometimes employ “rules of thumb”: simple decision rules acquired through experience rather than via systematic study (Mearsheimer 1989).3 A third type of knowledge consists of typologies, which classify phenomena based on sets of specific traits. Policy makers can also rely on empirical laws. An empirical law is an observed correspondence between two or more phenomena that systematic inquiry has shown to be reliable. Such laws (e.g., “democracies do not fight each other” or “human beings are more risk averse with respect to losses than to gains”) can be useful guides even if we do not know why they occur, or if our explanations for them are incorrect. Finally, policy makers can also use theories. A theory is a causal explanation— it identifies recurring relations between two or more phenomena and explains why that relationship obtains. By providing us with a picture of the central forces that determine real-world behavior, theories invariably simplify reality in order to render it comprehensible. At the most general level, theoretical IR work consists of “efforts by social scientists. . .to account for interstate and trans-state processes, issues, and outcomes in general causal terms” (Lepgold & Nincic 2001, p. 5; Viotti & Kauppi 1993). IR theories offer explanations for the level of security competition between states (including both the likelihood of war among particular states and the warproneness of specific countries); the level and forms of international cooperation (e.g., alliances, regimes, openness to trade and investment); the spread of ideas, norms, and institutions; and the transformation of particular international systems, among other topics. In constructing these theories, IR scholars employ an equally diverse set of explanatory variables. Some of these theories operate at the level of the international system, using variables such as the distribution of power among states (Waltz 1979, Copeland 2000, Mearsheimer 2001), the volume of trade, financial flows, and interstate communications (Deutsch 1969, Ruggie 1983, Rosecrance 1986); or the degree of institutionalization among states (Keohane 1984, Keohane & Martin 2003). Other theories emphasize different national characteristics, such as regime type (Andreski 1980, Doyle 1986, Fearon 1994, Russett 1995), bureaucratic and organizational politics (Allison & Halperin 1972, Halperin 1972), or domestic cohesion (Levy 1989); or the content of particular ideas or doctrines (Van Evera 1984, Hall 1989, Goldstein & Keohane 1993, Snyder 1993). Yet another family of theories operates at the individual level, focusing on individual or group psychology, gender differences, and other human traits (De Rivera 1968, Jervis 1976, Mercer 1996, Byman&Pollock 2001, Goldgeier&Tetlock 2001, Tickner 2001, Goldstein 2003), while a fourth body of theory focuses on collective ideas, identities, and social discourse (e.g., Finnemore 1996, Ruggie 1998, Wendt 1999). To develop these ideas, IR theorists employ the full range of social science methods: comparative case studies, formal theory, large-N statistical analysis, and hermeneutical or interpretivist approaches. 

AT: Indicts of Empiricism

Critics of empiricism must use empiricism to support their arguments

Casullo, 2K – PhD in Philosophy @ UNL (Albert, “The Coherence of Empiricism”, pg. 1, http://www.unl.edu/philosop/people/faculty/casullo/ac_Coherence.pdf)

The debate over a priori knowledge often proceeds in negative terms. For example, in the first half of the twentieth century, it was common to maintain that all a priori knowledge is analytic on the grounds that there is no plausible explanation of how we acquire synthetic a priori knowledge. Whatever the merits of this argument against the synthetic a priori, many now recognize that it cannot be parlayed into an argument in support of the analytic a priori. (1) For we have no better explanation of how we acquire such knowledge. In recent years empiricism has come under attack. Some argue that the view is incoherent and conclude, on that basis, that some knowledge is a priori. (2) We need to recall here the lesson of history. Whatever the merits of such arguments against empiricism, they cannot be parlayed into an argument in support of the a priori unless the latter is not open to those arguments. My primary contention is that the a priori is open to the arguments offered against empiricism. Hence, they do not advance the case for the a priori. I go on to offer an alternative strategy. The leading idea is that, instead of offering a priori arguments against empiricism, rationalists should marshal empirical support for their position. 

The skepticism argument is also a defense of empiricism

Casullo, 2K – PhD in Philosophy @ UNL (Albert, “The Coherence of Empiricism”, pg. 1-2, http://www.unl.edu/philosop/people/faculty/casullo/ac_Coherence.pdf)

Laurence BonJour's excellent book, In Defense of Pure Reason, provides an interesting case study. His charge against empiricism is that it leads to scepticism. (3) The supporting argument, called the sceptical argument, is deceptively straightforward. Assume that some beliefs are directly justified solely by experience. Such beliefs are "particular rather than general in their content and are confined to situations observable at specific and fairly narrowly delineated places and times." (4) Either some beliefs whose  content goes beyond direct experience are justified or scepticism is true. The justification of beliefs whose content goes beyond direct experience requires inference from the directly justified beliefs. But inference involves principles that are justified a priori: For if the conclusions of the inferences genuinely go beyond the content of direct experience, then it is impossible that those inferences could be entirely justified by appeal to that same experience. (5) Hence, either empiricism is false or scepticism is true. The sceptical argument, however, proves too much. For the very same argument can be employed in defense of empiricism! Assume that some beliefs are directly justified by rational insight. Either some beliefs whose content goes beyond direct rational insight are justified or scepticism is true. The justification of beliefs whose content goes beyond direct rational insight requires principles of inference that are justified empirically: For if the conclusions of the inferences genuinely go beyond the content of direct rational insight, then it is impossible that those inferences could be entirely justified by appeal to that same insight. Hence, either principles of inference are justified empirically or scepticism is true. (6) 

Epistemological theories must use at least some empiricism

Casullo, 2K – PhD in Philosophy @ UNL (Albert, “The Coherence of Empiricism”, pg. 10-11, http://www.unl.edu/philosop/people/faculty/casullo/ac_Coherence.pdf)

The strategy of arguing against empiricism fails to advance the case for rationalism. Is there a more promising alternative available to rationalists? My suggestion is that they exploit two related strategies. Both involve enlisting empirical support for rationalism rather than offering a priori objections to empiricism. The first is to enlist empirical support for the truth-conduciveness of rational insight. Rationalism enjoys a distinct advantage with respect to the issue of truth-conduciveness. Empiricism maintains that experience is the only source of justification. Consequently, it cannot offer a non-circular justification for the truth-conduciveness of experience. Since rationalism recognizes two distinct sources of justification, it can offer a non-circular justification for the truth-conduciveness of one of them. Moreover, in the context of its dispute with empiricism, the truth-conduciveness of experience is not in question. Hence, rationalism can exploit this point of agreement to offer a justification of the truthconduciveness of rational insight that meets empiricist standards. The second is to offer an explanation of the truth-conduciveness of rational insight. Rationalists generally agree that the truth-conduciveness of rational insight cannot be explained in terms of causal-perceptual models. Hence, if rationalism is to  provide some explanation of our alleged capacity for a priori justification, it must offer an alternative model of how such justification is possible. Furthermore, if the model is to be regarded as a plausible explanation of our capacity for a priori justification, rationalism must offer empirical evidence showing that the model is realized in human cognition.
AT: Insecurity Inevitable

Securing world order is possible – other states have a stake in maintaining world order and the U.S. drive for security produces cooperation

Lieber and Alexander, 05  (Keir, professor of political science at Notre Dame, and Gerard, professor of politics at the University of Virginia, “Waiting for Balancing: Why the World is not Pushing Back”, International Security, 30.1, 109-139, projectmuse)

Why Countries Are Not Balancing against the United States

The major powers are not balancing against the United States because of the nature of U.S. grand strategy in the post–September 11 world. There is no doubt that this strategy is ambitious, assertive, and backed by tremendous offensive military capability. But it is also highly selective and not broadly threatening. Specifically, the United States is focusing these means on the greatest threats to its interests—that is, the threats emanating from nuclear proliferator states and global terrorist organizations. Other major powers are not balancing U.S. power because they want the United States to succeed in defeating these shared threats or are ambivalent yet understand they are not in its crosshairs. In many cases, the diplomatic friction identified by proponents of the concept of soft balancing instead reflects disagreement about tactics, not goals, which is nothing new in history.  To be sure, our analysis cannot claim to rule out other theories of great power behavior that also do not expect balancing against the United States. Whether the United States is not seen as a threat worth balancing because of shared interests in nonproliferation and the war on terror (as we argue), because of geography and capability limitations that render U.S. global hegemony impossible (as some offensive realists argue), or because transnational democratic values, binding international institutions, and economic interdependence obviate the need to balance (as many liberals argue) is a task for further theorizing and empirical analysis. Nor are we claiming that balancing against the United States will never happen. Rather, there is no persuasive evidence that U.S. policy is provoking the kind of balancing behavior that the Bush administration's critics suggest. In the meantime, analysts should continue to use credible indicators of balancing behavior in their search for signs that U.S. strategy is having a counterproductive effect on U.S. security. Below we discuss why the United States is not seen by other major powers as a threat worth balancing. Next we argue that the impact of the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq on international relations has been exaggerated and needs to be seen in a broader context that reveals far more cooperation with the United States than many analysts acknowledge. Finally, we note that something akin to balancing is taking place among would-be nuclear proliferators and Islamist extremists, which makes sense given that these are the threats targeted by the United States. [End Page 133]

The United States' Focused Enmity

Great powers seek to organize the world according to their own preferences, looking for opportunities to expand and consolidate their economic and military power positions. Our analysis does not assume that the United States is an exception. It can fairly be seen to be pursuing a hegemonic grand strategy and has repeatedly acted in ways that undermine notions of deeply rooted shared values and interests. U.S. objectives and the current world order, however, are unusual in several respects. First, unlike previous states with preponderant power, the United States has little incentive to seek to physically control foreign territory. It is secure from foreign invasion and apparently sees little benefit in launching costly wars to obtain additional material resources. Moreover, the bulk of the current international order suits the United States well. Democracy is ascendant, foreign markets continue to liberalize, and no major revisionist powers seem poised to challenge U.S. primacy.  This does not mean that the United States is a status quo power, as typically defined. The United States seeks to further expand and consolidate its power position even if not through territorial conquest. Rather, U.S. leaders aim to bolster their power by promoting economic growth, spending lavishly on military forces and research and development, and dissuading the rise of any peer competitor on the international stage. Just as important, the confluence of the proliferation of WMD and the rise of Islamist radicalism poses an acute danger to U.S. interests. This means that U.S. grand strategy targets its assertive enmity only at circumscribed quarters, ones that do not include other great powers.  The great powers, as well as most other states, either share the U.S. interest in eliminating the threats from terrorism and WMD or do not feel that they have a significant direct stake in the matter. Regardless, they understand that the United States does not have offensive designs on them. Consistent with this proposition, the United States has improved its relations with almost all of the major powers in the post–September 11 world. This is in no small part because these governments—not to mention those in key countries in the Middle East and Southwest Asia, such as Egypt, Jordan, Pakistan, and Saudi Arabia—are willing partners in the war on terror because they see Islamist radicalism as a genuine threat to them as well. U.S. relations with China, India, and Russia, in particular, are better than ever in large part because these countries similarly have acute reasons to fear transnational Islamist terrorist groups. The EU's official grand strategy echoes that of the United States. The 2003 European security strategy document, which appeared months after the U.S.-led invasion [End Page 134] of Iraq, identifies terrorism by religious extremists and the proliferation of WMD as the two greatest threats to European security. In language familiar to students of the Bush administration, it declares that Europe's "most frightening scenario is one in which terrorist groups acquire weapons of mass destruction."60 It is thus not surprising that the major European states, including France and Germany, are partners of the United States in the Proliferation Security Initiative.  Certain EU members are not engaged in as wide an array of policies toward these threats as the United States and other of its allies. European criticism of the Iraq war is the preeminent example. But sharp differences over tactics should not be confused with disagreement over broad goals. After all, comparable disagreements, as well as incentives to free ride on U.S. efforts, were common among several West European states during the Cold War when they nonetheless shared with their allies the goal of containing the Soviet Union.61
AT: Insecurity Inevitable 

Insecurity and disorder aren’t inevitable—careful future planning has been enormously effective. Debates amongst citizens are key to assessing probability and effectively planning.

Kurasawa, 04 (Professor of Sociology, York University of Toronto, Fuyuki, Constellations Volume 11, No 4, 2004). 

Moreover, keeping in mind the sobering lessons of the past century cannot but make us wary about humankind’s supposedly unlimited ability for problemsolving or discovering solutions in time to avert calamities. In fact, the historical track-record of last-minute, technical ‘quick-fixes’ is hardly reassuring. What’s more, most of the serious perils that we face today (e.g., nuclear waste, climate change, global terrorism, genocide and civil war) demand complex, sustained, long-term strategies of planning, coordination, and execution.  On the other hand, an examination of fatalism makes it readily apparent that the idea that humankind is doomed from the outset puts off any attempt to minimize risks for our successors, essentially condemning them to face cataclysms unprepared. An a priori pessimism is also unsustainable given the fact that long-term preventive action has had (and will continue to have) appreciable beneficial effects; the examples of medical research, the welfare state, international humanitarian law, as well as strict environmental regulations in some countries stand out among many others. The evaluative framework proposed above should not be restricted to the critique of misappropriations of farsightedness, since it can equally support public deliberation with a reconstructive intent, that is, democratic discussion and debate about a future that human beings would freely self-determine. Inverting Foucault’s Nietzschean metaphor, we can think of genealogies of the future that could perform a farsighted mapping out of the possible ways of organizing social life. They are, in other words, interventions into the present intended to facilitate global civil society’s participation in shaping the field of possibilities of what is to come. Once competing dystopian visions are filtered out on the basis of their analytical credibility, ethical commitments, and political underpinnings and consequences, groups and individuals can assess the remaining legitimate catastrophic scenarios through the lens of genealogical mappings of the future. Hence, our first duty consists in addressing the present-day causes of eventual perils, ensuring that the paths we decide upon do not contract the range of options available for our posterity.42 Just as importantly, the practice of genealogically inspired farsightedness nurtures the project of an autonomous future, one that is socially self-instituting. In so doing, we can acknowledge that the future is a human creation instead of the product of metaphysical and extra-social forces (god, nature, destiny, etc.), and begin to reflect upon and deliberate about the kind of legacy we want to leave for those who will follow us. Participants in global civil society can then take – and in many instances have already taken – a further step by committing themselves to socio-political struggles forging a world order that, aside from not jeopardizing human and environmental survival, is designed to rectify the sources of transnational injustice that will continue to inflict needless suffering upon future generations if left unchallenged. 

AT: Method 1st 

Method can’t be evaluated in a vacuum- to do so is useless

Mario Bunge, Treatise on basic Philosophy Vol 6: Epistemology and Methodology II: Understanding the world, 1983 p. 207

Tenth, the methodics of any science includes not only its peculiar techniques but also the scientific method (Ch. 7, Section 2.2). A collection of techniques, e.g. for producing high pressures or high vacua, or for measuring the effects of reinforcement on the learning of philosophy does not constitute a science: methods are means not ends, and they cannot be applied or evaluated apart from a problematics and an aim. Merely exploiting a given technique for obtaining or processing data without any ulterior purposes is not doing science but just keeping busy and possibly salaried.

Overemphasis on method destroys effectiveness of the discipline 

Wendt, Handbook of IR, 2k2 p. 68

It should be stressed that in advocating a pragmatic view we are not endorsing method-driven social science. Too much research in international relations chooses problems or things to be explained with a view to whether the analysis will provide support for one or another methodological ‘ism’. But the point of IR scholarship should be to answer questions about international politics that are of great normative concern, not to validate methods. Methods are means, not ends in themselves. As a matter of personal scholarly choice it may be reasonable to stick with one method and see how far it takes us. But since we do not know how far that is, if the goal of the discipline is insight into world politics then it makes little sense to rule out one or the other approach on a priori grounds. In that case a method indeed becomes a tacit ontology, which may lead to neglect of whatever problems it is poorly suited to address. Being conscious about these choices is why it is important to distinguish between the ontological, empirical and pragmatic levels of the rationalist-constructivist debate. We favor the pragmatic approach on heuristic grounds, but we certainly believe a conversation should continue on all three levels.

AT: Link of Omission 
Omission is not exclusion; NO discursive act can include everything; this doesn't mean we reject or marginalize these concerns

Rorty, Professor of Comparative Literature @ Stanford, `02 (Richard, Peace Review, vol. 14, no. 2, p. 152-153)

I have no quarrel with Cornell's and pivak's claim that "what is missing in a literary text or historical narrative leaves its mark through the traces of its expulsion." For that seems simpl ty o say that any text will presup osp e the existence of people, things, and institutions that it hardly mentions. So the readers of a literary text will always be able to ask themselves questions such as: "Who prepared the sumptuous dinner the lovers enjoyed?" "How did they get the money to afford that meal?" The reader of a historical narrative will always be able to wonder about where the money to finance the war came from and about who got to decide whether the war would take place. "Expulsion," however, seems too pejorative a term for the fact that no text can answer all possible questions about its own background and its own presuppositions. Consider Captain Birch, the agent of the East Indian Company charged with persuading the Rani of Sirmur not to commit suicide. Spivak is not exactly "expelling" Captain Birch from her narrative by zeroing in on the Rani, even though she does not try to find out much about Birch's early days as a subaltern, nor about the feelings of pride or shame or exasperation he may have experienced in the course of his conversations with the Rani. In the case of Birch, Spivak does not try to "gently blow precarious ashes into their ghostly shape," nor does she speculate about the possible sublimity of his career. Nor should she. S.ivak has her own fish to and her own witness to bear just as Kipling had his when he spun tales of the humiliations to which newly arrived subalterns were subjected in the regimental messes of the Raj. So do all authors of literary texts and historical narratives, and such texts and narratives should not alwa s be read as disin enuous exercises in repression. They should be read as one version of a story that could have been told, and should be told, in many other ways.
AT: Individual Action 
War requires rational conventional political solutions. Individual action cannot address the causes of war.

Rabinowitch ’71 (Eugene, Prof. Botany – U. Illinois and Ed. Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, “The Stoning of America”, 27:9, November, Ebsco)

This appeared to many Americans as betrayal of American tradition. The "military-industrial complex" — a term coined by General Eisenhower, the most civilian of all military presidents — seemed to them to be the guilty, evil force which must be overthrown to return to the age of American innocence. But Mr. Reich and all other spokesmen of American anti-militarism have shown no will to uncover the origins of the rise of the military-industrial complex in America, the rationale of the development that had converted civilian America into the greatest military power the world had seen. Like the corporate technological state, the military-industrial complex is denounced as if it were a self-generated monster. According to Reich, the answer to the rise of military power in America lies on a personal, emotional level — in massive copping out of individuals from the military establishment, in repeal of loyalty of the individual to the military-dominated state. Reich's book nowhere suggests deeper awareness of the problem of origin of aggression between societies — as if the first war in history had started in Vietnam, and militarism had been invented in the Pentagon. That such an unhistorical approach to a central reality of mankind's existence on earth could come from the pen of an academic teacher, even if he is a professor of law, is a sobering fact. Forty years ago, well-educated Germans sat at the feet of an ignorant house painter, who taught them that wars had originated in Jewish conspiracy against the Nordic race — so why should American students and intellectuals not believe that violence on earth originates in the conspiracy of the American Corporate State? And yet, even more than the finding of a harmonious relation between the individual and a complex technological economy, establishing stable peace between nations is an immensely difficult, crucial challenge of the technological age. It calls for urgent, rational social action, which cannot be replaced by indulgence in individual (or collective) emotional outbursts. The prevalence of wars in history has been the result of social evolution of the human species. This evolution selected aggressive behavior among nations as a viable social characteristic, probably because these societies lived in a habitat of scarcity, in which the price of survival was for a society to acquire adequate territory and resources, and to defend them against all competing societies. This evolutionarily selected behavior of human societies must be changed in the light of two new facts : One is the prohibitive destructiveness of "scientific" war; the other, the capacity of nations to expand wealth by application of science and technology, without expansion of territory and acquisition of more natural resources (as exemplified by recent growth of Germany and Japan) — the newly-found capacity to grow richer without making others poorer. But the ways of national behavior developed in the millennia of competitive existence in a habitat of scarcity are stubborn. This situation calls for a new religion of world brotherhood to replace exclusive identification of individuals with closed societies; and for acceptance of new international attitudes permitting the establishment of a new system of international institutions. "The Greening of America" nowhere suggests that its author is aware of this challenge; and yet, as long as it is not answered, "Consciousness III" can produce, instead of an age of happiness, only a brief dance on a volcano. Revolution is like an earthquake — a release of accumulated tensions. In the evolution of a society, some structures and attitudes stubbornly resist change. As a result, tensions accumulate and a violent concussion becomes inevitable. The fundamental advantage of a politically free and educationally undogmatic society - is its greater capacity for adjustment; and the American system has proved sufficiently flexible in many critical situations in the past. The most recent crisis of American society — not yet fully resolved but, I believe, on the way to resolution — is the racial conflict. The democratic society of America's Founding Fathers, with its ideal of equal opportunity for all, had been created by and for white men only. In the basic tenet of American political faith : that "all men are created equal" (and "endowed by God with equal rights"), the qualification "all white men" was not explicit — but it was understood by all. Even for the average Northern abolitionist, the Negro was a ward of the state, to be protected against being treated as a chattel, not its equal master. For two centuries, this double- standard prevailed, carrying with it the seeds of instability. The substitution of "all white men" for "all men" saddled the conscience of liberal-minded Americans with easily perceived dishonesty. As time went on, as other lines of religious, national and racial prejudice and discrimination gave way, as the melting- pot American began to replace the purebred WASP, as education penetrated into plantation backyards and city slums, tension became increasingly intolerable. Pressure for economic, political and social equality rose and began to bend the established structures and to change traditional patterns of behavior. The flexibility of the American society was not sufficient to prevent all violence; Los Angeles, Washington, Detroit saw conflagrations and heard gunfire. But resistance was not unyielding. Within a generation, the black vote became a political power, even in Mississippi ; school integration gathered speed. Black mayors, black senators, black police chiefs appeared in metropolitan cities of the North and rural towns of the South. Riots and marches from below, and revolutionary legislation and court decisions from above, are reshaping American society — and hopefully, will complete the process in time to prevent catastrophy. Hatred, accumulated in centuries of inhuman treatment, still rages in many hearts. It -has driven Some of the best among black intellectuals into racial prejudice in reverse and some extremist hotheads into murdering judges and policemen. But chances seem pretty good for the shame of racial discrimination to be washed off the face of America by self-cleaning forces of free society. Racial discrimination is one area in which individual attitudes and actions can do most good. Of all forms of discrimination — political, economic, religious — the one particularly difficult to bear, and most difficult to exterminate, is discrimination on personal level, from man to man, from man to woman, from family to family. This is the area in which the American youth, and our student youth in particular, has made the greatest contribution by their own unprejudiced ways of living, working and loving. The belief that man- to-man relations can overcome the alienation between sovereign national states has long seemed attractive to men of good will, such as Quakers, only to betray them again and again (as when Nazi invaders were guided in Norway by German boys who had been sheltered by Norwegian families in the hard years after World War I). Complex technological structures cannot be humanized by friendliness and brotherhood, but have to be dealt with by rational social action. Ultimate, irreversible changes can be brought about in this area, only by large-scale political action; all what individuals can do are deeds of individual justice, virtue and self-sacrifice — whether they be motivated by plain decency, religious conviction or Consciousness III. But relations between men within a single society — as contrasted to international relations — are close enough for individual attitudes to have an important impact. Of all the achievements of American youth, none shines brighter and more permanent than their role in breaking through the walls of racial segregation. Strangely enough, Reich's paean to American youth gives the least attention to this real and important achievement.

***Generic Perm SOLVENCY 
2AC Perm Solvency (Practice + Theory)
We can combine theory and practice to produce a pragmatism that solves the K

Rytövuori-Apunen, ’05 – Prof IR @ U of Tampere in Finland (Helena, Cooperation & Conflict, pg. 147-177, “Forget ‘Post-Positivist’ IR!: The Legacy of IR Theory as the Locus for a Pragmatist Turn”, pg. 163-165, SagePub)

The task of this paper is to seek the locus in quo pragmatist approaches can emerge in IR’s field of knowledge and through articulated disagreement with previous discourse contribute to an increasingly global discipline beyond the logic of universalism/dispersion. I argue that seeing the locus for pragmatism, i.e. seeing more to it than another approach and a ‘new alley of inquiry’, requires rectifying the distortions created by the postpositivist self-comprehension. An alternative explanation to what Frost calls the ‘positivist bias’ can be sought by examining the specific theorycentred orientation in IR and also the discursive mechanisms and the social processes by which this relation to the world becomes the privileged knowledge that is ‘orthodoxy’. ‘Orthodoxy’ appears when the theory-centred attitude to knowing, which emphasizes theoretical perspective and conceptual logic, loses its footprints in its colloquial interpretations and presents reality ‘as it is’ (naturalized ontology). I will now discuss what the disagreement, the articulation of which I argue is required for maintenance of the idea of the corpus of knowledge as a web of discourse, can mean as a research orientation. I point to a way of inquiry which starts with Dewey, but in the epistemic sense draws from C. S. Peirce’s conception of ‘reality’ as pragma and the pragmaticist logic of inquiry. I propose that a focus in the current introductions of pragmatism on the Deweyan inheritance of classical pragmatism (Millennium 31: 3) does not help us to solve the epistemological issues pertinent in the situation which already builds on and looks beyond the ‘linguistic turn’ and calls for methodical solutions that fit together with these more recent tendencies. The Missing Piece: The Interpretative Aspect of ‘Discourse’ and ‘Culture’ The identification of what I suggest is a paradigmatic feature of the disciplinary mainstream and the legacy of IR Theory (capital letter to mark out this legacy) makes it possible, through ontological criticism, to point out two opposed epistemic paths, one based on the primacy of theory, the other proceeding from the primacy of practice. Opposed to the approach that models the world (produces a ‘world picture’, as Martin Heidegger says)22 is the orientation that proceeds from and seeks to refine what already, in some way, is present in our experience. Above, I have criticized the tendency to read disciplinary tradition in a way which, rather than focusing on analytical difference, subsumes instances of previous theory under a shared characterization and thereby suppresses the potentiality that as possibility of interpretation exists in the historical body of knowledge. In the same vein of argument, it is important to note that the opposition of epistemic positions is not only inter- but also intra-textual. For example Organski’s ambition to ‘organize the mass of [...] information to which we are all exposed’ arises from the experience that the international distribution of power is constantly shifting and that this moment, along with the importance of internal determinants of power, has been neglected by the balance of power theory (Organski, 1958: vii; 1961: 373–5). Analysing how concepts relate to historical experience and the dissatisfaction felt about previous approaches provides a point of departure for a reconstruction of theory that, from within the theory, opens up possibilities of interpretation that also challenge the theory-centred ambition (on the parallel to Descartes, see Toulmin, 1990: 56–137). Recontextualization offers a way to redress the biases of decontextualized theory, and this does not mean a Romanticist emphasis on ‘intrinsic meaning’ and the unique in experience (cf. Ashley, 1989: 278). The nexus of theory and practice, which is there in the text but which, beyond the text, deals with a historically situated moral agency, offers a point of departure for an epistemic turn that transcends the bifurcation of empiricist and rationalist epistemology. The question I have in mind is about the ‘how’ rather than the ‘what’ of specific experience. It is about the modes of encountering and making sense of the world, modes that through their habitual and institutional mechanisms can also become modalities of professional activity, such as the theory-centred episteme discussed above. A pragmatist re-interpretation of the texts of the early realists, for example, can elucidate how the ideals and guidelines for statesmanship and diplomacy arise from a world-experience that is different from but also partly similar or isomorphic to ours, and what commensurability there is, on this basis, in the logics of practice which in the different historical contexts generate policies in order to control perceived threats. Such inquiry and assessment of the legacy of IR theory seeks to sustain a living discourse diachronically through time without turning into a study of past historical praxis.23 Without bypassing the ‘weight of the discourse’ (Foucault),24 it starts out with situated moral agency and collective human intentionality and, on this basis, recognizes the inseparability of lived experience and the structures of experience that organize instances of experience. In the ontological sense, pragma means that whatever ‘is’ for a human interpretant exists not by a substance but by the regularities that endow it with its being. In the pragmatist research orientation, pragma (from the Greek word ‘business’, originally ‘a thing done’)25 means more than a way of carrying out the ‘business’ of research. It involves a critical assessment of the body of previous knowledge and requires that a new practice brings some advancement in relation to it. Like William James, John Dewey – the most influential pragmatist figure in social science and an author to whom the present-day discussion in IR in most cases makes reference – was interested in the question of how the powers of habit that maintain life serve to channel all thought, including the original of creative invention, and how the disposition of habitual responses evolves in the encounter of new types of problems. Dewey’s pragmatist ethics sought to cure the social and individual alienation that in his argument originates from the legacy of Western thought in ontological formalism, i.e. a dogmatic application of Plato’s  idealism. Dewey emphasized that the ‘physician is lost who would guide his activities of healing by building up a picture of perfect health’; instead, the physician needs to employ ‘what he has discovered about actual cases of good health and ill health and their causes to investigate the present ailing individual so as to further his recovering; recovering, an intrinsic and living process ...’ (Owen, 2002: 670).Void of the inside knowledge, which involves a reflective relationship to previous practice, praxis (an established or customary practice) is like touching without realizing how by the same act one is being touched, i.e. the static position and alienation which Dewey argued were at the root of social problems (Dewey, 1981: 620–43). 
2AC Perm Solvency (Politicized Positivism)

We can’t exclusively reject positivism—it’s possible to engage in rigorous empirical research that is situated in specific circumstances
Kincheloe & Tobin, ’09 – *Prof Philosophy @ McGill, AND ** Prof Urban Studies & Education @ U Penn (September, John, Kenneth, Cultural Studies of Science Education, pg. 513-528, “The Much Exaggerated Death of Positivism”, pg. 524, SpringerLink)

Thus, neo-positivist educational research continues the objectivist tradition of viewing everything from a transcultural, transhistorical nowhere. When we have attempted to work with neo-positivist researchers, our argument that it is important to situate ourselves ideologically, culturally, pedagogically, epistemologically, and ontologically so our readers will know from what locations we are entering the conversation has not been meet with great enthusiasm. ‘‘Why in the world would we need to do that?’’ such researchers ask. Since they often believe that they are presenting the objective truth from the privileged position of a spatial and temporal nowhere, such disclosure seems rather fatuous. Thus, the question remains: what are we to do with the fact that our selfhood is deeply embedded in the research process? With this question at the front of our consciousness in the complex ontology and epistemology advocated here, we begin to realize that the quality, the viability of the information we produce does not depend on an objective correspondence to the ‘‘objective reality’’ ‘‘out there.’’ Instead, it has to do with numerous understandings of the ways knowledge production operates, the nature of the constructed self, the role of socio-political and epistemological and ontological frameworks in which we all operate, and the relationship between these dynamics and the spatio-temporal processes that we are researching. Understanding, describing, and even critiquing the existing state of affairs does not mean we must retreat to the positivist land of nowhere. We can understand, describe, and critique but always from a specific time and location. Because of the limitations of these spatial and temporal dynamics, we must be open and humble about our inadequacies as producers of knowledge (e.g., Clark 2001). While we believe that such a task is profoundly rigorous and takes much study and practice to do well, we do not believe that it can be reduced to a simple step-bystep, connect-the-dots procedure. Thus, unlike the crypto-positivists we are calling for a new rigor in educational research that, we assert, demands more of those who claim the mantle of scholar. In this rigorous and complex context the self-knowledge we seek as researchers does not suggest some narcissistic turn inward, but a part of the larger effort to gain deeper insight into the spatial and temporal process of knowledge production. Neither is it a solipsistic retreat from engagement in the world but an effort to connect the knower to the world in the process of understanding the outcomes of such relationships. Such relationships, of course, involve values and normative dynamics. From a political economic standpoint they are part of a larger politics of knowledge that is so vital in a time when knowledge work, knowledge workers, universities, and institutes in which educational research is conducted are for sale to the highest corporate bidder (Steinberg and Kincheloe 2006). Indeed, it is an effort to construct a critical, independent, democratic mode of engaging in research that understands the way dominant power constantly operates to overtly and covertly shape the outcomes of educational research. 

Perm Solves – Human security 

Perm only solves – integration of hegemony with human security solves structural violence

Anthony E Hartle 2010 [hair of the English Department at West Point and a long-time member of the Executive Board of the Joint Services Conference on Professional Ethics. He has served tours of duty in Okinawa, Korea, and Southeast Asia. As a member of an airborne unit in Vietnam he was wounded and decorated for valor., Humanitarian War: The Ethics, Law, and Politics of Humanitarian Intervention, pg. 16, pgs, Vol. 40, Iss. 1]
Eric A. Heinze's discussion in Waging Humanitarian War provides a striking contrast to books such as David Finkel's The Good Soldiers, which focuses on the experiences of one battalion in Baghdad during the surge and vividly portrays the physical and social suffering inflicted on soldiers and Iraqi civilians alike. Heinze examines theoretical justifications for humanitarian intervention, not the grim reality that accompanies the use of military force. Human suffering is at the core of his argument concerning the justification for intervention, but it is a cool, distant, theoretical concept in his analysis. The following quotation from Heinze suggests the distance between the language of Finkel's narrative and Heinze's argument: "Drawing primarily from the English School of international relations theory concerning the relationship between power and legitimacy, I then identify and explain three additional and interrelated elements of efficacy: multilateral legitimation, the humanitarian credentials of the intervener, and the position of the intervener in the prevailing international political context." That quotation also makes clear that Waging Humanitarian War is not light reading. Heinze's arguments are carefully constructed and systematically presented. The criteria he presents for determining the acceptability of humanitarian intervention provide a useful set of standards that integrate moral, legal, and political perspectives. His may be the first attempt to mesh all three fields into a coherent structure for judging the appropriateness of intervention. He straightforwardly states that the primary criterion in evaluating the ethical, legal, and political issues related to humanitarian intervention is that of minimizing human suffering. A consequentialist perspective is thus central to the author's analysis of humanitarian intervention, which he defines as the "transboundary use of military force for the purpose of protecting people whose government is egregiously abusing them, either directly, or by aiding and permitting extreme mistreatment." Weighing the consequences of our actions is the basis of much of our thinking, and thus seems quite natural. A consequentialist moral perspective claims that the right action will be the one that produces the most good. In the context of humanitarian intervention, Dr. Heinze maintains that the action that maximizes human security is the morally justifiable choice, and that human security, defined as the absence of both direct and structurally caused violence, is the good that takes center stage when we consider the moral acceptability of using external military force to compel governments to do the right thing or to refrain from inhumane actions. He thus marries a theory of the right, a consequentialist view, with a theory of the good, in this case predicated on human security, to produce a normative theory that tells us when the use of military force against a sovereign government is justified for humanitarian reasons. The book is an attempt to answer three pertinent questions and in the process to provide practical guidance with respect to humanitarian intervention, a use of force less extreme than conventional war but more invasive than peacekeeping, since intervention violates both territorial boundaries and national sovereignty. The three questions are: What level of suffering provides moral justification for humanitarian intervention? Does international law provide a legal basis for what appears morally justified? Who should undertake humanitarian intervention and why do they merit such a task? The author's analysis does provide a set of considerations that should be treated seriously when governments or regional groups debate whether to intervene in the affairs of another state for humanitarian reasons. His careful argument provides an excellent basis for discussion of the problems of humanitarian intervention. Further, the consequentialist approach obviously has application. As a theory, however, it leaves us with difficult questions. Is an action right because of the actual consequences it generates, or is it right because the agent made an appropriate choice among the sets of expected consequences? If the former, we cannot know which was the right choice until we can measure the consequences (and of course, even if we can make such a measurement, we can never know what alternative choices would have produced). If the latter, we are left with a limited tool, because when we try to weigh potential human suffering, we cannot come remotely close to an accurate quantitative assessment of the reality of a badly wounded soldier at the Brooke Army Medical Center, multiplied thousands of times, or the travails of the Iraqi people. Trying to measure the suffering that intervention will cause, necessary for applying a consequentialist formula, appears to be an academic exercise, far removed from the blood and agony of injury, uncertainty, and despair.

1AR AT: Footnote 
The permutation doesn't allow either side to dominate 
Murray, 97. Alastair J. H. (Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea), Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics p 195-196

At the same time, however, realism no more fits into a reflectivist mould than it does a rationalist one. Whilst it joins the critique of contemporary resolutions of the problem of political authority, it also recognises that they provide an essential measure of order in a disorderly world. Whilst it remains open to the possibility of development towards more inclusive forms of community, it refuses to take the additional step of assuming that this development can necessarily be described as progress. Realism ultimately agrees that the 'necessitous' elements of the international system are largely social constructions generated by human practices, but it retains an ambivalence about human motivations which dictates a sceptical position towards the possibility of overcoming estrangement. For every example of progress created by man's ability to transcend 'learned responses', for every case of his 'inherent self-developing capacity', we have examples of regression as he employs this for purposes other than promoting self-determination. For realism, man remains, in the final analysis, limited by himself. As such, it emphasises caution, and focuses not merely upon the achievement of long-term objectives, but also upon the resolution of more immediate difficulties. Given that, in the absence of a resolution of such difficulties, longer-term objectives are liable to be unachievable, realism would seem to offer a more effective strategy of transition than reflectivism itself. Whereas, in constructivism, such strategies are divorced from an awareness of the immediate problems which obstruct such efforts, and, in critical theoretical perspectives, they are divorced from the current realities of international politics altogether, realism's emphasis on first addressing the immediate obstacles to development ensures that it at least generates strategies which offer us a tangible path to follow. If these strategies perhaps lack the visionary appeal of reflectivist proposals, emphasising simply the necessity of a restrained, moderate diplomacy in order to ameliorate conflicts between states, to foster a degree of mutual understanding in international relations, and, ultimately, to develop a sense of community which might underlie a more comprehensive international society, they at least seek to take advantage of the possibilities of reform in the current international system without jeopardising the possibilities of order. Realism's gradualist reformism, the careful tending of what it regards as an essentially organic process, ultimately suggests the basis for a more sustainable strategy for reform than reflectivist perspectives, however dramatic, can offer. For the realist, then, if rationalist theories prove so conservative as to make their adoption problematic, critical theories prove so progressive as to make their adoption unattractive. If the former can justifiably be criticised for seeking to make a far from ideal order work more efficiently, thus perpetuating its existence and legitimating its errors, reflectivist theory can equally be criticised for searching for a tomorrow which may never exist, thereby endangering the possibility of establishing any form of stable order in the here and now. Realism's distinctive contribution thus lies in its attempt to drive a path between the two, a path which, in the process, suggests the basis on which some form of synthesis between rationalism and reflectivism might be achieved. Oriented in its genesis towards addressing the shortcomings in an idealist transformatory project, it is centrally motivated by a concern to reconcile vision with practicality, to relate utopia and reality. Unifying a technical and a practical stance, it combines aspects of the positivist methodology employed by problem-solving theory with the interpretative stance adopted by critical theory, avoiding the monism of perspective which leads to the self-destructive conflict between the two. Ultimately, it can simultaneously acknowledge the possibility of change in the structure of the international system and the need to probe the limits of the possible, and yet also question the proximity of any international transformation, emphasise the persistence of problems after such a transformation, and serve as a reminder of the need to grasp whatever semblance of order can be obtained in the mean time. Indeed, it is possible to say that realism is uniquely suited to serve as such an orientation. Simultaneously to critique contemporary resolutions of the problem of political authority as unsatisfactory and yet to support them as an attainable measure of order in an unstable world involves one in a contradiction which is difficult to accept. Yet, because it grasps the essential ambiguity of the political, and adopts imperfectionism as its dominant motif, realism can relate these two tasks in a way which allows neither to predominate, achieving, if not a reconciliation, then at least a viable synthesis. 66 Perhaps the most famous realist refrain is that all politics are power politics. It is the all that is important here. Realism lays claim to a relevance across systems, and because it relies on a conception of human nature, rather than a historically specific structure of world politics, it can make good on this claim. If its observations about human nature are even remotely accurate, the problems that it addresses will transcend contingent formulations of the problem of political order. Even in a genuine cosmopolis, conflict might become technical, but it would not be eliminated altogether.67 The primary manifestations of power might become more economic or institutional rather than (para)military, but, where disagreements occur and power exists, the employment of the one to ensure the satisfactory resolution of the other is inevitable short of a wholesale transformation of human behaviour. Power is ultimately of the essence of politics; it is not something which can be banished, only tamed and restrained. As a result, realism achieves a universal relevance to the problem of political action which allows it to relate the reformist zeal of critical theory, without which advance would be impossible, with the problem-solver's sensible caution that, before reform is attempted, whatever measure of security is possible under contemporary conditions must first be ensured.
Perm Solvency (Real Change vs Pomo Alt)

The permutation is the only way to effectuate real change—the alt fails and is politically divisive

Krishna, ’93 – Prof Poli Sci @ U of Hawaii (Summer, Sankaran, Alternatives, “The Importance of Being Ironic: A Postcolonial View on Critical International Relations Theory”, pg. 399-401)
 In this regard, Der Derian's point that the nature of antiwar protest movements has to change, has to recognize the fact that one can no longer wait for the body bags to come home, is one that merits attention. He notes, in a sharp attack on the left's anti-Gulf War movement: "Like old generals the anti-war movement fought the last war ... a disastrous war of position, constructing ideologically sound bunkers of facts and history while the 'New* World Order fought a highly successful war of maneuver ... with high speed visuals and a high-tech aesthetics of destruction." (AD: 176-77) While this point is, perhaps, debatable, Der Derian's further assertion, that a postmodern critique of the Gulf War mobilization would be somehow more effective, sounds less convincing. An alternative, late-modern tactic against total war was to war on totality itself, to delegitimize all sovereign truths based on class, nationalist, or internationalist metanarratives ... better strategically to play with apt critiques of the powerful new forces unleashed by cyberwar than to hold positions with antiquated tactics and nostalgic unities. (AD: 177-178; emphasis in original) The dichotomous choice presented in this excerpt is straightforward: one either indulges in total critique, delegitimizing all sovereign truths, or one is committed to "nostalgic," essentialist unities that have become obsolete and have been the grounds for all our oppressions. In offering this dichotomous choice, Der Derian replicates a move made by Chaloupka in his equally dismissive critique of the more mainstream nuclear opposition, the Nuclear Freeze movement of the early 1980s, that, according to him, was operating along obsolete lines, emphasizing "facts" and "realities" while a "postmodern" President Reagan easily outflanked them through an illusory Star Wars program. (See KN: chapter 4) Chaloupka centers this difference between his own supposedly total critique of all sovereign truths (which he describes as nuclear criticism in an echo of literary criticism) and the more partial (and issue-based) criticism of what he calls "nuclear opposition" or "antinuclearists" at the very outset of his book. (KN: xvi) Once again, the unhappy choice forced upon the reader is to join Chaloupka in his total critique of all sovereign truths or be trapped in obsolete essentialisms. This leads to a disastrous politics, pitting groups that have the most in common (and need to unite on some basis to be effective) against each other. Both Chaloupka and Der Derian thus reserve their most trenchant critique for political groups that should, in any analysis, be regarded as the closest to them in terms of an oppositional politics and their desired futures. Instead of finding ways to live with these differences and to (if fleetingly) coalesce against the New Right, this fratricidal critique is politically suicidal. It obliterates the space for a political activism based on provisional and contingent coalitions, for uniting behind a common cause even as one recognizes that the coalition is comprised of groups that have very differing (and possibly unresolvable) views of reality. Moreover, it fails to consider the possibility that there may have been other, more compelling reasons for the "failure" of the Nuclear Freeze movement or anti-Gulf War movement Like many a worthwhile cause in our times, they failed to garner sufficient support to influence state policy. The response to that need not be a totalizing critique that delegitimizes all narratives. The blackmail inherent in the choice offered by Der Derian and Chaloupka, between total critique and "ineffective" partial critique, ought to be transparent. Among other things, it effectively militates against the construction of provisional or strategic essentialisms in our attempts to create space for an activist politics. In the next section, I focus more widely on the genre of critical international theory and its impact on such an activist politics. 

Perm Solvency (Positivism + Pomo)

Their K assumes that postmodernists have a more pure vantage point than do positivists—they ignore that traditional IR theory does not exclude postmodernist ideas
Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 32-33)

The battle lines are thus drawn: a discipline that attempts to develop theory and knowledge in the pursuit of better understanding and, hopefully, better policy and better worlds; or a postmodern sensibility that calls for the end of International Relations amid a regime of word games, a diaspora of previous knowledge and understanding, and the pursuit of intertextuality and interpretivism. There is, to coin a postmodern phrase, a distinct change in the "structure of feeling" in the discipline, a growing sense of uncivil war as Kalevi Holsti calls it. "The objects of attack from the new methodologies/epistemologies are not likely to concede gracefully," notes Holsti, "that 2,500 years of the study of politics based on observation, classification, and comparison—the Aristotelian legacy— should be thrown out because Nietzsche and a few other continental philosophers of despair have declared that rationalism and empiricism are the sources of all that ails the world today."112 Nor, indeed, are postmodern adversaries likely to halt their campaign because of derision of their new intellectual luminaries. Attempts to reinvent or simply abolish International Relations thus persist. No longer is the discipline conceived in the image of exploration, observation, and investigation of the causes of things in the world, but reconceived as a project that attempts to change it. As Mark Hoffman notes, "The point of International Relations theory is not simply to alter the way we look at the world, but to alter the world. It must offer more than mere description and an account of current affairs. It must also offer us a significant choice and a critical analysis of the quality and direction of life."113 These comments, however, neglect our disciplinary history, assuming that better government and better worlds have not before been uppermost in the minds of theorists and practitioners alike, and that, somehow, postmodernists and critical theorists have a monopoly on this virtue. More pernicious, though, is the implication that scholarship in International Relations has had nefarious purposes, whereby thoughtful reflection based on observation, prudent comparison, and resignation to a life of books, readings, teaching, and, where possible, the conveyance of professional knowledge and advice to policy makers is responsible for causing our problems rather than merely elucidating them. Traditionalists now stand accused of "totalitarianism," their work of little substance, shallow, sterile, and prone to primitivism.114 For postmodernists the means to progress (conceived in nonteleological terms) lie in standing outside of this tradition and celebrating, instead, resistance to it, dissidence from it, and the deconstruction of it. The very purpose of scholarship, in other words, is transformed by postmodernists. Does one, as William Wallace notes (and Ralf Dahrendorf and David Martin before him), attend the London School of Economics for professional and scholarly training, or does one take up cloth at the "London School of Friars" as preacher, prophet, and Jesuit whose mission is earthy change in this life rather than salvation in the next?115 Reference to prior readings, of course, would show these antithetical themes to be perennial in International Relations, reflecting the epistemological dualism of our disciplinary ancestry, idealism and realism, or, as Edward Hallett Carr put it, "the inclination to ignore what was and what is in contemplation of what should be, and the inclination to deduce what should be from what was and what is."116 Postmodern discourse might thus reflect little more than a new neoidealist sentiment in International Relations, albeit one unaware of its own intellectual pedigree. 
IR Theory Can be Subversive

IR is not static and changes with response to the real world

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 12)

Thus, theory in International Relations must be understood in this context and its perpetual reinvention a result not only of "change and debate within the subject itself," but an effect of the "influence of new ideas within other areas of social science" as well as "the impact of developments in the real world. . . Theory, after all, is a social construction, prone to social pressures, needs, and wishes, and has meaning only insofar as it is constructed in these contexts. This is evident enough in International Relations, a subject whose very being was born of a social-politic sickened by the First World War, alarmed at its recurrence in the Second World War, and matured under the Cold War which, as Fred Halliday points out, has "shaped its focuses at least as much as inter-paradigm disputes."42 We perhaps forget how much theory is driven by social need, real or perceived, and how attentive we are to these demands for relevance, diagnosis, prescription, action, and solution. Nor is this wrong. I for one do not claim theory for its own sake. To read for pleasure or to delight in intertextuality is a pastime, not a pursuit, and its concerns are righdy situated among the humanities that nurtures such arts. International Relations, on the other hand, is not situated within the social sciences by pure chance; it has a social charter no matter how irresolutely it is sometimes stated or how buried it seems amid the vernacular of formal theory, rational-actor models, and the language of science and technical jargon. Indeed, it is amid this social charter—one that might be defined as the search for peace, the maintenance of order, the avoidance of war, and the establishment of community—that we can begin to put together the discipline of International Relations in all its varieties.43 i 

Theory can take into account different perspectives to challenge the status quo
Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 23-24)
Sylvester's opening remarks reveal how disparate are postmodern approaches to theory and international politics compared to the more traditional perspectives rehearsed some pages previous. Contrast, for a moment, Martin Wight's image of theory with that of Sylvester's, who notes: "Telling tales in the ISA [International Studies Association] and reflecting on revelatory moments in one's turn towards feminist analysis can be thought of as writing theory at the cusp of IRand feminism." Similarly, Cynthia Enloe notes, "Every time a woman explains how her government is trying to control her fears, her hopes and her labor . . . theory is being made."82 Theory, in other words, should not be thought of as a noun but as a verb. Theory is not a tool, it is something we do—we theorize. Consequendy, argues Marysia Zalewski, "Theorising is a way of life, a form of life, something we all do, every day, all the time. We theorise about how to make cups of tea, about washing clothes, about using the word processor, about driving a car, about collecting water, about joking. . . . We theorise about each of these everyday activities, mostly subconsciously. This is relevant to international relations scholars," argues Zalewski, "because it means that first, we are all theorising (not just 'the theorists') and second, that the theorising that counts or matters ... is not confined either to policy makers or to academics."83 The institution of theory is thus transformed into a politics of situationism, "a lower than 'low polities'" that, for Sylvester, is located amid the everyday people who constitute the "real" actors of international politics, those who live amid the "households, factories, farms, remote rural areas, and international immigration posts in lesser as well as great power settings."84These are the "real theorizers" of international relations, but "located in a wide variety of places, not just at the reified core of what has become international politics."85 As a practical example of such theorizing, Zalewski suggests that "in order to understand more about the Cold War," for example, "we might want to pursue Farah Godrej's analysis of the sex industry in the Philippines. Her description of a common T-shirt slogan worn by servicemen referring to the local women which reads, 'Mind Over Matter: I Don't Mind And You Don't Matter,' might be a good place to begin," Zalewski notes. "From such a starting point, which could be both that of the men who wore the T-shirts and that of the women who were the 'subject' of them," Zalewski argues that, "we can attempt to understand the construction of Filipino women's debasement and the servile and compliant sexuality, which is inextricably linked to the construction of both 'other' and militarism itself."86 Theory becomes a narrative told by the marginalized and thus challenges a discipline said to admit "only official-decision makers, soldiers, statesmen, terrorists, kings, and the occasional 'crazed' religious group to the fold."87 In this way, "theory" becomes the journal entries from the travels of a "U.S. academic living on a kibbutz" in Israel, the recollections of those who gather at ISA meetings and exchange narratives, or those who tell of their fears and, from their own situation, recount their struggles, histories, and stories of exclusion.88 
AT: Realism Amoral-No Impact
Under realism, universal morality makes genocide impossible regardless of national interest. 

Murray, 97. Alastair J. H. (Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea), Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics p 125-126.

This subordination can also be clearly seen in Morgenthau's moral theory. Morgenthau, as we have noted, held that national self-preservation was a moral duty, but only 'in the absence of an overriding moral obligation'.97 Moral principles are superimposed upon politics and, in addition to serving to approve objectives and prescribe action, they serve to proscribe certain ends of policy and to limit the methods used to attain them. Certain objectives and certain strategies are simply forbidden. Whilst he regards this function to be obstructed in international relations by the tendency to deify the nation-state, and thus to identify its national interests with the requirements of morality, such that morality is transformed into ideology, it is nevertheless proper that morality should perform this role.98 Furthermore, it is apparent from other parts of his work that, despite the problems in international politics, morality does fulfil this role to a limited extent in practice. The moral consensus that developed between states in the early history of the western political system erected certain absolute prohibitions on action; despite the decay of this consensus in modern times, certain of these remain absolute, imposing 'an absolute barrier' against the adoption of certain types of policy, regardless of the demands of expediency. Thus, methods such as mass extermination are effectively outlawed. This is, he holds, 'an absolute moral principle the violation of which no consideration of national advantage can justify ... [it] sacrifices the national interest where its consistent pursuit would necessitate the violation of an ethical principle'.99The realist attempt to devise a strategy to steer the political actor though the tension between the necessities of international politics and the requirements of universal moral principles consequently amounted to an acceptance that, if the national interest must be protected, considerations of national advantage must be juxtaposed to considerations of a wider good and must be sacrificed when they require methods which would contradict the very essence of universal moral principles. Nevertheless, this strategy does not represent any final resolution of the moral dilemma of political action, but merely an imperfect compromise. The political actor is faced with certain requirements of national survival which, however much he seeks to mitigate them, ultimately contradict the imperatives of universal moral principles. Indeed, he is trapped in these requirements, for to fail to fulfil them will contradict his duty to his constituents and will destroy his ability to contribute to even a partial realisation of the ideal. Consequently, realism sought a haven in the traditional Augustinian response to this problem an ethics of imperfectionism. This permits of no easy remedies for the political actor, and the moral fortitude to recognise the evil that actions incorporate, and yet still act, becomes one of the foremost virtues.
***NARRATIVES 
Narratives Bad-End Game

Narratives are accommodated into hegemonic structures- they obscure the connection between particular stories and universal problems and place certain truths beyond question- this is an epistemological indict

Patricia Ewick and Susan S. Silbey Law & Society Review, 00239216, 1995, Vol. 29, Issue 2
In the previous section, we discussed how narratives, like the lives and experiences they recount, are cultural productions. Narratives are generated interactively through normatively structured performances and interactions. Even the most personal of narratives rely on and invoke collective narratives — symbols, linguistic formulations, structures, and vocabularies of motive — without which the personal would remain unintelligible and uninterpretable. Because of the conventionalized character of narrative, then, our stories are likely to express ideological effects and hegemonic assumptions.[ 10] We are as likely to be shackled by the stories we tell (or that are culturally available for our telling) as we are by the form of oppression they might seek to reveal. In short, the structure, the content, and the performance of stories as they are defined and regulated within social settings often articulate and reproduce existing ideologies and hegemonic relations of power and inequality. It is important to emphasize that narratives do more than simply reflect or express existing ideologies. Through their telling, our stories come to constitute the hegemony that in turn shapes social lives and conduct "The hegemonic is not simply a static body of ideas to which members of a culture are obliged to conform" (Silberstein 1988:127). Rather, Silberstein writes, hegemony has "a protean nature in which dominant relations are preserved while their manifestations remain highly flexible. The hegemonic must continually evolve so as to recuperate alternative hegemonies." In other words, the hegemonic gets produced and evolves within individual, seemingly unique, discrete personal narratives. Indeed, the resilience of ideologies and hegemony may derive from their articulation within personal stories. Finding expression and being refashioned within the stories of countless individuals may lead to a polyvocality that inoculates and protects the master narrative from critique. The hegemonic strength of a master narrative derives, Brinkley Messick (1988:657) writes, from "its textual, and lived heteroglossia … [, s]ubverting and dissimulating itself at every … turn"; thus ideologies that are encoded in particular stories are "effectively protected from sustained critique" by the fact that they are constituted through variety and contradiction. Research in a variety of social settings has demonstrated the hegemonic potential of narrative by illustrating how narratives can contribute to the reproduction of existing structures of meaning and power. First, narratives can function specifically as mechanisms of social control (Mumby 1993). At various levels of social organization — ranging from families to nation-states — storytelling instructs us about what is expected and warns us of the consequences of nonconformity. Oft-told family tales about lost fortunes or spoiled reputations enforce traditional definitions and values of family life (Langellier & Peterson 1993). Similarly, bureaucratic organizations exact compliance from members through the articulation of managerial prerogatives and expectations and the consequences of violation or challenge (Witten 1993). Through our narratives of courtship, lost accounts, and failed careers, cultures are constructed; we "do" family, we "do" organization, through the stories we tell (Langellier & Peterson 1993). Second, the hegemonic potential of narrative is further enhanced by narratives' ability to colonize consciousness. Well-plotted stories cohere by relating various (selectively appropriated) events and details into a temporally organized whole (see part I above). The coherent whole, that is, the configuration of events and characters arranged in believable plots, preempts alternative stories. The events seem to speak for themselves; the tale appears to tell itself. Ehrenhaus (1993) provides a poignant example of a cultural meta-narrative that operates to stifle alternatives. He describes the currently dominant cultural narrative regarding the United States's involvement in the Vietnam War as one that relies on themes of dysfunction and rehabilitation. The story, as Ehrenhaus summarizes it, is structured as a social drama which characterizes both the nation and individual Vietnam veterans as having experienced a breakdown in normal functioning only recently resolved through a process of healing. This narrative is persuasive because it reiterates and elaborates already existing and dominant metaphors and interpretive frameworks in American culture concerning what Philip Rieff (1968) called the "triumph of the therapeutic" (see also Crews 1994). Significantly, the therapeutic motif underwriting this narrative depicts veterans as emotionally and psychologically fragile and, thus, disqualifies them as creditable witnesses. The connection between what they saw and experienced while in Vietnam and what the nation did in Vietnam is severed. In other words, what could have developed as a powerful critique of warfare as national policy is contained through the image of illness and rehabilitation, an image in which "'healing' is privileged over 'purpose' [and] the rhetoric of recovery and reintegration subverts the emergence of rhetoric that seeks to examine the reasons that recovery is even necessary" (Ehrenhaus 1993:83). Constituent and distinctive features of narratives make them particularly potent forms of social control and ideological penetration and homogenization. In part, their potency derives from the fact that narratives put "forth powerful and persuasive truth claims — claims about appropriate behavior and values — that are shielded from testing or debate" (Witten 1993:105). Performative features of narrative such as repetition, vivid concrete details, particularity of characters, and coherence of plot silence epistemological challenges and often generate emotional identification and commitment. Because narratives make implicit rather than explicit claims regarding causality and truth as they are dramatized in particular events regarding specific characters, stories elude challenges, testing, or debate. Van Dijk (1993) has reported, for instance, that stories containing negative images and stereotypes of nonwhite persons are less subject to the charge of racism when they recount personal experiences and particular events. Whereas a general claim that a certain group is inferior or dangerous might be contested on empirical grounds, an individual story about being mugged, a story which includes an incidental reference to the nonwhite race of the assailant, communicates a similar message but under the protected guise of simply stating the "facts." The causal significance or relevance of the assailant's race is, in such a tale, strongly implied but not subject to challenge or falsifiability. Thus representations, true and/or false, made implicitly without either validation or contest, are routinely exchanged in social interactions and thereby occupy social space. Third, narratives contribute to hegemony to the extent that they conceal the social organization of their production and plausibility. Narratives embody general understandings of the world that by their deployment and repetition come to constitute and sustain the life-world. Yet because narratives depict specific persons existing in particular social, physical, and historical locations, those general understandings often remain unacknowledged. By failing to make these manifest, narratives draw on unexamined assumptions and causal claims without displaying these assumptions and claims or laying them open to challenge or testing. Thus, as narratives depict understandings of particular persons and events, they reproduce, without exposing, the connections of the specific story and persons to the structure of relations and institutions that made the story plausible. To the extent that the hegemonic is "that order of signs and practices, relations and distinctions, images and epistemologies … that come to be taken-for-granted as the natural and received shape of the world and everything that inhabits it" (Comaroff & Comaroff 1991), the unarticulated and unexamined plausibility is the story's contribution to hegemony. The following two examples drawn from recent sociolegal research illustrate the ways in which legally organized narrativity helps produce the taken-for-granted and naturalized world by effacing the connections between the particular and the general. Sara Cobb (1992) examines the processes through which women's stories of violence are "domesticated" (tamed and normalized) within mediation sessions. Cobb reports that the domestication of women's stories of violence are a consequence of the organization of the setting in which they are told: within mediation, the storyteller and her audience are situated within a normative organization that recognizes the values of narrative participation over any substantive moral or epistemological code or standard. Being denied access to any external standards, the stories the women tell cannot therefore be adjudged true or compelling. The stories are interpreted as one version of a situation in which "multiple perspectives are possible." Cobb demonstrates how this particular context of elicitation specifically buries and silences stories of violence, effectively reproducing women's relative powerlessness within their families. With women deprived of the possibility of corroboration by the norms of the mediation session, their stories of violence are minimized and "disappeared." As a consequence, the individual woman can get little relief from the situation that brought her to mediation: she is denied an individual legal remedy (by being sent from court to mediation) and at the same time denied access to and connections with any collective understanding of or response to the sorts of violence acknowledged by the law (through the organization of the mediation process). Through this process, "violence, as a disruption of the moral order in a community, is made familiar (of the family) and natural — the extraordinary is tamed, drawn into the place where we eat, sleep and [is] made ordinary" (ibid., p. 19). Whereas mediation protects narratives from an interrogation of their truth claims, other, formal legal processes are deliberately organized to adjudicate truth claims. Yet even in these settings, certain types of truth claims are disqualified and thus shielded from examination and scrutiny. The strong preference of courts for individual narratives operates to impede the expression (and validation) of truth claims that are not easily represented through a particular story. Consider, for example, the Supreme Court's decision in the McClesky case (1986). The defendant, a black man who had been convicted of the murder of a police officer, was sentenced to death. His Supreme Court appeal of the death sentence was based on his claim that the law had been applied in a racially discriminatory way, thus denying him equal protection under the law. As part of McClesky's appeal, David Baldus, a social scientist, submitted an amicus brief in which he reported the results of his analysis of 2,000 homicide cases in that state (Baldus 1990). The statistical data revealed that black defendants convicted of killing white citizens were significantly more likely to receive the death sentence than white defendants convicted of killing a black victim. Despite this evidence of racial discrimination, the Court did not overturn McClesky's death sentence. The majority decision, in an opinion written by Justice Powell, stated that the kind of statistical evidence submitted by Baldus was simply not sufficient to establish that any racial discrimination occurred in this particular case. The court declared, instead, that to demonstrate racial discrimination, it would be necessary to establish that the jury, or the prosecutor, acted with discriminatory purpose in sentencing McClesky.[ 11] Here, then, an unambiguous pattern of racial inequity was sustained through the very invocation of and demand for subjectivity (the jury's or prosecutor's state of mind) and particularity (the refusal to interpret this case as part of a larger category of cases) that are often embodied in narratives. In this instance, relative powerlessness and injustice (if one is to believe Baldus's data) were preserved, rather than challenged, by the demand for a particular narrative about specific concrete individuals whose interactions were bounded in time and space. In other words, the Court held that the legally cognizable explanation of the defendant's conviction could not be a product of inferential or deductive comprehension (Mink 1970; Bruner 1986). Despite its best efforts, the defense was denied discursive access to the generalizing, and authoritative, language of social logico-deductive science and with it the type of "truths" it is capable of representing. The court insists on a narrative that effaces the relationship between the particular and the general, between this case and other capital trials in Georgia. Further, the McClesky decision illustrates not only how the demand for narrative particularity may reinscribe relative powerlessness by obscuring the connection between the individual case and larger patterns of institutional behavior; it also reveals how conventionalized legal procedures impede the demonstration of that connection.[ 12] The court simultaneously demanded evidence of the jurors' states of mind and excluded such evidence. Because jury deliberations are protected from routine scrutiny and evaluation, the majority demanded a kind of proof that is institutionally unavailable. Thus, in the McClesky decision, by insisting on a narrative of explicit articulated discrimination, the court calls for a kind of narrative truth that court procedures institutionally impede. As these examples suggest, a reliance on or demand for narrativity is neither unusual nor subversive within legal settings. In fact, given the ideological commitment to individualized justice and case-by-case processing that characterizes our legal system, narrative, relying as it often does on the language of the particular and subjective, may more often operate to sustain, rather than subvert, inequality and injustice. The law's insistent demand for personal narratives achieves a kind of radical individuation that disempowers the teller by effacing the connections among persons and the social organization of their experiences. This argument is borne out if we consider that being relieved of the necessity, and costs, of telling a story can be seen as liberatory and collectively empowering. Insofar as particular and subjective narratives reinforce a view of the world made up of autonomous individuals interacting only in immediate and local ways, they may hobble collective claims and solutions to social inequities (Silbey 1984). In fact, the progressive achievements of workers' compensation, no-fault divorce, no-fault auto insurance, strict liability, and some consumer protection regimes derive directly from the provision of legal remedies without the requirement to produce an individually crafted narrative of right and liability.

· heteroglossia describes the coexistence of distinct varieties within a single linguistic code.

Narratives Bad- Fetishization 

The affirmative fetishizes the narrative

Wendy Brown * Wendy Brown is Professor of Women's Studies and Legal Studies, and is Co-Director of the Center for Cultural Studies at the University of California, Santa Cruz.  The University of Chicago Law School Roundtable 1996
But if the silences in discourses of domination are a site for insurrectionary noise, if they are the corridors we must fill with explosive counter-tales, it is also possible to make a fetish of breaking silence. Even more than a fetish, it is possible that this ostensible tool of emancipation carries its own techniques of subjugation--that it converges with non-emancipatory tendencies in contem- porary culture (for example, the ubiquity of confessional discourse and rampant personalization of political life), that it establishes regulatory norms, coincides with the disciplinary power of confession, in short, feeds the powers we meant to starve. While attempting to avoid a simple reversal of feminist valorizations of breaking silence, it is this dimension of silence and its putative opposite with which this Article is concerned. In the course of this work, I want to make the case for silence not simply as an aesthetic but a political value, a means of preserving certain practices and dimensions of existence from regulatory power, from normative violence, as well as from the scorching rays of public exposure. I also want to suggest a link between, on the one hand, a certain contemporary tendency concerning the lives of public figures--the confession or extraction of every detail of private and personal life (sexual, familial, therapeutic, financial) and, on the other, a certain practice in feminist culture: the compulsive putting into public discourse of heretofore hidden or private experiences--from catalogues of sexual pleasures to litanies of sexual abuses, from chronicles of eating disorders to diaries of homebirths, lesbian mothering, and Gloria Steinam's inner revolution. In linking these two phenomena--the privatization of public life via the mechanism of public exposure of private life on the one hand, and the compulsive/compulsory cataloguing of the details of women's lives on the other--I want to highlight a modality of regulation and depoliticization specific to our age that is not simply confessional but empties private life into the public domain, and thereby also usurps public space with the relatively trivial, rendering the political personal in a fashion that leaves injurious social, political and economic powers unremarked and untouched. In short, while intended as a practice of freedom (premised on the modernist conceit that the truth shall make us free), these productions of truth not only bear the capacity to chain us to our injurious histories as well as the stations of our small lives but also to instigate the further regulation of those lives, all the while depoliti- cizing their conditions. 
This turns the case- it writes oppression into the law

Wendy Brown * Wendy Brown is Professor of Women's Studies and Legal Studies, and is Co-Director of the Center for Cultural Studies at the University of California, Santa Cruz.  The University of Chicago Law School Roundtable 1996
These questions suggest that in legally codifying a fragment of an insurrec- tionary discourse as a timeless truth, interpellating women as unified in their victimization, and casting the "free speech" of men as that which "silences" and thus subordinates women, MacKinnon not only opposes bourgeois liberty to substantive equality, but potentially intensifies the regulation of gender and sexuality in the law, abetting rather than contesting the production of gender identity as sexual. In short, as a regulatory fiction of a particular identity is deployed to displace the hegemonic fiction of universal personhood, the discourse of rights converges insidiously with the discourse of disciplinarity to produce a spectacularly potent mode of juridical-regulatory domination. Again, let me emphasize that the problem I am seeking to delineate is not specific to MacKinnon or even feminist legal reform. Rather, MacKinnon's and kindred efforts at bringing subjugated discourses into the law merely constitute examples of what Foucault identified as the risk of re-codification and re- colonisation of "disinterred knowledges" by those "unitary discourses, which first disqualified and then ignored them when they made their appearance." n23 They exemplify how the work of breaking silence can metamorphose into new techniques of domination, how our truths can become our rulers rather than our emancipators, how our confessions become the norms by which we are regulated. 
Narratives Bad- censorship link

Your censorship bad args link you to all our narratives turns

Wendy Brown * Wendy Brown is Professor of Women's Studies and Legal Studies, and is Co-Director of the Center for Cultural Studies at the University of California, Santa Cruz.  The University of Chicago Law School Roundtable 1996
My concern with what might be called compulsory feminist discursivity and the presumed evil of silences has yet another source. Notwithstanding American academic feminism's romance with Foucault, there is an oddly non- or pre-Foucauldian quality to much feminist concern with censorship and silencing. In these formulations, expression is cast either as that which makes us free, tells our truth, puts our truth into circulation,   n3 or as that which oppresses us by putting "their" truth into circulation in the form of pornogra- phy, hate speech, harassment or simply the representation of the world from "the male point of view."   n4 If one side in the debate argues for more expres- sion on our part--for example, by making our own pornography or telling our own stories--and the other argues for less on "their" part, both sides none- theless subscribe to an expressive and repressive notion of speech, its capacity to express the truth of an individual's desire or condition, or to repress that truth. Both equate freedom with voice and visibility.   n5 Both assume recognition to be unproblematic when we tell our own story, and assume that such recognition is the material of power and pleasure. Neither, in short, confronts the regulatory potential of speaking ourselves. I think the whole contemporary debate over censorship--whether focused on porn or rap music--is necessarily bound to an expressive-repressive model of power and freedom, which may explain why those who feel passionately about both freedom and dignity have trouble finding their way in this debate. If the choice is cast either as the free circulation of music and pictures venerating rape, racism, and misogyny, or state repression of the same, how does one choose?


Narratives Bad- Victim K 

Narratives of suffering permanently relate subjectivity to victimhood and exclude anyone who does not fit the model of subordination

Wendy Brown * Wendy Brown is Professor of Women's Studies and Legal Studies, and is Co-Director of the Center for Cultural Studies at the University of California, Santa Cruz.  The University of Chicago Law School Roundtable 1996
If, taken together, the two passages from Foucault we have been consider- ing call feminists to account in our compulsion to put everything about women into discourse, they do not yet exhaust the phenomenon of being ensnared 'in the folds of our own discourses.' For if the problem I have been discussing is easy enough to see--indeed, largely familiar to those who track techniques of co-optation--at the level of legal and bureaucratic discourse, it is altogether more disquieting when it takes the form of regulatory discourse in our own sub- and counter-cultures of resistance . . . when confessing injury becomes that which attaches us to the injury, paralyzes us within it, and prevents us from seeking or even desiring a status other than injured. In an age of social identification through attributes marked as culturally significant--gender, race, sexuality, and so forth--confessional discourse, with its truth-bearing status in a post-epistemological universe, not only regulates the confessor in the name of freeing her as Foucault described that logic, but extends beyond the confess- ing individual to constitute a regulatory truth about the identity group. Confessed truths are assembled and deployed as "knowledge" about the group. This phenomenon would seem to undergird a range of recurring troubles in feminism, from the "real woman" rejoinder to post-structuralist deconstructions of her, to totalizing descriptions of women's experience that are the inadvertent effects of various kinds of survivor stories. Thus, for example, the porn star who feels miserably exploited, violated and humiliated in her work invariably monopolizes the truth about sex work; as the girl with math anxieties constitutes the truth about women and math; as eating disor- ders have become the truth about women and food; as sexual abuse and viola- tion occupy the knowledge terrain of women and sexuality. In other words, even as feminism aims to affirm diversity among women and women's ex- periences, confession as the site of production of truth and its convergence with feminist suspicion and deauthorization of truth from other sources tends to reinstate a unified discourse in which the story of greatest suffering becomes the true story of woman. (I think this constitutes part of the rhetorical power of MacKinnon's work; analytically, the epistemological superiority of confes- sion substitutes for the older, largely discredited charge of false consciousness). Thus, the adult who does not suffer from her or his childhood sexual experi- ence, the lesbian who does not feel shame, the woman of color who does not primarily or "correctly" identify with her marking as such--these figures are excluded as bonafide members of the categories which also claim them. Their status within these discourses is that of being "in denial," "passing" or being a "race traitor." This is the norm-making process in feminist traditions of "breaking silence" which, ironically, silence and exclude the very women these traditions mean to empower. (Is it surprising, when we think in this vein, that there is so little feminist writing on heterosexual pleasure?) But if these practices tacitly silence those whose experiences do not parallel those whose suffering is most marked (or whom the discourse produces as suffering markedly), they also condemn those whose sufferings they record to a permanent identification with that suffering. Here, we experience a temporal ensnaring in 'the folds of our own discourses' insofar as we identify ourselves in speech in a manner that condemns us to live in a present dominated by the past. But what if speech and silence aren't really opposites? Indeed, what if to speak incessantly of one's suffering is to silence the possibilities of overcoming it, of living beyond it, of identifying as something other than it? What if this incessant speech not only overwhelms the experiences of others, but alternative (unutterable? traumatized? fragmentary? inassimilable?) zones of one's own experience? Conversely, what if a certain modality of silence about one's suffering--and I am suggesting that we must consider modalities of silence as varied as modalities of speech and discourse--is to articulate a variety of possibilities not otherwise available to the sufferer?
***ONTOLOGY 
2AC Ontology

Subjectivity is shaped historically not theoretically- focus on ontology and value to life produces mass murder

Philip Graham School of Communication Queensland University of Technology, Heidegger’s Hippies Sep 15 1999  http://www.geocities.com/SunsetStrip/Palms/8314/index.html

Societies should get worried when Wagner’s music becomes popular because it usually means that distorted interpretations of Nietzsche’s philosophy are not far away. Existentialists create problems about what is, especially identity (Heidegger 1947). Existentialism inevitably leads to an authoritarian worldview: this, my Dionysian world of the eternally self-creating, the eternally self-destroying, this mystery world of twofold voluptuous delight, my “beyond good and evil,” without a goal, unless the joy of the circle itself is a goal; without will, unless a ring feels good will towards itself – do you want a name for this world? A solution to all its riddles? A light for you, too, you best-concealed, strongest, most intrepid, most midnightly men? – This world is the will to power – and nothing besides! And you yourselves are also this will to power – and nothing besides! (Nietzsche 1967/1997). Armed with a volume of Nietzsche, some considerable oratory skills, several Wagner records, and an existentialist University Rector in the form of Martin Heidegger, Hitler managed some truly astounding feats of strategic identity engineering (cf. Bullock, 1991). Upon being appointed to the Freiberg University, Heidegger pronounced the end of thought, history, ideology, and civilisation: ‘No dogmas and ideas will any longer be the laws of your being. The Fuhrer himself, and he alone, is the present and future reality for Germany’ (in Bullock 1991: 345). Heidegger signed up to an ideology-free politics: Hitler’s ‘Third Way’ (Eatwell 1997). The idealised identity, the new symbol of mythological worship, Nietzsche’s European Superman, was to rule from that day hence. Hitler took control of the means of propaganda: the media; the means of mental production: the education system; the means of violence: the police, army, and prison system; and pandered to the means of material production: industry and agriculture; and proclaimed a New beginning and a New world order. He ordered Germany to look forward into the next thousand years and forget the past. Heidegger and existentialism remain influential to this day, and history remains bunk (e.g. Giddens , 1991, Chapt. 2).Giddens’s claims that ‘humans live in circumstances of … existential contradiction’, and that ‘subjective death’ and ‘biological death’ are somehow unrelated, is a an ultimately repressive abstraction: from that perspective, life is merely a series of subjective deaths, as if death were the ultimate motor of life itself (cf. Adorno 1964/1973). History is, in fact, the simple and straightforward answer to the “problem of the subject”. “The problem” is also a handy device for confusing, entertaining, and selling trash to the masses. By emphasising the problem of the ‘ontological self’ (Giddens 1991: 49), informationalism and ‘consumerism’ confines the navel-gazing, ‘narcissistic’ masses to a permanent present which they self-consciously sacrifice for a Utopian future (cf. Adorno 1973: 303; Hitchens 1999; Lasch 1984: 25-59). Meanwhile transnational businesses go about their work, raping the environment; swindling each other and whole nations; and inflicting populations with declining wages, declining working conditions, and declining social security. Slavery is once again on the increase (Castells, 1998; Graham, 1999; ILO, 1998). There is no “problem of the subject”, just as there is no “global society”; there is only the mass amnesia of utopian propaganda, the strains of which have historically accompanied revolutions in communication technologies. Each person’s identity is, quite simply, their subjective account of a unique and objective history of interactions within the objective social and material environments they inhabit, create, and inherit. The identity of each person is their most intimate historical information, and they are its material expression: each person is a record of their own history at any given time. Thus, each person is a recognisably material, identifiable entity: an identity. This is their condition. People are not theoretical entities; they are people. As such, they have an intrinsic identity with an intrinsic value. No amount of theory or propaganda will make it go away. The widespread multilateral attempts to prop up consumer society and hypercapitalism as a valid and useful means of sustainable growth, indeed, as the path to an inevitable, international democratic Utopia, are already showing their disatrous cracks. The “problem” of subjective death threatens to give way, once again, to unprecedented mass slaughter. The numbed condition of a narcissistic society, rooted in a permanent “now”, a blissful state of Heideggerian Dasein, threatens to wake up to a world in which “subjective death” and ontology are the least of all worries.

AT: Ontology- Perm 

THEIR ALTERNATIVE IS POLITICALLY DISABLING AND RESULTS IN POLITICAL PARALYSIS, permutation to do the plan and investigate ontology solves best  

yar 2000 (Majid – tutor in the Department of Sociology @ Lancaster University and recently completed PhD exploring the relation between ethical inter-subjectivity) “ARENDT'S HEIDEGGERIANISM: CONTOURS OF A `POSTMETAPHYSICAL' POLITICAL THEORY?) in Cultural Values Vol 4 Issue 1 (Jan)
If the presently available menu of political engagements and projects (be they market or social liberalism, social democracy, communitarianism, Marxism, etc.) are only so many moments of the techno-social completion of an underlying metaphysics, then the fear of 'metaphysical contamination' inhibits any return to recognisable political practices and sincere engagement with the political exigencies of the day. This is what Nancy Fraser has called the problem of 'dirty hands', the suspension of engagement with the existing content of political agendas because of their identification as being in thrall to the violence of metaphysics. Unable to engage in politics as it is, one either [a] sublimates the desire for politics by retreating to an interrogation of the political with respect to its essence (Fraser, 1984, p. 144), or [b] on this basis, seeks 'to breach the inscription of a wholly other politics'. The former suspends politics indefinitely, while the latter implies a new politics, which, on the basis of its reconceived understanding of the political, apparently excludes much of what recognizably belongs to politics today. This latter difficulty is well known from Arendt's case, whose barring of issues of social and economic justice and welfare from the political domain are well known. To offer two examples: [1] in her commentary on the U.S. civil rights movement in the 1950s, she argued that the politically salient factor which needed challenging was only racial legislation and the formal exclusion of African-Americans from the political sphere, not discrimination, social deprivation and disadvantage, etc.(Arendt, 1959, pp. 45-56); [2] Arendt's pronounceraent at a conference in 1972 (put under question by Albrecht Wellmer regarding her distinction of the 'political' and the 'social'), that housing and homelessness were not political issues, that they were external to the political as the sphere of the actualisation of freedom as disclosure; the political is about human self-disclosure in speech and deed, not about the distribution of goods, which belongs to the social realm as an extension of the oikos.[20] The point here is not that Arendt and others are in any sense unconcerned or indifferent about such sufferings, deprivations and inequalities. Rather, It is that such disputes and agendas are identified as belonging to the socio-technical sphere of administration, calculation, instrumentality, the logic of means and ends, subject-object manipulation by a will which turns the world to its purposes, the conceptual rendering of beings in terms of abstract and levelling categories and classes, and so on; they are thereby part and parcel of the metaphysical-technological understanding of Being, which effaces the unique and singular appearance and disclosure of beings, and thereby illegitimate candidates for consideration under the renewed, ontological-existential formulation of the political. To reconceive the political in terms of a departure from its former incarnation as metaphysical politics, means that the revised terms of a properly political discourse cannot accommodate the prosaic yet urgent questions we might typically identify under the rubric of 'policy'. Questions of social and economic justice are made homeless, exiled from the political sphere of disputation and demand in which they were formerly voiced. Indeed, it might be observed that the postmetaphysical formulation of the political is devoid of any content other than the freedom which defines it; it is freedom to appear, to disclose, but not the freedom to do something in particular, in that utilising freedom for achieving some end or other implies a collapse back into will, instrumentality, teleocracy, poeisis, etc. By defining freedom qua disclosedness as the essence of freedom and the sole end of the political, this position skirts dangerously close to advocating politique pour la politique, divesting politics of any other practical and normative ends in the process. Conclusion: Ways Forward for the 'Postmetaphysical' Political In summary, on the basis of the criticisms I've outlined, I think that the postmetaphysical rethinking of the political must address itself to a number of difficulties: [1] It must open itself to the investigations of socio-historical sciences in formulating its characterisations of the political in late modernity, rather than relying upon a 'mapping' of philosophical understandings onto society, culture and polity as a whole; [2] It must reconsider its assumptions about the importance or potency of philosophy, using those aforementioned social, historical and politological investigations to reassess the heretofore unchallenged assumption that politics, society and culture are in some sense lived and practised as actualisations of philosophical figurations. This in turn will at least set in question the assumption that a post-philosophically led turn to an 'other thinking' of Being is the most appropriate response to a pathologisation of the political, a pathologisation which the philosophical tradition itself is presumed to have instigated; [3] on the basis of such explorations and reassessments, it must break with synoptic, over-generalising and undifferentiated assessments of the present political, enabling an identification of those aspects of political thinking and practice most in need of challenge; and [4] it must find a way to admit those social and economic problematics which stand under suspicion because of their contamination with metaphysical assumptions (instrumentality, rational calculability, planning, control, willful manipulation, etc.), but which nonetheless constitute the large part of the most urgent political concerns, for most people, in most of the world today. This last challenge appears the most difficult, striking as it does at the heart of the distinctions upon which the postmetaphysical critique relies. These distinctions are both its strength and its weakness. Strengths because they permit a critique of political modernity at a depth its rivals find hard to match, in the course of which it uncovers underlying continuities and compromises that prevalent discourses on emancipation share with the ideology and practices they endeavor to supplant. But weakness in that the ‘extremity’ or uncompromising character of its distinctions prevent it from doing what its rivals can do – that is, differentiate between ‘legitimate’ and ‘illegitimate’ uses of rationality in its different forms, distinguish between technological alternatives according to their sensitivity to human and environmental needs, and so on. The only way forward, I would suggest, would be to open up to both the explorations of these disciplines in the human and social sciences it has thus far shunned, and equally to engage in a heterodox dialogue with other accounts which ‘work’ the same socio-political terrain. (I’m thinking here especially of critical theory and the possibility of a philosophically informed social theory and analysis). I think that such an engagement can only be to the benefit of all parties concerned. 

A2: Ontology O/W (Zimmerman)

Extinction outweighs ontology. Scratch Zimmerman, reverse it.

Jonas ’96  (Hans, Former Alvin Johnson Prof. Phil. – New School for Social Research and Former Eric Voegelin Visiting Prof. – U. Munich, “Morality and Mortality: A Search for the Good After Auschwitz”, p. 111-112)

With this look ahead at an ethics for the future, we are touching at the same time upon the question of the future of freedom. The unavoidable discussion of this question seems to give rise to misunderstandings. My dire prognosis that not only our material standard of living but also our democratic freedoms would fall victim to the growing pressure of a worldwide ecological crisis, until finally there would remain only some form of tyranny that would try to save the situation, has led to the accusation that I am defending dictatorship as a solution to our problems. I shall ignore here what is a confusion between warning and recommendation. But I have indeed said that such a tyranny would still be better than total ruin; thus, I have ethically accepted it as an alternative. I must now defend this standpoint, which I continue to support, before the court that I myself have created with the main argument of this essay. For are we not contradicting ourselves in prizing physical survival at the price of freedom? Did we not say that freedom was the condition of our capacity for responsibility—and that this capacity was a reason for the survival of humankind?; By tolerating tyranny as an alternative to physical annihilation are we not violating the principle we established: that the How of existence must not take precedence over its Why? Yet we can make a terrible concession to the primacy of physical survival in the conviction that the ontological capacity for freedom, inseparable as it is from man's being, cannot really be extinguished, only temporarily banished from the public realm. This conviction can be supported by experience we are all familiar with. We have seen that even in the most totalitarian societies the urge for freedom on the part of some individuals cannot be extinguished, and this renews our faith in human beings. Given this faith, we have reason to hope that, as long as there are human beings who survive, the image of God will continue to exist along with them and will wait in concealment for its new hour. With that hope—which in this particular case takes precedence over fear—it is permissible, for the sake of physical survival, to accept if need be a temporary absence of freedom in the external affairs of humanity. This is, I want to emphasize, a worst-case scenario, and it is the foremost task of responsibility at this particular moment in world history to prevent it from happening. This is in fact one of the noblest of duties (and at the same time one concerning self-preservation), on the part of the imperative of responsibility to avert future coercion that would lead to lack of freedom by acting freely in the present, thus preserving as much as possible the ability of future generations to assume responsibility. But more than that is involved. At stake is the preservation of Earth's entire miracle of creation, of which our human existence is a part and before which man reverently bows, even without philosophical "grounding." Here too faith may precede and reason follow; it is faith that longs for this preservation of the Earth (fides quaerens intellectum), and reason comes as best it can to faith's aid with arguments, not knowing or even asking how much depends on its success or failure in determining what action to take. With this confession of faith we come to the end of our essay on ontology.

Nuclear war o/ws dasein- their ev is anthropocentric and stupid

David Macauley, Minding Nature: The philosophers of ecology,  1996 p. 74

We may approach the issue of what Heidegger may teach today's radical environmentalists by examining an issue about which they and Heidegger would profoundly disagree. I Heidegger claimed that there is a greater danger than the destruction of all life on earth by nuclear war.40 For radical environmentalists, it is hard to imagine anything more dangerous than the total destruction of the biosphere! Heidegger argued, however, that worse than such annihilation would he the totally technologized world in which material "happiness" for everyone is achieved, but in which humanity would be left with a radically constricted capacity for encountering the being of entities. This apparently exorbitant claim may be partially mitigated by the following consideration. If human existence lost all relationship to transcendent being, entities could no longer show themselves at all, and in this sense would no longer "be." Who needs nuclear war, Heidegger asked rhetorically, if entities have already ceased to be? For many environmentalists, such a question reveals the extent to which Heidegger remained part of the human-centered tradition that he wanted to overcome. By estimating so highly human Dasein's contribution to the manifesting of things, Heidegger may well have underestimated the contribution made by many other forms of life, for which the extinction of humankind's ontological awareness would be far preferable to their own extinction in nuclear war!

Ontology Useless 

being is a useless philosophical narrative and its pursuit condemns actual people to death 

caputo 93 (John D. – prof Phil. Villanova) Against Ethics p. 30 

That would mean you cannot have an obligation to Being or Spirit or the People, nor can Being or Spirit oblige anything. Being, Spirit, History, Man: the playthings of Greco-German mythophilosophizing, which is my somewhat free translation of die Sache des Denkens (which I claim, as a translation, is wahr if not richtig). Nothing happens in or to Being and Spirit. What happens happens to beings that bear up or bend under what is happening. Being cannot suffer a disaster, or suffer oblivion, because it does not suffer at all. Being and Spirit are mythico-super-Subjects, the upshot of totalizing attempts to describe what is happening, leaving those of us with proper names to face the worst. History and Being, History and Spirit, the History of Being, the History of Spirit: so many tall tales and meta-narratives, gigantic, stories that forsake the minima moralia of damaged live, the minute scraps and remands Being leaves behind. A disaster is a damaged life, damaged beyond repair. Being shows no interest in damaged lives; they are none of Being’s business (Sache). Indeed, many bleeding bodies may well be a sign that Being or Spirit is on the mend, or on the march, healing itself and making itself Whole or Holy, getting ready for the Other Beginning, while the dead are left to bury the dead. Forget Being. There is nothing to remember. Replace it with a mnemo-technique for remembering proper names. 

Ontology is useless hocus pocus

Philip Graham School of Communication Queensland University of Technology, Heidegger’s Hippies Sep 15 1999  http://www.geocities.com/SunsetStrip/Palms/8314/index.html

To state their positions more succinctly: ‘Heraclitus maintained that everything changes: Parmenides retorted that nothing changes’ (Russell 1946: 66). Between them, they delineated the dialectical extremes within which the “problem of the subject” has become manifest: in the extremes of questions about ontology, the nature of “Being”, or existence, or ‘Existenz’ (Adorno 1973: 110-25). Historically, such arguments tend towards internalist hocus pocus:
The popular success of ontology feeds on an illusion: that the state of the intentio recta might simply be chosen by a consciousness full of nominalist and subjective sediments, a consciousness which self-reflection alone has made what it is. But Heidegger, of course, saw through this illusion … beyond subject and object, beyond concept and entity. Being is the supreme concept –for on the lips of him who says “Being” is the word, not Being itself –and yet it is said to be privileged above all conceptuality, by virtue of moments which the thinker thinks along with the word “Being” and which the abstractly obtained significative unity of the concept does not exhaust. (Adorno 1973: 69)

Adorno’s (1973) thoroughgoing critique of Heidegger’s ontological metaphysics plays itself out back and forth through the Heideggerian concept of a universalised identity –an essentialist, universalised  being and becoming of consciousness, elided from the constraints of the social world. Adorno’s argument can be summed up thus: there can be no universal theory of “being” in and of itself because what such a theory posits is, precisely, non-identity. It obscures the role of the social and promotes a specific kind of politics –identity politics (cf. also Kennedy 1998): 

Devoid of its otherness, of what it renders extraneous, an existence which thus proclaims itself the criterion of thought will validate its decrees in authoritarian style, as in political practice a dictator validates the ideology of the day. The reduction of thought to the thinkers halts the progress of thought; it brings to a standstill would thought would need to be thought, and what subjectivity would need to live in. As the solid ground of truth, subjectivity is reified … Thinking becomes what the thinker has been from the start. It becomes tautology, a regressive form of consciousness. (Adorno 1973: 128). Identity politics - the ontological imperative - is inherently authoritarian precisely because it promotes regression, internalism, subjectivism, and, most importantly, because it negates the role of society. It is simplistic because it focuses on the thingliness of people: race, gender, ethnicity. It tries to resolve the tension of the social-individual by smashing the problem into two irreconcilable parts. Identity politics’ current popularity in sociological thought, most well-evidenced by its use and popularity in “Third Way” politics, can be traced back to a cohort I have called Heidegger’s Hippies –the failed, half-hearted, would-be “revolutionaries” of the 60s, an incoherent collection of middle-class, neo-liberal malcontents who got caught up in their own hyperbole, and who are now the administrators of a ‘totally administered’ society in which hyperbole has  become both lingua franca and world currency (Adorno 1964/1973 1973).

Ethics Precede Ontology (2AC)

An ethical obligation to prevent specific atrocities precedes ontology—the death of the "other" calls our very being into question

Bulley 04 (Dan, PhD Candidate @ Department of Politics and International Studies--University of Warwick, "Ethics and Negotiation," www.lancs.ac.uk/fss/politics/events/aber/ethics%20and%20negotiation%20-%20bulley.doc)

Crucially an openness to justice cannot be an a priori good thing. Indeed, like the future, one can say it can only be “anticipated in the form of an absolute danger.” As incalculable and unknowable, an unconditional openness to the future-to-come of justice risks the coming of what he calls the “worst.” The most obvious figures of this “worst,” or, “perverse calculation,” are atrocities such as genocide, Nazism, xenophobia, so-called ‘ethnic cleansing.’ These we can and must oppose or prevent. But why? Why only these? Derrida states that what we can oppose is only those “events that we think obstruct the future or bring death,” those that close the future to the coming of the other. We can oppose this future-present (a future that will be present) coming then on the basis of the future-to-come (a future with no expectation of presence). Or to put it in terms of the other, we can oppose those others who prevent our openness to other others. Such was the ideology of National Socialism in its desire to entirely negate the Jews. We have a duty to guard against the coming of such a theory or idea. Why? Because such an other closes us to the other; a future that closes the future. However, if, as Derrida says there is no ultimate way of judging between our responsibility for others, as “Every other (one) is every (bit) other,” whose calculation can we say is perverse, or the ‘worst’? Why are we responsible to victims rather than the perpetrators of atrocities if both are equally ‘other’? Who makes this decision and how can it be justified? Levinas suggests that our “being-in-the-world” our being-as-we-are, is only conceivable in relation to, and because of, the other. Thus the death of the other calls our very being into question. Ethics in this sense precedes ontology as our responsibility to the other precedes our own being. We may say then that our commitment is to those that accept the other as other, that allow the other to be. There is a danger though that this becomes foundational, treated as a grounding principle outside traditional modernist ethics on which we can build a new ‘theory of ethics’. This is not the value of Derridean and Levinasian thinking however. What makes their different ways of thinking the other interesting is not that they are absolutely right or ‘true,’ but rather that they take traditional ethical thinking to its limit. Whether or not a Jewish tradition is privileged over Greek, they remain within the bounds of Western metaphysics. Derrida’s “responsibility [to the Other] without limits,” does not escape this, establishing itself unproblematically as a ‘ground’ outside traditional thinking. Rather, his thinking of the ethical shows that we can think these things differently, while still accepting the exigency to prevent the ‘worst’. There can be no ultimate foundation for what we think is the worst. And such a foundation cannot come from outside Western metaphysics. Limit thinking is not an immovable basis for judgement of the worst, and this is why it is so dangerous and troubling. The non-basis of judgement is rather the desire to stay as open as possible, while recognising that a judgement necessarily closes. The goal is for our closure to have the character of an opening (closing the future-present to allow the future-to-come), but it nevertheless remains a closure. And every closure is problematic.

Ethics Precede Ontology

Ethics precedes ontology—the criticism is an excuse to avoid action to combat suffering

Edkins 99 (Jenny, lecturer in the Department of International Politics at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth, Poststructuralism and International Relations: Bringing the Political Back In, p. 141)

To enact a repoliticization requires an acceptance of the impossibility of ontological fullness. 7 This ontological paradox appears in theoretical physics, where two complementary properties of a subatomic particle are mutually exclusive-it is only possible to know one or the other to the necessary degree of accuracy. This notion of complementarity is reflected in the way "the subject is forced to choose and accept a certain fundamental loss or impossibility" in a Lacanian act. As Zizek puts it, "My reflective awareness of all the circumstances which condition my act can never lead me to act: it cannot explain the fact of the act itself. By endlessly weighing the reasons for and against, I never manage to act-at a certain point I must decide to `strike out blindly.-''9 The act has to take place without justification, without foundation in knowledge, without guarantee or legitimacy. It cannot be grounded in ontology; it is this "crack" that gives rise to ethics: "There is ethics-that is to say, an injunction which cannot be grounded in ontology in so far as there is a crack in the ontological edifice of the universe: at its most elementary, ethics designates fidelity to this crack."90

Our ethical obligation to the other precedes ontology

Berg-Sørensen 00 (Anders, Univ. of Copenhagen, "“Democratie-à-venir” - the tragic political philosophy of Jacques Derrida," http://www.gradnet.de/papers/pomo2.archives/pomo2.papers/sorensen00.htm)

In "Force of Law", Specters of Marx and Adieu to Emmanuel Levinas Derrida defines justice as the ethical relation to "the other".14 The ethical relation is a face-to-face-relation, where you experience "the other" through his face. The face is what you can perceive of "the other". It means that the face is the trace of "the other", and that in the face-to-face-relation you also experience the infinity of "the other" who transcends yourself.15 "The other" is what you cannot comprehend, the specter, the infinity, death, or God. Therefore the face-to-face-relation is an experience of your own finitude. Even though the ethical relation is a relation, it is an experience of radical separation too. The radical separation between you and "the other" who transcends your horizon of knowledge. In the relation to "the other" the ethical is the welcome of "the other" directed to the face of "the other".16 The welcome is an affirmative act towards "the other" or a saying yes to "the other". The welcome of "the other" denotes an objective as well as a subjective genitive. The welcome is directed to "the other" but it is "the other" that makes the welcome possible. Without "the other" whom to welcome there would not be any welcome. "The other" makes the possibility of subjectivity and receptivity into a capacity of reason. Subjectivity, intentionality and receptivity comes from "the other", not from oneself as in a cartesian cogito. The ethical self is not a just being in its essence, but in its capacity to do justice to "the other", a capacity given by "the other" in the face-to-face-relation. In the light of this conception of ethics as being constitutive of subjectivity, intentionality and receptivity, Derrida refers to Levinas' thoughts on ethics as first philosophy. Ethics is constitutive of ontological thinking. Without the ethical relation to "the other" that interrupts our unreflected daily practices ontological thinking would be impossible even though an ontological closure is impossible too because of "the other". Derrida indicates this conception of ethics as first philosophy in his concepts of hauntology as constitutive of ontology. The specter that haunts us is "the other", and it haunts us because of our bad conscience that it makes possible.

Ethics precede ontology—only through our responsibility to the Other can a radical autonomy emerge

Cochran 99 (Molly, Asst Prof @ Sam Nunn School of International Affairs—Georgia Institute of Technology, Normative Theory in International Relations, p. 140)

Campbell, on the other hand, puts a different spin on beginning from our day to day practice, which potentially distances him from the 'radical autonomy' position that can result from Foucauldian poststructuralism. According to Campbell, what follows from a Levinasian position, with the help of Derrida, is a notion of 'radicalized interdependence': ethical conduct is a matter of 'how the interdependencies of our relations with Others are appreciated', such that 'what is transcendent is our embeddedness in a radically interdependent condition, where we are inescapably responsible to the Other' (Campbell 1996: 131 and 138). Such an ethics is generated from the philosophical implications of one overriding fact about our everyday experience: it is shaped by interdependence (Campbell 1996: 131). For Campbell, this interdependence is the most compelling aspect of a Levinasian-inspired ethics of responsibility because, in regard to conflicts such as the Balkan crisis, 'it maintains that there is no circumstance under which we could declare that it was not our concern' (1994: 462). Thus, the universal moment of this ethics has an absolute, sovereign quality as well, that we cannot escape this responsibility, no matter what the circumstances are; and, as a consequence, engagement with the other is ethically secured. The interdependence which connects our everyday experience is the ground for Campbell's ethics. While Campbell does not self-consciously acknowledge his own weak foundation, what his ground aims to establish are links or points of connection between persons - the many - which the radical autonomy position fails to do. 13 However, this ethics may still reflect an aspect of radical autonomy, since it is not located in normative structures that we share in local practices and regard as mutually constituting, but in the fact of our coexistence.

Ethics Precede Ontology

Ethics precede ontology—only through an ethical responsibility to the Other can current notions of ontology be questioned

Manning 93 (Robert, professor of theology and philosophy at Quincy University, Intepreting Otherwise than Heidegger, p. 118)

But what does Levinas mean by this statement? This is certainly an argument against Heidegger, an interpretation of first philosophy otherwise than Heidegger's establishment of ontology as first philosophy. For Levinas, ethics as first philosophy means that the social relation is that event in being that is not only irreducible to knowledge of being, but is something other than, more than, and better than comprehension of being. Ethics thus overthrows the supremacy of knowledge of being; it puts an end to the "domination of knowledge.""Ethics has nothing to do with epistemological power or weakness, but refers to the responsibility that is prior to and the condition of knowing."7 Ethics is not divorced from knowledge but cannot be reduced to knowledge, and it interrupts the project of knowledge both from within and from above, from the transcendence of the Other, "with a higher call, a more severe condition: responsibility.""' "It is not that the Other escapes knowing," Levinas asserts, "but that there is no meaning in speaking of knowledge or ignorance, for justice, the transcendence and condition for knowing, is nowise a noesis correlative of a noema."I I" Thus, it is ethics, which interrupts and conditions the adventure of knowledge, and not the adventure of knowledge itself, which is first philosophy.

A more just politics requires the immediate decision to combat forms of domination—this ethical obligation precedes questions of ontology

Campbell 99 (David, Prof of Int’l Politics @ Univ. of Newcastle, Moral Spaces, p. 45)

In that essay, subsequent to making the case for the intrinsic deconstructibility of the law and noting how this is good news for politics and historical progress, Derrida argues that the law's deconstructibility is made possible by the undeconstructibility of justice. Justice is outside and beyond the law. "Justice is the experience of the impossible."" Justice is not a principle, or a foundation, or a guiding tradition. Justice is infinite, and-in a favorable comparison to Levinas's notion of justice-"the heteronomic relation to others, to the faces of otherness that govern me, whose infinity I cannot thematize and whose hostage I remain."' In these terms, justice is like the pre-original, an-archic relation to the other, and akin to the undecidable. It represents the domain of the impossible and the unrepresentable that lies outside and beyond the limit of the possible and the representable. But it cannot be understood as "utopian," at least insofar as that means the opposite of "realistic." It is not indeterminate. It is undecidable. It is that which marks the limit of the possible; indeed, it is that which brings the domain of the possible into being and gives it the ongoing chance for transformation and refiguration, that which is one of the conditions of possibility for ethics and politics. In this context, justice enables the law, but the law is that which "is never exercised without a decision that cuts, that divides."" The law works from the unrepresentable and seeks to represent; it takes from the impossible and conceives the possible; it is embedded in the undecidable but nevertheless decides. Nonetheless, "the undecidable remains caught, lodged, at least as a ghost-but an essential ghost-in every decision, in every event of decision. Its ghostliness deconstructs from within any assurance of presence, any certitude or any supposed criteriology that would assure us of the justice of the decision, in truth of the very event of a decision. "89 The undecidable within the decision does not, however, prevent the decision or avoid its urgency. As Derrida observes, "a just decision is always required immediately, `right away.'" This necessary haste has unavoidable consequences because the pursuit of "infinite information and the unlimited knowledge of conditions, rules or hypothetical imperatives that could justify it" are unavailable in the crush of time. Nor can the crush of time be avoided, even by unlimited time, "because the moment of decision, as such, always remains a finite moment of urgency and precipitation." The decision is always "structurally finite," it "always marks the interruption of the juridico- or ethico- or politico-cognitive deliberation that precedes it, that must precede it." This is why, invoking Kierkegaard, Derrida declares that "the instant of decision is a madness.","The finite nature of the decision may be a "madness" in the way it renders possible the impossible, the infinite character of justice, but Derrida argues for the necessity of this madness. Most importantly, although Derrida's argument concerning the decision has, to this point, been concerned with an account of the procedure by which a decision is possible, it is with respect to the necessity of the decision that Derrida begins to formulate an account of the decision that bears upon the content of the decision. In so doing, Derrida's argument addresses more directly- more directly, I would argue, than is acknowledged by Critchley-the concern that for politics (at least for a progressive politics) one must provide an account of the decision to combat domination.

Privileging Ontology Over Ethics => Violence

Privileging ontology over ethics is a means to secure individual autonomy—this results in violence and oppression

Child et al 95 (Mark, PhD Candidate in Instructional Psychology @ BYU, "Autonomy or Heteronomy?

Levinas's Challenge to Modernism and Postmodernism," http://www.ed.uiuc.edu/EPS/Educational-Theory/Contents/45_2_Child_etal.asp)

If violence and oppression are to be avoided, the work of securing autonomy must itself be called into question; in other words, the autonomy of the "I," the very act of freedom, must be called into question and shown to be unjust. While the ontology of situatedness does indeed mark, name, and argue for the conditions of possibility for "difference" or "otherness," it does not call the freedom of the I into question ethically; does not refer to the shame that the I feels in seeing its use of freedom to be murderous and usurpatory. Of course, there is a sense in which the ontology of situatedness does call the freedom of the I into question. By articulating the limits of situated existence it questions the I existentially. But this actually works to secure freedom rather than call it into question. Knowing the ontological limits becomes itself a freedom; it enables self-rule. That is, "knowing" places the knower in a position both to comprehend the ontological limits of Being (and thus beings, which renders others comprehensible in these terms) and to take up resolutely that which is afforded, disclosed, or given within one's own situation. In other words, "knowing" places one in a position to take up resolutely and attenuate one's autonomy. The appeal to situatedness articulates the limits and possibilities of Being. But this ontology cannot account for the calling into question ethically of the very " cans" and I/cannots," the very freedoms, of Being. This issue is at the heart of the criticism Levinas made of Martin Heidegger, perhaps the most influential "postmodern" philosopher of this century. In his monumental work, Being and Time, Heidegger "calls attention to the forgetting of Being," and attempts to (re)establish the "preeminence of ontology over metaphysics" (PII, p. 53).11 Heidegger argues that in seeking the metaphysical we have forgotten the here and now, earthly existence; we have forgotten Being. What is needed, he contends, is an interrogation and recovery of the meaning of Being.12 Thus he takes up the question: What is the meaning of Being?13 His response to this question is to reformulate our thinking in terms of the verbal form of "Be-ing" rather than the nominative form "Being." This enables him to interpret "Being" as always already relating; always already interpreting; always already "there," Be-ing. Heidegger's work brilliantly illuminates and renders intelligible what situated existence might mean. Dasein (literally, "Being-there") is Heidegger's way of referring to human existence as located, or situated, within and as a horizon. One's location as "Being-there" affords possibilities, or freedoms; it reveals and conceals. The freedom in "Being-there" consists in that which is afforded by one's place. in other words, the autonomy of Dasein is extended and maintained by taking up resolutely that which is afforded within the limits of Being-there. Heidegger's work exactingly and profoundly describes and analyzes many important aspects of what Levinas refers to as the self(same), or the play of earthly, sensuous existence (though the same and Dasein are not strictly synonymous). Levinas's criticism of Heidegger's work is that his phenomenology illuminates the freedom of the self(same) in terms of Dasein, but does not refer to the possibility of the self(same) having its freedom called into question in other than ontological terms. Levinas argues that the ontology of situated, temporal, embodied existence does not concern itself with the experience of having one's freedom, the freedom of the 1, put into question such that one's actions, or potential actions, are shown to be unjust, violent, or evil. In other words, it overlooks the experience where one may, ontologically speaking, choose to commit violence, but where one concomitantly " knows" that doing so would be unjust; where one is therefore awakened to a shame in regard to one's acts or potential acts. In Heidegger the focus remains on articulating the freedom of Being, and in resolutely taking up the freedom which is disclosed within the limits of Dasein. Thus, argues Levinas, he continues the work of securing and extending autonomy: When [Heideggerl sees man possessed by freedom rather than possessing freedom, he puts over man a neuter term [the freedom in Be-ing] which illuminates freedom without putting it in question. And thus he is not destroying, but summing up a whole current of Western philosophy (PII, p. 51). The tendency, then, in postmodernism to place highest priority on ontology is problematic to the degree that it tends to "illuminate freedom without putting it in question" ethically. The problem is not with ontology per se, but with the work of making ontology preeminent; of subsuming ethics in ontology. That is, we can make an ontological argument for ethics such as, a teacher cannot justify her teaching practices by appealing to a universal notion of what constitutes real learning because such universals are illusions. But an appeal to the ontology of situatedness does not account, for instance, for the teacher who, in her concrete relations with a particular child, finds her "project" deeply questioned and feels she ought not, in spite of her own good reasons to the contrary, do what she has the "authority" to do and the freedom to do. Moreover, it does not help us to get a sense for what might be happening when the teacher, who decides in fact to go ahead and do what she feels she ought not do, feels a need to justify her actions. The ontology of situatedness is only suited to giving an account of ethics in terms of ontological, but not ethical, affordances and constraints. That is, ideas such as justice, goodness, and peace are argued for by showing, for instance, how our place in the web of Being is one in which we are always already related and relating to the world around us. Thus, being situated means being interdependent. Understanding our interdependence should render us more concerned about living peaceably within our respective situations. But what does "peaceably" mean? If we are seeking the "truth" of this word in the direction of autonomy, then we will seek to know what living peaceably "is" ontologically so that we may then know how to live. But, as we have argued, the work of securing autonomy by means of ontology can lead to violence and oppression. 

Privileging Ontology Over Ethics => Violence

Ethics must precede ontology else violence is inevitable

Child et al 95 (Mark, PhD Candidate in Instructional Psychology @ BYU, "Autonomy or Heteronomy?

Levinas's Challenge to Modernism and Postmodernism," http://www.ed.uiuc.edu/EPS/Educational-Theory/Contents/45_2_Child_etal.asp)

In short, while those struggling to respond better to the challenges of learning and teaching can benefit from the reflective awareness of limits provided by postmodernism, they are nevertheless unavoidably interested in what can be done, and more deeply, what ought to be done. Yet it is precisely the latter that postmodern criticism makes so difficult, because in pointing toward an "ought" or a "good" we place ourselves in a vulnerable position which, through the power of deconstructive criticism, will be shown to be another example of the very thing postmodernism attacks—the creation of metanarratives about "the good." Hence, if we are persuaded by postmodern arguments regarding the oppressive biases of modernist metanarratives, the tendency is to avoid ethics and focus on ontology. That is, we focus on the "is" (the possibilities, but more often the revelation of impossibilities) of embodied, situated existence. Thus the "is" (ontology) subsumes the "ought" (ethics). Moral obligation, then, if considered at all, is reframed in terms of ontology. For instance, one ought not accede to metanarration because doing so ignores the ontological reality of situatedness, which situatedness renders metanarration impossible and hence illusory. If our focus remains on ontology, the only "ought" that makes sense is that we ought to accept and argue for the "reality" of postmodern, situated Being.5 Ethics is thereby subsumed in ontology, and we get the suggestion that postmodernism marks the "demise of ethics."6 

In this essay we will be taking up the issue of ethics in relation to postmodernism. We will argue that ethics, subsumed in the ontology of situatedness, is dangerously problematic in education and may lead to a reincarnation of the very violence postmodernism seeks to bring to light and overcome. We will be concerned with the question: Does the ontology of situatedness subsume ethics, and mark its obsolescence? or, Is moral obligation, beyond the work of ontology, still possible, or even renewed, in postmodernism? We will use the work of the Lithuanian-born French philosopher Emmanuel Levinas—which to our knowledge has not yet been seriously considered in American educational literature—to argue that ethics cannot be subsumed by ontology but rather precedes ontology. We should note at the outset, however, that what Levinas means by ethics (and by "precedes"), although related to traditional notions of ethics, represents a challenge to these notions.

Subverting questions of ethics to ontology ensures violence and tyranny against the Other

Manning 93 (Robert, professor of theology and philosophy at Quincy University, Intepreting Otherwise than Heidegger, p. 123-125)

This is really the point of Levinas's polemic against Heidegger. Heidegger's ontology makes ethics less important than the comprehension of Being. Here Levinas enters to insist that if anything is made more important than ethics, if ethics is not seen as the highest truth, then thought is at the service of some end other than an ethical one and either becomes unjust or is coopted by what is unjust. For Levinas, because Heidegger's ontology sees ethics only as a necessary aspect of the ontological project of comprehending Being, it cannot render justice to that in which the demand for justice arises-the face of the Other. Heidegger's Da.sein may know that it has to respect the other's being in order to comprehend it, and it also may know that it can never know the other's being completely. Heidegger insists on both, as Levinas knows. For Levinas, however, this is not enough, because this does not mean that Dasein's understanding of the other's being is subject to and commanded by the ethical obligation to respect and to protect the other. Levinas insists that if ethics isn't given priority to preside over all thought, then Dasein will always be in danger of thinking that its own comprehension of the Other is more important than its relation with the Other. And if Dasein's comprehension of the other's being is what is most important, then that aspect of the other's being that Dasein cannot ever comprehend is secondary to the knowledge of the other that Dasein can possess. This means that the Other is always in some way reduced to the same when it is comprehended by Dasein, reduced to that which Dasein can comprehend."' And if the relation with the other person is subordinated to the knowledge of the other person that Dasein derives from the relation, then the Other-even if the Other is to be known in an ethical manner, in respect-is still essentially something to be known. KNOWLEDGE, POWER AND THE TYRANNY OF ONTOLOGY Having made this point, Levinas heightens his rhetoric once again. He insists that a philosophy that conceives of the social relation in such a way that the Other is essentially something to be known will control the Other through this knowledge; this philosophy will necessarily become unjust and will lend itself to the injustice and tyranny of the state. If ethics isn't conceived of as having priority over and commanding thought, then thought will necessarily fail to be ethical in the highest sense and will be unethical and, ultimately, violent. Heidegger's ontology may respect Being, but since its respect for being is at the service of comprehending being, even its respect for being is not only insufficiently respectful, but it is also unethical and potentially violent. Only a philosophy that gives priority to ethics, exalts ethics not only as a branch of philosophy but as first philosophy, says Levinas, is sufficiently respectful of being. "No thought could better obey being than by allowing itself to be dominated by this exteriority,"132 by which Levinas means alterity. Only a philosophy that views knowledge as dethroned by the call to responsibility that comes from alterity has within it the capacity to resist and to refute the grasp of comprehension, the first movement towards injustice, and ultimately, violence and tyranny.

Ethical Engagement w/Other Key to Reconceptualization of Being

Only through an engagement with the Other can Being be reconceptualized

Molloy 99 (Patricia, PhD in International Politics @ Univ. of Toronto, Moral Spaces, p. 221)

One of the more complex themes in Levinas's thought, and central to Otherwise Than Being: Or Beyond Essence, substitution is not so much an act, but what he refers to as a "passivity" wherein the self is absolved of itself." It is important to emphasize here that this idea of substitution, of putting oneself in the place of another, is not the move of ontology's imperial I. Nor is it a form of coresponsibility grounded in compassion, benevolence, or empathy." As Alphonso Lingis puts it: "To acknowledge the imperative force of another is to put oneself in his place, not in order to appropriate one's own objectivity, but in order to answer to his need, to supply his want with one's own substance ... To put oneself in the place of another is also to answer for his deeds and his misdeeds, for the trouble he causes and for his faults. It is even to be responsible for the very pain he causes me, at the limit for his persecution-the contestation he formulates against me for what I did not author or authorize."64 Levinas sees substitution therefore as a form of "disinterestedness," the state of being the Other's hostage, to have one degree of responsibility more. It is a being responsible even for the Other's responsibility.'' And in this condition of disinterestedness, being "undoes its condition of being ."66 But how does this asymmetrical ethical relation of being responsible for the Other-to the point of substitution-hold the self as responsible for the Other in death? Indeed, as Levinas sees it, prior to any knowledge about it, mortality lies in the Other.67 Responsibility for the Other, which goes even beyond whatever acts "I" may have committed, so much that I place the Other before myself, means that I am to answer for the Other's death even before being." It is, as we know, the existence of the self, the very right to be, that is called into question by the approach of the Other's face. The epiphany of the face is what disrupts ontology's claim of a prior right to existence wherein subjectivity reduces everything to itself, where pluralism is reduced to unicity. In exposing myself to the "vulnerability" of the face, my ontological right to existence is thrown into question: "[M]y duty to respond to the other suspends my natural right to self-survival."6 The face, then, in its vulnerability, in its nakedness, destitution, and suffering, "is the Other who asks me not to let him die alone, as if to do so were to become an accomplice in his death ... In ethics, the other's right to exist has primacy over my own, a primacy epitomized in the ethical edict: you shall not kill, you shall not jeopardize the life of the other. The ethical rapport with the face is asymmetrical in that it subordinates my existence to the other ." 70
***PREDICTIONS 
Predictions Good 2AC

Predictions avoid a state of permanent emergency. They allow us to reclaim our agency from passivity.

Bindé ’00  (Jérôme, Dir. Analysis and Forecasting Office – UNESCO, Public Culture, “Toward an Ethics of the Future”, 12:1, Project Muse)

An ethics of the future is not an ethics in the future. If tomorrow is always too late, then today is often already very late. The disparities between North and South, and increasingly between North and North and between South and South, the growing rift within the very heart of societies, population growth, the threat of an ecological crisis on a planetary scale, and the way societies have lost control and surrendered to the hands of "anonymous masters" all call for a new paradoxical form of emergency, the emergency of the long term. To adopt, as quickly as possible, a constructive and preventive attitude means preserving future generations from the fever of immediacy, from reactive passivity, from refuge in artificial or virtual illusory paradises, and from omnipotent emergency. Through a forward-looking approach, we can be in a position to offer generations to come what we are deprived of today--a future.  Institutions have the power to forecast or not to forecast. This is an awesome responsibility. By choosing not to forecast, they choose to postpone indefinitely their much needed long-term action for the sake of short-term emergency: They condemn themselves, literally, to passivity, dependency, and, ultimately, to obsolescence and nonexistence. By choosing to forecast and by refusing to become purely reactive agents, they will not only preserve their institutional independence but also send a strong message to other policymakers and decisionmakers worldwide that the first object of policy, and its first responsibility, is the future. Max Weber justly warned that "the proper business of the politician is the future and his responsibility before the future." The failure to use foresight, in other words, is not just a benign failure of intelligence: It is a culpable neglect of future generations.   Is it not therefore surprising that, once foresight has been applied, once an issue has been recognised as a policy priority by all parties concerned, once international instruments have been signed that declare the commitment to act on this [End Page 56] foresight, we should fail so miserably to take the appropriate measures? Take development aid: In 1974, developed countries solemnly agreed to dedicate 0.7 percent of their GDP to development aid; nearly a quarter of a century later, in 1997, they contribute 0.22 percent of their GDP to development aid, and one superpower dedicates only 0.09 percent to it. 5  Take the issue of the global environment: Seven years after the 1992 Earth Summit in Rio, Agenda 21 remains, for the greater part, a dead letter, and the promising but timid advances made at the Kyoto Summit have since been all but forgotten. In both instances, foresight was exerted and solemn oaths taken to act on this foresight, in order to remedy pressing problems. In both instances, action has been delayed, and problems have been allowed to become more pressing. How long can we afford the luxury of inactivity? An ethics of the future, if it remains an ethics in the future, is an injustice committed against all generations, present and future. To paraphrase a common saying, the future delayed is the future denied.

XT: Predictions Good

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

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

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

Just because we can’t predict the future with total certainty does not mean that we cannot make educated guesses.  And, scenario planning is key to making responsible choices. We are obligated to take care of the planet if we have a significant role to play. 

Kurasawa, 04 (Professor of Sociology, York University of Toronto, Fuyuki, Constellations Volume 11, No 4, 2004). 

A radically postmodern line of thinking, for instance, would lead us to believe that it is pointless, perhaps even harmful, to strive for farsightedness in light of the aforementioned crisis of conventional paradigms of historical analysis. If, contra teleological models, history has no intrinsic meaning, direction, or endpoint to be discovered through human reason, and if, contra scientistic futurism, prospective trends cannot be predicted without error, then the abyss of chronological inscrutability supposedly opens up at our feet. The future appears to be unknowable, an outcome of chance. Therefore, rather than embarking upon grandiose speculation about what may occur, we should adopt a pragmatism that abandons itself to the twists and turns of history; let us be content to formulate ad hoc responses to emergencies as they arise. While this argument has the merit of underscoring the fallibilistic nature of all predictive schemes, it conflates the necessary recognition of the contingency of history with unwarranted assertions about the latter’s total opacity and indeterminacy. Acknowledging the fact that the future cannot be known with absolute certainty does not imply abandoning the task of trying to understand what is brewing on the horizon and to prepare for crises already coming into their own. In fact, the incorporation of the principle of fallibility into the work of prevention means that we must be ever more vigilant for warning signs of disaster and for responses that provoke unintended or unexpected consequences (a point to which I will return in the final section of this paper). In addition, from a normative point of view, the acceptance of historical contingency and of the self-limiting character of farsightedness places the duty of preventing catastrophe squarely on the shoulders of present generations. The future no longer appears to be a metaphysical creature of destiny or of the cunning of reason, nor can it be sloughed off to pure randomness. It becomes, instead, a result of human action shaped by decisions in the present – including, of course, trying to anticipate and prepare for possible and avoidable sources of harm to our successors. Combining a sense of analytical contingency toward the future and ethical responsibility for it, the idea of early warning is making its way into preventive action on the global stage. 

XT: Predictions Good 

Even if war, violence and disorder are inevitable, escalation and the terminal impact isn’t – approach the plan as a means to reduce the worst forms of violence.  We can’t guarantee a utopia but we can keep things from getting worse

Flynn, 07  (Stephen, senior fellow for national security studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, and Consulting Professor, Center for International Security and Cooperation, Stanford University, The Edge of Disaster: Rebuilding a Resilient Nation, p. 9-10)

Thinking about and preparing for when things can go very wrong need not be about becoming  a nation of Chicken Littles. It is foolish and self-destructive to oscillate between immobilizing  fear, on the one hand, and blithely going about our lives playing a societal version of Russian  roulette, on the other. Natural disasters will happen, and not all terrorist attacks can be  prevented. However, what is preventable is the cascading effects that flow from these  disasters and attacks. The loss of life and economic fallout that disasters reap will always be  magnified by our lack of preparedness to manage the risk actively and to respond effectively  when things go wrong. 

Predictions are useful to develop a superior framing of ideas

Mearsheimer, 01  (John, professor of political science at the University of Chicago, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 2001  p. 8, googleprint)

As a result, all political forecasting is bound to include some error. Those who venture to predict, as I do here, should therefore proceed with humility, take care not to exhibit unwarranted confidence, and admit that hindsight is likely to reveal surprises and mistakes. Despite these hazards, social scientists should nevertheless use their theories to make predictions about the future. Making predictions helps inform policy discourse, because it helps make sense of events unfolding in the world around us. And by clarifying points of disagreement, making explicit forecasts helps those with contradictory views to frame their own ideas more clearly. Furthermore, trying to anticipate new events is a good way to test social science theories, because theorists do not have the benefit of hindsight and therefore cannot adjust their claims to fit the evidence (because it is not yet available). In short, the world can be used as a laboratory to decide which theories best explain international politics. In that spirit I employ offensive realism to peer into the future, mindful of both the benefits and the hazards of trying to predict events.

Identifying causal forces of past events helps predict the future and better enable policymakers to respond to future crises

Walt, ‘5 – Prof, Kennedy School of Government @ Harvard (Stephen M., Annu. Rev. Polit. Sci. 2005. 8:23–48, pg. 31,  “The Relationship Between Theory and Policy in International Relations,” http://www.iheid.ch/webdav/site/political_science/shared/political_science/3452/walt.pdf)

PREDICTION IR theories can also help policy makers anticipate events. By identifying the central causal forces at work in a particular era, theories offer a picture of the world and thus can provide policy makers with a better understanding of the broad context in which they are operating. Such knowledge may enable policy makers to prepare more intelligently and in some cases allow them to prevent unwanted developments. To note an obvious example, different theories of international politics offered contrasting predictions about the end of the Cold War. Liberal theories generally offered optimistic forecasts, suggesting that the collapse of communism and the spread of Western-style institutions and political forms heralded an unusually peaceful era (Fukuyama 1992, Hoffman et al. 1993, Russett 1995, Weart 2000). By contrast, realist theories of IR predicted that the collapse of the Soviet threat would weaken existing alliances (Mearsheimer 1989, Waltz 1994–1995, Walt 1997c), stimulate the formation of anti-U.S. coalitions (Layne 1993,Kupchan 2000), and generally lead to heightened international competition. Other realists foresaw a Pax Americana based on U.S. primacy (Wohlforth 1999, Brooks & Wohlforth 2000–2001), whereas scholars from different traditions anticipated either a looming “clash of civilizations” (Huntington 1997) or a “coming anarchy” arising from failed states in the developing world (Kaplan 2001). Some of these works were more explicitly theoretical than others, but each highlighted particular trends and causal relationships in order to sketch a picture of an emerging world.  
AT: Monkeys 

This evidence doesn’t apply—it doesn’t indict all predictions, just those that are made by pundits without evidence

Menand, 05  (Louis, The New Yorker, 10/5, lexis)

It was no news to Tetlock, therefore, that experts got beaten by formulas. But he does believe that he discovered something about why some people make better forecasters than other people. It has to do not with what the experts believe but with the way they think. Tetlock uses Isaiah Berlin's metaphor from Archilochus, from his essay on Tolstoy, "The Hedgehog and the Fox," to illustrate the difference. He says:

Low scorers look like hedgehogs: thinkers who "know one big thing," aggressively extend the explanatory reach of that one big thing into new domains, display bristly impatience with those who "do not get it," and express considerable confidence that they are already pretty proficient forecasters, at least in the long term. High scorers look like foxes: thinkers who know many small things (tricks of their trade), are skeptical of grand schemes, see explanation and prediction not as deductive exercises but rather as exercises in flexible "ad hocery" that require stitching together diverse sources of information, and are rather diffident about their own forecasting prowess.  A hedgehog is a person who sees international affairs to be ultimately determined by a single bottom-line force: balance-of-power considerations, or the clash of civilizations, or globalization and the spread of free markets. A hedgehog is the kind of person who holds a great-man theory of history, according to which the Cold War does not end if there is no Ronald Reagan. Or he or she might adhere to the "actor-dispensability thesis," according to which Soviet Communism was doomed no matter what. Whatever it is, the big idea, and that idea alone, dictates the probable outcome of events. For the hedgehog, therefore, predictions that fail are only "off on timing," or are "almost right," derailed by an unforeseeable accident. There are always little swerves in the short run, but the long run irons them out.

Foxes, on the other hand, don't see a single determining explanation in history. They tend, Tetlock says, "to see the world as a shifting mixture of self-fulfilling and self-negating prophecies: self-fulfilling ones in which success breeds success, and failure, failure but only up to a point, and then self-negating prophecies kick in as people recognize that things have gone too far."  Tetlock did not find, in his sample, any significant correlation between how experts think and what their politics are. His hedgehogs were liberal as well as conservative, and the same with his foxes. (Hedgehogs were, of course, more likely to be extreme politically, whether rightist or leftist.) He also did not find that his foxes scored higher because they were more cautious-that their appreciation of complexity made them less likely to offer firm predictions. Unlike hedgehogs, who actually performed worse in areas in which they specialized, foxes enjoyed a modest benefit from expertise. Hedgehogs routinely over-predicted: twenty per cent of the outcomes that hedgehogs claimed were impossible or nearly impossible came to pass, versus ten per cent for the foxes. More than thirty per cent of the outcomes that hedgehogs thought were sure or near-sure did not, against twenty per cent for foxes.  The upside of being a hedgehog, though, is that when you're right you can be really and spectacularly right. Great scientists, for example, are often hedgehogs. They value parsimony, the simpler solution over the more complex. In world affairs, parsimony may be a liability-but, even there, there can be traps in the kind of highly integrative thinking that is characteristic of foxes. Elsewhere, Tetlock has published an analysis of the political reasoning of Winston Churchill. Churchill was not a man who let contradictory information interfere with his idees fixes. This led him to make the wrong prediction about Indian independence, which he opposed. But it led him to be right about Hitler. He was never distracted by the contingencies that might combine to make the elimination of Hitler unnecessary.  Tetlock also has an unscientific point to make, which is that "we as a society would be better off if participants in policy debates stated their beliefs in testable forms"-that is, as probabilities-"monitored their forecasting performance, and honored their reputational bets." He thinks that we're suffering from our primitive attraction to deterministic, overconfident hedgehogs. It's true that the only thing the electronic media like better than a hedgehog is two hedgehogs who don't agree. Tetlock notes, sadly, a point that Richard Posner has made about these kinds of public intellectuals, which is that most of them are dealing in "solidarity" goods, not "credence" goods. Their analyses and predictions are tailored to make their ideological brethren feel good-more white swans for the white-swan camp. A prediction, in this context, is just an exclamation point added to an analysis. Liberals want to hear that whatever conservatives are up to is bound to go badly; when the argument gets more nuanced, they change the channel. On radio and television and the editorial page, the line between expertise and advocacy is very blurry, and pundits behave exactly the way Tetlock says they will. Bush Administration loyalists say that their predictions about postwar Iraq were correct, just a little off on timing; pro-invasion liberals who are now trying to dissociate themselves from an adventure gone bad insist that though they may have sounded a false alarm, they erred "in the right direction"-not really a mistake at all.  

AT: Predictions Impossible

Predictions are feasible. They can be made logically from empirical evidence.

Chernoff ‘9  (Fred, Prof. IR and Dir. IR – Colgate U., European Journal of International Relations, “Conventionalism as an Adequate Basis for Policy-Relevant IR Theory”, 15:1, Sage)

For these and other reasons, many social theorists and social scientists have come to the conclusion that prediction is impossible. Well-known IR reflexivists like Rick Ashley, Robert Cox, Rob Walker and Alex Wendt have attacked naturalism by emphasizing the interpretive nature of social theory. Ashley is explicit in his critique of prediction, as is Cox, who says quite simply, ‘It is impossible to predict the future’ (Ashley, 1986: 283; Cox, 1987: 139, cf. also 1987: 393). More recently, Heikki Patomäki has argued that ‘qualitative changes and emergence are possible, but predictions are not’ defective and that the latter two presuppose an unjustifiably narrow notion of ‘prediction’.14 A determined prediction sceptic may continue to hold that there is too great a degree of complexity of social relationships (which comprise ‘open systems’) to allow any prediction whatsoever. Two very simple examples may circumscribe and help to refute a radical variety of scepticism. First, we all make reliable social predictions and do so with great frequency. We can predict with high probability that a spouse, child or parent will react to certain well-known stimuli that we might supply, based on extensive past experience. More to the point of IR prediction – scepticism, we can imagine a young child in the UK who (perhaps at the cinema) (1) picks up a bit of 19th-century British imperial lore thus gaining a sense of the power of the crown, without knowing anything of current balances of power, (2) hears some stories about the US–UK invasion of Iraq in the context of the aim of advancing democracy, and (3) hears a bit about communist China and democratic Taiwan. Although the specific term ‘preventative strike’ might not enter into her lexicon, it is possible to imagine the child, whose knowledge is thus limited, thinking that if democratic Taiwan were threatened by China, the UK would (possibly or probably) launch a strike on China to protect it, much as the UK had done to help democracy in Iraq. In contrast to the child, readers of this journal and scholars who study the world more thoroughly have factual information (e.g. about the relative military and economic capabilities of the UK and China) and hold some cause-and-effect principles (such as that states do not usually initiate actions that leaders understand will have an extremely high probability of undercutting their power with almost no chances of success). Anyone who has adequate knowledge of world politics would predict that the UK will not launch a preventive attack against China. In the real world, China knows that for the next decade and well beyond the UK will not intervene militarily in its affairs. While Chinese leaders have to plan for many likely — and even a few somewhat unlikely — future possibilities, they do not have to plan for various implausible contingencies: they do not have to structure forces geared to defend against specifically UK forces and do not have to conduct diplomacy with the UK in a way that would be required if such an attack were a real possibility. Any rational decision-maker in China may use some cause-and-effect (probabilistic) principles along with knowledge of specific facts relating to the Sino-British relationship to predict (P2) that the UK will not land its forces on Chinese territory — even in the event of a war over Taiwan (that is, the probability is very close to zero). The statement P2 qualifies as a prediction based on DEF above and counts as knowledge for Chinese political and military decision-makers. A Chinese diplomat or military planner who would deny that theory-based prediction would have no basis to rule out extremely implausible predictions like P2 and would thus have to prepare for such unlikely contingencies as UK action against China. A reflexivist theorist sceptical of ‘prediction’ in IR might argue that the China example distorts the notion by using a trivial prediction and treating it as a meaningful one. But the critic’s temptation to dismiss its value stems precisely from the fact that it is so obviously true. The value to China of knowing that the UK is not a military threat is significant. The fact that, under current conditions, any plausible cause-and-effect understanding of IR that one might adopt would yield P2, that the ‘UK will not attack China’, does not diminish the value to China of knowing the UK does not pose a military threat. A critic might also argue that DEF and the China example allow non-scientific claims to count as predictions. But we note that while physics and chemistry offer precise ‘point predictions’, other natural sciences, such as seismology, genetics or meteorology, produce predictions that are often much less specific; that is, they describe the predicted ‘events’ in broader time frame and typically in probabilistic terms. We often find predictions about the probability, for example, of a seismic event in the form ‘some time in the next three years’ rather than ‘two years from next Monday at 11:17 am’. DEF includes approximate and probabilistic propositions as predictions and is thus able to catagorize as a prediction the former sort of statement, which is of a type that is often of great value to policy-makers. With the help of these ‘non-point predictions’ coming from the natural and the social sciences, leaders are able to choose the courses of action (e.g. more stringent earthquake-safety building codes, or procuring an additional carrier battle group) that are most likely to accomplish the leaders’ desired ends. So while ‘point predictions’ are not what political leaders require in most decision-making situations, critics of IR predictiveness often attack the predictive capacity of IR theory for its inability to deliver them. The critics thus commit the straw man fallacy by requiring a sort of prediction in IR (1) that few, if any, theorists claim to be able to offer, (2) that are not required by policy-makers for theory-based predictions to be valuable, and (3) that are not possible even in some natural sciences.15 The range of theorists included in ‘reflexivists’ here is very wide and it is possible to dissent from some of the general descriptions. From the point of view of the central argument of this article, there are two important features that should be rendered accurately. One is that reflexivists reject explanation–prediction symmetry, which allows them to pursue causal (or constitutive) explanation without any commitment to prediction. The second is that almost all share clear opposition to predictive social science.16 The reflexivist commitment to both of these conclusions should be evident from the foregoing discussion.

No predictions means vote aff because the alt is useless at best.

Chernoff ‘9  (Fred, Prof. IR and Dir. IR – Colgate U., European Journal of International Relations, “Conventionalism as an Adequate Basis for Policy-Relevant IR Theory”, 15:1, Sage)

Other reflexivist theorists reject prediction more by omission. For example, Walker and Wendt are less explicit but are still quite clear in their rejections of prediction in IR. While Walker (1993) offers a sustained critique of naturalism and the empiricist (though not empirical) approach to the social sciences, he focuses on the logic of explanation and the presuppositions of the dominant forms of theory rather than questions connected to ‘prediction’. He ignores the notion of ‘prediction’. Wendt is of course one of the principal figures in American constructivism and, like others in that group, emphasizes scientific-style explanation. But at no point does he endorse prediction. Wendt lays out his extensive metatheory in Social Theory of International Politics (1999) but barely even mentions ‘prediction’. Rationalist scholars rarely note the problem that prediction – scepticism creates for the empirical value that IR theory might have. John Mearsheimer is one of the exceptions. He observes that reflexivists hope to improve the world by making it more cooperative and peaceful, which they hold will be advanced by eliminating the ‘hegemonic discourse’ of realism. But, as Mearsheimer points out, if the reflexivists were to eliminate the hegemonic discourse, then, since they do not have any way to predict what would follow in its place, the change may be a shift from realism to fascism.12 There is a related but somewhat more radical implication, which Mearsheimer does not mention, namely that without any ability to predict in the social world, it is possible that reflexivists may succeed in creating a more institutionally oriented discourse, but that discourse might not produce any change whatever in real-world politics. If they reject causal (probabilistic) connections projected into the future between events, states of affairs, or event-types, then there is no reason to believe that any specific change will lead to any effect at all.13

Futurism Good

Future-oriented politics are key to prevent extinction from technology. Even if technological power is the cause we should explicitly plan and expose possibilities for human extinction.

Jonas ’96  (Hans, Former Alvin Johnson Prof. Phil. – New School for Social Research and Former Eric Voegelin Visiting Prof. – U. Munich, “Morality and Mortality: A Search for the Good After Auschwitz”, p. 108-110)

But to return to our subject: Modern megatechnology contains both of the threats we have named—that of physical annihilation and that of existential impoverishment: the former by means of its unquestionably negative potential for catastrophe (such as atomic war), the latter by means of its positive potential for manipulation. Examples of this manipulation, which can lead to our ethical powerlessness, are the automation of all work, psychological and biological behavior control, various forms of totalitarianism, and—probably most dangerous of all—the genetic reshaping of our nature. Finally, as far as environmental destruction is concerned—i.e., not a sudden nuclear apocalypse but a gradual one by means of a completely peaceful technology in the service of humanity— the physical threat itself becomes an existential one if the end result is global misery that allows only for an imperative of naked survival devoid of all feeling of ethical responsibility. With this, we return to the other desideratum for the grounding of an ethics for the future in a technological age: the factual knowledge afforded by "futurology." We said earlier that this knowledge must awaken the right feelings in us in order to motivate us to act with responsibility. A few words are appropriate here about this emotional side of a vision of the future called for by ethics. If we first think, as we cannot help but do, of the fate man has imposed on the planet, a fate staring at us out of the future, then we are right to feel a mixture of fear and guilt: fear because what we see ahead is something terrible; guilt because we are conscious of our own causal role in bringing it about. But can something frightful, which will not affect us but those who come much later, frighten us? Even watching a tragedy on the stage can do this, as we know. This analogy adds to our "fear" and anticipatory "pity" for later generations damned in advance, yet we do not have the consolation afforded by a stage drama that this is mere fiction; the reality of futurology's warning denies us that. Above all, however, its accusation that future generations are our victims makes the selfish distancing of our feelings, which something remote otherwise permits, morally impossible for us. Our horror at what the future holds cries out to us: "That must not be! We must not permit that! We must not bring that about!" An unselfish fear of what will eventuate long after us, anticipatory remorse on its account, and shame on our own account overcome us as sheer reflexes triggered by decency and by solidarity with our species. Here no metaphysical sanction is even necessary, yet it is anticipated in these reflexes and finds in those spontaneous feelings a natural ally for its demands. For this very reason the dismal conclusions of scientific futurology ought to be widely disseminated. In the end, then, it is the "ontological imperative," discussed earlier, of man's "ought-to-be," whether clearly recognized or dimly perceived, which absolutely forbids us to have the contemptible attitude of "after us the deluge." Given the validity of this imperative (which many surely can agree upon without any philosophical substantiation), the responsibility we bear because of our power becomes a compelling law. The role of power in this entire context is complicated and in part paradoxical. On the one hand, it is the cause of the catastrophe we fear; on the other, the sole means of its possible prevention. This prophylaxis demands massive application of the same knowledge which is the source of our fateful power. By struggling against the effects of this power, we are strengthening its roots. Fear of our power has taken the place of the natural euphoria that once accompanied its possession, its enjoyment, and above all its self-engendered growth. It is no longer nature, as formerly, but our power over it which now fills us with fear— for the sake of nature and for our own sakes. Our power has become our master instead of our servant. We must now gain control over it. We have not yet done so, even though our power is entirely the result of our knowledge and our will. Knowledge, will, and power are collective, and therefore control of them must also be collective: it can come only from forces within the public sector. In other words, it must be political, and that requires in the long run a broad, grass-roots consensus.

***REPRESENTATIONS 
2AC AT: Reps First

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

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

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

Postmodernists focus too much on the representations of war—they will inevitably reify the dominant discourse by ignoring the realities of the effects of war

Krishna, ’93 – Prof Poli Sci @ U of Hawaii (Summer, Sankaran, Alternatives, “The Importance of Being Ironic: A Postcolonial View on Critical International Relations Theory”, pg. 398-399)
Yet overemphasizing the new forms of representations of the war in the media can become politically problematic. First, a focus on the newness of "cyberwar" detracts attention from the fact that in many ways the Gulf War was very much in the mold of previous conflicts. Far from indicating any shift from the material to the perceptual, this conflict was about territory, oil, and reasserting US hegemony. Second, one ought not to confuse the actual nature of the Gulf War with the Pentagon's close orchestration of its media coverage. In this regard, quotes such as the following leave this reviewer with a sense of disquiet: The consequence ... is that in modern warfare, as the aim of battle shifts from territorial, economic, and material gains to immaterial, perceptual fields the spectacle of war is displaced by the war of spectacle. (AD: 191) For several reasons (technological, political, and theoretical), the warrior has ceased to hold any kind of possibility. Instances where the warrior seems to be present—Panama, Liberia, Grenada, Afghanistan, even the Persian Gulf—quickly present themselves as failures, spectacles, or exercises in nostalgia. (KN: 24) Contrasted with this supposed dematerialization of war, territory, and the warrior, and a supposedly new era of cyberwars of sign systems, a few enduring realities seem to need reiteration: The war in Iraq was over one of those stubborn geopolitical facts of the present era—oil. It was preceded by a Hannibal-esque build-up lasting more than six months (in contrast to all this talk about speed). The overwhelming percentage of the bombs used in Iraq were not "smart" bombs; in fact nearly 93 percent of the 88,500 tons of bombs used in that war were not precision-guided but "dumb" bombs. US bombs are estimated to have "missed" their targets about 70 percent of the time (needless to add, a "missed target" probably means higher civilian casualties). Far from being a "clean" war (as General Powell and others suggested during the conflict), the weapons systems used were deliberately designed to increase human casualties and suffering. Thus, the Multiple-Launch Rocket System; the Army Tactical Missile System; the "Adam" bombs designed to "spin out tiny darts with razor edges; phosphorous howitzer shells that spew fragments which penetrate enemy bodies and produce lesions"; fuel-air bombs, which "burn oxygen over a surface of over 1 or 2 square kilometers, destroying all human life through asphyxiation or through implosion of the lungs, leaving no chance for survival" and replicating tactical nuclear weapons in their destructiveness—all these and more were used on the traffic jam on the road connecting Kuwait to Iraq, where thousands of soldiers and civilians (including migrant laborers) were trapped and became a turkey-shoot for US "technology."29 By emphasizing the technology and speed in the Gulf War, endlessly analyzing the representation of the war itself, without a simultaneous exposition of the "ground realities," postmodernist analyses wind up, unwittingly, echoing the Pentagon and the White House in their claims that this was a "clean" war with smart bombs that take out only defense installations with minimal "collateral damage." One needs to reflesh the Gulf War dead through our postmortems instead of merely echoing, with Virilio and others, the "disappearance" of territory or the modern warrior with the new technologies; or the intertext connecting the war and television; or the displacement of the spectacle of war by the war of spectacle.30 Second, the emphasis on the speed with which the annihilation proceeded once the war began tends to obfuscate the long build-up to the conflict and US complicity in Iraqi foreign and defense policy in prior times. Third, as the details provided above show, if there was anything to highlight about the war, it was not so much its manner of representation as the incredible levels of annihilation that have been perfected. To summarize: I am not suggesting that postmodernist analysts of the war are in agreement with the Pentagon's claims regarding a "clean" war; I am suggesting that their preoccupation with representation, sign systems, and with the signifier over the signified, leaves one with little sense of the annihilation visited upon the people and land of Iraq. And, as the Vietnam War proved and Schwarzkopf well realized, without that physicalistic sense of violence, war can be more effectively sold to a jingoistic public.
Reps Alt Fails

recognizing international relations is socially constructed is useless—changing representational practices doesn’t alter the material reality of state practices or help create better policy for the oppressed

Jarvis, 00  (Darryl, lecturer in IR at the University of Sydney, International relations and the challenge of postmodernism, 2000, p. 128-130)

Perhaps more alarming though is the outright violence Ashley recom-mends in response to what at best seem trite, if not imagined, injustices. Inculpating modernity, positivism, technical rationality, or realism with violence, racism, war, and countless other crimes not only smacks of anthropomorphism but, as demonstrated by Ashley's torturous prose and reasoning, requires a dubious logic to malce such connections in the first place. Are we really to believe that ethereal entities like positivism, mod-ernism, or realism emanate a "violence" that marginalizes dissidents? Indeed, where is this violence, repression, and marginalization? As self- professed dissidents supposedly exiled from the discipline, Ashley and Walker appear remarkably well integrated into the academy-vocal, pub-lished, and at the center of the Third Debate and the forefront of theo-retical research. Likewise, is Ashley seriously suggesting that, on the basis of this largely imagined violence, global transformation (perhaps even rev-olutionary violence) is a necessary, let alone desirable, response? Has the rationale for emancipation or the fight for justice been reduced to such vacuous revolutionary slogans as "Down with positivism and rationality"? The point is surely trite. Apart from members of the academy, who has heard of positivism and who for a moment imagines that they need to be emancipated from it, or from modernity, rationality, or realism for that matter? In an era of unprecedented change and turmoil, of new political and military configurations, of war in the Balkans and ethnic cleansing, is Ashley really suggesting that some of the greatest threats facing humankind or some of the great moments of history rest on such innocu-ous and largely unknown nonrealities like positivism and realism? These are imagined and fictitious enemies, theoretical fabrications that represent arcane, self-serving debates superfluous to the lives of most people and, arguably, to most issues of importance in international relations. More is the pity that such irrational and obviously abstruse debate should so occupy us at a time of great global turmoil. That it does and continues to do so reflects our lack of judicious criteria for evaluating the-ory and, more importantly, the lack of attachment theorists have to the real world. Certainly it is right and proper that we ponder the depths of our theoretical imaginations, engage in epistemological and ontological debate, and analyze the sociology of our lmowledge.37 But to suppose that this is the only task of international theory, let alone the most important one, smacks of intellectual elitism and displays a certain contempt for those who search for guidance in their daily struggles as actors in international politics. What does Ashley's project, his deconstructive efforts, or valiant fight against positivism say to the truly marginalized, oppressed, and des-titute? How does it help solve the plight of the poor, the displaced refugees, the casualties of war, or the emigres of death squads? Does it in any way speak to those whose actions and thoughts comprise the policy and practice of international relations? On all these questions one must answer no. This is not to say, of course, that all theory should be judged by its technical rationality and problem-solving capacity as Ashley forcefully argues. But to suppose that problem-solving technical theory is not necessary-or is in some way bad-is a contemptuous position that abrogates any hope of solving some of the nightmarish realities that millions confront daily. As Holsti argues, we need ask of these theorists and their theories the ultimate question, "So what?" To what purpose do they deconstruct, problematize, destabilize, undermine, ridicule, and belittle modernist and rationalist approaches? Does this get us any further, make the world any better, or enhance the human condition? In what sense can this "debate toward [a] bottomless pit of epistemology and metaphysics" be judged pertinent, relevant, help-ful, or cogent to anyone other than those foolish enough to be scholasti-cally excited by abstract and recondite debate.38 Contrary to Ashley's assertions, then, a poststructural approach fails to empower the marginalized and, in fact, abandons them. Rather than ana-lyze the political economy of power, wealth, oppression, production, or international relations and render an intelligible understanding of these processes, Ashley succeeds in ostracizing those he portends to represent by delivering an obscure and highly convoluted discourse. If Ashley wishes to chastise structural realism for its abstractness and detachment, he must be prepared also to face similar criticism, especially when he so adamantly intends his work to address the real life plight of those who struggle at marginal places.  If the relevance of Ashley's project is questionable, so too is its logic and cogency. First, we might ask to what extent the postmodern "empha-sis on the textual, constructed nature of the world" represents "an unwar-ranted extension of approaches appropriate for literature to other areas of human practice that are more constrained by an objective reality. "39 All theory is socially constructed and realities like the nation-state, domestic and international politics, regimes, or transnational agencies are obviously social fabrications. But to what extent is this observation of any real use? Just because we acknowledge that the state is a socially fabricated entity, or that the division between domestic and international society is arbitrar-ily inscribed does not make the reality of the state disappear or render invisible international politics. Whether socially constructed or objectively given, the argument over the ontological status of the state is of no particular moment. Does this change our experience of the state or somehow diminish the political-economic-juridical-military functions of the state? To recognize that states are not naturally inscribed but dynamic entities continually in the process of being made and reimposed and are therefore culturally dissimilar, economically different, and politically atypical, while perspicacious to our historical and theoretical understanding of the state, in no way detracts from its reality, practices, and consequences. Similarly, few would object to Ashley's hermeneutic interpretivist understanding of the international sphere as an artificially inscribed demarcation. But, to paraphrase Holsti again, so what? This does not malce its effects any less real, diminish its importance in our lives, or excuse us from paying serious attention to it. That international politics and states would not exist with-out subjectivities is a banal tautology. The point, surely, is to move beyond this and study these processes. Thus, while intellectually interesting, con-structivist theory is not an end point as Ashley seems to think, where we all throw up our hands and announce there are no foundations and all real-ity is an arbitrary social construction. Rather, it should be a means of rec-ognizing the structurated nature of our being and the reciprocity between subjects and structures through history. Ashley, however, seems not to want to do this, but only to deconstruct the state, international politics, and international theory on the basis that none of these is objectively given but fictitious entities that arise out of modernist practices of representa-tion. While an interesting theoretical enterprise, it is of no great conse- quence to the study of international politics. Indeed, structuration theory has long talcen care of these ontological dilemmas that otherwise seem to preoccupy Ashley.40 

AT: Doty/ Reps 1st 
Focus  on representations sanitizes powerful structures and destroys the predictive power of IR

Stokes no date

Doug Stokes, Bristol Univ Politics Department, Gluing the Hats On: Power, Agency, and Reagan's Office of Public Diplomacy, accessed 10/9/05> (http://web.archive.org/web/20060221025303/http://www.aqnt98.dsl.pipex.com/hats.htm) 
In her discursive practices approach, Doty argues that more poststructurally inclined questions as to "how" foreign policy is made possible (that is, an examination of the prior conditions of possibility) provides a more nuanced account of foreign policy formation than questions which ask "why" (that is, why a particular decision or policy was pursued). She rightly argues that "why" questions pre-suppose a discursive matrix, a mode of being and a background of social practices. Furthermore, these "why" questions fail to account for "how these meanings, subjects, and interpretative dispositions are constructed".66 However, in arguing for the superiority of analyses of possibility conditions, she misses a crucial point and simplifies the very nature of the "how" of foreign policy practice. Whilst it is important to analyse the discursive conditions of possibility of policy formation, in failing to account for how various discourses were employed and through what institutional mechanisms, how some discourses gained ascendancy and not others, and how social actors intervene in hegemonic struggles to maintain various discourses, Doty seriously compromises the critical potential of her analysis.  By working with a notion of power free from any institutional basis and rejecting a notion of power that "social actors possess and use",67 she produces a narrative of foreign policy whereby the differential role of social actors is erased from foreign policy processes and decision making. For Doty it seems, power resides in discourses themselves and their endless production of and play on meaning, not in the ability on the part of those who own and control the means of social reproduction to manipulate dominant social and political discourses and deploy them institutionally and strategically. The ability to analyse the use of discourses by foreign policy elites for purposeful ends and their ability to deploy hegemonic discourses within foreign policy processes is lost through a delinking of those elites and discursive production (her "dispersed" notion of power). Furthermore, Doty assumes that the "kind of power that works through social agents, a power that social actors posses and use" is somehow in opposition to a "power that is productive of meanings, subject identities, their interrelationships and a range of imaginable conduct". But these forms of power are not mutually exclusive. Social agents can be both subject to discourse and act in instrumental ways to effect discourse precisely through producing meanings and subject identities, and delineating the range of policy options. Through her erasure of the link between foreign policy processes and purposeful social agents, she ends up producing an account of hegemonic foreign policy narratives free from any narrator.68 This is particularly problematic because the power inherent within representational practices does not necessarily operate independently from the power to deploy those representations. The power to represent, in turn, does not operate independently from differential access to the principal conduits of discursive production, sedimentation and transmission (for example, the news media).69 Thus, Doty's account fails to provide an adequate analysis of the socially constructed interests that constitute the discursive construction of reality. As Stuart Hall argues "there are centers that operate directly on the formation and constitution of discourse. The media are in that business. Political parties are in that business. When you set the terms in which the debate proceeds, that is an exercise of symbolic power [which] circulates between constituted points of condensation."70 The overall critical thrust of poststructurally inclined IR theorists is blunted by both the refusal to examine or even acknowledge the limits and constraints on social discourses and the denial of any linkage between identity representations and the interests that may infuse these representations.

War Reps Good 
Representations of war are the only way to conceptualize its impacts. 

Martin, 2. Brian (Professor of Social Sciences in the School of Social Sciences, Media and Communication at the University of Wollongong), September 3, “Activism After Nuclear War?,” http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/02tff.html.

If worst comes to worst and nuclear weapons cause physical effects close to home, then survival becomes a priority. It makes sense to know the basics about the effects of nuclear war - blast, heat, radiation - and how to protect. Knowing basic first aid is important too. There is plenty of information on what to do in the event of nuclear war, but most social activists have avoided even thinking about it on the grounds that preparation makes nuclear war more likely. I disagree. If activists are seen to be ready, this makes nuclear war less likely. Nuclear weapons are severely stigmatised largely due to the efforts of peace activists. Governments have been reluctant to use nuclear weapons because they realise there will be an enormous political backlash. From the 1940s on, US leaders have considered using nuclear weapons on quite a number of occasions - such as during the Vietnam war - but always refrained, largely due to the fear of a backlash. If, despite this, nuclear weapons are used, it is vital that social activists capitalise on the widespread revulsion that will occur. To do this, activists need to be prepared. Otherwise, the next nuclear war will be only the beginning of a series of nuclear wars. A further implication is that activists need to be psychologically prepared for nuclear war. For decades, many people have thought of nuclear war as "the end": as extinction or the end of civilisation. But limited nuclear war has always been possible and even a major nuclear war could leave billions of people alive. Therefore it makes sense to think through the implications and make suitable preparations. Nuclear war is almost bound to be a disaster, not only in human and environmental terms but as well in terms of political prospects for achieving a better world. Activists are doing what they can to prevent nuclear war, but they are not the ones who design and produce the weapons and prepare to use them. Given that nuclear weapons may be used despite the best efforts of peace activists, it makes sense to be prepared for the aftermath. That means preparing organisationally and psychologically. 
XT: Reps irrelevant

Representations are irrelevant—they still default to objectivity and don’t change how we conceive IR just recognize past changes. 

Mearsheimer, 95. John (International Relations professor at the University of Chicago), The False Promise of International Institutions in International Security Vol 19 Number 3 Winter, pp 43-44. 

The main goal of critical theorists is to change state  behavior in fundamental ways, to move beyond a world of security competition and  war and establish a pluralistic security community. However, their explanation of how  change occurs is at best incomplete, and at worst, internally contradictory.155  Critical theory maintains that state behavior changes when discourse changes. But  that argument leaves open the obvious and crucially important question: what deter-  mines why some discourses become dominant and others lose out in the marketplace  of ideas? What is the mechanism that governs the rise and fall of discourses? This  general question, in turn, leads to three more specific questions: 1) Why has realism  been the hegemonic discourse in world politics for so long? 2) Why is the time ripe for  its unseating? 3) Why is realism likely to be replaced by a more peaceful communitarian  discourse?  Critical theory provides few insights on why discourses rise and fall. Thomas Risse-  Kappen writes, "Research on. . . 'epistemic communities' of knowledge-based transna-  tional networks has failed so far to specify the conditions under which specific ideas  are selfected and influence policies while others fall by the wayside."  156 Not surprisingly,  critical theorists say little about why realism has been the dominant discourse, and why  its foundations are now so shaky. They certainly do not offer a well-defined argument  that deals with this important issue. Therefore, it is difficult to judge the fate of realism  through the lens of critical theory.  Nevertheless, critical theorists occasionally point to particular factors that might lead  to changes in international relations discourse. In such cases, however, they usually end  up arguing that changes in the material world drive changes in discourse. For example,  when Ashley makes surmises about the future of realism, he claims that "a crucial issue  is whether or not changing historical conditions have disabled longstanding realist  rituals of power." Specifically, he asks whether "developments in late capitalist society;"  like the "fiscal crisis of the state," and the "internationalization of capital," coupled with  "the presence of vastly destructive and highly automated nuclear arsenals [has] de-  prived statesmen of the latitude for competent performance of realist rituals of  power?"  157 Similarly, Cox argues that fundamental change occurs when there is a  "disjuncture" between "the stock of ideas people have about the nature of the world  and the practical problems that challenge them." He then writes, "Some of us think the  erstwhile dominant mental construct of neorealism is inadequate to confront the chal-  lenges of global politics today."158  It would be understandable if realists made such arguments, since they believe there  is an objective reality that largely determines which discourse will be dominant. Critical  theorists, however, emphasize that the world is socially constructed, and not shaped in  fundamental ways by objective factors. Anarchy, after all, is what we make of it. Yet  when critical theorists attempt to explain why realism may be losing its hegemonic  position, they too point to objective factors as the ultimate cause of change. Discourse,  so it appears, turns out not to be determinative, but mainly a reflection of developments  in the objective world. In short, it seems that when critical theorists who study inter-  national politics offer glimpses of their thinking about the causes of change in the real  world, they make arguments that directly contradict their own theory, but which appear  to be compatible with the theory they are challenging.159  There is another problem with the application of critical theory to international  relations. Although critical theorists hope to replace realism with a discourse that  emphasizes harmony and peace, critical theory per se emphasizes that it is impossible  to know the future. Critical theory, according to its own logic, can be used to undermine  realism and produce change, but it cannot serve as the basis for predicting which  discourse will replace realism, because the theory says little about the direction change  takes. In fact, Cox argues that although "utopian expectations may be an element in  stimulating people to act ... such expectations are almost never realized in practice."  
2AC Reps Perm 
Combining a focus on discursive power with political practice is the only way to ensure that the critique engages with the real world.  

Giroux, 6. Henry (Penn State Chair of Education and Cultural Studies), Dirty Democracy and States of Terrorism: The Politics of the New Authoritarianism in the United States in Comparative Studies of South Asia Volume 26 Number 6, p 176-177. 
Abstracted from the ideal of public commitment, the new authoritarianism represents a political and economic practice and form of militarism that loosen the connections among substantive democracy, critical agency, and critical education. In opposition to the rising tide of authoritarianism, educators across the globe must make a case for linking learning to progressive social change while struggling to pluralize and critically engage the diverse sites where public pedagogy takes place. In part, this suggests forming alliances that can make sure every sphere of social life is recognized as an important site of the political, social, and cultural struggle that is so crucial to any attempt to forge the knowledge, identifications, effective investments, and social relations that constitute political subjects and social agents capable of energizing and spreading the basis for a substantive global democracy. Such circumstances require that pedagogy be embraced as a moral and political practice, one that is directive and not dogmatic, an outgrowth of struggles designed to resist the increasing depoliticization of political culture that is the hallmark of the current Bush revolution. Education is the terrain where consciousness is shaped, needs are constructed, and the capacity for individual self-reflection and broad social change is nurtured and produced. Education has assumed an unparalleled significance in shaping the language, values, and ideologies that legitimize the structures and organizations that support the imperatives of global capitalism. Efforts to reduce it to a technique or methodology set aside, education remains a crucial site for the production and struggle over those pedagogical and political conditions that provide the possibilities for people to develop forms of agency that enable them individually and collectively to intervene in the processes through which the material relations of power shape the meaning and practices of their everyday lives. Within the current historical context, struggles over power take on a symbolic and discursive as well as a material and institutional form. The struggle over education is about more than the struggle over meaning and identity; it is also about how meaning, knowledge, and values are produced, authorized, and made operational within economic and structural relations of power. Education is not at odds with politics; it is an important and crucial element in any definition of the political and offers not only the theoretical tools for a systematic critique of authoritarianism but also a language of possibility for creating actual movements for democratic social change and a new biopolitics that affirms life rather than death, shared responsibility rather than shared fears, and engaged citizenship rather than the stripped-down values of consumerism. At stake here is combining symbolic forms and processes conducive to democratization with broader social contexts and the institutional formations of power itself. The key point here is to understand and engage educational and pedagogical practices from the point of view of how they are bound up with larger relations of power. Educators, students, and parents need to be clearer about how power works through and in texts, representations, and discourses, while at the same time recognizing that power cannot be limited to the study of representations and discourses, even at the level of public policy. Changing consciousness is not the same as altering the institutional basis of oppression; at the same time, institutional reform cannot take place without a change in consciousness capable of recognizing not only injustice but also the very possibility for reform, the capacity to reinvent the conditions and practices that make a more just future possible. In addition, it is crucial to raise questions about the relationship between pedagogy and civic culture, on the one hand, and what it takes for individuals and social groups to believe that they have any responsibility whatsoever even to address the realities of class, race, gender, and other specific forms of domination, on the other hand. For too long, the progressives have ignored that the strategic dimension of politics is inextricably connected to questions of critical education and pedagogy, to what it means to acknowledge that education is always tangled up with power, ideologies, values, and the acquisition of both particular forms of agency and specific visions of the future. The primacy of critical pedagogy to politics, social change, and the radical imagination in such dark times is dramatically captured by the internationally renowned sociologist Zygmunt Bauman. He writes, Adverse odds may be overwhelming, and yet a democratic (or, as Cornelius Castoriadis would say, an autonomous) society knows of no substitute for education and self-education as a means to influence the turn of events that can be squared with its own nature, while that nature cannot be preserved for long without "critical pedagogy"—an education sharpening its critical edge, "making society feel guilty" and "stirring things up" through stirring human consciences. The fates of freedom, of democracy that makes it possible while being made possible by it, and of education that breeds dissatisfaction with the level of both freedom and democracy achieved thus far, are inextricably connected and not to be detached from one another. One may view that intimate connection as another specimen of a vicious circle—but it is within that circle that human hopes and the chances of humanity are inscribed, and can be nowhere else.
***Root CAUSE 
2AC AT: Generic Root Cause

Wars don’t have single causes – consensus of experts

Cashman 00

Greg, Professor of Political Science at Salisbury State University “What Causes war?: An introduction to theories of international conflict” pg. 9

Two warnings need to be issued at this point. First, while we have been using a single variable explanation of war merely for the sake of simplicity, multivariate explanations of war are likely to be much more powerful. Since social and political behaviors are extremely complex, they are almost never explainable through a single factor. Decades of research have led most analysts to reject monocausal explanations of war. For instance, international relations theorist J. David Singer suggests that we ought to move away from the concept of “causality” since it has become associated with the search for a single cause of war; we should instead redirect our activities toward discovering “explanations”—a term that implies multiple causes of war, but also a certain element of randomness or chance in their occurrence.
Monocausal explanations impoverish scholarship
Martin 90 Brian Martin, Department of Science and Technology Studies, University of Wollongong, Australia, Uprooting War, 1990 edition http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/90uw/uw13.html
In this chapter and in the six preceding chapters I have examined a number of structures and factors which have some connection with the war system. There is much more that could be said about any one of these structures, and other factors which could be examined. Here I wish to note one important point: attention should not be focussed on one single factor to the exclusion of others. This is often done for example by some Marxists who look only at capitalism as a root of war and other social problems, and by some feminists who attribute most problems to patriarchy. The danger of monocausal explanations is that they may lead to an inadequate political practice. The ‘revolution’ may be followed by the persistence or even expansion of many problems which were not addressed by the single-factor perspective. The one connecting feature which I perceive in the structures underlying war is an unequal distribution of power. This unequal distribution is socially organised in many different ways, such as in the large-scale structures for state administration, in capitalist ownership, in male domination within families and elsewhere, in control over knowledge by experts, and in the use of force by the military. Furthermore, these different systems of power are interconnected. They often support each other, and sometimes conflict. This means that the struggle against war can and must be undertaken at many different levels. It ranges from struggles to undermine state power to struggles to undermine racism, sexism and other forms of domination at the level of the individual and the local community. Furthermore, the different struggles need to be linked together. That is the motivation for analysing the roots of war and developing strategies for grassroots movements to uproot them 

We control uniqueness – interstate war declining in both magnitude and frequency – statistics 

Marshal and Cole 9

Monty G Marshall, Monty G. Marshall is a Research Professor in the George Mason University School of Public Policy and Director of Research at the Center for Global Policy, Benjamin R Cole,  Hood House Lecturer in International Affairs at the University of New Hampshire. He holds B.A. and M.A. degrees in Political Science from the University of New Hampshire and is completing his doctoral studies in the School of Public Policy at George Mason University. 

Center for Systemic Peace, 12/7/09,  “Global Report 2009 Conflict, Governance, and State Fragility” pg 7-8, http://www.systemicpeace.org/Global%20Report%202009.pdf

The most encompassing observation that can be made regarding global system performance in regard to the conflict dimension concerns the status of major episodes of political violence (armed conflict). These include societal (civil, ethnic, and communal) and interstate (including independence) warfare.3 The global trend in major armed conflict has continued its dramatic decline during the globalization era both in numbers of states affected by major armed conflicts and in total magnitude (figure 3). According to our calculations, the global magnitude of warfare has decreased by over sixty percent since peaking in the mid-1980s, falling by the end of 2009 to its lowest level since 1960. Societal warfare has been the predominant mode of warfare since the mid-1950s; increasing steeply and steadily through the Cold War period. This steep, linear increase in societal warfare is largely explained by a general tendency toward longer, more protracted, wars during that period; internal wars often receiving crucial military and/or material support from foreign states, in many cases linked to the competing superpowers. In contrast, the rate of onset of new societal wars has remained constant since 1946 to the present with an average of about four new societal wars per year. In contrast, the global trend in interstate warfare has remained at a relatively low level since the end of the Second World War and the establishment of the United Nations Organization (UN). The UN was specially designed to “maintain international peace and security” without “interven[ing] in matters which are essentially within the domestic jurisdiction of any state.” Although there was a moderate increase in interstate wars during the latter years of the Cold War, from 1977 to 1987, like civil warfare, interstate warfare has also declined substantially since the end of the Cold War. Of the interstate wars that took place during the Cold War period, many of the most serious were wars of independence fought during the decolonization phase that occurred during the first half of the Cold War period. Of the conventional interstate wars, onsets occurred at the rate of about one event per year, although onsets occurred at about double that rate during the late 1970s and early 1980s. Of sixtyseven such wars, three-quarters remained at fairly low levels of violence. 

2AC AT: Root Cause = Otherization

Some wars are just based on a brutal quest for resources – Napoleon’s Europe and the invasion of Kuwait by Saddam Husein in 1990 are two examples

Otherness not the root cause of war

Volf 2
Miroslav Volf (Evangelical Pentecostal Church of Croatia and Presbyterian Church [U.S.A.]) has been Henry B. Wright Professor of Theology at Yale Divinity School since 1998. Educated at the University of Zagreb, Evangelical Theological Seminary in Zagreb, Fuller Theological Seminary, and Eberhard-Karls-Universitat, Tubingen (Dr. theol., 1986; Dr. theol, habil., 1995), he also taught at Evangelical Theological Seminary in Osijek, Croatia (1979-80, 1984-91) and Fuller Theological Seminary (1991-98). Journal of Ecumenical Studies 1-1-02
Though “otherness”–cultural, ethnic, religious, racial difference–is an important factor in our relations with others, we should not overestimate it as a cause of conflict. During the war in the former Yugoslavia in the early 1990′s, I was often asked, “What is this war about? Is it about religious and cultural differences? Is it about economic advantage? Is it about political power? Is it about land?” The correct response was, of course, that the war was about all of these things. Monocausal explanations of major eruptions of violence are rarely right. Moreover, various causes are intimately intertwined, and each contributes to others. That holds true also for otherness, which I am highlighting here. However, neither should we underestimate otherness as a factor. The contest for political power, for economic advantage, and for a share of the land took place between people who belonged to discrete cultural and ethnic groups. Part of the goal of the war in the former Yugoslavia was the creation of ethnically clean territories with economic and political autonomy. The importance of “otherness” is only slightly diminished if we grant that the sense of ethnic and religious belonging was manipulated by unscrupulous, corrupt, and greedy politicians for their own political and economic gain. The fact that conjured fears for one’s identity could serve to legitimize a war whose major driving force lay elsewhere is itself a testimony to how much “otherness” matters.

XT: Root Cause isn’t Otherization

Identity is only one source of conflict – the material world matters too

Gries 5

Peter Hays, Univercity of Colorado“Social Psychology and the Indentity-Conflict Debate: Is a ‘China Threat’ Inevitable?” European Journal of International Relations Copyright © 2005 SAGE Publications and ECPR-European Consortium for Political Research, Vol. 11(2): pg. 237
Of course, identity is only one possible cause of conflict. This paper only addresses the Wendt–Mercer debate over the nature of interstate competition in the symbolic realm; it does not address the dispute between neorealists and neoliberals over competition in the material realm. And this paper only treats identity as an independent variable (as a possible cause of conflict); identity conflict can also be a dependent variable — the result, for example, of objective conflicts of interest. 
2AC AT: Root Cause = Patriarchy

Patriarchy is not the root cause of war.

Martin 90

Brian Martin. 1990.  (Professor of Social Sciences in the School of Social Sciences, Media and Communication at the University of Wollongong. “Uprooting War.” http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/90uw/uw10.html)
While these connections between war and male domination are suggestive, they do not amount to a clearly defined link between the two. It is too simplistic to say that male violence against women leads directly to organised mass warfare. Many soldiers kill in combat but are tender with their families; many male doctors are dedicated professionally to relieving suffering but batter their wives. The problem of war cannot be reduced to the problem of individual violence. Rather, social relations are structured to promote particular kinds of violence in particular circumstances. While there are some important connections between individual male violence and collective violence in war (rape in war is a notable one), these connections are more symptoms than causes of the relationship between patriarchy and other war-linked structures.
XT: Root Cause isn’t Patriarchy

Patriarchy not the root cause—inseparable from regional conflict and structural conditions.

Stansell 2010 (Christine, Professor of history at Princeton and the University of Chicago, “Global Feminism in a Conservative Age: Possibilities and Pieties Since 1980”, in Dissent, April 1st Edition, pg. 51-52)

But at the same time, the use of patriarchy as the one-size-fits-all paradigm and the dichotomy of injured women/male aggressor was totally inadequate. Sex-specific violence was inextricable from the plague of wars and insurgencies that laid waste to large parts of the world. Rape, torture, mutilation, and female captivity and enslavement were standard procedures of marauding militias and terrorist bands in Africa, from Liberia and Sierra Leone to Congo, northern Uganda, Rwanda, Sudan, and Somalia. Coerced labor in the sex trade—what came to be called sexual slavery—was entangled with poverty, official corruption, labor flows across borders, and forced migration. Violence was inseparable from politics and reactionary religious regimes and parties: Muslim fundamentalists in Afghanistan, Nigeria, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, and Iran consolidated power by implementing draconian interpretations of sharia to harass, brutalize, and murder girls and women who allegedly violated codes of sexual propriety, newly invented or recently resurrected.
2AC AT: Root Cause = Cap

1. Cap can’t be the root cause of war – there have been wars far before Capitalism existed – something else must have caused those

2. Greed is an inevitable part of human nature – wars over Capitalism are actually just wars over greed which would happen no matter what economic system we used

3. Even if there is a root cause, we have to solve strong proximate causes too – (insert specific impact analysis or C/A it)
4. Capitalism not the root cause of war and the alt doesn’t solve 

Martin 90

Brian Martin, Department of Science and Technology Studies, University of Wollongong, Australia, Uprooting War, 1990 edition http://www.uow.edu.au/arts/sts/bmartin/pubs/90uw/uw13.html

The discussion so far concerns capitalist firms within a particular state. The wider question is, what role does the world capitalist system play in the war system? When examining particular wars, the immediate role of profit and accumulation are often minimal. Examples are World War Two, the Indochinese War and the many Middle East wars. Even in many colonial empires, immediate economic advantages for the capitalist class have played a minor role compared to issues of expansion and maintenance of state power. The role of capitalism mainly entered through its structuring of economic relations which are supervised separately and jointly by capitalist states. The main military service of the state to capitalists in the international system is to oppose movements which threaten the viability of capitalist economic relations. This includes state socialism and all movements for self-management. At the same time, the way this state intervention operates, namely through separate and potentially competing state apparatuses, can conflict with the security of capitalism. Wars and military expenditures can hurt national economies, as in the case of US government expenditures for fighting in Vietnam. Only some struggles against capitalism have potential for challenging the war system. Efforts to oppose capital by mobilising the power of the state do little in this direction. In particular, promotion of state socialism (the destruction of capitalism within a state mode, with the maintenance of bureaucratic control and military power) does little to address the problem of war. The trouble here is that much of the socialist left sees capitalism as the sole source of evil in the world. This approach is blind to the roots of social problems that do not primarily grow out of class domination, including racism, sexism, environmental degradation and war. Because of this blindness, even the struggle against capitalism is weakened, since attention is not paid to systems of power such as patriarchy and bureaucracy which are mobilised to support capitalism as well as other interests.
XT: Root Cause isn’t Cap

Greed is the root cause of war (not capitalism) 

Aberdeen 3
Richard Aberdeen, “the way: a theory of root cause and solution” 2003 http://freedomtracks.com/uncommonsense/theway.html

A view shared by many modern activists is that capitalism, free enterprise, multi-national corporations and globalization are the primary cause of the current global Human Rights problem and that by striving to change or eliminate these, the root problem of what ills the modern world is being addressed.  This is a rather unfortunate and historically myopic view, reminiscent of early “class struggle” Marxists who soon resorted to violence as a means to achieve rather questionable ends.  And like these often brutal early Marxists, modern anarchists who resort to violence to solve the problem are walking upside down and backwards, adding to rather than correcting, both the immediate and long-term Human Rights problem.  Violent revolution, including our own American revolution, becomes a breeding ground for poverty, disease, starvation and often mass oppression leading to future violence. Large, publicly traded corporations are created by individuals or groups of individuals, operated by individuals and made up of individual and/or group investors.  These business enterprises are deliberately structured to be empowered by individual (or group) investor greed.  For example, a theorized ‘need’ for offering salaries much higher than is necessary to secure competent leadership (often resulting in corrupt and entirely incompetent leadership), lowering wages more than is fair and equitable and scaling back of often hard fought for benefits, is sold to stockholders as being in the best interest of the bottom-line market value and thus, in the best economic interests of individual investors.  Likewise, major political and corporate exploitation of third-world nations is rooted in the individual and joint greed of corporate investors and others who stand to profit from such exploitation.  More than just investor greed, corporations are driven by the greed of all those involved, including individuals outside the enterprise itself who profit indirectly from it.      If one examines “the course of human events” closely, it can correctly be surmised that the “root” cause of humanity’s problems comes from individual human greed and similar negative individual motivation.  The Marx/Engles view of history being a “class” struggle ¹  does not address the root problem and is thus fundamentally flawed from a true historical perspective (see Gallo Brothers for more details).  So-called “classes” of people, unions, corporations and political groups are made up of individuals who support the particular group or organizational position based on their own individual needs, greed and desires and thus, an apparent “class struggle” in reality, is an extension of individual motivation.  Likewise, nations engage in wars of aggression, not because capitalism or classes of society are at root cause, but because individual members of a society are individually convinced that it is in their own economic survival best interest.  War, poverty, starvation and lack of Human and Civil Rights have existed on our planet since long before the rise of modern capitalism, free enterprise and multi-national corporation avarice, thus the root problem obviously goes deeper than this. 

2AC Root Cause- Modernity 
No root cause. Blaming systems of thought or action is pointless. Violence is always proximately caused.

Curtler ’97 (Hugh Mercer, Prof. Phil. – Southwest State U. “Rediscovering values: coming to terms with Postmodernism”, Netlibrary, p. 164-165)

At the same time, we must beware the temptation to reject out of hand everything that stinks of modernism and the Enlightenment. We must resist the postmodern urge to reject and reduce in the conviction that everything Western humans thought prior to 1930 leads inevitably to the Holocaust and its aftermath and that every exemplary work of art and literature diminishes the human soul. In particular, we must maintain a firm hold on our intellectual center and, while acknowledging the need for greater compassion and heightened imaginative power, also acknowledge our need for reasonable solutions to complex issues.  Indeed, the rejection of reason and "techno-science" as it is voiced by such thinkers as Jean-François Lyotard seems at times little more than resentment born of a sense of betrayal: "it is no longer possible to call development progress" (Lyotard 1992, 78). Instead, modernism has given us Auschwitz. Therefore, we will blame reason and science as the vehicles that have brought us to this crisis. Reason has yielded technology, which has produced nuclear weapons, mindless diversions, and choking pollution in our cities while enslaving the human spirit. Therefore, we reject reason. This is odd logic. Reason becomes hypostatized and is somehow guilty of having made false promises. The fault may not lie with our tools or methods, however, but with the manner in which we adapted them and the tasks we demanded they perform. That is to say, the problem may lie not with our methods but with ourselves.  At times, one wonders whether thinkers such as Lyotard read Dostoyevsky, Freud, or Jung, whether they know anything about human depravity. Science is not at fault; foolish men and women (mostly men) who have expected the impossible of methods that were designed primarily to solve problems are at fault. We cannot blame science because we have made of it an idol. Lyotard was correct when he said that "scientific or technical discovery was never subordinate to demands arising from human needs. It was always driven by a dynamic independent of the things people might judge desirable, profitable, or comfortable" (Lyotard 1992, 83). But instead of focusing attention on the "dynamic," he chooses to reject the entire techno-scientific edifice. This is reactionary. We face serious problems, and the rejection of science and technology will lead us back to barbarism, not to nirvana. What is required is a lesson in how to control our methods and make them serve our needs. Thus, although one can sympathize with the postmodern attack on scientific myopia, one must urge caution in the face of hysteria. There are additional problems with postmodernism, however.

Their K relies on an essentialized notion of humanism 

davies 97 (Tony – prof. Engl @binghampton) Humanism p. 130-132
So there will not after all be, nor indeed could there be, any tidy definitions. The several humanisms – the civic humanism of sixteenth-century northern Europe, the rationalistic humanism that attended at the revolutions of enlightened modernity, and the romantic and positivistic humanisms through which the European bourgeoisies established their hegemony over it, the liberal humanism that sought to tame it, the humanism of the Nazis and the humanisms of their victims and opponents, the antihumanist humanism of Heidegger and the humanist antihumanism of Foucault and Althusser – are not reducible to one, or even to a single line or pattern. Each has its distinctive historical curve, its particular discursive poetics, its own problematic scansion of the human. Each seeks, as all discourses must, to impose its own answer to the question of ‘which is to be master’. Meanwhile, the problem of humanism remains, for the present, an inescapable horizon within which all attempts to think about the ways in which human beings have, do, might live together in and on the world they are contained. <continues> At the same time, though it is clear that the master narrative of transcendental man has outlived its usefulness, it would be unwise simply to abandon the ground occupied by the historical humanisms. For one thing, some variety of humanism remains, on many occasions, the only available alternative to bigotry and persecution. The freedom to speak and write, to organize and campaign in defence of individual or collective interests, to protest and disobey: all these, and the prospect of a world in which they will be secured, can only be articulated in humanist terms. It is true that the Baconian ‘Knowledge of Causes, and Secrett Motions of Things’, harnessed to an overweening rationality and an unbridled technological will to power, has enlarged the bounds of human empire to the point of endangering the survival of the violated plane on which we live. But how, if not by mobilizing collective resources of human understanding and responsibility of ‘enlightened self-interest’ even, can that danger be turned aside? 

2AC  Pov /SV cause war 

Poverty not a statically significant cause of war

Richard Smoke BA Harvard magna cum laude, PhD MIT, Prof. @ Brown, Winner Bancroft Prize in History, AND Willis Harman  M.S. in Physics and Ph.D. in Electrical Engineering from Stanford University , Paths To Peace  1987 p. 34-5

The connection between poverty and war is less direct and less immediately obvious in the other direction. It is difficult to find wars that were directly caused by poverty. National leaders have not yet—declared that more national wealth is their war aim. Statistically there is no relationship between the degree of national poverty or wealth and the frequency of warfare. Poor nations fight even though they can't afford it, as Ethiopia, one of the world's poorest countries, has been demonstrating for many years. Rich nations fight even though they have no pressing economic needs to satisfy, as Britain demonstrated in the Falklands/Malvinas War. 

No root cause to war- their argument eliminates the conscious choice element- destroys its explanatory power

Richard Smoke BA Harvard magna cum laude, PhD MIT, Prof. @ Brown, Winner Bancroft Prize in History, AND Willis Harman  M.S. in Physics and Ph.D. in Electrical Engineering from Stanford University , Paths To Peace  1987 p.36-7

 The two kinds of deeply felt social injustices—ethnic and religious hatred and severe economic disparities—represent underlying causes of war that may be especially important to cope with if our world is to have a future of peace. But one should not believe that even complete removal of these causes would by itself lead to that result. That belief assumes that war is not simply the result of deliberate decision by nation-states, but that war has to be "caused" by other factors. That assumption is questionable. Although some wars clearly seem to have roots, say, in evident ethnic/religious hatreds, others seem far removed from explanations about underlying causes, and seem most plausibly to be the result of calculated decisions by national governments. (Specialists sometimes call such wars policy wars.) The U.S. invasion of Grenada in 1983 seems a clear example of a policy war, if it can be considered a war. Another, more painful example is the U.S. war in Vietnam. The United States is not an economically deprived country, and while some ethnic hatred among U.S. soldiers in Vietnam resulted from the war, it did not cause the war. Neither democratic nor Marxist explanations apply either, at least not in any very satisfactory way. The more democratic country chose to enter the conflict. Neither markets nor resources of any significance were at stake, and it was obvious very early that U.S. capitalism had more to lose than to gain from the escalating U.S. involvement. Grenada and Vietnam were both policy wars in which a decisionmaking elite made one or a series of calculated decisions based on concepts of power balances, cost/benefit ratios, and the containment or removal of regimes conceived to be hostile. An "explanation" of these U.S. wars, then, would consist primarily of analysis of the intellectual premises on which those calculations were made. One should not assume, then, that a world in which there were no social injustices between nations would be a world automatically at peace. Quite possibly there could still be calculated wars of policy in such a world. However, one is safe in assuming that a future world that did continue to suffer from deeply felt social injustices would be a world without peace, at least without a peace that was reliable and lasting. Peace, as so many have pointed out, requires justice.

War Causes Oppression 
Their root cause claims are false – no moncausality and goes the other way (This is also a good card)
Goldstein 2 

Joshua S., Professor Emeritus of International Relations, American University (Washington, DC) Research Scholar, University of Massachusetts and Nonresident Sadat Senior Fellow, CIDCM, University of Maryland War and Gender , P. 412 2k2

First, peace activists face a dilemma in thinking about causes of war and working for peace. Many peace scholars and activists support the approach, “if you want peace, work for justice”. Then if one believes that sexism contributes to war, one can work for gender justice specifically (perhaps among others) in order to pursue peace. This approach brings strategic allies to the peace movement (women, labor, minorities), but rests on the assumption that injustices cause war. The evidence in this book suggests that causality runs at least as strongly the other way. War is not a product of capitalism, imperialism, gender, innate aggression, or any other single cause, although all of these influences wars’ outbreaks and outcomes. Rather, war has in part fueled and sustained these and other injustices.  So, “if you want peace, work for peace.” Indeed, if you want justice (gener and others), work for peace. Causality does not run just upward through the levels of analysis from types of individuals, societies, and governments up to war. It runs downward too. Enloe suggests that changes in attitudes toward war and the military may be the most important way to “reverse women’s oppression/” The dilemma is that peace work focused on justice brings to the peace movement energy, allies and moral grounding, yet, in light of this book’s evidence, the emphasis on injustice as the main cause of war seems to be empirically inadequate
Poverty declining now

We control uniqueness – poverty declining and standards of living improving globally

Munkhammar 7

Johnny, Masters Degree from Uppsala University in political science and economics, senior adviser at the Confederation of Swedish Enterprise, “Big Government: How to Create Poverty” Economic Affair, Volume 27, Issue 3, p 39-40), Wiley InterScience

The economic development of the Western world during the roughly 150 years since that time has proven the basic Marxist analysis of usurption of the majority to be wrong. The average income for ordinary people has increased at least ten-fold in the Western world during the last century. And since this is the average income, this increase is not the result of government redistribution of resources. It is the result of more resources being created and the wealth from that being spread to both owners and workers. Our societies have become vastly more wealthy during the last 150 years. And this is not just a matter of figures and money. Life expectancy has more than doubled; previously incurable diseases are cured; housing, food and clothes are of a totally different quality; freedom to choose the life we want is greater; only a tiny share of income is needed to pay for basic necessities; and technological progress has opened up the world. And this is not just for a few in the rich countries. The resources of the Western world have grown enormously, wealth has spread to ordinary people and the developing countries are now growing strongly. Improvements for the world’s poor The global development of today provides a number of facts of relevance for an analysis of economic and social progress. Most people agree that capitalism has spread to larger parts of the world than ever before, under the name of globalisation. What has happened to poverty in the world during that time? It has decreased sharply. In 1950, 60% of the world’s population lived in extreme poverty; in 2000, the share was 20%, according to statistics from the World Bank. Those who believe that capitalism creates poverty will have a hard time explaining how poverty can decrease faster than ever in the globalised world. During the last 20 years, growth has on average been substantially higher in developing economies than in developed ones, roughly twice the rate (IMF). The rich get richer, but the poor also get richer – and this is much more rapidly than when today’s rich countries left poverty. Not least has this been a fact in China and India, where hundreds of millions of people have been lifted out of poverty. This development obviously started after China opened to capitalism and India reduced socialism and protectionism. The globalised developing countries have grown by, on average, 5% a year during the 1990s while the economies of nonglobalised ‘developing’ countries shrank by 1% a year (World Bank). Growth matters for the basics of life – the higher the GDP per capita, the higher the share of children that survive their first year (see World Health Organization, World Health Chart ). The connection is very strong for all countries. But – and this should be a wake-up call for those who believe in the state as the solution – there is no connection between the degree of public healthcare spending and the share of children that survive their first year. In 1900, average life expectancy in the world was a mere 31 years; today it is 67 years and rising. Life expectancy in poorer countries has improved even faster. In China it has surged from 41 years in the 1950s to 71 years today; in India it is up from 39 years to 63 years (Goklany, 2006). 

Global poverty rate decreasing and will continue to decrease – consensus of experts

Woolcock 8

Michael Woolcock is Professor of Social Science and Development Policy, and Research Director of the Brooks World Poverty Institute, at the University of Manchester; “ Global Poverty and Inequality: A Brief Retrospective and Prospective Analysis” Brooks World Poverty Institute February 2009, http://www.bwpi.manchester.ac.uk/resources/Working-Papers/bwpi-wp-7809.pdf

Present trends in global poverty and inequality need to be understood in their broader historical context. For the economic historian Robert Fogel (2004), the world is currently at the beginning of the fourth century of a 400-year process of unparalleled economic transformation, which began1 in roughly 1700 and will continue through 2100, during which the world’s population will go from being overwhelmingly poor to predominantly rich. The significance of this cannot be overstated, given that most people, for most of history, have lived a Hobbesian existence, one famously characterised for being ‘poor, nasty, brutish and short’. While it is always dangerous to extrapolate from the past, not least because qualitatively new challenges such as global warming loom large, past trends do suggest that it is likely that within the current century this historical norm of human existence will indeed itself be made history. Put differently, one empirical challenge is to explain the origins and spread of broad-based living standards above poverty levels, since it is this—not the persistence of poverty—that is novel. (The issue of inequality is somewhat different, but these are addressed below.) Cheery conclusions drawn about the impending eradication of global poverty, however, mask real and present concerns (Collier, 2007). Some of these are conceptual and methodological—what exactly is ‘poverty’, how does one measure it, and how does one make valid and reliable comparisons across time and space?2 While there are real policy and political implications associated with adopting one set of criteria over another, the general consensus among researchers is that, since about 1980 (when broadly comparable global data began to be collected), the global poverty rate, i.e., the percentage of the developing world’s population living in poverty (as currently measured at income of less than $1.25 per day in 2005 prices) has declined (from about 50 percent to 25 percent), while absolute numbers have stayed about the same (about 1.4 billion people) (see Ravallion and Chen, 2007; and Chen and Ravallion, 2008).3 If there is some disagreement on whether global poverty targets, as embodied in the Millennium Development Goals, will be met,4 few dispute that the global poverty rate has been trending downwards. 
At: Serial Policy Failure

No policy failure. Language is clear enough to use  common assumptions. Policy and theory do succeed on this basis.

Harvey ’97  (Frank, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. – Dalhousie U.,  “The Future’s Back: Nuclear Rivalry, Deterrence Theory, and Crisis Stability after the Cold War”, p. 138-139)

Linguistic Relativism. One approach of postmodernists is to point to the complex nature of language and meaning as a critique of positiv¬ism; this critique is, in turn, relevant to the overwhelming amount of work in IR (Phillips 1977; Giddens 1979; George and Campbell 1990). Although a comprehensive assessment of the linguistic relativism debate is beyond the scope of this project, it is possible to address the underlying philosophical argument, which is fairly straightforward. Building on the work of Wittgenstein (1968), the linguistic variant of the criticism contends that any attempt to reduce everyday terms "to a singular essentialist meaning" is problematic given "the multiplicity of meaning to be found in social activity" (George and Campbell 1990, 273). By implication, a concept, term, word, or symbol cannot correspond "to some ... externally derived foundation or object" and ulti¬mately is context-dependent. Similarly, Phillips argues that the validity of theory cannot be determined because "There is no standard or objective reality (always fixed, never changing) against which to com¬pare a universe of discourse ... nothing exists outside of our language and actions which can be used to justify ... a statement's truth or falsity" (1977, 273).  Of course, it is not entirely clear how this "multiplicity of meaning" is sufficient to render meaningless an approach that assumes the existence of an objective reality. An important distinction must be drawn between the assertion that these discrepancies might have a significant impact on scientific theorizing and the assertion that they do have such an effect. In most cases, errors of interpretation and generalization produced by linguistic nuances are relatively insignificant and ultimately have very little impact on the generalizability of social theories. There are numerous words, symbols, concepts, and ideas, for example, that are commonly understood, regardless of other linguistic variations, but the implications of this standardized concep¬tual framework are frequently overlooked and ignored in the post¬modern critique.  In any case, it is contingent upon the theorist to specify the precise meaning of any variable or symbol that is central to a theory. Although definitions may vary — possibly partly, but not entirely, as a conse¬quence of language — scholars nevertheless are more likely than not to understand and agree on the underlying meaning of most words, symbols and phrases. The point is that theorists generally do have a common starting point and often suspend, at least temporarily, coun¬terproductive debates over meaning in order to shift emphasis towards the strength and logical consistency of the theory itself, a more important issue that has nothing to do with language. Evaluating the internal consistency of the central assumptions and propositions of a theory, that is, criticising from within, is likely to be more conducive to theoretical progress than the alternative, which is to reject the idea of theory building entirely.  Finally, the lack of purity and precision, another consequence of linguistic relativism, does not necessarily imply irrelevance of purpose or approach. The study of international relations may not be exact, given limitations noted by Wittgenstein and others, but precision is a practical research problem, not an insurmountable barrier to progress. In fact, most observers who point to the context-dependent nature of language are critical not so much of the social sciences but of the incorrect application of scientific techniques to derive overly precise measurement of weakly developed concepts. Clearly, our understanding of the causes of international conflict — and most notably war — has improved considerably as a consequence of applying sound scientific methods and valid operationalizations (Vasquez 1987, 1993). The alternative approach, implicit in much of the postmodern literature, is to fully accept the inadequacy of positivism, throw one's hands up in failure, given the complexity of the subject, and repudiate the entire enterprise. The most relevant question is whether we would know more or less about international relations if we pursued that strategy.

AT: VTL

Yes value to life. Our status as beings inheres an affirmation of life in the face of extinction and nonbeing.

Bernstein ‘2 (Richard J., Vera List Prof. Phil. – New School for Social Research, “Radical Evil: A Philosophical Interrogation”, p. 188-192)

This is precisely what Jonas does in The Phenomenon of Life, his rethinking of the meaning of organic life. He tealizes that his philosophical project goes against many of the deeply embedded prejudices and dogmas of contemporary philosophy. He challenges two well-entrenched dogmas: that there is no metaphysical truth, and that there is no path from the "is" to the "ought". To escape from ethical nihilism, we must show that there is a metaphysical ground of ethics, an objective basis for value and purpose in being itself. These are strong claims; and, needless to say, they are extremely controversial. In defense of Jonas, it should be said that he approaches this task with both boldness and intellectual modesty. He frequently acknowledges that he cannot "prove" his claims, but he certainly believes that his "premises" do "more justice to the total phenomenon of man and Being in general" than the prevailing dualist or reductionist alternatives. "But in the last analysis my argument can do no more than give a rational grounding to an option it presents as a choice for a thoughtful person — an option that of course has its own inner power of persuasion. Unfortunately I have nothing better to offer. Perhaps a future metaphysics will be able to do more." 8 To appreciate how Jonas's philosophical project unfolds, we need to examine his philosophical interpretation of life. This is the starting point of his grounding of a new imperative of responsibility. It also provides the context for his speculations concerning evil. In the foreword to The Phenomenon of Life, Jonas gives a succinct statement of his aim. Put at its briefest, this volume offers an "existential" interpretation of biological facts. Contemporary existentialism, obsessed with man alone, is in the habit of claiming as his unique privilege and predicament much of what is rooted in organic existence as such: in so doing, it withholds from the organic world the insights to be learned from the awareness of self. On its part, scientific biology, by its rules confined to the physical, outward facts, must ignore the dimension of inwardness that belongs to life: in so doing, it submerges the distinction of "animate" and "inanimate." A new reading of the biological record may recover the inner dimension — that which we know best -- for the understanding of things organic and so reclaim for psycho-physical unity of life that place in the theoretical scheme which it had lost through the divorce of the material and the mental since Descartes. p. ix) Jonas, in his existential interpretation of bios, pursues "this underlying theme of all of life in its development through the ascending order of organic powers and functions: metabolism, moving and desiring, sensing and perceiving, imagination, art, and mind — a progressive scale of freedom and peril, culminating in man, who may understand his uniqueness anew when he no longer sees himself in metaphysical isolation" (PL, p. ix). The way in which Jonas phrases this theme recalls the Aristotelian approach to bios, and it is clear that Aristotle is a major influence on Jonas. There is an even closer affinity with the philosophy of nature that Schelling sought to elaborate in the nineteenth century. Schelling (like many post- Kantian German thinkers) was troubled by the same fundamental dichotomy that underlies the problem for Jonas. The dichotomy that Kant introduced between the realm of "disenchanted" nature and the realm of freedom leads to untenable antinomies. Jonas differs from both Aristotle and Schelling in taking into account Darwin and contemporary scientific biology. A proper philosophical understanding of biology must always be compatible with the scientific facts. But at the same time, it must also root out misguided materialistic and reductionist interpretations of those biological facts. In this respect, Jonas's naturalism bears a strong affinity with the evolutionary naturalism of Peirce and Dewey. At the same time, Jonas is deeply skeptical of any theory of evolutionary biology that introduces mysterious "vital forces" or neglects the contingencies and perils of evolutionary development.' Jonas seeks to show "that it is in the dark stirrings of primeval organic substance that a principle of freedom shines forth for the first time within the vast necessity of the physical universe" (PL 3). Freedom, in this broad sense, is not identified exclusively with human freedom; it reaches down to the first glimmerings of organic life, and up to the type of freedom manifested by human beings. " 'Freedom' must denote an objectively discernible mode of being, i.e., a manner of executing existence, distinctive of the organic per se and thus shared by all members but by no nonmembers of the class: an ontologically descriptive term which can apply to mere physical evidence at first" (PL 3). This coming into being of freedom is not just a success story. "The privilege of freedom carries the burden of need and means precarious being" (PL 4). It is with biological metabolism that this principle of freedom first arises. Jonas goes "so far as to maintain that metabolism, the basic stratum of all organic existence, already displays freedom — indeed that it is the first form freedom takes." 1 ° With "metabolism — its power and its need — not-being made its appearance in the world as an alternative embodied in being itself; and thereby being itself first assumes an emphatic sense: intrinsically qualified by the threat of its negative it must affirm itself, and existence affirmed is existence as a concern" (PL 4). This broad, ontological understanding of freedom as a characteristic of all organic life serves Jonas as "an Ariadne's thread through the interpretation of Life" (PL 3). The way in which Jonas enlarges our understanding of freedom is indicative of his primary argumentative strategy. He expands and reinterprets categories that are normally applied exclusively to human beings so that we can see that they identify objectively discernible modes of being characteristic of everything animate. Even inwardness, and incipient forms of self; reach down to the simplest forms of organic life. 11 Now it may seem as if Jonas is guilty of anthropomorphism, of projecting what is distinctively human onto the entire domain of living beings. He is acutely aware of this sort of objection, but he argues that even the idea of anthropomorphism must be rethought. 12 We distort Jonas's philosophy of life if we think that he is projecting human characteristics onto the nonhuman animate world. Earlier I quoted the passage in which Jonas speaks of a "third way" — "one by which the dualistic rift can be avoided and yet enough of the dualistic insight saved to uphold the humanity of man" (GEN 234). We avoid the "dualistic rift" by showing that there is genuine continuity of organic life, and that such categories as freedom, inwardness, and selfhood apply to everything that is animate. These categories designate objective modes of being. But we preserve "enough dualistic insight" when we recognize that freedom, inwardness, and selfhood manifest themselves in human beings in a distinctive manner. I do not want to suggest that Jonas is successful in carrying out this ambitious program. He is aware of the tentativeness and fallibility of his claims, but he presents us with an understanding of animate beings such that we can discern both continuity and difference.' 3 It should now be clear that Jonas is not limiting himself to a regional philosophy of the organism or a new "existential" interpretation of biological facts. His goal is nothing less than to provide a new metaphysical understanding of being, a new ontology. And he is quite explicit about this. Our reflections [are] intended to show in what sense the problem of life, and with it that of the body, ought to stand in the center of ontology and, to some extent, also of epistemology. . . The central position of the problem of life means not only that it must be accorded a decisive voice in judging any given ontology but also that any treatment of itself must summon the whole of ontology. (PL 25) The philosophical divide between Levinas and Jonas appears to be enormous. For Levinas, as long as we restrict ourselves to the horizon of Being and to ontology (no matter how broadly these are conceived), there is no place for ethics, and no answer to ethical nihilism. For Jonas, by contrast, unless we can enlarge our understanding of ontology in such a manner as would provide an objective grounding for value and purpose within nature, there is no way to answer the challenge of ethical nihilism. But despite this initial appearance of extreme opposition, there is a way of interpreting Jonas and Levinas that lessens the gap between them. In Levinasian terminology, we can say that Jonas shows that there is a way of understanding ontology and the living body that does justice to the nonreducible alterity of the other (l'autrui). 14 Still, we might ask how Jonas's "existential" interpretation of biological facts and the new ontology he is proposing can provide a metaphysical grounding for a new ethics. Jonas criticizes the philosophical prejudice that there is no place in nature for values, purposes, and ends. Just as he maintains that freedom, inwardness, and selfhood are objective modes of being, so he argues that values and ends are objective modes of being. There is a basic value inherent in organic being, a basic affirmation, "The Yes' of Life" (IR 81). 15 "The self-affirmation of being becomes emphatic in the opposition of life to death. Life is the explicit confrontation of being with not-being. . . . The 'yes' of all striving is here sharpened by the active `no' to not-being" (IR 81-2). Furthermore — and this is the crucial point for Jonas — this affirmation of life that is in all organic being has a binding obligatory force upon human beings. This blindly self-enacting "yes" gains obligating force in the seeing freedom of man, who as the supreme outcome of nature's purposive labor is no longer its automatic executor but, with the power obtained from knowledge, can become its destroyer as well. He must adopt the "yes" into his will and impose the "no" to not-being on his power. But precisely this transition from willing to obligation is the critical point of moral theory at which attempts at laying a foundation for it come so easily to grief. Why does now, in man, that become a duty which hitherto "being" itself took care of through all individual willings? (IR 82). We discover here the transition from is to "ought" — from the self-affirmation of life to the binding obligation of human beings to preserve life not only for the present but also for the future. But why do we need a new ethics? The subtitle of The Imperative of Responsibility — In Search of an Ethics for the Technological Age — indicates why we need a new ethics. Modern technology has transformed the nature and consequences of human ac-tion so radically that the underlying premises of traditional ethics are no longer valid. For the first time in history human beings possess the knowledge and the power to destroy life on this planet, including human life. Not only is there the new possibility of total nuclear disaster; there are the even more invidious and threatening possibilities that result from the unconstrained use of technologies that can destroy the environment required for life. The major transformation brought about by modern technology is that the consequences of our actions frequently exceed by far anything we can envision. Jonas was one of the first philosophers to warn us about the unprecedented ethical and political problems that arise with the rapid development of biotechnology. He claimed that this was happening at a time when there was an "ethical vacuum," when there did not seem to be any effective ethical principles to limit ot guide our ethical decisions. In the name of scientific and technological "progress," there is a relentless pressure to adopt a stance where virtually anything is permissible, includ-ing transforming the genetic structure of human beings, as long as it is "freely chosen." We need, Jonas argued, a new categorical imperative that might be formulated as follows: "Act so that the effects of your action are compatible with the permanence of genuine human life"; or expressed negatively: "Act so that the effects of your action are not destructive of the future possibility of such a life"; or simply: "Do not compromise the conditions for an indefinite continuation of humanity on earth"; or again turned positive: "In your present choices, include the future wholeness of Man among the objects of your will." (IR 11)

AT: War Inevitable Impact 

Their inevitability claim is overdetermination- specific factors and explanations outweigh

Scott D Sagan, prof of Poli Sci Stanford,  ACCIDENTAL WAR IN THEORY AND PRACTICE 2-8-00  www.sscnet.ucla.edu/polisci/faculty/trachtenberg/cv/sagan.doc

 To make reasonable judgements in such matters it is essential, in my view, to avoid the common "fallacy of overdetermination."  Looking backwards at historical events, it is always tempting to underestimate the importance of the immediate causes of a war and argue that the likelihood of conflict was so high that the war would have broken out sooner or later even without the specific incident that set it off.  If taken too far, however, this tendency eliminates the role of contingency in history and diminishes our ability to perceive the alternative pathways that were present to historical actors.  The point is perhaps best made through a counterfactual about the Cold War.  During the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis, a bizarre false warning incident in the U.S. radar systems facing Cuba led officers at the North American Air Defense Command to believe that the U.S. was under attack and that a nuclear weapon was about to go off in Florida.   Now imagine the counterfactual event that this false warning was reported and believed by U.S. leaders and resulted in a U.S. nuclear "retaliation" against the Russians.  How would future historians have seen the causes of World War III?  One can easily imagine arguments stressing that the war between the U.S. and the USSR was inevitable.  War was overdetermined: given the deep political hostility of the two superpowers, the conflicting ideology, the escalating arms race, nuclear war would have occurred eventually.  If not during that specific crisis over Cuba, then over the next one in Berlin, or the Middle East, or Korea.  From that perspective, focusing on this particular accidental event as a cause of war would be seen as misleading.  Yet, we all now know, of course that a nuclear war was neither inevitable nor overdetermined during the Cold War. 

***SCHMITT 
AT: Schmitt
Default to a liberal perspective, even Schmitt concedes movement has priority over substance

Botwinick, 05

(Aryeh, received his Ph.D. from the Inter-Disciplinary Program in Political Philosophy at Princeton University in 1973, teaches graduate courses in political theory, “Same/Other versus Friend/Enemy: Levinas contra Schmitt,” Telos Press, pg 60)

In what from a liberal perspective must appear as the very perversity and wrong-headedness of his stance, Schmitt unwittingly confirms liberalism: that movement (what is enshrined in the notion of procedure) has priority over substance. As I suggested earlier, one way of making sense of Schmitt's understanding of the political as a decisionistic leap pursuant to the collective delineation of and psychological mobilization for doing combat with an enemy is by following the skeptical nominalistic and conventionalistic premises that he shares with liberalism. If the relationship between words and things (theory and fact) is as underdetermined as nominalism and conventionalism stipulate, then the triumph of skepticism gets figured as an irrational leap (a baptism through fire, or at least the readiness to enter the fire) which becomes the hallmark of the political. I have argued how the most coherent reconstruction of liberal thought high- lights how at this point it makes a detour. In order to remain consistent, skepticism must be reformulated as a generalized agnosticism which dis- enchants the inverted certainty attendant to full-fledged skepticism and legitimates deferral and “procedure” (the endless deferral encoded in the priority assigned to “procedure”) as the constitutive categories in the formation and maintenance of the state. The way that Schmitt inadvertently attests to the validity of liberal understandings is that in his rejection of a generalized agnosticism, he becomes a gnostic. “He affirms the political [in his sense] because he realizes that when the political is threatened, the seriousness of life is threatened.”1° There is no middle ground for Schmitt. When he rejects a generalized agnosticism, he does not move to some middle ground between not knowing with certainty (but still claim- ing to know) and passionately knowing. His very arguments that establish his jettisoning of a generalized agnosticism are the ones that communicate to us his intoxication with the certainty born of passionate commitment. Schmitt thereby unconsciously dramatizes for us a teaching that is central to the priority that liberalism assigns to procedure: that the movement is all - whether for good or for evil.
Liberalism is the best middle ground between Schmitt’s enemy category and friend category, opening space to make ethics relevant

Botwinick, 05

(Aryeh, received his Ph.D. from the Inter-Disciplinary Program in Political Philosophy at Princeton University in 1973, teaches graduate courses in political theory, “Same/Other versus Friend/Enemy: Levinas contra Schmitt,” Telos Press, pg 50)

In contradistinction to Schmitt, in liberalism which in key respects is the political theory of empiricism just as empiricism can be read as the epistemology of liberalism, the category of enemy is not primary - but neither is the category of friend in a direct, literal sense. The silent other posited by the category of friend in liberal thought is not enemy - but self What limits the category of friend in liberal theorizing is not the adversarial category of enemy - but the ontologically prior category of self If one cannot securely get to the self in liberalism - how can one get to a friend? And enemy seems at least equally remote. The epistemological slack attendant to the categories of “self,” “friend,” and “enemy” in liberalism is suggestive of a philosophical opportunity that has Levinasian resonances. If epistemology cannot secure its own ground, perhaps this can be regarded as a tacit invitation to invoke and explore ethical categories as a means for mapping the terrain of the self and the other and their sustainable patterns of interrelationship. Perhaps ethics can become relevant (if not primary) by default - as a result of theorizing the simultaneous non-negotiability and unexitability of epistemology. The imperative for action in the face of unconsummated and unconsummable thought leads us to ethics. Everything from the “self’ on upward to “friend” and “enemy” is a charitable posit. Liberalism harbors the promise that we can begin to deploy and manipulate these charitable posits in ways that nurture the consensual moral judgments of humankind over the centuries and that are epitomized in the values of life and peace.
AT: Schmitt 
Schmitt’s hostilities to normativities in the political sphere sustain racist and nationalist conflict

Scheuerman, 97

(William, professor of political science at Indiana University at Bloomington, “Between the Norm and the Exception,” MIT Press, pg 23-24)

Because Schmitt’s anti-universalism prevents him from excluding the possibility of any specific configuration of friend/ foe relations, he admits that homogeneity can take many equally legitimate forms and that its manifestation depends merely on what issues have taken a truly intense and potentially explosive form at any particular juncture.” Not only does his hostility to normativities in the political sphere leave him helpless to criticize racism or virulent nationalism, but he generally ends up arguing that ethnic or national homogeneity is to be preferred given its manifest intensity in the contemporary world as a basis for friend/ foe constellations and as a source of political unity.” Schmitt would like us to think that this tendency to privilege irrationalist forms of political identity is simply due to the fact that such conflicts are so common in the rather ugly terrain of contemporary politics. But this self-defense at the very least obscures his tendency to reduce the “ought” to the “is": Schmitt’s belief in the basic irrelevance of universalistic normativities to politics repeatedly leads him to fuse normative and empirical claims in a confusing and irresponsible fashion. Obviously, much of real-life politics involves arbitrary and irrational racist and nationalist conflict. The real question is whether it should stay that way. Having denied normative issues any autonomy in the political sphere, Schmitt cannot even begin to answer that question. 
Schmitt is a nazi, his anti-Semetism is a reason to reject his writings

Huysmans, 99

(Jef, Senior Lecturer in Politics and International Studies. He is also director of the Centre for Citizenship, Identities, Governance at the Faculty of Social Sciences, “Know your Schmitt: a godfather of truth and the spectre of Nazism,” Review of International Studies, 25, pg 323)

I have a problem with the article because Schmitt emerges as just a serious  political theorist, which he indeed was. But he was also more than an important  political theorist. He was a member of the Nazi party between 1933 and 1936  explicitly providing legal justiﬁcations for the Nazi regime and its policies, thus  becoming for some the Kronjurist of the Nazis. In that period also anti-Semitic  references started appearing in his work. Since then his name and work have carried  the spectre of Nazism and by implication of the Holocaust with them. This spectre  is nowhere sensed in Pichler’s analysis. It does not seem to have any grip on Pichler’s  narrative. I think this is unfortunate because I believe this spectre should always  haunt any invoking of Schmitt or Schmittean understandings of the political. The  reason is not to silence discussions about his understanding of the political, but  rather to render normative questions about the ethico-political project his concept of  the political incorporates as the kernel of any working with or on Schmitt’s ideas. 
2NC Security, AT: Schmidtt Impact Turn
It is only through the aff’s labeling of the enemy that they create the possibility for these security threats. It is this labeling that causes all of the atrocities outlined in the 1AC.  

The aff increases the binary dichotomies that the alt seeks to deconstruct. They do not recognize the space between the thesis and the antithesis and this is where the alternative is formed. They cannot access solvency in a world where they view the world in terms of either American or not American—this is the basis for their threat constructions that cause all war.  

Analyzing exclusion of the Other allows comprehension of boundaries and external relations and finds the key ground between universality and particularity. 

Linklater 7  Andrew (Woodrow Wilson Professor of International Politics at Aberystwyth University), Critical Theory and World Politics: Citizenship, Sovereignty and Humanity p 40.)

As with so much contemporary social theory, the project outlined here places  culture, community and communication at the heart of the empirical enterprise.  Yet it is different from both classical sociology and modern social thought in one  important respect. Here, the accent falls not upon the internal ordering of com-  munities, or on change within an increasingly transnational society, but upon the  moral conceptions that arise in the relations between different societies, states and  civilizations. By way of example, the social construction of the ‘other’ in different  cultures, and the significance of culturally defined differences between insiders and  outsiders for the conduct of external relations, are central to the whole exercise.  A range of more specific concerns can then be identified. The reasons for exclud-  ing the ‘other’ from moral consideration and the rules that lead to the imposition  of inferior moral status are important fields of investigation. (Relations between  the ‘civilized’ West and the ‘preliterate’, ‘historyless’ and ‘uncivilized’ societies  outside Europe provide a wealth of examples, as do inter-civilizational encounters  between the West and Islam and the West and China.) The move beyond inegali-  tarian conceptions of the other in the more abstract and universal worldviews is  also a matter of special significance. (The rise of universalism in the moralities of  the ‘axial’ age is a case in point. However, logics of moral universalization can be  analysed in each of the international states-systems.) Whether the inquiry focuses  upon logics of moral inclusion, which permit the expansion of community, or  upon logics of moral exclusion, which perpetuate or revive cultural closure, the  following principle applies. The purpose of the analysis is to understand how the  interaction between different forms of social learning shaped the moral bounda-  ries of interdependent bounded communities; it is also to comprehend systemic  potentials for organizing external relations in accordance with universalistic ethi-  cal principles as opposed to excessively particularistic and exclusionary norms.
Schmitt would hate the plan, reducing foreign military presence would soften the line between the friend/enemy distinction meaning the aff can’t get any offense from this

AT: Schmidtt: Alt = War
Schmitt’s ideas of national identity cause radical nationalism and ethnic truculence making war inevitable

Scheuerman, 11/19/04

(William, professor of political science at Indiana University at Bloomington, “International Law as a Historical Myth,” Constellations, 11 (4), pg 546-547)

Second, Schmitt’s odd periodization obscures the fundamental changes to  traditional European interstate relations generated by the emergence of the  modern nation-state. As Bobbitt has succinctly observed, the appearance of the  nation-state  was accompanied by the strategic style of total war. If the nation governed the state,  and the nation’s welfare provided the state’s reason for being, then the enemy’s  nation must be destroyed – indeed, that was the way to destroy the state....[F]or  the nation-state it was necessary to annihilate the vast resources of men and material  that a nation could throw into the field....36  It was the idea of a “nation in arms” that not only posed a direct threat to earlier  absolutist images of “king’s wars,” but also opened the door to many pathologies  of modern warfare: the full-scale mobilization of the “nation” and subsequent militarization of society, and killing of “enemy” civilians. The European nation-state  and total war may represent two sides of the same coin.37 Of course, for Schmitt’s purposes it is useful that the idea of the “nation in arms” first takes the historical  stage in the context of the French Revolution and its commitment to universalistic  ideals of liberty, equality, and fraternity.38 Nation-state-based democracy is indeed  a normatively ambivalent creature, resting on an uneasy synthesis of universalistic  liberal democratic ideals with historically contingent notions of shared cultural  identity, language, history, and ethnos.39 Although Schmitt and his followers predictably try to link the horrors of modern warfare to the growing significance of  universalistic liberal-democratic ideals, a more persuasive empirical case can be  made that those horrors can be traced to highly particularistic and exclusionary  ideas of national identity, according to which the “other” – in this case, outsiders to  the “national community” – came to be perceived as representing life-and-death  foes in the context of crisis-ridden industrial capitalism and the increasingly unstable  interstate system of the nineteenth century.  Such ideas of national identity ultimately took the disastrous form of the  “inflamed nationalism and ethnic truculence” that dominated European politics by  the late nineteenth century and ultimately culminated in World War I.40 Nationalism and ethnic truculence played a key role in the destruction of the traditional  European balance of power system since they required a fundamental reshuffling  of state borders in accordance with “national identity”; of course, this question had  been of marginal significance in the absolutist interstate system. In this context as  well, one of Schmitt’s heroes, Bismarck, in reality played a role very different  from that described by Schmitt in Nomos der Erde: “the last statesman” of the jus  publicum europaeum not only helped forge a unified German nation-state, but in  order to do relied on total warfare while undermining the traditional European sys-  tem of states, in part because it rested on state forms (e.g., the diverse, polyglot  Russian and Austro-Hungarian Empires) fundamentally distinct from the modern  nation-state.41 On this matter as well, Schmitt’s analysis is either openly misleading or revealingly silent. Perhaps his own unabashed enthusiasm for rabid ethno-  nationalism in the context of National Socialism helps explain this silence.42 

Schmitt’s hostilities to normativities in the political sphere sustain racist and nationalist conflict

Scheuerman, 97

(William, professor of political science at Indiana University at Bloomington, “Between the Norm and the Exception,” MIT Press, pg 23-24)

Because Schmitt’s anti-universalism prevents him from excluding the possibility of any specific configuration of friend/ foe relations, he admits that homogeneity can take many equally legitimate forms and that its manifestation depends merely on what issues have taken a truly intense and potentially explosive form at any particular juncture.” Not only does his hostility to normativities in the political sphere leave him helpless to criticize racism or virulent nationalism, but he generally ends up arguing that ethnic or national homogeneity is to be preferred given its manifest intensity in the contemporary world as a basis for friend/ foe constellations and as a source of political unity.” Schmitt would like us to think that this tendency to privilege irrationalist forms of political identity is simply due to the fact that such conflicts are so common in the rather ugly terrain of contemporary politics. But this self-defense at the very least obscures his tendency to reduce the “ought” to the “is": Schmitt’s belief in the basic irrelevance of universalistic normativities to politics repeatedly leads him to fuse normative and empirical claims in a confusing and irresponsible fashion. Obviously, much of real-life politics involves arbitrary and irrational racist and nationalist conflict. The real question is whether it should stay that way. Having denied normative issues any autonomy in the political sphere, Schmitt cannot even begin to answer that question. 

AT: Schmidtt: Alt = War
War replaces peace under Schmitt’s ideas of the role of the state

Botwinick, 05

(Aryeh, received his Ph.D. from the Inter-Disciplinary Program in Political Philosophy at Princeton University in 1973, teaches graduate courses in political theory, “Same/Other versus Friend/Enemy: Levinas contra Schmitt,” Telos Press, pg 55)

Schmitt misconstrues the role of the state of nature in Hobbes’ thought- and its relationship to civil society (the society of the social contract). Schmitt regards the Hobbesian state of nature as a state of war, meaning the readiness to engage in conflict and not the actual eruption of hostilities. He contrasts the warlike environment of the state of nature with the mechanisms conducive to accommodation and peace constitutive of civil society - and identifies the authentically political state with the Hobbesian state of nature rather than with Hobbes’ vision of civil society. Schmitt misses the role and function of the state of nature in Hobbes’ thought. Hobbes’ political theory - and the character of philosophical liberalism as a whole - are predicated upon the changes that take place in the course of the transition between the state of nature and civil society occurring on a secondary rather than on a primary level. The image of human nature that pervades both the state of nature and the fully developed civil society is constant. In both cases, the passions predominate over reason, while the ends of human life are grounded in the passions. The people who pursue “commodious living” in the Hobbesian social- contract society have a similar psychological profile grounded in a common metaphysical reading of the limits of human reason as the people who inhabit the state-of-nature society. Where they differ is in terms of the development of a unique faculty which in actuality is an evolutionary outgrowth of one of their original capacities - namely, the passions. This new faculty can be called instrumentalized reason or rationalized passion and what it exemplifies is a calculating mechanism that enables the passions to proceed more smoothly and efficiently to the ends to which they are antecedently, atavistically driven than would be the case if only unmitigated passion were in control. Instrumental reason is passion’s other as it seeks to replicate itself within the human psyche in ways that assure both its continuing hegemony and effective management of its environment.
Schmittian approaches to the practice of security is an attempt to neglect all other alternatives that only breed tensions between states

Ewan, 07

(Pauline, Academic Office Staff at Aberystwyth University, “Deepening the Human Security Debate: Beyond the Politics of Conceptual Clarification,” Politics 27(3), pg 186-187)

For Schmitt, deﬁning the criterion for the political in terms of the friend/enemy  distinction offered a means to resist the ‘neutralisation’ and ‘depoliticisation’ of the  antagonisms of political life that arise from liberalism’s emphasis on ‘consensus’, the  ‘rules of the game’ and ‘free discussion’ (Mouffe, 2005, pp. 109–112, 122–123;  Schmitt, 1996 [1932], pp. 26–37).2 In a similar manner, Buzan et al.’s ‘vision of  security’ as ‘a logic of existential threat and extreme necessity ... mirrors the intense  condition of existential division, friendship and enmity’ that Schmitt saw as funda-  mental to the practice of politics (Williams, 2003, p. 516). From this perspective,  rather than the human security agenda’s initial ‘solidarist’ concern for poor people in  the global North and South, the securitisation of poverty, displacement and disease  fosters a logic of enmity that constitutes Southern populations as threats to rich  Northern countries (Cooper, 2005, p. 474; Dufﬁeld, 2001; Krause, 2004, p. 368).  Yet while these emphases clearly reﬂect some aspects of contemporary security  practices – the language of friends vs. enemies that informs the National Security  Strategy of the United States and the US-led ‘war on terror’, for example (White  House, 2002) – critics argue that conceptualising security solely in these terms risks  reproducing the dominant understandings of security that proponents of human  security seek to oppose (Booth, 2005, p. 271; Hoogensen and Rottem, 2004, pp.  160–161; Wyn Jones, 1999, pp. 108–110). In particular, by attributing a speciﬁcally  Schmittian conception of the political to the theory and practice of security, the  critical approaches to security literature neglects the ways in which alternative  security practices, such as ethical dialogue, empathy and self-restraint, can help to  reduce self/other tensions between states and other actors (Williams, 2003, p. 522;  Wyn Jones, 1999, p. 110). Moreover, by privileging elite constructions of security  (Buzan et al., 1998, p. 29; Wæver, 1995, pp. 56–57), this approach neglects the  potential for the ‘bottom-up’ and ‘people-centred’ perspectives emphasised by  human security to ‘re-imagine security’ in counter-hegemonic ways (Hamber et al.,  2006; Hoogensen and Stuvøy, 2006; more broadly, see Booth, 2005, p. 266). In the  context of post-conﬂict peace-building, for example, ethnographic studies have  indicated the ways in which ‘listening’ to the security concerns of women and other  politically marginalised groups reveals ‘the inadequacies of institutionalised security  approaches to meet [people’s] holistic security needs’ and thus strengthens political  demands for social transformation (Hamber et al., 2006, p. 495; see also Krause and  Jütersonke, 2005, p. 460). 

AT: Schmidtt: Alt Fails
Under Schmitt’s ideas of the political, democracy is impossible

Scheuerman, 97

(William, professor of political science at Indiana University at Bloomington, “Between the Norm and the Exception,” MIT Press, pg 194-195)

‘lf the concept 'enemy' and *fear* do constitute the ‘energetic principles' of politics, a democratic political system is impossible" Democracy has no future if Schmitt’s concept of the political has the universal quality he attributes to it. Irrational anxiety paralyzes the political actor, making him or her incapable of acting with any political efficacy. Democracy is doomed if the masses are seized by unjustified persecutory fear. It is thus incumbent on us not only that we debunk Schmitt's theory, as Neumann thinks that his writings have helped do, but that we develop a positive and proudly democratic antidote to it: the left-wing anti-Schmittian “political sociology of the exception' offered by Kirchheimer and Neumann has to be sustained by a complementary normative theory of democracy. Neumann therefore counters Schmitt‘s concept of the political with his own concept of political freedom. just as ‘fear of an enemy” is the “energetic principle” of fascist authoritarian- ism, the author notes in the pivotal "Concept of Political Freedom,” so does democracy have its own ‘integrating element' in the principle of political freedom." In Neumann’s view, the experience of freedom re- mains the best insurance against anxiety. Democracy is the only political form that makes autonomy its telos, and it ‘is not simply a political sys-  tem like any other; its essence consists in the execution of Iargescale social changes   the freedom of man."" Only democracy holds out the promise of personal and collective “self-reliance,” and only it can hope to succeed in undermining the irrational fear that Schmitt implicitly makes the centerpiece of his deceptively abstract view of politics and which his fascist allies managed to manipulate with such disastrous consequences in our century. If in the postwar era fear 'has begun to paralyze nations and to make men incapable of free decisions,” a broadening of the democratic project alone can help us counteract this worrisome trend." Only then can we completely rob Schmitt's theory of any empirical correlates it still possesses in the everyday political universe.
Schmitt’s friend/enemy approach is founded off of an irrational response to skepticism with designations that go against his own ideas

Botwinick, 05

(Aryeh, received his Ph.D. from the Inter-Disciplinary Program in Political Philosophy at Princeton University in 1973, teaches graduate courses in political theory, “Same/Other versus Friend/Enemy: Levinas contra Schmitt,” Telos Press, pg 47-48)

In Leo Strauss' summary: "Schmitt defines 'the specifically political distinction as the distinction friend-foe.”’3 For Schmitt, the category of “enemy” clearly predominates over that of “friend.” Schmitt actually speaks only of what “foe” or “enemy” means - restricting its usage to a public enemy or enemy of the state. “Friend” is inferable and reconstructible from what sorts of people enable a nation to ward off its enemies. Where does the ontological primacy of “enemy” over “friend” derive from in Schmitt? One way of making sense of this is to notice how in its origins it might be an illegitimate response to skepticism. Schmitt takes over from Hobbes the nominalism and conventionalism that converge in highlighting how theory is underdetermined by fact and words are under- determined by things (i.e., Schmitt takes over from Hobbes the view of the insurmountability of skepticism). Schmitt then uses these skeptical epistemological premises to buttress his “decisionism” -to ground political authority in the sovereign decision, which from Schmitt’s perspective includes the sovereign delineation of an enemy (or enemies) which confers an authentic political identity upon the state. In other words, skepticism points to arbitrariness as being our epistemological fate, and Schmitt reifies this arbitrariness in terms of the sovereign decision which includes the specification of an enemy.  From a more critical philosophical perspective, one would have to say that if Hobbes is persuasive in his argument for skepticism, then one must confront the implication that skepticism is unsustainable as a philosophical thesis (to be coherently and consistently skeptical, one has to be skeptical of the tenets of skepticism themselves as well as of all other philosophical theses) and can only survive in the form of a generalized agnosticism which questions its own questioning. In other words, properly conceived, Hobbesian skepticism calls into question equally (on a level of ontological parity) notions of the self, friend, and enemy. As names applied to phenomena within the psyche and the interpersonal, social, and political worlds, they are all equally insecure, equally unmoored - underdetermined by the phenomena that they seek to capture and represent. It is only Schmitt’s illicit transmutation of skepticism into the throw-away, arbitrary gesture of decisionistically designating an enemy that allows him to feel that he has remained faithful to the mandate of skepticism, whereas in fact he has already violated it through this very designation.
AT: Schmitt – Violence Turn

Schmitt’s ontology leads to marginalizing violence – don’t trust their apologism

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

In the next section, I will work from this foundation to map Schmitt’s ontology.    In doing this, I will demonstrate that Schmitt’s errors involve much more than bath water.      2: Problems with the Schmittian Ontology   As seen above, the agonistic attempt to salvage Carl Schmitt focuses upon Schmitt’s   attacks on a certain universalistic understanding liberalism.  In this reading, it is   liberalism that suppresses the possibility of difference, while Schmitt’s antagonism and   decisionism merely recognize reality: that the political always inevitably involves conflict   and difference, and – no matter the insufficiency of Schmitt’s solution – the key goal for   political theorists is to navigate the seemingly incommensurable struggle between   sometimes violently different theories of democratic legitimacy.  But how compatible are   the agonistic and Schmittian perspectives?  In this section, I will argue that Schmittian   antagonism and democratic agonism are more deeply conflicting than Chantal Mouffe   and others recognize.  Because Schmitt is oriented toward a statist and action-centric   ontology, his theory is significantly more dangerous than his apologists admit.   

AT: Schmitt – Democracy Turn

Turn – Schmittian ontology undercuts liberal democracy

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

In The Concept of the Political, Carl Schmitt develops the orientation that he considers   foundational to all types of political life:   The specific political distinction to which political actions and motives can   be reduced is that between friend and enemy.  This provides a definition in   the sense of a criterion and not as an exhaustive definition or one   indicative of substantial content.  Insofar as it is not derived from other   criteria, the antithesis of friend and enemy corresponds to the relatively   independent criteria of other antitheses: good and evil in the moral sphere,   beautiful and ugly in the aesthetic sphere, and so on.  In any event it is   independent, not in the sense of a distinct new domain, but in that it can   neither be based on any one antithesis or any combination of other   antitheses, nor can it be traced to these.19      The political is not a “distinct new domain,” but it is fundamentally different from and   unrelated to other orientations.  In this sense, Schmitt’s famous friend-enemy distinction   is a foundational claim.  The distinction is not open to dispute and conversation, as in   Chantal Mouffe’s agonistic appropriation, but is a rigid duality setting the terms of   associational life.  In this sub-section, I will argue that Schmitt’s strong political   foundationalism and its implications render his political ontology basically unsalvageable   as a liberal-democratic theory.  Most importantly, I will contend that the distinction   leaves out an important Nietzschean concept that distinguishes the antagonistic from the  agonistic: the Pathos of Distance.20  While the presence of deliberation-confounding   heterogeneity is an important theoretical point, antagonism and agonism understand   disputation in a way that is distinct in kind, not just in degree.  

Turn – Democracy

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

Taken together, the two sub-sections above point to a puzzle in Carl Schmitt’s political  theory: on the one hand, he believed whole-heartedly in the unity and order of the “total  state”; on the other hand, he seemingly arbitrarily placed the law within the hands of a  “decider.”  Some have recognized this as a potential contradiction, an embrace of both  rigidity and “occasionalism” – a word he used to decry what Richard Wolin calls the “ad  hoc, opportunistic expression of political will.”39  Nevertheless, each of these  perspectives seems to flow from a common source: the primacy of unfettered action.   While liberal democracy is prone to squabbling and paralysis, the unitary decisionist state  is free to move; while conflicting interests and decisions arise in a pluralist democracy,  one Volk can do as it pleases.  In this sub-section, I will argue that Carl Schmitt’s  antagonism and decisionism are both rooted in an ontology of unadulterated action, and  that this orientation is wholly unsuitable for liberal democracy.

AT: Schmitt – Authoritarianism Turn

Turn – Schmitt’s reliance on strong-state homogeneity leads to authoritarian violence

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

Friend-enemy antagonism precludes the space within which the pathos of distance   emerges.  “[An] agonism in which each treats the other as crucial to itself in the strife and   interdependence of identity\difference” can only emerge within an open terrain of critical   responsiveness.24  The friend-enemy distinction explicitly closes off this space by   defining the Other as a threat and as an outsider to the political community.  Schmitt’s   ruthless insistence upon homogeneity in the political community as the basic definition of   the political depoliticizes the interior politics of the state.  The implication – that is, a   unitary Volk embodied by its leader – is clearly a key affinity which would eventually   draw Schmitt to the Nazi ideology.    

Schmitt’s ideals purport authoritarianism and violence – the aff is a DA

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

Schmitt’s actionism is most clearly seen in the previous sub-section: because all   constitutional and legal prescriptions are at some level dead letter, the total state requires   the sovereign ability to “decide on the exception.”  The “domestic theory of pluralism” is   derided as contrary to “the political itself”; while the pluralistic give-and-take of liberal   democracy yields mere “liberal individualism,” the decisionist model alone brings order   to the domestic polity.40  This action-centrism is straightforward authoritarianism:   because open liberalism is fractious, slow, and indecisive, a unified, fast, and decisive   state saves the day.  Although Schmitt professed a preference for democracy, his   limitation to the participants and explicit rejection of the pluralized state suggests a more   “totalitarian” model.  

AT: Schmitt Not a Nazi

Not only was Schmitt a Nazi, but his politics leads to Naziism – don’t discard the obvious in favor of his apologists

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

3: Schmitt’s Nazism: Interlude or Inevitability?   Carl Schmitt’s membership in the Nazi Party from 1933 to 1936 is the most obvious   problem for his apologists, and it has spawned a thriving body of literature seeking to   demonstrate that his involvement with the Third Reich was negligible.49  According to   his defenders, if Schmitt was a Nazi he was only a Nazi of opportunity, stringing along   the NSDAP leadership (especially Hermann Goering) in order to retain his academic   posts.  Like Heidegger or Pound, Schmitt is forgiven his transgression for the sake of   ostensibly non-fascist work elsewhere.    This section will argue that it is a mistake to discount Schmitt’s Nazism as an   opportunistic interlude.  Although he certainly did not share the millenarian, mystical   mania marking the hardcore Nazi ideologues, the ontological commitments described in   the foregoing section predisposed Schmitt to sympathize with a totalitarian – and   ultimately genocidal – regime.   

More ev

Farr 9

Evan, With Friends Like These...Carl Schmitt, Political Ontology, and National Socialism, PhD Student in Political Science, University of Virginia Graduate Student Conference, http://www.virginia.edu/politics/grad_program/print/Farr_gradconference09.pdf

If Schmitt’s fascism is indistinguishable from his concept of the political, there is   an insurmountable obstacle for his latter-day apologists.  The chief problem is with   Schmitt’s ontology, which, as stated earlier, was non-metaphysical yet strong.  His   actionism required a strong leader and a unified people, and the Nazis provided a near-   perfect match.  While this ontology certainly did not necessitate Schmitt’s ultimate   membership in the Nazi party, it predisposed him to sympathize with a totalitarian   regime.  The task for Schmitt’s apologists is to determine how an ontology which drew   one of the twentieth century’s most brilliant and original thinkers toward fascism can also   be useful for agonistic democratic theory.  This will not be an easy task.  

Liberalism Good
Liberalism is the best middle ground between Schmitt’s enemy category and friend category, opening space to make ethics relevant

Botwinick, 05

(Aryeh, received his Ph.D. from the Inter-Disciplinary Program in Political Philosophy at Princeton University in 1973, teaches graduate courses in political theory, “Same/Other versus Friend/Enemy: Levinas contra Schmitt,” Telos Press, pg 50)

In contradistinction to Schmitt, in liberalism which in key respects is the political theory of empiricism just as empiricism can be read as the epistemology of liberalism, the category of enemy is not primary - but neither is the category of friend in a direct, literal sense. The silent other posited by the category of friend in liberal thought is not enemy - but self What limits the category of friend in liberal theorizing is not the adversarial category of enemy - but the ontologically prior category of self If one cannot securely get to the self in liberalism - how can one get to a friend? And enemy seems at least equally remote. The epistemological slack attendant to the categories of “self,” “friend,” and “enemy” in liberalism is suggestive of a philosophical opportunity that has Levinasian resonances. If epistemology cannot secure its own ground, perhaps this can be regarded as a tacit invitation to invoke and explore ethical categories as a means for mapping the terrain of the self and the other and their sustainable patterns of interrelationship. Perhaps ethics can become relevant (if not primary) by default - as a result of theorizing the simultaneous non-negotiability and unexitability of epistemology. The imperative for action in the face of unconsummated and unconsummable thought leads us to ethics. Everything from the “self’ on upward to “friend” and “enemy” is a charitable posit. Liberalism harbors the promise that we can begin to deploy and manipulate these charitable posits in ways that nurture the consensual moral judgments of humankind over the centuries and that are epitomized in the values of life and peace.
A liberal reconstruction of sovereignty is a more consistent approach to skepticism than Schmitt’s approach to solvency

Botwinick, 05

(Aryeh, received his Ph.D. from the Inter-Disciplinary Program in Political Philosophy at Princeton University in 1973, teaches graduate courses in political theory, “Same/Other versus Friend/Enemy: Levinas contra Schmitt,” Telos Press, pg 51-52)

Liberalism by contrast can be theoretically reconstructed on the basis of the skeptical understandings that are integral to its articulation as circumventing the paradox of sovereignty at the cost of deepening its own skepticism. Schmitt’s paradox emerges when one cuts off the philosophical analysis of sovereignty at the moment of institution. Then, it becomes intensely problematic to conceive how the sovereign can be simultaneously both inside and outside his own creation. But there is nothing intrinsic to the concept of sovereignty to mandate that our conceptual- slicing has to be narrowly circumscribed to the moment of institution. When one broadens the name of analysis, the paradox gets dissipated. If one expands the framework of analysis beyond the moment of institution to encompass sovereignty (the sovereign state) as a going concern (how its rules operate in the course of the ongoing life of the state - and not how they can be rendered coherent in the instant of creation), then the position of the sovereign as Founder or Chief Executive or Chief Legislator or Chief Magistrate of the state becomes fully intelligible. While he might enjoy certain privileges and immunities stemming from his exalted  status within the political community, for other purposes (e.g., when he steals money from a private person for purposes of enjoying a more affluent vacation) he comes within the purview of the state’s system of laws and is as vulnerable to its penalties and punishments as any private citizen. That the sovereign bears a differentiated relationship to the state rather than a univocal one is not in the least paradoxical. An important feature to notice about this liberal reconstruction of the concept of sovereignty is that it flows from a deeper and more consistent version of skepticism than Schmitt’s theorizing of sovereignty. The relationship between words and the phenomena that they purport to describe is so underdetermined that there is nothing intrinsic to the words that we use and to their possible relationships to the phenomena that they are ostensibly about that requires us in moments of philosophical reflection to cut our frame of analysis at one point rather than another. Our skepticism is so deep-seated that it is not just the answers that are up for grabs - but how to formulate the questions. If one denominates (as both Plato and Levinas do) human rational assertiveness as an expression of the Same, then we notice in the course of our pursuit of philosophical reasoning how the arguments that we advance persistently coil in upon themselves man- aging to keep themselves afloat only at the cost of sustaining the questions that surround them. So that the liberal idea of sovereignty can be kept intact only at the cost of acknowledging the irresolvability of the prior question of the conceptual slicing upon which the theory is predicated.
AT: Liberalism = Holocaust
Liberalism didn’t cause the holocaust – it opposed it

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 93-94

In the shadow of the holocaust and amid lingering memories of the failed Weimar Republic, which Hitler trampled on the road to power, postwar scholars showed themselves increasingly skeptical about liberal solutions to the “Jewish question”: they looked to Germany in order to ex- plain the “failure” of emancipation.19 But, in fact, it proved emblematic only of those nations in which the liberal “emancipation” of Jews was attempted without indigenously rooted liberal institutions and traditions. Emancipation was undertaken gradually in Germany, step by legislative step, with varying degrees of success in a mosaic of mostly reactionary principalities where radically different numbers of Jews lived. Germany was not even a nation in the beginning of the nineteenth century and the lateness of its emergence as a state generated what would remain an assorted set of existential problems associated with its national identity.20 The liberal assumptions embraced by supporters of “emancipation,” in short, cannot be judged by the results more than a century later in what was still notably an “illiberal society.”21 Anti-Semitism like racism and hatred of the other has always been embedded in a Counter-Enlightenment marked by the anxiety of provincials, the traditionalism of conservatives, and the brutal irrationalism of fascists. Anti-Semitism not only remains “the socialism of fools,” but the philosophy of those who choose to think with their gut. Its claims rest on faith: the point is not whether they are true, but whether the anti-Semite believes them to be true. The power of bigotry, indeed, has always stood in inverse relation to the support for Enlightenment ideals. That is still the case: recognizing the dignity of the other is the line in the sand marking the great divide of political life. 

AT: Liberalism Exclusive
Liberalism isn’t exclusive – exclusion only exists because of a failure to fully carry out its principles

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 49-50

Women, people of color, Catholics, atheists, and those without property16— for very different reasons—had no place in the original liberal vision. But this was the product less of some inherent defect of liberalism than the unwillingness of liberals to confront existing prejudices with the logic of their principles. Institutionalizing the universal may not have immediately resulted in recognizing the legitimacy of the outsider, or the “other,” but it served as the precondition for doing so. If patriarchy is now seen as having been ignored in the universal social contract,17 for example, the oversight was actually recognized at the time.18 Women would, in any case, not have attempted to further their interests by using the arguments of “antiphilosophes” like Justus Moser, who authored “On the Diminished Disgrace of Whores and Their Children in Our Day” (1772), or Louis Bonald, who thundered against divorce. Olympe de Gouges in The Rights of Woman (1791), and Mary Wollstonecraft in her Vindication of the Rights of Women (1792) instead referred to the original liberal values of the Enlightenment in criticizing the French Revolution for not realizing its universal commitments with respect to women: in the process, both radicalized the purely formal implications of equality under the law. Their undertaking is both related to yet different from that of the young Marx in On the Jewish Question and The Holy Family. These writings highlighted the contradiction between the political commitment of the bourgeois state to liberty, equality, and fraternity on the level of the state—that is freedom from the exercise of arbitrary power, equality before the law, and a concern with the common good—when coupled with the existence of coercion, inequality, and egoism in the economic realm of civil society. In extending democracy from the formal to the substantive, to be sure, he sought the “sublation” (Aufhebung) of both the state and civil society from the perspective of realizing “human” emancipation. This romantic and utopian vision, however, had far less practical impact than his clarification of the limits of classical liberalism with respect to “social” equality. What marks the criticisms of classical liberalism launched by feminists like Olympe de Gouges and Wollstonecraft no less than Marx, in any event, is their attempt to extend its implications. This differentiates them from conservative critics like Edmund Burke who, while he may have supported a cause like the American Revolution, also championed by most philosophes, did so more in terms of a newly constituted organic tradition than from the perspective of the Declaration of Independence. In the guise of attacking the French Revolution, Burke actually attacked the very idea of universal rights and the possibility of altering the English class structure. His emphasis on community and tradition, indeed, becomes little more than a façade for opposing the exercise of liberty, the pursuit of equality, and the “sordid darkness of this enlightened age.” 

***Foucault IR 
IR criticisms are subjective

Critiques of international relations are subjective and apart from influence to global intersubjective powers.

Chandler, 10 - Professor of International Relations at the Centre for the Study of Democracy -(David, 4/7/10, Globalising Foucault: Turning Critique into Apologia, pg 136)
My own research interest, at the time we organised these discussions to reflect on the boom of Foucauldian work within the discipline of IR, was that of the discursive shift from the international to the global. I found that many critics working from a Foucauldian perspective tended to reproduce dominant narratives about the global as the key site of understanding the operation and contestation of power.3 It seemed clear that the assumption that we lived in a global and liberal world order was seen to be a crucial precondition to enable the “scaling up” of Foucault.4 It was this move which facilitated the boom in IR of this type of Foucauldian approach. This enabled a critique centred upon the ontological presupposition that the object of analysis was the working of global  biopolitics or  global governmentality. The criticisms of what we now tend (perhaps misleadingly) to call “Foucauldian IR” stem, I believe, from this uncritical approach taken to the "global”. The assumption is that Foucault can be “scaled up” to understand, critique and deconstruct power at the global level, through the use of Foucault’s analytical categories. What this misses is that Foucault’s critique was essentially that of subjective framings of meaning through outlining the nature of their social construction, rather than a critique of the operation of power itself. Rather than understand the  conditions of possibility that enabled us to think “the global”— and for governments to assert that rather than the task of furthering the national interest their concern had now shifted to developing “global solutions to global problems”— this shift to a “global governmentality” is engaged with only superficially. In using Foucault to critique global governmentalism or global biopolitical securitisation, the discursive framing of the global is not deconstructed beyond the “critique” that confirms that power does indeed operate at the level of global discursive practices and that states and their citizens are constructed as subjects through. 
Ontology can’t change power

The political spectrum and the power spectrum are separate. Power is no longer a reflection of societal constructions and mobilizes independently from formal frameworks of political accountability. 

Chandler, 10 - Professor of International Relations at the Centre for the Study of Democracy -(David, 4/7/10, Globalising Foucault: Turning Critique into Apologia, pg 137)
Although, for Foucault, power does not reside solely in the sovereign nor operate solely through formal political and legal processes, there is a problem when we apply this insight to the global level. In this application, power becomes external and constitutive of society, rather than securing itself through it, and therefore cannot be grasped as a political product.5 To my mind, it was precisely this shift to the “global”—which necessarily implies an assertion of the divorce of politics and power—that needed to be engaged with and analysed, rather than taken for granted as a “truth” of which we only became aware with the discovery of “globalisation” or the shift to “biopolitical production”. In these framings of power as distinct from or divorced from politics, the discipline of IR was transformed from an ugly duckling, marginal to social theorising and in the shadow of political theory, into a (potentially) magnificent swan, to which the other fields of social theorising gravitated, leaving political theory looking increasingly leaden in comparison. What had made IR seem backward compared to political theory—the lack of a fit between power and politics—suddenly became IR’s greatest asset. Where, once, liberalism was only at home inside the state and the divide between the “inside” and the “outside” was seen as fundamentally separating (and marginalising) IR as a discipline, now we were told by cosmopolitans and Foucauldians alike that liberalism’s new (power-free or politics-free) home was the global (for good or ill).While politics may still take place in the hollowed-out shells of the state-based politics of representation, power has migrated to the global arena, free to mobilise independently from formal frameworks of political accountability. The separation of politics from power has enabled a direct critique of power—commonly termed as liberal, neoliberal or biopolitical—which easily reads international (and domestic) policy interventions as direct reflections of the needs or interests of hegemonic power, reducing political and academic critique to the revelation of power relations and interests and to explorations of the various practices and operations of power beyond or through the formal framings of liberal, state-based, political and legal frameworks. It is the unproblematic assumption of the global or deterritorialised nature of power which I have sought to question. This assumption and its questioning have little to do with Foucault per se; nevertheless, how we might read and apply Foucault has become central to the defence of a certain critical position with regard to power and the global. 

Alt reproduces criticism 

In the world of the alternative, it cannot solve the power structures that aren't a reflection of political elites. The subject of autonomy reproduces individualized agencies. 

Chandler, 10 - Professor of International Relations at the Centre for the Study of Democracy - (David, 4/7/10, Globalising Foucault: Turning Critique into Apologia, pg 139-140)
A world without politics where all that exists is power is not one which is open to political critique. This means that, for Kiersey, for example, the question under investigation is never clear. It appears that we are not analysing discourses of meaning generated by social contestation but rather transcendental universals, with their own needs. For these Foucauldians in IR, the discourses of power are never generated by real political elites confronted by real historically grounded problems in need of negotiation. Instead, discourses (and by implication power) appear as self-generating. It is therefore no surprise that Kiersey can talk of “what liberalism desires”13 or of the free-floating power of “neoliberal capitalism”, going so far as to assert: “It is Foucault’s contention that neoliberal  capitalism has a consciousness of itself as a theory which seeks to incite entrepreneurialism to the point of crisis.”14 Apparently we have more political and critical insights once we have rejected the “sovereign individualism” of liberal perspectives and can understand the free-floating power of biopolitical global neoliberal governmentality. This is because the subject is “active” rather than “passive”, but the active subject is no more than a secondary product of the global discursive practices of liberal power, which are held to be constantly striving to interpellate the subject in these terms. Whereas Foucault sought to highlight the internal contradictions and problems of rationalising liberal frameworks of rule, Foucauldians in IR seem to be keen to establish the unproblematic nature of global liberalism. Rather than deconstruct discourses of individualised agency, which cast the subject in purely institutionalist terms, as merely responding to externalities, the criticism of subject autonomy seems to reproduce them.15

Discourse can’t solve

Discursive constructs and theory meant to challenge realist international relations do not assert roles into the production of social and power relations, and are limited to questioning through discourse. 

Selby, 07 - Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth – (Jan, Sept. 2007, International Relations, “Engaging Foucault: Discourse, Liberal Governance, and the Limits of Foucauldian IR”, Vol. 21, No. 3, pg 326-327)

Foucault is perhaps best known in IR as one of the key influences behind the poststructuralist

critique of realism. R. B. J. Walker, Richard Ashley, Jim George, Jens Bartelson and Cynthia Weber, for instance, have all turned to Foucault (amongst an ensemble of other poststructuralist luminaries) to argue that the realist notions of ‘sovereignty’, ‘anarchy’, ‘state’ and ‘national interest’ are discursive constructs, which function not so much to represent as to constitute the world of international politics. Thus Walker argues, with Foucault as a ‘main inspiration’, that realist discourse reifies and reproduces a uniquely modern social ontology, the very distinction between sovereign ‘inside’ and anarchic ‘outside’ being a historically specific resolution to the problem of self and other, itself founded on the centrality of space within the modern imaginary.8 Ashley, through a series of articles that make repeated allusions to Foucauldian notions of ‘genealogy’, ‘discipline’ and ‘resistance’, seeks to radically challenge realist international relations as epistemologically, politically and aesthetically impoverished.9 And George, with Foucault at the top of his list of influences, contends that positivism/realism is a ‘scantily clad . . . discursive Emperor’, a ‘framing regime’ which ‘directs policy/analytical/military responses’, and from which US foreign policy, for example, is ‘derivative’.10 Each of these authors in their individual ways uses Foucault as a springboard for critiquing realist IR theory as a disciplinary orthodoxy which is both productive of, and a constraint upon, international political practice, and is deeply ethico-politically regressive. Such arguments are powerfully made, and it is not the intention of this article to question their importance. Yet whatever the merits of such arguments, they do not, it seems to me, owe a great deal directly to Foucault. Foucault did, of course, analyse the power effects of discourse; and he did see theory less as a representation and translation of social practices than as a form of practice itself. But ‘discourse’, for him, referred (in certain formulations) to the overall unity of social practices and institutions in a given field; or (as he had it elsewhere) to textual and epistemic claims that had to be analysed in relation to ‘non-discursive domains (institutions, political events, economic practices and processes)’.11 And the recognition that theory is practice – so often alluded to within poststructuralist IR theory12 – was not an assertion of the determining role of theory in the production and reproduction of social and power relations, but instead a claim about the importance of analysing theory as one of a number of constitutive elements within discourse and society. 
Negative has bad education 

Making discursive practices textualized fosters little pedagogy because it prevents the possibility of another solution. Instead of solving the problem in IR, theories preserve them. 

Selby, 07 - Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth – (Jan, Sept. 2007, International Relations, “Engaging Foucault: Discourse, Liberal Governance, and the Limits of Foucauldian IR”, Vol. 21, No. 3, pg 328)
Foucault, indeed, was extremely hostile towards what he saw as Derrida’s ‘reduction of discursive practices to textual traces’.26 As he said, for instance, of Derrida’s interpretation of Descartes: This ‘textualization’ of discursive practices . . . is a historically determined little pedagogy. A pedagogy that teaches the pupil there is nothing outside the text, but that in it, in its gaps, its blanks and its silences, there reigns the reserve of the origin; that it is therefore unnecessary to search elsewhere, but that here, not in the words, certainly, but in the words under erasure, in their grid, the ‘sense of being’ is said. A pedagogy that gives conversely to the master’s voice the limitless sovereignty that allows it to restate the text indefinitely.27 Such criticisms do not exactly suggest that Foucault and Derrida sit perfectly comfortably together. 

IR criticisms are ignorant

Critiques of realism misinterpret foundational support of institutions, or empirics. 

Selby, 07 - Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth – (Jan, Sept. 2007, International Relations, “Engaging Foucault: Discourse, Liberal Governance, and the Limits of Foucauldian IR”, Vol. 21, No. 3, pg 330-331)
To summarise: across this whole range of critiques of realism, Foucault is consistently cited as a (or the) leading influence, but, equally consistently, finds many of his major insights, emphases and concepts ignored or misrepresented. This is not to imply that these critiques of realism are without foundation – the issue of the strengths and weaknesses of these critiques is a different matter altogether – merely to stress that they owe very little to Foucault. Foucault in this work seems above all to be an abstract epistemologist of the relations between texts, truth and power, rather than an empirically grounded theorist of historical shifts in the relations between knowledge, institutions and the constitution of subjects. Foucault might well have inspired a particular attitude or ethic towards IR’s disciplinary orthodoxy – celebrating instability, dissidence and transgression, and writing, as Ashley and Walker put it, in a ‘register of freedom’44 – but, within the critique of realism, the uptake of Foucault’s substantive concerns has been much more limited than is usually recognised.

No Link: International relations are separate

The realm of the international is separated from the domestic social relations. Ontological connections between the two are misrepresentations within the postructuralist critique of realist IR. 

Selby, 07 - Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth – (Jan, Sept. 2007, International Relations, “Engaging Foucault: Discourse, Liberal Governance, and the Limits of Foucauldian IR”, Vol. 21, No. 3, pg 332)
More crucially, the international has traditionally been figured as diverging in almost every respect from the liberal society that Foucault devoted himself to critiquing – being represented, at least in orthodox IR accounts, as a realm of ‘recurrence and repetition’ rather than progress; as in essence untouched by changes in the domestic realm (including the rise of liberal societies); and as dominated by the power, interests and agency of that macro-scale structure called the state, rather than by a plurality of social relations.57 If the domestic and international arenas really are as contrary and antithetical as orthodox accounts suppose, and if Foucault was indeed overwhelmingly concerned with the domestic arena of liberal societies, then this hardly renders Foucault’s work self-evidently amenable to the study of international politics. If indeed there is an ontological gulf between the domestic and international arenas – a subject to which I return at greater length below – perhaps this explains why Foucault’s work has been so heavily bowdlerised within the poststructuralist critique of realist IR.

Alt kills welfare for population

Biopower, the epicenter of world order, is necessary for the welfare of populations. Foucauldian IR’s model for power results if the same liberal reading of international politics. 

Selby, 07 - Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth – (Jan, Sept. 2007, International Relations, “Engaging Foucault: Discourse, Liberal Governance, and the Limits of Foucauldian IR”, Vol. 21, No. 3, pg 335-336)
Now these assertions from Hardt and Negri about international peace and the Gulf War are for the most part synonymous with straightforwardly liberal internationalist ones. Consider how differently realist (or indeed most Marxist) analysts would tend to characterise the 1990–1 intervention: as motivated by a desire to secure vital oil reserves for the world market; as prompted by an interest in maintaining a balance of power in the Middle East; as enabling the US state to consolidate its permanent military presence in the Gulf; or as allowing it to demonstrate its new military technologies, prowess and sole-superpower status (whilst getting others to pay for the whole exercise). In offering an account of the contemporary world order and the place of the US within it, Hardt and Negri inevitably enter an orthodox IR terrain that has long been dominated by two rival perspectives – one, liberal internationalist, which lays stress on the (actual or hoped-for) international diffusion of power, and on the significance of law, values and rights; the other, a realist tradition, which instead perceives enduring concentrations of power in the hands of states, and the primacy of state power and interests over law, value and right. Not only do Hardt and Negri enter into this terrain, but in their emphasis on ‘values’, ‘law’ and the waning of inter-state ‘imperialism’, they take clear sides within it.

However misleading the stylised distinction between liberal and realist ‘traditions’ can sometimes be (I return to this issue below), the affinities between Hardt and Negri’s and liberal internationalists’ models of world order and international politics are striking.74 Nor does this apply to Hardt and Negri alone. Dillon and Reid are undoubtedly more cautious in their liberalism, insisting that global liberal governance has a distinctly ‘martial face’, but they too ‘do not dispute the importance of the powerful desire among liberal states and societies to establish global norms of intervention . . . on the grounds of humanitarian liberal values’.75 What is more, Dillon is clearly of the view that, under global liberal governance, the search for profit and security is subordinate to the operations of bio-power: ‘global liberal governance’, he says, ‘is a Foucauldian system of power/knowledge that . . . operate[s] through the strategic manipulation of different generative principles of formation: profit, scarcity, security and so on’.76 Just as bio-power is the overarching mode of power within this world order, so the primary ‘object of power’ within this order is the ordering of life and the welfare of populations.77 Implicitly, but never directly stated, the central feature and determinant of the current world order is not the maximisation of state power and security, or US primacy (as realists would tend to emphasise), or even class conflict and the accumulation of capital (as would Marxists), but instead the general welfare. Dillon and Reid, like Hardt and Negri, are of course far from liberal in many of their assumptions about politics and society. But in relation to international politics, where the most abiding opposition is between broadly liberal and realist perspectives, the globalisation of a Foucauldian model of power ends up inspiring a quintessentially liberal, rather than realist, reading of international politics.

Criticism can’t explain power

The lack of explanation Foucauldian IR can provide about global power relations prove problematic in suggestion of solution as well. 

Selby, 07 - Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of Wales, Aberystwyth – (Jan, Sept. 2007, International Relations, “Engaging Foucault: Discourse, Liberal Governance, and the Limits of Foucauldian IR”, Vol. 21, No. 3, pg 337)
None of this would be problematic if the aim was merely to identify the tactics and techniques of global liberal governance; but as a theorisation of the postmodern world order, or of the logic of power under a regime of global liberal governance, it is far from satisfactory. Foucauldian tools can be used to theorise the ‘how of power’, as Foucault put it,81 but they cannot help us in understanding the ‘when’, the ‘where’ or (most significantly) the ‘why’ of power. The notion of ‘governmentality’, for example, while it can shed light on how populations are administered and subjects are constituted in, say, modern Turkey, or can point us towards the novel mechanisms by which the New Partnership for African Development is attempting to self-discipline African states into ‘good governance’, cannot itself be used to explain why the Turkish state is more governmentalised than the Syrian one, why there is so much ‘bad governance’ in Africa specifically, or indeed what the purposes and objectives of governmentality are. Equally, while Foucauldian perspectives can be used to illuminate how new techniques of surveillance and organisation are transforming the practices of liberal warfare, they cannot tell us why the US state re-invaded Iraq in 2003, or why the British state participated in that invasion but the French state did not. Yet these are the sorts of phenomena, amongst others, that a theorisation of global power relations would need to provide resources to explain. Foucault, standing alone, cannot be convincingly internationalised to provide a theoretical account of the contemporary world order.

Democracy Checks Biopower

Democracy checks radicalization of biopolitics—empirically proven.

Dickinson 04 (Edward Ross, Associate Professor of History at the University of California-Davis, “ Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse about "Modernity"”, in  Central European History, Vol. 37, No. 1 (2004), pg 18-19.)

In an important programmatic statement of 1996 Geoff Eley celebrated the fact that Foucault's ideas have "fundamentally directed attention away from institutionally centered conceptions of government and the state ... and toward a dispersed and decentered notion of power and its 'microphysics.'"48 The "broader, deeper, and less visible ideological consensus" on "technocratic reason and the ethical unboundedness of science" was the focus of his interest.49 But the "power-producing effects in Foucault's 'microphysical' sense" (Eley) of the construction of social bureaucracies and social knowledge, of "an entire institutional apparatus and system of practice" (Jean Quataert), simply do not explain Nazi policy.50 The destructive dynamic of Nazism was a product not so much of a particular modern set of ideas as of a particular modern political structure, one that could realize the disastrous potential of those ideas. What was critical was not the expansion of the instruments and disciplines of biopolitics, which occurred everywhere in Europe. Instead, it was the principles that guided how those instruments and disciplines were organized and used, and the external constraints on them. In National Socialism, biopolitics was shaped by a totalitarian conception of social management focused on the power and ubiquity of the volkisch state. In democratic societies, biopolitics has historically been constrained by a rights-based strategy of social management. This is a point to which I will return shortly. For now, the point is that what was decisive was actually politics at the level of the state. A comparative framework can help us to clarify this point. Other states passed compulsory sterilization laws in the 1930s.  Indeed, individual states in the United States had already begun doing so in 1907. Yet they did not proceed to the next steps adopted by National Socialism, mass sterilization, mass "eugenic" abortion and murder of the "defective." Individual figures in, for example, the U.S. did make such suggestions. But neither the political structures of democratic states nor their legal and political principles permitted such poli? cies actually being enacted. Nor did the scale of forcible sterilization in other countries match that of the Nazi program. I do not mean to suggest that such programs were not horrible; but in a democratic political context they did not develop the dynamic of constant radicalization and escalation that characterized Nazi policies. 

Democracy checks biopolitical coercion and violence.

Dickinson 04 (Edward Ross, Associate Professor of History at the University of California-Davis, “ Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse about "Modernity"”, in  Central European History, Vol. 37, No. 1 (2004), pg 32.)

Again, as Peukert pointed out, many advocates of a rights-based welfare structure were open to the idea that "stubborn" cases might be legitimate tar-gets for sterilization; the right to health could easily be redefined as primarily a duty to be healthy, for example. But the difference between a strategy of social management built on the rights of the citizen and a system of racial policy built on the total power of the state is not merely a semantic one; such differences had very profound political implications, and established quite different constraints. The rights-based strategy was actually not very compatible with exclusionary and coercive policies; it relied too heavily on the cooperation of its targets and of armies of volunteers, it was too embedded in a democratic institutional structure and civil society, it lacked powerful legal and institutional instruments of coercion, and its rhetorical structure was too heavily slanted toward inclusion and tolerance. 
Democracy checks biopolitical violence.

Dickinson 04 (Edward Ross, Associate Professor of History at the University of California-Davis, “ Biopolitics, Fascism, Democracy: Some Reflections on Our Discourse about "Modernity"”, in  Central European History, Vol. 37, No. 1 (2004), pg 35.)

In short, the continuities between early twentieth-century biopolitical discourse and the practices of the welfare state in our own time are unmistakable. Both are instances of the "disciplinary society" and of biopolitical, regulatory, social-engineering modernity, and they share that genealogy with more authoritarian states, including the National Socialist state, but also fascist Italy, for example. And it is certainly fruitful to view them from this very broad perspective. But that analysis can easily become superficial and misleading, because it obfuscates the profoundly different strategic and local dynamics of power in the two kinds of regimes. Clearly the democratic welfare state is not only formally but also substantively quite different from totalitarianism. Above all, again, it has nowhere developed the fateful, radicalizing dynamic that characterized National Socialism (or for that matter Stalinism), the psychotic logic that leads from economistic population management to mass murder. Again, there is always the potential for such a discursive regime to generate coercive policies. In those cases in which the regime of rights does not successfully produce "health," such a system can and historically does create compulsory programs to enforce it. But again, there are political and policy potentials and constraints in such a structuring of biopolitics that are very different from those of National Socialist Germany. Democratic biopolitical regimes require, enable, and incite a degree of self-direction and participation that is functionally incompatible with authoritarian or totalitarian structures. And this pursuit of biopolitical ends through a regime of democratic citizenship does appear, historically, to have imposed increasingly narrow limits on coercive policies, and to have generated a "logic" or imperative of increasing liberalization. Despite limitations imposed by political context and the slow pace of discursive change, I think this is the unmistakable message of the really very impressive waves of legislative and welfare reforms in the 1920s or the 1970s in Germany.90
AT: Specific Intellectual 

Specific intellectual cedes the political- prevents feminist emancipation 

Maureen McNeil, Senior Lecturer in Cultural Studies @ Univ. of Birmingham Up against Foucault: explorations of some tensions between Foucault and feminism Ed.  Caroline Ramazanoğlu 1993
There is no doubt that some feminists have embraced the model of the specific intellectual’ For others, the pressures on intellectual workers in the contemporary west have pushed them in this direction, and Foucauk’s formulation can provide solace about the political potential in their current situation. So there are positive dimensions to the acceptance of this role. However, as Toril Moi (1989), Andrea Stuart (1990), Tania Modleski (1991) and Kate Campbell (1992) have warned, there have been tendencies towards feminist intellectuals becoming ever more distanced from the mass of women whom feminism set out to liberate and towards a body of feminist knowledge which circulates more or less exclusively within the academy. As they warn, in these circumstances the relationship between this knowledge and the emancipatory goals of feminism can easily drop off the agenda. (p. 162)

Specific intellectuals must turn their critique against institutions

John Caputo  homas J. Watson Professor of Humanities at Syracuse University  B.A. in 1962 from La Salle University, his M.A. in 1964 from Villanova University and his Ph.D. in philosophy in 1968 from Bryn Mawr College. and Mark Yount Asst. Prof of Philosophy at St Joseph’s Foucault and the Critique of Institutions p. 9 1993 
But this is also how the poststructural liberations of a specific intellectual can be turned to explicitly political ends. Foucault’s specific intellectual can say to the people: ‘I would like to produce some effects of truth which might be used for a possible battle, to be waged by those who wish to wage it, in forms yet to be found and in organizations yet to be defined.’5 In the all-extensive fields of power, the battle is always already under way. Where there is power, there is resistance or, better, points of resistance throughout the power network, each one a special case. The specific intellectual will not suppose a sovereign point from which power exercises dominion or domination. Foucault believed that the very idea of power-as-right serves to conceal the fact of domination and all that domination effects. Thus to give due weight to domination, to show its ruthlessness, requires this new analytics of power to expose the domination within lateral relations of power: ‘the multiple forms of subjugation that have a place and function within the social organism.’6 That is where criticism of institutions comes in. Institutions are where power ‘becomes embodied in techniques, and equips itself with instruments and eventually even violent means of material intervention.’7 Criticism attempts to flush out the thought that animates even the most stupid institutions in order to try to change both thought and institution, to show as much that it can be changed as that it must be: to show that things are not as self-evident as one believed, to see that what is accepted as self-evident will no longer be accepted as such. Practicing criticism is a matter of making facile gestures difficult.8

***ORIENTALISM 
Said Indicts

Said’s work lacks empirical proof or scientific methodology. 

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 245)

Edward Said's Orientalism gave those unable to think for themselves a formula. His work had the attraction of an all-purpose tool his acolytes—eager, intellectually unprepared, aesthetically unsophisticated—could apply to every cultural phenomenon without having to think critically or having to conduct any real archival research requiring mastery of languages, or research in the field requiring the mastery of technique and a rigorous methodology. Said's Orientalism displays all the laziness and arrogance of the man of letters who does not have much time for empirical research, or, above all, for making sense of its results. His method derives from the work of fashionable French intellectuals and theorists. Existentialists, structuralists, deconstructionists, and postmodernists all postulate grandiose theories, but, unfortunately, these are based on flimsy historical or empirical foundations. Claude Levi-Strauss, with just a few years of field work in Brazil, constructed a grand theory about the structures of the human mind. As Edmund Leach put it in his short monograph on Levi-Strauss, the French anthropologist never bothered to learn the native languages, never spent more than a few weeks in one place; the subsequent model, peppered with Marxist jargon, that he concocted on such meager empirical foundations is "little more than an amalgam" of his "own prejudiced presuppositions." Leach continues, "Levi-Strauss ... is insufficiently critical of his source material. He always seems to be able to find just what he is looking for. Any evidence, however dubious, is acceptable so long as it fits with logically calculated expectations; but wherever the data run counter to the theory Levi-Strauss will either bypass the evidence or marshal the full resources of his powerful invective to have the heresy thrown out of court.... [H]e consistently behaves like an advocate defending a cause rather than a scientist searching for ultimate truth."1 This tradition was carried on by Michel Foucault, surely one of the great charlatans of modern times.

A2: Reps/Discourse

Representation arguments flawed—both contradictory and exclude legitimate inquiries into the Middle East.
Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 43-44)

One of Said's major theses is that Orientalism was not a disinterested, scholarly activity but a political one, with Orientalists preparing the ground for and colluding with imperialists: "To say simply that Orientalism was a rationalization of colonial rule is to ignore the extent to which colonial rule was justified in advance by Orientalism, rather than after the fact" (p. 39). The Orientalist provides the knowledge that keeps the Oriental under control: "Once again, knowledge of subject races or Orientals is what makes their management easy and profitable; knowledge gives power, more power requires more knowledge, and so on in an increasingly profitable dialectic of information and control" (p. 36). This is combined with Said's thesis, derived from the Coptic socialist thinker Anwar Abdel Malek, that the Orient is always seen by the Orientalists as unchanging, uniform, and peculiar (p. 98), with Orientals reduced to racist stereotypes and seen as ahistorical "objects" of study "stamped with an otherness ... of an essentialist character" (p. 97, quoting Malek). The Orientalists have provided a false picture of Islam: "Islam has been fundamentally misrepresented in the West" (p. 272). Said adds Foucault to the heady mix; the French guru convinced Said that Orientalist scholarship took place within the ideological framework he called "discourse" and that "the real issue is whether indeed there can be a true representation of anything, or whether any and all representations, because they are representations, are embedded first in the language and then in the culture, institutions, and political ambience of the representee If the latter alternative is the correct one (as I believe it is), then we must be prepared to accept the fact that a representation is eo ipso implicated, intertwined, embedded, interwoven with a great many other things besides the 'truth,' which is itself a representation" (p. 272). It takes little thought to see that there is a contradiction in Said's major thesis.47 If Orientalists have produced a false picture of the Orient, Orientals, Islam, Arabs, and Arabic society—and, in any case, for Said there is no such thing as "the truth"—then how could this false or pseudoknowledge have helped European imperialists to dominate three-quarters of the globe? "Information and con  trol," wrote Said, but what of "false information and control"? To argue his case, Said very conveniently leaves out the important contributions of German Orientalists, for their inclusion would destroy—and their exclusion does indeed totally destroy—the central thesis of Orientalism, that all Orientalists produced knowledge that generated power, and that they colluded and helped imperialists found empires. As we shall see, German Orientalists were the greatest of all scholars of the Orient, but, of course, Germany was never an imperial power in any of the Oriental countries of North Africa or the Middle East. Lewis wrote, "[A]t no time before or after the imperial age did [the British and French] contribution, in range, depth, or standard, match the achievement of the great centers of Oriental studies in Germany and neighbouring countries. Indeed, any history or theory of Arabic studies in Europe without the Germans makes as much sense as would a history or theory of European music or philosophy with the same omission."48 Would it have made sense for German Orientalists to produce work that could help only England or France in their empire building? Those omitted are not peripheral figures but the actual creators of the field of Middle Eastern, Islamic, and Arabic studies: scholars of the standing of Paul Kahle, Georg Kampffmeyer, Rudolf Geyer, F. Giese, Jacob Barth, August Fischer, Emil Gratzl, Hubert Grimme, Friedrich Schulthess, Friedrich Schwally, Anton Baumstark, Gotthelf Bergstrasser; others not discussed include G. Wustenfeld, Alfred Von Kremer, J. Horovitz, A. Sprenger, and Karl Vollers. Though Theodor Noldeke, Johann Fiick, G. Weil, Carl Heinrich Becker, E. Sachau, and Carl Brock-elmann are mentioned, their work and significance are not discussed in any detail; Noldeke, whose Geschichte des Qorans (1860) was to become the foundation of all later Koranic studies, is considered one of the pioneers, along with Goldziher, of Islamic studies in the West. 

Turn: Critics of Islamology Empower Extremists

Turn—Orientalism’s flawed account empowers militants and fundamentalists.

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 49-50)
For a number of years now, Islamologists have been aware of the disastrous effect of Said's Orientalism on their discipline. Professor Herbert Berg has complained that the latter's influence has resulted in "a fear of asking and answering potentially embarrassing questions—ones which might upset Muslim sensibilities."69 Professor Montgomery Watt, one of the most respected Western Islamologists of the last fifty years, takes Said to task for asserting that Sir Hamilton Gibb was wrong in saying that the master science of Islam was law and not theology. This, says Watt, "shows Said's ignorance of Islam." But Watt rather unfairly adds, "since he is from a Christian Arab background."70 Said is indeed ignorant of Islam, but surely not because he is a Christian, since Watt and Gibb themselves were devout Christians. Watt also decries Said's tendency to ascribe dubious motives to various writers, scholars, and statemen such as Gibb and Lane, with Said committing doctrinal blunders such as not realizing that non-Muslims could not marry Muslim women.71 R. Stephen Humphreys found Said's book important in some ways because it showed how some Orientalists were indeed "trapped within a vision that portrayed Islam and the Middle East as in some way essentially different from 'the West.'" Nonetheless, "Edward Said's analysis of Orientalism is overdrawn and misleading in many ways, and purely as [a] piece of intellectual history, Orientalism is a seriously flawed book." Even more damning, Said's book actually discouraged, argues Humphreys, the very idea of modernization of Middle Eastern societies. "In an ironic way, it also emboldened the Islamic activists and militants who were then just beginning to enter the political arena. These could use Said to attack their opponents in the Middle East as slavish 'Westernists,' who were out of touch with the authentic culture and values of their own countries. Said's book has had less impact on the study of medieval Islamic history—partly because medievalists know how distorted his account of classical Western Orientalism really is."72
No Link/Link Turn

No link—Western values actually promote openness to the other.

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 70)
Western civilization has ever been open, to a greater or lesser extent, to the Other: to other ideas, other customs, and other people. Though the idea of the unity of mankind did not at first play a great part in their thought, it nonetheless originated with the Greeks, gathered momentum, and led to the cosmopolitanism of the Cynics and the Stoics during the Hellenistic period. Not being burdened with either violent nationalism or racism,43 the Greeks with their keen, inquiring minds were able to rethink their other prejudices when their geographical knowledge increased, and they arrived at fresh theoretical conclusions and finally moved in the direction of the idea of a common fellowship linking all mankind.44 The Greeks were equally open to new ideas from the outside. Greek philosophy is said to have been greatly influenced by the Vedic culture of India.45 But by far the greater influence of course came from the ancient civilizations of the Near East and also Egypt. Walter Burkert, Rudolf Wittkower, and M. L. West have shown the importance of the cultural encounters with the Orient in the formation of the civilization we call Classical.46 As Burkert wrote,

The West rules—European self criticism has solved slavery, imperialism, and human rights.

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 75-76)
The greatest critics and critiques of the Western tradition are to be found in the West. Modern denunciations of the West by third-world intellectuals such as Frantz Fanon and Edward Said rely on analyses provided by such Western thinkers as Karl Marx, Sigmund Freud, Friedrich Nietzsche, Antonio Gramsci, Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, Jacques Lacan, and Jean-Paul Sartre. The method of critical analysis developed in the West and exemplified by philosophers such as Marx testifies, in the words of Arthur Schlesinger Jr., "to the internally redemptive potentialities of the Western tradition."71 Europe has been guilty of terrible crimes, but what civilization has not been? Confining ourselves to the twentieth century, the sins of the West are no worse than the crimes and follies of Asia (the Rape of Nanking, when Japanese soldiers killed more than three hundred thousand unarmed civilians;72 the crimes of Mao, resulting in the deaths of well over 70 million Chinese in peacetime;73 Pol Pot, who caused the deaths of 1.7 million people—one-fifth of the population—in Cambodia;74 the massacre of more than a million Muslims of East Pakistan [now Bangladesh] by the Muslims of West Pakistan),75 or Africa (under Idi Amin's regime in Uganda, an estimated three hundred thousand people were killed;76 the massacres in Rwanda left eight hundred thousand people dead; 1.8 million killed in the Sudan,77 including at least three hundred thousand in Darfur)78 or the Middle East (the killing of more than a million Armenians by the Turks;79 the crimes of Saddam Hussein;80 Hafez Assad's 1982 attack on the Syrian town of Hama, in which, according to the Syrian Human Rights Committee, between thirty thousand to forty thousand civilians died or remain missing;81 the massacre of Palmyra [Tadmur] Prison in Syria;82 as many as 2 million people have died since 1979 in Iran because of the policies of the Islamic Republic).83 And yet there persists a profound difference between the West and the Rest. Western intellectuals, writers, historians, politicians, and leaders have themselves chronicled the follies of the West and have forced Westerners to fundamentally rethink their policies, ideas, and political and social behavior, thereby bringing about change. Profound self-reflection and courageous acts of self-criticism have brought about movements that have led to the abolition of slavery, the dismantlement of empire, and legislation to defend the human rights of women and minorities and to defend freedom of inquiry and expression.84 

Turn: Anti-Westernism Kills Progress

Arabic anti-Westernism has stalled democracy and intellectual progress in the eastern world.

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 82-83)
And yet something went wrong. From the 1950s onward, liberal ideas of freedom, democracy, and representative government were no longer in evidence, and "the idea of taking responsibility for the ills of one's own society lost out to the ease of blaming everything on evil foreigners."113 Hence the need for and the importance of intellectuals like al-Afif al-Akhdar and Tarek Heggy. Al-Afif al-Akhdar, a Tunisian intellectual, wrote a blistering critique of the Arab world, lamenting that while the rest of the world was embracing modernity, knowledge, and globalization, the Arabs were regressing to the Dark Ages. Why was human knowledge growing except in the Arab world, where all one found was illiteracy, ideological fear, and mental paralysis? "Why," wrote Akhdar, "do expressions of tolerance, moderation, rationalism, compromise, and negotiation horrify us, but [when we hear] fervent cries for vengeance, we all dance the war dance? Why have the people of the world managed to mourn their pasts and move on, while we have ... our gloomy bereavement over a past that does not pass? Why do other people love life, while we love death and violence, slaughter and suicide, and call it heroism and martyrdom?" Arabs suffer from both an inferiority complex, leading to self-hatred and "national humiliation whose shame can be purged only by blood, vengeance, and fire," and a sense of superiority and the belief that they were chosen by God to lead humanity—in which case why would they want to borrow anything from their inferiors? Despite the Koran's description of the Arabs as the best nation in the world, their history was a chronicle of failures in the last two centuries, which, combined with a "deep-culture of tribal vengefulness," led to "a fixated, brooding, vengeful mentality," driving out "far-sighted thought and self-criticism." Arabs should learn from the Japanese, who understood the "vital necessity to emulate the enemy ... becoming like him in modern knowledge, thought and politics, so as to reshape the traditional personality and adapt it to the requirements of the time."114 Tarek Heggy, an Egyptian intellectual who studied law and management an worked for many years for the Shell Oil Company, wrote, "We have dug ourselves into a cave, cut off from the rest of humanity thanks to a static mind-set that ignores the realities of our time and the new balances of power. .. . We remain locked in a fantasy world of our own making ... a world in which anachronistic slogans are still widely regarded as sacrosanct, immutable constants. This has resulted not only in our growing isolation from the outside world and in alienating our former allies, but in a disastrous internal situation marked by a pattern of lost opportunities and a climate inimical to democracy and development." Arab intellectuals have failed to create "a cultural climate and system of values in keeping with the requirements of the age"; instead we now have "an intellectualy barren and culturally stagnant landscape which has moved Egypt further away from its dream of catching up with the developed world than it was at the beginning of the twentieth century."115 Unfortunately such courageous self-criticisms are rare, and liberal Arab intellectuals "are few in number and face determined oppostion from regimes that continue to control the media and other institutions."116 Arab liberal thought remains "fragmented, advocated by largely isolated individuals and with little systematic expression.... As a result, the liberal case is heard by only a tiny portion of Arabs, its small space hedged about with the thorns of its enemies."117

A2: West = Racist

Even if the West is racist, Muslims lose the blame game.

Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 251-252)
The situation is similar as regards racism. While the West has taken great steps to legally ban all kinds of discrimination on the basis of race in all aspects of modern Western societies, to the extent of a reverse discrimination against whites, the rest of the world remains vehemently and openly racist. A hatred of Jews is widespread in the Islamic world, often encouraged by the state: as, for instance, in the state funding of the film of The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, a forgery taken seriously by all Muslims. This Jew hatred has little to do with the Israeli-Arab conflict, and, like slavery, is deeply ingrained in Islamic culture sanctioned by the Koran, and encouraged by the example set by Muhammad in his frequent attacks and massacres of Jewish tribes, families, and individuals. Mein Kampf is very popular in the Muslim world, and during World War II, the grand mufti of Jerusalem, Haj Amin al-Husseini, met with Adolf Hitler to ask for German help in exterminating the Jews of the Muslim world. As Kenneth Timmerman notes, "I was stunned to learn the story of Haj Mohammad Amin al-Hussein .. ,"34 "Not only did he meet with Hitler in Berlin in 1941: he became the Arabic voice of Nazi Germany in all their broadcasts to the Arab world, exhorting Muslims to murder Jews and enact Hitler's final solution. Not by coincidence, one of his greatest students is Yasser Arafat, who in moments of weakness claims (wrongly, I believe) that he is Haj Mohammad Amin's nephew."35 One can scarcely imagine one politician in the West surviving in office if he or she made racist remarks in the way the Malayasian prime minister, Mahathir Muhammad, regularly does. In October 2003 he said to an Islamic conference: "The Europeans killed 6 million Jews out of 12 million, but today the Jews rule the world by proxy. They get others to fight and die for them."36

East Asian states openly encourage racism—constructing non-natives as “the Other” and establishing racial binaries.
Warraq 07 (Ibn, Founder of the Institute for the Secularisation of Islamic Study and senior research fellow at the Center for Inquiry, “Defending the West: A Critique of Edward Said’s Orientalism” pg. 260-261)
The racism of the Chinese, Japanese, and Indians of the subcontinent is not frequently discussed, but is amply documented historically and is extant. The visit of US Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice to China in April 2005 led to some repugnant racist attacks on her, as a courageous article by Martin Jacques in the Guardian, pointed out.63 The introduction alone to a pioneering work edited by Frank Dikotter makes for eye-opening reading.64 This is a necessary corrective to the politically correct posture that deliberately ignores the "racialised identities in East Asia" that have led to discrimination there.65 Kang Youwei, the celebrated Chinese philosopher of the late nineteenth century, wrote of black Africans who, "with their iron faces, silver teeth, slanting jaws like a pig, front view like an ox, full breasts and long hair, their hands and feet dark black, stupid like sheep and swine," should be whitened by intermarriage—provided, of course, one could persuade a white girl to marry such "a monstrously ugly black." These views have prevailed to this day. As Dikotter writes, "[Official policies endorsing racial discrimination and leading to abuses of human rights can be found in most East Asian states. Myths of origins, ideologies of blood and theories of biological descent have formed a central part in the cultural construction of identity in China and Japan since the nationalist movements of the late nineteenth century. Naturalised as a pure and homogeneous 'Yamato race' in Japan, or as a biological descent group from the 'Yellow Emperor' in China, political territories have been conflated with imaginary biological entities by nationalist writers."66 Both Japan and China created "the Other," defined in terms of "civilization" and "barbarism," racialized into binary oppositions between "advanced" and "backward" groups of people. For the Japanese, the Chinese were a different race, while they themselves were culturally and biologically unique. In the context of Japanese colonial expansion to Korea and China, "it was assumed that the differences in economic and political capacities of the peoples of East Asia were the result of natural or biological laws: colonial populations were regularly contrasted with Japanese modernity. 'Spiritual and physical purity' were said to be the attributes which marked the Japanese as the 'leading race' in their divine mission in Asia. In war-time Japan, a sense of unique purity—both moral and genetic—was central to the notion of racial separateness in which other population groups were dehumanised as beasts and ultimately as demons. In both China and Japan, other population groups were also ranked according to their presumed attributes."67 The state disseminated these racial theories by means of school textbooks, anthropology exhibitions, and travel literature, and certainly found a popular audience receptive to them. As Dikotter emphasizes, the pseudoscientific theories helped self-definition but also produced the racially excluded Others, notably "Blacks" and "Jews," even though these groups were not heavily represented in China and Japan. Nonetheless, they are central in the racial taxonomies drafted in China and Japan in the twentieth century.68 Writing in the late 1990s, Dikotter felt that in East Asia, in contrast to other regions, "there is no clear sign that the hierarchies of power maintained through racial discourse are being questioned." Talk of Japanese biological uniqueness and purity seems to dominate discussions. Blacks and blackness have become symbols of the savage Other, and are reflected in such essays as "We Cannot Marry Negroes" by Taisuke Fujishima. An influx of foreign workers has led to fears of racial contamination, and the Japanese government refused to ratify the International Convention on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination. A similar situation prevails in China, where African students on university campuses are periodically attacked since they are imagined as belonging to an inferior species.69 Theories of racial purity are used to legitimize discrimination against social groups, such as the Tibetans and Uighurs. Dikotter concludes on a somber note: "In an era of economic globalisation and political depolarisation, racial identities and racial discrimination have increased in East Asia, affecting both the human rights of marginalised groups and collective perceptions of the world order. Official policies endorsing racial discrimination and leading to abuses of human rights can be found in most East Asian states."70 

***AT: ZIZEK
2AC AT: Zizek

Zizek’s theory is overly individualistic, glosses over differences in excluded groups, doesn’t support politics by those excluded, doubts the possibility of social change, and thus fails to change anything about the system – at most they can win a personal change in perspective

Robinson 10(Andrew, Visiting Fellow at Wolfson College, Cambridge University. Symptoms of a New Politics: Networks, Minoritarianism and the Social Symptom in Žižek, Deleuze and Guattari Deleuze Studies. Volume 4, Page 212-214 DOI 10.3366/dls.2010.0004, ISSN 1750-2241, Available Online July 2010, html version at http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:YTLqYnQiLmoJ:www.euppublishing.com/doi/abs/10.3366/dls.2010.0004+Symptoms+of+a+New+Politics:+Networks,+Minoritarianism+and+the+Social+Symptom+in+%C5%BDi%C5%BEek,+Deleuze+and+Guattari&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us)
Hence, the concept is useful in making sense of contemporary conflict. On the other hand, there are difficulties with how Žižek deploys the concept. Firstly, Žižek’s approach retains the emphasis of clinical psychoanalysis on the individual patient. This is problematic when psychoanalytic categories have been transferred to the social field. The transformation involved in a Žižekian Act is subjective and personal, rather than relational, yet is assumed to have wide-reaching socio-ideological effects. This approach fails to situate ideological relations in social relations, and hence exaggerates the effect which a simple ideological gesture can have. This personalised approach also risks reproducing a therapeutic, self-adapting approach in which, ‘under conditions we recognize as desperate, we are told to alter ourselves’, not the conditions (Nielsen 1978: 168–70). It risks producing adaptation to social ‘necessities’ rather than their transformation. The difficulty is that, while a personal fundamental fantasy can be traversed by an individual patient, a homologous social ideology could presumably only be shattered at the social or intersubjective level. Secondly, as a result of this personalised approach, Žižek does not attempt to formulate a politics of the excluded themselves. In his theory, the radical potential of the excluded derives from their structural position. Hence, it resides primarily in the excluded as they appear for others. This appearance is exploited for ideological disruption without being reconstructed as alternative social relations. Partly because he frames the question in terms of identification rather than a politics of the excluded, Žižek does not attempt to reconstruct the political forms which could arise from the excluded acting for themselves. As a result, he does not progress from the idea of the social symptom to an exploration of alternative forms of social life emerging at points of exclusion. This precludes engaging with the difficulties of analysis of concrete exclusion, hiding complexities beneath the apparent simplicity of structural logic. What if the actually existing excluded do not identify with their position, but construct their identities within the dominant fantasy-frame, or within an alternative neurotic frame which re-conceives their own position as that of the ‘trunk’? What if a group is interpellated by the dominant fantasy-frame as a social symptom, but operates in its own fantasy-frame as the master-signifier? One cannot simply overlay the distinct levels of the structural-cultural position of a phenomenon, the distinct identities and meanings immanent to a social group, and the structures of individual psyches, each with different fantasmatic connections into or ruptures with the wider social field. Social fantasy and social symptoms doubtless impact on the other levels, but are not identical to them. In Žižek’s theory, no distinction is made between different types of movements of the excluded – between ethnic conflict, ‘terrorism’, inner- city revolt, anti-capitalist protest and so on. This is not surprising given the choice of framing. In terms of their significance for the gaze of the dominant system, phenomena such as the Bosnia war, the banlieue revolts and the 9/11 attacks are indeed isomorphic. In terms of their immanent construction and meaning for participants, however, the events are heterogeneous. Furthermore, while Žižek generally identifies the social symptom with non-oppressive excluded groups such as immigrants, there is little structural reason why his theory should distinguish such groups from others, such as child abusers or suicide bombers, who are similarly subject to outrage and demonisation, but who are also engaged in harmful or oppressive actions. What is lacking, in short, is a clear account of how the radical potential of the excluded is, or can be, sometimes actualised and sometimes dissipated. Instead of a politics of the excluded, what Žižek provides is a problematically representational emphasis on identification. This approach demands too little in terms of recomposition of social relations. Anyone can obtain the radical potential of the excluded subjectively, without relational transformations. Hence, for instance, a privileged academic such as Žižek can perform an authentic Act without at all altering their lifestyle or social inscription, simply by identifying with anathemas (Butler, Laclau and Žižek 2000: 122). A third limit to this framing of the social symptom is a certain theoretical conservatism, particularly as regards the possibility of overcoming alienation and hierarchy (see Robinson 2005). Indeed, Žižek seems to treat the analogically neurotic structure of reality as inevitable. While Lacanian theory may allow for a passage beyond the field of neurotic desire through the concept of drive (Noys 2003), it is not apparent that any such passage occurs in the case of Žižek’s Act. Rather, the social field is recomposed around a master-signifier. Žižek is very clear on the point that an Act leads to the re-emergence of an arborescent social order, but one in which certain blockages are overcome (Butler, Laclau and Žižek 2000: 92; Žižek 1999: 90–1, 331, 368; 1997b: 72–3; 1989: 211). Žižek constructs his idea that lack is a feature of desire as such in opposition to the idea that alienation results from present, contingent capitalist conditions (Žižek 1990: 56). In particular, the master-signifier is taken to be necessary (Žižek 1994: 43, 59, 1993: 49, 1992a: 103), and it is impossible to move beyond social exclusion or alienation (Butler, Laclau and Žižek 2000: 100–3). Hence, the change involved in a process of identifying with the symptom is rather limited. The specific characteristics of social life do not necessarily change; what changes is how one relates to these characteristics (Žižek 1994: 57, 61). Identifying with the symptom may disrupt a particular system and its particular master-signifier, but it does not do away with the arborescent structure of the dominant society. One simply moves from neurotic incapacity to normal alienated subjectivity. The result – a change in perception which breaks blockages in the present order – falls well short of a recomposition of social relations. Ultimately, transformation remains subjective and ‘ideological’ (in the expanded Althusserian sense), and does not pass over into the overcoming of ‘ideology’. For all its radical pretensions, Žižek’s politics can be summed up in his attitude to neoliberalism: ‘If it works, why not try a dose of it?’ (Žižek and Salecl 1996: 32).

2AC AT: Zizek 
Zizek concedes failure of the revolution is inevitable – the only “gain” is fascist violence

Kirsch 8

(Adam, senior editor of the new republic, December, “The Deadly Jester,” http://www.tnr.com/article/books/the-deadly-jester)

This ontology of revolution raises some questions. On several occasions, Žižek describes the "utopian" moment of revolution as "divine." In support of this notion he adduces Walter Benjamin on "divine violence." "The most obvious candidate for 'divine violence,'" he writes in Violence, "is the violent explosion of resentment which finds expression in a spectrum that ranges from mob lynchings to revolutionary terror." It is true that Benjamin did, in his worst moments, endorse revolutionary violence in these terms. But for Benjamin, who had a quasi-mystical temperament, the divine was at least a real metaphysical category: when he said divine, he meant divine. For Žižek, who sometimes employs religious tropes but certainly does not believe in religion, "divine" is just an honorific--a lofty way of justifying his call for human sacrifices. "In the revolutionary explosion as an Event," Žižek explains in In Defense of Lost Causes, "another utopian dimension shines through, the dimension of universal emancipation which, precisely, is the excess betrayed by the market reality which takes over 'the day after'--as such, this excess is not simply abolished, dismissed as irrelevant, but, as it were, transposed into the virtual realm." But if utopia is destined to remain virtual--if Robespierre is always followed by Bonaparte, and Lenin by Stalin--why should actual lives be sacrificed to it? Would it not be wiser to seek this "dimension," this "divinity," bloodlessly, outside politics, by means of the imagination? But what if it is not the utopia that appeals to Žižek, but the blood and the sacrifice? That is certainly the impression he gives with his strange misreading of Benjamin's most famous image. In Violence, Žižek cites the passage in Benjamin's "Theses on the Philosophy of History" that was inspired by Paul Klee's Angelus Novus: "This is how one pictures the angel of history. His face is turned toward the past. Where we perceive a chain of events, he sees one single catastrophe which keeps piling wreckage and hurls it in front of his feet. The angel would like to stay, awaken the dead, and make whole what has been smashed. But a storm is blowing in from Paradise; it has got caught in his wings with such a violence that the angel can no longer close them. The storm irresistibly propels him into the future to which his back is turned, while the pile of debris before him grows skyward. This storm is what we call progress." The moral sublimity of this image, which has made it a touchstone for so many postwar thinkers, lies in Benjamin's opposition between the violence of history and the ineffectual but tireless witness of the angel. Violence lies in the nature of things, but the angel, who is the always-imminent messiah, resists this nature absolutely: his one desire is to "make whole what has been smashed." Yet here is Žižek's response to Benjamin: "And what if divine violence is the wild intervention of this angel?" What if "from time to time he strikes back to restore the balance, to enact a revenge"? Benjamin's point could not be more completely traduced: if the angel struck back, he would no longer be the angel. He would have gone over to the side of the "progress" that kills. That is not Benjamin's side, but it is Žižek's. And in his recent writings, as the actual--or, in his Heideggerian terminology, the "ontic"--possibility of revolution recedes, its "ontological" importance has increased. No, the Revolution will not bring the millennium. As a historical science, Marxism is false. Divine violence "strikes from out of nowhere, a means without an end." And yet "one should nevertheless insist that there is no 'bad courage.'" The courage displayed in the Revolution is its own justification, it is the image of the utopia it cannot achieve. "The urge of the moment is the true utopia." Žižek is hardly the only leftist thinker who has believed in the renovating power of violence, but it is hard to think of another one for whom the revolution itself was the acte gratuite. For the revolutionary, Žižek instructs in In Defense of Violence, violence involves "the heroic assumption of the solitude of a sovereign decision." He becomes the "master" (Žižek's Hegelian term) because "he is not afraid to die, [he] is ready to risk everything." True, "democratic materialism furiously rejects" the "infinite universal Truth" that such a figure brings, but that is because "democracy as a rule cannot reach beyond pragmatic utilitarian inertia ... a leader is necessary to trigger the enthusiasm for a Cause." In sum, "without the Hero, there is no Event"--a formula from a video game that Žižek quotes with approval. He grants that "there is definitely something terrifying about this attitude--however, this terror is nothing less than the condition of freedom." There is a name for the politics that glorifies risk, decision, and will; that yearns for the hero, the master, and the leader; that prefers death and the infinite to democracy and the pragmatic; that finds the only true freedom in the terror of violence. Its name is not communism. Its name is fascism, and in his most recent work Žižek has inarguably revealed himself as some sort of fascist. He admits as much in Violence, where he quotes the German philosopher Peter Sloterdijk on the "re-emerging Left-Fascist whispering at the borders of academia"--"where, I guess, I belong." There is no need to guess. Žižek endorses one after another of the practices and the values of fascism, but he obstinately denies the label. Is "mass choreography displaying disciplined movements of thousands of bodies," of the kind Leni Riefenstahl loved to photograph, fascist? No, Žižek insists, "it was Nazism that stole" such displays "from the workers' movement, their original creator." (He is willfully blind to the old and obvious conclusion that totalitarian form accepts content from the left and the right.) Is there something fascist about what Adorno long ago called the jargon of authenticity--"the notions of decision, repetition, assuming one's destiny ... mass discipline, sacrifice of the individual for the collective, and so forth"? No, again: "there is nothing 'inherently fascist'" in all that. Is the cult of martyrdom that surrounds Che Guevara a holdover from the death worship of reactionary Latin American Catholicism, as Paul Berman has argued? Perhaps, Žižek grants, "but--so what?" "To be clear and brutal to the end," he sums up, "there is a lesson to be learned from Hermann Goering's reply, in the early 1940s, to a fanatical Nazi who asked him why he protected a well-known Jew from deportation: 'In this city, I decide who is a Jew!'... In this city, it is we who decide what is left, so we should simply ignore liberal accusations of inconsistency." 

2AC AT: Zizek 
Zizek essentializes Capitalism and class struggle; stops change from resulting

Ozselcuk 9

Ceren, Univercity of Massachussetts – Amherst Open Dissertations “Post-Marxism After Althusser: A Critique of the Alternatives” p. 11-14 http://scholarworks.umass.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1021&context=open_access_dissertations

To discern a possible answer to this question formulated by this second vein of post- Marxism, one might turn to Slavoj Zizek’s works.8 Time and again, Zizek argues that the rallying around and gesturing towards ontological contingency as the precondition and potential locus for radical social change misses the very source of radical change: The identification with the position that is heterogeneous to, excluded from, and unrepresented within the existing order.9 For Zizek, within post-Marxian theory as well as within “new social movements,” a position that is often excluded from discussion, that remains inarticulate and invisible is that of “class” and “class struggle,” “an entity ‘named’ but rarely theorized” (2000, 96). Why is there such an evasion of class analysis? In scattered remarks on post-Marxism (1999; 2004) and more consistently in his various polemics with Laclau (2000; 2006a; 2006b), Zizek argues that the suspension of class analysis and any mention of class struggle within post-Marxism is due to an evasion of the ontology that is specific to Marxian political economy, i.e., overdetermination: Marx claimed that in the series production-distribution-exchange-consumption, the term ‘production’ is doubly inscribed: it is simultaneously one of the terms in the series and the structuring principle of the entire series. In production as one of the terms of the series, production (as the structuring principle) ‘encounters itself in its oppositional determinations,’ as Marx put it, using the precise Hegelian term. And the same goes for the postmodern political series class-gender-race…: in class as one of terms in the series of particular struggles, class qua structuring principle of the social totality ‘encounters itself in its oppositional determination.’ (2000, 96) According to Zizek, to the extent that post-Marxism neglects the Marxian ontology of overdetermination, it also oversees the ways in which class remains to be the absent, inarticulate, yet the fundamental structuring force of a multitude of social struggles. This dissertation agrees with Zizek’s claim that post-Marxism in general and radical democracy in particular fails to rethink the ontology of Marxian political economy and class in relation to overdetermination. However, the dissertation disagrees with Zizek’s criticisms and his understanding of “class struggle” and “overdetermination” insofar as Zizek fails to extricate these concepts from the hold of the classical Marxian framework that reproduces the production-centered economic determinism and class essentialism. Furthermore, when Zizek invokes the necessity of bringing back and engaging in “class struggle” against capitalism, his narrative of capitalism often falls prey to a monolithic and self-regulating conception of capitalist reproduction as structured by inexorable laws, summarized, for instance, via the psychoanalytical 14 concept of the drive (for capital accumulation). In fact, one might argue that while Zizek and Laclau disagree on the meaning and constitutive dynamics of “radical politics,” they form a silent pact in leaving Marxian analysis of class and capitalist reproduction mired in essentialism. That is why one should perhaps not overemphasize the divergences between these two notable currents of post-Marxism, namely, what the dissertation labels as the “negative” and “positive” approaches to contingency, since they share more common ground than immediately meets the eye. First, within both frameworks, the categories of class and class struggle remain under-theorized, the void of which is then readily filled by the conventional and essentialist understandings of class and class struggle. Second, both approaches continue to anthropomorphize capitalism and treat it as a self-constituted entity whose reproduction and dynamics are both unleashed and limited by some pre-given and unbending laws (of accumulation, commodification, and so on). These shortcomings make it as difficult for the “positive approach” as it is for the “negative approach” to substantiate the economic and class dimension of what is referred to as anti-capitalist or radical politics. 

2AC AT: Zizek 
Zizek epitomizes death and war – alt causes mass violence and genocide
Johnson 9

Alan Johnson is a professor in the Department of Social and Psychological Sciences at Edge Hill University in England. He is the founder and editor of Democratiya, and the editor of Global Politics After 9/11: The Democratiya Interviews, “The Reckless Mind of Slavoj Zizek” Dissent, Volume 56, Number 4, Fall 2009, pp. 122-127 (Review) (Project Muse) p. 123-124
As for Camus’s wonderful aphorism, “It is no sin to prefer happiness,” Žižek is not a fan. He finds death much more interesting, authentic, 

heroic, and meaningful than (mere bourgeois) life. Repeatedly, his gaze falls lovingly on death. Mao’s insouciance before the threat of nuclear war and Che Guevara’s willingness to risk nuclear war during the Cuban missile crisis are both praised. “There is definitely something terrifying about this attitude,” writes Žižek, “however, this terror is nothing less than the condition of freedom.” Robespierre’s “sublime greatness,” he tells us, lies in the fact that he “is not afraid to die.” Robespierre is applauded because he viewed his own eventual death at the hands of the revolution as “nothing.” Comically, to my mind, Žižek invites his affluent and tenured readers to adopt the “proper attitude of a warrior towards death.” He praises the example set by a Zen priest, Yamamoto Jocho. “Every day without fail,” says Jocho, the warrior “should consider himself as dead. . . . This is not a matter of being careful. It is to consider oneself as dead beforehand.” Žižek praises those Japanese soldiers who, during the Second World War, performed their own funerals before they left for war. This “preemptive self-exclusion from the domain of the living” is not fascistic militarism. No, it is, rather, “constitutive of a radical revolutionary position.” Žižek likes to play the tough. In his essay “The Leninist Freedom,” he cheers Lenin’s death threats against the (social democratic and Marxist) Mensheviks who, in 1920, criticized the Bolshevik attacks on democracy. Lenin replied (in Žižek’s account), “Of course, gentlemen, you have the right to publish this critique—but, then, gentlemen, be so kind as to allow us to line you up against the wall and shoot you!” In this—and, I suspect, much else—Žižek is talking about matters he does not really understand. It was the resurgence of the Mensheviks in the spring of 1920 that lay behind Lenin’s thuggery. Their leader Julius Martov—a dedicated revolutionary since his Vilno days in 1893, and a better model for us, dare I suggest, than Zen priest Yamamoto Jocho—wrote that in early 1920, “wherever we [Mensheviks] could put up our candidate, regardless of the freedom to agitate, our candidates won.” In Moscow and Kharkov, Ekataterinoslav and Odessa, Kiev and Smolensk, the Mensheviks were winning seats to the Soviets, using the Constitution to challenge the Bolsheviks. Martov recorded that “here in the chemical factory they have put up Lenin against me as a candidate. I received 76 votes, he 8 (in an open vote).” And that’s why Lenin made his move. He smashed up the Printers Union, a bulwark of Menshevism, launched a frame-up of the Mensheviks as “Polish spies,” and arrested the majority of their leaders and activists. Soon enough they were in prison or exile. And this is the bloody lost cause Žižek wants to rehabilitate. (Žižek even calls for “the reactivation of one of the figures of all egalitarian-revolutionary terrors, the ‘informer’ who denounces the culprits to the authorities.”) Žižek is indulgent with intellectuals who flirted, or worse, with totalitarianism. Far from fearing the totalitarian temptation, Žižek urges us to embrace it as the “white intellectuals’ burden.” So he is keen to exculpate those who have done so. Heidegger, he declares, was great “not in spite of, but because of his Nazi engagement.” Michel Foucault’s support for the Iranian Islamists was a good thing because “what matters is not the miserable reality that followed the upheavals, the bloody confrontations, the new oppressive measures, and so on but the enthusiasm that the events in Iran stimulated in the external (Western) observer, confirming his hopes in the possibility of a new form of spiritualised political collective.” (In passing, note how badly Badiou’s fauxprofundity that “the time of the fidelity to an event is the future anterieur” turns out. It means never having to say you’re sorry, because [miserable] reality does not matter. Could political irresponsibility be more neatly justified?) In this spirit, Žižek praises Kant’s initial reaction to the French Revolution—that its crimes did not matter compared to the enthusiastic response its Idea was generating all over Europe. What he does not say is that when Kant realized that the revolutionary terror had killed some thousands he amended his position. Žižek, by contrast, knows of the millions dead, but he wants a do-over. 

2AC AT: Zizek 
Zizek begins from a false premise – contorts his whole theory

Kirsch 8

(Adam, senior editor of the new republic, December, “The Deadly Jester,” http://www.tnr.com/article/books/the-deadly-jester)

It makes sense, then, that the popculture artifact that speaks most deeply to Žižek, and to which he returns again and again in his work, is The Matrix. In this film, you will remember, the hero, played by Keanu Reeves, is initiated into a terrible secret: the world as we know it does not actually exist, but is merely a vast computer simulation projected into our brains. When the hero is unplugged from this simulation, he finds that the human race has in reality been enslaved by rebellious robots, who use the Matrix to keep us docile while literally sucking the energy from our bodies. When Laurence Fishburne, Reeves's mentor, shows him the true state of the Earth, blasted by nuclear bombs, he proclaims: "Welcome to the desert of the real!" When Žižek employed this phrase as the title of a short book about the September 11 attacks and their aftermath, he was not making an ironic pop reference. He was drawing an edifying parallel. Why is it, the communist revolutionary must inevitably reflect, that nobody wants a communist revolution? Why do people in the West seem so content in what Žižek calls "the Francis Fukuyama dream of the 'end of history'"? For most of us, this may not seem like a hard question to answer: one need only compare the experience of communist countries with the experience of democratic ones. But Žižek is not an empiricist, or a liberal, and he has another answer. It is that capitalism is the Matrix, the illusion in which we are trapped. This, of course, is merely a flamboyant sci-fi formulation of the old Marxist concept of false consciousness. "Our 'freedoms,'" Žižek writes in Welcome to the Desert of the Real, "themselves serve to mask and sustain our deeper unfreedom." This is the central instance in Žižek's work of the kind of dialectical reversal, the clever anti-liberal inversion, that is the basic movement of his mind. It could hardly be otherwise, considering that his intellectual gods are Hegel and Lacan--masters of the dialectic, for whom reality never appears except in the form of the illusion or the symptom. In both their systems, the interpreter--the philosopher for Hegel, the analyst for Lacan--is granted absolute, unchallengeable authority. Most people are necessarily in thrall to appearances, and thereby to the deceptions of power; but the interpreter is somehow immune to them, and can singlehandedly recognize and expose the hidden meanings, the true processes at work in History or in the Unconscious. This sacerdotal notion of intellectual authority makes both thinkers essentially hostile to democracy, which holds that the truth is available in principle to everyone, and that every individual must be allowed to speak for himself. Žižek, too, sees the similarity--or, as he says, "the profound solidarity"--between his favorite philosophical traditions. "Their structure," he acknowledges, "is inherently 'authoritarian': since Marx and Freud opened up a new theoretical field which sets the very criteria of veracity, their words cannot be put to the test the same way one is allowed to question the statements of their followers." Note that the term "authoritarian" is not used here pejoratively. For Žižek, it is precisely this authoritarianism that makes these perspectives appealing. Their "engaged notion of truth" makes for "struggling theories, not only theories about struggle." But to know what is worth struggling for, you need theories about struggle. Only if you have already accepted the terms of the struggle--in Žižek's case, the class struggle--can you move on to the struggling theory that teaches you how to fight. In this sense, Žižek the dialectician is at bottom entirely undialectical. That liberalism is evil and that communism is good is not his conclusion, it is his premise; and the contortions of his thought, especially in his most political books, result from the need to reconcile that premise with a reality that seems abundantly to indicate the opposite. Hence the necessity of the Matrix, or something like it, for Žižek's worldview. And hence his approval of anything that unplugs us from the Matrix and returns us to the desert of the real--for instance, the horrors of September 11. One of the ambiguities of Žižek's recent work lies in his attitude toward the kind of Islamic fundamentalists who perpetrated the attacks. On the one hand, they are clearly reactionary in their religious dogmatism; on the other hand, they have been far more effective than the Zapatistas or the Porto Alegre movement in discomfiting American capitalism. As Žižek observes, "while they pursue what appear to us to be evil goals with evil means, the very form of their activity meets the highest standard of the good." Yes, the good: Mohammed Atta and his comrades exemplified "good as the spirit of and actual readiness for sacrifice in the name of some higher cause." Žižek's dialectic allows him to have it all: the jihadis are not really motivated by religion, as they say they are; they are actually casualties of global capitalism, and thus "objectively" on the left. "The only way to conceive of what happened on September 11," he writes, "is to locate it in the context of the antagonisms of global capitalism." 

XT: Zizek’s alt fails

Zizek’s critique makes Capitalism inevitable – constructs it as an impossible enemy

Devenney 7

Mark, Senior Lecturer in Politics and Philosophy on the Humanities Program at the University of Brighton, “Thinking the Postcolonial as Political” Borderlands e-journal Volume 6, Number 2, 2007 http://www.borderlands.net.au/vol6no2_2007/devenney_postcolonial.htm
A growing market in academic texts laments the failure of political agency and searches for a politics of intervention and action. [12] Zizek, for example, argues that an authentic act (as opposed to an action) 'subverts the very structuring principle of a field...redefining the very contours of what is possible and in so doing creating retroactively the conditions of its own possibility' (2004, p. 121). One's subjectivity is transformed by the act, as none of the postulates which supported the identity of the subject lend support to an act. He describes such a challenge to the symbolic order as a 'political act of pure expenditure which changes the very coordinates of what is possible within a historical constellation' (2004, p. 81). An act of such radical expenditure, as opposed to mere action, is required because capitalism is premised on the revolutionary logic of the not all, a process of continual transformation, which renders everything contingent. Any critique thereof is likely to result in the reform of capitalism, not its transformation. Indeed capitalism feeds on critique. Zizek, despite his knowledge of revolutionary movements such as the Zapatistas, here mirrors those on the academic left who in seeking a revolutionary radical act, reduce all forms of resistance to mere 'action' and conclude that capital will inevitably absorb all resistance. However, there is little attempt to give an account of capital, to identify its modulations, variations and weaknesses. Rather capitalism becomes a wholly abstract enemy invoked for the purposes of argument, and strengthened with the allure of an impossible enemy that only an impossible act can overthrow. One possible starting point for moving beyond this impasse is, as Chakrabarty suggests, to provincialise Europe and the master narrative of European modernity, including this all embracing capital. This secular humanist narrative occludes other narratives and other forms of resistance (Chakrabarty, 2000, 6). This entails acknowledging that racism and sexism are not contingent errors in this secular humanist narrative, but are intrinsic to the project of modernity and enlightenment. If anything, the divide between humanist radicalism and a postcolonial radicalism has been further entrenched in the current conjuncture. The term fundamentalism becomes the common rallying point for all versions of humanism - radical and conservative, and the easy condemnation of postcolonial and cultural politics. 

XT: Zizek promotes violence

Zizek promotes endless militarization and political terror at the expense of the majority

Johnson 9

Alan Johnson is a professor in the Department of Social and Psychological Sciences at Edge Hill University in England. He is the founder and editor of Democratiya, and the editor of Global Politics After 9/11: The Democratiya Interviews, “The Reckless Mind of Slavoj Zizek” Dissent, Volume 56, Number 4, Fall 2009, pp. 122-127 (Review) (Project Muse) p.122-123

When I was an editor at the journal Historical Materialism, we interviewed Žižek. It was an astonishing exchange. “There are no ‘democratic (procedural) rules’ one is a priori prohibited to violate,” he argued. “Revolutionary politics is not a matter of opinions but of the truth on behalf of which one often is compelled to disregard the ‘opinion of the majority’ and to impose the revolutionary will against it.” Our duty lay in “the assertion of the unconditional, ‘ruthless’ revolutionary will, ready to ‘go to the end,’ effectively to seize power and undermine the existing totality.” What would be the position of workers, after the revolution? “Lenin was right: after the revolution, the anarchic disruptions of the disciplinary constraints of production should be replaced by an even stronger discipline.” Žižek knew much about pop culture but his history was shaky. Trotsky, he claimed, “went as far as proposing global militarisation … I am ready to assert the Trotsky of the universal militarisation of life….That is the good Trotsky for me.” (So much for Terry Eagleton’s bromide that “Žižek is by no means a champion of political terror.”) Actually, in 1919 Trotsky called for the temporary, emergency militarization of labor, and that was bad enough. He certainly never called for “the universal militarisation of life.” Žižek’s, one presumes, was a Freudian slip. Learning nothing from the historical record concerning the use of “iron will” and “ruthlessness” in the pursuit of utopia, Žižek told the HM editors that revolutionaries must “act without any legitimization, engaging oneself in a kind of Pascalean wager that the Act itself will create the conditions of its retroactive ‘democratic’ legitimisation.” The interview was utterly depressing. Here was another case of “the reckless mind” described by Mark Lilla, another display of philo-tyranny. Žižek had capitalized the word “Act” and added the qualifier “Absolute.” He had denied the need for “any legitimisation.” He had sneered at “democratic deadlock.” And like all authoritarian utopians from Plato through Rousseau to Mao, Žižek divided society into two parts. Over there, the mass of ordinary human beings, socialized by the existing totality; benighted about their true needs; lacking the capacity, latent or otherwise, to emancipate themselves. Over here, the Philosopher-Kings, the custodians of the General Will who have escaped the conditioning of the existing reality. These escapees can merrily commit “Absolute Acts,” make “Pascalean wagers,” and with an “iron will” and “ruthlessness” set about organizing “the global militarisation of life.” 

XT: Zizek promotes violence

Zizek makes flawed assumptions and supports totalitarianism

Johnson 9

Alan Johnson is a professor in the Department of Social and Psychological Sciences at Edge Hill University in England. He is the founder and editor of Democratiya, and the editor of Global Politics After 9/11: The Democratiya Interviews, “The Reckless Mind of Slavoj Zizek” Dissent, Volume 56, Number 4, Fall 2009, pp. 122-127 (Review) (Project Muse) p. 123

Well, Žižek has now written up these thoughts into a 500-page book. The decisive theoretical influence on Lost Causes is the French Maoist philosopher Alain Badiou, who invites us to renew the communist hypothesis by resurrecting “the ‘eternal idea’ of egalitarian terror” that Žižek informs us is a compound of strict egalitarian justice, terror, voluntarism, and “trust in the people.” Of course, Badiou’s totalitarian political category/fantasy of “The People” has nothing to do with actual people. They can be ignored, even abused, in the name of “truth.” One imposes the truth against the people in the name of “The People.” This intellectual sleight-of-hand is made— sometimes with whip in hand, sometimes in the ponderous tones of continental philosophy—by all totalitarian theorists. It licenses Žižek to make two giant strides backward toward what Karl Marx called “the old crap.” First, mixing up the people with “The People” allows Žižek to bracket reality. ‘‘For Badiou, ‘the time of the fidelity to an event is the future anterieur,’” he writes. In other words, “one acts now as if the future one wants to bring about is already here.” (The Left has been very quick to criticize the neoconservatives for thinking they could “make reality” but indulges the same thing in the new “leftism.”) Second, displacing real people with the fantasy-category of “The People” allows Žižek to bracket democracy and the opinion of the majority. As Badiou’s hero Mao put it, “The people are a blank sheet of paper on which the Communist Party will write beautiful words.” In Lost Causes, Žižek quotes Badiou approvingly: “Today the enemy is not Empire or Capital. It’s called Democracy.” He then praises “The great philosophers, from Plato to Heidegger” for being “mistrustful of democracy, if not directly antidemocratic.” Žižek claims there is no difference between these three statements: “the Church synod has decided,” “the Central Committee has passed a resolution,” and “the people have made clear its choice at the ballot box.” That’s because the so-called democratic subject is nothing but a “violent abstraction. . . foreign to and incompatible with enjoyment,” while democracy itself is nothing but an “empty place.” (For Žižek, the Hollywood film The Matrix is best watched as a documentary. To imagine one can use democracy to change the world is to live wholly within an illusion, just like Neo did before Morpheus showed him that what he thought was reality was only the shimmering code of the matrix.) Žižek’s book seeks to rehabilitate the idea of a violent lurch at utopia by depicting a liberaldemocratic West so inauthentic, so disgusting, and so imbecilic that it is worth any risk to transcend it. We need “an entirely different society” beyond “the space of European modernity” with its “miserable utilitarian / egoistic universe of market calculation,” “vulgar reality of commerce,” and “hedonist permissivity.” With Badiou, Žižek indicts an atonal world lost in jouissance and the pursuit of happiness. The initially pro-Nazi philosopher Heidegger is praised for rejecting liberal democracy as inauthentic. In his book Welcome to the Desert of the Real (the title is taken from a line spoken by Morpheus in The Matrix), Žižek pleads for a world of “final victories and ultimate demarcations” and of “radical and violent simplification.” He craves “the magical moment when the infinite pondering crystallises itself into a simple yes or no.” 

Zizek promotes revolutionary terror and totalitarianism – makes his revolution flawed

Johnson 9

Alan Johnson is a professor in the Department of Social and Psychological Sciences at Edge Hill University in England. He is the founder and editor of Democratiya, and the editor of Global Politics After 9/11: The Democratiya Interviews, “The Reckless Mind of Slavoj Zizek” Dissent, Volume 56, Number 4, Fall 2009, pp. 122-127 (Review) (Project Muse) p. 125-126
This Žižekian enthusiasm for enthusiasm is another very old story. Jean-Paul Sartre famously refused to tell the French factory workers the truth about the Gulag for fear of “demoralizing” them. Žižek takes this kind of thing to the limit. Even the Maoist Cultural Revolution—which killed between four hundred thousand and one million people, according to Jung Chang’s and Jon Halliday’s Mao: The Unknown Story—is redeemed because it “sustained revolutionary enthusiasm,” being “‘the last big installment in the life of this Idea.” Apparently, Žižek was a dissident in his native Slovenia under the old Communist Party dictatorship. It’s hard to believe. He wrote in The Parallax View, “If we really want to name an act which was truly daring, for which one truly had to ‘have the balls’ to try the impossible, but which was simultaneously a horrible act, it was Stalin’s forced collectivisation in the Soviet Union at the end of the 1920s.” He praises Mao’s “tremendous achievement” of showing us how “the victorious revolutionary subject is a voluntarist agent which acts against ‘spontaneous economic necessity,’ imposing its vision on reality through revolutionary terror.” It was the terrible consequences of imposing a vision on reality through revolutionary terror, and the intellectual roots of that totalitarian temptation, that formed the twin concerns of antitotalitarian thought. But Žižek mocks this tradition in the crude, bullying style of the Stalinist intellectual policeman, Andrei Zhdanov. “Anti-totalitarian thought appears in all its misery as what it really is, a worthless sophistic exercise,” writes Žižek, “a pseudotheorisation of the lowest opportunist survivalist fears and instincts, a way of thinking that is ... reactionary.” The antitotalitarians, he claims, were opposed to anyone who dared to “deconstruct [the] religious and moral foundations of our society”. No. What the antitotalitarian thinkers really objected to was not social and ethical criticism of the liberal democracies but rather what the great Russian writer Vasily Grossman described in Forever Flowing: the “crazed eyes; smashed kidneys; [the] skull[s] pierced by a bullet; rotting infected, gangrenous toes; and scurvy racked corpses in log-cabin, dugout morgues.” Because they did so, they, not the thugs, despots, and fellow travellers that Žižek seeks to rehabilitate, will be forever the intellectual heroes and heroines of that century. 

XT: Zizek promotes violence

Zizek’s alt is morally incoherent – promotes violence in the name of solving it

Boucher 9

Geoff, Center for Psychoanalytical Studies at Deakin University, “Reviews: Violence” Equinox Online 2009, Acumen Publishing, p 429-430, http://www.equinoxjournals.com/CR/article/viewFile/7950/5376

That is why the convoluted dialectics of the “universal statement from a particular position of enunciation” and the “explosion of universality from the heart of particular identity” are so freighted with theoretical importance for Žižek. But even this dialectical modulation of the basic Freudian–Hobbesian position is undermined by grim pessimism and by scepticism about the rational dialogue at the heart of post- Enlightenment modernity. On the one hand, it is precisely the underlying cultural framework of modern freedom that is supposedly disintegrating today, in the “perverse” world where only the commodity form supplies a neutral frame of reference.11 Th e danger here is a frozen dialectic between neoconservatives in the mould of Fukuyama and Huntington, on the one side, and fundamentalist religious terrorists, on the other side, lacking the dimension of an emancipatory universal altogether. On the other hand, this harsh reign of the superego imperative to make oneself into either an instrument of the world market or of God’s vengeance absolutely rules out any defence of the modern project from within. Of crucial importance here is that way that, increasingly in Žižek’s recent work, thinkers ranging from neoconservatives such as Fukuyama and Huntington, through anti- Enlightenment conservatives such as Chesterton and Kierkegaard, to bleak reactionaries such as Schmitt, Heidegger and Nietzsche, get the guernsey for an accurate diagnosis of the problems of modernity, even as their proposed solutions are criticized as inadequate. Th e fi gure of thought for Žižek’s alternative solution diff ers from book to book – the Pascalian “leap of faith”, the Kierkegaardian “teleological suspension of the ethical”, a messianic “Pauline materialism” and, in Violence, “divine violence” – but the content is always the same: a “miracle” of absolute transcendence, said to salvage modern universality as its end even as it rejects modern reason as its means. “Politically urgent” and “aesthetically magnifi cent”, I said, then: not morally serious. This is a man who has lost his moral compass. In this book for popular consumption, Violence, Žižek waffles back and forth on what “divine violence” actually is – is it the explosion of physical violence of the dispossessed, or the intellectual “violence” of principled abstention from the New World Order? – but in the theoretical book, In Defense of Lost Causes (which shares much material), he is more candid. Th ere, we learn that the spontaneous violence of the dispossessed, for which Žižek invokes the fi gure of the “wrath of God”, leads to the destruction of all that presently exists and its replacement by “strict egalitarian justice”: absolute worldwide distributive equality, illiberal controls in the form of revolutionary terror, political voluntarism combined with “trust in the people”, that is, the assumption that the party of emancipatory violence speaks in the name of the People, and proletarian dictatorship.12 Th ese are all said to be the only “properly political” solution to the basic problem that generates global violence: the other person, who is supposed to confront us as a dangerous threat, as the “other supposed to rape and kill”. In other words, the cogency of his political questions is supported by a set of moral intuitions – about the wrongness of violence, about the indignity of suffering – that his conclusions everywhere violate. Žižek’s burning rage that the rank injustice perpetuated in the new world order goes unpunished is founded on the ethical common sense that human suff ering is morally wrong. But his ethical position completely denies the category of moral dignity any foundation whatsoever. For me, the suspicion lingers at the end of Violence that one of the main things that “divine violence” would sweep away was not so much the detritus of the old world, as the aporia of the argument itself. 
XT: Zizek theory flawed

Zizek fails – misses key associations and can’t explain China

Smith 9

Ted A., Vanderbilt Univercity, “Book Review: The Parallax View” Political Theology (online) ISSN 1473-1719, p. 268, http://libdig2.library.vanderbilt.edu:8080/xmlui/bitstream/handle/1803/3152/SmithReviewParallaxView10.2_2009.pdf?sequence=1
Žižek’s analysis has tremendous explanatory power. And he is right to work towards a theory that can relate the political and economic levels, and to criticize Badiou’s exclusive focus on the political. But Žižek associates narcissistic projects of self-fulfillment and regulatory systems of domination too neatly with the political and economic levels, respectively. Such associations miss the projects for selfrealization carried out on the political level, especially in demands for recognition of identity. And, in focusing primarily on consumption, Žižek’s associations of self-realization and the economic level miss the intense biopolitical domination that is often involved in the production of consumer goods in global sweatshops. Žižek’s declaration of a post-Oedipal complex would be stronger if he unhooked it from an attempt to relate political and economic levels, and simply let it illumine all that it can illumine. Žižek’s argument would also be stronger if he noted its limits. A post-Oedipal complex might dominate much of Europe and North America, but it does not fit as readily with whatever is emerging in China—a matter of no small significance for theories of political economy at the beginning of the twenty-first century 

Zizek = Proletarian Violence

Zizek’s theory validates endless violence by the proletariat

Finlay 6

Christopher J., Research Fellow, UCD Geary Institute & Dublin European Institute (UCD School of Politics and International Relations)January 11, 2009 “Violence and Revolutionary Subjectivity, Marx to Žižek” http://irserver.ucd.ie/dspace/bitstream/10197/1814/1/GearyWp200601.pdf
The second distinctive characteristic of this kind of theory is that it supposes that through radical alienation from bourgeois (in Fanon’s case, European) culture and ideology, the consciousness of the revolutionary class is rendered capable of creating new values for a new social order. This constitutes something of a blank cheque for the commission of violence. Sorel’s catastrophic final battle takes place in the context of a proletarian transvaluation of all values. Lukács and Benjamin both rely on the final revolution to generate a future whose freedom from the violence of oppression permits the commission of tactical murder in its name. Fanon’s colonial subjects view revolutionary praxis through a Manichean opposition in which ‘[t]ruth is that which hurries on the break-up of the colonialist regime [and] promotes the emergence of the nation; it is all that protects the natives, and ruins the foreigners […] and the good is quite simply that which is evil for them.’96 Žižek, finally, sees the authenticity of revolutionary subjectivity as something which cannot be judged by any external standards but which is, instead, somehow independently self-evident. The ideological views and practical impulses of the revolutionary class, including its violence, are validated in all three cases while all other perspectives are regarded as incapable of meaningful criticism. As a result of both features, the great danger of the second kind of theory is that it therefore presents no limits to violence legitimised by its origins in the consciousness of the revolutionary class and justified by its relation to the ends of revolution. This means, in effect, that anything the proletariat (or its political leadership) decides to do as part of its struggle – however violent and indiscriminate it may appear – is validated in advance. 
Zizek/Revolutionary Marxism justifies endless violence and immoral actions – no limits on the proletariat

Finlay 6

Christopher J., Research Fellow, UCD Geary Institute & Dublin European Institute (UCD School of Politics and International Relations)January 11, 2009 “Violence and Revolutionary Subjectivity, Marx to Žižek” http://irserver.ucd.ie/dspace/bitstream/10197/1814/1/GearyWp200601.pdf
The three pillars initially outlined therefore present considerable dangers in the context of revolutionary praxis. The norms of permissible violence in Marxist and Marxian revolutionary theory, as the forgoing analysis shows, suffer from the problem identified more generally in Marxist thought by Steven Lukes: it has, he writes, ‘from its beginning exhibited a certain approach to moral questions that has disabled it from offering moral resistance to measures taken in its name’.97 To continue using the language of just war theory, Violence and Revolutionary Subjectivity 31 we may say that the danger lies with respect to all three pillars in the failure to establish clear lines of engagement in terms of jus in bello. That is, while violence is validated as a means in general, no criterion is clearly stated that can differentiate between particular kinds and degrees of violence.98 The idea that violence may be justified by just ends is inherently prone to excess since it is completely without a limiting principle such that great aspirations may be used to justify great crimes; and both historical ‘necessity’ and the ‘revolutionary subjectivity’ of the proletariat tend towards the negation of any accepted limits on permissible violence. The first does so by arguing that the rules may excusably be broken where necessary, and the second by subverting the rules themselves, suggesting that new rules may be put in their place based exclusively on the interests of one of the contending parties. In the final analysis, the problematic nature of these dimensions to Marxian theory concerns the way they lend themselves to deployment by real political actors. The danger is two-fold. On the one hand, they are susceptible to deployment by cynical actors citing them to validate indiscriminate and disproportionate uses of force. On the other, they have the capacity to define the thinking of radicals more positively by encouraging proletarian or anti-colonial groups to imagine that whatever they believe to be the right actions must actually be right by virtue of the assumption that they originated in their ‘revolutionary subjectivity.’ This would give rise to a form of consciousness similar in form to the ‘enthusiasm’ of the early-modern puritan zealots analysed by David Hume. These fanatics believed that since they were elected by God and since the Holy Spirit acted through them, their desires, their hatreds, and their motives must be pure and righteous ipso facto.99 However much their political actions seemed to contradict the rules of ordinary morality, therefore, they were validated nonetheless by their putative origins. The theology of Calvinism (as well as that of Islam, among other religions), Hume believed, was such that it lend itViolence and Revolutionary Subjectivity 32 self to deployments of this kind. I would suggest that any view of revolution that presents the revolutionary class as a messianic ‘elect’ whose impulses are right by virtue of its historical nature while those of others are, by the same reasoning, wrong, may give rise to a similar way of thinking: as Žižek says, redemptive violence acts ‘as if by Grace.’ 
Zizek alt = Fascism

Zizek’s alt is fascistic and anti-semitic

Johnson 9

Alan Johnson is a professor in the Department of Social and Psychological Sciences at Edge Hill University in England. He is the founder and editor of Democratiya, and the editor of Global Politics After 9/11: The Democratiya Interviews, “The Reckless Mind of Slavoj Zizek” Dissent, Volume 56, Number 4, Fall 2009, pp. 122-127 (Review) (Project Muse) p. 126
Adam Kirsch has pointed to the sheer weight and the troubling texture of imagery and example in Žižek’s writings concerning “the Jews.” We read of Jews “smashed into bloody pulp,” and that “all good films about the Holocaust are also comedies.” He illustrates the spontaneity of racism by reference to his own instinctive anti-Semitism. (Žižek describes his response to reading a tale in Janusz Bardach’s Gulag book Man Is Wolf to Man: “My immediate racist assumption was, of course: ‘Typical Jews! Even in the worst Gulag, the moment they are given a minimum of freedom and space for manoeuvre, they start trading—in human blood!”—honest, for sure, but why “of course”?) When Žižek urges the revolutionary Left to ignore liberal qualms about terror he offers this exemplar: “To be clear and brutal to the end, there is a lesson to be learned from Hermann Goering’s reply, in the early 1940s, to a fanatical Nazi who asked him why he protected a wellknown Jew from deportation: ‘In this city, I decide who is a Jew!’ . . . In this city we decide what is left, so we should simply ignore liberal accusations of inconsistency.” (The thuggish quality of the new style in “leftism” seems more Tony Soprano than Karl Marx.) And what on earth are we to make of this sentence in Lost Causes?: “The only true solution to the ‘Jewish Question’ is the ‘final solution’ (their annihilation) because Jews ... are the ultimate obstacle to the ‘final solution’ of History itself, to the overcoming of divisions in an all-encompassing unity and flexibility”? Žižek’s idea of revolution—“this magic moment of enthusiastic unity of a collective will”—is, in truth, more Mussolini than Marx. Revolution is etherealized as an eruption of the Lacanian “Real,” fantasized as a Badiouian “Event,” aimed at democracy itself and contemptuous of the will of the majority. In other words, Zizek’s theory of “revolution” is, let’s be blunt, fascistic. He writes: “[O]ne should thus posit a double equation: divine violence = inhuman terror = dictatorship of the proletariat.” We should learn from Robespierre that “just and severe punishment of the enemies is the highest form of clemency” and that “rigor and charity coincide in terror.” And there stands the new “leftism,” arms folded, legs akimbo, chin jutting, lecturing on some balcony about divine violence and a new order. Žižek’s “lost cause” is the idea of revolutionary terror to impose a utopian order from above. He quotes the French revolutionary Saint-Just (“That which produces the general good is always terrible”) and adds this gloss: “These words should not be interpreted as a warning against the temptation to violently impose the general good on a society but on the contrary, as a bitter truth to be fully endorsed.” Could he be any clearer? 
Zizek’s alt isn’t Marxist – it results in totalitarianism which subordinates society to the collective
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Alan Johnson is a professor in the Department of Social and Psychological Sciences at Edge Hill University in England. He is the founder and editor of Democratiya, and the editor of Global Politics After 9/11: The Democratiya Interviews, “The Reckless Mind of Slavoj Zizek” Dissent, Volume 56, Number 4, Fall 2009, pp. 122-127 (Review) (Project Muse) p. 126-127
Back to Kolyma? Žižek presents all this as some kind of Marxism. But whatever critical distance one takes from Marxism, Karl Marx made an enormous contribution to the democratic breakthrough of the nineteenth century precisely because his socialism was a kind of democratic extremism, aiming to extend to all the promise of the democratic revolutions of the eighteenth century. Marx did not seek to impose an idea by terror, but to pursue the interest of ordinary people by a politics of self-emancipation. Crucially, he and Engels believed, “The ‘idea’ always disgraced itself insofar as it was different from the ‘interest.’” The pair were contemptuous of the idea of a minority revolutionputsch, organized by a violent elite, to impose a new social order from above—Žižek’s “lost cause” —calling it “the old crap.” Indeed, Marx rejected the views of the Young Hegelian Bruno Bauer precisely because the latter’s “conception of social reorganization [was] based on the antithesis between spirit and mass,” The Bauerites wrote, “In the mass, not somewhere else . . . is the true enemy of the spirit to be found,” the same baleful thought lodged deep in Žižek’s new “leftism.” Marx refused to follow Bauer, whose error, he argued, was to imagine that “the Spirit, or the Criticism, represents the organizing labor, the mass the raw material, and history the product” Marx’s socialism was not an organic “ism” in which the individual’s moral status and rights were to be abolished in the name of “society” or “truth” or “progress” or “history.” Tocqueville’s charge that socialism sought a society of beavers not individuals did not apply to Marx, but it does describe Žižek, who, for example, praises the 1920s Russian avant-garde artists for (in his view) inventing a new Industrial Man “who gladly accepts his role as a bolt or screw in the gigantic co-ordinated industrial Machine.” We could decide to prefer Hal Draper’s Marx: [For Marx] . . . the rights and privileges of the individual must not be subordinated to the glorification of state or communal collectivity, or to the maximization of its power, but, exactly to the contrary . . . the authority and rights of the organized collectivity or state are justified only insofar as they contribute to the full development of every individual’s potentialities as a human being. The beehive or anthill conception of collectivism is not socialism but the image of a new tyranny. And that’s what the new “leftism” is selling—a new tyranny. Žižek’s lost cause should remain buried in the snows of Kolyma, that pole of cold and cruelty, along with the dead. 

Zizek isn’t Zizekian enough

Zizek’s philosophy undermines itself – doesn’t go far enough

Dean 9

Jodi, co-editor of Theory and Event, teaches political theory at Hobart and William Smith Colleges in Geneva, New York. She is Erasmus Professor of the Humanities in the Faculty of Philosophy at Erasmus University in Rotterdam, the Netherlands. Her book, Democracy and Other Neoliberal Fantasies, is forthcoming from Duke University Press in Fall, 2009. “Again and Again and Again: Real Materialism” Volume 12, Issue 1, 2009, Project Muse
First, with his emphasis on inclusion, Žižek joins the ranks of the liberals and multiculturalists he’s been attacking for over twenty years. Inclusion is one of their buzzwords: what really matters is making sure everyone is included, every voice is heard, everyone is part of the process, in what may well be the ultimate children’s version of politics—they aren’t letting me play! Agamben provides a more interesting and subtle account as he considers Schmitt’s idea of inclusion by means of an exclusion. Rancière’s aesthetic politics of visibility is likewise a clear improvement over Žižek’s version of included/excluded insofar as it takes up the regime governing visibility and invisibility. For example, women weren’t excluded from politics prior to winning the right to vote. They were included—and visible as—mothers, whores, royalty, workers, and slaves. Exposure was a part of their political existence and a form of their inclusion. Indeed, even the most conventional versions of democratic theory involve more than the simple opposition between inclusion and exclusion as they consider how individuals, groups, ideas, objects, interests, needs, etc. are included. What discursive arrangements of truth and falsity, what regimes of power/knowledge, what suppositions of civilized and barbaric produce the positions into which something is included? How do forms of resistance and transgression already presuppose—and hence include—a person, thing, fantasy, or idea? Reducing the complexity of urbanization under neoliberalism, Žižek opposes the contemporary society of “total control” to territories from which control has been withdrawn and which are hence outside the law (426). He thereby fails to attend to his own best insights about control itself: never total, always fragile and in process, always and necessarily politically ambiguous. While Žižek is right to point to slums as potential evental sites, he jumps too quickly to the conclusion that what is to be done is the organization and discipline of slumdwellers, their incorporation into the state and its regimes of property and surveillance. What about the way that the sheer mass of slumdwellers, their ultimate inability to be counted, disrupts the most basic suppositions of capitalist economics (economists cannot formally account for the ways that millions of urban poor are able to survive on less than the minimum income deemed necessary for survival) as well as state authority? Žižek’s formulation of the fundamental antagonism in terms of inclusion and exclusion pulls back from his emphasis on class struggle as the underlying antagonism constitutive of the social. Correlative to this retreat is a second one that rests similarly uneasily with Žižek’s bold appeal to the dictatorship of the proletariat—a retreat from state intervention in the economy. Žižek writes: “the solution is not to limit the market and private property by direct interventions of the state and state ownership” (429). What, then, does he expect his dictators to do? States already intervene in economies. Why not carry out this intervention for the sake of the part of no-part? Without this basic supposition, the dictatorship of the proletariat is not just empty rhetoric; it’s incoherent, repetition as farce. One brief example: Žižek gives Badiou the last word, repeating on the final page his four moments of the eternal Idea of revolutionary-egalitarian justice. Not one is possible without limiting the market and private property by direction interventions of the state and state ownership. So Žižek glosses egalitarian injustice with the idea of imposing “the same worldwide norms of per capita energy consumption, carbon dioxide emissions, and so on.” Similarly, his example of voluntarism is confronting ecological catastrophe “by means of large-scale collective decisions which run counter to the ‘spontaneous’ immanent logic of capitalist development” (461). Unless the dictatorship of the proletariat is not just a radical term for the ever-popular global civil society (a global civil society as defanged as Critchley’s comic anarchists, insofar as it is barred from limiting the market), it cannot not intervene in the economy. Finally, a third failure occurs in the context of Žižek’s reply to Stavrakaksis where he clarifies his criticism of Badiou. Badiou has warned of the totalitarian danger of enforcing a truth on a situation in neglect of the multiplicity of reality that resists subsumption under a truth-procedure. Žižek’s disagreement hinges on the incompatibility between the notion of truth and excessive enforcement. He rejects the notion that one can excessively enforce a truth. Žižek writes: “a Truth is never enforced, because the moment the fidelity to Truth functions as an excessive enforcement, we are no longer dealing with a Truth, with fidelity to a Truth-Event” (In Defense of Lost Causes, 307). Žižek’s argument here neglects the retroactive temporality of the event, the openness of the future into the past. What may seem just right at one point in time may later seem excessive and what now is clearly excessive may later seem just right (George W. Bush relied on just such ontological indeterminacy in his continued defense of the invasion of Iraq). Žižek’s example of Stalinism is particularly problematic. Stalinism enforced a truth that was not a truth, “the vision of a centralized planned economy.” Thus, “the resistance of reality against it was a sign of its own falsity” (307). The oddness of Žižek’s point here stems from the fact that nowhere in his discussion of Stalinism does he identify the vision of a centralized planned economy as its central truth. Rather, he describes Stalinism in terms of its restoration of humanism and retreat from modernism (Pushkin over Akhmatova, Socialist Realism over Rayonism etc). He argues that Stalinism failed as a bureaucratic form, relying instead on violence, personal relations, irrationality, old nationalist sentiments, and the fantasy--with accompanying attempts at realization--that Stalin was personally involved in all sorts of specific low-level decisions. The truth of centralized planning was not enforced. Why is resistance to central economic planning a viable indicator that central economic planning is not a truth? In the endnotes, Žižek admits that it isn’t--there is a difference between resistance by the people and resistance by the enemy. And he qualifies the Stalinist example by explaining that it is not exactly that the people resisted, it was rather that they were inert. But his own account of the Stalinist period belies this claim: there were all sorts of different mobilizations of people alive and well in the Stalinist period, from Stakhanovites to organized anti-fascists in the camps, even to the lower cadres mobilized against the upper echelons of the Party during the purges. Žižek’s claim that “the resistance of reality against it [central economic planning] was a sign of its own falsity” relies on premises he normally rejects, primarily, the possibility of totalizing “reality,” a presumption that reality is not the same as the big Other, the existence of the people, and the possibility of a people that is transparent to itself, that somehow knows the truth. All of these assumptions are ones he has already persuasively argued against. Is it not possible that fighting the inertia of the people is a central element of revolutionary activity, that revolution is the activity of creating a new people and that this is precisely where Stalinism failed? In sum, Žižek’s claim that Truth is incompatible with excessive enforcement is unconvincing. Excessive enforcement is necessary, which is why the dictatorship of the proletariat is so risky, why politics is terrifying, but ultimately open, contingent, untotalizable. If one can’t excessively enforce a truth what can one excessively enforce? Try again. Fail again. Fail better. 

***China THREAT
2AC China Threat 

Addresing the China threat is the only way to prevent it and talking about the China threat does not make it more likely

Aaron L. Friedberg, Professor of Politics and International Affairs. Woodrow Wilson School, Princeton University, Commentary, Vol. 111, No. 2, February 2001, p. https://lists.lsit.ucsb.edu/archives/gordon-newspost/2001-May/001274.html

Is it possible, finally, that merely by talking and perhaps even by thinking about a full-blown SinoAmerican rivalry we may increase the probability of its actually coming to pass? This is the clear implication of Michael Swaine ’s letter. Mr. Swaine worries that “ordinary observers,” unable to distinguish between descriptions of present reality and “hair-raising scenarios” of the future, will conclude that “an intense geostrategic rivalry is virtually inevitable, and . . . respond accordingly.” While I am flattered by the thought that my article could somehow change the course of history, I very much doubt that it, or a hundred more like it, will have any such effect. On the other hand, I am disturbed by the suggestion that we ought to avoid discussing unpleasant possibilities for fear that someone (presumably our political representatives and “ordinary” fellow citizens) might get the wrong idea. Acknowledging real dangers is a necessary first step to avoiding them, as well as to preparing to cope with them if they should nevertheless come to pass. Refusing or neglecting to do so, it seems to me, is a far more likely formula for disaster.

China already sees the US as a threat – must acknowledge the China threat before it is too late

Gary Schmitt, executive director of the Project for the New American Century and Dan Blumenthal, resident fellow in Asian studies at the American Enterprise Institute, Weekly Standard, August 8, 2005, p. http://www.newamericancentury.org/china20050808.htm

In reality, it is more accurate to say that the United States is at a strategic crossroads when it comes to China. With our plate full around the globe, we are understandably reluctant to raise publicly the prospect of a new great power competition. Nevertheless, the administration is doing quite a bit to contain Chinese military power--our upgraded relations with Japan, India, Vietnam, Singapore, and Australia are cases in point. But our reluctance to admit this publicly to ourselves or to our allies, and our rosy rhetoric about our "constructive" relationship with Beijing, leave us at a disadvantage as China ratchets up the competition. As a practical matter, this attitude often leaves us a day late and a dollar short when it comes to matching new Chinese initiatives. Nor is our position sustainable. Beijing is not blind to our reaching out to the powers in the region. For it, the competition has already begun. The Pentagon's report provides ample evidence that this is the case, but then ducks the obvious conclusion. Preparing the Congress and the public for that competition should be a priority of the administration. Unfortunately, this year's report, for all its substantive merit, fails the test.
The permutation is net beneficial – calling China a threat shifts the discourse and prevents groupthink

Rajon Menon, scholar with the New America Foundation, Commentary, Vol. 111, No. 2, February 2001, p.

https://lists.lsit.ucsb.edu/archives/gordon-newspost/2001-May/001274.html

With few exceptions, American Sinologists are proponents of engagement. Draw China into a web of political and economic transactions, they argue, and with time Beijing will acquire a stake in managing, rather than challenging, the prevailing order in Asia and elsewhere. Indeed, in a classic case of what the social psychologist Irving Janis termed “groupthink,” engagement has become the orthodoxy. The Chinese government, heir to a long and rich tradition of courting “barbarians,” has, with great finesse and subtlety, encouraged the preaching of this gospel in the West—above all in the United States. Though our Sinologists will therefore not like what Aaron L. Friedberg has to say, his essay deserves to be read widely precisely because it is an act of heresy.

Self-fulfilling prophecy is backwards – failure to express our fears causes them to occur

Macy 1995 (Joanna, general systems scholar and deep ecologist, Ecopsychology)

There is also the superstition that negative thoughts are self-fulfilling. This is of a piece with the notion, popular in New Age circles, that we create our own reality I have had people tell me that “to speak of catastrophe will just make it more likely to happen.” Actually, the contrary is nearer to the truth. Psychoanalytic theory and personal experience show us that it is precisely what we repress that eludes our conscious control and tends to erupt into behavior. As Carl Jung observed, “When an inner situation is not made conscious, it happens outside as fate.” But ironically, in our current situation, the person who gives warning of a likely ecological holocaust is often made to feel guilty of contributing to that very fate.

2AC China Threat 

Alternative doesn’t solve – there is no guarantee that China will be friendly

Aaron L. Friedberg, Professor of Politics and International Affairs. Woodrow Wilson School, Princeton University, Commentary, Vol. 111, No. 2, February 2001, p. https://lists.lsit.ucsb.edu/archives/gordon-newspost/2001-May/001274.html

Might we, through our behavior, make an intense rivalry more likely? To one degree or another, Victor D. Cha, Zalmay Khalilzad, Dov Zakheim, Richard J. Ellings, and Michael O’Hanlon all worry about the possibility of creating a self-fulfilling prophecy. Treat China as an enemy, says the conventional wisdom, and it will become one. There is something to this line of reasoning, though not, in my view, as much as is usually claimed. For one thing, there may be powerful internal forces— political, ideological, and bureaucratic—propelling China toward a more confrontational stance, regardless of how inoffensive and accommodating we try to be. China may become an enemy even if we redouble our efforts to treat it as a friend.

No impact to China threat – we will always correct and not actually lead to bad policies - pragmatics outweigh

Zhang Jiye and Chen Wenxin, Xiandai Guoji Guanxi, Ocnus, September 20, 2005, p. http://www.ocnus.net/cgibin/exec/view.cgi?archive=78&num=20415

Nevertheless, no matter the extent of playing up the "China military threat theory" by the US military, its influence on Sino-US relations and the development of the international situation is still limited. From the 1990s to now, the "China threat theory" had emerged once every two to three years. The US rightist forces and the US military are accustomed to using it as a "target" to play up the "China military threat theory" in order to consolidate their sphere of influence and position in the US political arena. However, the main trend of the development of Sino-US relations has not been seriously influenced. On the one hand, in the US political field, besides military intelligence and rightist groups that publicize the "China military threat theory," there are many officers and scholars who "calmly view the situation across the ocean," seriously look at China's development, and call for strengthening contacts between the United States and China. A noted US think tank, the Rand Corporation, on 19 May submitted an evaluation report to the US Air Force on "China's Defense Modernization: Opportunities and Challenges." The report holds that the Pentagon's evaluation of China's military spending is seriously "inflated" and the practice of playing up "China military threat theory" on purpose should be rectified. On 26 May, US congressional heavyweight Senator Joe Lieberman of the Democratic Party and Republican congressman Alexander jointly put forward an "Act on Cultural Exchange Between the United States and China in 2005" and asked the US Government to appropriate $1.3 billion from FY2006 to FY2011 for the promotion of cultural exchanges between the United States and China, especially for the expansion and strengthening of US education in Chinese language and a program for exchange students between the two countries. In order to guarantee the implementation of the exchange plan, the proposal also suggested establishing the United States-China Engagement Strategy Council. In introducing the act, Senator Lieberman said: "All misunderstanding between China and the United States can be solved by engagement between the two countries." Even within the US Government, views toward the "China military threat theory" are different. The "engagement group," headed by the Department of State and the National Security Council, holds a different view on the "China military threat theory," and so the US Department of Defense could not but postpone its publication of the "annual report on Chinese military power" again and again. On the other hand, due to pragmatic political considerations, the US Government needs to consider United States-China relations based on the overall interests of the country. Although the United States has made some achievements in its global war against terrorism in the current phase, the new round of terrorist attacks in Britain shows the United States still cannot extricate itself from the war against terrorism and will need China's support.

2AC China Threat 

K reinforces PRC authoritarianism 
Yang, 2000 (Postmodernism and China, p. 392-393) 
The supreme discursive power that strives to maintain social and ideologi​cal homogeneity in China today is not imposed by the West but is, rather, con​trolled by the central political authority. While the national subject that has recently recurred supports a discourse of national "emancipation," the real native problem and endemic malady are dodged. Yaomohua Zhongsjuo de beihou (Be​hind the demonization of China, [1996]), compiled by a number of domestic and overseas Chinese academics to lead a sweeping attack on American repre​sentations of China, reveals the danger of allying antioccidentalism with offi​cial nationalism. The attempt to oppose Western cultural colonization turns out to lead to the concealment of native political totality. The recurring grand subject that speaks for the nation, in effect, stands for the native/national political power, the most hegemonic power that "demonizes," or at least de​humanizes, the autonomous individuals of the nation. Insofar as the fact that modernity or modernization belongs exactly to the central national discourse is disregarded, the notion of the postmodern, overshadowed by the grand hegemony of the native authoritative discourse. As long as we recognize that in China, for a long historical period, politi​cal factors have influenced social culture more significantly than the de​velopment of material civilization, the origin of postmodernity in Chinese avant-garde literature—for example, the deconstruction of totality and unity, the emphasis on indeterminacy and randomness, the implosion of a grand, absolute history—cannot be sought against the background of the global​ization of the consumption society, the commercial society, or the informa​tion society. Commercialism and cultural massification are burgeoning in China under, or even in complicity with, its overshadowing political authori​tarianism. The concept of the modern in China has depended heavily upon the entity of the modern nation-state as defined by Lenin and was compre​hended in terms of economic and technological advancement until recent years. Chinese postmodernism has to do with the cultural psychology pro​voked by the indigenous culturopolitical condition, rather than global, or Westernized, civilization. Precisely from this point, "the post-Mao-Deng," a politico-historical notion, is correlated with "the postmodern," a concur​rent and correspondent cultural paradigm intrinsically linked to this political environment. 

POMO K of imperialism is Authoritarian Oppression 
Ning 2000 (postmodernism and China. Pg. 13-14) 

This position and strategy are shared by other liberals. In an article pub​lished in Hong Kong, Henry Y-H. Zhao discerns an unholy alliance between Chinese postmodernism and mass culture that aims to "destroy elite culture." By a self-positioning of elite intellectuals as a critical priesthood on the mar​gins of modern society, Zhao defines the rise of mass culture and its theo​retical discourse as "neoconservatism." For him, there seems to be a short circuit between a "conscious challenge to the global victory of late capital​ism" and "an apology for the degradation of contemporary culture." 15 Xu Ben, another critic, further argues that a premodern-modern distinction is more crucial than an East-West opposition, and that the "chief form of op​pression" in China is not the imperial or "postcolonial" West but the totali​tarian regime at home. Based on his suspicion that the Chinese discourse of postcolonialism is centered on a celebration of indigenousness, and not on critical resistance (its resistance is directed to the "discursive oppression from the First World"), Xu immediately subjects Chinese postmodernism to a political trial of ideological identity with or loyalty to the Chinese regime, or to the universal West. The verdict is by no means unpredictable. Criticizing the Chinese discourse of postcolonialism, Xu Ben writes: [Chinese postcolonialism] is out of touch with Chinese reality. By ele​vating the discursive oppression from the First World into the chief form of oppression experienced in China today, it shuns—unwittingly or not— the violence and oppression that exist in native social reality. (Although "Third World" criticism from China takes pains to keep a dis​tance from-the official discourse of nationalism, it nonetheless avoids any critical analysis of it. Its antagonism has only an international edge and no domestic pointedness. Therefore, not only can this discourse co​exist peacefully with the official discourse of nationalism; it accommo​dates the interests of the latter. By ignoring immediate oppression at home and criticizing a "global" one at a distance, it developed a phony mode of resistance-criticism in the humanities that is extremely con​ducive to the state's ideological control and appropriation .16

China Already a Threat

The prophecy is fulfilled- China is a threat

Robert Kagan, a senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, writes a monthly column for The Post. NYT 5-11-99
NATO's accidental bombing of the Chinese Embassy in Belgrade has revealed the fallacy at the core of the Clinton Administration's China policy. While Administration officials continue to yearn for a "strategic partnership" with Beijing, China's leaders make no effort to conceal the fact they consider the United States an enemy -- or, more precisely, the enemy.  How else can one interpret the Chinese Government's response to the bombing? Instead of trying to contain the damage to diplomatic relations, as any friendly nation would have after such an obvious if tragic mistake, the Chinese Government used its vast propaganda machine to whip up anti-American hysteria.  The Government bused student protesters to the American Embassy, and the police cordoned off parts of Beijing to make access to the compound easier. State-run media refused to print repeated apologies from NATO and the United States. Instead of accepting NATO's explanations, in fact, the Chinese Government has persisted in claiming that NATO intentionally hit the embassy, which has only further inflamed protesters who have no other information. The result is that Ambassador James Sasser and other embassy employees are self-described hostages and in peril.  This anti-American campaign in China did not begin with the bombing. For weeks Chinese citizens have been barraged by Government propaganda -- complete with old films from the Korean War -- depicting the United States and its allies as vicious aggressors against an innocent and helpless Serbia. All this fits within the broader anti-American line Beijing has been spouting for years: that the United States is an imperialist aggressor, bent on world domination, and at China's expense.  Why have Chinese leaders chosen to use the bombing to mobilize anti-American hatred? Perhaps they are trying to distract attention from the 10-year anniversary of the Tiananmen Square massacre. Perhaps, having been caught red-handed stealing American nuclear secrets, they want to turn the tables and put the United States on the defensive. Perhaps they believe that bullying and brinksmanship are good tactics to use with an Administration that seems bent on "engagement" at any cost. And given the lack of indignation expressed so far by White House officials in the face of China's behavior, they may be right.  But none of these explanations preclude another possibility. Perhaps Beijing is just revealing what it really thinks about the United States. Six years ago, a report prepared by top Chinese foreign and military specialists declared that the United States was China's "international archenemy." When its military conducts war games, the primary adversary is the United States. When Chinese leaders map out their ambitions -- taking control of Taiwan and becoming the dominant power in East Asia -- they see the United States as the main obstacle. They are right. So far, the United States has insisted on remaining the leading power in East Asia. The Chinese believe their ambitions clash directly with the vital interests of the United States. They're right about that, too.  Would that we in the United States were as clear-sighted. The Administration believes that if we don't treat China as an enemy, it won't become one. Those who recommend a tougher approach, those who call for containing China's ambitions, are usually accused of creating a self-fulfilling prophecy.  But what if the prophecy has already been fulfilled? When the smoke clears from this latest and most revealing crisis, sober Americans may want to start taking the emerging confrontation as seriously as the Chinese do.  

Empirics Prove
Their K ignores 40 years of history- China apologists tacitly appeasement and encourage a US-China war

Charles R Smith, Has top secret US government security clearance, designs DOD wargames, runs the leading cyber security consulting firm in the US, is frequently called on by congress to testify about Chinese combat systems 3-14-02 http://www.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2002/3/14/133903.shtml
China is angry at the United States. The communist Chinese government unsuccessfully pressed the Bush administration to deny permission for Taiwan's defense minister, Tang Yiau-ming, to attend an arms conference in Florida.  On Monday, Tang met with U.S. Deputy Undersecretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz while visiting the U.S. defense industry conference. As a result of that meeting, the communist Chinese are furious.  "We express our strong dissatisfaction and indignation," stated Chinese Foreign Ministry spokesman Sun Yuxi.  "We believe it will not only foster the arrogance of Taiwan independence forces, it will also damage Chinese-American relations and cross-strait ties," said Sun.  Communist spokesman Sun also noted that China was "deeply shocked" by a recently declassified report that named China as one of six possible nations that could face nuclear strikes from America. Sun stated that China was seeking an "official" explanation of the report from Washington. Sun emphasized that China is a peace-loving nation.  The U.S.-Chinese 'Bilateral Military Relationship'  Many in the U.S. press, academia and political structure characterize China as our "strategic partner," a nation with similar goals and views as the United States. The U.S. policy of appeasement, that China is a peaceful giant, was documented in the official correspondence of Clinton Defense Secretary William Perry.  In a 1995 letter to Chinese General Ding Henggao, U.S. Secretary of Defense Perry wrote that "advancing the military relationship between our two nations remains an objective which we agree serves the long-term interests of peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific Region."  Perry wrote quite clearly that the Clinton administration wanted close ties to Beijing by "reiterating my support for our bilateral military relationship."  Less than six months after Perry's offer for a "bilateral military relationship," the People's Liberation Army launched a simulated nuclear attack against the two largest cities in Taiwan. In 1996, the PLA Second Artillery Corps fired dummy missile warheads only a few miles off the Taiwanese coast.  The 1996 missile crisis nearly started World War III. The Clinton administration had to respond to Beijing's threat to start a nuclear war in the Straits of Taiwan. Clinton's reaction was to send in the U.S. Navy and our aircraft carriers.  Chinese Plans for Nuclear War With the U.S.  The Chinese military took quick notice of the U.S. carriers, and in 1999 the communist army Office of the Central Military Command wrote a report on future nuclear combat with the United States.  "China is not only a big country, but also possesses a nuclear arsenal that has long since been incorporated into the state warfare system and played a real role in our national defense," states the Chinese military commission report.  "During last crisis across the Taiwan Straits, the U.S. tried to blackmail us with their aircraft carrier(s), but when their spy satellites confirmed that our four nuclear submarines which used to be stationed at Lushun Harbor had disappeared, those politicians addicted to the Taiwan card could not imagine how worried their military commanders were," notes the Chinese army report.  "In comparison with the U.S. nuclear arsenal, our disadvantage is mainly numeric, while in real wars the qualitative gap will be reflected only as different requirements of strategic theory. In terms of deterrence, there is not any difference in practical value. So far we have built up the capability for the second and the third nuclear strikes and are fairly confident in fighting a nuclear war. The PCC has decided to pass through formal channels this message to the top leaders of the U.S. This is one of the concrete measures that we will take to prevent the escalation of war in the spirit of being responsible."  Chinese General Wants to Nuke L.A.  There is little question that China is "responsible" when it comes to nuclear war. Since 1996, the Chinese army has not stopped its acts of atomic-tipped aggression and intimidation. For example, two years after firing missiles at Taiwan, Gen. Xiong, then second in command of the People's Liberation Army, threatened to vaporize Los Angeles.  Not once during the entire 40-year Cold War between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. did any Soviet general threaten to vaporize an American city. It is certain that the Kremlin would have fired any officer who made such a statement, because of the threat to global peace.  In contrast, Gen. Xiong remains second in command of the People's Liberation Army, ready to hurl his nuclear forces into battle with America on a moment's notice.  According to the CIA, China is expected to continue its rapid deployment of ballistic missiles along the Chinese mainland, within striking distance of Taiwan.  China's short-range ballistic missile arsenal could reach "several hundred" by the year 2005, stated Robert Walpole, a national intelligence officer, during a Senate hearing on international security.  The CIA intelligence analyst also revealed that Beijing is working on three new intercontinental ballistic missiles, the Dong-Feng 31, a longer-range variant of the Dong-Feng 31, and the submarine-launched JL-2. The DF-31 and JL-2 both have an estimated range of over 7,000 miles and can shower the U.S. West Coast with nuclear warheads.  Chinese Nuclear Weapons Proliferation  In addition, the leaders in Beijing have taken every opportunity to export missile and nuclear warfare equipment to such nations as Iran, Pakistan and Iraq. The entire Pakistani atomic arsenal was built from scratch with the direct assistance of the Chinese military, including advanced nuclear warhead designs from PLA labs and nuclear-tipped missiles directly out of the Chinese army inventory.  The "National Intelligence Estimate," a threat analysis published by the CIA, noted that Beijing has "enabled emerging missile states to accelerate development timelines for their existing programs" and sold "turnkey systems to gain previously non-existent capabilities – in the case of the Chinese sale of the M-11 short-range ballistic missile to Pakistan."  In 2001, the U.S. lodged sanctions against the China Metallurgical Equipment Corp. after it continued to ship missile parts to Pakistan, violating Beijing's sixth promise to stop such exports. It should surprise no one that the People's Liberation Army owns China Metallurgical.  During the 1990s, the Chinese army also exported an advanced air defense network to Iraq through another front company, in direct violation of the U.N. ban on military sales to Baghdad. The Bush administration openly complained about Chinese military sales to Iraq and eventually bombed several sites occupied by Chinese military engineers working for Saddam Hussein.  "We raised earlier in the administration concerns about what might be going on with Iraq," stated Bush national security adviser Condoleezza Rice on Chinese missile proliferation.  However, the Chinese army sales to Iraq have not stopped. PLA front companies continue to provide camouflage for Beijing as it attempts to export more advanced weapons to Iraq.  For example, the harmless-sounding Shandong Arts and Craft Company is in fact a front for Chinese missile proliferation. In 2001, the firm acted as a cover for a PLA military delegation to Iraq seeking to sell advanced long-range missile technology to Saddam Hussein.  China Is a Threat  The China apologists in the United States assure us that the communist state is not a threat, that it is  a peaceful nation prepared to take its place in the world. Their simplistic view of Chinese history omits the past 40 years of confrontation with America.  They refuse to see Beijing's growing inventory of advanced missiles, warships and planes. They ignore years of espionage and covert political influence through contributions to U.S. political campaigns. They continue to seek appeasement despite the overwhelming evidence of missile and nuclear weapon proliferation.  In the next 40 years, China will attempt to take its place among the world's superpowers. China's growing arsenal of advanced weapons will enable it to do so in a forceful and violent manner. It is time that we recognized what the People's Liberation Army already knows – that America is its No. 1 target.   
Empirics Prove 
Historical record, statement by ex Chinese leaders, Chinese history of espionage, and ideological differences all prove china is a threat

J. R. Nyquist , a renowned expert in geopolitics and international relations, a WorldNetDaily contributing editor and author of 'Origins of the Fourth World War.' 7-1-05 http://www.financialsense.com/stormwatch/geo/pastanalysis/2005/0701.html
On June 9 the Washington Times published a story by Bill Gertz titled Analysts Missed Chinese Buildup. When root assumptions are wrong, basic information will be processed incorrectly. According to Gertz, a “highly classified intelligence report” has concluded that American intelligence missed “several key developments in China in the past decade.” Of course, U.S. intelligence has missed the entire context of the controlled changes in Eastern Europe, the economic strategy of China, the transformation of Venezuela into a hostile beachhead, the shifting of mineral rich South Africa from the capitalist camp to the socialist camp, the arming of rogue dictators by Russia and China (who are bound by a “friendship treaty” that amounts to a military alliance). These items are parts in a larger whole, even if American analysts refuse to see a work in progress. China’s war preparations are deliberate, and the implications should not be passed over lightly. China is a highly secretive country, like all communist countries. The objective of communism is world revolution, the overthrow of global capitalism, the destruction of the free market, the elimination of the international bourgeoisie and the disarming of the United States. We should be puzzled, indeed, if Chinese policy did not follow the communist line (however deviously). Given all this, it is difficult to account for the dismissive attitude of U.S. intelligence experts when regarding Chinese intentions. The China problem is a serious one. “The people … of the countries in Asia, Africa and Latin America should unite,” said Chairman Mao in 1964. “The people of all continents should unite … and so form the broadest united front to oppose the U.S. imperialist policies of aggression and war and to defend world peace.”  In terms of today’s peace movement, Mao’s sentiments are up-to-date. They are, I think, a founding inspiration. The supposed “death of communism” may have eliminated a few soiled terms, but not the main idea. The label on old hatreds may be changed, but the content remains the same. And because America is asleep, and the market is buzzing with Chinese goods, the U.S. government has turned a blind eye. The truth about China is worse than inconvenient. It is painful. So a special context has been devised for dismissing inconvenient facts. This context is inculcated at graduate schools, think tanks and in government. The context for understanding international affairs must not admit the existence of a coordinated, secretive and dangerous combination of countries motivated to overthrow the United States. In other words, the existence of a “communist bloc” cannot be admitted. And China’s role within this bloc – above all – must be rated as a “crackpot notion.” And yet, the existence of something identical to the old communist bloc – whatever we choose to call it – is indicated by actions across the board by Russia, the East European satellite countries, North Korea, Vietnam, Cuba and China. Some ideas fall from fashion. But truth is always true, fashion or not. U.S. experts failed to connect the dots regarding China’s development of a long-range cruise missile, a new attack submarine, new ground-to-air missiles, a new anti-ship missile (for sinking U.S. aircraft carriers) and more. China is preparing for war against the United States, specifically. As absurd as it sounds to the economic optimists who think trade with China guarantees peace, the U.S. and China are bound to collide. Anyone who thinks otherwise doesn’t have a sense of history, doesn’t understand communist thinking or the overall policy Beijing has consistently followed since 1949. Communist countries periodically experiment with capitalism, they always seek trade with the West, and they always sink the money and technology they gain thereby into a military buildup. Ultimately, they don’t care about the prosperity of their people, the state of the national infrastructure, personal or press freedom. Some believe that we mustn’t say that China is a threat. Such a statement would be akin to self-fulfilling prophecy. But an honest appreciation of Chinese actions should not be disallowed by an appeasing diplomacy or wishful thinking. The job of the analyst is not to guarantee good relations with countries that are preparing for destructive war. The job of the analyst is to see war preparations, diplomatic maneuvers and economic policies and draw a common sense conclusion about them. If world peace depends on hiding China’s military buildup, then world peace is like your fat uncle dressed in a Santa Claus suit. Saying it’s your fat uncle may ruin Christmas for your little sister, but Santa Claus isn’t a real person – and never will be. On June 27 we read another Washington Times article by Bill Gertz: “Beijing devoted to weakening ‘enemy’ U.S., defector says.” According to Gertz, a former Chinese diplomat named Chen Yonglin says that top Chinese officials consider the United States to be “the largest enemy, the major strategic rival” of China. There is no reason to doubt Mr. Chen’s testimony. He is doubtless telling the truth, which helps to explain China’s rapid military buildup. Chen’s statement underscores a certain lack of symmetry between Beijing and Washington. Top U.S. officials do not consider China to be America’s largest enemy or major strategic rival. Instead, China is viewed as a major trading partner, and U.S. economic interests generally prefer the appeasement of China. Consequently, you will not find the U.S. Congress cutting off favored trading status for China. The White House has carefully avoided any hint that China is considered an “enemy country.” Growing Chinese involvement in Latin America is not viewed with alarm. Politicians refuse to acknowledge that China is building a military alliance with Russia, Cuba, Iran and others. Gertz further tells us that China is engaged in a massive military intelligence-gathering operation against the United States. Chinese agents are working day and night to monitor its enemies as well as Chinese nationals living abroad. Chinese agents are working to influence the military, trade and foreign policies of key countries like Australia, Canada and the United States. China is playing a game of “divide and conquer,” seeking to drive a wedge between America and its traditional allies. In fact, Beijing’s influence operations are so successful that Chinese diplomat Chen’s request for political asylum in Australia was turned down by the Australian government. The Chinese penetration of Canada has been outlined by a joint RCMP-CSIS report titled Sidewinder. According to this report, “Hand in hand with their ethnicity and their commercial obligations, the financial network of the Chinese 
entrepreneurs associated to the organized crime and to the power in Beijing has grown exponentially and very rapidly in Canada. Their influence over local, provincial and national political leaders has also increased. In the game of influence, several of these important Chinese entrepreneurs have associated themselves with prestigious and influential Canadian politicians, offering them positions on their boards of directors. Many of those companies are China’s national companies." It is difficult for an open democratic society to counter such methods. Those who believe that China is democratizing, by way of capitalism, will be disappointed. Diplomatic defector Chen told the Washington Times that the ruling Communist Party of China has not changed or softened its Marxist-Leninist views. China’s swing toward capitalism is a tactic for building communist military power, not a foundation for Chinese democracy. Americans who invest in China have made a foolish bargain. In a two-part series by Gertz (see Chinese Dragon Awakens) we find that China could be ready for war in two years. China has developed advanced weapons systems through the theft of U.S. technology. America appears unable to secure its military secrets. The attitude of Americans – in government as well as in the private sector – may be characterized as unwary, sleepy or downright sloppy. The Chinese have not only stolen the secret of America’s most advanced nuclear warhead, they have also stolen the secret of our Aegis anti-air weapon system. In a war with China U.S. servicemen will be killed by U.S. technology in Chinese hands. Groundbreaking stories by Bill Gertz, published in the Washington Times, are routinely dismissed or ignored by analysts in and out of government. Four years ago I met a STRATFOR analyst at a conference who turned his nose up at the many stories broken by Bill Gertz. But what about Gertz’s inside sources, his track record of accurate reporting? “No, no,” said the STRATFOR analyst, “the Washington Times is owned by the Moonies.” In other words, we should judge the reporter by the owner of the paper. The Unification Church of the Rev. Sun Myung Moon owns America’s most prestigious conservative newspaper. This fact, however, doesn’t discredit the Washington Times or Bill Gertz any more than the religious affiliation (or atheism) of other newspaper owners. Every owner of every newspaper has a point of view. The owner’s point of view doesn’t negate the truth of Chinese defector testimony or secret U.S. government reports. Where point of view comes into the picture is in the choice of what is news, which facts are pertinent and what context to frame them in. In these choices the Washington Times is not mistaken, and those who ignore the facts are merely cultists in their own right – their minds as closed and bigoted as any that may be found in this or any age.
China is Realist 
Chinese behavior proves they are realist and already think the US is a threat and are preparing for war

Melana Zyla Vickers a senior fellow at the Independent Women's Forum in Washington, D.C., a former member of the USA TODAY editorial board  and a columnist for TechCentralStation.com. 8-14-02 http://capmag.com/article.asp?ID=1800
Washington cocktail-party conversations about China typically go something like this: A person from the China-as-a-peer-competitor school of thought says "I think China, with its growing economy, growing military, and young, nationalistic population, will only naturally lock horns with the U.S. in future decades." An advocate of the enmity-is-a-self-fulfilling-prophecy school responds "Maybe, but casting the Chinese in an adversarial role now will serve to drive them away from the U.S. and from a friendship that I think they're open to."  As the impasse is marked with polite sipping of the Cabernet Sauvignon, each guest searches for rescue by a more like-minded conversationalist.  Turning the tables on such an exchange is the new report of Congress's U.S.-China Security Review Commission. Never mind what you chatterers think, the bipartisan report seems to interject, because the die is cast: "China's leaders consistently characterize the United States as a 'hegemon,' connoting a powerful protagonist and overbearing bully that is China's major competitor, but they also believe that the United States is a declining power with important military vulnerabilities that can be exploited. China views itself as an emerging power."  Specifically, China's military leaders are focusing on several investments and advances cannot be mistaken for anything but preparations for conflict against the U.S.  This focus is far from meaning that conflict is inevitable. It doesn't even rule out cooperation and close U.S.-China ties in a variety of areas. But it should stop in its tracks any wishful thinking that China doesn't already see the U.S. as a potential military adversary. It should also make apparent that China's leaders, for their part, aren't worried that their planning will alienate the United States.  Among China's U.S.-oriented military ambitions, it seeks to advance its:  Ability to sink a U.S. carrier: China has publicly stated that it intends to be able to sink an American aircraft carrier. Among the technologies that could allow China to do this are anti-ship cruise missiles, which China could fire from land across long distances, and which it is now developing. China is also developing an over-the-horizon radar network with which to track surface ships.  China has reportedly bought from Russia eight new Kilo-class diesel subs. China, which already has four of the subs is to take delivery of the eight beginning in 2007. China's growing fleet of diesel subs is supplemented by a program to develop nuclear subs, the congressional report says. The nuclear sub development, called "Project 093," is to begin between 2003-05 and already has Russian cooperation. Whether this program will be successful is far from clear, however. In addition, China is acquiring the high-speed Russian anti-ship SS-22 Sunburn missile, and advanced wake-homing torpedoes. Some of these advances could be used in anti-submarine warfare against the U.S.  Focus on asymmetrical warfare: China's President Jiang Zemin in 1999 called for the People's Liberation Army to develop weapons with which a technologically inferior Chinese military might defeat a technologically superior U.S. one. More specifically, China seeks to develop "assassin's mace" weapons -- what Americans might call a "magic bullet" -- with which to attack U.S. vulnerabilities. This focus on "asymmetrical warfare" draws on two millennia of Chinese strategic tradition. The congressional report says China focuses on such weaknesses as U.S. reliance on computer networks, dependency on satellites for military reconnaissance, navigation, and communications. The Chinese also plan to target business communications, and specific systems such as the New York Stock Exchange computers or the communications and computers of airbases and carriers.  Another example of an asymmetrical capability, though not one discussed in the report, is China's existing ability to launch a massive missile barrage against Taiwan or a traditional U.S. basing site such as Okinawa, Japan. The threat of such a barrage could pressure Japan to deny the U.S. access to Okinawa, thereby exploiting U.S. over-dependency on foreign bases in the event of a Taiwan conflict.  Focus on space: China has seven military satellites and is building more. It has a modest, two-satellite version of the U.S. Global Positioning System of satellites, and has plans to expand it. Other research on China published by the Pentagon has pointed out that the PLA is developing ground-based anti-satellite technology.  While these advances don't spell out a future in which China will be a U.S. "peer," China is definitely a "competitor."  It would be convenient and reassuring to dismiss China's military advances and the recently announced expansion of its military spending by 17.6% as measures directed at the perennial tensions with Taiwan. But the advances outlined here are focused on countering U.S. capabilities, not Taiwanese ones. To be sure, Chinese military planners may be calculating that the U.S. would get involved in a cross-strait military conflict. But there's more to China's range of investments than planning for a brush with the U.S. in the Taiwan Strait.  Rather, China's military planners seem to think the possibility of a large-scale, future military conflict between them and the dominant Pacific power is real, and should be prepared for. That's not necessarily a bellicose conclusion, it's just realist. And since it's Beijing's conclusion, there's no reason Washington should draw a different one.  

China is Realist 

Chinese behavior proves its leaders use realism

Peter Brookes, Senior Fellow, National Security Affairs & Director,  Asian Studies Center, April 6, 2005
[http://www.heritage.org/Research/TradeandForeignAid/tst040605a.cfm]

When China unleashed its unprecedented economic reforms almost 20 years ago, no one could have imagined the effect it would have on China—or the world. Finally freed from the shackles of an inefficient Soviet-style command economy, China would experience a remarkable expansion in economic growth, including near double-digit growth for the last ten years (according to Chinese government statistics.) These economic reforms have transformed China into a rising power in world politics. In fact, some would argue that, today, China is no longer a "rising power"—but a "risen power." Chinese leaders believe that if its economic growth continues apace, China will overcome 150 years of "humiliation" at the hands of foreign powers, returning to its past glory as the "Middle Kingdom." In China’s view, eventually this economic growth will allow it to be able to challenge, the world’s most powerful nations, including the United States, for control of the international system. China is well on its way to doing just that. Today, China, the world’s most populous nation, also has the world’s second largest economy and the world’s second largest defense budget, allowing China to play key, central roles in Asian geopolitics. But China is also becoming an increasingly important player on the world stage. Although it has long been a permanent member of the U.N. Security Council, and a nuclear weapons state, its expanding economic might is resulting in growing political influence beyond Asia as well. It is hard to find a major international issue in which China is not playing a role: From weapons proliferation, to human rights, to energy security, to North Korea, Iran, Sudan, and the United Nations—China is present. And Beijing is increasingly confident of its high profile role in world politics. With increasingly well-developed power derived from economic growth, political stability, and a growing military capability, China sees its re-emergence as a global power, on its own terms, as a certainty. If all goes according to Beijing’s plans, in the next few decades China will take its "rightful place" among the great powers in the international system—if not atop the international system. A subset of China’s grand strategy is an "opportunistic" foreign policy aimed at its main competition for pre-eminence in the international system, the United States. China is pursuing a foreign policy, which aims to support China’s national interests, while attempting to balance—or, perhaps, more accurately, unbalance— the predominance of the United States across the globe. China is looking to "quietly" use its growing economic strength to build new political relationships abroad, while exploiting dissatisfaction with the United States wherever possible. Eventually, in Beijing’s estimation, once China has gathered as many allies and friends as possible, and developed its economic and military strength to near that of other major powers, it will be able to challenge the United States directly, if necessary. Put simply: China is using its burgeoning economic power to gain political and economic influence internationally, at America’s expense wherever possible, in an effort to succeed the U.S. as the world’s most powerful nation. For example, China has indicated that it would not support taking Iran to the U.N. Security Council over its nuclear (weapons) program, while signing a 25-year, $100 billion oil/gas deal with Iran. China’s decision obviously pleased Tehran. Likewise, China also worked hard against a strong U.N. resolution on the genocide in Sudan, which would have placed economic sanction on the Sudanese government, in an effort to protect its $3 billion oil investment there. Khartoum could not have been happier with China’s support. And the PRC has taken advantage of trans-Atlantic tensions arising from the Iraq war, too. China has seemingly convinced the European Union, led by France and Germany, to lift the E.U.’s 1989 Tiananmen Square arms embargo. China wants absolution for the Tiananmen Square crackdown and Europe hopes that ending the ban will result in large commercial deals, and, perhaps, arms deals, for European firms. The U.S. strongly opposes lifting the ban. Bottom line: China is pursuing a "realist" foreign policy in order to advance its national interests. The existence of dissatisfaction with Washington or American policies in global capitals only makes it easier. China’s grand strategy certainly applies to Latin America and the Caribbean, too.

Mearsheimer Prodict/Taiwan

Can’t wish away realism- China will be aggressive in the future over Taiwan

James Stavridis, U.S. Navy U.S. Naval Institute Proceedings, Jul2002, Vol. 128, Issue 7 Ebsco

It sounded too good to be true, and it was. As the final decade of the 20th century unfolded, it became increasingly clear that the cold-eyed realist approach to the world would continue to have currency. The great power tensions among Russia, China, and the United States, the ongoing wars around the world, and the aggressive proliferation of weapons of mass destruction all augur ill for a peaceful world system. And let's face it, that was before the events of 11 September. Intelligently grasping the meaning of the past ten years and brilliantly explicating the history of the preceding two centuries, Mearsheimer's opus provides a new theory — “offensive realism” — in which he explains the behavior of states and great powers, underpinned by an exceptional grasp of history. The foundations of offensive realism are the essential anarchy of the unregulated international system, the structural imperatives that drive states to compete for power, and a belief that every state will seek to maximize relative power — with hegemony as the ultimate goal. Mearsheimer sees states struggling with survival in a world in which there is no meaningful agency to guide or protect them. In such a universe, states quickly realize that power is the key to survival and the prize is to be the hegemon in the system. This might be a hard sell for some, but the author lays out a very persuasive case. From a naval perspective, the most interesting portion of the book deals with Mearsheimer's views on China. “Many Americans may think that realism is outmoded thinking,” he writes, “but this is not how China's leaders view the world.” This view, Mearsheimer says, is an adversarial one. He calls for the United States to undertake measures to slow the rise of China to avoid a scenario in which that nation becomes a hegemon in north-east Asia. “What makes a future Chinese threat so worrisome,” he concludes, “is that it might be far more powerful and dangerous than any of the potential hegemons that the U.S. confronted in the 20th century.” If this analysis is correct, the first flash point probably will be Taiwan, and the potential confrontation will be on a maritime battleground. This alone makes this book mandatory reading for Navy planners and strategists.
***BATAILLE 
Bataile FL

The affirmation of unconditional expenditure leads to fascism—the concentration camp is the modern figure of a totally useless loss

Bell, M.A. Thesis in the Theory, Culture and Politics Program at Trent University, 2008 [Jeremy, “Bataille, the Economic, and the Sacred: Working through the accursed share,” January, proquest, 91-96]
At the same time however, we need not apologize for the irrefutable problems with Bataille's vision, problems better recognized by those sympathetic to this vision than by its overt detractors. For although Sartre's critique of Bataille as a "nouveau mystique" or Breton's critique that "Bataille professes to wish only to consider in the world that which is vilest, most discouraging, and most corrupted"24 are not without their grain of truth, it is Caillois, Kojêve, and Walter Benjamin that properly identify the most problematic points of Bataille's vision. Caillois' criticism is the most obvious, the least surprising: simply put, Bataille's preoccupation with "mysticism, tragedy, madness, and death" borders on a pathological obsession that compromises the establishment of "a moral community... as accessible as the community of established science".25 Kojêve's criticism is subtler, but equally valid: in wanting to revitalize the sacred within contemporary existence the College generally but Bataille particularly were "wanting to play at being sorcerer's apprentices... [and that] a miracleworker, for his part, could no more be carried away by a sacred knowingly activated by himself, than could a conjuror be persuaded of the existence of magic while marveling at his own sleight of hand".26 Even if one does recognize a value in the sacred, in this time of its fragmentation, its internalization, how possibly could one knowingly revitalize it? Although Kojêve's critique may, ultimately, be wrong, the puzzles set forth within it move it toward Benjamin's criticism, by far the most grave and persistently pertinent. "According to Klossowski," Michel Surya writes, "recent German exiles (Walter Benjamin first and foremost, but also Hans Meyer...) grew worried that the College was toying with explosive ideas without realistically weighing up the consequences."27 These explosive ideas, as we know, concerned fascism. For although, as Michel Surya's biography of Bataille conveys in the most unequivocal terms, in the most immediate sense Bataille was passionately opposed to fascism, which is illustrated, for example, in "Nietzsche and the Fascists", his single- handed effort to rescue and differentiate Nietzsche's philosophy from its cooptation by the fascists, as well as the journal of Acephale generally, one of the central purposes of which was the refutation of fascist ideology, one cannot help but feel that, nonetheless, there is an unsettling truth to Benjamin's worries. Was it not fascism, more than any other ideology within the last century, which toyed with idea of the sacred, while at the same time expressing an uprootedness no longer binding it to explicit religious formations? Bataille was well aware of this, as he expresses in no uncertain terms in "The Psychological Structure of Fascism". Not only this, but even if Acephale was oriented around a headlessness antithetical to the "head" of a fascist state, is there not, nonetheless, an insidious character to the secret society which evokes for us the most disturbing occult configurations of the Nazis? Although, on the one hand, it is wrong and false to accuse Bataille of being a fascist, are we really surprised that he has elicited this criticism, continually, from his detractors? One way in which we can acknowledge these dangers while nonetheless retaining Bataille's essential lessons without exhaustively rehashing Bataille's biography is by returning to our earlier observations regarding negative entropy, and how this is counterbalanced by an interest in "remaining a child" in the face of "mere survival", particularly as these terms are configured in "The Survivor", Lyotard's essay on Hannah Arendt and the dangers of totalitarianism. For as Lyotard explains it here, echoing Bataille's observations in "The Psychological Structure of Fascism", the shortcoming of Arendt's analysis of totalitarianism rests in her failure to recognize the proper "origins of totalitarianism" in our relation to the heterogeneous, repressed, or sacred. Although her analysis elegantly illustrates the particular historical conditions responsible for its development, it fails to observe the manner in which totalitarian ideology makes use of the forces of attraction and repulsion by simultaneously drawing from the anxiety brought about by our relation to these forces and by presenting it as a tremendously threatening force disseminated across the political sphere It is for this reason that we cannot view the defeat of particular regimes as properly sufficient in exhausting the presence of these dangers within contemporary political structures or forms. What totalitarianism earlier accomplished through extermination camps and military ventures he argues, now occurs through what Lyotard describes as the administration of daily life, and — more generally — the processes of negative entropy wherein the human is no more meaningful than any other term within the system, the dangerous culmination of the concept of utility. For as Lyotard writes, Crude propaganda is discreet in democratic forms: it gives way to the inoffensive rhetoric of the media. And worldwide expansion occurs not through war, but through technological, scientific, and economic competition. The historical names for this Mr. Nice Guy totalitarianism are no longer Stalingrad or Normandy (much less Auschwitz), but Wall Street's Dow Jones Average and the Tokyo's Nikkei Index.28 Where efficiency and productivity are granted primacy, and the human is no more important than any other term within the system, what we have called the heterogeneous, the sacred, and the repressed, which Lyotard describes as our enigmatic relation to birth and death, is threatened with the possibility of permanent and absolute foreclosure, which he calls "mere survival" in a manner similar to his scenario regarding the death of the sun and our exit from planet earth. For Lyotard, our recognition of this danger, the dangers present within both totalitarianism and contemporary capitalism, of foreclosing our relation to the heterogeneous and the sacred while simultaneously disseminating it across the political sphere, can occur in "neither a remission nor a challenge" — both of which fall within the parallel systems of totalitarianism and capitalism — but rather, can only occur in "the scruple of an as if," which is what he calls childhood.29 Childhood, what Bataille might call sovereignty, I would like to argue, is our mode of relation to and recognition of what I have described as the epistemological or psychological dimension of the accursed share. For as Lyotard writes, The effect is childhood that knows all about as 0; all about the pain of impotence and the complaint of being too small, of being there late (compared to others) and (as to its strength) of having arrived early, prematurely—childhood that knows all about broken promises, bitter disappointments, failings, and abandonment, but which also knows all about dreaming, memory, question, invention, obstinacy, listening to the heart, love, and real openness to stories. Childhood is a state of the soul inhabited by something to which no answer is ever given. It is led in its undertakings by an arrogant loyalty to this unknown guest to which it feels itself a hostage. Antigone's childhood. I understand childhood here as obedience to a debt (which we call a debt of life, of time, of event; a debt of being there in spite of everything), a debt for which only the persistent feeling of respect can save the adult from bein no more than a survivor, a creature living on reprieve from annihilation. 0 Of course, our obedience to this debt, our arrogant loyalty to this unknown guest, our accursed share, is not simply accomplished and completed, but rather perpetually worked through in our effort — which we should not hesitate to call painful — to bear witness to that inaccessible point, wholly heterogeneous, where, in intimate immanence, a sacred animality is — momentarily — attained. Only by transgressing the boundaries and limits of negative entropy, the systematic peak of utility and use- value, can we overcome the horrible burden of time and rejoin in that sacred totality, where — acephalic — we can attain that "sovereign self-consciousness that, precisely, no longer turns away from itself."31  What I mean to suggest by this is that, in a certain sense, Bataille's thought does in fact hold a dangerous proximity to fascism, a danger moreover that is only heightened in our failure to recognize this proximity. This is not to say that his thought is fascist. Nonetheless, it is extremely important that we recognize how Bataille's fascination with mysticism, tragedy, madness, and death does, like the sorcerer's apprentice, enter into a dangerous game, a game that for this reason is to be played neither as a remission nor a challenge to the accursed share, this unknown guest to which the soul feels itself a hostage, but only with the scruple of an as if, a game that is only to be played with humility. For if we acknowledge, for example, that the human sacrifices offered by the Aztecs to satiate the thirst of the sun does approach a general economy founded upon consumption and expenditure, it is not difficult to see how, similarly, concentration camps could also facilitate an economy of expenditure and consumption where nothing is left in reserve. However, it is difficult to see how an economy of listening to the heart, love, and real openness to stories, as well as abandonment and dispossession, ultimately a childish economy of play, could lapse into the bloodshed of primitive war.

Bataile FL 

Expenditure is not transgressive- limitless consumption is useless theory

Paul Mann, 1999, “The Exquisite Corpse of Georges Bataille” in Masocriticism, p. 67-9

I would like at one and the same time to affirm this model and to dismiss it as the most desperate alibi of all. For “sacrificial consumption” can never become an explicit critical motive.13 At the moment it presents itself as a proper element of some critical method, it degenerates into another useful trope, another bit of intellectual currency, another paper-thin abyss, another proxy transgression; and the force of transgression moves elsewhere, beneath a blinder spot in the critical eye.14 Questions of motive or understanding, the fact that one might be self-critical or at least aware of recuperation, are immaterial: what is at stake here is not self-consciousness but economics, material relations of appropriation and exclusion, assimilation and positive loss. Whatever transgression occurs in writing on Bataille does so only through the stupid recuperation and hence evacuation of the whole rhetoric and dream of transgression, only insofar as the false profundity of philosophy or theory evacuates the false profundities it apes. To justify this as the sublime loss of loss is merely to indulge a paradoxical figure. Excess is not a project but a by-product of any discourse; the interest of Bataillean discourse lies chiefly in the compulsive and symptomatic way it plays with its feces. The spectacle of critics making fools of themselves does not reveal the sovereign truth of death: it is only masocritical humiliation, a pathological attempt to disavow the specter of death. As for the present essay, it makes no claims to any redeeming sacrifice. Far from presenting you with a truer Bataille, far from speaking in his voice more clearly than his other readers, this essay pleads guilty to the indictment against every appropriation. Until philosophy and theory squeal like a pig before Bataille’s work, as he claims to have done before Dali’s canvases, there will be no knowledge of Bataille. In the end, one might have to take and even stricter view: there is no discourse of transgression, either on or by Bataille. None at all. It would be necessary to write a “Postscript to Transgression” were it not for the fact that Foucault already wrote it in his “Preface,” were it not for the fact that Bataille himself wrote it the moment before he first picked up his pen. It makes no difference whether one betrays Bataille, because one lip syncs Bataille’s rhetoric or drones on in the most tedious exposition. All of these satellite texts are not heliotropic in relation to the solar anus of Bataille’s writing, of the executioners he hoped (really?) would meet him in the Bois de Boulogne, or depensives in spite of themselves. It would be sentimental to assign them such privileges. They merely fail to fail. They are symptoms of a discourse in which everyone is happily transgressing everyone else and nothing ever happens, traces of a certain narcissistic pathos that never achieves the magnificent loss Bataille’s text conveniently claims to desire, and under whose cover it can continue to account for itself, hoarding its precious debits in a masocriticism that is anything but sovereign and gloriously indifferent. What is given to us, what is ruinously and profitably exchanged, is a lie. Heterology gives the lie to meaning and discourse gives the lie to transgression, in a potlatch that reveals both in their most essential and constitutive relation. Nothing is gained by this communication except profit-taking from lies. We must indict Bataille as the alibi that allows all of this writing to go on and on, pretending it is nothing it is not, and then turn away from Bataille as from a sun long since gone nova, in order to witness the slow freezing to death of every satellite text. The sacrificial consumption of Bataille has played itself out; the rotten carcass has been consumed: no more alibis. What is at stake is no longer ecstatic sexuality or violent upheavals or bloody sacrifices under the unblinking eye of the sun; nor was it ever, from the very beginning of Bataille’s career. These are merely figures in the melodramatic theater of what is after all a “soft expenditure” (Hollier 1989, xv), a much more modest death, a death much closer to home. It has never been more than a question of the death of the theory and of theory itself as death. Of theory-death. A double fatality.

Bataille’s notions of subjectivity are consistent with Nazism – lead to extinction

Slavoj ZiZek, 1996, The Indivisible Remainder: An Essay on Shelling and Related Matters, p. 124-5

This notion of the modern, Cartesian subject qua the radical negativity of the double (self-relating) sacrifice also enables us to demarcate the paradoxical place of the theories of Georges Bataille, that is, of Bataille’s fascination with the ‘real’, material sacrifice, with the different forms of holocaust and the excessive destruction of (economic, social, etc.) reality.41 On the one hand, of course, Bataille’s topic is modern subjectivity, the radical negativity implied in the position of the pure transcendental subject. On the other hand, Bataille’s universe remains the pre-Newtonian universe of balanced circular movement, or – to put it in a different way – his notion of subjectivity is definitely pre-Kantian: Bataille’s ‘subject’ is not yet the pure void (the transcendental point of self-relating negativity), but remains an inner-worldly, positive force. Within these co-ordinates, the negativity which characterizes the modern subject can express itself only in the guise of a violent destruction which throws the entire circuit of nature off the rails. It is as if, in a kind of unique short circuit, Bataille projects the negativity of the modern subject backwards, into the ‘closed’, pre-modern Aristotelian universe of balanced circular movement, within which this negativity can materialize itself only as an ‘irrational’, excessive, non-economical expenditure. In short, what Bataille fails to take notice of is that the modern (Cartesian) subject no longer needs to sacrifice goat’s intestines, his children, and so on, since his very existence already entails the most radical (redoubled, self-relating) sacrifice, the sacrifice of the very kernel of his being. Incidentally, this failure of Bataille also throws a new light on the sacrificial violence, the obsession with the ultimate twilight of the universe, at work in Nazism: in it, we also encounter the reinscription of the radical negativity characteristic of the modern subject into the closed ‘pagan’ universe in which the stability of the social order guaranteed by some kind of repeated sacrificial gesture – what we encounter in the libidinal economy of Nazism is the modern subjectivity perceived from the standpoint of the pre-modern ‘pagan’ universe.42

Bataile FL 

Bataille is sick and twisted

Paul Mann, 1999, “The Afterlife of the Avant-Garde” in Masocriticism, p. 15-6

In their own way, Bataille’s ideas are at least as troubling as Sade’s. They seem to invite us to rationalize rampant consumerism, to excuse toxic dumping an other environmental disasters, to romanticize nuclear holocaust (what more glorious and solar expenditure of life?), or to speak about poverty as luxury and leave the poor to rot in the streets. Perhaps that is what Bataille wants us to think, and, if so, one might well be troubled by his writing.

Their theory of expenditure is reductionist—pure expenditure is not possible

Boldt-Irons, 1995 [Leslie Anne, On Bataille: Critical Essays]
Arkady Plotnitsky takes as his point of departure Bataille's notion of expenditure when he asks whether or not Bataille avoids idealizing waste which he opposes to consumption for productive purposes. While Plotnitsky points to Bataille's tendency at times to "subordinate the effect of exchange and consumption" (to a somewhat idealized insistence on the primordiality of waste), he also underlines Bataille's awareness that to privilege expenditure unconditionally is just as untenable as to not account for its loss. Plotnitsky argues that Bataille's "insistence on waste is saved by his labyrinthine complexity of inscription of these theories." In writing of an exchange of expenditures, Bataille avoids reducing his view of economy to either an exchange economy or to one that is entirely free of exchange, the exuberance of the sovereign operations which he describes always involve more than mere waste or expenditure.

Bataile FL 

Bataille is wrong—his theories of death and sacrifice are based on non-falsifiable assertions contradicted by real world anthropological data

Olson, Allegheny College, 1994 [Carl, “Eroticism, violence, and sacrifice: A postmodern theory of religion and ritual,” Method & Theory in the Study of Religion 6.3, p. 237-238, 241-248]
4. Eroticism and death Without giving any historical proof for his position, Bataille asserts that the origin of eroticism can be traced prior to the division of humanity into those who were free and those who were slaves. It's origins can be found m pre- historic signs of erotic life embodied by figures with large breasts and erect penises, but its foundation is the sexual act itself (Bataille 1989a: 66). The knowledge of death plays an important role m the origin of eroticism. Al-though his claim cannot be refuted or proven, Bataille asserts that prehistoric beings were aware of death, an awareness that gave nse to an awareness of eroticism. The knowledge of death is essential because it gives rise to a sensibility that m turn stimulates eroticism, an extreme emotion that sepa- rates the sexuality of humans from that of animals (Bataille 1989a: 31-32, 23).5 The difference between humans and animals is more precisely defined when he states that "eroticism differs from the animal sexual impulse m that it is, m principle, just as work is, the conscious searching for an end, for sensual pleasure." (Bataille 1989a: 44) There is also an anticipation by the participants m erotic play that it will culminate with sensual pleasure. In the pleasure of erotic play one does not gain anything or become enriched, unlike [continues…] 6. Bataille's theory and the Sun Dance Bataille failed to test his theory of sacrifice by applying it to actual examples of sacrifice m the religions of the world. Havmg defined the nature of sacnfice for Bataille, it is therefore necessary to compare it to an actual sacnfice. In order to demonstrate the shortcomings of Bataille's theory of sacrifice I have chosen to apply it to the Sun Dance of the Sioux. Following this example, I suggest that, contrary to Bataille's theory, a more reasonable interpretation of the Sun Dance can be attained by concentratmg on its symbolism. This approach is suggested by the theoretical work of Clifford Geertz (1971) and Victor Turner (1967; 1968; 1975), the latter of whom refers to a symbol as the smallest umt of ntual or as storage umts of dynamic entities. My account of the Sun Dance relies on the work James R. Walker (1980) because his information was gathered from several different sources, and it represents the most authoritative account available to us of the rite in one period of its history My approach presupposes that the nte and its meaning have continued to change m response to new circumstances for the Sioux. By selectmg this nte, I am bemg eminently fair to Bataille, from one perspective, because the erotic and violent features of the Sun Dance could be used to prove the validity of his theory The complexity of the Sun Dance makes it difficult to interpret. Although he does not consider the Sun Dance of the Sioux, Jorgensen (1972: 206, 236) interprets, for mstance, the Ute and Shoshone nte as an acquisition of power that transforms the person and allows him to gain power, status, and autonomy From another perspective, Melody (1976) interprets the Sun Dance of the Sioux as a commemoration of tribal virtues expressed m the dance, a celebration of the people, an acknowledgment of the generative power of the sun, and a celebration of renewal. The rejoicing over renewal of the world is close to Hultkrantz's mterpretation (1981. 238) of the nte as a recreation of the cosmos. According to Hassnck (1967' 238, 248), the Sun Dance represents a socially umfymg activityactivity and a chance to resolve a conflict between an individual ego and the adjustment to the physical and social forces. And Lewis (1972: 47) mterprets the Sun Dance in terms of its various functions: umfymg force; maintaining tribal traditions; insuring tribal well-bemg in huntmg and warfare; offering to the dancer perpetual prestige. I propose offenng a different mterpretive approach for the Sun Dance that cntically reflects on Bataille's theory According to this interpretation, the Sun Dance of the Sioux exhibits a threefold significance: existential, social, and cosmic. In other words, if one examines the many symbols associated with the nte, one will see that this sacnfice enables one to attain three levels of being. While the sacred pole was bemg pamted, mstructors and students sat m a circle around the black painted figures of a buffalo and man, each de- picted with exaggerated gemtals, m order to impart to the man the potency of Iya, patron-god of libertmism, and to the buffalo the potency of Gnaski, the crazy buffalo and patron-god of licentiousness (Walker 1980: 107-108). According to Black Elk's non-nsqué interpretation of the images, the buffalo represented all the four-legged animals on the earth, and the figure of the man signified all people (Brown 1979' 79). In contrast, Bataille would be quick to seize on the erotic connections of the patron gods of libertinism and licentiousness. However, if the erotic is a quest for sensual pleasure, repre- sents a realm of play, and reveals a foretaste of continuity, it cannot be used to interpret the meaning of Iya and Gnaski because within the context of the Sun Dance they more powerfully suggest the renewal and recreation motifs of the rite. Bataille's concept of eroticism also would not fit into an insightful interpretation of the Sun Dance as a dominant theme of the rite because of its anti-social character as a solitary activity accomplished m secret. The heterological method of Bataille is intended to alleviate the contra- dictions of life and free the individual from the homogeneity of the world. In contrast to Bataille's insistence on a search for radical difference, the world- view of the Sioux, embodied m the symbolic aspects of the Sun Dance con-ceived as an offering of body and soul to Wakan-Tanka (the Great Spmt), suggests a homogeneous view of the cosmos. The umverse, for mstance, is represented by the round form of the ceremomal drum, whose steady beat is the throbbmg at the centre of the cosmos (Brown 1979' 69). Within the context of the Sun Dance, the cosmic pillar of the umverse is represented by the cottonwood tree, which further represents the enemy who is symbolically killed and transported back to the centre of the campcamp by means of sticks because human hands are not allowed to touch the body The ntual partic- ipants consecrate the tree with the stem of the sacred pipe, another symbol of the earth, the buffalo, and everything that lives and grows on the earth. Once the tree is trimmed of its branches and its sides and branch tips are painted red, the rawhide effigies of a man and a buffalo are suspended from the crosspiece of the sacred tree, which is then placed into a hole at the centre of the camp. The sacred tree not only suggests a umversal pillar, but it also represents the wayway of the people (Brown 1979 69, 75-76). Other cosmic symbols are the sun and earth signified by a red circle, symbolic of all that is sacred. In the centre of the circle representing the sun is a blue circle which suggests Wakan-Tanka, the centre of the cosmos and all existence (Brown 1979' 71-72). Moreover, the lodge of the Sun Dance is composed of twenty- eight poles, each signifying an object of creation, and staked m a circle that represents the entire created world (Brown 1979' 80). It is difficult to find anything excessive or transgressme in these cosmic symbols of the Sioux that would support Bataille's position. Rather than achieving the differentiation that Bataille's theory advocates, the sun dancer symbolically acquires the cosmos. According to the ethno- logical report of Walker (1980: 114), the candidate who dances the most excruciatingly painful form of the dance with the intention of becoming a shaman is given a small hoop by his mentor. This hoop is symbolic of the sky, the four winds, time, all things that grow, and all circular thmgs made by the tribe. After his successful completion of the dance, the sun dancer is allowed to place this symbol on his tipi. This privilege suggests that he attams all that the hoop symbolizes. Contrary to Bataille's theory, the highest aspiring sun dancer does not find that the cosmos becomes other for him, and he does not stand as an individual sovereign within the cosmos. He rather becomes part of the whole, and he acquires the cosmos. Instead of perceiving the cosmic symbolism associated with the most painful performance of the rite, Bataille's writings suggest that he would stress its sadistic and masochistic aspects. Sadism, an excessive violation of modesty and a violent excretion, is not onlyonly an eruption of excremental forces, but it also forms a limitation by subjugating whatever is opposed to such an eruption (Bataille 1970-1988: II, 56). If masochism is an enjoyment of pain, the violence exercised on the flesh of the sun dancers would be viewed by Bataille as a transgression and violation of the participant's flesh, which also calls attention to the flesh itself and connects it to the erotic. Bataille also mamtams (1984: 91) that violence agamst the flesh is an external manifestation of the internal violence of the sacnficial participant, which is perceived as a loss of blood and vanous forms of ejaculations. Moreover, for Bataille the cuttingcutting of the flesh would be  suggestive of the discontinuity of the self. Unlike the solitary activity of eroticism for Bataille, the sun dancer of the Sioux rite does not distinguish or divorce himself from his society because he represents the people and suffers on their behalf during the rite. After punfymg themselves, their clothing, and the equipment to be used m the nte, the participants crycry at the centre of the campcamp and assume the suffering of the people, which enables other tribal members to gain understanding and strength (Brown 1979' 72, 78). If there is present the discontinuity charac-tenstic of Bataille's profane human society among the Sioux, the Sun Dance bridges any social divisions by uniting the social bonds of a particular tribe and umtmg them with different Indian tribes. By means of an invitation from the tribe initiating the nte prior to its begmnng, other Indian tribes are invited to participate m the nte, even though some of the visitors may be hereditary enemies (Dorsey 1894: 452). This scenano enhances the social solidarity of the Indian nation and builds a closer relationship with the things of the um- verse ; the sacred centre created by the dancers is alleged always to be with them throughout the remainder of their existence. There is no evidence of transgressme or excessive social behaviour by the sun dancers m Bataille's sense. Moreover, the dancers have acquired a sacred power dunng the nte that they may later share with other members of their societysociety According to Powers (1977' 100), the acquired power of the sun dancers may be mvested m those who are sick by the placement of the dancers' hands on the less fortunate. Thereby the sacred power is shared to cure the sick, and enter into communion with others. In comparison to Bataille's theory, the sun dancers do not differentiate themselves from their society They share a sacred power that can benefit every member of the tribe. Bataille's heterological method and its stress on finding radical difference prevents him from seeing the socially unifying possibilities of a rite such as the Sun Dance. According to Bataille, violence is inevitable because human beings can- not totally reject it. In contrast to Bataille's theory, the Sun Dance represents a threefold sacrifice of which the initial two sacrificial actions are symbolic: cutting down the cottonwood tree which is symbolic of the enemy; shooting at the effigies of a man and buffalo suspended from the crosspiece of the sacred tree, and the final action of the actual sacrifice of human flesh on the fourth day of the rite. The second symbolic killing of the effigies of a man and buffalo, amid much rejoicing by the participants, represents the hope for future success m hunting and victory in war (Powers 1977' 98). These sym-bolic killings by the Sioux violates Bataille's assertion that violence cannot be controlled. Rather, the symbolic nature of the Sioux killings suggests a limiting and eventual termination of violence and not a promoting of any cycle of violence. Although Bataille is right to emphasize the importance of violence m sacrifice, there does not appear to be any danger that the con- tagious violence of the sacred will overflow and overwhelm the Sioux and other tribes. There are certainly martial features to the Sun Dance, but their symbolic nature suggests a containment of violence rather than any overflow- ing of it. Bataille's theory does make clear, however, that the Sioux accept violence, even though they try to reject or control it. Within the drama of the Sun Dance, there is a hint of an inherent prestige associated with victims who choose to perform the sacrifice in the most painful and violent manner. The actual sacnficial victims, for instance, can choose to dance m any of four ways-ways: gazing at the sun from dawn to dusk; having wooden skewers, tied to rawhide ropes secured about half wayway up the sacred pole, mserted into their breasts; having wooden skewers mserted mto the breasts and then being suspended about one foot off the ground; or having wooden skewers inserted which then are attached with thongs to one or more buffalo skull(s) that must be dragged along the dance area (Powers 1977' 98-99). The Sun Dance is not completed until the flesh of the victim has been torn through, representing the death and rebirth of the victim. It is permissible for others to assist by pulling on the ropes to end the victim,' agony As well, the multiple number of sun dancers contradicts Bataille's assertion (1988a: 59) that a victim represents a surplus of communal wealth and substitutes for other members of the commumty Neither is the victim an accursed share destmed for violent destruction. Bataille is nght, however, to emphasize the importance of death m sacnfice, which possesses the power to return one to continuity by means of eroticism. What he fails to see is the connection between death and spintual rebirth. And due to his notion of eroticism, which represents a disequilibrmm that stimulates a person consciously to call one's being into question, Bataille is not able to recogmze that the sun dancer is actually actually able to find his identity Although Bataille's theory of sacrifice does not account for the Sun Dance in its entirety, the rite does adhere to his theory to some extent because it calls attention to the flesh and reveals external violence and the internal violence of the subject. The violation and breaking of the sun dancer's flesh does suggest the usefulness of Bataille's observation about the intimate connection between human flesh and violence. However, by giving pieces of their flesh, the sun dancers impugn Bataille's claim that the violation of the victim's flesh connotes a connection to a sexual act. At this point, Bataille's theory is problematic because it lacks consistent sense m the context of the Sun Dance. Bataille's need to reintroduce eroticism blinds him to the facts or drama of an actual sacrifice. The flesh of the sacrificial victim m the Sun Dance represents ignorance (Brown 1979' 85) and not the dispossession of the self, an anti-social aspect of eroticism for Bataille. From an existential perspective, to be freed from the ropes tied to the skewers symbolizes freedom from the bonds of the flesh and not some erotic urge. The lack of an erotic emotion is evident m the symbolism of donning rabbit skins on the dancer's arms and legs. The rabbit is a symbol of humility, a virtue with which one must approach Wakan-Tanka. The victim is also equated symbolically with the sacred pipe that stretches from heaven to earth (Brown 1979. 74). In this context, the sacred pipe mdicates the transcending of earthlyearthly flesh. The dancer becomes the centre of the world m which the four directions meet when he is tied at the centre of the four poles, so that the four directions converge m his body (Brown 1979' 95). Within the drama of the Sun Dance, elements of eroticism, violence, and death are evident. This does not mean, however, that these features of sacrifice necessarily involve stressing separation, difference, transgression, and excess. Although it is possible to find these features in the Sun Dance to some degree, the Sioux nte stresses finding one's identity within a religious and social tradition. By successfully completmg the nte, a sun dancer does not separate himself from the group or become distinct from other things; rather, he often assumes a position of leadership within the tribe. And, as already noted, the sun dancer is intimately related to his mentor, ntual assistant or second, and other members of the tribe who play various roles m the nte. All this suggests the socially unifying nature of the nte. Moreover, within a tribal society such as the Sioux, the individual's identity is sociallysocially defined, even though one's visions and dreams help one to define oneself and one's place within a wider social context. Besides being a form of human sacnfice, the Sun Dance also functions as an initiation rite. The dancer, having died to his former ignorant condition, attains a totally new existential status of enlightenment and responsibility The ordeal that one endures is often accompanied by visions of the divine; the successful completion of the nte is a prereqmsite if one aspires to become a shaman. Walker (1980: 182) notes that after the successful completion of the Sun Dance the victim is eligible for leadership of a war party or for chieftamship. The candidate receives new meamng and status which is symbolized by the red design, drawn on his chest by the shaman as a symbol of all that is sacred. Furthermore, the victim is equated throughout the nte with the moon, which waxes and wanes, lives and dies, like all things (Brown 1979- 71). 7 Concluding remarks The significance of the Sun Dance enables us to see that there is an alternative interpretation to Bataille's theory that is more faithful to the actual evidence and is not simply imposed on the ritual activities by the creative imagination of a theorist. This interpretive analysis of the Sun Dance is suggested by the patterns exhibited by the nte itself and reflects more accurately the actual nte and its religious and symbolic context. Bataille, however, includes a personal agenda because he wants to re-introduce the erotic into religion. In other words, Bataille's theoretical speculation about eroticism shapes his theory of religion and sacnfice. Thus, his theoretical world-view takes precedence over the religious phenomena that he examines. With his involvement in the Surrealist movement, his emphasis on em- bracing bodily waste, his anal and erotic obsessions, the role of the ambiguous pineal eye in his works, and composition of excessively obscene novels, all suggest an explicit advocacy of decadence by Bataille. In his work entitled My Mother, the socially excessive theme is mcest. His novel The Blue of Noon, for mstance, focuses on the nauseous and squalid aspects of human life where its characters are engaged m endless orgies, vomiting, and unnat- mg. The erotic and death are contmually united in his Story of the Eye when, for example, the two leading libertmes of the novel have sexual mtercourse next to the cadaver of a young girl they have driven to death. Two further dramatic examples are the rape of a priest by the female protagomst and his death by strangulation and simultaneous sexual orgasm, and the death of the distracted matador gorged through his eye by the hom of a bull as he is distracted and blinded by the obscene antics of the female protagomst. Bataille's hermeneutical method of heterology is designed to lead to ex- cess and decadence. Trymg to explain his mithode de meditataon used m his book on religious expenence, Bataille wntes (1954: 216), "I think like a girl takes off her dress. At its most extreme pomt, thought is immodesty, obscen- ity itself." This kind of statement seems to suggest de Sade or Mephistopheles becommg Faust. In his work on heterology, Pefams summarily states (1991. 41) that the works of Bataille are "a theater of the excremental m whose scenes one may glimpse golden threads." Frednc Jameson (1991. 382), a self-admitted Amencan adherent of postmodern literary cnticism, affirms that decadence is a charactenstic of postmodermsm: "'Decadence' is thus in some way the very premonition of the postmodern itself, but under condi- tions that make it impossible to predict that aftermath with any sociological or cultural accuracy, thereby divertmg the vague sense of a future into more fantastic forms, all borrowed from the misfits and eccentrics, the perverts and the Others, or aliens, of the present (modem) system." And if, as sug- gested by Rosen (1987' 142), this decadence originates in political despair, Bataille's hermeneutical program is a political manifesto and not an apt tool for interpretmg religious phenomena. From a more positive perspective, Bataille's theory of religion does call attention to neglected elements in the study of religion in the form of bodily waste: excrement, saliva, tears, unne, mucus, dirt, skin, and so forth. Al- though his distinction between the sacred and the profane cannot be applied consistently as a useful hermeneutical device with the religious phenomena or world-view of Native Amencan Indians, his emphasis on the difference within the sacred itself is suggestive. He is also nght to stress the violent aspects of sacrifice and their sexual implications. Although violence is certainly present m the Sun Dance, the Sioux rite appears to move in the direction of nonviolence - by symbolically killing an enemy represented by a tree, for instance - that undermines Bataille's opinion that violence cannot be contained. By offering his body and soul, the Sioux sun dancer points to a renewal and continuance of cosmic generative forces. The Sun Dance also joins Indian societies together and provides for social continuity by allowing others to share m the sacred power engendered by the rituals. Moreover, the rite enables the sun dancer to become ontologically transformed by being reborn and being set free of his mortal flesh. Although there is a sense in which the sun dancer is distinctive, the emphasis of the nte is unity with societysociety and social well-being rather than stressing the differences between the sacrificial victim and society .

Bataile FL
Bataille got it all wrong – it is precisely because of the finiteness of life that it must be preserved – their value to life claims can only be made from a position that does not respect it

Jean-Luc Nancy, 1991, French Philosopher, “The Unsacrificable” Yale French Studies 79

But if sovereignty is nothing, if the “obscure God” is only the obscurity of desire ecstatic in the face of itself, if existence arranges itself only towards its own finitude, then we must think apart from sacrifice. On the one hand, what is at stake since the beginning of the Western sublation of sacrifice should definitively be acknowledged: strictly speaking we know nothing decisive about the old sacrifice. We need to admit that what we consider as a mercenary exchange (“Here is the butter…”) sustained and gave meaning to billions of individual and collective existences, and we do not know how to think about what founds this gesture. (We can only guess, confusedly, that this barter in itself goes beyond barter.) On the contrary, we know that, for us, it is absolutely impossible to declare: “here are the lives, where are the others?” (all the others: our other lives, the life of a great Other, the other of life and the other life in general). Consequently, on the other hand, it should be definitively acknowledged that the Western economy of sacrifice has come to a close, and that it is closed by the decomposition of the sacrificial apparatus itself, that bloody transgression by which the “moment of the finite” would be transcended and appropriated infinitely. But finitude is not a “moment” in a process or an economy. A finite existence does not have to let its meaning spring forth through a destructive explosion of its finitude. Not only does it not have to do so; in a sense it cannot even do so: thought rigorously, thought according to its Ereignis, “finitude” signifies that existence cannot be sacrificed. It cannot be sacrificed because, in itself, it is already, not sacrificed, but offered to the world. There is a resemblance, and the two can be mistaken for one another; and yet, there is nothing more dissimilar. One could say: existence is in essence sacrificed. To say this would be to reproduce, in one of its forms, the fundamental utterance of Western sacrifice. And we would have to add this major form, which necessarily follows: that existence is, in its essence, sacrifice. To say that existence is offered is no doubt to use a word from the sacrificial vocabulary (and if we were in the German language, it would be the same word: Opfer, Aufopfertmg). But it is an attempt to mark that, if we have to say that existence is sacrificed, it is not in any case sacrificed by anyone, nor is it sacrificed to anything. "Existence is offered" means the finitude of existence. Finitude is not negativity cut out of being and granting access, through this cutting, to the restored integrity of being or to sovereignty. Finitude utters what Bataille utters in saying that sovereignty is nothing. Finitude simply corresponds to the generative formula of the thought of existence, which is the thought of the finitude of being, or the thought of the meaning of being as the finitude of meaning. This formula states: "the "essence" of Dasein lies in its existence.22 If its essence (in quotation marks) is in its existence, it is that the existent has no essence. It cannot be returned to the trans-appropriation of an essence. But it is offered, that is to say, it is presented to the existence that it is. The existence exposes being in its essence disappropriated of all essence, and thus of all "being:" the being that is not. Such negativity, however, does not come dialectically to say that it shall be, that it shall finally be a trans-appropriated Self. On the contrary, this negation affirms the inappropriate as its most appropriate form of appropriation, and in truth as the unique mode of all appropriation. Also, the negative mode of this utterance: "being is not" does not imply a negation but an ontological affirmation. This is what is meant by Ereignis. The existent arrives, takes place, and this is nothing but a being-thrown into the world. In this being-thrown, it is offered. But it is offered by no one, to no one. Nor is it self-sacrificed, if nothing—no being, no subject—precedes its being-thrown. In truth, it is not even offered or sacrificed to a Nothing, to a Nothingness or an Other in whose abyss it would come to enjoy its own impossibility of being impossibly. It is exactly at this point that both Bataille and Heidegger must be relentlessly corrected. Corrected, that is: withdrawn from the slightest tendency towards sacrifice. For this tendency towards sacrifice, or through sacrifice, is always linked to a fascination with an ecstasy turned towards an Other or towards an absolute Outside, into which the subject is diverted/spilled the better to be restored. Western sacrifice is haunted by an Outside of finitude, as obscure and bottomless as this "outside" may be. But there is no "outside." The event of existence, the "there is," means that there is nothing else. There is no "obscure God." There is no obscurity that would be God. In this sense, and since there is no longer any clear divine epiphany, I might say that what technique presents us with could simply be: clarity without God. The clarity, however, of an open space in which an open eye can no longer be fascinated. Fascination is already proof that something has been accorded to obscurity and its bloody heart. But there is nothing to accord, nothing but "nothing." "Nothing" is not an abyss open to the outside. "Nothing" affirms finitude, and this "nothing" at once returns existence to itself and to nothing else. It desubjectivizes it, removing all possibility of trans-appropriating itself through anything but its own event, advent. Existence, in this sense, its proper sense, is unsacrificeable. Thus there is room to give meaning to the infinite absence of appropriable meaning. Once again, "technique" could well constitute such an horizon. That is once more to say, there must be no retreat: the closure of an immanence. But this immanence would not have lost or be lacking transcendence. In other words, it would not be sacrifice in any sense of the word. What we used to call "transcendence" would signify rather that appropriation is immanent, but that "immanence" is not some indistinct coagulation: it is made only from its horizon. The horizon holds existence at a distance from itself, in the gap or the "between" that constitutes it: between birth and death, between one and the others. One does not enter the between, which is also the space of the play of mimesis and of methexis. Not because it would be an abyss, an altar, or an impenetrable heart, but because it would be nothing other than the limit of finitude; and lest we confuse it with, say, Hegelian "finiteness," this limit is a limit that does not soar above nothingness. Existence alone breaks away from even itself. Does this mean rejoicing in a mediocre and limited life? Surely such a suspicion could itself come only from a mediocre and limited life. And it is this same life that could suddenly be exalted, fascinated, by sacrifice. Neither pain nor death are to be denied. Still less, if possible, are these to be sought after in view of some transappropriation. At issue, rather, is a pain that no longer sacrifices, and which one no longer sacrifices. True pain, doubtless, and perhaps even the truest of all. It does not efface joy (nor enjoyment), and yet, it is not the latter's dialectical or sublimating threshhold either. There is no threshhold, no sublime and bloody gesture, that will cross it. After all, Western sacrifice has almost always known, and almost always been ready to say, that it sacrificed to nothing. That is why it has always tended to say that true sacrifice was no longer sacrifice. Yet henceforth it is incumbent upon us to say—after Bataille, with him and beyond him—that there is no "true" sacrifice, that veritable existence is unsacrificeable, and that finally the truth of existence is that it cannot be sacrificed.

Bataile FL 
Embracing excess leads to extinction – conservation is key

Allan STOEKL, 2007, Professor of French and Comparative Literature – Penn State University, “Excess and Depletion: Bataille’s Surprisingly Ethical Model of Expenditure” in Reading Bataille Now edited by Shannon Winnubst, p. 253-4

Humans waste not only the energy accumulated by other species, but, just as important, their own energy, because humans themselves soon hit the limits to growth. Human society cannot indefinitely reproduce: soon enough what today is called the “carrying capacity” of an environment is reached.3 Only so many babies can be born, homes built, colonies founded. Then limits are reached. Some excess can be used in the energy and population required for military expansion (the case, according to Bataille, with Islam {1976a, 83-92; 1988, 81-91}), but soon that too screeches to a halt. A steady state can be attained by devoting large numbers of people and huge quantities of wealth and labor to useless activity: thus the large numbers of unproductive Tibetan monks, nuns, and their lavish temples (1976a, 93-108; 1988, 93-110). Or, most notably, one can waste wealth in military buildup and constant warfare. No doubt this solution kept populations stable in the past (one thinks of constant battles between South American Indian tribes), but in the present (i.e., 1949) the huge amounts of wealth devoted to military armament, worldwide, can only lead to nuclear holocaust (1976a, 159-60; 1988, 169-71).     This final point leads to Bataille’s version of a Hegelian “Absolute Knowing,” one based not so much on the certainty of a higher knowledge as on the certainty of a higher expenditure, improperly conceived, can threaten the very existence of society. Bataille’s theory, then, is a profoundly ethical one: we must somehow distinguish between versions of excess that are “on the scale of the universe,” and whose recognition-implementation guarantees the survival of society (and human expenditure), and other versions that entail blindness to the real role of expenditure and thereby threaten man’s, not to mention the planet’s, survival.     This, in very rough outline, is the main thrust of Bataille’s book. By viewing man as waster rather than conserver, Bataille manages to invert the usual order of economics: the moral imperative, so to speak, is the furthering of a “good” expenditure, which we might lose sight of if we stress an inevitably selfish model of conservation or utility. For if conservation is put first, inevitably the bottled-up forces will break loose, but in unforeseen and in, so to speak, untheorized ways. We should focus our attention, not on conservation, maintenance, and the steady state – which can lead only to mass destruction and the ultimate wasting of the world – but instead on the modes of waste in which we, as human animals, should engage.     But how does one go about privileging waste in an era in which waste seems to be the root of all evil? Over fifty years after the publication of The Accursed Share, we live in an era in which nuclear holocaust no longer seems the main threat. But other dangers lurk, ones just as terrifying and definitive: global warming, deforestation, and the depletion of resources – above all, energy resources: oil, coal, even uranium. How can we possibly talk about valorizing waste, when waste seems to be the principle evil threatening the continued existence of the biosphere on which we depend? Wouldn’t it make more sense to stress conservation, sustainability, downsizing, rather than glorious excess?

Bataile FL 

Bataille’s theory of energy is flawed – viewing the world the way he does leads to the collapse of civilization and slavery

Allan STOEKL, 2007, Professor of French and Comparative Literature – Penn State University, “Excess and Depletion: Bataille’s Surprisingly Ethical Model of Expenditure” in Reading Bataille Now edited by Shannon Winnubst, p. 254-8

To think about the use-value of Bataille, we must first think about the nature of energy in his presentation. For Bataille, excessive energy is natural: it is first solar (as it comes to us from the sun), then biological (as it passes from the sun to plants and animals to us), then human (as it is wasted in our monuments. artifacts, and social rituals). The movement from each stage to the next involves an ever-greater wasting: the sun spends its energy without being repaid; plants take the sun's energy, convert it, and throw off the excess in their wild proliferation; and animals burn off the energy conserved by plants (carnivores are much less "efficient" than herbivores), all the way up the food chain. "On the surface of the globe, for living matter in general, energy is always in excess, the question can always be posed in terms of extravagance [luxe], the choice is limited to how wealth is to he squandered {le mode de la dilapidation des richesses}" (1976a, 31; 1988, 23, italics in original). There never is or will be a shortage of energy; it can never be used up by man or anything else because it comes, in endless profusion, from the sun.    Georges Ambrosino, Bataille's friend, a nuclear scientist, is credited in the introduction of The Accursed Share (1976a, 23; 1988, 191) as the inspiration for a number of the theses worked out in the book. In some unpublished "notes preliminary to the writing of The Accursed Share" (1976a, 465-69), Ambrosino sets out very clearly some of the ideas underlying Bataille's work:     We affirm that the appropriated energies produced during a period are superior in quantity to the appropriated energies that are strictly necessary to their production. For production rigor of the thesis, it would be necessary to compare the appropriated energies of the same quality. The system produces all the appropriated energies that are necessary to it, it products them in greater quantities than are needed, and finally it even produces appropriated energies that its maintenance at the given level does not require. In an elliptical form, but more striking, we can say that the energy produced is superior to the energy necessary for its production. (I 976a, 469)4     Most striking here is the rather naive faith that, indeed, there always will be an abundance of energy, and that spending energy to get energy inevitably results in a surplus of energy. Ambrosino, in other words, projects a perpetual surplus of energy return on energy investment (EROEI).5 One can perhaps imagine how a nuclear scientist, in the early days of speculation about peaceful applications of atomic energy, might have put it this way. Or a petroleum geologist might have thought the same way, speculating on the productivity of the earth shortly after the discovery of a giant oil field.6 Over fifty years later it is much harder to think along these lines.     Indeed, these assumptions are among those most contested by current energy theorists and experts. First, we might question the supposition that, since all energy in the biosphere ultimately derives from the sun, and the sun is an inexhaustible source of energy (at least in relation to the limited life spans of organisms), there will always be a surplus of energy. The correctness of this thesis depends on the perspective from which we view the sun's energy. From the perspective of an ecosystem—say, a forest—the thesis is true: them will always be more than enough solar energy so that plants can grow luxuriantly (provided growing conditions are right: soil. rainfall, etc.) and in that way supply an abundance of biomass, the excess of which will support a plethora of animals and, ultimately, humans. All living creatures will in this way always absorb more energy than is necessary for their strict survival and reproduction; the excess energy they (re)produce will inevitably, somehow, have to be burned of.     If we shift this perspective slightly, however, we will see that an excess of the sun's energy is not always available. It is (and will continue to be) extremely difficult to achieve a positive energy return directly from solar energy.7 As an energy form, solar energy has proven to be accessible primarily through organic (and fossilized) concentration: wood, coal, and oil. In human society, at least as it has developed over the last few millennia, these energy sources have been tapped and have allowed the development of human culture and the proliferation of human population. It has often been argued that this development/proliferation is not due solely to technological developments and the input of human labor; instead, it is the ability to utilize highly concentrated energy sources that has made society's progress possible. Especially in the last two hundred years, human population has expanded mightily, as has the production of human wealth. This has been made possible by the energy contributed to the production and consumption processes by the combust ion of fuels in ever more sophisticated mechanical devices: first wood and then coal in steam engines, and then oil and its derivatives (including hydrogen, via natural gas) in internal combustion engines. Wealth, in other words, has its origins not just in the productivity of human labor and its ever more sophisticated technological refinements, as both the bourgeois and Marxist traditions would argue, but in the energy released from (primarily) fossil fuels through the use of innovative devices. In the progress from wood to coal, and from coal to oil, there is a constant progression in the amount of energy produced from a certain mass of material. Always more energy, not necessarily efficiently used: always more goods produced, consumers to consume them, and energy-based fertilizers to produce the food needed to feed them. The rise of civilization as we know it, then, is tied directly to the type of fuels used to power and feed it.8     Certainly BataiIle, following Ambrosino, would see in this ever-increasing energy use a continuation—but on a much grander scale—of the tendency of animals to expend energy conserved in plant matter. Indeed, burning wood is nothing more than that. But the fact remains that by tapping into the concentrated energy of fossil fuels, humans have at their disposal (ancient) solar energy—derived from fossil plants (coal) and algae (oil)—in such a concentrated form that equivalent amounts of energy could never be derived from solar energy alone.9     In a limited sense, then, Bataille and Ambrosino are right: all the energy we use ultimately derives from the sun. They are wrong in ignoring the fact that for society as we know it to function, with our attendant leisure made possible by "energy slaves," energy derived from fossil fuels, with their high EROEI, will be necessary for the indefinite future.10 There is simply no other equally rich source of energy available to us; moreover, no other source will likely be available to us in the future. Bataille's theory, on the other hand, ultimately rests on the assumption that energy is completely renewable, that there will always be a high EROEI, and that, for that reason, we need not worry about our dependence on finite (depletable) energy sources. The Accursed Share for this reason presents us with a strange amalgam of awareness of the central role energy plays in relation to economics (not to mention life in general) and a willful ignorance concerning the social-technological modes of energy delivery and use, which are far more than mere technical details. We might posit that the origin of this oversight in Bataille's thought is to be found in the economic theory, and ultimately philosophy, both bourgeois and Marxist, of the modern period, where energy resources and raw materials do not enter into economic (or philosophical) calculations, since they are taken for granted: the earth makes human activity possible, and in a sense we give the earth meaning, dignity, by using resources that otherwise would remain inert, unknown, insignificant (one thinks of Sartre's "in-itself" here). Value has its origin, in this view, not in the "natural" raw materials or energy used to produce things, but in human activity itself. Bataille merely revises this model by characterizing human activity—in other words, production—as primarily involving gift giving and wasting, rather than production and accumulation.     We can argue, then, that solar energy is indeed always produced, always in excess (at least in relation to the limited life spans of individuals, and even species): but it is fossil fuels that best conserve this energy and deliver it in a rich form that we humans can effectively use. Unfortunately; these fuels can be depleted, indeed, are in the process of being depleted.      Why is this important in the context of Bataille? For a very simple reason: if Bataille does not worry about energy cost and depletion, he need not worry about energy conservation. Virtually every contemporary commentator on energy use sees only one short-term solution: conservation. Since fossil fuels are not easily replaceable by renewable sources of energy, our only option is to institute radical plans for energy conservation—or risk the complete collapse of our civilization when, in the near future, oil, coal, and natural gas production declines, and the price of fuel necessarily skyrockets.11 Indeed, some commentators, foreseeing the eventual complete depletion of Fossil energy stores, predict a return to feudalism (Perelman 1981), or simply a quasi-Neolithic state of human culture, with a radically reduced global population (Price 1995).     Without a theory of depletion, then, Bataille can afford to ignore conservation in all senses: not only of resources and energy, but also in labor, wealth, and so on. He can also ignore (perhaps alarmist) models of cultural decline. In Bataille's view, energy will always reproduce itself with a surplus: thus, the core problem of our civilization is how we waste this excess. We need never question the existence of the "energy slaves" that make this squandering of the products of human labor, and of our own time and effort, possible. Nor will there need to he any consideration of the fact that these virtual energy slaves may very well, in the not-so-distant future, have to be replaced by real human slaves. (Who or what else would do the work?)

Bataile FL 

A.
The alternative results in fascism – it is impossible to draw the line between “good” subversive violence and “bad” totalitarianism – Bataille’s embrace of the former inevitably results in the latter.

Richard Wolin, Distinguished Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York, 2004
[“"Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology," The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Published by Princeton University Press, ISBN 9781400825967, p. 179-182 // BATMAN]

Bataille's unabashed admiration of fascist methods—for example, their aesthetics of violence—had surfaced in a manner that proved profoundly embarrassing to Breton and his allies. In Bataille's view, only the fascist revolutions in Italy and Germany had been successful in challenging liberal democratic decadence. They alone had replaced the decrepit value system of bourgeois society with a [end page 179] new collective mythology, a restoration of myth so avidly desired by the belief-starved masses. This telltale flirtation with a "left fascism"—the advocacy of fascist methods for left-wing political ends—was apparent from the group's inaugural manifesto of October 1935, "Contre-Attaque: Union de lutte des intellectuals revolutionnaires." A sanguinary fascination with revolutionary violence suffused the manifesto, in which Bataille's views played a formative role. Thus, one of the group's resolutions emphasized that "public safety" ("le salut publique") required an "uncompromising dictatorship of the armed people." Europe's political destiny would be determined by "the creation of a vast network of disciplined and fanatical forces capable of exercis- ing one day a merciless dictatorship." In conclusion, Bataille and his confreres explicitly praised fascist methods: "The time has come for all of us to behave like masters and to physically destroy the slaves of capitalism. . . . We intend to make use of the weapons created by fascism, which has known how to make use of the fundamental human aspiration for affective exaltation and fanaticism."" The stress on revolutionary violence, the endorsement of "sovereignty" and "mastership," the celebration of "affective exaltation and fanaticism"—the emotional side of mass politics that fascism had excelled in exploiting—represent key aspects of the ethos of left fascism as propagated by Bataille. In the context at hand, it is of more than passing interest to note that the notion of a "revolt of the masters" ("Herren-Aufstand") was one of the key ideas of Ernst Jiinger's prophetic 1932 fascist manifesto Der Arbeiter (The Worker)." A heuristic definition of left fascism suggests the idea—extremely widespread in 1930s French politics—of appropriating fascist methods for the ends of the political left. But this approach ran up against an insoluble methodological dilemma. At a certain point it became impossible to define the magic line or point of no return where the assimilation of fascist means had become indistinguishable from the fascist cause. As Allan Stoekl has remarked, "Effervescence, the subversive violence of the masses, the baseness of their refusal to enter into boring discussions—all these things, then, without a clear and correct theory behind them, could easily be reversed into fascism, as Bataille quickly became aware."84 [end page 180] Henri Dubief, a former member of Contre-Attaque, has described Bataille's political thinking circa 1935 in the following terms: Persuaded of [fascism's] intrinsic perversity, Bataille affirmed its historical and political superiority to a depraved workers' movement and to corrupt liberal democracy. . . . There is an inevitable movement from anguish to intoxication over fascism. At this moment there were reflections of the fascist experience among Georges Bataille and his friends. Later, the influence of Hitler's neopaganism was patent in the case of Acephale.85 The publication of a one-page manifesto, "Sous le Feu des Canons Francais" ("Under the Fire of French Canons"), precipitated the break between the factions dominated by Bataille and Breton. Breton had been listed as a signatory to the document without prior consultation. The tract began with a condemnation of the Soviet Union, whose counterrevolutionary nature had been exposed as a result of its willingness to enter into an alliance with the corrupt bourgeois democracies, the "victors of 1918." (Under the auspices of Leon Blum's Popular Front government, the Franco-Soviet cooperation treaty had recently been signed.) The declaration concluded with the following provocative claim: "We are against rags of paper, against the slavish prose of the chancelleries. . . . We prefer to them, come what may, the anti-diplomatic brutality of Hitler, which is more peaceful than the slobbering excitation of the diplomats and politicians."86 Such forthright praise for Hitler came as a major embarrass- ment to the surrealist faction (which, in addition to Breton, included Benjamin Peret and Paul Eluard), which promptly resigned. Although in his "Manifesto of Surrealism" Breton, in a Dadaist spirit of "epater le bourgeois," had openly celebrated the virtues of random violence—"The simplest surrealist act consists of dashing down into the street, pistol in hand, and firing blindly, as fast as you can pull the trigger, into the crowd. Anyone who has not dreamed of thus putting an end to the petty system of debasement and cre- tinization in effect has a well-defined place in the crowd with his belly at barrel level"87—there were limits beyond which he refused to follow Bataille's fascination with political transgression. This [end page 181] hesitancy certainly pertained to Bataille's advocacy of "fascist heterogeneity." Bataille's attraction toward fascism was consistent with a position he had articulated for some time, one epitomized by the epithet "left fascism." Like his brethren on the German right, Bataille was convinced of the bankruptcy of both bourgeois democracy and the communist alternative, which under Stalin's reign had degenerated into naked dictatorship. Like Germany's young conservatives, he sought out a "third way" beyond the equally disreputable politics of liberalism and communism."

B.
The impact is nazism, stalinism, and slavery.

Lynne Henderson, Professor of Law at the Indiana University School of Law at Bloomington, 1991
[“Authoritarianism and the Rule of Law,” Indiana Law Journal (66 Ind. L.J. 379), Spring, Available Online via Lexis-Nexis // BATMAN]

Substantive authoritarianism means opposition to the "liberal" values of tolerance of ambiguity and difference, insistence on obedience to rules, insistence on conformity, and use of coercion and punishment to ensure that obedience. Frequently associated with xenophobic nationalism or ethnocentrism, n18 authoritarianism in the substantive sense is premised on a suspicious and distrustful view of human nature and is frequently linked, both on a personal and political level, to racism, anti-semitism and patriarchy. n19 Substantive authoritarianism oppresses in the name of order and control. This form of authoritarianism may reach the extreme level it did in Nazi Germany and Stalinist Russia or appear in milder forms, as it did during the McCarthy era in the United States, when, as a result of fear, hatred and extreme nationalism, the government, with private and judicial support, used law to persecute and punish citizens for being "un-American." n20 Authoritarianism need not be based only in active coercion and oppression of disfavored groups by government. The government may also allow authoritarianism to flourish by omission -- by permitting other institutions or persons to coerce and oppress others in the interest of maintaining control. Thus, much of the history of slavery in the United States could be characterized as government authoritarianism by omission in the interests [*383] of maintaining order and national and party unity. n21 Other examples include the government largely ignoring oppression of and violence against African-American women, n22 and a long history of governmental tolerance of private oppression of women and children through violence. n23

Bataile FL 

A.
Bataille’s critique glorifies primitivism. 

Richard Wolin, Distinguished Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York, 2004
[“"Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology," The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Published by Princeton University Press, ISBN 9781400825967, p. 169-170 // BATMAN]

But problems exist with Bataille's use of ethnographic literature on sacrifice and the gift. For in certain respects his naive employment of Mauss's findings risks regressing behind his mentor's account. For Bataille, the glory of ritual lies in its gratuitousness: qua social practice, ritual is totally removed from utilitarian ends. And as such, it engenders privileged moments when society embraces loss qua loss. Sacrifice in particular involves a transfiguration of everyday life that verges on apotheosis: both victim and community temporarily cross the line separating the sacred from the profane. The victim becomes a demigod momentarily permitted to dwell among the gods and the community stands in enhanced proximity to the sacred. For Bataille, profane existence is a "thing-world," a sphere of life beholden to mundane considerations of use. Its denizens grapple fecklessly with the cycle of production and reproduction that constitutes "mere life." "Sacrifice," Bataille observes, "restores to the sacred world that which servile use has degraded, rendered profane." Religion is purely "a matter of detaching from the real order, from the poverty of things, and of restoring the divine order." When viewed from the Bataillesque standpoint of "nonproductive expenditure," acts of destruction—sacrifice, potlatch, war, and violence—ennoble. [end page 169] Destruction emancipates both objects and persons from the pro- fane considerations of use. As Bataille contends, "Destruction is the best means of negating a utilitarian relation."" The grandeur of sacrifice or gift-giving lies in their restoration of "intimacy": a proximity to the sacred reminiscent of Heideggerian "nearness to Being" (Nahe). As Bataille explains: The victim is a surplus taken from the mass of useful wealth. And he can only be withdrawn from it in order to be consumed profitlessly, and therefore utterly destroyed. Once chosen, he is the accursed share, destined for violent consumption. But the curse tears him away from the order of things; it gives him a recognizable figure, which now radiates intimacy, anguish, the profundity of living beings. . . . This was the price men paid to escape their downfall and remove the weight introduced in them by the avarice and cold calculation of the real order.54 Yet insofar as they misconstrue the historical parameters of ritual practice, these celebratory descriptions risk becoming glib. Ultimately, Bataille's appreciation of these phenomena succumbs to a type of "primitivism." He decontextualizes the cult practices he analyzes the better to incorporate them within his own theoretical agenda: "an anthropology that will itself provide a living—and orgiastic—myth to overturn, through its experience on a collective level, 'modern' sterile bourgeois society.""

B.
Primitivism would kill 5.9 billion people.

Andrew Flood, Irish anarchist writer, 2005
[“Is primitivism realistic? An anarchist reply to John Zerzan and others,” Anarkismo, December 1st, Available Online at http://www.anarkismo.net/newswire.php?story_id=1890, Accessed 02-11-2009 // BATMAN]

I’ll summarise my argument from the previous essay. Primitivism generally argues that the development of agriculture was where it all went wrong. It therefore implies we should return to pre-agricultural methods of getting food, that is hunter-gathering. But agriculture allows us to get vastly greater quantities of food from a given area. Estimates can be made of how many people could live on the planet as hunter-gathers based on the amount of food that would be available to them. These estimates suggest a maximum population of around 100 million. This is what is called an ‘Elephant in the living room’ argument. The question of what would happen to the other 5,900 million people is so dominant that it makes discussion of the various other claims made by primitivism seem a waste of time until the population question is answered. Yet the only attempts at a response showed a rather touching faith in technology and civilisation, quite a surprise (4). This response can by summarised as that such population reductions can happen slowly over time because people can be convinced to have fewer or even no children. There was no attempted explanation for how convincing the 6 billion people of the earth to have no children might go ahead. Programs that advocate lower numbers of children are hardly a new idea. They have already been implemented both nationally and globally without much success. China's infamous 'One Child' program includes a high degree of compulsion but has not even resulted in a population decrease. China's population is forecast to grow by 100 to 250 million by 2025. An explanation of how primitivists hope to achieve by persuasion what others have already failed to do by compulsion is needed yet no such attempt to even sketch this out exists. As if this was not difficult enough for primitivists the implications of other arguments they make turn an impossible task into an even more impossible task. For primitivist arguments normally include the idea that civilisation is about to create a major crisis that will either end, or come close to ending life on the planet. Whether caused by peak oil, global warming or another side effect of technology we are told this crisis is at best a few decades away. Even if primitivists could magically convince the entire population of the planet to have few or no children this process could only reduce the population over generations. But if a crisis is only decades away there is no time for this strategy. For even if 90% of the population was to be magically convinced tomorrow it would still take decades for the population to reduce to the 100 million or less that could be supported by hunter-gathering. And in the real world there is no mechanism for magically convincing people of any argument – not least one that requires them to ignore what many people find to be a fundamental biological drive to have children. Some of the older primitivists I know even have children themselves. If they can’t convince themselves then why do they think they can convince everyone else?

XT: 2AC 1- Bell 

Unconditional expenditure causes fascism – extend Bell 8

-expenditure without reserve is a mask for violent capitalist expansion- the fascists of today aren’t Hitler or Stalin, they are Goldman Sachs and GE. The discourse of sacred consumption authorizes total violence in service of capitalist exploitation

-this answers all their defense- while Bataile wasn’t personally a fascist his ideology has explicitly authorized modern fascism in its most insidious form, and their denial of the internal link is a new link- imposed distance between ideology and material violence is a political technology designed to justify violence 

-this outweighs all their impacts- limitless consumption isn’t attainable without massive violence- there is no way to preserve an objective value to life in the limitless competition over resources

XT: 2AC 2- Mann

The alternative fails to be transgressive – extend the Mann evidence – their sacrificial consumption fails to fail and instead is incorporated into an economy of pure criticism – it fails to prevent violence and instead devolves into a politics which leaves behind only corpses

More evidence

Land theorist and journalist 1992 Nick The Thirst for Annihilation: Georges Bataille and Virulent Nihilism an Essay in Atheistic Religion page 73

The name ‘Bataille’ could easily mislead us. It might seem, for instance, as if transgression had a defence, a voice. As if evil could be a praxis or a cause. It is in such ways that senseless loss might be neutralized within rationality. There are certainly good reasons for seeking to reconstruct some such ‘Bataille’. It is an unfortunate fact that such projects inevitably fail, not because of some ‘death of the author’, but because of the death that is precisely not that of the author, or of anybody else. ‘Bataille’s’ irrelevance is due to a death denuded of all sophistical ornamentation, a death that is the vortex of evil, and as such sufficiently incommensurate with his discourse to be exiled to ‘the impossible’, only puncturing his text as a dark shaft of inavowable impersonality. Literature is itself a crime.

Their argument devolves to nihilism for the sake of criticism 

Land theorist and journalist 1992 Nick The Thirst for Annihilation: Georges Bataille and Virulent Nihilism an Essay in Atheistic Religion page 3-4

The importance of Hegel to Bataille is not immediate. It stems from the character of Hegelian thinking as a redemption of Kantianism; its attempt to save transcendental philosophy from the lethal spasms welling up from within. Irrespective of his own immensely confused intellectual project, Bataille’s reading of Hegel is a regression into the nihilistic momentum of critique; into a thanatropism which Kant largely misconceived, and which Hegel attempted to speculatively excise. Hegel’s philosophy is the life-support machine of Kantianism, the medical apparatus responding to a crisis. When Bataille explores this machine it is not primarily in order to understand its inherent potentiality for malfunction, but to excavate the euthanasia it prohibits.

More evidence 

Land theorist and journalist 1992 Nick The Thirst for Annihilation: Georges Bataille and Virulent Nihilism an Essay in Atheistic Religion page 59

It has often been suggested—not least by Sartre—that Bataille replaces dialectic and revolution with the paralysed revolt of transgression. It is transgression that opens the way to tragic communication, the exultation in the utter immolation of order that consummates and ruins humanity in a sacrifice without limits. Bataille is a philosopher not of indifference, but of evil, of an evil that will always be the name for those processes that flagrantly violate all human utility, all accumulative reason, all stability and all sense. He considers Nietzsche to have amply demonstrated that the criteria of the good: self-identity, permanence, benevolence, and transcendent individuality, are ultimately rooted in the preservative impulses of a peculiarly sordid, inert, and cowardly species of animals. Despite his pseudo-sovereignty, the Occidental God—as the guarantor of the good—has always been the ideal instrument of human reactivity, the numbingly anti-experimental principle of utilitarian calculus. To defy God, in a celebration of evil, is to threaten mankind with adventures that they have been determined to outlaw.

XT: Expenditure Fails 
Celebrating expenditure for its own sake is non-sensical – their criticism links to itself.

Richard Wolin, Distinguished Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York, 2004
[“"Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology," The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Published by Princeton University Press, ISBN 9781400825967, p. 165 // BATMAN]

At times, Bataille's celebration of transgression for its own sake seems woefully simplistic. In lieu of a conceptual framework that would permit one to distinguish between constructive and retrograde instances of transgression, we are left with an ethos of shock, rupture, and disruption simpliciter. Bataille seeks to ground postmodern ethics in the attitudes of a cultural avant-garde (Acephale and the College of Sociology) oriented toward precapitalist life forms that modernity has scorned. Yet the very idea of achieving a conceptual reckoning with Bataille-generated ideals such as "transgression," "heterogeneity," and "expenditure" would seem inimical to their very spirit. In his idiom, to rely on procedures of principled legitimation or a rational accountability would be to succumb to the logic and rhetoric of "productive consumption"—the values of a society predicated on instrumental reason and commodity exchange.
The critique is ivory tower elitism – only the rich and powerful can afford to expend without reserve. 

Richard Wolin, Distinguished Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York, 2004
[“"Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology," The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Published by Princeton University Press, ISBN 9781400825967, p. 170-171 // BATMAN]

One could raise an analogous criticism of Bataille's treatment of potlatch—the public, demonstrative destruction of wealth—as well [end page 170] as gift-giving. In truth, only those who possess great wealth can afford to destroy it. Consequently, the option to engage in potlatch does not exist for society's lower classes. 56 Like sacrifice, potlatch is implicated in the reproduction of social hierarchy. Such acts reinforce the status and prestige of those who destroy their wealth. In nearly every case, the practitioners of potlatch belong to the upper strata of society. Those who are forced to passively endure the potlatch are in effect humiliated. Through such acts, their lowly social rank is reaffirmed.
XT: Fascism 
AND—the critique embraces a devastating fascism – this is intrinsic to Bataille’s philosophy.

Richard Wolin, Distinguished Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York, 2004
[“"Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology," The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Published by Princeton University Press, ISBN 9781400825967, p. 172-175 // BATMAN]

If one scrutinizes the political positions espoused by Bataille during the 1930s, the theme of left fascism assumes a vivid and disquieting reality. Bataille's biographer, Michel Surya, has stated that when he began work on his book (Georges Bataille: La Mort a l'oeuvre), many of his interviewees, most of whom were Bataille's contemporaries, assumed quite naturally that Bataille "was a fascist.” More damning still are the remarks of the left-wing anti-Stalinist, Boris Souvarine, in whose journal, La Critique sociale, many of Bataille's pathbreaking essays from the 1930s appeared. In his pref- ace to the 1983 republication of the review, Souvarine claims that Bataille was a fascist sympathizer, and that, if he had had the courage of his convictions, he would have rallied to the cause.62 Undoubtedly, Souvarine overstates his case.63 Yet the deeper one probes Bataille's political orientation in the 1930s, the more disconcerting the overall picture becomes. [end page 172] Bataille's article on "The Psychological Structure of Fascism," often hailed as a breakthrough in our understanding of the mass psychological bases of political dictatorship, already gives cause for alarm. It features a barely veiled admiration for the energy and vitality of Europe's youthful fascist states, especially when contrasted with the decadence and inertia of democracy. In a number of passages Bataille purveys a critique of parliamentarism as zealous as anything one finds in Carl Schmitt. Parliamentary democracy, claims Bataille, partakes wholly of the homogeneous order. It aims at the cooptation and the elimination of difference. Its function is to repress the heterogeneous elements that threaten to explode the normative bases of the given social and political order. As Bataille observes, "The reduction of differences in parliamentary practice indicates all the possible complexity of the internal activity of adaptation required by homogeneity."" In elaborating this critique, Bataille refuses to distinguish between political and economic aspects of democratic society. For example, it would be more accurate to argue that whereas economic action is goal oriented and utilitarian, the end of democracy is self-determination." Given the low esteem in which Bataille holds parliamentary democracy, that he glorifies fascism as a breakthrough of vital, heterogeneous forces is unsurprising. For Bataille, "the fascist leaders are incontestably part of heterogeneous existence. Opposed to democratic politicians, who represent in different countries the platitude inherent to homogeneous society, Mussolini and Hitler immediately stand out as something other."" 'What Bataille admires about the fascist leaders (here, he borrows a page from Nietzsche's doc- trine of the Superman) is their "sovereignty": "a force that situates them above other men." He also esteems their aversion to "law": "the fact that laws are broken is only the most obvious sign of the transcendent, heterogeneous nature of fascist action."" Here, the parallels with Carl Schmitt's critique of bourgeois legality are pro- found. Both Schmitt and Bataille view law as the consummate embodiment of democratic rationalism. It symbolizes everything they detest about the reigning order: its unheroic longing for security, its opposition to revolution, its abhorrence of "transcendence," its aversion to vitality and intensity. For Bataille law merits derision [end page 173] insofar as it stands for a consecration of the profane order of existence that impedes proximity towards the sacred—"intimacy." Bataille's endorsement of fascist politics culminates in the following glowing encomium: "Heterogeneous fascist action belongs to the entire set of higher forms. It makes an appeal to sentiments traditionally defined as exalted and noble and tends to constitute authority as an unconditional principle, situated above any utilitarian judgment."68 Whereas bourgeois utilitarianism sanctifies "the prose of the world" (Hegel), fascism offers a new political aesthetic. It reintroduces an aesthetic politics that foregrounds the values of an ecstatic community prized by Bataille: charisma ("sovereignty"), violence, and martial glory. Bataille reveres fascism insofar as it cul- tivates an emotional cathexis between leaders and masses—a bond that has grown precariously weak in modern democracy. According to Bataille, fascism "clearly demonstrates what can be expected from a timely recourse to reawakened affective forces." It promises a measure of collective solidarity in a society otherwise suffused with fragmentation and anomie. In sum, fascism allows for the reprise of an ecstatic politics amid the forlorn and disenchanted landscape of political modernity. Here, it is worth recalling Bernard-Henri Levy's remark that "[fascism] is in the first instance a type of society, a model of community, a manner of thinking and of organizing the social bond."69 For one of the prominent leitmotifs of Bataille's early work concerns the renewal of affective energies associated with the communitarian bond prevalent in premodern societies. His preoccupation with sacrifice, the sacred, and the prospects for political rebirth embodied in fascist "action" are comprehensible in these terms alone. As one commentator has aptly remarked concerning Bataille's interpretation of fascism as a form of the sacred or heterogeneous: The worship of Otherness which underlies [Bataille's] concept of the sacred inevitably leads to an acknowledgment of the attraction historical fascism exerts through the mana of its leaders. The category of the heterogeneous, as Bataille defines it, contains so much that is "nature" rather than "history" that its repeated application to [end page 174] manifestations of fascist power quite clearly produce a mythification."

Perm

AND—the permutation is best – it captures the benefits of social criticism while avoiding the harms of total contestation. 

Richard Wolin, Distinguished Professor of History and Comparative Literature at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York, 2004
[“"Left Fascism: Georges Bataille and the German Ideology," The Seduction of Unreason: The Intellectual Romance with Fascism from Nietzsche to Postmodernism, Published by Princeton University Press, ISBN 9781400825967, p. 167-168 // BATMAN]

Mauss's Weberian lament concerning the fragmentation of modern life is accompanied by admiration for premodern communities Mauss's flamboyant descriptions of sacrifice, potlatch, gift-giving, and other nonutilitarian forms of ritual were undoubtedly the main sources for Bataille's theory of expenditure or nonproductive consumption. But Mauss's conclusions are unproblematic in a way that Bataille's are not. Mauss—who was politically allied with the French Socialist Party (SFIO)—merely sought to restore an element of balance in advanced industrial societies whose relation to nonutilitarian modes of social interaction had seriously atrophied. His critique represented as a welcome corrective to their potentially debilitating uniformity.
Bataille's stance was in fact quite different. His critique of modernity was intended neither as a palliative nor as a corrective, but, in keeping with the leitmotif of transgression, as a type of (non- Hegelian) supersession.' Bataille appeals for a total break with the modernity. He rejects not only its utilitarian predispositions and [end page 167] excesses but also its very status as a form of life: its cultural, political, legal, ethical, and aesthetic aspects. Thus, his theory inclines toward a totalizing indictment of modernity that shares marked affinities with the critique of civilization proffered by the German conservative revolutionaries. Their shared belief that the shortcomings of the modern age can be remedied neither piecemeal nor from within entails an ethos of total contestation.

You take Bataille’s theories too far – the perm is the best option – we have to avoid indiscriminate violence

Kenneth ITZKOWITZ, 1999, Associate Professor of Philosophy – Marietta College, “To witness spectacles of pain: The hypermorality of Georges Bataille” College Literature, Winter

Yet in our lives there are also limits. It is unlikely that Bataille would applaud Manson for the same reason he ultimately rejects Sade. They are both indiscriminate; they both go too far. "Continuity is what we are after," Bataille confirms, but generally only if that continuity which the death of discontinuous beings can alone establish is not the victor in the long run. What we desire is to bring into a world founded on discontinuity all the continuity such a world can sustain. De Sade's aberration exceeds that limit. (Bataille 1962, 13) In other words, our wasteful consumption must also have limits. To actually approve of our own self-destruction goes too far. Later on in Death and Sensuality, Bataille continues, Short of a paradoxical capacity to defend the indefensible, no one would suggest that the cruelty of the heroes of Justine and Juliette should not be wholeheartedly abominated. It is a denial of the principles on which humanity is founded. We are bound to reject something that would end in the ruin of all our works. If instinct urges us to destroy the very thing we are building we must condemn those instincts and defend ourselves from them. (Bataille 1962, 179-80)      This passage is crucial for understanding Bataille's ethics. Usually Bataille writes on behalf of the violence that remains unaffected by absolute prohibitions. Prohibitions cannot obviate this transformative violence. There is always ample motive to produce the experiences of sacred transformation, i.e., to transgress the prohibitions.      Yet self-preservation is also a fundamental value for Bataille; there is also ample motive to resist the violence that denies the value of the well being of life itself. As he says in the second of the above passages, we must condemn what threatens to destroy us; our sovereign aspirations can be taken too far. In another passage he speaks of our need "to become aware of . . . [ourselves] and to know clearly what . . . [our] sovereign aspirations are in order to limit their possibly disastrous consequences" (1962, 181). It is when we are ignorant of these aspirations that we are most vulnerable to them, enacting them anyway, albeit inattentively. 

2AC Civilization/Desire 

Civilization and order do not repress human instincts – their theory is fundamentally flawed and provides no explanation for the supposed contradiction between desires against civilization and humanities constant attempts to further civilization – social bonds are an inherent part of the human condition – not destruction

Vinit reader of philosophy at the Sorbonne University 1995 Paul Penniless Press Issue 1 http://www.pennilesspress.co.uk/prose/freud_and_the_myth_of_instinct.htm

This presupposes that individuals are engaged in an attempt to abolish "civilization", that it is a desire harboured by everyone, because "civilization" trammels our instincts. We want to live according to instinct. We want, that is, to commit incest, cannibalism and murder; we feel that if only we could we would be free. Yet this only deepens the mystery: if our desire to do these things is so strong, why, universally, have we created cultures which militate against them? Surely this is possible only because we have a will which is stronger than our "instincts". But this returns us to the problem that an "instinct" which is not powerful enough to dictate behaviour is something less than an instinct. Further, Freud suggests here that the abolition of civilization is indeed possible, that humankind can return to "a state of nature", difficult those this would be to bear. What, it is fair to ask, would a "state of nature" look like? And if a "state of nature" is somehow the original condition of humankind, why and how did we leave it? Freud's myth of the murder of the primeval father is a poor answer, especially for a would-be scientist. The problem with the idea of a "state of nature" is that it presupposes a place in nature for humanity that is not contradictory. It supposes that humanity can be embedded in nature as completely as the bee. Yet this could only be so if we were incapable of creating "civilization" for the latter is built out of our contradictory place in the natural order. "Civilization" is not an optional adjunct to human nature, it is its fundamental expression. A "state of nature" would not be hard to bear, it would be impossible to achieve. Human beings live socially and the origin of society lies not in the murder of a primeval father, but in the taboo on incest and this is introduced, not out of any intrinsic disgust with incest, but in order to establish clear relations of kinship. In other words, incest is sacrificed in order to create social cohesion and this is. indispensable because, as Reinhold Niebuhr says, human beings are individuals but not self-sufficing. Society, community, "civilization" do not come into existence in order to hold our rapacious instincts in check, they express, rather, a need for mutuality which is more powerful than mere sexual desire. Compared to the need for mutuality, the human sexual drive is feeble. Indeed, the need for mutuality makes up a great portion of the sexual impulse. We do not seek sexual partners for mere physical release, but for togetherness, and for the escape from egotism that love of others provides. It is not the case that, as Rieff puts it, the individual self is the locus of a struggle between "unregenerate instincts and overbearing culture"7, it is rather that it is the locus of a struggle to create the culture without which human life is simply impossible because it is, irreducibly, a life in common. "Civilization" does not, as Freud insisted, have to be "defended against the individual"8 it is the only means by which individuality can be expressed. Freud's model of the isolated individual nursing his or her destructive instincts while collective "civilization" erects one barrier after another against them is an utterly false picture of what it means to be human. There is no contradiction between "civilization" and the individual for without the former the latter would simply perish. Freud's belief that "civilization" could be dismantled and that we could live in "a state of nature" flows from his separation of "instinct" and "civilization". If we were to remove the interdictions which make up "civilization" we would then live by "instinct" alone, which would mean a state of savagery in which murder and cannibalism were rife. But if we were able to live by "instinct" alone, why would we have created "civilization"? Freud's opposition of powerful instincts and powerful culture is mistaken. In its place we should put impulse which is too weak to tell us how to live and culture which is precisely an attempt to answer the eternal question "how should we live?”

1AR Civilization/Desire 

Their argument that the plan is the root cause of violence because it represses human’s naturally destructive and consumptive instinct is epistemologically flawed – extend the Vinit evidence – their argument cannot explain the inherent contradiction between our supposed violent instinct and our continuing creation of civilization – the only scientifically sound conclusion is that social bonds are an inherent part of the human condition and that destruction is unnaturally affirmed within cultural norms 

More evidence – 

Vinit reader of philosophy at the Sorbonne University 1995 Paul Penniless Press Issue 1 http://www.pennilesspress.co.uk/prose/freud_and_the_myth_of_instinct.htm

This is not science, it is snobbery and it is breathtaking that a man who thought of himself as a dispassionate scientist could include such a subjective, value-laden judgement in what purports to be a scientific tract. Freud's conviction that the "instincts" are destructive and antisocial is of a piece with his belief that "masses are lazy and unintelligent". It is a prejudice which his theory is established to encompass. To search Freud's work for evidence of the destructive nature of the instincts is to be disappointed. His theory assumes that they are destructive. It is, indeed, built out of the supposition that they are. Yet how are we to know what is "instinctive"? How do we draw the line between "instinct" and what is learnt, what we ourselves create out of the biologically given? From the point of view of this problem, MacMurray's definition is much more adequate. If we accept that what is instinctual is never learnt, that an instinct is "a specific adaptation to environment" then we can see that the honeycomb building of the bee deserves to be called instinctual, while an act of human incest doesn't. Crucial here are the concepts of intention and action. In the bee, neither exist. The bee simply behaves according to instinct. Its behaviour is so fully adapted to its environment that it has no choice. What is characteristic of human beings, however, is that our behaviour is so little adapted that we are forced to choose between one course of action and another.
AND - Human nature is not inherently violent – spirituality can overcome societal drives towards destruction

Winther psychoanalyst 2006 Mats The Psychodynamics of Terrorism http://home7.swipnet.se/~w-73784/terror.htm

So by coming to accept 'the other' in ourselves we could better approximate the complete image of  [hu]man. Our instinctual nature includes 'spirituality', such as artistic expression, and not only sexuality and aggression. St Paul, who really was the first psychoanalyst, came to realize that the real law abides in our heart, and he himself abandoned completely his own Oedipal nature, including the superego. He passed beyond the stage of legalism and experienced rebirth. Yet, he did express that it's not 'me' who is now living, it's that 'other me', which is Christ, representing the totality of human nature. So, in case of Paul, it's not the question of two concurrent 'subjects' in his psychic configuration. Somehow, when the first dies the second rises. Similarly, Christopherus experienced death and rebirth as he was drowned (baptised) in the river. Freud (1938) argued that, in a sense, original Christianity is superior to both Judaism and Islam as it projects an overcoming of the superego and the Oedipus (vid. 'Moses' (1938)). 

Few people are capable of attaining, like Paul, a complete freeing of personality. Resolution of the Oedipus is not accomplished once and for all in a person's life. It comes in stages. But the realization of a 'spiritual guide' within, similar to 'The Green Man', is sometimes enough to compensate for the destructive impact of the 'Big Dead Spirit.' This redeeming effect is what occurred to the young suicide bomber in Tom Roberts's film Inside the Mind of the Suicide Bomber (2003). He linked up to his instinctual inner nature, and managed to overpower his superego, much like Paul, who ceased persecuting Christans. This is actually the reverse of childhood, as the tables are turned between superego and instinctual nature. 

***AT: PSYCHOANALYSIS
2AC AT: Psychoanalysis

The basis of psychotherapy is a mass of unproven, untested assertions – means that the whole field is flawed

Mahrer 99Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley
& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1154, via Wiley Inter Science

Here is a small sample of the absolute truths in the virtual foundation of the field of psychotherapy: There are mental illnesses, diseases, and disorders. Biological, neurological, physiological, and chemical variables are basic to psychological variables. Responses with satisfactory consequences tend to be strengthened, and responses with unsatisfactory consequences tend to be weakened. The brain is a basic determinant of human behavior. There are psychobiological stages of human development. There are universal basic needs, drives, and motivations. Therapists first diagnose and assess the problem or mental disorder and then apply the appropriate treatment. The therapist-client relationship is prerequisite to therapeutic change. Clients seek therapy for relief of problems and distress. The catechism of absolute truths is so hallowed that it is elevated virtually beyond serious questioning and examination of where these truths came from, of what endows them with the mantle of absolute truths, and of just why we should worship them as basic scientific knowledge. One common answer is that great thinkers proclaimed them as absolutely true. Another common answer is that they were bequeathed by what we simply accept as more fundamental sciences such as biology, neurology, physiology, and experimental psychology. A third common answer is that they were placed there by basic researchers. However, a serious problem is that these absolute truths are accepted as true more on the basis of trusting faith than careful questioning (Feigl, 1959; Feyerabend, 1972; Mahrer, 1995, 1996; Meehl, 1978). Almost without exception, none of these absolute truths has been examined in a way that could find them to be false, wrong, disconfirmed, disproven, or unworthy of a place in a respected pool of absolute truths. Nor have many, if any, of these absolute truths been admitted to or removed from this pool on the basis of rigorous research scrutiny (Chalmers, 1982; O’Donohue, 1989). The conclusion may well be that psychotherapy rests on a foundation of supposedly absolute truths that are beyond questioning, examination, or falsification. Most of what we accept as absolutely true is accepted as true because we unquestioningly accept it as true. 

Psychoanalysis only “solves” problems that are illusory – no way to prove something changed

Mahrer 99 Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley
& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1150, via Wiley Inter Science

Some professionals fix a roof that leaks, a bone that is broken, a motor that won’t start. Psychotherapists are busy trying to fix things that are mainly unreal fictions, invented mainly by psychotherapists. They repair such curiously fictitious things as a weak ego, dysthymia, lowered perceptual defense, inadequate self-other differentiation, identity diffusion, self-depletion, cognitive rigidity, a punitive superego, lack of autonomy, and hundreds of other things that can be seen only or mainly by psychotherapists. I have trouble imagining an ego. I have never seen one. I would have trouble telling that an ego is weak or the wrong color or has holes in it. Something seems wrong if what psychotherapists fix almost no one but psychotherapists can see, and can see needs fixing. Something seems wrong if the problems that psychotherapists try to fix are mainly unreal fictions, concocted mainly by psychotherapists. 
Their ev is incoherent psychobabble – it sounds sophisticated but doesn’t mean anything

Mahrer 99 Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley
& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1153, via Wiley Inter Science

One of the main things that characterize psychotherapists and that distinguish them from others is their spouting psychobabble. They learn to say terms that give the illusion of genuine knowledge, of professionalism, of science (Illich, 1970; Schon, 1982). They are elite and specialized because they spout jargon terms like unconditioned positive regard, contingency control, transference, reframing, double bind, existential analysis, bioenergetics, phallic stage, archetype, multimodal therapy, systematic desensitization, cognitive schema, catharsis, impulse control, avoidance conditioning, stimulus control, ego diffusion, countertransference, logotherapy, and attribution theory. Psychotherapists are distinguished mainly by their using these terms with effortless ease, as if they knew what the terms meant. Then they can speak in impressive paragraphs such as this, taken from a table of random psychobabble phrases: “This client is characterized by free-floating anxiety in a borderline disorder, brought about by a traumatic childhood history of emotional abuse, lack of a stable support system, and inadequate cognitive development. Accordingly, the treatment of choice is systemic therapy, with reframing of core conceptual schemata, to heighten self-efficacy in a supportive therapist-client alliance emphasizing positive regard and minimizing interpretive probing into stressful pockets of serious psychopathology.” The speaker may have no idea what he or she is saying, or may even secretly know that he or she is playing the game of silly psychobabble, but if the speaker carries it off with professional aplomb, he or she probably can be accepted into the inner ranks of professional psychotherapists. 
Psychotherapists are unqualified – no test to determine competency

Mahrer 99 Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley
& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1151, via Wiley Inter Science

Whether the psychotherapist is a psychologist, psychiatrist, social worker, or member of any other psychotherapy-related profession, they usually have to pass a test to be licensed, registered, certified, or accredited. How many of these tests examine the candidate’s demonstrated competence to do psychotherapy? I believe the answer is none (Fox, Kovacs, & Graham, 1985; Fretz & Mills, 1980), though there may be some exception. “Here is your license. You pass.” “But I don’t know how to do psychotherapy!” “That’s not our problem. We just give out licenses. Next.” I can picture a licensed, registered, certified, accredited practitioner suing a professional board for issuing a license without proper examination of competence to do psychotherapy. Perhaps the board might in turn accuse the education and training programs that were supposed to make sure the candidate was competent before swearing that all the requirements were met. On the other hand, lawyers for the education and training programs might proclaim, “We educate and train physicians, psychologists, social workers, and similar types. We never promised to produce competent psychotherapists. Besides, psychotherapy does not legally exist in our education and training institutions!” 

XT: Psychoanalysis illusory

Psychoanalysis is non-falsifiable – means its theory is defunct

Mahrer 99

Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley

& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1151, via Wiley Inter Science

Most scientists believe that if something is real, it can be measured. Psychotherapists are quixotically unique in their certainty that if they can devise a measure of it, then it must of course be real. We have the idea backwards, but we are energetic at our pseudoscience. We are convinced that there really are things like schizophrenia, altruism, introversion, conceptual schemata, egos, and hundreds of other things mainly because we have thousands of measures, scales, and tests, all of which are subjected to the highest rigorous standards of science. Set our scientific measure-makers on the task, and they can prove the existence of schizophrenia, devil possession, elves and goblins, witches and warlocks. No problem. We have scientific measures. While the emperor’s tailors are measuring the sleeve-length of the garment with impeccable precision, psychotherapists are using rigorous measures to measure the emperor’s ego defect. Both the tailors and our intrepid psychotherapists know that anything measured with scientific precision must therefore be real. But the psychotherapists are on much safer ground. A little boy in the crowd can see that the emperor has no clothes. Just let that little boy try to convince the crowd that the emperor has no ego! Psychotherapists are still fooling the crowds by wrapping themselves in a pseudoscience of nonexisting unrealities, measured with rigorous precision. Our field is a public relations success story. 

XT: Psychoanalysis unqualified

Psychotherapy is a sham field – only takes 2-3 days to learn

Mahrer 99

Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley

& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1152, via Wiley Inter Science

Most masters programs take around 2 years to complete. Doctoral programs and internships generally call for 5 to 7 years. Starting with the right person, a concentrated training program to enable the person to do what most psychotherapists do, and to be virtually indistinguishable from most psychotherapists, takes about 2 or 3 days (cf. Berman & Norton, 1985; Christensen & Jacobson, 1994; Durlak, 1979; Hattie, Sharpley, & Rogers, 1984; Mahrer, 1996). The right person is ready and willing to enact the role of psychotherapist after 2 or 3 days of concentrated training. An ideal candidate is an actor whose next role is that of a psychotherapist. For the methodologically minded, candidates may be set aside who have been patients in psychotherapy or who have taken courses in psychotherapy. Picture four to six actors who start by studying videotapes of sessions conducted by relatively mainstream psychotherapists doing both initial and subsequent sessions. The actors select which of the professional psychotherapists they believe they can more easily play and then carefully study two or three videotapes of those psychotherapists doing their work. The director is a psychotherapist who answers the actors’ questions so that they can more effectively play the role of psychotherapist. Varying somewhat with the particular professional psychotherapist, the actors study how to carry out the role of psychotherapist, how to listen carefully and interestedly, when to talk and what to inquire about, how to convey concern and interest and understanding, how to track and follow what the patient is saying and doing, how to keep the focus on personal issues, how to value gradual improvement and change, how to enable the patient to do most of the talking. The next stage is actual try-out and rehearsal. Fellow actors play the role of patient, and for perhaps 4 to 6 hours the actors rehearse the role of psychotherapist, with the director-teacher helping to guide and refine what the actors do and how they do it. By the end of 2 or 3 days of concentrated practice and rehearsal, the actors would probably be, and perhaps could easily be, virtually indistinguishable from most professional psychotherapists doing most psychotherapies with most patients and using most criteria of outcome success and effectiveness. They might have some trouble talking about their sessions and their patients in the jargon that most psychotherapists can fluently use. 

Psychotherapy research irrelevant

Even psychotherapists aren’t affected by psychotherapy research – no reason we should pay attention to it either

Mahrer 99

Alvin R., professor emeritus at the University of Ottawa School of Psychology, “Embarrassing Problems for the Field of Psychotherapy” John Wiley

& Sons, Inc. J Clin Psychol 55: 1147–1156, 1999. p. 1153, via Wiley Inter Science

Psychotherapists are proudly indebted to their comrades who do research on psychotherapy. The field of psychotherapy looks respectable when there are serious researchers busily dedicated to doing research on psychotherapy (cf. Maling & Howard, 1994; Moras, 1994). The field can pass itself off as a science. Most approaches that seek to become respectable have their own researchers producing friendly studies on behalf of the approach. If anyone doubts that psychotherapy is truly a scientific field, put the doubter in the room filled with thousands of published studies. Psychotherapists can be proud of their researchers because the researchers don’t really bother practitioners much. Every so often researchers grumble that practitioners pay little or no attention to their findings, and they are right. In general, the practice of psychotherapy is essentially undisturbed by whatever researchers do. The practice of psychotherapy probably would be insignificantly different if researchers had instead spent their time playing volleyball. Precious little, if anything, of what practitioners actually do was given to them by researchers (Barlow, 1981; Edelson, 1994; Kiesler, 1994; Morrow- Bradley & Elliott, 1986). It seems that researchers have an earned status of being essentially irrelevant, except that they help make the field look respectable. 

***SECURITY 
2AC AT: Security = Social Construct

1. Our 1AC representations are true- our authors are experts. Prefer the 1AC to their generic evidence from critical postmodernists- even if some threats are constructed, the fact that there have been terrorist attacks in the past proves some are real. We should attempt to predict them accurately.

2. Literature and psychological bias runs towards threat deflation- we are the opposite of paranoid

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

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

3. Even if our authors have a vested interest in producing threats, their authors also have a vested interest in disproving threats—there’s no reason that they have a pure vantage point.

2AC AT: Security = Social COnstruct 
4. Social construction of realism doesn’t make it any less useful – it has survived against so many challenges because it builds on real concepts – just because they can deconstruct realism doesn’t mean they can replace it with whatever they want
Gow 5

James, Professor of International Peace and Security, and Director of the International Peace and Security Programme. Gow is a permanent non-resident scholar with the Liechtenstein Institute, Princeton University. He has held visiting positions at the University of Sheffield, the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in Washington D.C., the Institute of War and Peace Studies, Columbia University, and the Centre of International Studies, Princeton University. Professor Gow is currently Chair of the Association for the Study of Ethnicity and Nationalism Advisory Council, a member of the British Film Institute In-View Advisory Board and a member of the ESRC/AHRC ‘Global Uncertainties’ Development Panel, Book: Defending the West, Polity Press, (pg. 26-27)

While various proponents of Idealist views have tilted at Realism, as have those of Socialist, Marxist, Critical and other perspectives, the reality of International Relations, an academic subject, dominated by US scholars, has been that each has confirmed the status of Realism as the primary ideology in the field. In doing so, each has confirmed the failure of any competitor to supplant it, simply by pitching criticism and analysis against it. While narrow Realism might not fit the world as such, given that there is more to life than material interest and benefit, if nothing else, there can be little doubt that material interest and benefit, including security, constitute a necessary part of the equation. In practice, elements of both Realism and Idealism play a part. This is recognized by those who implicitly, or explicitly, embrace elements of each, beginning with the Dutch international lawyer Hugo Grotius, who saw the inevitability of brute power, but also saw the importance and possibility of rules in tempering it and developing into and beyond the 'international society' identified by Hedley Bull.18 The basis of Bull's international society - that which makes a society, rather than anything else - is mutual recognition of rules, crucially, as the base of everything else, the quality of sovereignty and the rules that pertain to it. This, in a sense, is a form of social construction. Rules are the result of inter-subjective agreement, or alternatively of processes involving declaration or action, precedent and acceptance. Such processes may be formal, or they may come through custom and practice - in legal terms, for example, the rules might be treaties, or they might be customary law. At certain points, aspects of this inter-subjective process become so embedded, or reified, that the actors are not conscious of the process, or the prevalent interpretation it has produced. The analytical strength of a Constructivist approach should be in understanding processes and dominant interpretations. However, the problem with the way in which Wendt introduced the approach to the International Relations repertoire is that he sought consciously to situate it in the Idealist tradition as a counter to Realism.19 His focus was not on the mechanism and understanding of how interpretations of whatever kind emerged, but on how that understanding could be used to unpick Realism. As others writing in other fields, such as gender and nationalism, had done, Wendt sought to apply Constructivist analysis to show that Realism was not scientific, material and necessary, but social, cultural and contingent; that it was, in some sense, an invention, not an inevitability. However, following George Schopflin's challenge to those applying Constructivism to nationalism, the only reasonable response to this might be: 'So what? That does not make it any less real.'20 The point, for some,21 in Constructivism has been ideological: because reality is constructed, the fallacious reasoning seems to be, this means that it can be re-constructed in whichever way a particular author or group wishes. This, indeed, is one of the hopes that Wendt, who did most to raise the profile of Constructivism, holds.22 However, Wendt's approach is regarded as being shallow and too engaged in seeking a dialogue with Realism by some other proponents of Constructivism, who take a more strongly Reflectivist position.23 This means that (in a similar manner to Critical and Postmodern theorists) they reject arguing on the same ground as the Realists - and indeed their 'Rationalist' counterparts in Liberalism and elsewhere. This view takes a purely and avowedly normative approach, in which there is no independent reality that can be tested by Positivist Scientific rationality. 'Facts' are not established through empirical testing (although some concessions might be made for the physical world), but are socially agreed.24 This is misguided, though, as the real analytical strength of Constructivism is in identifying the social process and that applies equally to Realism, Idealism and any other school of thought, or practice. Any product of social construction (and there should be no confusion here with social engineering, or even ideological manipulation is still 'real' in two senses: in its underpinnings and in the way it is felt or perceived. That Realism is constructed does not make it arbitrary, or necessarily wrong. Indeed, while a skeptical approach is important as a check on the merit of any interpretation, it is probably fair to judge that Realism, although socially constructed, has remained dominant, as a function of inter-subjective processes, precisely because it builds on something 'real' - the need for security and viability and the relevance of power in securing them. 

2AC AT: Identity is a Key Factor in Security

1. Link of omission- identity may be a factor in security, but it certainly isn't the only one. They have to win not only is identity relevant, but that its paramount. 

2. Securitization based on identity can’t be empirically verified—the state should be the focus so that we only secure ourselves against real threats
McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 87-88)

Collective identity and security share a similar dependence on subjective awareness and the need for objective verification. Collective identity is first a matter of perception, just as security and insecurity also begin in our perception of vulnerabilities and threats. A critical difference appears, however, when we consider that the perception and fear of threats to security can, in principle, be checked by observing and evaluating the facts external to the subject. To privilege perception would, in effect, turn security policy over to demagogues and paranoiacs. It is plainly critical for security, both that we take perceptions seriously and that we have some criteria for correcting them, for assessing their objectivity. Paranoia, or complacency, can be challenged by evidence. There seems to be no parallel in regard to identity. There is no court of appeal that can perform the same scholarly task for our sense of identity, personal or collective. The authors acknowledge part of the problem in their concluding reflections. They see that not everyone who claims to articulate the identity of a society must thereby be accepted as an authority. In other words, they recognize that there may be an empirical problem. Their choice of examples to illustrate this—fascism, racism, xenophobia—hints at awareness of a deeper, normative problem.29 but the discussion is not extended to explore it. When a claim is made about collective identity, their solution is to wait until hindsight reveals the truth.3" But what kind of 'truth' could it reveal? What if Le Pen manages to manufacture a majority consent, verified by polls or other measurement techniques, around the idea of racism and xenophobia, or if the IRA creates a 'collective identity' which incorporates intense anti-British sentiment into a symbol of Irish solidarity? Such hypothetical developments are not wildly improbable, and would immediately present a serious security problem in France and Ireland. From the traditional security point of view, the state would intervene and speak objective security for the society. This means that the racist perception of security would be countered by a decision of the state and a policy strategy to implement it. Prior to settling the security problem in this manner, however, there is the more basic epistemological task of 'correcting' the identity claims which gave rise to it, the task of speaking 'objective' identity for the society. Who will judge what counts as the parameters of collective identity, and by what criteria must be judgment be made? Not to arbitrate is to abandon the problem and leave its resolution to the state or to the anarchic struggle of the most powerful interests. Waever et al. offer no basis or criteria for arbitration between competing identity claims. Faced with the fact that identity disputes are a special case, not susceptible to objective resolution by empirical observation, they conclude, in effect, that such disputes are beyond all resolution. Their case-studies, their style and their apparent intention stand solidly within a theoretical tradition not noted for its affinity with relativism. Ironically, their solution to this problem of identity disputes—or rather their failure to offer any solution to it—leaves them, and us, in something of a postmodernist maze. The problem of resolving disputes about identity is, at root, a philosophical one in which moral judgment inescapably intrudes. 
3. The inevitability of nation-states means that they are the ultimate securers. They may say that the concept of the nation is dying which forces threat con to legitimize its existence—but that’s just a reason why analysis of security should only be about the justifications for state action.

2AC AT: Identity is a Key Factor in Security

4. Identity politics is irrelevant to security analysis
McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 90-91)

Three general points which summarize the main threads of the foregoing discussion will be made, in addition to a brief comment on the implications of the identity thesis for Buzan's analysis of security in People, States and Fear. The validity of the identity thesis hinges on the objectivism of the authors' concepts of 'society' and 'identity'. Society is conceived as a social fact, with the same objectivity and ontological status as the state. Notwithstanding several passing comments to the contrary, the authors' definition and analysis of society is essentially Durkheimian. This perspective determines the methodology and skews the inquiry and level of analysis away from that required for a process which is constituted by social practices. Such a focus would view 'society' and 'state' as an 'objectification' of social interaction, in Berger and Luckmann's sense of the term;33 they are a particular class of dependent, not independent, variable.  Secondly, the misunderstanding of 'identity' follows from the definition of society. Who we are is not a matter of fact imposed on individuals who 'belong' to the 'society' of Waever et al. Their idea of Collective identity as a social fact projects the image of a collective self to be discovered: we are who we are. The evidence and philosophical argument point more convincingly to process and negotiation: we are who we want to be, subject to the constraints of history. Such constraints set limits to the boundaries of possibility; the case for an ecumenical harmony of identity between Danes and Swedes is clearly more plausible than that between Danes and Zulus. Within such constraints, disagreements about identity can and do flourish and, where they give rise to conflict and have security implications, can be settled, but only by moral decision informed by factual observation, not by observation alone. A third and related point is that this decision in regard to identity and its security is a normative one. We cannot assume, by definition, that 'society' embodies a single value or interest—identity—which stands alongside the values of the state as the only object of vulnerability and threat which is relevant to security analysis. The problem is, rather, to investigate which interests are at stake and who are the interested parties pursuing them.  The political concepts of interests and legitimacy suggest themselves as being more fruitful analytical tools for understanding and interpreting recent or past events in Europe than identity and societal security. The concept of interests captures the political reality prior to the emergence into the security arena of any sense of common identity. From the macro-side of the state, its legitimacy to speak identity and security on behalf of all takes priority over 'socio-political cohesion', in Buzan's understanding of the term, as the value that determines the strength of the state, and thus the state's capacity to integrate with other strong states in a mature anarchy.34 In addition to their immediacy and common-sense fit with the empirical evidence, 'interests' have the merit of exposing the normative concerns of the actors whose values are at issue, while 'legitimacy' directs attention to the viability of the decision of the state or other agency which must judge the claims of rival interests.
XT: Threats Multidimensional

Security analysis rooted in collective identity ignores the fluidity of the societal identity and makes way for relativism and racism
McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 86-87)

The human and moral connotations of identity give it a popular appeal. Its apparent subjectivity makes everyone an expert. Its fundamental character as an inalienable human property blocks all criticism and makes its secure possession a matter of elementary justice. We are who we think we are; no one else can judge us. Though Waever et al. would reject this popular notion as the basis for their understanding of collective identity, their thesis, paradoxically, commits them to the same relativism. In effect they have an objectivist theory with relativist consequences.  In their view, identity is a property of society, not to be confused with human beings. It "emerges" (a frequently used term) from the peculiar interactions of people and institutions in each society, fixed and incorrigible like the computer output of a complex arithmetic. Identity describes the society, and society is constituted by identity. Since its computation or construction does not crucially depend on human decisions, it makes no sense to speak of correcting it. Societal identity just is. We are stuck with it. There is no way we can replace it, except by adopting multiple identities, each of which is, in principle, as inviolable as the next.-7 It follows that we are stuck with every other community's account of its identity also, and have no intellectual means of passing judgment on these accounts. We may not like who they are, but if they think that way, so be it. This aspect of the identity thesis is disturbing because of its implications for security policy in general and for particular security issues in Europe. It lies at the other extreme to racism. The one view claims to judge races and to allocate each a position in an ontological hierarchy. The other refuses all judgment and allocates to each society an objective identity proper to it. Fortunately, there is more to be said about it than just to disapprove.

Security ID Politics authors ignore the multidimensionality of threats

McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 84-85)

We must ask why the authors choose identity from among the countless values which people are concerned about and which can be attributed to the collectivity of society, thus coming under the umbrella ‘societal security’. It is clear that ‘societal security’ is the object of an assumption about its referent, not the object of inquiry. That would entail an inquiry into which of the indeterminate values susceptible to threat—including identity—may be vulnerable and require security. A society’s survival is a matter of identity, they assert. No evidence or argument is offered in support, other than the comment that ‘this is the way a society talks about existential threats: if this happens, we will no longer be able to live as “us”’. 17 this society in terms of ‘individuals identifying themselves as members of a community.’18 But that is to reduce our conception of society to its most ephemeral and empirically contentious component and to ignore other elements.The authors briefly acknowledge that economic threats to particular groups within a society can affect the security of society as a whole. 19 but this passing interest in the multi-dimensionality of threats is not sustained. Neither does it reflect interest in the multi-dimensionality of values susceptible to threat. The only value which they can conceive as vulnerable in the event of economic threats is society identity.
XT: State Focus = Better/Inevitable

Collective identity converges at the state

McSweeney, ’98 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Durkheim and the Copenhagen School: A Response to Buzan and Wæver”, Review of International Studies (1998) V. 24, pg. 137-138)
Buzan and Wæver want ‘to grasp the way other things than states’ need to be recognized as ‘referent objects for security discourse’.3 The other ‘thing’ which they adopt is societal identity. My claim—that they do so in Durkheimian fashion, without problematizing it as process grounded in human practices—is not overturned by their assertions to the contrary: ‘We prefer to take a social constructivist position “all the way down”.’4 Identity, unlike the state, has no empirical referent other than the process of constructing it. It can be considered as an act or a structure, depending on the needs of analysis. As act, identity refers to the capacity of individuals to sustain a story about the self or the collective self. As structure, it relates to the story, or narrative, sustained, from which individuals draw to enact identity. But it cannot be considered a thing, a social fact in the sense in which Durkheim attributed a sui generis objectivity to a close cousin of identity: the collective conscience. Durkheim was wrong—in the context, interestingly wrong—about the character of social facts and the objectivity of society. That the individuals who make up a collective actor can have a sense of common identity is not in question; and where that occurs, the identity represents a value which can be threatened and secured. That an identity may be coterminous with the state can also be allowed, making it plausible to speak of a narrative linking the Danes, or connecting the Irish, in a common sense of belonging to a distinctive community. But the term ‘identity’ misleads us by its nominal form. It is always a narrating, a storytelling, an active process on the part of individuals which can only be grasped as process, never as object. Unlike the state, the concept of identity leaves no ‘sediment’; it cannot ‘petrify’, in the revealing metaphors of Buzan and Wæver.5 It is a more-or-less fluid, more-or-less constraining, resource through which actors identify themselves, its fluidity or constraint depending on the facts of history and the political interests engaged in its management. Collective identity is always an option exercised by people in social groups. It is an empirical problem whether it coalesces into a sense of nationwide, or societal, identity, and one intimately linked to the task of interpreting the part played by sectional and state interests in achieving a sense of community. Understood in this way, the analysis of collective identity must begin with the process of its construction at whatever social level identity and interests begin to converge. The problem is to interpret what an apparent national or societal identity means, to test the extent and depth of subscription to it, not to take it for granted as an unproblematic, objective fact and to examine its implications for conflict or security on that assumption (in the manner of the case-studies in Wæver et al.). This raises the second question in dispute: methodological individualism. 

Can’t form cohesion by identities—it’ll inevitably become state-centric

McSweeney, ’98 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Durkheim and the Copenhagen School: A Response to Buzan and Wæver”, Review of International Studies (1998) V. 24, pg. 140)
The third point at issue is the implication of the ‘identity’ thesis of Wæver et al. for Buzan’s distinctions between strong and weak states and mature and immature anarchies. The cornerstone of Buzan’s thesis, and the point at which it deviates from the neorealist course, is his differentiation between state actors in terms of their socio-political cohesion—making them strong or weak as states—and his correlative differentiation between mature and immature types of anarchy which condition the behaviour of states towards a security community or a conflictual association. (This is the nub of what Buzan and Wæver call ‘security complex theory’, in relation to which they concede a difficulty, but not a fundamental one.)11 The possibility of states becoming strong and anarchies becoming mature opened a neorealist door to the idea of variability of state identities and interests: the idea that states could change their fundamental properties by learning to define themselves and their interests as cooperative actors, rather than as the self-help puppets of the realist system. It broke through the classical defence against the empirical evidence of cooperation: that such behaviour must be defined as the strategic cooperation of relative gainers in an unchanging anarchic environment. This is the theoretical and normative core of Buzan’s book which, despite his disclaimers, provides a framework for the formulation of security policy. But the thesis rests on the primacy of the state, the relative strength of which, in turn, rests on a state-centred definition of ‘socio-political cohesion’. Buzan’s idea of cohesion has nothing to do with the consensus of minorities or even the majority social group within the state, and, as he readily admits, it can coexist with their suppression.12 It is about control, not consensus. The concept of the strong state ultimately rests on the subordination of sub-state groups and their values, including identity, to the state. By imputing identity to ‘society’, and then making it an equal referent of security as distinct from the state, Buzan has pulled the rug from under his earlier thesis. Security was achieved through states exercising their control over the domestic arena to become and remain strong, and through regional configurations of such states. Identity figured in this schema as an element of the domestic sphere under the control of the state. Now identity figures as a potential rival to the state, generated outside its control, and standing with the state as an equal priority for security concern and policy. 
XT: State Focus = Better/Inevitable

Understanding states through individuals is better than focusing on a collective social identity

McSweeney, ’98 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Durkheim and the Copenhagen School: A Response to Buzan and Wæver”, Review of International Studies (1998) V. 24, pg. 139)
Methodological individualism can refer to a conception of the social order which views individuals as atomistic units, or biological parts of the social whole, in which case it is reductionist and trivial. Trivial in the sense that it is true but useless for social analysis; reductionist in that it deprives human individuals of their intellectual property as humans. Or it can refer to the position characterized as subjectivism. This is the view that the meaning of social concepts can be reduced without loss to the consciousness and purposes of individuals. Since this is a position at the opposite end of the ontological scale to Buzan and Wæver’s objectivism, it can be fairly considered as the real object of their concern. Collective concepts do embody elements other than those present in individual consciousness. But the rejection of subjectivism does not entail the acceptance of a Durkheimian objectivism. All concepts in social theory are ‘more’ than the aggregate of individual beliefs about them. But we should be careful of loading the word ‘more’ with material metaphors like ‘sediment’, or cultural ones like Parsons’ ‘central value system’. To say with Buzan and Wæver that ‘a concept is more than the sum of its parts’— whatever the summing of its parts might mean—can suggest a quantitative addition, a superstructure or sediment, which then becomes a sui generis object of inquiry. This appears to be their position, and it is one which makes sense of their proscription of sub-state and sub-societal inquiry under pain of ‘methodological individualism’. The characteristics of a collective concept are not more than its individual parts in the sense that they exist separately from them, external to them. A collectivity is not a social fact in the sense of a thing existing independently of the individuals who comprise it.10 A collective concept focuses on the structural properties of action which are inherent in every instance of individual interaction. The anarchy of the international order makes sense only in so far as we understand its place in structuring the actions of individuals, and, through them, states. To address the purposive action of agents rather than the structural properties of institutions is simply a difference of focus on social action—a methodological choice—not a focus on a different thing—an ontological question. The dispute with Buzan and Wæver is emphatically not about a conflict of choice between methodological individualism and holism, but about a version of holism to which they subscribe. Deconstructing collective concepts, to expose the irreducible human units and practices from which they derive their meaning, means neither denying the value of treating collectivities as actors for certain analytical purposes, nor denying the intersubjective, i.e. structural, dimension of individual or subsocietal interaction. It does mean rejecting the separation of the collective and the individual and the equation of the structural with the former and the atomistic with the latter. This is an ontological, holistic position which unites Durkheim and Parsons with Waltz, the antidote to which is an alternative ontology, but not one rooted in the unstructured individual of subjectivism. 
XT: Identity Analysis = Useless/Worse

Analyzing security through identity politics subverts itself into the realism it criticizes

McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 92-93)

In Buzan (1991), the primacy of the state is the pivot on which the domestic dimension of the strong state and the international dimension of regional security turn. The seminal character of People, States and Fear lay in the break with the realism of traditional security studies marked by these two ideas. The movement on a spectrum of weak to strong states directed attention to the domestic level, and the corresponding movement from immature to mature anarchy (or, in regional terms, from security complex to security community) introduced the possibility and need for change at the international level. Together, they represented a more complex and adequate picture of reality and of the possibilities of change than the realists could envisage. Theoretically, this advance depended on maintaining the realist doctrine on state primacy. The agency of change in the domestic as in the international sphere could not be attributed to sub-state or supra-state actors. If sub-state actors were credited with the capacity to shift the state, then something close to anarchy would rule at the domestic level. By definition, there could be no stability in the socio-political cohesion which Buzan understood as a state-managed domestic order and which was a defining characteristic of his 'strong state'. On the other hand, if the international system were allowed to determine shifts in the security position of the state, Buzan would have to reformulate his entire theoretical framework. His version of realism sees anarchy as a constant, with modifications in regional configurations brought about by the actions of states. It is on the security of the state that the security of people and of the international system depends. While an overall environment of anarchy determines the range of state actions, any change in the character of the state from weak to strong can only be brought about by the state itself. The problem, then, is to understand how the identity thesis is compatible with Buzan's security theory. The concept of a strong state rested on the subordination of society to the state. Now, in Waever et al. the state is no longer the uniquely privileged actor. Domestic resistance to the state cannot be viewed as some kind of pathology. The vulnerability of identity to external threats is now viewed as the vulnerability no longer of the state, but of an autonomous actor and potential rival within its boundaries: society. The management of societal identity, which Buzan saw as the business of the state in building the social cohesion essential to becoming strong and fit for membership of a security community within a mature anarchy— this task is now in the hands of society itself. A strong sense of societal identity could very likely, and not just pathologically, coincide with resistance to the state. How changes in identity are effected, or disputes about identity are resolved, is not addressed by Waever et al. Who would judge? Buzan's implicit answer was 'the state', and this allowed for the possibility of change from weak to strong state which was critical to his thesis. If society is now an independent variable, no longer subordinate to the state, then it appears that the Copenhagen school has undermined Buzan's original thesis. Buzan himself has collaborated in an analysis of security which purports to develop his analysis of 1983-91 but, in fact, subverts it, without enhancing our understanding of the problems of security.
The K’s focus on the collective identity ignores how identity is shaped by elites

McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 85-86)

We get some sense of the applicability of the authors' theoretical approach to identity and security in the case-studies which form the bulk of Waever et al. and which comment interestingly on European integration, migration, the Middle East, the former Soviet Union and other areas of conflict. A brief examination of one of these studies, which is representative of the approach of all, is instructive.22 Most of the story is a straightforward, albeit excellent, piece of traditional political science, giving customary attention to state actors and employing a familiar shorthand of ethnic labels for political leadership, which we have no difficulty in translating. 'Kosovo Albanians repeated their 1968 demand for a republic', 'the Serbs insisted on living together', 'the Croats finally recovered their own state', and so on.23 This is vintage security analysis without pretension to broader concepts or sociological deconstruction. The question does not arise, since throughout most of the chapter the author pays little attention to the new focus on identity to which his contribution has been recruited; indeed he scarcely mentions the word. The concept of identity makes its appearance in a few pages of conclusion where Hakan Wiberg reflects on his own analysis in the light of the theoretical agenda of the principal authors. Despite the lack of evidence, he asserts that the conflict is really about the twin concepts of identity and the state24—defined as objects of security by the principal authors, even though his analysis has touched, inter alia, on economic deprivation among urban workers, and has nowhere shown how collective identity was constructed and articulated. Among several unsupported claims to illustrate this point, he states that the secessions of Croatia and Bosnia 'would be seen by Serbs there as identity threats ... as deadly threats to the security of the Serb communities . . .'25 And again: 'The identity problem can be succinctly described by recalling that Macedonia is surrounded by Bulgaria . . ,'26 Would that it were so easy! This is one example of the manner in which most of the case-studies are approached in a traditional way and then overlaid with the identity thesis. There is nothing in this case-study to support the identity thesis of the principal authors, unless it be the reification of identity itself. The opportunity is missed to explore the extent to which Yugoslavia, far from exemplifying the autonomy of identity as a social fact, is perhaps an outstanding example of the manipulation of identity by political elites in an area remarkable for its historical forgetfulness.
XT: Identity Analysis = Useless/Worse

Societal identity is a subjective, ethical choice made by each individual—if we think that it’s just there, then political institutions will determine the perception of the collective identity

McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 88-90)

An analogy between identity and individual freedom will serve to illustrate the point. The test of freedom cannot be reduced to a test of the absence of obstacles to the fulfilment of desires. By that criterion, a happy slave might be judged free and a frustrated professor enslaved. Neither can it be reduced to perception. The slave may perceive himself more free than the professor, but it is obvious that the concept of personal freedom loses the meaning we invest in it, if we limit it to the perception of either. We need a test to judge the needs which are relevant to personal freedom if we are to rescue the concept from being merely an expression of taste. The test of freedom must begin from a positive judgment about human needs and rights, not from a negative assessment of obstacles. The philosophical starting-point must be some ideal of human nature.31 The fact that we have no authoritative, epistemological basis for constructing such an ideal is no argument against its necessity. We can, and we routinely do, make judgments about personal freedom. But they are not judgments which can be validated by empirical observation alone. If we want a test allowing us to transcend individual perception and to judge personal freedom in the light of the human competence to which the concept refers, then we are in the business of making a moral decision. We stand some chance of making a more reasoned judgment if we address its normative character explicitly than if we hide it from view behind a veil of false respect for the authenticity of the person. The implication for personal and collective identity should be clear. The basis of judgment about personal identity overlaps closely with the judgment about personal freedom. The answer to the question 'Who am I?' clearly does not rest simply on empirical evidence, though the factual, historical data collected in our passport, our diary and our past experiences are very relevant. Neither can it be decided exclusively in terms of subjective perception. We routinely 'correct' the identity claims not only of others but of ourselves. It rests also on the contrast and balance between a normative view of human nature and the facts of personal biography. It entails an element of decision as well as self-observation. Similarly, the collective question, 'Who are we?' cannot be answered simply by reference to opinion polls, ancient myths, folk music or other measures of collective history. It too entails a decision based on a theory which relates some of the countless biographical facts of our collective past and present to a view of who we want to be. 'We are who we choose to be' overstates our freedom in the matter but makes the point forcefully that collective identity is a choice made by people, not a property of society which transcends their agency.  We choose from an array of possible identities, so to speak. (Clearly, this is to analyze identity formation in the abstract. No society exists where we could observe this process from the starting-point of a tabula rasa without an already-existing identity and the consequent pressures of socialization to adopt and to affirm it.) The question is how these diverse individual choices come to cohere in a clear or vague collective image, and how disputes about identity, with security implications, are settled. If we reify the notion of societal identity, in the manner of Waever et al., the answer is that it just happens. If sub-societal groups see things differently from the majority. Waever et al. offer no criteria by which to judge and resolve the dispute. For them, society has an identity by definition. People do not choose it; they recognize it, they belong to it.-12  This is sociologically untenable. It is blind to the moral choices which go into the melting-pot of the process of identity formation. To answer the question raised above: individual and group choices come to cohere in a societal identity—when they do—only by virtue of higher-level moral decisions about what counts and what does not in the image we want to have of ourselves. Whether it is the state, the Supreme Court or simply the most powerful hidden interests which settle the matter is less important than that we recognize the inescapable ethical judgment in the process of choosing the components of a collective identity. These agencies are political instruments, made necessary by the fact that social order requires a referee with the mandate to speak for society. In Buzan (1991), as noted, the state was not only given the political mandate in relation to security, it was also ontologically identified with the needs and rights of the people whose security was at stake. The moral judgment involved in Buzan's account is hidden within the function of the state. In the new focus on societal identity, there is no referee and there are no criteria for legitimizing decisions about identity. In effect, the construction of identity and the resolution of identity disputes are left to emerge, incorrigible and beyond assessment, from the mysterious workings of society. The element of normative judgment in the negotiations which constitute the permanent process of identity formation is lost. Collective identity is not 'out there', waiting to be discovered. What is 'out there' is identity discourse on the part of political leaders, intellectuals and countless others, who engage in the process of constructing, negotiating and affirming a response to the demand—at times urgent, mostly absent—for a collective image. Even in times of crisis, this is never more than a provisional and fluid image of ourselves as we want to be, limited by the facts of history. The relevance of this argument to the concept of societal security should be clear. 

XT: Identity Analysis = Useless/Worse
Analysis of a collective identity can’t explain international dynamics

McSweeney, ’98 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Durkheim and the Copenhagen School: A Response to Buzan and Wæver”, Review of International Studies (1998) V. 24, pg. 138-139)
Much has been made in the cited work of Buzan and the Copenhagen school of the trap of ‘methodological individualism’, and the need to avoid falling into it as their ground for rejecting analysis of security or identity at the sub-state or sub-societal level. Buzan aims ‘to demolish the reductionist illusion’ that the security of the state can be reduced to that of the individual.6 This is why individuals and social groups must not be the object of security and identity studies: if we are to avoid methodological individualism, we must treat society as a ‘reality of its own’, after Durkheim, ‘not to be reduced to the individual level’.7 A collective concept is ‘more than the sum of its parts’.8 As a consequence of this reasoning, state and society are seen as the only level compatible with avoiding ‘an atomistic, aggregate view of security’; the ‘individualist perspective’ is seen as including not just the focus on individual human beings, but the sub-state ‘small-group perspective’ also.9 The student thus faces the stark option of analysing security and identity exclusively at the level of the state and society, or dropping into the black hole of individualism, whence no analysis capable of addressing the collective dynamics of the international can emerge. This is an extraordinary position to adopt, relegating the analysis of the relevance to international security of family, gender, race and class identities to ‘methodological individualism’. I agree with Buzan and Wæver that methodological individualism is an impossible starting point for understanding the source of collective action. I accept also that it can be meaningful and useful to choose the state as the methodological level of analysis for particular purposes. Buzan and Wæver, however, misunderstand the concept of methodological individualism by postulating it as the default position for all who wish to analyse security and identity at the sub-state or sub-societal levels. That they are wrong in defining the analysis of sub-state social groups as the ‘individualist perspective’ scarcely needs elaboration. But they are wrong also about the individual. The idea that an emphasis on the grounding of identity or security in individuals thereby entails the rejection of structural constraint, and a concomitant commitment to methodological individualism, is mistaken. 

Identity politics isn’t necessarily the cause of securitization—they ignore state and sub-societal interaction
McSweeney, ’96 – Prof. Sociology @ U of York (Bill, “Identity and Security: Buzan and the Copenhagen School”, Review of International Studies (1996) V. 22, pg. 85)

If, rather than assuming that identity is the unique value vulnerable to threat, the authors had posed as a problem, ‘What is the focus of the security concerns of the people who comprise “society”?’, the intuitive evidence alone would have suggested a range of values, with economic welfare prominent. This would force the level of analysis down from society as a whole to its social-group components. That would open up not just a methodological can of worms for the authors—as they realize—but a theoretical one also. Their focus on the domestic dimension of the security problem could no longer remain at the macro-level of society, and a new conceptual schema would be required to deal with the dynamics of sub-societal, societal and state interaction. This would have resulted in a quite different approach, in which the apparent fact of societal identity was exposed as an integral, political aspect of the security problem, rather than a taken-for-granted reality which defined the problem. Identity is not a fact of society; it is a process of negotiation among people and interest groups. Being English, Irish. Danish is a consequence of a political process, and it is that process, not the label symbolizing it, which constitutes the reality that needs explication. We cannot decide the status, or even the relevance, of identity a priori. Where it is relevant, it is not necessarily the cause of a security problem, as the authors assume. It is just as likely to be its effect. Which it is can only be revealed by deconstructing the process of identity formation at the sub-societal level, but the authors reject this approach as leading inevitably to individualism. The security problem in the Russian Federation, former Yugoslavia, or Northern Ireland is not there just because people have separate identities; it may well be that they have separate identities because of the security problem. Contrary to the authors' claim,21 identity is not to be taken as an independent variable, tout court, it is often the outcome of a labelling process which reflects a conflict of interests at the political level.  

AT: Identity/Security Socially Constructed 

Identity has traction within IR--pointing out that this reality has been constructed won't change the system

Wendt, 95  (Alexander, professor of political science at the University of Chicago, International Theory: Critical Investigations, p. 148-149)

Let us assume that processes of identity- and interest-formation have created a world in which states do not recognize rights to territory or existence - a war of all against all. In this world, anarchy has a 'realist' meaning for state action: be insecure and concerned with relative power. Anarchy has this meaning only in virtue of collective, insecurity-produc-ing practices, but if those practices are relatively stable, they do constitute a system that may resist change. The fact that worlds of power politics are socially constructed, in other words, does not guarantee they are malleable, for at least two reasons. The first reason is that once constituted, any social sys- tem confronts each of its members as an objective social fact that reinforces certain behaviors and discourages others. Self-help systems, for example, tend to reward competition and punish altruism. The possibility of change depends on whether the exigencies of such competition leave room for actions that deviate from the prescribed script. If they do not, the system will be reproduced and deviant actors will not. 64 The second reason is that systemic change may also be inhibited by actors' interests in maintaining relatively stable role identities. Such interests are rooted not only in the desire to minimize uncertainty and anxiety, manifested in efforts to confirm existing beliefs about the social world, but also in the desire to avoid the expected costs of break-ing commitments made to others - notably domestic con- stituencies and foreign allies in the case of states - as part of past practices. The level of resistance that these com- mitments induce will depend on the 'salience' of particu-lar role identities to the actor.65 The United States, for example, is more likely to resist threats to its identity as 'leader of anti-communist crusades' than to its identity as 'promoter of human rights.' But for almost any role ident-ity, practices and information that challenge it are likely to create cognitive dissonance and even perceptions of threat, and these may cause resistance to transformations of the self and thus to social change.66 For both systemic and 'psychological' reasons, then, intersubjective understandings and expectations may have a self-perpetuating quality, constituting path-dependencies that new ideas about self and other must transcend. This does not change the fact that through practice agents are continuously producing and reproducing identities and interests, continuously' choosing now the preferences [they] will have later.,67 But it does mean that choices may not be experienced with meaningful degrees of freedom. This could be a constructivist justification for the realist position that only simple learning is possible in self-help systems. The realist might concede that such systems are socially constructed and still argue that after the corresponding identities and interests have become institutionalized, they are almost impossible to transform. 

reducing all of international relations to identity ignores structures that shape human agency and creates an inaccurate understanding of the world—this makes it impossible to shape state power in a productive manner

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

The second general avenue of skepticism concerns the relative evisceration of agency,  class power and political economy in Campbell’s work. This evisceration begins, it seems  to me, from a neglect of intentionality and agency brought about by the retreat from  ‘material causes’. Committed to a Foucaultian ‘strategy without a knowing strategist’  notion of power (p. 70), dissident IR can disable readings of history that identify certain  social institutions, actors and classes acting instrumentally to secure certain ends (e.g.  winning an election, strengthening one’s power, accumulating more capital, etc.). Rather  power is discussed in generalized, non-instrumentalist terms: it is about the processes of  identity formation, processes which make people rather than them making themselves.  What this narrative tends to downplay is the deliberate and conscious manipulation of  identities by certain social actors (presidential candidates, political parties, state  bureaucracies and business groups, for example) to advance their own perceived ends. For example, Campbell’s reading of geo-economic discourses on Japan as ‘one among  many practices designed to sustain and secure the sovereignty of the United States and  contain challenges to the boundaries of American identity’ (p. 236) completely misses the  overriding economic significance of these discourses in helping certain domestic interest  groups (e.g. the Big Three US auto producers) instrumentalize the US state for their own  purposes (6 Tuathail, 1993). Questions of identity may insinuate their way into all forms  of politics but all forms of politics are not about questions of identity. Preoccupation with  the politics of identity can create a history without materialism, a history without  economic exploitation, capital accumulation and power applied for the instrumental  purposes of economic gain.4  The consequences of this evisceration of political economy for the detailed analysis of  the practice of foreign policy (in the orthodox sense) are considerable. The problems of  foreign policy and international politics are rendered as questions of adjusting our  thinking and expanding the range of our tolerance, not as questions which concern the  perpetuation of an unequal and rapaciously exploitative global political economy.  Analysis can succumb to rituals and games of political correctness. 5 But beyond the new  pieties of politically correct quazi-academic subculture are old-fashioned issues having to  do with capital accumulation and raw material exploitation. 

ID Ptx Bad—Stops Coalitions/is divisive

Identity politics bad – stops coalitions and freezes reality

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 76-77

There is something to be said for the belief that intellectuals connected “empirically” with particular social movements might be best placed to build the need for solidarity with other groups.37 But this should be construed less as a matter of principles than tactics. The Counter-Enlightenment showed the danger of reducing intellectual work to the symbolic or existential gesture of the “person” whose own “I” is in the postmodern era, moreover, always fundamentally in doubt. Judgment can then rest only on the immediate “experience” of reality. Critical reflection will become subordinated to some intuition of reality privileged by the race, gender, or ethnic background of the individual. Fixed and stable categories of “identity” are basically affirmative: they militate against new concerns with hybridity first raised by “postcolonial” thinkers; they offer nothing other than tactical possibilities for solidarity between groups, and they ignore how the ability to choose an “identity” with some degree of safety depends upon the existence of liberal institutions with liberal norms. These institutions and norms have their source within the Enlightenment. Many a postmodern or and communitarian intellectual obsessed with privileging “experience” in the world of today is not far removed from the anti-intellectual intellectual of yesterday. 
Identity politics is too divisive

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 165-166)
Celebrating and reifying difference as a political end in itself thus runs the risk of creating increasingly divisive and incommensurate discourses where each group claims a knowledge or experienced based legitimacy but, in doing so, precluding the possibility of common understanding or intergroup political discourse. Instead, difference produces antithetical discord and political-tribalism: only worldng class Hispanics living in South Central Los Angeles, for instance, can speak of, for, and about their community, its concerns, interests and needs; only female African Americans living in the projects of Chicago can speak "legitimately" of the housing and social problems endemic to inner city living. Discourse becomes confined not to conversations between identity groups since this is impossible, but story telling of personal/group experiences where the "other" listens intendy until their turn comes to tell their own stories and experiences. Appropriating the voice or pain of others by speaking, writing, or theorizing on issues, perspectives, or events not indicative of one's group-identity becomes not only illegitimate but a medium of oppression and a means to silence others. The very activity of theory and political discourse as it has been understood traditionally in International Relations, and the social sciences more generally, is thus rendered inappropriate in the new milieu of identity politics. 

ID Ptx can’t solve IR

Identity politics, especially Fem IR, can’t solve any problems in international relations

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 164-165)
Problems of this nature, however, are really manifestations of a deeper, underlying ailment endemic to discourses derived from identity politics. At base, the most elemental question for identity discourse, as Zalewski and Enloe note, is "Who am I?"100 The personal becomes the political, evolving a discourse where self-identification, but also one's identification by others, presupposes multiple identities that are fleeting, overlapping, and changing at any particular moment in time or place. "We have multiple identities," argues V. Spike Peterson, "e.g., Canadian, homemaker, Jewish, Hispanic, socialist."101 And these identities are variously depicted as transient, polymorphic, interactive, discursive, and never fixed. As Richard Brown notes, "Identity is given neither institutionally nor biologically. It evolves as one orders continuities on one's conception of oneself."102 Yet, if we accept this, the analytical utility of identity politics seems problematic at best. Which identity, for example, do we choose from the many that any one subject might display affinity for? Are we to assume that all identities are of equal importance or that some are more important than others? How do we know which of these identities might be transient and less consequential to one's sense of self and, in turn, politically significant to understanding international politics? Why, for example, should we place gender identity ontologically prior to class, sexual orientation, ethnic origin, ideological perspective, or national identity?103 As Zalewski and Enloe ask, "Why do we consider states to be a major referent? Why not men? Or women?"104 But by the same token, why not dogs, shipping magnates, movie stars, or trade regimes? Why is gender more constitutive of global politics than, say, class, or an identity as a cancer survivor, laborer, or social worker? Most of all, why is gender essentialized in feminist discourse, reified into the most preeminent of all identities as the primary lens through which international relations must be viewed? Perhaps, for example, people understand difference in the context of identities outside of gender. As Jane Martin notes, "How do we know that difference . . . does not turn on being fat or religious or in an abusive relationship?"105 The point, perhaps flippandy made, is that identity is such a nebulous concept, its meaning so obtuse and so inherendy subjective, that it is near meaningless as a conduit for understanding global politics if only because it can mean anything to anybody. For others like Ann Tickner, however, identity challenges the assumption of state sovereignty. "Becoming curious about identity formation below the state and surrendering the simplistic assumption that the state is sovereign will," Tickner suggests, "make us much more realistic describers and explainers of the current international system."106 The multiple subjects and their identities that constitute the nation-state are, for Tickner, what are important. In a way, of course, she is correct. States are constitutive entities drawn from the amalgam of their citizens. But such observations are somewhat trite and banal and lead International Relations into a devolving and perpetually dividing discourse based upon ever-emergent and transforming identities. Surely the more important observation, however, concerns the bounds of this enterprise. Where do we stop? Are there limits to this exercise or is it a boundless project? And how do we theorize the notion of multiple levels of identities harbored in each subject person? If each of us is fractured into multiple identities, must we then lunge into commentaries specific to each group? Well we might imagine, for example, a discourse in International Relations between white feminist heterosexual women, white middle class heterosexual physically challenged men, working class gay Latinos, transgendered persons, ethnic Italian New York female garment workers, and Asian lesbian ecofeminists. Each would represent a self-constituted knowledge and nomenclature, a discourse reflective of specific identity-group concerns. Knowledge and understanding would suffer from a diaspora, becoming unattainable in any perspicacious sense except in localities so specific that its general understanding, or inter-group applicability, would be obviated. Identity groups would become so splintered and disparate that International Relations would approach a form of identity tribalism with each group forming a kind of intellectual territory, jealously policing its knowledge borders from intrusions by other groups otherwise seen as illegitimate, nonrepresentative, or opposed to the interests of the group. Nor is it improbable to suppose that identity politics in International Relations would evolve a realpolitik between groups, a realist power-struggle for intergroup legitimacy or hegemonic control over particular knowledges or, in the broader polity, situations of intergroup conflict. With what legitimacy, for example, do middle class, by and large white, affluent, feminist, women International Relations scholars speak and write for black, poor, illiterate, gay, working class, others who might object, resist, or denounce such empathetic musings? The legitimacy with which Sylvester or Enloe write, for example, might be questioned on grounds of their identities as elite, educated, privileged women, unrepresentative of the experiences and realities of those at the coal face of international politics.
AT: The K incorporates realist insights
The k domesticates realism- ruins the theory

Gow 5

James, Professor of International Peace and Security, and Director of the International Peace and Security Programme. Gow is a permanent non-resident scholar with the Liechtenstein Institute, Princeton University. He has held visiting positions at the University of Sheffield, the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in Washington D.C., the Institute of War and Peace Studies, Columbia University, and the Centre of International Studies, Princeton University. Professor Gow is currently Chair of the Association for the Study of Ethnicity and Nationalism Advisory Council, a member of the British Film Institute In-View Advisory Board and a member of the ESRC/AHRC ‘Global Uncertainties’ Development Panel, Book: Defending the West, Polity Press, (pg. 28)

The majority of students of international relations using a Constructivist approach have been opposed to Realism - and indeed to Idealism and other traditions and schools of thought. Constructivist Realism, therefore, represents, I believe, a radical step in the appreciation of international politics. The term is unique and meaningful,25 but it is not necessarily the first attempt to deploy Constructivism while acknowledging merit in Realism. By referring to 'interactions' Wendt, in popularizing the notion of Social Constructivism in the study of international relations and seeking avowedly to present a normative-driven, Idealist challenge to Realism, nonetheless acknowledges that he is a 'realist' to the extent that his focus is on the state.26 This is a deeply qualified nod to Realism – one that is considerably outweighed by the overall aim of undoing and revising the dominant Realist position. A more notable example is that of the 'Copenhagen' Constructivists Barry Buzan, Ole Weaver and Jaap de Wilde, who go some way towards taking a similar position to Constructivist Realism, but fall short of doing so. Although their purpose and primary focus is the broadening of the security agenda, while also setting boundaries to its expansion, the approach they take is both avowedly Constructivist and openly Realist. It is Constructivist to the extent that they view 'securitization' as 'an essentially inter-subjective process', which means that in all but the most immediate and extreme cases, threats could not be objectively identified.27 It is Realist to the extent that they seek to identify their position as 'post-sovereign realism'.28 However, their attention to the social processes that determine security seems ultimately driven by the same desire to temper the Realist predicament. By taking a partly Constructivist approach, they maintain, 'it will sometimes be possible to maneuver the interaction among actors and thereby curb security dilemmas'.29 The reflexively engaged use of Constructivism, even with a foothold in Realism, makes clear that their ultimate agenda is a similar desire to use the power of knowledge and understanding to tame and change the Realist beast to that expressed by Wendt. In the end, their mission is to change Realism, if not eventually to transform security relations and remove that concept's dominance. It is not to situate Realism in an inter-subjective context, where the soundness of their analysis on the constituted and changeable character of Realism makes clear that Realism is not necessarily an inherent or 'natural position, whatever its strengths and merits. S 

Security Good – (A2: Imposible)
Promotion of security is an ethical responsibility of government. Total security is impossible but limited security avoids a hell on earth. 

Elshtain ‘3  (Jean Bethke, Prof. Social and Pol. Ethics – U. Chicago, “Just War Against Terror: The Burden of American Power in a Violent World”, p. 46-48)

IN THE IMMEDIATE AFTERMATH of September  11, I said to a friend, "Now we are reminded of what governments  are for." The primary responsibility of government is to provide  basic security—ordinary civic peace. St. Augustine calls this form of  earthly peace tranquillitas ordinis. This is not the perfect peace promised  to believers in the Kingdom of God, the one in which the lion lies down  with the lamb. On this earth, if the lion lies down with the lamb, the  lamb must be replaced frequently, as Martin Luther opined with his  characteristic mordant wit. 1 Portions of the U.S. Constitution refer  specifically to security and public safety. "To ensure domestic tranquillity"  was central to what the new order being created after the American  Revolution was all about. None of the goods that human beings cherish,  including the free exercise of religion, can flourish without a measure  of civic peace and security.  What good or goods do I have in mind? Mothers and fathers raising  their children; men and women going to work; citizens of a great city  making their way on streets and subways; ordinary people flying to  California to visit the grandchildren or to transact business with colleagues—  all of these actions are simple but profound goods made  possible by civic peace. They include the faithful attending their  churches, synagogues, and mosques without fear, and citizens—men  and women, young and old, black, brown, and white—lining up to  vote on Election Day.  This civic peace is not the kingdom promised by scripture that awaits  the end time. The vision of beating swords into plowshares and spears  into pruning hooks, of creating a world in which "nation shall not lift up  sword against nation, neither shall they learn war anymore," is connected  with certain conditions that will always elude us. That vision presupposes  that all persons are under one law. But our condition of  pluralism and religious diversity alone precludes the rule of one law.  Moreover, our condition of fallibility and imperfection precludes a  world in which discontents never erupt.  That said, the civic peace that violence disrupts does offer intimations  of the peaceable kingdom. If we live from day to day in fear of  deadly attack, the goods we cherish become elusive. Human beings are  fragile creatures. We cannot reveal the fullness of our being, including  our deep sociality, if airplanes are flying into buildings or snipers are  shooting at us randomly or deadly spores are being sent through the  mail. As we have learned so shockingly, we can neither take this civic  peace for granted nor shake off our responsibility to respect and promote  the norms and rules that sustain civic peace.  We know what happens to people who live in pervasive fear. The condition  of fearfulness leads to severe isolation as the desire to protect oneself  and one's family becomes overwhelming. It encourages harsh  measures because, as the political theorist Thomas Hobbes wrote in his  1651 work Leviathan, if we live in constant fear of violent death we are  likely to seek guarantees to prevent such. Chapter 13 of Hobbes's great  work is justly renowned for its vivid depiction of the horrors of a "state  of nature," Hobbes's description of a world in which there is no ordered  civic peace of any kind. In that horrible circumstance, all persons have the  strength to kill each other, "either by secret machination, or by confederacy  with others." The overriding emotion in this nightmarish world is  overwhelming, paralyzing fear, for every man has become an enemy to  every other and men live without other security, that what their own strength, and their  own invention shall furnish them withal. In such condition, there is no  place for Industry; because the fruit thereof is uncertain, and consequently  no Culture of the Earth; no Navigation, nor use of the commodities  that may be imported by Sea; no commodious Building; no  Instruments of moving, and removing such things as require much  force; no Knowledge of the face of the Earth; no account of Time; no  Arts; no Letters; no Society; and which is worst of all, continuall feare,  and danger of violent death; And the life of man, solitary, poore, nasty,  brutish, and short. 2  This is Hobbes's famous, or infamous, war of all against all.

Security Good – Turns VTL
Being is impossible without security.

Elshtain ‘2  (Jean Bethke, Prof. Social and Politics Ethics – U. Chicago, and Chair in Foundations of American Freedom – Georgetown U., Common Knowledge, “LUTHER’S LAMB: When and How to Fight a Just War”, 8:2, Highwire)

The ordinary civic peace that terrorist violence disrupts and attempts to  destroy offers intimations of eschatological peace; it is a good to be cherished and  not to make light of. It is a good we charge our public officials with maintaining.  If we live from day to day in fear of deadly attack, the other goods we cherish  become more difficult. Human beings are fragile, soft-shelled creatures. We cannot  reveal the fullness of our being, including our deep sociality, if airplanes are  flying into buildings and cities become piles of rubble composed in part of the  mangled bodies of victims. We can neither take this civic peace for granted—  as we have learned so shockingly—nor shake off our responsibility for helping  to respect and to promote the norms and rules whose enforcement is constitutive  of civic peace. Augustine taught us that we should not spurn worldly vocations,  including the tragic vocation of the judge—tragic, because he or she can  never know with absolute certainty whether punishment is being meted out to  the guilty and not the innocent. But we depend on judges and others to uphold  a world of responsibility, a world in which people are not permitted to “devour  one another like fishes,” in Augustine’s pithy phrase.  Public officials are charged with protecting a people. As those extraordinary  firemen in New York City said, simply: “It’s my job.” The same holds for  our military: it is their job, and it is our sons and daughters who do it. Another  vital dimension of the just-war tradition is to limit—by its sanctioning a rightfully  constituted military—all freelance, opportunistic, and individualistic violence.  Responding justly to injustice is a tall order, for it means that it is better to  risk the lives of one’s own combatants than to intentionally kill “enemy” noncombatants.  It is often difficult to separate combatants from noncombatants, but  try one must. The restraints internal to the just-war tradition encode the notion  of limits to the use of force. Many of these rules and stipulations have been incorporated  into international agreements, including several Geneva Conventions.  During and after a conflict, we assess the conduct of a war-fighting nation by how  its warriors conducted themselves. Did they rape and pillage? Were they under  careful rules of engagement or was it a free-for-all? Was every attempt made to  limit civilian casualties in the knowledge that, in time of war, civilians are invariably  going to fall in harm’s way? It is unworthy of the solemn nature of these matters  to respond cynically or naively to such attempts to limit damage. As the theologian  Oliver O’Donovan put it at the time of Desert Storm: just ask yourself  whether you would rather have been a citizen of Berlin in 1944 or a citizen of  Baghdad during the Persian Gulf War? The answer is obvious, as every effort  was made in American targeting strategy to avoid civilian targets during the later  conflict.

AT: Leads To Exceptionalist Violence/Control
Security doesn't entail violent exceptionalism. We should allow violent responses to prevent fundamental violent rights without seeking to create a world of mini-Americas.

Elshtain ‘8  (Jean Bethke, Prof. Social and Politics Ethics – U. Chicago, and Chair in Foundations of American Freedom – Georgetown U., American Behavioral Scientist, “Etzioni on Religion: Challenging the Warrior/Preacher’ Faultline”, 51:9, May, Sage)

What does security first entail? Etzioni answers: freedom from deadly violence,  maiming, and torture. Where is this security lacking? Primarily in failed states,  newly liberated states, and the Middle East. The United States knows this empirically  but has resisted the implications of this knowledge. Etzioni is not alone in making  the observation that it is very difficult to build the institutions of civil society and  to institute and sustain constitutionalism in situations in which people live in deadly  fear of random violence and assault. Michael Ignatieff has made similar arguments.  So have I (Elshtain, 2003). So have many others. If asked, most people just want to  go about their daily lives without being killed. Granted. But how to achieve this end?  What do we do—we, the United States? Our first move, argues Etzioni, should be a  pledge to forgo coercive regime change.  What would such a pledge accomplish? I can imagine that it would dishearten  many who oppose dictatorial regimes, such as Saddam Hussein who had turned his  country into an abattoir, and who hope for help in overthrowing such a regime: This  was certainly the case with Iraqis in exile that I encountered whose rallying cry was  “I will see you in a free Iraq.” Should the United States, in the name of realism or  idealism, really put that card on the table? Do we want the future Stalins and Hitlers  and Saddams—and there will be more—to know that they are completely safe from  coercive force at the hands of the United States or a coalition of states acting under  the new international norm—“the responsibility to protect”—which lifts up the  possibility of intervention to try to stop or limit systematic, egregious, and continuing  violence? What about undermining from within—that, too, is part of regime  change over the long haul. Looking back, would Etzioni rule U.S. assistance through  the National Endowment for Democracy to Solidarnosc or Civic Forum and other  democracy initiatives in the old Soviet Union illegitimate? How could we desert  people who have staked so much in that way? I’m not clear on this score. You can  foment a CIA plot, probably bungled, to take out a leader, although we abandoned  that a long time ago. But material and moral assistance to internal dissidents is something  else. Surely that cannot and should not be ruled out a priori: It is the right thing  to do and it surely can be seen as contributing to our security overall. So if we have  set aside monies to help dissidents whose overall aim is to bring about regime  change in Iran, should such efforts be abandoned? Again, many brave people have  signed on. They know that down the path Ahmadinejad has forged lies, madness, and  carnage, internally and externally, and we see it happening now. When a leader organizes  a Holocaust Deniers Conference as one of his first acts of statescraft, you know  you aren’t exactly dealing with a stable statesman. So it is possible that a regime  change may be at the end of that road, if not an explicit goal at the outset. Besides  that, I don’t think such pledges would mean very much. Would it be like a treaty  obligation? Probably not. So it would be the revocable policy of one administration,  easily reversed by another. For me that’s a good thing, not a bad thing, but why get  tangled up in this way?  Wouldn’t it be better to say that regime change is never a first option, that the  primary agents of transformation are people internal to a country, that all measures  short of such a drastic one to stop violations of the sort adumbrated must be undertaken,  and so on? We didn’t state that regime change was our aim in WWII but the  idea that we should have stopped short of dislodging Hitler is clearly preposterous.  This is an extreme case, to be sure, and such cases make not only bad law but bad  argument. But I presume you take my point. Don’t articulate in advance everything  you are going to do or not do: Do put all your cards on the table. Never a good idea  in the world of diplomacy.  Where I’m going with this is that one can have a principled foreign policy that doesn’t  part company with many of the staples of realist statecraft but combines imperatives  from realism and idealism in creative ways. Perhaps one could think of a  “minimalist universalism”—we have no intention, and it couldn’t be done if we tried,  to alter domestic regimes wholesale and create mini-Americas all over the place. No,  but minimally decent states; that isn’t too much to ask for. States where no group is  targeted for slaughter. States where a few fundamental freedoms are respected. And so  on. So Etzioni’s (2007) security first must be parsed as we demonstrate what all we  group under the rubric of security. There is no need to begin with the assumption that  Etzioni rightly scores that civil liberties and security requirements are antithetical.  As is always the case with an Etzioni text, there is much good, common sense  along the way. A certain modesty is better than brash overreach. It may be prudent  in an occupation, such as Iraq, to keep many elements of the old regime—such as  the Iraqi Army, as many have by now concluded—in place rather than to disband  these forces entirely. If one finds oneself in an Iraq-type situation, efforts at reconstruction  should be organized systematically and triaged: What is most critical?  Moderately urgent? Not terribly urgent? This would provide some coherence where  there has been little. Our efforts at reconstruction, he insists, common-sensically,  have been too slapdash and have thereby alienated many who were initially our  enthusiastic supporters and now are disillusioned.  Supporting basic freedoms and liberties doesn’t mean one should attack countries  that are basically our allies but face horribly difficult decisions about what to do with  internal threats from al-Qaeda-type entities:We shouldn’t simultaneously say we want  them with us to fight terrorism and then attack them if they aren’t doing it exactly our  way. (This leaves out exactly how far we are prepared for our allies to go, but I demur  for now on pushing this further.) I’m pleased that Etzioni (2007) agrees that we should  pressure regimes that can be pressured to pass laws that guarantee freedom of the press  and lay the groundwork for constitutionalism. “None of these changes amounts to anything  like overthrowing the regime,” Etzioni tells us (p. 57). But he is certainly shrewd  enough to realize that this is not how the “bad guys” are going to construe it. They will  howl if any American official says anything critical at all. And given that people internal  to many of the societies in question do not have open access to sources that offer  more open and accurate information about the state of things, we should not assume  that the fundamental legitimacy of U.S. foreign policy in the eyes of others that Etzioni  hopes will be an outgrowth of security first will follow.

Abandoning Security Fails 

Moving away from security creates new challengers and increases the risk of war

Doran, 99  (Charles, Professor of International Relations at Johns Hopkins University's School of Advanced International Studies, Survival, 1999, Summer, p. 148-9, proquest)

The conclusion, then, is that the probability of major war declines for some states, but increases for others. And it is very difficult to argue that it has disappeared in any significant or reliable or hopeful sense. Moreover, a problem with arguing a position that might be described as utopian is that such arguments have policy implications. It is worrying that as a thesis about the obsolescence of major war becomes more compelling to more people, including presumably governments, the tendency will be to forget about the underlying problem, which is not war per se, but security. And by neglecting the underlying problem of security, the probability of war perversely increases: as governments fail to provide the kind of defence and security necessary to maintain deterrence, one opens up the possibility of new challenges. In this regard it is worth recalling one of Clauswitz's most important insights: A conqueror is always a lover of peace. He would like to make his entry into our state unopposed. That is the underlying dilemma when one argues that a major war is not likely to occur and, as a consequence, one need not necessarily be so concerned about providing the defences that underlie security itself. History shows that surprise threats emerge and rapid destabilising efforts are made to try to provide that missing defence, and all of this contributes to the spiral of uncertainty that leads in the end to war.

Abandoning security fails -–- all that will happen is that non-realist will be removed from office

Kavka ’87  (Gregory S., Prof – UC Irvine, Moral Paradoxes of Nuclear Deterrence, p. 86-87)

The lesson of the kidney case seems to be that one can, at most,  actively impose substantially lesser risks or harms on other innocent people to protect oneself. Can this lesson be applied to national as well as individual self-defense? One might contend that it cannot be, appealing for support to the hallowed ought-implies-can principle. According to that principle agents, including nations, can only be obligated to act in ways they are capable of acting. But, it may be suggested, nations are literally incapable of refraining from taking steps believed to be necessary for national defense, even if these impose horrible risks or harms on outside innocents. For any government that failed to undertake the requisite defensive actions (e.g., any government that abandoned nuclear deterrence) would be quickly ousted and replaced by a government willing to under take them.

WE SHOULD STUDY SPECIFIC SOLUTIONS TO SPECIFIC PROBLEMS–THE CRITIQUE OF SECURITY CONSIGNS US TO ACADEMIC IRRELEVANCE AND MAKES POLITICAL CHANGE IMPOSSIBLE.  ONLY THE PERMUTATION SOLVES THIS

WALT 1991 (Stephen, Professor at the University of Chicago, International Studies Quarterly 35)

Yet the opposite tendency may pose an even greater danger. On the whole, security studies have profited from its connection to real-world issues; the main advances of the past four decades have emerged from efforts to solve important practical questions. If security studies succumbs to the tendency for academic disciplines to pursue “the trivial, the formal, the methodological, the purely theoretical, the remotely historical–in short, the politically irrelevent” (Morgenthau, 1966:73), its theoretical progress and its practical value will inevitably decline. In short, security studies must steer between the Scylla of political opportunism and the Charybdis of academic irrelevance. What does this mean in practice? Among other things, it means that security studies should remain wary of the counterproductive tangents that have seduced other areas of international studies, most notably the “post-modern” approach to international affairs (Ashley, 1984; Der Derian and Shapiro, 1989, Lapid, 1989). Contrary to their proponents’ claims, post-modern approaches have yet to demonstrate much value for comprehending world politics; to date, these works are mostly criticism and not much theory. As Robert Keohane has noted, until these writers “have delineated...a research programe and shown...that it can illuminate important issues in world politics, they will remain on the margins of the field” (Keohane, 1988:392). In particular, issues of war and peace are too important for the field to be diverted into a prolix and self-indulgent discourse that is divorced from the real world. CONTINUES... Because scientific disciplines advance through competition, we should not try to impose a single methodological monolith upon the field. To insist that a single method constitutes the only proper approach is like saying that a hammer is the only proper tool for building a house. The above strictures are no more than a warning, therefore; progress will be best served by increased dialogue between different methodological approaches (Downs, 1989).

A2: Vulnerability/Death Inevitable
Yes, we're all vulnerable to death. But security actions are important because we can stop or at least reduce unjust, sudded and violent deaths that induce mass fear in humanity.

Elshtain ‘2  (Jean Bethke, Prof. Social and Politics Ethics – U. Chicago, and Chair in Foundations of American Freedom – Georgetown U., Common Knowledge, “LUTHER’S LAMB: When and How to Fight a Just War”, 8:2, Highwire)

This is an extraordinary moment in the history of the United States. On  September 11, we sustained a greater unnatural loss of life in a single day than  ever before in our history, easily topping the previous norm for a day of death—  the Battle of Antietam in the Civil War. Americans tell the press and the pollsters  that they are prepared for the new kind of war that is upon us. But the numbers  of those who support action against terrorism begins to waver when the question  is put as to whether this force would be acceptable if “innocent men, women, and  children” are the victims. No war, as I have already indicated, can be fought with-out putting noncombatants in harm’s way. The American people favor doing  everything possible to limit this damage, and with that intention I heartily concur.  One reason the country wearied of the Vietnam War was the realization that  fighting a guerrilla war meant that we could not distinguish combatants from  noncombatants and that, even without horrors like the My Lai massacre, our soldiers  were put in the impossible position of regarding everyone as “the enemy.”  We are obliged to stop those who use civilians against other civilians: they have  turned a great symbol of human freedom of movement—the commercial airplane—  into a deadly bomb. U.S. combatants have been put in harm’s way to  punish those who, with no compunction about mass murder, have put our noncombatants  in harm’s way. That is the burden of the just warrior.  We know what happens to people who live in pervasive fear. It isn’t pretty.  The desire to protect oneself invites both lashing out and severe isolation. Fear  encourages harsh measures because, and in this Thomas Hobbes was right, we  simply cannot live as human beings if we live in constant fear of violent death.  Recently, my daughter and I found ourselves discussing the need for a family plan  should there be a biological or chemical attack. The International Criminal  Court or International Human Rights Tribunal is not going to protect us from  that—or from anything else. The world of international relations is not the same  as a domestic legal jurisdiction that has, by definition, a punitive and enforcing  arm. So we are forced to ask the question: who would collect all the children, the  grandchildren? Where would we rendezvous? Should we buy gas masks? Should  we discuss the situation with two five-year-olds and a seven-year-old? Of course,  we all must die one day. But we are called to life. There are times when the call  to live demands action against those claimed by death. I do not think that such  action is contrary to our tradition, nor to Christendom’s secular incarnation in  our not-really-so-oxymoronic rhetoric of peace and justice.

AT: Embrace Vulnerability 
Embracing death leads to violence. Psychological studies prove we cannot simply accept vulnerability.

Solomon et al ‘3 (Sheldon, Prof. Psych. – Skidmore College, Jeff Greenberg, Prof. Psych. – U. Arizona, and Tom Pyszczynski, Prof. Psych. – Colorado U., Psychoanalytic Review, “Fear of Death and Huma Destructiveness”, 90:457-474, 

(2003). Psychoanalytic Review, 90:457-474, Psychoanalytic Electronic Publishing)

The role of in-group identity in assuaging concerns about mortality has also been demonstrated in the domain of domestic race relations. Specifically, mortality salience leads white Americans to react sympathetically to a white racist (Greenberg, Schimel, Martens, Solomon, and Pyszcznyski, 2001) and to react negatively to an African American individual who violates the negative stereotype of African Americans-specifically, a studious chess-playing male African American college student (Schimel et al., 1999). These results support the notion that religious, political, and ethnic identities and beliefs serve a death-denying function, in that people respond to momentary reminders of death by increasing their affection for similar others and their disdain for dissimilar others. But earlier we argued that even in the absence of others who differ in these salient ways, people would designate others as a scapegoat to serve a terror-assuaging function. Harmon-Jones, Greenberg, Solomon, and Simon (1995) examined this notion empirically by assigning previously unacquainted people to different groups on the basis of their preference for abstract art works by Paul Klee or Wasily Kandinsky (the minimal group paradigm; Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). Participants then rated themselves and fellow in-group members and members of the other group after a mortality salience or control induction. Thinking about death resulted in exaggerated regard for one's own group and disparagement of those who preferred a different kind of art, despite the fact that the group had just been formed minutes ago, participants did not know anyone in their group directly, and membership in the group was based on a relatively unimportant preference for abstract art. One possible shortcoming of these findings is that they are all based on attitudinal measures. Thinking about death may engender more positive and negative attitudes toward similar and dissimilar others, respectively, but without leading people to behave accordingly. Additional research has, however, demonstrated the effects of mortality salience on actual behavior. After completing a mortality salience or control induction, Ochsmann and Mathy (1994) told German university students that the experiment was over and had them sit in a reception area, presumably to be paid for participating in the study. There was a row of chairs in the reception area, and in the center of the row was another student who was actually a confederate of the experimenters. The confederate appeared to be a German student for half of the participants; for the other half, the confederate appeared to be a Turkish student (currently a despised minority in Germany). The investigators were interested in how close to or far away from the confederate each participant would sit as a function of his appearance (German or Turkish) after thinking about death or a benign control topic. Although physical distance did not differ as a function of the confederate's appearance in the control condition, mortality salient participants sat closer to the fellow German and further away from the Turkish infidel. This finding establishes that mortality salience influences actual behavior above and beyond changes in attitudes. More recently, McGregor et al. (1998) demonstrated that subtle reminders of death produce actual physical aggression toward those who threaten deeply cherished beliefs. Liberal or conservative college students read an essay they believed was written by another student in the study that condemned either liberals or conservatives (e.g., “Liberals are the cause of so many problems in this country. … The bleeding heart stance they take, of trying to help everyone is a joke and incredibly stupid. How can they help the world when they can't even help themselves?” Or “Conservatives are the cause of so many problems in this country. … The cold-hearted stance they take, of trying to help only themselves is a joke and incredibly stupid. They are too busy thinking of themselves, and don't care about anyone else”). Then, after a mortality salience or control induction in what they believed to be a separate study, participants were given an opportunity to administer a quantity of their choosing of very hot salsa to the student who wrote the essay in the “first study,” and who claimed to dislike spicy foods. We used hot sauce administration as a direct measure of physical aggression because of some highly publicized incidents of hot sauce being used malevolently to harm others (e.g., police officers assaulted by a cook at Denny's; children being abused by being forced to drink hot sauce). Results indicated no differences in hot sauce allocation for similar and dissimilar others in the control condition; however, following mortality salience, participants administered twice the amount of hot sauce to different others than they did to similar others. Two additional studies replicated these effects. Reminders of death thus produced direct aggression toward those who challenge cherished aspects of cultural worldviews. The general finding that mortality salience produces world-view defense (i.e., exaggerated positive and negative responses to similar and dissimilar others, respectively) is thus quite robust and extends beyond attitudinal preferences to behavior and direct acts of physical aggression. Mortality salience effects have been independently obtained in labs in the United States, Canada, Germany, Israel, Italy, the Netherlands, and Australia, using a variety of mortality salience manipulations, including fear of death scales (instead of our typical open-ended questions) and films of gory automobile accidents. Mortality salience effects are also apparently unique to thoughts of death. Asking people to ponder unpleasant but nonlethal matters (e.g., failing an exam, giving a speech in public, being socially ostracized, being paralyzed, being in pain at the dentist) often results in self-reported anxiety and negative affect, but does not engender worldview defense (see Greenberg, Solomon, & Pyszczynski, 1997, for a review of this research). Additionally, mortality salience effects have been obtained in natural settings, such as when people are interviewed in front of a funeral parlor as opposed to 100 meters away from the funeral parlor (Pyszczynski, et al., 1996). Thus, subtle reminders of mortality are sufficient to arouse these effects. In fact, mortality salience effects do not even require a conscious confrontation with reminders of death at all! In three studies, Arndt, Greenberg, Pyszczynski, and Solomon (1997) found exaggerated reactions to pro- and anti-United States essay authors following subliminal reminders of death (specifically, 28 millisecond exposures to the word “death” vs. “field” or “pain”). This work, along with other findings (for a review, see Pyszczynski, Greenberg, and Solomon, 1999), has shown that worldview defense is intensified whenever death-related thought is on the fringes of consciousness (i.e., high in accessibility).

AT: Embrace Vulnerability 
Their rhetoric of death inevitability leads to violence and bigotry.

Pyszczynski ‘4  (Tom, Prof. Psych. – U. Colorado, Social Research, “What are we so afraid of? A terror management theory perspective on the politics of fear”, Winter, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2267/is_4_71/ai_n13807478/)

2) Reminding people of the inevitability of death leads to a broad range of attempts to maintain faith in their worldviews and self-esteem and defend them against threats. These studies test the mortality salience hypothesis: if one's cultural worldview and self-esteem provide protection against the fear of death, then reminding people of the inevitability of death should increase their need to keep their worldviews and self-esteem strong. In the typical study, participants are reminded of death or another aversive topic that is not related to death (dental pain, failing an exam, giving a speech in front of a large audience, being socially excluded, being uncertain), and then exposed to people or ideas that either support or challenge their cultural worldviews. For example, in the first mortality salience study, Rosenblatt et al. (1989) had half of their sample of municipal court judges in Tucson, Arizona, fill out a questionnaire about death, and then all the judges read a case brief about a woman accused of prostitution and then set bail for her. Whereas control judges who were not reminded of their mortality set an average bond of $50, those who were first reminded of their mortality set an average bond of $455. Later studies have shown that such reminders of mortality can lead to increased prejudice, aggression toward those with different worldviews, estimates of social consensus for one's attitudes, anxiety when treating culturally valued objects in disrespectful ways, help for those within one's group, identification with valued aspects of self, affection for those who love us, and many other important psychological consequences (for more details, see Greenberg, Solomon, and Pyszczynski, 1997). What all these effects of mortality salience have in common is that they entail behavior that affirms or bolsters one's self-esteem or faith in one's worldview or behavior that diffuses any threats that might be impinging on these two components of one's shield against existential anxiety.

Socialization guarantees that people do not accept death. It isn’t a viable psychological response. Only denial and violenc are possible.

Pyszczynski ‘4  (Tom, Prof. Psych. – U. Colorado, Social Research, “What are we so afraid of? A terror management theory perspective on the politics of fear”, Winter, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2267/is_4_71/ai_n13807478/)

One thing that has become very clear from our studies of the effects of thinking about death is that the problem of death affects us in very different ways, depending on whether we are consciously thinking of it or whether it is on the fringes of consciousness--what cognitive psychologists would refer to as highly accessible but outside of current focal attention (Pyszczynski, Greenberg, and Solomon, 1999). The clinging to the worldview and pursuit of self-esteem that the studies described earlier document occur when thoughts of death are on the fringes of consciousness--shortly after being reminded of the problem of death and after a distraction; or when death-related words or symbols are presented subliminally, so that people are not aware of them. What is interesting and important to realize about the pursuit of self-esteem and faith in our worldviews is that these defenses bear no logical or semantic relation to the problem of death--what does being a good American have to do with the fact that I am going to die someday? In a logical sense, absolutely nothing, but we are socialized early in life to use meaning and self-esteem as ways of protecting ourselves from our fears and anxieties. On the other hand, when people are consciously thinking about death, they cope in very different ways that do have a logical connection to death. These defenses seem to make sense. We either distract ourselves from the problem of death, by switching the topic or turning up the radio as we drive by an accident scene, or try to convince ourselves that death is a problem for the distant future. We remind ourselves that our grandmother lived to be 99, that we do not smoke, or we promise to get more exercise, start taking that medicine our doctor has been pushing, or get on the latest fad diet. The point here is that because it is highly accessible but unconscious thoughts of death that promote clinging to our worldviews or self-esteem, it is difficult if not impossible to observe this in ourselves. But the empirical evidence is really very clear now. So let us turn to a consideration of how this core human fear of death affects us in ways that politicians and other leaders can manipulate.  DEATH AND NATIONALISM  One of our earliest and most widely replicated findings is that reminders of death increase nationalism and other forms of group identification, making people more accepting of those who are similar to themselves and more hostile toward those who are different. For example, in a very early study we found that reminding people of death led them to react more positively toward a person who praised America and more negatively toward a person who criticized America (Greenberg et al., 1990). Similar patterns have been found all over the world. When subtly reminded of death, Germans sit closer to fellow Germans and farther away from Turks (Ochsman and Mathay, 1994) and, more recently, show an increased preference for the deutsche mark over the euro (Jonas and Greenberg, in press); Dutch citizens exaggerate how badly the Dutch national soccer team will beat the rival German team (Dechesne et al., 2000); Israelis are more accepting of fellow Israelis and rejecting of Russian Jews who have immigrated to Israel (Florian and Mikulincer, 1998); Italians view Italian identity as more "real," reflecting bigger differences between Italians and people from other countries (Castano et al., 2002); and Scots are more discriminating in judging pictures as either Scottish or English, viewing fewer faces of Englishmen as Scottish (Castano, Yzerbet, and Palladino, 2004). These findings all come from highly controlled laboratory experiments.

Stability Good – Violence (A2: Stability Impossible)
Stability isn’t about perfection. Trying to achieve social peace  is about preventing violent anarchy.

Elshtain ‘3  (Jean Bethke, Prof. Social and Pol. Ethics – U. Chicago, “Just War Against Terror: The Burden of American Power in a Violent World”, p. 48-49)

Many, myself included, believe that Hobbes overstated his case. But  there is a powerful element of truth in his depiction of the state of  nature. Without civic peace—a basic framework of settled law and  simple, everyday order—human life descends to its most primitive  level. By primitive I mean rudimentary, the bare minimum—we struggle  just to stay alive. The face of such worlds is known to us. We saw  it in Somalia under the warlords. We saw it under the Taliban in  Afghanistan, where horrible disorder prevailed in the name of order.  When government becomes destructive of the most basic end for  which it is instituted, tranquillitas ordinis, it abandons its minimal raison  d'être and can no longer be said to be legitimate. This assumption is  essential to political theory. All political theories begin with a notion  of how to establish and sustain order among human beings. Some go  beyond this minimal requirement to ask how human beings can work  to attain justice, or serve the common good, or preserve and protect  political liberty. But none of these other ends can be served without  basic order. George Weigel defines tranquillitas ordinis as "the peace of  public order in dynamic political community," insisting that there is  nothing static about "the concept of tranquillitas ordinis as it evolved  after Augustine." 3  The primary reason for the state's existence is to create those minimal  conditions that prevent the worst from happening—meaning, the  worst that human beings can do to one another. How do we prevent  people from devouring one another like fishes, as Augustine put it?  This task is in the first instance one of interdiction: preempting horrible  things before they occur. Not all misfortune, catastrophe, or crime  can be prevented. What Augustine calls "corking anxieties" are part of  the human condition. But we can try to eliminate as many of the conditions  that give rise to catastrophe as possible. We can refuse to tolerate  violent crime and arbitrary, chaotic disorder. It is horrific to stand  in the ruins of a once flourishing city or a section of a city and to  know that a government could not prevent what happened there—or  was, even worse, the agent of destruction. Imagine such horror as a  daily occurrence. If this were our circumstance, we would rightly seek  the restoration of basic, minimally decent civic peace and order. And  we would rightly ask: Could none of this have been prevented? Is the  government somehow responsible for the chaos and destruction? If  our answer to the former question is yes, we are likely to call for a new  government.

Stability isn't ephemeral. Establishing minimum political stability is a precondition for justice.

Elshtain ‘3  (Jean Bethke, Prof. Social and Pol. Ethics – U. Chicago, Daedalus, “The responsibility of nations: a moral case for coercive justice”, 132:1, Winter, p. 64+)

I am not going to revisit this question, in part because I believe a more exigent matter lies today before the international community: namely, the need to bring about the political stability--the minimal civic peace--requisite to attain and secure fundamental human goods, including a measure of distributive justice. Absent political stability, every attempt to prop up impoverished countries must fail; justice demands accountability and there is no political accountability where there is no structure of power and laws. Without such a structure, the likelihood of what we now routinely call 'humanitarian catastrophes' is magnified manyfold.    Emblematic of the ills attendant upon political instability is the disaster of so-called failed states, in which human beings are prey to the ruthless and the irresponsible. Although the raison d'etre of states ought to be maintaining stability and civic peace, many become disturbers of that peace, even agents of injustice.    What follows is an argument for meeting one essential precondition of international justice: securing political stability, if necessary by the use of outside force. Such efforts are today often understood in terms of international peacekeeping and 'humanitarian intervention.' We would be better off, I think, if we understood these efforts in terms drawn from the Christian tradition of thinking about when and where coercive armed intervention is justified in order to protect innocent victims of political instability.    One thing is clear: in recent years, stopping brutality and arbitrary violence--including the growth of terrorism and what Michael Ignatieff has dubbed 'apocalyptic nihilism'--has become both a strategic necessity and a moral requirement of the highest priority. In too many nations--one thinks of Rwanda and Bosnia--political chaos, often instigated by ruthless ideologues or feckless profiteers, has claimed thousands of lives. (1) Without political stability, justice is an empty ideal. In Ignatieff's words, "freedom becomes an issue only after order has been established."

no securitization impact

the security dilemma doesn’t apply to situations where states pose genuine threats

Schweller, 96  (Randall, professor of political science at Ohio State, Security Studies, Spring, p. 117-118)

The crucial point is that the security dilemma is always apparent, not real. If states are  arming for something other than security; that is, if aggressors do in fact exist, then it is no  longer a security dilemma but rather an example of a state or a coalition mobilizing for the  purpose of expansion and the targets of that aggression responding and forming alliances to  defend themselves. Indeed, Glenn Snyder makes this very important point (disclaimer?) in his discussion of the security dilemma and alliance politics: “Uncertainty about the aims of others is inherent in structural anarchy.  If a state clearly reveals itself as an expansionist, however, the alliance that forms against it is not self defeating as in the prisoners’ dilemma (security dilemma) model” 89  That is, if an expansionist state exists, there is no security dilemma/spiral model effect.  Moreover, if all states are relatively sure that none seeks expansion, then the security dilemma similarly fades away.  It is only the misplaced fear that others harbor aggressive designs that drive the security dilemma. 

empirically, responses to threats don’t create self-fulfilling prophesies—conveying weakness is more likely to spur aggression

Jervis, 76  (Robert, professor of political science at Columbia University, Perception and Misperception in International Politics, p. 84)
Spiral and deterrence theories thus contradict each other at every point.  They seem to be totally different conceptions of international relations claiming to be unconditionally applicable.  If this were true, it would be important to gather evidence that would disconfirm at least one of them. 53  A look at the basic question of the effects of the application of negative sanctions makes it clear that neither theory is confirmed all the time.  There are lots of cases in which arms have been increased, aggressors deterred, significant gains made, without setting off spirals.  And there are also many instances in which the use of power and force has not only failed or even left the state worse off than it was originally (both of these outcomes can be explained by deterrence theory), but has led to mutual insecurity and misunderstanding that harmed both sides.  Evidence Against the Spiral Model  The most obvious embarrassment to the spiral model is posed when an aggressive power will not respond in kind to conciliation.  Minor concessions, the willingness to treat individual issues as separate from the basic conflict, and even an offer to negotiate can convince an aggressor that the status quo power is weak. Thus in 1903 Russia responded to British ex-pressions of interest in negotiating the range of issues that divided them by stiffening her position in the Far East, thus increasing the friction that soon led to the Russo-Japanese War. 54 Whatever the underlying causes of Anglo-German differences before World War I, once the naval race was under way the kaiser interpreted any hesitancy in the British build-ing as indicating that, as he had predicted, the British economy could not stand the strain. As he read a dispatch describing a debate on naval esti- mates in Parliament in which more attention was paid to the costs of the program than to the two-power standard, the kaiser scribbled in the mar-gin: “They respect our firm will, and must bow before the accomplished fact [of the Gennan naval program]! Now further quiet building.” 55  And, as events of the 1930s show, once an aggressor thinks the defenders are weak, it may be impossible to change this image short of war. Unambig-uous indicators of resolve are infrequent, and the aggressor is apt to think that the defender will back down at the last minute. Concessions, made in the incorrect belief that the other is a status quo power are especially apt to be misinterpreted if the other does not under- stand that the state's policy is based on a false image. The spiral theorists have made an important contribution by stressing the serious conse-quences that flow from the common situation when a status quo power does not realize that others see it as aggressive, but they have ignored the other side of this coin. Aggressors often think that their intentions are obvious to others and therefore conclude that any concessions made to them must be the result of fear and weakness. Thus, by the time of Mu-nich, Hitler seems to have believed that the British realized his ambitions were not limited to areas inhabited by Germans and concluded that Chamberlain was conciliatory not because he felt Germany would be sated but because he lacked the resolve to wage a war to oppose Ger-man domination of the Continent. Since Hitler did not see that British policy rested on analysis of German intentions that was altered by the seizure of the non-German parts of Czechoslovakia he could not under-stand why British policy would be different in September 1939 than it had been a year earlier. 56 Even when the adversary aims for less than domination, concessions granted in the context of high conflict will lead to new demands if the adversary concludes that the state's desire for better relations can be ex-ploited. Thus Germany increased her pressure on France in the first Moroccan crisis after the latter assumed a more conciliatory posture and fired the strongly anti-German foreign minister. Similar dynamics pre-ceded the outbreak of the Franco-Prussian war. More recently. the United States responded to Japanese concessions in the fall of 1941 not by making counter-concessions, but by issuing more extreme demands.  Less frequently, even a status quo power may interpret conciliation as indicating that the other side is so weak that expansion is possible at little risk. As Herman Kahn notes, prophecies can be self-denying. To trust a person and place him in a position where he can make gains at your expense can awaken his acquisitiveness and lead him to behave in an untrustworthy manner.57 Similarly, a state’s lowered level of arms can tempt the other to raise, rather than lower, its forces. For example, the United States probably would not have tried to increase NATO's canven-tional forces in the 1960s were it not for the discovery that the Soviet Union had fewer troops than had been previously believed, thereby bringing within grasp the possibility of defending West Europe without a resort to nuclear weapons. It is also possible that the Soviets drastically increased their misslle forces in the late 1960s and early 1970s not only because of the costs of remaining in an inferior position but also because they thought the United States would allow them to attain parity. 

changing discourse doesn’t eliminate security dilemmas

Copeland, 00  (Dale, professor of government at University of Virginia, International Security 25:2, Fall 2000, ingenta)

Although the road ahead for Wendt’s neoconstructivism is still long, Social  Theory of International Politics provides a solid constructivist vehicle for travel-ing it. The book allows scholars to differentiate clearly between truly material  and ideational explanations, and between accounts that emphasize the role of  states as actors and those that incorporate transnational forces and divisions  within polities. It has reinforced the importance of diplomacy as a tool for re-ducing high levels of misunderstanding that can impede cooperation. Yet by  bracketing off domestic processes, Wendt has overlooked the irony of  constructivism: that the mutability of human ideational structures at the do-mestic level reinforces leaders’ great uncertainty about future intentions at the  interstate level. The security dilemma, with all its implications, is real and per-vasive. It cannot be talked away through better discursive practices. It must be  faced. 

No Securitization Solvency 

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

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

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

No Securitization Solvency 

history concludes negative—even if western intervention has caused suffering, it also saved far more people than it hurt and is vital to human liberation

Kors, 01  (Alan, professor of history at University of Pennsylvania and senior fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, Orbis, Summer, ebsco)

For generations, and to this day, the great defenders of the humane consequences of the allocation of capital by free markets--Ludwig von Mises, Friedrich Hayek, and Milton Friedman, for example--have remained unexplored, marginalized, or dismissed as absurd by most American intellectuals. The lionized intellectuals were and are, in sentimental memory, those who dreamed about and debated how one would make the transition from unproductive and unjust capitalism to the cornucopia of central planning. For a full generation, academic intellectual culture above all generally viewed the West's anticommunist military strength, let alone its willingness to project that strength, as the great obstacle to international justice and peace, and derided the doctrine of peace through strength as the slogan of the demented. For at least a generation, Western intellectual contempt for the West as a civilization, a set of ideals, and the object of hope for the potentials of humanity has been the curriculum of the humanities and "soft" social sciences. Given these ineffably sad phenomena, the seeming triumph of the West (both the collapse of neo-Marxist theory at universities outside the West, and especially the downfall of the Soviet empire) will be understood by Western intellectuals as showing, in the latter case, how absurd Western fears were from the start, and, in both cases, not so much a victory for the West as merely the economic collapse of communists who in various ways betrayed their ideals or failed to temper them with adequate pragmatism or relativism. One must recall, however, the years 1975-76 in the world of the intellectual Left: the joy at American defeat in Indochina; the excitement over Eurocommunism; the anticipation of one, ten, a hundred Vietnams; the contempt for Jean-Francois Revel's The Totalitarian Temptation; the ubiquitous theories of moral equivalence; the thrill Of hammers and sickles in Portugal; the justifications of the movement of Cuban troops into those great hopes for mankind, Angola and Mozambique; the loathing of all efforts to preserve Western strategic superiority or even parity. One must recall, indeed, the early 1980s: the romanticization of the kleptomaniacal and antidemocratic Castroite Sandinistas and the homicidal megalomaniac Mengistu of Ethiopia; the demonization of Reagan's foreign policy; the outrage when Susan Sontag declared the audience of Reader's Digest better informed than readers of The Nation about the history of the USSR; the mockery of the president's description of the Soviet Union as the "evil empire" and of communism as a vision that would end on "the dustbin of history"; and the academic associations that approved politically correct resolutions for a nuclear freeze. The latter included the American Historical Association, which voted in overwhelming numbers to inform the American government and public that, as professional historians, they knew that Reagan's rearmament program and deployment of missiles in Europe would lead to a severe worsening of U.S.-Soviet relations, end the possibilities of peace, and culminate in an exchange of weapons in an ineluctable conflict. All of that will be rewritten, forgotten, indirectly justified, and incorporated into a world view that still portrays the West as empire and the rest of the world as victim. The initial appeal of communism and romanticized Third World leaders--Kwame Nkrumah, Julius Nyerere, Mao Zedong, Ho Chi Minh, Fidel Castro, Sekou Toure, and Daniel Ortega--who would redefine human well-being and productivity (well, they certainly redefined something) reflected the Western pathology whereby intellectuals delude themselves systematically about the non-West, about that "Other" standing against and apart from the society that does not appreciate those intellectuals' moral and practical authority and status. However, when an enemy arose that truly hated Western intellectuals--namely, fascism--and whose defeat depended upon the West's self-belief, Western intellectuals quickly became masters of judgments of absolute superiority and had no difficulty in defining a contest between good and evil. Cognitive dissonance is an astonishing phenomenon, and in academic circles, it prevents three essential historical truths from being told. First, the most murderous regime in all of human history, the Bolsheviks in power, has fallen: its agents were guilty of irredeemable crimes against humanity, and its apologists should do penance for the remainder of their lives. Anticommunists within the law were warriors for human freedom; communists and anti-anticommunists, whatever their intentions, were warriors for human misery and slavery. The most that can be said in communism's favor is that it was capable of building, by means of. slave labor and terror, a simulacrum of Gary, Indiana, once only, without ongoing maintenance, and minus the good stuff. Secondly, voluntary exchange among individuals held morally responsible under the rule of law has demonstrably created the means of both prosperity and diverse social options. Such a model has been a precondition of individuation and freedom, whereas regimes of central planning have created poverty, and (as Hayek foresaw) ineluctable developments toward totalitarianism and the worst abuses of power. Dynamic free-market societies, grounded in rights-based individualism, have altered the entire human conception of freedom and dignity for formerly marginalized groups. The entire "socialist experiment," by contrast, ended in stasis, ethnic hatreds, the absence of even the minimal preconditions of economic, social, and political renewal, and categorical contempt for both individuation and minority rights. Thirdly, the willingness to contain communism, to fight its expansion overtly and covertly, to sacrifice wealth and often lives against its heinous efforts at extension--in Europe, Vietnam, Central Asia, Central America, Korea, Laos, Cambodia, and, indeed, Grenada--was, with the struggle against Nazism over a much briefer period, the great gift of American taxpayers and the American people to planet earth. As Britain under Churchill was "the West" in 1940, so was the United States from 1945 to 1989, drawing from its values to stand against what was simultaneously its mutant offspring and its antithesis. In the twentieth century, the West met and survived its greatest trial. On the whole, however, Western intellectuals do not revel in these triumphs, to say the least. Where is the celebration? Just as important, where is the accounting? On the Left, to have either would be to implicate one's own thought and will in the largest crime and folly in the history of mankind. We have seen myriad documentaries on the collective and individual suffering of the victims of Nazism, but where is the Shoah, or the Night and Fog, let alone the Nuremberg trails of the postcommunist present? As Solzhenitsyn predicted repeatedly in The Gulag Archipelago, the countless victims who froze to death or were maimed in the Arctic death camps would go unremembered; the officers and guards who broke their bodies and often their souls would live out their lives on pensions, unmolested; and those who gave the orders would die peacefully and unpunished. Our documentary makers and moral intellectuals do not let us forget any victim of the Holocaust. We hunt down ninety-year-old guards so that the bones of the dead might have justice, and properly so. The bones of Lenin's and Stalin's and Brezhnev's camps cry out for justice, as do the bones of North Vietnam's exterminations, and those of Poi Pot's millions, and Mao's tens of millions. In those cases, however, the same intellectuals cry out against--what is their phrase?--"witch-hunts," and ask us to let the past be the past. We celebrated the millennium with jubilation; we have not yet celebrated the triumph of the West. Ask American high school or even college students to number Hitler's victims and Columbus's victims, and they will answer, for both, in the tens of millions. Ask them to number Stalin's victims and, if my experience is typical, they will answer in the thousands. Such is their education, even now. The absence of celebration, of teaching the lessons learned, and of demands for accountability is perhaps easily understood on the Left. Convinced that the West above all has been the source of artificial relationships of dominance and subservience, the commodification of human life, and ecocide, leftist intellectuals have little interest in objectively analyzing the manifest data about societies of voluntary exchange, or in coming to terms with the slowly and newly released data about the conditions of life and death under the Bolsheviks and their heirs, or in confirming or refuting various theories on the outcome of the Cold War (let alone, given their contemporary concerns, in analyzing ecological or gender politics under communist or Third World regimes). Less obvious, but equally striking in some ways, has been the absence of celebration on so much of the intellectual Right, because it is not at all certain something worth calling Western civilization did in fact survive the twentieth century.

SURVIVAL POLITICS GOOD
Future-oriented politics are key to prevent extinction from technology. Even if technological power is the cause we should explicitly plan and expose possibilities for human extinction.

Jonas ’96  (Hans, Former Alvin Johnson Prof. Phil. – New School for Social Research and Former Eric Voegelin Visiting Prof. – U. Munich, “Morality and Mortality: A Search for the Good After Auschwitz”, p. 108-110)

But to return to our subject: Modern megatechnology contains both of the threats we have named—that of physical annihilation and that of existential impoverishment: the former by means of its unquestionably negative potential for catastrophe (such as atomic war), the latter by means of its positive potential for manipulation. Examples of this manipulation, which can lead to our ethical powerlessness, are the automation of all work, psychological and biological behavior control, various forms of totalitarianism, and—probably most dangerous of all—the genetic reshaping of our nature. Finally, as far as environmental destruction is concerned—i.e., not a sudden nuclear apocalypse but a gradual one by means of a completely peaceful technology in the service of humanity— the physical threat itself becomes an existential one if the end result is global misery that allows only for an imperative of naked survival devoid of all feeling of ethical responsibility. With this, we return to the other desideratum for the grounding of an ethics for the future in a technological age: the factual knowledge afforded by "futurology." We said earlier that this knowledge must awaken the right feelings in us in order to motivate us to act with responsibility. A few words are appropriate here about this emotional side of a vision of the future called for by ethics. If we first think, as we cannot help but do, of the fate man has imposed on the planet, a fate staring at us out of the future, then we are right to feel a mixture of fear and guilt: fear because what we see ahead is something terrible; guilt because we are conscious of our own causal role in bringing it about. But can something frightful, which will not affect us but those who come much later, frighten us? Even watching a tragedy on the stage can do this, as we know. This analogy adds to our "fear" and anticipatory "pity" for later generations damned in advance, yet we do not have the consolation afforded by a stage drama that this is mere fiction; the reality of futurology's warning denies us that. Above all, however, its accusation that future generations are our victims makes the selfish distancing of our feelings, which something remote otherwise permits, morally impossible for us. Our horror at what the future holds cries out to us: "That must not be! We must not permit that! We must not bring that about!" An unselfish fear of what will eventuate long after us, anticipatory remorse on its account, and shame on our own account overcome us as sheer reflexes triggered by decency and by solidarity with our species. Here no metaphysical sanction is even necessary, yet it is anticipated in these reflexes and finds in those spontaneous feelings a natural ally for its demands. For this very reason the dismal conclusions of scientific futurology ought to be widely disseminated. In the end, then, it is the "ontological imperative," discussed earlier, of man's "ought-to-be," whether clearly recognized or dimly perceived, which absolutely forbids us to have the contemptible attitude of "after us the deluge." Given the validity of this imperative (which many surely can agree upon without any philosophical substantiation), the responsibility we bear because of our power becomes a compelling law. The role of power in this entire context is complicated and in part paradoxical. On the one hand, it is the cause of the catastrophe we fear; on the other, the sole means of its possible prevention. This prophylaxis demands massive application of the same knowledge which is the source of our fateful power. By struggling against the effects of this power, we are strengthening its roots. Fear of our power has taken the place of the natural euphoria that once accompanied its possession, its enjoyment, and above all its self-engendered growth. It is no longer nature, as formerly, but our power over it which now fills us with fear— for the sake of nature and for our own sakes. Our power has become our master instead of our servant. We must now gain control over it. We have not yet done so, even though our power is entirely the result of our knowledge and our will. Knowledge, will, and power are collective, and therefore control of them must also be collective: it can come only from forces within the public sector. In other words, it must be political, and that requires in the long run a broad, grass-roots consensus.''

Fear Good- Meta Analysis 
Repeated meta-analyses prove fear appeals motivate adaptive behavior.

Witte and Allen ’00  (Kim, Prof. Comm. – MSU, and Mike, Prof. Comm. – U. Wisconsin Milwaukee, Health Education & Behavior, “A Meta-Analysis of Fear Appeals: Implications for Effective Public Health Campaigns”, 27:5, October, Sage Journals)

At least three meta-analyses have been conducted on the fear appeal literature. Boster and Mongeau8 and Mongeau9 examined the influence of a fear appeal on perceived fear (the manipulation check; i.e., did the strong vs. weak fear appeals differ significantly in their influence on measures of reported fear), attitudes, and behaviors. They found that on average, fear appeal manipulations produced moderate associations between reported fear and strength of fear appeal (r = .36 in Boster and Mongeau and r = .34 in Mongeau) and modest but reliable relationships between the strength of a fear appeal and attitude change (r = .21 in Boster and Mongeau and r = .20 in Mongeau) and the strength of a fear appeal and behavior change (r = .10 in Boster and Mongeau and r = .17 in Mongeau). Sutton7 used a different meta-analytic statistical method (z scores) and reported significant positive effects for strength of fear appeal on intentions and behaviors. None of the meta-analyses found support for a curvilinear association between fear appeal strength and message acceptance. Overall, the previous meta-analyses suggested that fear appeal manipulations work in producing different levels of fear according to different strengths of fear appeal messages. Furthermore, the meta-analyses suggest that the stronger the fear appeal, the greater the attitude, intention, and behavior change.

Prefer our method. Meta-analyses give the best big picture results.

Witte and Allen ’00  (Kim, Prof. Comm. – MSU, and Mike, Prof. Comm. – U. Wisconsin Milwaukee, Health Education & Behavior, “A Meta-Analysis of Fear Appeals: Implications for Effective Public Health Campaigns”, 27:5, October, Sage Journals)

Meta-analysis is a quantitative method that synthesizes the results of a particular group of studies. Researchers gather all available studies on a topic and then combine these studies statistically to produce an average effect for different variables across the literature. It allows one to see the “big picture.”38 Meta-analysis provides a thorough and objective synthesis of the literature that is needed as the literature becomes larger and the issues become more complex. For example, a quantitative analysis not only allows one to establish that one message strategy (or even a level of a message strategy) is more persuasive but also suggests certain explanations as to why some message designs are more effective than others. Furthermore, meta-analysis allows one to examine combinations of message features in a systematic way. Meta-analysis, by establishing consistency in research, can eliminate some possibilities and point outways of assessing or comparing theories, determine future research agendas by identifying areas of weak or insufficient literature that require additional exploration, and call attention to areas that need further theorizing to explain conflicting results.

Strong fear appeals motivate positive behavior responses, not inertia.

Witte and Allen ’00  (Kim, Prof. Comm. – MSU, and Mike, Prof. Comm. – U. Wisconsin Milwaukee, Health Education & Behavior, “A Meta-Analysis of Fear Appeals: Implications for Effective Public Health Campaigns”, 27:5, October, Sage Journals)

Table 2 shows that all of the message feature manipulations—fear, severity, susceptibility, self-efficacy, and response efficacy—result in greater positive levels of attitude, intentions, and behavior change. Response efficacy and self-efficacy exhibit homogeneous effects for behavior; all other observed effects are heterogeneous. This heterogeneity indicates that one should cautiously interpret the average correlation because a moderator variable influencing acceptance of a message may exist. This caution may be tempered by the fact that the effects of the variables are all positive, indicating that the moderator variable moderates between a higher and a lower positive correlation rather than between a positive and a negative correlation. Thus, the expected relationship between the theoretical variables of interest and the outcome variables should be in the same direction even if significant moderator variables are discovered. No evidence was found for any kind of curvilinear relationship between fear appeals and outcomes. The shape of the effects is most consistent with a positive linear-shaped function (t = 5.09, p < .0001). There is no support for hypothesized negative linear effects (t = –.509, p = .999), a U-shaped function (t = .054, p = .957), or an inverted U-shaped function (t = -.054, p = .999). In sum, the stronger the fear appeal, the greater the attitude, intention, and behavior changes. Similarly, the stronger the severity and susceptibility in the message, the more attitude, intention, and behavior changes. Finally, the stronger the response efficacy and self-efficacy in a message, the stronger the attitudes, intentions, and behaviors toward the recommended response.

Fear Good 
We can’t stop caring about our survival. The ONLY way humans can deal with the terror of inevitable death is to manage it with order and denial. The alternative LITERALLY makes life unlivable. 

Pyszczynski ‘4  (Tom, Prof. Psych. – U. Colorado, Social Research, “What are we so afraid of? A terror management theory perspective on the politics of fear”, Winter, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2267/is_4_71/ai_n13807478/)

TMT starts with a consideration of how human beings are both similar to, and different from, all other animals. We start with the assumption that, like all other animals, humans are born with a very basic evolved proclivity to stay alive and that fear, and all the biological structures of the brain that produce it, evolved, at least initially, to keep the animal alive. This, of course, is highly adaptive, in that it facilitates survival, and an animal that does not stay alive very long has little chances of reproducing and passing on its genes. But as our species evolved, it developed a wide range of other adaptations that helped us survive and reproduce, the most important being a set of highly sophisticated intellectual abilities that enable us to: a) think and communicate with symbols, which of course is the basis for language, b) project ourselves in time and imagine a future including events that have never happened before, and c) reflect back on ourselves, and take ourselves as an object of our own attention--self-awareness. These are all very adaptive abilities that play central roles in the system through which humans regulate their behavior--usually referred to as the self (cf. Carver and Scheier, 1998). These abilities made it possible for us to survive and prosper in a far wider range of environments than any other animal has ever done, and accomplish all that we humans have done that no other species ever has been capable of doing. However, these unique intellectual abilities also created a major problem: they made us aware that, although we are biologically programmed to stay alive and avoid things that would cut our life short, the one absolute certainty in life is that we must die. We are also forced to realize that death can come at any time for any number of reasons, none of which are particularly pleasant--a predator, natural disaster, another hostile human, and an incredible range of diseases and natural processes, ranging from heart attacks and cancer to AIDS. If we are "lucky" we realize that our bodies will just wear out and we will slowly fade away as we gradually lose our most basic functions. Not a very pretty picture. TMT posits that this clash of a core desire for life with awareness of the inevitability of death created the potential for paralyzing terror. Although all animals experience fear in the face of clear and present dangers to their survival, only humans know what it is that they are afraid of, and that ultimately there is no escape from this ghastly reality. We suspect that this potential for terror would have greatly interfered with ongoing goal-directed behavior, and life itself, if it were left unchecked. It may even have made the intellectual abilities that make our species special unviable in the long run as evolutionary adaptations--and there are those who think that the fear and anxiety that results from our sophisticated intelligence may still eventually lead to the extinction of our species. So humankind used their newly emerging intellectual abilities to manage the potential for terror that these abilities produced by calling the understandings of reality that were emerging as a result of these abilities into service as a way of controlling their anxieties. The potential for terror put a "press" on emerging explanations for reality, what we refer to as cultural worldviews, such that any belief system that was to survive and be accepted by the masses needed to manage this potential for anxiety that was inherent in the recently evolved human condition. Cultural worldviews manage existential terror by providing a meaningful, orderly, and comforting conception of the world that helps us come to grips with the problem of death. Cultural worldviews provide a meaningful explanation of life and our place in the cosmos; a set of standards for what is valuable behavior, good and evil, that give us the potential of acquiring self-esteem, the sense that we are valuable, important, and significant contributors to this meaningful reality; and the hope of transcending death and attaining immortality in either a literal or symbolic sense. Literal immortality refer to those aspects of the cultural worldview that promise that death is not the end of existence, that some part of us will live on, perhaps in an ethereal heaven, through reincarnation, a merger of our consciousness with God and all others, or the attainment of enlightenment--beliefs in literal immortality are nearly universal, with the specifics varying widely from culture to culture. Cultures also provide us with the hope of attaining symbolic immortality, by being part of something larger, more significant, and more enduring than ourselves, such as our families, nations, ethnic groups, professions, and the like. Because these entities will continue to exist long after our deaths, we attain symbolic immortality by being valued parts of them.

Fear Good 
Fear of death is inevitable. Humans CANNOT change the orientation of terror towards threats. It’s a natural product of evolution.

Pyszczynski et al ‘6  (Tom, Prof. Psych. – U. Colorado, Sheldon Solomon, Prof. Psych. – Skidmore College, Jeff Greenberg, Prof. Psych. – U. Arizona, and Molly Maxfield, U. Colorado, Psychological Inquiry, “On the Unique Psychological Import of the Human Awareness of Mortality: Theme and Variations” 17:4, Ebsco)

Kirkpatrick and Navarette’s (this issue) first specific complaint with TMT is that it is wedded to an outmoded assumption that human beings share with many other species a survival instinct. They argue that natural selection can only build instincts that respond to specific adaptive challenges in specific situations, and thus could not have designed an instinct for survival because staying alive is a broad and distal goal with no single clearly defined adaptive response. Our use of the term survival instinct was meant to highlight the general orientation toward continued life that is expressed in many of an organism’s bodily systems (e.g., heart, liver, lungs, etc) and the diverse approach and avoidance tendencies that promote its survival and reproduction, ultimately leading to genes being passed on to fu- ture generations. Our use of this term also reflects the classic psychoanalytic, biological, and anthropological influences on TMT of theorists like Becker (1971, 1973, 1975), Freud (1976, 1991), Rank (1945, 1961, 1989), Zilborg (1943), Spengler (1999), and Darwin (1993). We concur that natural selection, at least initially, is unlikely to design a unitary survival instinct, but rather, a series of specific adaptations that have tended over evolutionary time to promote the survival of an organism’s genes. However, whether one construes these adaptations as a series of discrete mechanisms or a general overarching tendency that encompasses many specific systems, we think it hard to argue with the claim that natural selection usually orients organisms to approach things that facilitate continued existence and to avoid things that would likely cut life short. This is not to say that natural selection doesn’t also select for characteristics that facilitate gene survival in other ways, or that all species or even all humans, will always choose life over other valued goals in all circumstances. Our claim is simply that a general orientation toward continued life exists because staying alive is essential for reproduction in most species, as well as for child rearing and support in mammalian species and many others. Viewing an animal as a loose collection of independent modules that produce responses to specific adaptively-relevant stimuli may be useful for some purposes, but it overlooks the point that adaptation involves a variety of inter-related mechanisms working together to insure that genes responsible for these mechanisms are more numerously represented in future generations (see, e.g., Tattersall, 1998). For example, although the left ventricle of the human heart likely evolved to solve a specific adaptive problem, this mechanism would be useless unless well-integrated with other aspects of the circulatory system. We believe it useful to think in terms of the overarching function of the heart and pulmonary-circulatory system, even if specific parts of that system evolved to solve specific adaptive problems within that system. In addition to specific solutions to specific adaptive problems, over time, natural selection favors integrated systemic functioning(Dawkins, 1976; Mithen, 1997). It is the improved survival rates and reproductive success of lifeformspossessing integrated systemic characteristics that determine whether those characteristics become widespread in a population. Thus, we think it is appropriate and useful to characterize a glucose-approaching amoeba and a bear-avoiding salmon as oriented toward self-preservation and reproduction, even if neither species possesses one single genetically encoded mechanism designed to generally foster life or insure reproduction, or cognitive representations of survival and reproduction. This is the same position that Dawkins (1976) took in his classic book, The selfish gene: The obvious first priorities of a survival machine, and of the brain that takes the decisions for it, are individual survival and reproduction. … Animals therefore go to elaborate lengths to find and catch food; to avoid being caught and eaten themselves; to avoid disease and accident; to protect themselves from unfavourable climatic conditions; to find members of the opposite sex and persuade them to mate; and to confer on their children advantages similar to those they enjoy themselves. (pp. 62–63) All that is really essential to TMT is the proposition that humans fear death. Somewhat ironically, in the early days of the theory,we felt compelled to explain this fear by positing a very basic desire for life, because many critics adamantly insisted, for reasons that were never clear to us, that most people do not fear death. Our explanation for the fear of death is that knowledge of the inevitability of death is frightening because people know they are alive and because they want to continue living. Do Navarrete and Fessler (2005) really believe that humans do not fear death? Although people sometimes claim that they are not afraid of death, and on rare occasions volunteer for suicide missions and approach their death, this requires extensive psychological work, typically a great deal of anxiety, and preparation and immersion in a belief system that makes this possible (see TMT for an explanation of how belief systems do this). Where this desire for life comes from is an interesting question, but not essential to the logic of the theory. Even if Kirkpatrick and Navarrete (this issue) were correct in their claims that a unitary self-preservation instinct was not, in and of itself, selected for, it is indisputable that many discrete and integrated mechanisms that keep organisms alive were selected for. A desire to stay alive, and a fear of anything that threatens to end one’s life, are likely emergent properties of these many discrete mechanisms that result from the evolution of sophisticated cognitive abilities for symbolic, future- oriented, and self-reflective thought. As Batson and Stocks (2004) have noted, it is because we are so intelligent, and hence so aware of our limbic reactions to threats of death and of our many systems oriented toward keeping us alive that we have a general fear of death. Here are three quotes that illustrate this point. First, for psychologists, Zilboorg (1943), an important early source of TMT: “Such constant expenditure of psychological energy on the business of preserving life would be impossible if the fear of death were not as constant” (p. 467). For literature buffs, acclaimed novelist Faulkner (1990) put it this way: If aught can be more painful to any intelligence above that of a child or an idiot than a slow and gradual confronting with that which over a long period of bewil- derment and dread it has been taught to regard as an irrevocable and unplumbable finality, I do not know it. (pp. 141–142) And perhaps most directly, for daytime TV fans, from The Young and the Restless (2006), after a rocky plane flight: Phyllis: I learned something up in that plane Nick: What? Phyllis: I really don’t want to die. An important consequence of the emergence of this general fear of death is that humans are susceptible to anxiety due to events or stimuli that are not immediately present and novel threats to survival that did not exist for our ancestors, such as AIDS, guns, or nuclear weapons. Regardless of how this fear originates, it is abundantly clear that humans do fear death. Anyone who has ever faced a man with a gun, a doctor saying that the lump on one’s neck is suspicious and requires further diagnostic tests, or a drunken driver swerving into one’s lane can attest to that. If humans only feared evolved specific death-related threats like spiders and heights, then a lump on an x-ray, a gun, a crossbow, or any number of weapons pointed at one’s chest would not cause panic; but obviously these things do. Of what use would the sophisticated cortical structures be if they didn’t have the ability to instigate fear reactions in response to such threats?

Fear Good
Fear appeals mobilize for action against nuclear war. And failure to discuss the consequences of nuclear war means the discussion gets dominated by trivial issues that lose focus on preventing war.

Caldicott ’86  (Helen, MD, Founder – Women's Action for Nuclear Disarmament, Co-Founder – Physicians for Social Responsibility, and Lecturer – New School for Social Research on the Media, Global Politics and the Environment, Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, “Helen Caldicott on Tactics”, May, Ebsco)

"A Historical View of Scare Tactics" by Paul Boyer, and "Scared Stiff or Scared into Action" by Peter Sandman and Jo- Ann Valenti— attributed the lack of vigor in the U.S. antinuclear movement at least in part to numbing induced by terror. And both mentioned me as a purveyor of "fear tactics?'  These authors made no attempt to analyze the methods I use in a typical recruiting speech, or to interview my audiences or the activists I have recruited. I must therefore describe my approach, which has evolved from 15 years' experience and give my own reasons for the current decline in the movement.  I have found that all audiences will respond positively to an address that incorporates the following subjects:  •
The medical and ecological consequences of nuclear war ("bombing run"). People need to know that the human race is facing extinction from "nuclear winter?' The description of a single nuclear explosion personalizes the events experienced by two populations in Ja-pan. My experience shows that if I omit this part of my talk, the question and answer period is dominated by trivial and irrelevant arguments over technical and numerical questions about hardware and the Soviet Union.  •
Military-industrial-political complex. The first part of the talk prepares the audience for the even more alarming facts about the deception of the public by their elected government and Admin-istration officials, as well as the mani-pulative control of both groups by the Pentagon and the powerful weapons- producing corporations; the complexi-ties of the new and destabilizing first- strike weapons, and doctrines such as that for nuclear war-fighting as enun-ciated in the Defense Department's five- year guidance plan; and the influence of the right-wing movement. My experience is that the audience is more shocked by this than by the "bombing run."  •
My talks always include my own personal rhapsody about the earth's plants and animals, and my love of life and of my fellow humans. I remind people of their own deep dedication to the welfare of their children and their hopes for the future. It is this which causes the most pain for audiences—the beauty, not the horror. They often cry. I explain that facing nuclear war and human ex-tinction is like being told you have cancer and may provoke a classical grieving response consisting of shock and disbelief, followed by depression, which may last for months. People often come out of the depression with energetic anger. This is what drives many activists who have finally accepted the dual reality: that we face extinction, and that the only viable response is to work like hell for our survival. Not everyone goes through these steps, but many of the most effective and devoted workers have.  •
Finally, I always emphasize that lit-erature is available and there are orga-nizations to join, petitions to sign, and lists of activities from which they can choose. I tell audiences that the therapy for despair is action and that they have a social obligation to work for the prevention of nuclear war.  My experience, both in the practice of medicine dealing with catastrophic illness and in the prevention of nuclear war, is that people can respond magnificently to even the most horrible reality. But they cannot deal with half-truths, lies, or doubts. The deep hidden terror which this subject induces generates "psychic numbing;' and people are grateful and relieved when their fears are legitimized.  In thousands of letters, and in meet-ings with people years later, no one has ever suggested that I have induced a state of permanent numbness. Anecdotal evidence from leaders of new movements such as Beyond War, Citizens Network, and Pro-Peace indicates that my method has recruited the majority of those who respond to their initiatives. This approach has also been a catalyst for the freeze movement and for such groups as Physicians for Social Responsibility (PSR), Women's Action for Nuclear Disarmament (WAND), and the organization that won the 1985 Nobel Peace Prize, International Physicians for the Prevention of Nuclear War.

AT: Numbing 
Fear appeals coupled with policy proposals overcome numbing and motivate action to solve the nuclear threat.

White ’86  (Ralph, Emeritus Prof. Social Psych. – George Washington U., in “Psychology and the Prevention of Nuclear War”, Ed. White, p. 558-561)

4. Psychic numbing and the need for clearness about preventive action.  Five chapters, two at the beginning and three at the end, bring out this theme.  In Chapter 1, Lifton and Falk give striking examples of how "psychic numbing" works. They broaden out the concept by stating, "What I* am calling psychic numbing includes a number of classical psychoanalytic defense mechanisms: repression, suppression, isolation, denial, undoing, reaction formation, and projection, among others. [A follower of Harry Stack Sullivan might add "selective inattention," a term about as broad as "psychic numbing" itself.] But the defense mechanisms overlap greatly around the issue of feeling and not feeling. With that issue so central to our time, we do well to devote to it a single overall category" (p. 12). Lifton describes also how his own anxiety and surprising reluctance to begin systematic study of the survivors of Hiroshima "seemed to recede as I found myself listening carefully during the interviews for psychological pat¬terns in survivors' descriptions. In other words, I had begun to carry out my professional task, with the aid of the selective professional numbing I have mentioned in connection with surgeons" (p. 14). The cure, it seems, was involvement in a clear and meaningful course of action related to the source of anxiety.  Mack and Snow bring in the same theme when they describe the reactions of children and adolescents to the nuclear threat as more direct and honest than the reactions of most adults. The adults presumably have built up psychological defenses against candid recognition of the nuclear horror. The children, meanwhile, "having their whole lives to live and beffig less emotionally defended, penetrate with their words the barriers to feeling we have erected in relation to the nuclear threat" (p. 17). But action helps. "Some teenagers advocate specific actions, such as thinking actively about the nuclear threat, giving speeches, marching, and demonstrating. Those that recommend such ac¬tions seem to be more hopeful" (p. 25).  Section XII, "Changing War-Related Attitudes," addresses somewhat indirectly a very practical question: Should the antinuclear movement continue to emphasize fear appeals such as those in Jonathan Schell's The Fate of the Earth and in films such as The Day After (1984)? Or, for those whose reaction to them is some form of psychic numbing, have they become counterproductive?  The classic, path breaking experiment of Janis and Feshbach (1953) first raised doubts about the effectiveness of strong fear appeals. In keeping with much clinical evidence of resistance to painful thoughts, it had the surprising result that strong fear appeals seemed to change behavior less than weaker fear appeals did. In this volume Feshbach briefly reviews some later studies.  The majority of them, such as that of Ronald Rogers and C. Ronald Mewborn (Chapter 31) have not shown that strong fear appeals are counterproductive; and some of them, in some experimental conditions, have indicated that strong fear appeals are a good deal more effective than are weak ones.  My inference from these findings, and more directly from the experiment of Cohen (1957), is that the antinuclear movement would be wise to continue occasional strong fear appeals, as a reminder and a revitalizer of motivation, with one essential proviso: that each strong fear appeal should be followed by discussion of preventive actions and of reasons why some pre¬ventive actions are likely to be effective.  As we have seen, the chapter by Yankelovich and Doble provides strong factual backing for hope that intelligent remedial actions, which take into account the new characteristics of American public opinion, are likely to be effective, most notably on the no-first-use issue. Chapter 31, by Rogers and Mewborn, gives strong support to our proposed proviso. It and other evidence shows that the clearness of paths of escape from danger is unquestionably more important in determining the effective¬ness of a fear appeal than is the strength or weakness of that appeal.  Chapter 33, "New Ways of Teaching for the Nuclear Age," by Alexander and Wagner, brings out a similar theme. It stresses the need for hope, and for confidence in one's own ability to take constructive action, as major goals of peace education in the schools. "Educators are learning that nuclear education must do more than provide information about nuclear weapons; it must also enable young people to develop a realistic sense of hope and responsibility for the future" (p. 538). "A more collaborative approach to understanding the central problems of our time sparks students' belief in the possibility of creating change.. .. Students are encouraged to develop action-oriented projects of their choice—for instance, to survey their classmates about problems of racism or to write a letter to the editor for or against the MX" (p. 539).  Similarly, though more briefly, Kimmel, in his introduction to Section XIII, "Peace Education," ends with this sentence: "The challenge is to translate our knowledge into educational programs and activities that students can understand and use" (p. 537; italics added). And, in Chapter 34, Boulding stresses the need for children to develop resourcefulness and confidence in knowing or discovering what to do. "As I looked at different studies of violence and aggression in children's behavior, it became very clear that the more experience children have in different ways of doing things, the more they've been encouraged to think, the more answers they're able to pull out of their own minds in a crisis. But the child who has very few ideas about what to do next sulks,, strikes out, hits. The same is true of an adult. The more resources you develop, the more answers you find. It's the richness and compassion of the life experience in dealing with others that keeps you from hitting out" (p. 542).

Institutionalized Ethics Good – 2AC
Institutionalization of ethics is vital. Only the liberal state can reconcile our obligations to the other while creating a space for compassion and justice to flourish.

Fagana ‘9 (Madeleine, PhD Candidate in Int’l Pol. Dept. – Aberystwyth U., Contemporary Political Theory, “The Inseperability of Ethics and Politics: Rethinking the Third in Emmanuel Levinas”, 8, doi:10.1057/cpt.2008.20)

However, we can never live up to what the Other demands of us. We can never fulfil our responsibilities, never be assured that we have taken the responsible course of action, 'done the right thing'. The demands of the Other upon us are already infinite, because we are charged even with their responsibilities to Others, and we are always confronted also with our infinite responsibilities to the Third.    If the face-to-face, my complete responsibility to the Other, is necessarily a one-on-one situation, the presence of a Third immediately moves relations into a different realm, for in absolute responsibility to the first person I betray my duty to the second, and so on. The Third for Levinas creates a problem for the idea of infinite responsibility in the face-to-face relation: 'responsibility for the Other [...] is troubled and becomes a problem when a third party enters' (2004, p. 157).    If the Third is immediate, this problematization of responsibility is immediate. What this shift in focus does is to emphasize the way in which we are always obligated to one Other and to all the other Others, the generality, rules, institutions and norms. These demands are, necessarily, incompatible, because responding to the one Other via duty, rules or law is immediately to do violence to their alterity by approaching them as an instance of a type and to deny the immediacy of the face and its demands. This is, emphatically, not to say that the general, universal, rules, norms, law and so on have no place in Levinas's thought. Nor are they in any way secondary. What is key about Levinas's approach is the interpenetration of the general and the particular – he is concerned with 'Totality and Infinity' [emphasis added] rather than a hierarchy or choice between the two terms, as suggested by Dooley (2001, p. 43).    The Third means that our obligations are not clear; we can never fulfil them because the infinite responsibility we have to the Other and to the Third are necessarily completely incompatible because of the excessive nature of these responsibilities. We are, then, always irresponsible in any attempt to be responsible. The difficulty arises in the fact that there is always more than one Other or that the Other is not a unitary self-identical subject, which means that any taking up of responsibility in response to one Other is necessarily a dereliction of duty with regard to another Other. It is also, by extension, a dereliction of duty to the generality of rules and norms which would adjudicate between the claims of the Other and the other Others. We are in this sense always turning away from the face of the Other, sacrificing them and reneging on our responsibility to them, in part because what is demanded of us is infinite and excessive but also because the demand itself and the structure of the way that demands are relayed to us are always impossible because the Third is already there, in the demand, in the face of the Other. And, importantly, this impossibility is not a limit, weakness, or oversight in Levinas's work. It is the very fact that the call of the Other does not determine a particular response and that it is always in competition with the incompatible calls of other Others and provides no way of adjudicating between these demands that means that the possibility of responsibility, rather than the violence of an obsession with the one Other, or a clear knowledge of what we should do, is maintained.    Further, Levinas's approach of aligning responsibility with the choice to respond to the Other as face rather than in a totalizing way means that even in some hypothetical face-to-face relationship without the Third, 'being responsible' would not be possible. In a face-to-face without the Third there would be no possibility of decision and as such no possibility of responsibility. It is the possibility of the approach of proceeding from universality, entering into a totalizing relation with the Other that conditions the possibility of the response not being pre-determined; we could approach the face as face or we could approach it in a totalizing way. This possibility of there being a decision only happens when the Third enters (otherwise we would be completely commanded and our response determined by the face of the one Other), so the element of choice that Levinas seems to see as necessary for responsibility, or goodness, is only possible with the Third; it would not be possible to be responsible in this sense in the face-to-face. In the face-to-face we would know what to do, our obligations would be clear. But the Third is always already there in the face, our obligations are never clear, and rather than making responsibility impossible it is this which conditions its possibility. Responsibility (in terms of a responsible response rather than in terms of obligation) as a concept only makes sense with an appreciation of the Third in Levinas's work. It is the Third which conditions the possibility of responding in some un-predetermined way, of responding responsibly, but the Third simultaneously makes this responsibility impossible because there is no response which could meet my responsibilities to both the Other and the Third.    It is in this sense that Levinas must be seen as confronting an aporia of responsibility and in this sense that he does not attempt to offer a way out of the aporia, not because of a failure of his theorizing at this point, but through an acknowledgement that it is the aporia itself, and perhaps its foregrounding and recognition, which conditions the possibility of responsibility. As such, the idea of Levinas's face-to-face relation as providing the horizon or grounding for thinking about responsibility and politics becomes problematic.  Problematizing Ethics and Politics: The Ethico-Political    This interpenetration of the responsible and the irresponsible in the figure of the Third is mirrored in Levinas's discussion of ethics and politics. Levinas is sometimes read as calling for a critique or disruption of the political in the name of the ethical (Critchley, 1992, p. 223; Simmons, 1999, p. 98; Critchley, 2004, p. 182; Thomson, 2005, p. 101). Similarly, the idea of the passage or movement from ethics to knowledge, the Other to the Third and so on characterizes much of the debate regarding Levinas's political utility (Critchley, 1992, p. xiv; Simmons, 1999, p. 96). However, this approach relies on a distinction, both categorical and temporal, between these realms, which I do not think is to be found in much of Levinas's work. His understanding of ethics and politics, charity and justice is, I argue, more complex than this separation suggests and can be more usefully characterized by the idea of the ethico-political.    Levinas's approach to politics concerns the need to create institutions, rules, universalizable and generalizable structures as required by the Third. It also encompasses a more traditional, concrete understanding of politics, addressing issues such as the state and democracy, although these issues arise out of the same concerns.    It is justice that demands institutionalization and politics for Levinas. He is definite about the requirement for justice, which for him is in the realm of the general, abstract and universalizable: 'Justice is necessary, that is, comparison, coexistence, contemporaneousness, assembling, order, thematisation, the visibility of faces' (Levinas, 2004, p. 157). Justice is, he argues, the only way to regulate relations with other Others, the mechanism by which the claims of Others are compared and judged. Justice, as calculation and legislation, plays an important role: 'against the persecution which targets Others and especially those close by, one has to have recourse to justice' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 100).    Justice is necessary because of the Third, immediately present in the face of the Other. In approaching the Other, 'A third party is also approached; and the relationship between the neighbour and the third party cannot be indifferent to me when I approach. There must be a justice among noncomparable ones' (Levinas, 2004, p. 16). The demand for responsibility to the Third, and in this to a multiplicity of Others, requires that what may seem initially a commitment to infinite responsibility to one Other is in fact in Levinas's work an argument that there must be a comparison between incomparables.    It is this comparison and calculation, in the form of justice, that makes charity or responsibility possible among many Others: 'justice and the just state constitute the forum enabling the existence of charity within the human multiplicity' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 230). However, it is also this calculation and comparison which threatens this possibility, if separated from a continued concern with the infinite responsibility of the face-to-face (as discussed below).    Levinas's introduction of the Third then requires a consideration of justice, which demands politics. The Third means that justice and comparison are required, in the name of infinite responsibility, and it is the state which institutionalizes this necessity for Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 66); 'This multiplicity of human beings must be organised, calculated. I can cede my responsibility within a society organised in a State, in justice'. The state is not put forward as purely positive or negative, as ethical or unethical (although these categories are themselves problematic in this context). The Third both extends and limits our responsibility and this very difficulty is reflected in the state and in institutions. It is, for Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 67), 'necessary in order to make comparisons, judge, have institutions and juridical procedures, which are necessary'. However, as well as being necessary, the state is unavoidably violent, as all limits to infinite responsibility to one singular Other are violent: 'You find [...] the necessity of the state. Violence, of course, in relation to the charity rendered necessary precisely by the charity inspired by the face of the neighbour' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 67). The state both supplements and denies the 'work of interpersonal responsibility' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 67). As such, the state or institutionalization are not necessarily a corruption of some ethical relationship which needs to be interrupted in the name of that relationship; the relationship between ethics, charity and politics or justice is more complex than this.    Levinas is however concerned with an approach which separates politics and justice out from concerns of charity. Although charity for Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 181) is impossible without justice and the state, justice is 'warped' without charity. It is in this sense that Levinas criticizes the state and justice, as problematic when approached as sufficient in, or legitimized by, themselves. Again, this is a reflection of the aporia of the ethico-political relation, the insufficiency of either the face-to-face or the relation to the Third to the demands of responsibility. Justice, taken by itself, inseparable from formalized and sedimented institutions or the 'pure' politics criticized above 'risks causing us to misrecognise the face of the other man' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 223). The judgement required by justice is, for Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 115), violent, in that it transforms faces into "[O]bjective and plastic forms, into figures which are visible but defaced, the appearing of men, of individuals, who are unique but restituted to their genera. With intentions to scrutinise and acts to remember."    It is in response to this (unavoidable) violence that Levinas argues that 'love must always watch over justice', in order to provide a foil to its possible totalizing tendencies, to negotiate the violence done in its name (although in the name of another violence aimed at the Third) (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 169). Justice is for Levinas an impossible concept, precisely because of its position with regard to the competing demands of the Other and the Third. Justice, Levinas argues, 'remains justice only in a society where there is no distinction between those close and those far off, but in which there remains the impossibility of passing by the closest' (2004, p. 159). Justice is then in a sense the very impossibility at the heart of the ethico-political relation whereby we are under obligation both to the immediate absolute demand of the Other and to the generality, rules and norms which adjudicate between Others.    The complexity of the relationship between justice and charity is what complicates Levinas's approach to politics and the state. Levinas does not see all politics as totalizing, as inimical to a concern with the ethical. What, I argue, Levinas is concerned to emphasize is the danger in some kind of idea of pure politics, of generalization, univeralization, a concern only with the Third in an abstract sense: 'Politics left to itself bears a tyranny within itself; it deforms the I and the Other who have given rise to it, for it judges them according to universal rules, and thus as in absentia' (Levinas, 2005, p. 300). For him, this approach does not make sense, in the same way that a 'pure' ethics does not. Politics is always already about a negotiation between the Other and the Third, always already the ethico-political.    Levinas contrasts the liberal state with a totalizing state arguing that one leaves space for charity and the interpersonal where the other attempts to bring everything within 'pure' politics or institutionalization. Although Levinas's commitment to the liberal state is problematic, even (or especially) on his own terms, this question of the relative merits of various types of state is not central to this stage of the argument being made here.1 Levinas's work on the liberal state is relevant in this context because of the way he uses it to highlight the importance of charity within justice, in contrast to the totalitarian state which he sees as an attempt at closing down this dimension of charity and the interpersonal but which, importantly, always fails in this task. His discussion of the totalizing state also acts to illustrate his concern with the fragility of charity in the face of totalizing 'pure' justice and politics. Whether Levinas is correct in his approach to various forms of state does not impact on the conclusions regarding the relationship between justice and charity in his work.    Levinas suggests that the liberal state recognizes, at least to an extent, the impossibility of the concept of 'pure' politics. Because the state is an institutionalization of the aporetic ethico-political interpersonal relationship it contains within itself contradictory elements, and so an openness: space for the personal and the institutional and an acknowledgement of the singular and particular as that which demands the universal and general and the liberal state recognizes this. For Levinas and Robbins (2001, p. 69) there is 'an appeal to mercy behind justice' in the liberal state, an acknowledgement of the duty we have to the Other at the same time as our duties to the Third and the generality, that is, to justice. The state is viewed not as a result of some 'war of all against all', a limitation of violence, but rather as a tool to control and limit our excessive responsibilities (Levinas, 1985, p. 80). A state which recognizes this has the possibility, for Levinas, of not excluding charity, it is an acknowledgement of 'the presence of the singular in the universal' (Levinas and Robbins, 2001, p. 69).

Institutionalized Ethics Good
The ethical obligation to aid the other demands use of the state to engage violence.

Delhom ‘9 (Pascal, Phil. – U. Flensburg, in “Levinas in Jerusalem: Phenomology, Ethics, Politics, Aesthetics”, Ed. Joelle Hansel, p. 80-82)

Nevertheless, according to Levinas it would be wrong to separate the  domain of ethical responsibility and of political action. Certainly, the  claim of justice concerns primarily the justice of my actions for others.  The first question of justice is: “What do I have to do with justice?” But  my claim to justice cannot be reduced to my own actions. Its meaning  cannot be reduced to the limitation of my own violence. In a world in  which there is violence, wars and oppression, it is not enough to assist  the victims and to be attentive to their suffering. One has to put an end  to violence against human beings, or at least one has to try to reduce it.  What do I have to do if a third person hurts my neighbour? I cannot  oblige the victim to forgive, for according to Levinas8 this would be  an exhortation to human sacrifice. Nor can I command the person  who is hurting my neighbour not to do this, because an ethical com-  mandment cannot come from outside of the relationship. But I also  cannot be indifferent to the injury of the one who is being hurt. What  do I have to do? In an interview published in De Dieu qui vient à  l’Idée, Levinas says: “It is the third party who is the source of justice,  and hence of justified repression: the violence suffered by the third  party justifies using violence to put an end to the other’s violence.”9  The necessity of using violence to put an end to the other’s violence  against the third person is the ethical foundation of the necessity of the  State. For repressive violence cannot only and not even primarily be  mine, except perhaps in special cases of immediate defence of the person  attacked. Self-defence is problematic for Levinas, but the defence  of the other might justify my violence in cases which are similar to  cases of self-defence. But these cases are exceptional and have to  remain the exception. Generally, repressive violence has to be that of a  State.  There is here a certain proximity to Thomas Hobbes in the thinking  of Emmanuel Levinas. Even if the necessity of a State is based  upon a claim to justice and presupposes the brotherhood and sisterhood  of human beings, the state must react with violence to the violence  of human beings. Levinas writes: “Already the City, whatever its  order, guarantees the right of humans against their fellow-creatures,  imagined as still in a state of nature, men as wolves to other men, as  Hobbes would have had it. Although Israel sees itself born of an irreducible  fraternity, it is not ignorant of the temptation, within itself and  surrounding it, of war between all.”10  As I said, there is here a certain proximity between Levinas and  Hobbes, but there is also a decisive difference: for Hobbes, the necessity  of the State is a consequence of everyone’s fear of their own death  and of a rational and reasonable decision to live in a commonwealth in  order to protect their own lives. For Levinas, the necessity of the State  is for me a consequence of my fear of the death of my neighbour. It is a  consequence of my claim to justice for my neighbour and for the third  person for whom I am responsible before any contract and covenant.  The question of justice does not arise after the conclusion of the contract  as it does for Hobbes. On the contrary, the claim to justice is prior  to any contract and to the State and founds the necessity of the State.  For this reason, institutions and the State should be in the service of  justice and not beyond it. And the state should be evaluated and  judged according to its justice.

Institutional ethics is vital to mediate competing ethical demands.

Simmons ’99 (William Paul, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. and Dir. MA Program in Social Justice and Human Rights – ASU, Philosophy & Social Criticism, “The Third: Levinas’ Theoretical Move From An-Archical Ethics to the Realm of Justice and Politics” 25:6, Sage)

However, it is impossible to have a face-to-face relationship with  each member of humanity. Those far away can only be reached indirectly.  Thus, the appearance of the Third extends the an-archical  responsibility for the Other into the realm of the said, ushering in the  latent birth of language, justice and politics.  The an-archical relationship with the Other is the pre-linguistic  world of the saying. Language is unnecessary to respond to the Other.  The Third, however, demands an explanation. ‘In its frankness it [language]  refuses the clandestinity of love, where it loses its frankness and  meaning and turns into laughter or cooing. The third party looks at me  in the eyes of the Other – language is justice.’38 The appearance of the  Third also opens up the dimension of justice. Judgements must be made.  The ego must compare incomparable Others. ‘It is consequently necessary  to weigh, to think, to judge, in comparing the incomparable. The  interpersonal relation I establish with the Other, I must also establish  with other men.’39 Therefore, Levinas distinguishes the ethical relationship  with the Other from justice which involves three or more people.40  Finally, the Third introduces the realm of politics. The ego’s infinite  responsibility must be extended to all humanity, no matter how far off.  Ethics must be universalized and institutionalized to affect the others.  To the extent that someone else’s Face brings us in relation with a third  party, My metaphysical relation to the Other is transformed into a We, and  works toward a State, institutions and laws which form the source of universality.  41

Political institutions are key to ethics. They’re essential to secure peace.

Simmons ’99 (William Paul, Associate Prof. Pol. Sci. and Dir. MA Program in Social Justice and Human Rights – ASU, Philosophy & Social Criticism, “The Third: Levinas’ Theoretical Move From An-Archical Ethics to the Realm of Justice and Politics” 25:6, Sage)

Levinas’ critique of the foundations of political thought changes the  very nature of politics. A politics based on the battle between autonomous  selves, like Hobbes’, is a negative politics whose primary purpose  is to constrain individual desires. Levinas, on the other hand, insists that  politics must have a positive role. Politics must serve ethics.  The occidental ethic always proceeds from the fact that the other is a limitation  for me. Hobbes says you can come directly to philosophy from this  mutual hatred. Thus we could attain a better society without love for the  other, in which the other is taken into account. That would be a politics  that could lead to ethics. I believe, on the contrary, that politics must be  controlled by ethics: the other concerns me.32  Although Levinas is suspicious of the Western political tradition, his  thought is not apolitical as some have charged. His philosophy begins  and ends with politics. For example, Peperzak argues that ‘the point of  orientation and the background of all other questions’ in Totality and  Infinity is ‘the question of how the violence that seems inherent to all  politics (and thus also to history) can be overcome by true peace’.33 Politics  is also a necessary step that Levinas’ ethical thought must take. Just  as the an-archical saying requires the ontological said, an-archical ethics  requires politics. The mutually interdependent relationship between the  saying and the said serves as the paradigm for the relationship between  ethics and politics. Ethics, which is a manifestation of the saying, has  been traditionally subordinated by politics, a manifestation of the said.  A resuscitation of the ethical is needed to check the political. However,  the political should not be abandoned. Ethics requires the political to be  universalized into laws and institutions.

***Fem IR 
Fem IR 2AC 
Their epistemology links cause major violence 
Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 196-198)
Like many others, Hoffman seems to accept without reservation the idea that textuality, ambiguity, uncertainty, decentering, relativism, irregularity, and coundess other instruments that detract from the Enlightenment enterprise are reasons for celebration, that they somehow represent intellectual breakthroughs and a form of theoretical progress, and that theory in International Relations needs to be restructured along lines proscribed by the humanities. Hoffman represents one of a growing number of scholars who is fervent in his desire to import and apply deconstructive postmodern theory to the sphere of international politics, both to unearth "hidden meanings" encrusted in the disciplines texts and to arrive at new meanings inferred from the discovery of "hidden practices." There is an almost blind faith that these new creeds hold answers which, under neopositivism, rationality, modernity, and the Enlightenment project have remained hidden from us. Like a great archeological excavation, treasures in the form of new wisdom, new prophecies, and a new politics await discovery for those willing to make the jump and convert to the postmodern cause. The 1990s have thus become a decade of rereadings and textual reinterpretations where the encrusted texts of realists have been reread and their "true" meaning exposed. Ashley reread Waltz and discovered his positivism, economism, and structuralism; Jim George reread realism and discovered its "silences" and "omissions"; Ann Tickner reread Hans Morgenthau and discovered his gender blindness; and Christine Sylvester reread the reinterpretations of rereadings undertaken by male dissidents and discovered their own misogyny and sexism. For students of international politics who aspire to know, the answer(s) thus reside in textuality, in a life of rereading rereadings in order that hidden practices, silences, omissions, and new meaning can be discovered. The world, as such, can be safely ignored; writings about the world are what must occupy research, for in these writings are the constitutive essences that make up the "real" world. Nothing is given, there is "no there there," nothing is real until named. Women do not exist, Sylvester reminds us, much as for Ashley nation-states do not really exist until inscribed in writings and with names that give them ontological meaning. Meaning is thus in the text, the language, the word, not the thing or the object or the fact. Let us for a moment, however, reflect on this "research program," on the importations of textual analysis and deconstructive theory, and what they might do to theoretical endeavor and the discipline of International Relations. Let us, for example, pose a few rudimentary questions that, despite their simplicity, go to the very essence of subversive postmodernism's relevance and utility to the study of international politics. What, for example, is "ambiguous" about war or "ironic" about peace? How does the admission of uncertainty change the face of theory, or how does textuality alter our experiences of the realities of international politics, of death squads, civil war, or autocratic rule? Why, suddenly, are irony, uncertainty, ambiguity, and textuality the prized attributes of theoretical endeavor? Are these to be our new epistemological motifs by which we judge the quality and usefulness of theory and research programs in International Relations? Are the problems of international politics and the answers to them hidden amid literary devices like paradox or the textual chicanery of double entendre? Will the practices of regional aggression displayed by Saddam Hussein, for example, be thwarted through textual rereadings of security texts, or the acrimonious diplomatic exchanges between the United States and Iraq? Can we change the course of political outcomes, avert the use of force, or persuade others to disavow aggression though textual reinterpretation? If we believe Ashley, Hoffman, Walker, Sylvester, or James Der Derian, for example, then the answer is yes, in which case international theory must transpose itself into a form of literary criticism and employ the tools of textual deconstruction, parody, and the style of discontinuous narratives as a means of pondering the depths of interpretation. In doing so, however, we would approach the writings of Richard Ashley, who, utilizing such methods, can apprise students of international politics only of the fact that "there are neither right interpretations nor wrong," there are just "interpretations imposed upon interpretations."36 In what sense, however, can this approach be at all adequate for the subject of International Relations. What, for example, do the literary devices of irony and textuality say to Somalian refugees who flee from famine and warlords or to Ethiopian rebels who fight in the desert plains against a government in Addis Abbaba? How does the notion of textual deconstruction speak to Serbs, Croats, and Muslims who fight one another among the ruins of the former Yugoslavia? How do totalitarian narratives or logocentric binary logic feature in the deliberations of policy bureaucrats or in the negotiations over international trade or the formulations of international law? Should those concerned with human rights or those who take it upon themselves to study relationships between nation-states begin by contemplating epistemological fiats and ontological disputes? How does the reification of interpretivism and relativism assist such people in their understandings, problems, judgments, negotiations, and disputes? Is Ashley, for example, suggesting that we simply announce to those in the fray of international politics that there are neither right interpretations nor wrong, there are just interpretations imposed upon interpretations. Is this to be the epiphany of subversive postmodern international theory, its penultimate contribution to those who suffer on the margins for whom they professes great concern?  I am, of course, being flippant. Yet we do have a right to ask such questions of subversive postmodernists if only because they portend to a moral highground, to insights otherwise denied realists, modernists, positivists, and mainstream international relations scholars. We have every right to ask, for example, how subversive postmodern theory speaks to the practical problems endemic to international relations, to the actors and players who constitute the practices of world politics, or how literary devices and deconstructive readings help us better picture world society. My point, of course, is much the same as Robin Brown's, that textual analysis and deconstruction does not, and cannot, speak to such problems other than to detect the limits of a particular "text by identifying origins, assumptions and silences." What it cannot do, however, "is deal with the practical problem of international relations."37 Similarly, Hoffman too gives no answers to these questions save this justification for the turn to interpretivism. "This move," he writes, "connects international relations, both as a practice and a discipline, with similar developments within social and political theory and within the humanities."38 But what justification or rationale is this? So we are now doing what literary theorists do: ruminating over international theory as if such were the verses of lyricists written for the pleasures of reading and consumed only for their wit and romance. But there is a difference between the concerns and interests of, say, English departments and those of departments of Political Science or International Relations. Where literary criticism delights in the ethereal play of words and has as its epistemic basis the belief that "one reads for pleasure," politics dabbles in the material, distributive, punitive play of power whose consequences effect much more than a sensibility committed to reading fiction.39 Why should we assume that tools developed in English departments are useful to theorists of international relations? Why should we take heed of the writings of Jacques Derrida who never once addressed issues of international relations, but from whom postmodernists now claim a wisdom which they insist is reason enough to dispense with past theory and begin anew our theoretical and disciplinary enterprise? 

2AC Permutation Module

Replacing one world with another is just as bad—perm solves best. 

Hoffman, 1. John (Leicester Emeritus Professor of Politics and International Relations), Gender and Sovereignty p. 21. 

To reconstruct is to build something “new” out of something “old.” It involves change, transformation, progress: a movement beyond the past and towards the future. Some postmodernists are wary of all attempts to reconstruct concepts, and Fraser has complained that Butler treats “reconstructive critique” as “normalizing and oppressive.” But it has to be said that it is possible and necessary to reconstruct concepts in a way which does not simply substitute one “grand narrative” for another. In other words, we do not have to assume that our reconstruction must enjoy the timeless validity and foundational purity that older concepts have falsely and foolishly appropriated for themselves. We reject the idea that the task of reconstruction should involve the projection of a brave new world which once established, will remain unaltered for ever and a day. On the contrary, if the process of reconstruction is to be logically sustained, it needs to build into its conceptual structures, the dimension of critique and negativity. It is not a question of choosing between “reconstruction” and deconstruction.” It is a question of involving both in the process of reworking older concepts so that they can contribute towards the building of a post-patriarchal world. The reconstruction of political theory undertaken by feminists is extremely welcome, but its problem is this: it has not gone far enough. Feminists have sought to reconstruct concepts like power, freedom, authority, privacy, democracy, and citizenship, and they have also done valuable work on concepts which are not part of the classical liberal canon-like care. But the question arises: why is “sovereignty” not one of the concepts which has been reconstructed? 

Perm solves best—current political system is key to disrupt gendered power structures. 

Peterson, 92. Editor V Spike (Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona), Gendered States p 66.
In other words, the state as a dealer in power, a wielder of weapons, an inherently violent institution is the object of suspicion and resistance by both antiliberal feminists and liberal internationalists. And, especially now, when the international system is undergoing immense change, pressures for denationalizing change—certainly discourse arguing for it- will be persistent. In the face of such pressures, I believe that feminist critics of the present state system should beware. The very fact that the state creates, condenses, and focuses political power may make it the best friend, not the enemy, of feminists—because the availability of real political power is essential to real democratic control. Not sufficient, I know, but essential. My basic premise is that political power can significantly disrupt patriarchal and class (which is to say, economic) power. It holds the potential, at least, for disrupting the patriarchal/economic oppression of those in the lower reaches of class, sex and race hierarchies. It is indisputable that, in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, it has been the political power of states that has confronted the massive economic power privately constructed out of the industrial processes and has imposed obligations on employers for the welfare of workers as well as providing additional social support for the population at large. And the political tempering of economic power has been the most responsive to broad public needs in liberal democracies, where government must respond roughly to the interests of voters. Of course, this is not the whole story. The nation-states of this period have also perpetrated horrors of torture and war, have aided the development of elite-controlled industrial wealth, and have not sufficiently responded to the human needs of their less powerful constituents. But I believe it is better to try to restrain the horrors and abuses than to give up on the limits that state organized political power can bring to bear on the forms of class-based, race-based, sex-based power that consistute the greatest sources of oppression we are likely to face. 

we can’t ignore the security brought by gendered states, but should instead infuse them with feminist IR theory. 
Peterson, 92. Editor V Spike (Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona), Gendered States p 58. 
Finally, as we reach toward world security, we can ignore neither the limited security afforded by gendered (welfare) states nor the objective of moving beyond states of gender (territorial states and states of mind). These are not oppositional but, like reform and revolution, interactive components of long-term, systemwide transformations. There are no easy “answers” in the face of “multiple binds.” While we seek revolutionary transformations required for world security, we must also care for and about those who are structurally vulnerable—and realize that means all of us. 

1AR Perm 
Extend our Hoffman 1—just replacing one full system for another re-entrenches notions of sovereignty. We can make linear progress in a world of the perm where we work together both the plan’s conception of the world and the alt’s.  

2. Perm solves best—excluding current IR theory means blindly throwing out their merits. 

Sylverster, 94. Christine (Lancaster University Professor of International Relations and Development), Feminist Theory and International Relations in the Postmodern Era, p 215. 

Analogously, I have argued against the postmodernist notion that “women” should renounce gender in order to be free to renounce all other modern instances of sovereign voice. If we throw out even false homes before searching through their spaces for hidden treasures, there is a possibility that we throw out those excluded ways of knowing before we have considered their merits and demerits for IR. As well, if we throw out all of standard IR thought, feminists miss the nuggets of wisdom that can keep us on our toes and away from the traps of wishful thinking. For example, mainstream depictions of prisoners with dilemmas teach us that some conditions may be more conducive to processes of empathetic cooperation than others. Hegemonic stability theory teaches us about potential problems in free-wheeling conversations that embrace disorder as a modus operandi. By the same token, “women” do not want to use assigned homes as a base to homestead IR without some slippage or mobility of identity components on our end or we will risk deceiving ourselves with insights that have been distorted by living only as visitors to IR. Thus a paradox: one does not want to vaporize the experiences of people who cannot afford to distance themselves from their assigned homes or who as in the case of some Zimbabwean people called women, actually draw inspiration for transformed identity and practice from gender identity and solidarity; but at the same time, one cannot revel in gender homes because they may not really exist as meaningful foundations for the future. To negotiate this paradox, we need to give concepts like “gender,” “flesh while maintaining analytic distance between them as heuristic devices, and the lived, material reality in and through which they echo and are refracted. 

Infusing feminist international relations with realist theory is key—each issue must be addressed specifically. 

Peterson, 92. Editor V Spike (Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona), Gendered States p 172. 

Indeed we do not want to catch ourselves in the trap that has gripped realism for so long, ethnocentricity as truth. In proceeding with feminist international relations it behooves us to investigate a wide range of locally understood autonomies and obligations and to use them to recast “our” world, “refus[ing] to see all right and good on one side only.” Our project calls for skepticism toward bandwagoning standpoints that would unite that realist (or misguided postmodernist) with the certainty of an emperor. It calls for foregrounding contextualized autonomies and obligations by focusing on sited struggles not easily reduced to stereotypes about what is relational and what is reactive. We need not shatter the realist window in the course of this exercise because it does offer us a partial view. From studies of constructs like “reciprocity” we learn about conditions that may inspire some groups to exit our proposed relationship, reject our caring rescriptings, and manipulate agreements. We do need to explain to those who want us to replace realism with something else, however, that we are not talking about talking about feminist international relations; we are adding our (I would argue partial) views to the picture. Our revelations, though “strange,” are realist disordering and space-opening—for women, theory, and alternative practice. 

Perm Uses Current System—Good

1. Extend the 2 pieces of Peterson 92—the functions of the state is key to the democratic control that disrupts patriarchy. The current system is also key to world security. 

2. Infusing feminist international relations with realist theory is key—each issue must be addressed specifically.

Peterson, 92. Editor V Spike (Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Arizona), Gendered States p 172. 

Indeed we do not want to catch ourselves in the trap that has gripped realism for so long, ethnocentricity as truth. In proceeding with feminist international relations it behooves us to investigate a wide range of locally understood autonomies and obligations and to use them to recast “our” world, “refus[ing] to see all right and good on one side only.” Our project calls for skepticism toward bandwagoning standpoints that would unite that realist (or misguided postmodernist) with the certainty of an emperor. It calls for foregrounding contextualized autonomies and obligations by focusing on sited struggles not easily reduced to stereotypes about what is relational and what is reactive. We need not shatter the realist window in the course of this exercise because it does offer us a partial view. From studies of constructs like “reciprocity” we learn about conditions that may inspire some groups to exit our proposed relationship, reject our caring rescriptings, and manipulate agreements. We do need to explain to those who want us to replace realism with something else, however, that we are not talking about talking about feminist international relations; we are adding our (I would argue partial) views to the picture. Our revelations, though “strange,” are realist disordering and space-opening—for women, theory, and alternative practice. 

3.Must start from within dominant discourses—abstract criticisms of international relations fail to bring about real world change

Saloom, 6. JD Univ of Georgia School of Law and M.A. in Middle Eastern Studies from U of Chicago, Fall 2006

[Rachel, A Feminist Inquiry into International Law and International Relations, 12 Roger Williams U. L. Rev. 159, l/n, Stevens]

Tickner's last point that deserves further reflection is the notion that international law and international relations will not become free from gender bias as long as we live in a gendered world. This is not to say that small steps are ineffective, but rather that international law and international relations are merely a small part of the larger systemic problem of unequal gender relations. While it is desirable that more women occupy foreign and military policy making positions, this "desire" does not necessarily transform the way international law and international relations work. To allege that this is the case assumes that women have an essential character that can transform the system. This of course is contrary to the very arguments that most gender theorists forward, because it would mean that women have some unique "feminine" perspective. What is needed then is a release from the sole preoccupation on women and men. The state's masculinist nature that gender theorists critique affects everyone in society. Moving beyond the "add and stir" approach is quite difficult, but there must be a starting point from which gender theorists can work. 105 If everything is problematized, paralysis will inevitably occur. Working within the current framework is truly the only option to bring about change. Lofty abstract criticisms will do nothing to change the practices of international law and international relations. Pragmatic feminist criticisms of international law and international relations, however, should be further developed. Even advocates of realist thought will admit that realism is neither the most accurate nor the only way to view the world. 106 The changing dynamics of world politics make formulating new ways of understanding international relations quite pertinent. Keeping some semblance of realism in tact, while at the same time opening up space for theorizing about other possibilities, is necessary. Critics are quick to note that realism cannot be easily abandoned without some sort of alternative framework. Casting aside realism now, even given the concerns of gender scholars, is not the most promising option. Wayman and Diehl note that  [*180]  "the abandonment of realism leaves a void, which in the short to medium term is at least as much of a dead end as would be the result of following realism." 107 New possibilities can be envisioned while still adhering to some of the realist ideologies. Wayman and Diehl describe realism as a detour and not a definitive road map. 108 Thus, theorists must admit that realism is not the only way or the correct way to view international law and international relations, but it cannot be totally abandoned. Even given all of the criticisms of feminist theories, there must be space, however, for feminist theorization. A pragmatic approach should not dismiss the benefits of theorizing. Discussions and debates on feminism and international law and relations are extremely important. Yet even where feminist discourses lack the social power to realize their versions of knowledge in institutional practices, they can offer the discursive space from which the individual can resist dominant subject positions... . Resistance to the dominant at the level of the individual subject
2AC Alt Fails

feminist thought just reproduces gender stereotypes

Witworth, 94 prof of political science and female studies @ York U, (Feminism and International Relations, pg 20, 1994)

Even when not concerned with mothering as such, much of the politics that emerge from radical feminism within IR depend on a ‘re-thinking’ from the perspective of women.  What is left unexplained is how simply thinking differently will alter the material realities of relations of domination between men and women.  Structural (patriarchal) relations are acknowledged, but not analysed in radical feminism’s reliance on the experiences, behaviours and perceptions of ‘women’.  As Sandra Harding notes, the essential and universal ‘man’, long the focus of feminist critiques, has merely been replaced here with the essential and universal ‘woman’.  And indeed, that notion of ‘woman’ not only ignores important differences amongst women, but it also reproduces exactly the stereotypical vision of women and men, masculine and feminine, that has been produced under patriarchy.  Those women who do not fit the mould – who, for example, take up arms in military struggle – are quickly dismissed as expressing ‘negative’ or ‘inauthentic’ feminine values (the same accusation is more rarely made against men).  In this way, it comes as no surprise when mainstream IR theorists such as Robert Reohane happily embrace the tenets of radical feminism.  It requires little in the way of re-thinking or movement from accepted and comfortable assumptions about stereotypes.  Radical feminists find themselves defending the same account of women as nurturing, pacifist, submissive mothers as men do under patriarchy, anti-feminists and the New Right.  As some writers suggest, this in itself should give feminists pause to reconsider this position.

Alt can’t solve—Incorporation of gender in international relations becomes coopted

Saloom, 6. JD Univ of Georgia School of Law and M.A. in Middle Eastern Studies from U of Chicago, Fall 2006

[Rachel, A Feminist Inquiry into International Law and International Relations, 12 Roger Williams U. L. Rev. 159, l/n, Stevens]

There is not much consensus between the gender theorists and those who adhere to current approaches to international law and international relations. The biggest obstacle for gender theorists is the application of their theories. It would be valuable to determine how international relations or international law would operate if gender were taken into account. Gender theorists themselves have trouble formulating ways to apply their theories. Most scholars believe that the "add women and stir" approach generally fails. 91 The notion that "bringing in" more women to the areas of international law and international relations can transform existing practices has not been met with much optimism. 92 Theorists argue that adding women into existing frameworks fails to address the larger androcentric biases that exist. Many theorists criticize this approach, supporting their criticisms with allegations that the issues that gender scholars and practitioners want to address cannot be neatly incorporated in the current framework. Smith argues that: The issues raised by feminism not only do not fit with the discipline, they disrupt the entire edifice of community and society upon which [international relations] and the other social sciences are built. Their foundations are so embedded in gendered identities, subjectivities, and therefore reified structures of common sense that they simply cannot be amended to take account of gender. 93 Hooper also concurs with Smith's conclusions. She posits that "grafting the gender variable" onto a highly masculinized  [*177]  framework is doomed for failure. 94 She believes that adding gender to a checklist will not change the power dynamic that exists in international law and international relations. 95 In the same manner, public international law is often preoccupied with issues of conflict, state sovereignty and use of force. 96 When gender is discussed in international law, it is usually relegated to the human rights law sphere. 97 If the consensus of feminist theorists is that more radical approaches are necessary to change the gender bias that exists, then theorists must formulate other alternatives to make the change in gender bias a feasible option. However, if the proponents of the status quo are even partially correct, then the feminist criticisms become even more difficult to implement. The question then becomes whether it is even desirable to wholly reject state-centrism as a masculinist androcentric paradigm.

Assuming that gendered dichotomies dictate every aspect of social life is incorrect—doesn’t allow a space for resistance. 

Hooper, 1. Charlotte (University of Bristol research associate in politics), Manly States: Masculinities, International Relations, and Gender Politics pp 45-46. 

Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan (1993), in their discussion of  gendered dichotomies, appear to drop Lacanian psychoanalytic discourse as  an explanation for gendered dichotomies in favor of a more straightforward-  ly political account.14Gendered dichotomies, rather than uniformly con-  structing gendered social relations through universal psychoanalytic mecha-  nisms, are seen more ambiguously, as playing a dual role. Where gendered  dichotomies are used as an organizing principle of social life (such as in the  gendered division of labor) they help to construct gender differences and in-  equalities and thus are constitutive of social reality, but in positing a grid of  polar opposites, they also serve to obscure more complex relationships,  commonalties, overlaps, and intermediate positions (Peterson and Runyan  1993, 24–25).  Elaborating on this view, it can be argued that gendered dichotomies are  in part ideological tools that mystify, masking more complex social realities  and reinforcing stereotypes. On one level, they do help to produce real gen-  der differences and inequalities, when they are used as organizing principles  that have practical effects commensurate with the extent that they become  embedded in institutional practices, and through these, human bodies.  They constitute one dimension in the triangular nexus out of which gender  identities and the gender order are produced. But at the same time, institu-  tional practices are not always completely or unambiguously informed by  such dichotomies, which may then operate to obscure more complex rela-  tionships. It is a mistake to see the language of gendered dichotomies as a uniﬁed and totalizing discourse that dictates every aspect of social practice  to the extent that we are coherently produced as subjects in its dualistic im-  age. As well as the disruptions and discontinuities engendered by the inter-  sections and interjections of other discourses (race, class, sexuality, and so  on) there is always room for evasion, reversal, resistance, and dissonance be-  tween rhetoric, practice, and embodiment, as well as reproduction of the  symbolic order, as identities are negotiated in relation to all three dimen-  sions, in a variety of complex and changing circumstances. On the other  hand, the symbolic gender order does inform practice, and our subjectivi-  ties are produced in relation to it, so to dismiss it as performing only an ide-  ological or propagandistic role is also too simplistic.  

AT: Standpoint Epistemology

Standpoint epistemology fails - conflicting views and no guiding principle

Rolin 06 (Kristina, Academy of Finland Research Fellow at Helsinki School of Economics and researcher in the philosophy of science and epistemology, “The Bias Paradox in Feminist Standpoint Epistemology,” http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/episteme/v003/3.1rolin.html#bio, MR)
Sandra Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology is an ambitious and controversial attempt to argue that diversity among inquirers is an epistemic advantage to a community of inquirers. According to Harding, epistemic advantage accrues not to just any kind of diversity but to diversity with respect to the social positions of inquirers and participants in their studies. Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology advances the claim that those who are unprivileged with respect to their social positions are likely to be privileged with respect to gaining knowledge of social reality. According to Harding, unprivileged social positions are likely to generate perspectives that are "less partial and less distorted" than perspectives generated by other social positions (Harding 1991, 121; see also pages 138 and 141). I call this claim the thesis of epistemic privilege. The thesis of epistemic privilege is connected to a particular conception of objectivity, "strong objectivity," which is the view that objective research starts from the lives of unprivileged groups (Harding 1991, 150; see also page 142). Diversity with respect to social positions is beneficial for knowledge-seeking communities because there are many ways of being unprivileged. As Harding explains, "the subject of feminist knowledge – the agent of these less partial and distorted descriptions and explanations – must be multiple and even contradictory" (1991, 284). The thesis of epistemic privilege has been criticized on two grounds. One objection is that Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology does not provide any standards of epistemic justification that enable one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as better than others. Another objection is that there is no evidence in support of the thesis of epistemic privilege. These two objections are connected. As long as it is not [End Page 125] clear what standards of epistemic justification allow one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as better than others, it is not clear either what kind of evidence we should expect in support of the thesis of epistemic privilege. Let me explain each objection. The first objection is raised by Louise Antony (1993) and Helen Longino (1999). They argue that the thesis of epistemic privilege is undermined by another thesis in Harding's feminist standpoint epistemology, the thesis that all scientific knowledge is socially situated (Harding 1991, 11; see also pages 119 and 142). I call this the situated knowledge thesis (see also Wylie 2003, 31). The thesis of epistemic privilege relies on the assumption that there is a standard of impartiality that enables one to judge some socially grounded perspectives as "less partial and distorted" than others. The situated knowledge thesis seems to undermine this assumption by suggesting that all knowledge claims are partial in virtue of being grounded on a particular perspective on social reality. As Helen Longino explains, in order to argue that some socially grounded perspectives are better than others, a standpoint epistemologist would have to be able to identify privileged perspectives from a non-interested position, but according to standpoint epistemology, there is no such position (1999, 338; see also Hekman 2000, 24). Louise Antony calls the tension between the thesis of epistemic privilege and the situated knowledge thesis a "bias paradox" (1993, 188-189). In claiming that all knowledge is partial, feminist standpoint epistemology challenges the very notion of impartiality. But by undermining the notion of impartiality, feminist standpoint epistemology is in danger of losing its critical edge (Antony 1993, 189). In Whose Science? Whose Knowledge? (1991) Harding is aware of the bias paradox. Instead of abandoning either the thesis of epistemic privilege or the situated knowledge thesis, she tries to solve the bias paradox by introducing a distinction between cultural and epistemological relativism. She claims that "a strong notion of objectivity requires a commitment to acknowledge the historical character of every belief or set of beliefs – a commitment to cultural, sociological, historical relativism" (Harding 1991, 156). And she adds that "it also requires that judgmental or epistemological relativism be rejected" (Harding 1991, 156). However, Harding's attempt to solve the paradox is not successful because the distinction between cultural and epistemological relativism begs the question of what standards of epistemic justification enable her to reject epistemological relativism. Instead of articulating such standards, Harding insists that feminist standpoint epistemology should reject the assumption that there is a "view from nowhere" (Harding 1991, 311). Moreover, Harding is reluctant to say that the goal of scientific inquiry is truth or empirical success. Instead, she suggests that scientific inquiry should progress "away from falsity rather than toward truth" (1991, 185). Let me turn to the second objection, the claim that there is no evidence to support the thesis of epistemic privilege. This objection is raised by Cassandra Pinnick (1994 and 2005). Pinnick suggests that the thesis of epistemic privilege should be understood as an empirical hypothesis and she claims that feminist literature "describes no effort to accumulate the kind of empirical data that could easily resolve matters in favor of the feminists" (Pinnick 1994, 653; see also Hekman 2000, 23). Ten years after the publication of her critical paper in Philosophy of Science, Pinnick (2005) claims that the thesis of epistemic privilege still remains without evidence to support it. [End Page 126] It is not fair to claim that there is no effort to argue for the thesis of epistemic privilege in Harding's Whose Science? Whose Knowledge? Harding presents seven claims in support of the thesis of epistemic privilege: (1) Women's lives have been devalued and neglected as starting points for scientific research and as the generators of evidence for or against knowledge claims (Harding 1991, 121). (2) Women are "strangers" to the social order (Harding 1991, 124). (3) Women's oppression gives them fewer interests in ignorance about the social order (Harding 1991, 125). (4) Women can come to understand hidden aspects of social relations between the genders and the institutions that support these relations by means of struggles to change them (Harding 1991, 127). (5) Women's perspective is from everyday life (Harding 1991, 128). (6) Women's perspective comes from mediating ideological dualisms: nature versus culture (Harding 1991, 130). (7) Women researchers are "outsiders within" (Harding 1991, 131). However, Harding's arguments fail to be convincing for two reasons. One reason is that the universal extension of her claims about women undermines their plausibility. Certainly, we can think of counter-examples to each claim, for example, women whose lives have not been devalued, women who are not strangers to the social order, or women who have an interest in ignorance about social order, and so on. But even if the extension of Harding's claims about women is narrowed down, her arguments fail to be convincing for another reason. The reason is that it is not clear how these seven claims support the thesis of epistemic privilege, the claim that women's social positions, insofar as they are unprivileged, are likely to generate better perspectives on social reality than other social positions. More specifically, it is not clear what is meant by a perspective in feminist standpoint epistemology. As long as it is not clear what a socially grounded perspective is and what the relevant alternatives are, the thesis of epistemic privilege lacks empirical content.

XT: Alt Fails—Totalizing  

Extend Hooper 1—They falsely assume that all institutional practices are shaped solely by gender dichotomies. Their image of the world thus produces us all as subjects and makes any sort of resistance impossible. 

Your author concedes—uncertainty is key and totalizing concepts of gender can’t solve. 

Tickner, 99. J Ann (professor at the School of International Relations, University of Southern California), Searching for the Princess? in the Harvard International Review, Fall, http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb137/is_4_21/ai_n28725353/ 
Once feminist perspectives have exposed the gendered construction of international theory and the diplomatic practices of states, women's experiences can help us to understand how these hierarchies are created and sustained. In Bananas, Beaches, and Bases, Cynthia Enloe takes us behind the scenes to find out what women in international relations do: she tells us that women's experiences of war, marriage, trade, travel and factory work have generally been relegated to the human interest columns. Yet, women working as secretaries and low-paid workers in export processing zones, as domestic servants often forced to work abroad to support their families, and as unpaid wives of diplomats who perform crucial functions in the running of embassies, are all necessary to foreign policymaking and to the efficiency of the global market. By performing roles that have come to be seen as "natural" ones for women, these women and many more are providing the labor that sustains the power structures of states and markets. By way of conclusion, I should like to return to my original question: should we be searching for the princess, a figure who can serve as an alternative model to Machiavelli's Prince for the way states should conduct their foreign policies? I do not believe so; international relations feminists are not searching for another totalizing concept within which to frame our understanding and prescriptions for state behavior. Instead, let me propose the adoption of Fortuna, the unpredictable goddess who tolerates ambiguity and uncertainty, a position which certain scholars have suggested may not be far from Machiavelli's own. Tolerating uncertainty may be necessary if, as feminist perspectives suggest, we must chart new courses rather than try to fit women's encounters with international relations into existing frameworks. Unless we recognize gender as a category of analysis, we cannot understand how gender relations of inequality act to exclude women from the business of foreign policymaking and ensure that they are located disproportionately at the bottom of the socioeconomic scale in all societies.

Treating women as a class fails—allows an incomplete view of true social conditions and precludes solvency. 
Rhode, 94. Deborah L (Stanford University Professor of Law), SYMPOSIUM: CHANGING IMAGES OF THE STATE: FEMINISM AND THE STATE, 107 Harvard Law Review 1181 April.
Other theorists similarly present women as a class and elaborate the ways in which even state policies ostensibly designed to assist women have institutionalized their subordination.  n18 So, for example, welfare programs stigmatize female recipients without providing the support that would enable them to alter their disadvantaged status.  n19 In patriarchal accounts, the choice for many women is between dependence  [*1185]  on an intrusive and insensitive bureaucracy, or dependence on a controlling or abusive man.  n20 Either situation involves sleeping with the enemy.  As Virginia Woolf noted, these public and private spheres of subordination are similarly structured and "inseparably connected; . . . the tyrannies and servilities of the one are the tyrannies and servilities of the other."  n21 This account is also problematic on many levels.  To treat women as a class obscures other characteristics, such as race and economic status, that can be equally powerful in ordering social relations.  Women are not "uniformly oppressed."  n22 Nor are they exclusively victims.  Patriarchy cannot account adequately for the mutual dependencies and complex power dynamics that characterize male-female relations. Neither can the state be understood solely as an instrument of men's interests.  As a threshold matter, what constitutes those interests is not self-evident, as MacKinnon's own illustrations suggest.  If, for example, policies liberalizing abortion serve male objectives by enhancing access to female sexuality, policies curtailing abortion presumably also serve male objectives by reducing female autonomy.  n23 In effect, patriarchal frameworks verge on tautology.  Almost any gender-related policy can be seen as either directly serving men's immediate interests, or as compromising short-term concerns in the service of broader, long-term goals, such as "normalizing" the system and stabilizing power relations.  A framework that can characterize all state interventions as directly or indirectly patriarchal offers little practical guidance in challenging the conditions it condemns.  And if women are not a homogenous group with unitary concerns, surely the same is true of men. Moreover, if the state is best understood as a network of institutions with complex, sometimes competing agendas, then the patriarchal model of single-minded instrumentalism seems highly implausible.  It is difficult to dismiss all the anti-discrimination initiatives of the last quarter century as purely counter-revolutionary strategies.  And it is precisely these initiatives, with their appeal to "male" norms of "objectivity and the impersonality of procedure, that [have created]  [*1186]  leverage for the representation of women's interests."  n24 Cross-cultural research also suggests that the status of women is positively correlated with a strong state, which is scarcely the relationship that patriarchal frameworks imply.  n25 While the "tyrannies" of public and private dependence are plainly related, many feminists challenge the claim that they are the same.  As Carole Pateman notes, women do not "live with the state and are better able to make collective struggle against institutions than individuals."  n26 To advance that struggle, feminists need more concrete and contextual accounts of state institutions than patriarchal frameworks have supplied.  Lumping together police, welfare workers, and Pentagon officials as agents of a unitary patriarchal structure does more to obscure than to advance analysis.  What seems necessary is a contextual approach that can account for greater complexities in women's relationships with governing institutions.  Yet despite their limitations, patriarchal theories underscore an insight that generally informs feminist theorizing.  As Part II reflects, governmental institutions are implicated in the most fundamental structures of sex-based inequality and in the strategies necessary to address it.
XT: Alt Fails—Totalizing  

Feminist analysis applied to international relations is not contextualized; it will only lead to a new form of debilitating gender structures for females. 
Enloe 2005 (Cynthia, Feminist and Women Studies “Of Arms and the Women” http://feminism.eserver.org/of-arms-and-the-woman.txt, EB)

Completely missing from such an analysis is any acknowledgement that the successes of feminism have been largely based on appeals to the universal norms governing citizens of the impersonal, bureaucratic nation-state. Those appeals would have made no sense in any previous political system. Notwithstanding this, feminist scholars tend to join free marketeers, multiculturalists and Wilsonians in their approval of the (mostly imaginary) dissolution of the nation-state in a new world order. If the nation-state is "gendered," Enloe reasons, then perhaps the post-national nonstate need not be: "Perhaps effective u.n. soldiering will call for a new kind of masculinity, one less reliant on misogyny, less insecure about heterosexual credentials." (If the recent "peacekeeping" of u.n. forces in Bosnia and Somalia shows anything, however, it is that a little more of the old masculinity may be necessary to prevent mass slaughter--and mass rape, too.) Though realist theory can survive, and perhaps even accommodate, many of the arguments of feminism with respect to collective conflict and state sovereignty, realism must reject the third aspect of the feminist criticism: the redefinition of security to mean social justice. From the Marxist left, feminists have picked up the argument that interstate violence is just one genre of "structural violence," which includes the economic oppression of lower classes by upper classes (Marxism) and the subordination of women to men by custom and by violence (feminism). But this notion merely disguises a change of subject as a change of approach. To say that mass rape by soldiers in wartime and wife-beating in societies at peace (excuse me, at "peace") are parts of the same phenomenon is to abandon any pretense of engaging in serious thinking about international relations. The result may be feminist theory, but it is not a theory of world politics. It is a theory of human society in general. When, as in "ecofeminism," the mistreatment of women by men in all societies, in peace and at war, is fused, as a subject of analysis, with the mistreatment of the ecosystem by humanity, one has a theory of everything, and a theory of everything is usually not very much.

XT: Alt Fails—Cooption 

1. Extend Witworth 94—the alt never answers the question of how shifting thought will change the concrete differences between genders. They replicate the status quo and simply invert the gender hierarchy and can’t solve their impacts. 

2. Extend Saloom 6—taking their theories and applying them to the real world necessitates change in gender theory to insert it into a masculine world. This dooms the alternative to failure and changes nothing.  

3. The alternative refuses to recognize and take into account any sort of contradictory feminist arguments, creating dichotomies between different feminist groups and approving a counter-elite in the world of the alternative. 
Goetz 91, research fellow in Development studies at U of Sussex,(Anne Goetz, “Gender and International Relations,” Harper and Row, 1991)
Third world women have accused first word and western-trained feminists of exercising a certain cultural colonialism, of misrepresenting different women by homogenizing the experiences and conditions of western women across time and culture.  Chakravorty Spivak has shown that western women are “complicates” in contributing to the continued ‘degradation’ of third world women whose micrology they interpret without having access to it.  Monica Lazreg, exploring the ‘perils of writing as a woman on women in Algeria’ suggests that third world women have been produced as a field of knowledge, essentializing their difference in a process that represents a ‘caricature of the feminist project’.  Black feminists have accused white feminists of adding on difference at the margin ‘without leaving the comforts of home’ so as to support ‘the seeming homogeneity, stability, and self-evidence of its experience based epistemology’.  Trinh T. Minh-ha identifies this neutralized difference as ‘the very kind of colonized anthropologised difference the master has always granted his subordinates’.  Audre Lorde’s response to the universalized picture of oppression in Mary Dali’s Gym/Ecology reproaches her for failing: “to recognize that, as women… differences expose all women to various forms and degrees of patriarchal oppression, some of which we share, some of which we do not… The oppression of women knows no ethnic nor racial boundaries, true, but that does not mean that it is identical within those boundaries… to imply… that all women suffer the same oppression simply because we are women is to lose sight of the many varied tools of patriarchy.  It is to ignore how these tools are used by women without awareness against each other.”  These statements amount to descriptions of an epistemologically totalizing and culturally disruptive feminist.  And to the extend that feminist theory’s claim to relevance is based upon its claim to represent the meaning of women’s social experience in all its heterogeneity, these critiques point to some fundamental problems.  The original consciousness raising approach of traditional feminist – what Catherine MacKinnon has called its critical method – involved a project of theorizing the collective expression of the social constitution of sexed identities.  This was informed by a political understanding that gender was not an inalienable description of human reality; an understanding derived from the insights of a traditional feminist ideology whose analysis of the political meaning of experience was concerned with deconstructing the legitimating surface of women’s oppression.  Theorizing the social construction of subjectivity produced an understanding of the mechanisms of sexist oppression.  In practice, and as seen above, particularly in the context of WID practice, that collective critical reconstitution of women’s experiences in traditional feminist movements has tended to reproduce the situational consciousness of the white, bourgeois, heterosexual feminist, developing a set of certainties structured around that specific subjectivity.  Such certainties in liberal or Marxist feminist ideologies tended to inform the cross-cultural investigations of sexual subordination, producing a certain myopia with respect to the details of sexual subordination in different societies.  The failure to guide practice with reference to the processes that shape human perceptions and norms promoted the disintegration of feminist pronouncements on women in development into a norm setting activity by a counter-elite.
XT: Alt Fails-Cooption 
4. Feminist theory fails because it doesn’t provide a clear view of IR post-alternative. A policy option should be pursued instead.

Caprioli, 04  (“Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis” Mary Caprioli, Dept. of Political Science, University of Tennessee. International Studies Review. Volume 42 Issue 1 Page 193-197, March 2004. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/0020-8833.00076.) AK

Conventional feminist IR scholars misrepresent the field of international relations in arguing that IR scholarship as popularly accepted excludes alternative explanations of state behavior, including feminist inquiry, that go beyond structural, state-focused models. Feminist IR theorists, among others, critique the IR field for its state-centric approach and argue that "a world of states situated in an anarchical international system leaves little room for analyses of social relations, including gender relations" (Tickner 2001:146). As a result, they appear to set up a straw man by refusing to recognize the variety within "conventional" IR research. Indeed, as Jack Levy (2000) has observed, a significant shift to societal-level variables has occurred, partly in response to the decline in the systemic imperatives of the bipolar era. Certainly the democratic peace literature, particularly its normative explanation (Maoz and Russett 1993; Dixon 1994), among other lines of inquiry, recognizes the role of social relations in explaining state behavior. The normative explanation for the democratic peace thesis emphasizes the societal level values of human rights, support for the rule of law, and peaceful conflict resolution in explaining the likelihood of interstate conflict. Furthermore, dyadic tests of the democratic peace thesis rely "on an emerging theoretical framework that may prove capable of incorporating the strengths of the currently predominant realist or neorealist research program, and moving beyond it" (Ray 2000:311). In addition, theorizing and research in the field of ethnonationalism has highlighted connections that domestic ethnic discrimination and violence have with state behavior at the international level (Gurr and Harff 1994; Van Evera 1997; Caprioli and Trumbore 2003a, 2003b).  Contrary to the argument that conventional IR theory excludes feminist inquiry, space exists within the field of international relations for feminist inquiry even allowing for a state-centric focus, just as room exists for scholars interested in exploring the democratic peace and ethnonationalism. International relations feminists make the same mistake that they accuse IR scholars of making: narrowing the space for various worldviews, thereby creating competition and a sense of exclusion among the so-called others. If the role of "feminist theory is to explain women's subordination, or the unjustified asymmetry between women's and men's social and economic positions, and to seek prescriptions for ending it" (Tickner 2001:11), then feminist IR scholarship ought to allow for an explanation of how women's subordination or inequality has an impact on state behavior, assuming a state- centric focus, while at the same time challenging the predetermination of a structural analysis. If domestic inequality does affect state behavior, or even perpetuates the existence of states, then policy prescriptions should be sought.

2AC Impact Defense

1. Patriarchy is inevitable, based on male and female hormonal differences

Goldberg, 1999 (Steven, Chairman of the Department of Sociology, City College, City University of New York, “The Inevitability of Patriarchy” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/gmklass/foi/readings/patriarchygoldberg.htm, EB)

The thesis put forth here is that the hormonal renders the social inevitable.  Because of hormonal differences between males and females, it is inevitable that males will be socialized to aspire to the roles that have highest status in a society.  Our biology makes the social arrangement known as patriarchy --the rule of males --inevitable. It is true (as the feminists never tire of pointing out) that what are considered masculine roles in one society may be considered feminine roles in another society.  Of far greater importance, however, is the fact that in every known society the masculine roles are rewarded with higher status than the feminine roles.  The role of healer might be a masculine role in a society such as ours, and a feminine role in some other culture; but in any society that accords this role high status, the expectation will be that it will be filled principally be men. The reason for this is simply that men are by nature more aggressive than women, and social arrangements have been designed to accommodate this fact.

2. Removal of troops decreases the female oppression.

Murray 2003, JD at Columbia, (Jennifer, 34 Columbia Human Rights Law Review 475, Spring, lexis)

Although people may be trafficked for a variety of reasons, including sweatshop labor, domestic servitude, and agricultural work, the trafficking of women and children for sexual exploitation is particularly pervasive n76 and lucrative. n77 Women are trafficked into prostitution, stripping, peep shows, and massage parlors. n78 It is believed that over one million women are trafficked worldwide each year. n79The gendered nature of trafficking derives from laws and customs that have universally and historically promoted the sexual and economic exploitation of women and girls. n80 This gender-based discrimination often intersects with discrimination based on race, ethnicity, and religion, thus trapping women in situations of "double or triple marginalization." n81 Women in less developed countries are particularly vulnerable to trafficking because of poverty and lack of opportunities arising from traditional family structures, discriminatory wage and labor practices, lack of access to education, customary religious and social practices, and cultures of male privilege. n82 Moreover, when the feminization of poverty pushes women to migrate, restrictions on opportunities for legal migration, combined with the fact that most of the jobs  [*492]  available to women are unregulated, serve to further marginalize female migrants. n83There has also been a rise in trafficking among women who are fleeing political instability and internal armed conflict. n84 In the wake of war, as women become the main or only source of income for families who have lost men and boys, they are increasingly seeking economic opportunities abroad n85 and thus are more vulnerable to recruitment by traffickers. The rise in trafficking of women in post-conflict areas has been exacerbated by the presence of the United Nations; indeed, U.N. peacekeepers stationed in areas of armed conflict worldwide have been accused of participating in trafficking for sexual exploitation. n86
2AC Impact Defense 
3. Patriarchy is not the root cause. 

Carrie Crenshaw, 2.  PhD, Former President of CEDA Perspectives In Controversy: Selected Articles from Contemporary Argumentation and Debate 2002 p. 119-126

 Feminism is not dead. It is alive and well in intercollegiate debate. Increasingly, students rely on feminist authors to inform their analysis of resolutions. While I applaud these initial efforts to explore feminist thought, I am concerned that such arguments only exemplify the general absence of sound causal reasoning in debate rounds. Poor causal reasoning results from a debate practice that privileges empirical proof over rhetorical proof, fostering ignorance of the subject matter being debated. To illustrate my point, I claim that debate arguments about feminists suffer from a reductionism that tends to marginalize the voices of significant feminist authors. David Zarefsky made a persuasive case for the value of causal reasoning in intercollegiate debate as far back as 1979. He argued that causal arguments are desirable for four reasons. First, causal analysis increases the control of the arguer over events by promoting understanding of them. Second, the use of causal reasoning increases rigor of analysis and fairness in the decision-making process. Third, causal arguments promote understanding of the philosophical paradox that presumably good people tolerate the existence of evil. Finally, causal reasoning supplies good reasons for "commitments to policy choices or to systems of belief which transcend whim, caprice, or the non-reflexive "claims of immediacy" (117-9). Rhetorical proof plays an important role in the analysis of causal relationships. This is true despite the common assumption that the identification of cause and effect relies solely upon empirical investigation. For Zarefsky, there are three types of causal reasoning. The first type of causal reasoning describes the application of a covering law to account for physical or material conditions that cause a resulting event This type of causal reasoning requires empirical proof prominent in scientific investigation. A second type of causal reasoning requires the assignment of responsibility. Responsible human beings as agents cause certain events to happen; that is, causation resides in human beings (107-08). A third type of causal claim explains the existence of a causal relationship. It functions "to provide reasons to justify a belief that a causal connection exists" (108). The second and third types of causal arguments rely on rhetorical proof, the provision of "good reasons" to substantiate arguments about human responsibility or explanations for the existence of a causal relationship (108). I contend that the practice of intercollegiate debate privileges the first type of causal analysis. It reduces questions of human motivation and explanation to a level of empiricism appropriate only for causal questions concerning physical or material conditions. Arguments about feminism clearly illustrate this phenomenon. Substantive debates about feminism usually take one of two forms. First, on the affirmative, debaters argue that some aspect of the resolution is a manifestation of patriarchy. For example, given the spring 1992 resolution, "[rjesolved: That advertising degrades the quality of life," many affirmatives argued that the portrayal of women as beautiful objects for men's consumption is a manifestation of patriarchy that results in tangible harms to women such as rising rates of eating disorders. The fall 1992 topic, "(rjesolved: That the welfare system exacerbates the problems of the urban poor in the United States," also had its share of patri- archy cases. Affirmatives typically argued that women's dependence upon a patriarchal welfare system results in increasing rates of women's poverty. In addition to these concrete harms to individual women, most affirmatives on both topics, desiring "big impacts," argued that the effects of patriarchy include nightmarish totalitarianism and/or nuclear annihilation. On the negative, many debaters countered with arguments that the some aspect of the resolution in some way sustains or energizes the feminist movement in resistance to patriarchal harms. For example, some negatives argued that sexist advertising provides an impetus for the reinvigoration of the feminist movement and/or feminist consciousness, ultimately solving the threat of patriarchal nuclear annihilation. likewise, debaters negating the welfare topic argued that the state of the welfare system is the key issue around which the feminist movement is mobilizing or that the consequence of the welfare system - breakup of the patriarchal nuclear family -undermines patriarchy as a whole. Such arguments seem to have two assumptions in common. First, there is a single feminism. As a result, feminists are transformed into feminism. Debaters speak of feminism as a single, monolithic, theoretical and pragmatic entity and feminists as women with identical m otivations, methods, and goals. Second, these arguments assume that patriarchy is the single or root cause of all forms of oppression. Patriarchy not only is responsible for sexism and the consequent oppression of women, it also is the cause of totalitarianism, environmental degradation, nuclear war, racism, and capitalist exploitation. These reductionist arguments reflect an unwillingness to debate about the complexities of human motivation and explanation. They betray a reliance upon a framework of proof that can explain only material conditions and physical realities through empirical quantification. The transformation of feminists to feminism and the identification of patriarchy as the sole cause of all oppression is related in part to the current form of intercollegiate debate practice. By "form," I refer to Kenneth Burke's notion of form, defined as the "creation of appetite in the mind of the auditor, and the adequate satisfying of that appetite" (Counter-Statement 31). Though the framework for this understanding of form is found in literary and artistic criticism, it is appropriate in this context; as Burke notes, literature can be "equipment for living" (Biilosophy 293). He also suggests that form "is an arousing and fulfillment of desires. A work has form in so far as one part of it leads a reader to anticipate another part, to be gratified by the sequence" (Counter-Statement 124). Burke observes that there are several aspects to the concept of form. One of these aspects, conventional form, involves to some degree the appeal of form as form. Progressive, repetitive, and minor forms, may be effective even though the reader has no awareness of their formality. But when a form appeals as form, we designate it as conventional form. Any form can become conventional, and be sought for itself - whether it be as complex as the Greek tragedy or as compact as the sonnet (Counter-Statement 126). These concepts help to explain debaters' continuing reluctance to employ rhetorical proof in arguments about causality. Debaters practice the convention of poor causal reasoning as a result of judges' unexamined reliance upon conventional form. Convention is the practice of arguing single-cause links to monolithic impacts that arises out of custom or usage. Conventional form is the expectation of judges that an argument will take this form. Common practice or convention dictates that a case or disadvantage with nefarious impacts causally related to a single link will "outweigh" opposing claims in the mind of the judge. In this sense, debate arguments themselves are conventional. Debaters practice the convention of establishing single-cause relationships to large monolithic impacts in order to conform to audience expectation. Debaters practice poor causal reasoning because they are rewarded for it by judges. The convention of arguing single-cause links leads the judge to anticipate the certainty of the impact and to be gratified by the sequence. I suspect that the sequence is gratifying for judges because it relieves us from the responsibility and difficulties of evaluating rhetorical proofs. We are caught between our responsibility to evaluate rhetorical proofs and our reluctance to succumb to complete relativism and subjectivity. To take responsibility for evaluating rhetorical proof is to admit that not every question has an empirical answer. However, when we abandon our responsibility to rhetorical proofs, we sacrifice our students' understanding of causal reasoning. The sacrifice has consequences for our students' knowledge of the subject matter they are debating. For example, when feminism is defined as a single entity, not as a pluralized movement or theory, that single entity results in the identification of patriarchy as the sole cause of oppression. The result is ignorance of the subject position of the particular feminist author, for highlighting his or her subject position might draw attention to the incompleteness of the causal relationship between link and impact Consequently, debaters do not challenge the basic assumptions of such argumentation and ignorance of feminists is perpetuated. Feminists are not feminism. The topics of feminist inquiry are many and varied, as are the philosophical approaches to the study of these topics. Different authors have attempted categorization of various feminists in distinctive ways. For example, Alison Jaggar argues that feminists can be divided into four categories: liberal feminism, marxist feminism, radical feminism, and socialist feminism. While each of these feminists may share a common commitment to the improvement of women's situations, they differ from each other in very important ways and reflect divergent philosophical assumptions that make them each unique. Linda Alcoff presents an entirely different categorization of feminist theory based upon distinct understandings of the concept "woman," including cultural feminism and post-structural feminism. Karen Offen utilizes a comparative historical approach to examine two distinct modes of historical argumentation or discourse that have been used by women and their male allies on behalf of women's emancipation from male control in Western societies. These include relational feminism and individualist feminism. Elaine Marks and Isabelle de Courtivron describe a whole category of French feminists that contain many distinct versions of the feminist project by French authors. Women of color and third-world feminists have argued that even these broad categorizations of the various feminism have neglected the contributions of non-white, non-Western feminists (see, for example, hooks; Hull; Joseph and Lewis; Lorde; Moraga; Omolade; and Smith). In this literature, the very definition of feminism is contested. Some feminists argue that "all feminists are united by a commitment to improving the situation of women" (Jaggar and Rothenberg xii), while others have resisted the notion of a single definition of feminism, bell hooks observes, "a central problem within feminist discourse has been our inability to either arrive at a consensus of opinion about what feminism is (or accept definitions) that could serve as points of unification" (Feminist Theory 17). 
2AC Impact Defense 
The controversy over the very definition of feminism has political implications. The power to define is the power both to include and exclude people and ideas in and from that feminism. As a result, [bjourgeois white women interested in women's rights issues have been satisfied with simple definitions for obvious reasons. Rhetorically placing themselves in the same social category as oppressed women, they were not anxious to call attention to race and class privilege (hooks. Feminist Wieory 18). Debate arguments that assume a singular conception of feminism include and empower the voices of race- and class-privileged women while excluding and silencing the voices of feminists marginalized by race and class status. This position becomes clearer when we examine the second assumption of arguments about feminism in intercollegiate debate - patriarchy is the sole cause of oppression. Important feminist thought has resisted this assumption for good reason. Designating patriarchy as the sole cause of oppression allows the subjugation of resistance to other forms of oppression like racism and classism to the struggle against sexism. Such subjugation has the effect of denigrating the 
legitimacy of resistance to racism and classism as struggles of equal importance. "Within feminist movement in the West, this led to the assumption that resisting patriarchal domination is a more legitimate feminist action than resisting racism and other forms of domination" (hooks. Talking Back 19). The relegation of struggles against racism and class exploitation to offspring status is not the only implication of the "sole cause" argument In addition, identifying patriarchy as the single source of oppression obscures women's perpetration of other forms of subjugation and domination, bell hooks argues that we should not obscure the reality that women can and do partici- pate in politics of domination, as perpetrators as well as victims - that we dominate, that we are dominated. If focus on patriarchal domination masks this reality or becomes the means by which women deflect attention from the real conditions and circumstances of our lives, then women cooperate in suppressing and promoting false consciousness, inhibiting our capacity to assume responsibility for transforming ourselves and society (hooks. Talking Back 20). Characterizing patriarchy as the sole cause of oppression allows mainstream feminists to abdicate responsibility for the exercise of class and race privilege. It casts the struggle against class exploitation and racism as secondary concerns. Current debate practice promotes ignorance of these issues because debaters appeal to conventional form, the expectation of judges that they will isolate a single link to a large impact Feminists become feminism and patriarchy becomes the sole cause of all evil. Poor causal arguments arouse and fulfill the expectation of judges by allowing us to surrender our responsibility to evaluate rhetorical proof for complex causal relationships. The result is either the mar-ginalization or colonization of certain feminist voices. Arguing feminism in debate rounds risks trivializing feminists. Privileging the act of speaking about feminism over the content of speech "often turns the voices and beings of non-white women into commodity, spectacle" (hooks, Talking Back 14). Teaching sophisticated causal reasoning enables our students to learn more concerning the subject matter about which they argue. In this case, students would learn more about the multiplicity of feminists instead of reproducing the marginalization of many feminist voices in the debate itself. The content of the speech of feminists must be investigated to subvert the colonization of exploited women. To do so, we must explore alternatives to the formal expectation of single-cause links to enormous impacts for appropriation of the marginal voice threatens the very core of self-determination and free self-expression for exploited and oppressed peoples. If the identified audience, those spoken to, is determined solely by ruling groups who control production and distribution, then it is easy for the marginal voice striving for a hearing to allow what is said to be overdetermined by the needs of that majority group who appears to be listening, to be tuned in (hooks, Talking Back 14). At this point, arguments about feminism in intercollegiate debate seem to be overdetermined by the expectation of common practice, the "game" that we play in assuming there is such a thing as a direct and sole causal link to a monolithic impact To play that game, we have gone along with the idea that there is a single feminism and the idea that patriarchal impacts can account for all oppression. In making this critique, I am by no means discounting the importance of arguments about feminism in intercollegiate debate. In fact, feminists contain the possibility of a transformational politic for two reasons. First, feminist concerns affect each individual intimately. We are most likely to encounter patriarchal domination "in an ongoing way in everyday life. Unlike other forms of domination, sexism directly shapes and determines relations of power in our private lives, in familiar social spaces..." (hooks. Talking Back 21). Second, the methodology of feminism, consciousness-raising, contains within it the possibility of real societal transformation. "lE]ducation for critical consciousness can be extended to include politicization of the self that focuses on creating understanding the ways sex, race, and class together determine our individual lot and our collective experience" (hooks, Talking Back 24). Observing the incongruity between advocacy of single-cause relationships and feminism does not discount the importance of feminists to individual or societal consciousness raising. 

Impact Defense XT’s

1. Extend Goldberg 99—They cannot overturn patriarchy because it is based upon hormonal differences between males and females. They ignore the material differences that create the masculine proclivity towards aggressiveness. 

2. Extend Murray 3—decreasing of troops solves. Military stations increase rates of gender-based discrimination in the form of trafficking. 

3. Extend Crenshaw 2—their assertion that patriarchy is the root cause is based on three misconceptions. 1. They assume that there is a single patriarchy that causes all harms and a single feminism that would fix them. They ignore complexities and their own basic assumptions. 2. They give only the privileged the ability to participate in the debate about feminism meaning that they silence the voices of marginalized feminists and commidify all other voices. 3. Designating a single root cause obscures women’s perpetration of other types of domination and make problem solving impossible. 

4. No impact—rigid masculine privilege doesn’t exist—masculinity empirically doesn’t guarantee a better life

Jones, 96. Ph d in poly sci and professor of international studies at the Center for Research and Teaching in Economics (CIDE) in Mexico City, 1996
[Adam, Does “Gender” Make the World Go Round? Feminist Critiques of International Relations, Review of International Studies 22:4, http://adamjones.freeservers.com/does.htm, 7/12/07, Stevens]

The self-imposed limitations on most feminist IR discourse are apparent, too, in Christine Sylvester's assertion that "states and their regimes connect with people called women only to ensure, tacitly at least, that the benefits of regime participation will flow from 'women' to 'men' and not ever the other way round."(64) This is an image of hegemonic gender-class that is impervious to nuance or paradox. It is a striking bit of absolutist phrasing from one of the field's leading post-positivist theorists, who elsewhere, rhetorically at least, emphasizes flexibility and empathy.(65) And it leads, or ought to lead, to some hard questions. If masculine privilege is so all-pervasive and absolute, we must ask (in a developed-world context at least) why it is that men live substantially shorter lives than women, kill themselves at rates vastly higher than women, absorb close to one hundred per cent of the fatal casualties of society's productive labour, and direct the majority of their violence against "their own" ranks. All these features appear to be anomalous if not unique in the history of ruling classes the world over. They surely deserve more sustained, non-dogmatic attention than Sylvester, along with every feminist theorist I have encountered, grants them.(66) "It is not valid and reliable," as Sylvester herself reminds us, "to build generalizable models ... on a partial base."(67) If the feminist approach to gendered "security" is to be taken seriously, as it deserves to be, these powerfully gendered phenomena deserve closer investigation than feminist commentary so far has been able or willing to provide.

5. Women’s rights are high now, examples prove.

Smith 08 (Dee Dee, “The Womens Rights Movement) http://activism.suite101.com/article.cfm/the_womens_rights_movement) AK

The success of the women’s rights movement is evident when we see females like Senator Hillary Clinton and many others running for and holding political offices. It is also evident in institutions of higher learning, religious institutions and even in the board room. Nonetheless, because young women in America have always enjoyed these liberties, are these freedoms as valued as they were by the foremothers of the movement?  Recently many news stories have spoken of the injustices concerning women in the Middle East. One such story was told on court television. It was about a woman from Iran who risked all that she had to escape that country. She’d desired that her daughters experience the freedoms of a more liberated/equal society. Her hopes for her daughters included higher education, equal employment opportunities, freedom to marry/not marry, freedom to reproduce/not reproduce and protection from sexual abuse/violence. Because the daughters came to America at very young ages, they never really witnessed or experienced the oppression their mother fought so hard to escape. Consequently, to the mother’s dismay, the daughters did not value freedom in the same way that the mother had. The Women’s Rights Movement - Historians credit Susan B. Anthony and Elizabeth Cady Stanton for the birth of the women’s rights movement. Although the heart of the struggle centered around achieving the right to vote, these women and many other women's rights activists fought for the complete equality of/justice for women in America. Some of the battles fought and accomplishments won by this movement include:     * The right to vote     * Gender equality/equal employment opportunity     * Protection of women’s rights in divorce     * Laws/tough penalties for rape and sexual violence against women     * The promotion of higher education for women     * Passing of sexual harassment laws     * Implementation of laws/services to stop/protect against domestic violence     * Reduction of poverty and economic growth for women
2AC Realism

1. Rejecting gendered politics while still engaging in realism can still solve

Lind 5 (Michael, Executive Editor of the National Interest, “Of Arms and the Woman,” Jan 20,http://feminism.eserver.org/of-arms-and-the-woman.txt) AK

The first thing that must be said about the feminist critique of realism is that it is by no means incompatible with realism, properly understood. In fact, realist theory can hardly be recognized in the feminist caricature of it. Take the idea of the innate human propensity for conflict. Although some realist thinkers such as Hans Morgenthau have confused the matter (often under the influence of Reinhold Niebuhr) with misleading talk of "original sin," the controlling idea of realism is that there is an ineradicable potential for conflict between human beings--"men" in the inclusive, gender-neutral sense-- when they are organized in groups. Realism is not about conflict between individual men, that is, males; if it were, it would be a theory of barroom brawls or adolescent male crime. It is about conflict between rival communities, and those communities include women and men alike.

Feminist critics of realism, then, begin by attacking a straw man, or a straw male. Even worse, they tend to indulge in the stereotypes that they otherwise abhor: aggression is "male," conciliation is "female." To their credit, most feminist theorists are aware of this danger, ever mindful of their dogma that all sexual identity is socially constructed, ever fearful that they will hear the cry of "Essentialist!" raised against them. Thus Enloe, in an earlier book called Bananas, Beaches and Bases: Making Feminist Sense of International Politics, struggles with how to answer what she calls "the `What about Margaret Thatcher?' taunt." Her answer is that women like Margaret Thatcher and Jeane Kirkpatrick reinforce the patriarchy by making international conflict look "less man-made, more people-made and thus more legitimate and harder to reverse." Enloe applies this analysis consistently--right-wing women like Phyllis Schlafly are pawns of the patriarchal-militarist power structure, while left-wing women like the Greenham Common Women are disinterested proponents of the good of humanity. Still, Enloe is troubled enough to return to the question: "some women's class aspirations and their racist fears lured them into the role of controlling other women for the sake of imperial rule." Admit that, however, and you are close to conceding the point about collective human behavior made by realists. Then there is "the state." Here, too, there is nothing in realism that cannot accommodate many feminine observations about the particular patriarchal features of particular historic states. The realist definition of "the state" as a sovereign entity with an existence and a strategy distinct from that of individuals is very broad, including medieval duchies and ancient empires-- and, perhaps, female biker gangs. Realist theory holds no preference for the modern nation-state, though a word might be spoken in its defense. Again and again in feminist writings one encounters the claim that the modern nation- state is inherently "gendered," as though its predecessors--feudal dynastic regimes, theocratic empires, city-states, tribal amphictyonies--were not even more rigidly patriarchal.
2. Pure feminist critique fails because it assumes gender equality is the ONLY variable in international relations, when in fact we need to work with realism but with gender in mind 

Caprioli, 04  (“Feminist IR Theory and Quantitative Methodology: A Critical Analysis” Mary Caprioli, Dept. of Political Science, University of Tennessee. International Studies Review. Volume 42 Issue 1 Page 193-197, March 2004. http://www.blackwell-synergy.com/links/doi/10.1111/0020-8833.00076.) AK

The derision with which many conventional feminists view feminist quantitative studies persists to the detriment of both feminist and other types of IR scholarship. As Jan Jindy Pettman (2002) has argued, however, no single feminist position exists in international relations. One of the most common feminist critiques of feminist quantitative research is that scholars cannot simply "add gender and stir" (Peterson 2002;Steans2003), for gender is not just one of many variables. Yet, gender is one of many variables when we are discussing international issues, from human rights to war. As Fred Halliday (1988) has observed, gender is not the core of international relations or the key to understanding it. Such a position would grossly overstate the feminist case. Gender may be an important explanatory and predictive component but it certainly is not the only one.260 Such a critique only serves to undermine the feminist argument against a scientific methodology for the social sciences by questioning the scholarship of those who employ quantitative methodologies. One does not pull variables "out of the air" to put into a model, thereby "adding and stirring." Variables are added to models if a theoretical justification for doing so exists. Peterson (2002:158) postulates that "as long as IR understands gender only as an empirical category (for example, how do women in the military affect the conduct of war?), feminisms appear largely irrelevant to the discipline's primary questions and inquiry." Yet, little evidence actually supports this contention—unless one is arguing that gender is the only important category of analysis.  If researchers cannot add gender to an analysis, then they must necessarily use a purely female-centered analysis, even though the utility of using a purely female- centered analysis seems equally biased. Such research would merely be gender-centric based on women rather than men, and it would thereby provide an equally biased account of international relations as those that are male-centric. Although one might speculate that having research done from the two opposing worldviews might more fully explain international relations, surely an integrated approach would offer a more comprehensive analysis of world affairs. Beyond a female-centric analysis, some scholars (for example, Carver 2002) argue that feminist research must offer a critique of gender as a set of power relations. Gender categories, however, do exist and have very real implications for individuals, social relations, and international affairs. Critiquing the social construction of gender is important, but it fails to provide new theories of international relations or to address the implications of gender for what happens in the world. Sylvester (2002a) has wondered aloud whether feminist research should be focused primarily on critique, warning that feminists should avoid an exclusive focus on highlighting anomalies, for such a focus does not add to feminist IR theories.

XT: Realism

1. Extend Lind 5—Realism is compatible with feminist ideology because while feminism is concerned with the gendered nature of the state, realism is not attached to the modern nation-state. 

2. Extend Caprioli 4—Feminists should not pretend that gender should be the center of IR. A purely female analysis would be biased and thus should be infused with realism rather than replacing it.  

3. Must start from within dominant discourses—abstract criticisms of international relations fail to bring about real world change without realism. 
Saloom, 6.  JD Univ of Georgia School of Law and M.A. in Middle Eastern Studies from U of Chicago, Fall 2006

[Rachel, A Feminist Inquiry into International Law and International Relations, 12 Roger Williams U. L. Rev. 159, l/n, Stevens]

Tickner's last point that deserves further reflection is the notion that international law and international relations will not become free from gender bias as long as we live in a gendered world. This is not to say that small steps are ineffective, but rather that international law and international relations are merely a small part of the larger systemic problem of unequal gender relations. While it is desirable that more women occupy foreign and military policy making positions, this "desire" does not necessarily transform the way international law and international relations work. To allege that this is the case assumes that women have an essential character that can transform the system. This of course is contrary to the very arguments that most gender theorists forward, because it would mean that women have some unique "feminine" perspective. What is needed then is a release from the sole preoccupation on women and men. The state's masculinist nature that gender theorists critique affects everyone in society. Moving beyond the "add and stir" approach is quite difficult, but there must be a starting point from which gender theorists can work. 105 If everything is problematized, paralysis will inevitably occur. Working within the current framework is truly the only option to bring about change. Lofty abstract criticisms will do nothing to change the practices of international law and international relations. Pragmatic feminist criticisms of international law and international relations, however, should be further developed. Even advocates of realist thought will admit that realism is neither the most accurate nor the only way to view the world. 106 The changing dynamics of world politics make formulating new ways of understanding international relations quite pertinent. Keeping some semblance of realism in tact, while at the same time opening up space for theorizing about other possibilities, is necessary. Critics are quick to note that realism cannot be easily abandoned without some sort of alternative framework. Casting aside realism now, even given the concerns of gender scholars, is not the most promising option. Wayman and Diehl note that  [*180]  "the abandonment of realism leaves a void, which in the short to medium term is at least as much of a dead end as would be the result of following realism." 107 New possibilities can be envisioned while still adhering to some of the realist ideologies. Wayman and Diehl describe realism as a detour and not a definitive road map. 108 Thus, theorists must admit that realism is not the only way or the correct way to view international law and international relations, but it cannot be totally abandoned. Even given all of the criticisms of feminist theories, there must be space, however, for feminist theorization. A pragmatic approach should not dismiss the benefits of theorizing. Discussions and debates on feminism and international law and relations are extremely important. Yet even where feminist discourses lack the social power to realize their versions of knowledge in institutional practices, they can offer the discursive space from which the individual can resist dominant subject positions... . Resistance to the dominant at the level of the individual subject is the first stage in the production of alternative forms of knowledge, or, where such alternatives already exist, of winning individuals over to these discourses and gradually increasing their social power. 109 Therefore, feminist theorizing is a meaningful first step in the right direction to bring about change and sites of resistance. A pragmatic feminist approach would then take this theorizing to the next level to bring about real change.
Intersectionality Turn

A. Kritiks focus on patriarchy ignores the role race and social status plays in creation of oppression 

Noh, 3. assistant professor of Asian American studies at California State University, Fullerton, 2003

[Eliza, Problematics of Transnational Feminism for Asian American Women, The New Centennial Review 3.3, Project Muse, Stevens]

Pluralizing "women's oppression" cannot get around the fact that there exist "various forms and degrees of patriarchal oppression, some of which we share [with white women], and some of which we do not" (Lorde 1983b, 97). The experiences of Asian American women show that sexual domination cannot be separated from other oppressions, unless one takes a narrow view of gendered experience within our "traditional" cultures. In his important work, "The Sexual Demon of White Power . . . in 'America' and Beyond" (1999), Greg Thomas thoroughly elaborates processes of sexualization via racialization and coloniality that challenge the notion of universal sex. Within this framework, the inadequacy of feminism to account for multiple, simultaneous oppressions, in particular the centrality of experiences of racialization and coloniality to sexualization, is precisely why different gender identities, such as "womanist," become necessary. This is also why the Combahee River Collective (1983) uses the term "racial-sexual oppression"—"which is neither solely racial nor solely sexual, e.g., the history of rape of Black women by white men as a weapon of political repression" (213). In the classes where I have worked with Asian American women and other women of color, I often hear it stated that they cannot imagine identifying first with [End Page 141] white women on the basis of gender or sex over their cultural communities on the basis of ethnicity or race. I think that this does not necessarily reflect a naïve ranking of race over gender, but the predominant experiential reality of racialized sex for nonwhite women. The implications of transnational feminism for Asian/American 15 women create artificial solidarities with white women where there may not be a common ground, whether subjectively or sociopolitically. Even if a contingent similarity exists between women—where Asian-based, patriarchal sex- gender systems claim Asian American women just as European-based patriarchies claim white, Anglo women—it is important to look at the specificities of these relationships within their own contexts. The different racial and gender experiences of Asian women may separate, on the basis of race and sex, Asian feminine subjects as far apart from white femininity as they may be from Asian masculine subjects.

B. This dooms the K—only differentiating the ways in which patriarchal violence is located can create true solidarity

Noh, 3. assistant professor of Asian American studies at California State University, Fullerton, 2003

[Eliza, Problematics of Transnational Feminism for Asian American Women, The New Centennial Review 3.3, Project Muse, Stevens]

I would like to investigate briefly the desire fueling transnational feminism's attempt to create alliances across boundaries, by looking at the ramifications of travel as elaborated in transnational feminist theories. In an era of cyberspace and jet travel, defining one's location 18 can demystify notions of difference and similarity associated with postmodernist accounts of border-crossing (Kaplan 1994, 138). But when I think of what a feminist colleague said to me about the apparent academic anachronism of "1980s women-of-color feminist identity politics," after the arrival of postmodern feminist "identity deconstructionism," I glimpse the backlash against Third-World women's organizing, 19 and the limits of simply questioning one's location as one travels without addressing the continuing material and subjective barriers that differentiate at least a vast half of the world's population. If identity politics represent "essentialist," and therefore politically "unsophisticated" tools for making interpersonal connections, compared to the mechanisms of self-critique implicit in fluid, postmodern identities, what happens after deconstruction? Does historicizing location make travel [End Page 142] easier while subjective and material barriers remain? I was reminded of this distance, if not rupture, in subjectivity and experience 20 by the reactions of white feminists at an international women's studies conference where I first presented this paper. I watched their facial expressions change from amusement to disdain as they realized I was propounding the importance of Asian feminist nationalism as a critique of "transnational" feminist erasures. While the few Asian women in the room expressed agreement with my ideas, I was not surprised that in this instance, like many others, some white women "just didn't get it." We must deconstruct and historicize the reasons for our divergences, but it seems that crossing lines would ncessitate overcoming, in actuality, those histories of subjective and material barriers. This remains an incredibly difficult task, since people are so entrenched in their material and subjective (conscious and unconscious) investments in relations of power. In my opinion, oppositional identity politics continue to be necessary insofar as intersubjectivity operates purely as an intellectual exercise, and not as an active commitment to destroying the hegemony of certain cultural egos. As Moraga (1983) states, we must decide to "make faith a reality and to bring all of our selves to bear down hard on that reality" (xix). Making international connections and mobilizations is important to Asian American women concerned with progressive theory and practice because our lives are already linked with other national contexts through imperialism, migration, labor, race, and culture. Therefore, feminist nationalist consciousness cannot afford to take a myopic approach to issues that seem to affect us only within the national, domestic sphere. Neither can Asian American cultural struggle take a transcendental view of internationalism, for often official state nationalisms collude, serving state interests in the name of internationalism or transnationalism. A similar warning can be made about transnational feminist projects, which must be grounded through tracking histories of cultural difference and rupture. Without a critical eye honed from collective cultural experiences of material conditions, the commitment to a different practice of feminism cannot seem to move beyond a superficial level of emotional investment.
XT: Intersectionality Turn

Extend 2AC 5 Noh ev—focus on patriarchy as the sole cause of gender oppression ignores how race and social status feed into who gets oppressed and how, this has a few impacts:

A. Silence non-white voices—women with a minority status in society are not benefited from white only perspective of oppression, even if alt solves gender oppression they stymie the ability to look deeper to root causes
B. Dooms overall movement—only reaching out to divergent characteristics can create true solidarity for all women, the political coalition they form will ultimately fragment 

C. The alternative’s “gender alone” focus reinforces the dominant paradigms they attempt to fight

Kimberlie Crenshaw, 91. professor of law @ UCLA, 1991. 

(“Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence Against Women of Color.” Stanford Law Review, July, 43 Stan. L. Rev. 1241, L/N)

The concept of political intersectionality highlights the fact that women of color are situated within at least two subordinated groups that frequently pursue conflicting political agendas. The need to split one's political energies between two sometimes opposing groups is a dimension of intersectional disempowerment that men of color and white women seldom confront. Indeed, their specific raced and gendered experiences, although intersectional, often define as well as confine the interests of the entire group. For example, racism as experienced by people of color who are of a particular gender -- male -- tends to determine the parameters of antiracist strategies, just as sexism as experienced by women who are of a particular race -- white -- tends to ground the women's movement. The problem is not simply that both discourses fail women of color by not acknowledging the "additional" issue of race or of patriarchy but that the discourses are often inadequate even to the discrete tasks of articulating the full dimensions of racism and sexism. Because women of color experience racism in ways not always the same as those experienced by men of color and sexism in ways not always parallel to experiences of white women, antiracism and feminism are limited, even on their own terms. Among the most troubling political consequences of the failure of antiracist and feminist discourses to address the intersections of race and gender is the fact that, to the extent they can forward the interest of "people of color" and "women," respectively, one analysis often implicitly denies the validity of the other. The failure of feminism to interrogate race means that the resistance strategies of feminism will often replicate and reinforce the subordination of people of color, and the failure of antiracism to interrogate patriarchy means that antiracism will frequently reproduce the subordination of women. These mutual elisions present a particularly difficult political dilemma for women of color. Adopting either analysis constitutes a denial of a fundamental dimension of our subordination and precludes the development of a political discourse that more fully empowers women of color.
Mind/Body Turn

A. Feminism’s focus on gender as a social construction ignores the material conditions that separate each individuals lived experience

Cheah, 96. graduate student in English at Cornell University, 1996

[Pheng, Review Essay: Mattering, Diacritics 26.1, Project Muse]

In the immediate instance, Grosz's and Butler's return to the body can be understood as a reaction to the inadequacies of social constructionism as a paradigm for feminist theory. Simply put, social constructionism espouses the primacy of the social or discourse as constructive form over preexisting matter which is said to be presignificative or nonintelligible. Butler and Grosz are critical of this position for various reasons. For Butler, social constructionism oscillates between two untenable positions. In presupposing and so retroactively installing the category of "nature" in the prelinguistic position of a tabula rasa, social constructionism can consider sex either as natural and thus unconstructed or as the fictional premise of a prediscursive ground produced by the concept of gender [6]. In the first scenario, sex cannot be accounted for and political contestation is confined to the level of gender conceived as the interpretation or meaning [End Page 109] of sex. The second scenario leads either to a linguistic monism that cannot explain how the bodily materiality of sex can be produced by language/discourse or to the anthropomorphizing of "construction" into a nominative subject endowed with the power of self-causation and causing everything else. Grosz points out that feminists concerned with the social construction of subjectivity recode the mind/body opposition as a distinction between biology and psychology and locate political transformation in psychological change where the body either is irrelevant or becomes the vehicle expressing changes in beliefs and values [17]. This effectively ignores the point that the body is a unique social, cultural, and political object. It also bears the mark of differences (sex and race) that are not easily revalued through consciousness-raising precisely because they are material differences which are not eradicable without disfiguring the body [18]. 

B. This destroys women’s agency—relegating them to another form of masculine domination

Cheah, 96. graduate student in English at Cornell University, 1996

[Pheng, Review Essay: Mattering, Diacritics 26.1, Project Muse]

As Grosz observes in her succinct account of Cartesianism, a mechanistic understanding of the body is harmful to feminist theory because it deprives women's bodies of agency by reducing the body to a passive object, seen as a tool or instrument of an intentional will rather than a locus of power and resistance [9]. But while a teleological account of nature invests bodies with activity, this activity is always the predication of intelligible form. This can lead to a biological-deterministic justification for the oppression of women particularly because the form/matter distinction originating from Greek philosophy is always articulated through a gendered matrix where the productive or creative agency of form is associated with a masculine principle while matter, which is passively shaped, is coded as feminine [Grosz 5; Butler, ch. 1]. Thus, Butler suggests that "[w]e may seek a return to matter as prior to discourse to ground our claims about sexual difference only to discover that matter is fully sedimented with discourses on sex and sexuality that prefigure and constrain the uses to which the term can be put" [29]. One might further argue that despite the Cartesian sundering of intelligence from nature in the distinction between res cogitans and res extensa as ontologically different substances, Cartesian and Greek ontology are continuous insofar as the form/matter and mind/matter distinctions are subtended by a common opposition between intelligent activity and brute passivity. In a mechanistic understanding of nature, the form/matter distinction which was interior to bodies in Greek ontology becomes an external relation, either practical-causal or theoretical-contemplative, between rational consciousness and objective exteriority. Thus, by rethinking the body as something invested with a transformative dynamism or agency, Butler and Grosz also question the pertinence of the oppositions between intelligible form and brute matter, culture/history and nature.

XT: Mind/Body Turn

Extend 2AC 4 Cheah ev—focusing on the notion gender is a social construction and trying to fight that ignores how the body of individuals differentiates the role gender oppression plays—a la lower class black women experience harsher and different forms of suffering than those of their white counterparts—this has a few impacts:
A. Creates the body as a passive object—the body no longer has a voice in individuals struggles, this mirrors the same forms of subjugation women feel in the home, they are the bodies of their husbands

B. Loss of women’s agency—individual expression doesn’t mean anything now, lived experiences don’t matter as long as there is a pre-destined societal interpretation of gender oppression, women could be abused without being able to even call it that.

Third World Turn

A. Turn and alt doesn’t solve: feminism silences voices of non-Western, non-white women.

Goetz, 91 research fellow in Development studies at U of Sussex, (Anne Goetz, “Gender and International Relations,” Harper and Row, 1991, J)

Third world women have accused first world and western-trained feminists of exercising a certain cultural colonialism, of misrepresenting different women by homogenizing the experiences and conditions of western women across time and culture.  Chakravorty Spivak has shown that western women are “complicitous” in contributing to the continued ‘degredation’ of third world women whose micrology they interpret without having access to it.  Monica Lazreg, exploring the ‘perils of writing as a woman on women in Algeria’ suggests that third world women have been produced as a field of knowledge, essentializing their difference in a process that represents a ‘caricature of the feminist project’.  Black feminists have accused white feminists of adding on difference at the margin ‘without leaving the comforts of home’ so as to support ‘the seeming homogeneity, stability, and self-evidence of its experience based epistemology’.  Trinh T. Minh-ha identifies this neutralized difference as ‘the very kind of colonized anthropologised difference the master has always granted his subordinates’.  Audre Lorde’s response to the universalized picture of oppression in Mary Dali’s Gym/Ecology reproaches her for failing: “to recognize that, as women… differences expose all women to various forms and degrees of patriarchal oppression, some of which we share, some of which we do not… The oppression of women knows no ethnic nor racial boundaries, true, but that does not mean that it is identical within those boundaries… to imply… that all women suffer the same oppression simply because we are women is to lose sight of the many varied tools of patriarchy.  It is to ignore how these tools are used by women without awareness against each other.”  These statements amount to descriptions of an epistemologically totalizing and culturally disruptive feminist.  And to the extent that feminist theory’s claim to relevance is based upon its claim to represent the meaning of women’s social experience in all its heterogeneity, these critiques point to some fundamental problems.  The original consciousness raising approach of traditional feminist – what Catherine MacKinnon has called its critical method – involved a project of theorizing the collective expression of the social constitution of sexed identities.  This was informed by a political understanding that gender was not an inalienable description of human reality; an understanding derived from the insights of a traditional feminist ideology whose analysis of the political meaning of experience was concerned with deconstructing the legitimating surface of women’s oppression.  Theorizing the social construction of subjectivity produced an understanding of the mechanisms of sexist oppression.  In practice, and as seen above, particularly in the context of WID practice, that collective critical reconstitution of women’s experiences in traditional feminist movements has tended to reproduce the situational consciousness of the white, bourgeois, heterosexual feminist, developing a set of certainties structured around that specific subjectivity.  Such certainties in liberal or Marxist feminist ideologies tended to inform the cross-cultural investigations of sexual subordination, producing a certain myopia with respect to the details of sexual subordination in different societies.  The failure to guide practice with reference to the processes that shape human perceptions and norms promoted the disintegration of feminist pronouncements on women in development into a norm setting activity by a counter-elite.

B. Even if your movement spreads globally, without inclusion of third-world women there is no solvency

Oloka-Onyango and Tamale, 95 Joe Oloka-Onyango is a Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, Makerere University, Uganda, and spent the 1994-1995 academic year as a Visiting Professor at the University of Minnesota.Sylvia Tamale holds law degrees from Makerere University (Uganda) and Harvard Law School. She is currently a doctoral student in Sociology and Feminist Studies at the University of Minnesota, (“The Personal is Political” or Why Womens Rights are Indeed Human Rights. J. Oloka-Onyango and Slyvia Tamale. Human Rights Quarterly 17.4, 691-731 . Project Muse, JPW)

Taking the phenomenon of cultural relativism as another example, it is quite clear that its emergence and growth in the south is not simply linked to local conditions of domination and patriarchy, but is directly related to the increasing differentiation third world communities are experiencing under current global economic and political policies. The narrow application of culture thus serves as both an escape valve for frustration with the stifling economic order and a hook on which patriarchy can further consolidate its local hegemony. In other words, the internal domestic structure of a single third world nation is increasingly determined by the political economy of international law and relations. To forget this is to produce a truncated feminism with little resonance for the vast majority of African women. Given these links, the failure to fully integrate third world perspectives into theoretical analyses of international feminism will lead only to partial solutions to the problem of the universal marginalization of women. As a result, it will have serious implications for the evolution of the movement. This will be so even if the feminist agenda succeeds in making inroads at the international level.
XT: Third World Turn

1. Extend Goetz 91—Feminism misrepresents women by homogenizing them without understanding other cultures. This produces third world women as a subject and simplifies our understanding of patriarchy, silencing the voices of women all over the world. 

2. Extend Oloka-Onyango and Tamale 95—Third world women are cut off from global culture and are especially entrenched in patriarchal hegemony. Ignoring them delivers a feminism that doesn’t help the majority of women and so any solutions are only partial. 

3. Alt fails: incorporation of third-world voices into feminism is a prerequisite to solving patriarchy

Oloka-Onyango and Tamale, 95 Joe Oloka-Onyango is a Senior Lecturer at the Faculty of Law, Makerere University, Uganda, and spent the 1994-1995 academic year as a Visiting Professor at the University of Minnesota.Sylvia Tamale holds law degrees from Makerere University (Uganda) and Harvard Law School. She is currently a doctoral student in Sociology and Feminist Studies at the University of Minnesota, (“The Personal is Political” or Why Womens Rights are Indeed Human Rights. J. Oloka-Onyango and Slyvia Tamale. Human Rights Quarterly 17.4, 691-731 . Project Muse, JPW)

For that reason alone, third world feminism must confront directly and become engaged in the formulation of any international women's human rights agenda and the elaboration of a cogent theory or theories in the area. In the process, attempts must be made to overcome the strictures to genuine solidarity and transnational mutual respect and commonality. Such a process must be consciously undertaken not only as part of the transformative challenge, but also in the quest for the cross-pollination and fertilization of ideas and strategies. The anthologies reviewed here are a necessary beginning to this process, and their most welcome feature is the extensive incorporation of diverse third world feminist voices. This stands in stark contrast to the usual international anthologies, conferences, and journals that feature the token third world scholar.39 Further interrogation of this issue, however, entails a closer look at the division of topics and themes adopted in the anthologies under review. Aside from Gender Violence, which is exclusively by African women, both Women's Rights and Human Rights reflect a broad division of labor. Discussion on international feminist theory is generally dominated by contributors from the north. The regional studies and particularities of female oppression (usually with a regional or country focus) are primarily covered by scholars from the south.40 Considering only the case of Women's Rights, to demonstrate this point, the northern writers cover issues such as the need for feminist transformation, international feminism as a movement, and women's rights at the United Nations.41 The theoretical discussion of the "public and the private" excludes all of the southern voices, and can only lead to the unfortunate conclusion that the editors presumed a comity of perspectives between north and south on this issue. This criticism does not suggest that issues of theory are not implicated in the regional or particularist contributions, but the matters they are addressing (with the notable exceptions of the contributions by Nadia Youseff, Arati Rao, and Sima Wali) speak volumes of the relations of power, access, and intellectual hegemony within international feminism. Nine of the ten regional studies, for example, are by southerners. The importance of this issue in the struggle for more effective and representational theories about social and political minorities within an international framework is pointed out by David Slater in a recent study of the history of theoretical discourse on international questions. Slater points out that the tendency to erase theory from the history of nonwestern societies has been, "a pivotal strategy in the West's construction of an international division of intellectual labour, and the turn towards a global agenda has been marked by a continued reflection of the same construction." 

1NC AT: Fem IR Advantage

1. Aff exclusion fails—the systematic rejection of all things supposedly masculine excludes the voices of all those who are not feminine and reproduces the same harms.

2. Assuming that gendered dichotomies dictate every aspect of social life is incorrect—doesn’t allow a space for resistance. 

Hooper, 1. Charlotte (University of Bristol research associate in politics), Manly States: Masculinities, International Relations, and Gender Politics pp 45-46. 

Spike Peterson and Anne Sisson Runyan (1993), in their discussion of  gendered dichotomies, appear to drop Lacanian psychoanalytic discourse as  an explanation for gendered dichotomies in favor of a more straightforward-  ly political account.14Gendered dichotomies, rather than uniformly con-  structing gendered social relations through universal psychoanalytic mecha-  nisms, are seen more ambiguously, as playing a dual role. Where gendered  dichotomies are used as an organizing principle of social life (such as in the  gendered division of labor) they help to construct gender differences and in-  equalities and thus are constitutive of social reality, but in positing a grid of  polar opposites, they also serve to obscure more complex relationships,  commonalties, overlaps, and intermediate positions (Peterson and Runyan  1993, 24–25).  Elaborating on this view, it can be argued that gendered dichotomies are  in part ideological tools that mystify, masking more complex social realities  and reinforcing stereotypes. On one level, they do help to produce real gen-  der differences and inequalities, when they are used as organizing principles  that have practical effects commensurate with the extent that they become  embedded in institutional practices, and through these, human bodies.  They constitute one dimension in the triangular nexus out of which gender  identities and the gender order are produced. But at the same time, institu-  tional practices are not always completely or unambiguously informed by  such dichotomies, which may then operate to obscure more complex rela-  tionships. It is a mistake to see the language of gendered dichotomies as a uniﬁed and totalizing discourse that dictates every aspect of social practice  to the extent that we are coherently produced as subjects in its dualistic im-  age. As well as the disruptions and discontinuities engendered by the inter-  sections and interjections of other discourses (race, class, sexuality, and so  on) there is always room for evasion, reversal, resistance, and dissonance be-  tween rhetoric, practice, and embodiment, as well as reproduction of the  symbolic order, as identities are negotiated in relation to all three dimen-  sions, in a variety of complex and changing circumstances. On the other  hand, the symbolic gender order does inform practice, and our subjectivi-  ties are produced in relation to it, so to dismiss it as performing only an ide-  ological or propagandistic role is also too simplistic.  

3. Turn—Feminist international relations create new hierarchies of oppression—they place feminine based identities as the oppressed class separated from any masculine action

Jones, 96. Ph d in poly sci and professor of international studies at the Center for Research and Teaching in Economics (CIDE) in Mexico City, 1996

[Adam, Does “Gender” Make the World Go Round? Feminist Critiques of International Relations, Review of International Studies 22:4, http://adamjones.freeservers.com/does.htm, 7/12/07, Stevens]

I have suggested that the most important, and surely a lasting, contribution of feminist critiques has been to add a gender dimension to analyses of international relations. Few scholars will be able, in future, to analyze international divisions of labour, or peace movements, or (pace Enloe) the activities of international diplomats, without attending to feminist perspectives on all these phenomena. But feminists' success in exploring the gender variable remains, at this point, mixed. And until feminist frameworks are expanded and to some extent reworked, it is hard to see how a persuasive theory or account of the gendering of international relations can be constructed. Feminist attempts to incorporate a gender variable into IR analysis are constrained by the basic feminist methodology and all feminists' normative commitments. A genuinely "feminist approach" by definition "must take women's lives as the epistemological starting point."(53) And a defining element of feminist approaches, as noted earlier, is a social project aimed at ameliorating women's structured lack of privilege and emancipating them as a gender-class. 
The result is a de facto equating of gender primarily with females/femininity. It is, in its way, a new logocentrism, whereby (elite) male actions and (hegemonic) masculinity are drawn into the narrative mainly as independent variables explaining [421] "gender" oppression. Even those works that have adopted the most inclusive approach to gender, such as Peterson and Runyan's Global Gender Issues, betray this leaning. Peterson and Runyan do acknowledge that "our attention to gender ... tends to underplay the considerable differences among men and among women," and note that "it is not only females but males as well who suffer from rigid gender roles."(54) For the most part in their analysis, though, "gender issues" are presented as coequal with women's issues. The plight of embodied women is front and centre throughout, while the attention paid to the male/masculine realm amounts to little more than lip-service. 

4. Focus on gender excludes other binaries—the aff doesn’t recognize the racial, class-based and other binaries that will exist post plan and continue the possibility for exclusion that causes their same impacts.

1NC AT: Fem IR Advantage 
5. Must start from within dominant discourses—abstract criticisms of international relations fail to bring about real world change without realism. 
Saloom, 6.  JD Univ of Georgia School of Law and M.A. in Middle Eastern Studies from U of Chicago, Fall 2006

[Rachel, A Feminist Inquiry into International Law and International Relations, 12 Roger Williams U. L. Rev. 159, l/n, Stevens]

Tickner's last point that deserves further reflection is the notion that international law and international relations will not become free from gender bias as long as we live in a gendered world. This is not to say that small steps are ineffective, but rather that international law and international relations are merely a small part of the larger systemic problem of unequal gender relations. While it is desirable that more women occupy foreign and military policy making positions, this "desire" does not necessarily transform the way international law and international relations work. To allege that this is the case assumes that women have an essential character that can transform the system. This of course is contrary to the very arguments that most gender theorists forward, because it would mean that women have some unique "feminine" perspective. What is needed then is a release from the sole preoccupation on women and men. The state's masculinist nature that gender theorists critique affects everyone in society. Moving beyond the "add and stir" approach is quite difficult, but there must be a starting point from which gender theorists can work. 105 If everything is problematized, paralysis will inevitably occur. Working within the current framework is truly the only option to bring about change. Lofty abstract criticisms will do nothing to change the practices of international law and international relations. Pragmatic feminist criticisms of international law and international relations, however, should be further developed. Even advocates of realist thought will admit that realism is neither the most accurate nor the only way to view the world. 106 The changing dynamics of world politics make formulating new ways of understanding international relations quite pertinent. Keeping some semblance of realism in tact, while at the same time opening up space for theorizing about other possibilities, is necessary. Critics are quick to note that realism cannot be easily abandoned without some sort of alternative framework. Casting aside realism now, even given the concerns of gender scholars, is not the most promising option. Wayman and Diehl note that  [*180]  "the abandonment of realism leaves a void, which in the short to medium term is at least as much of a dead end as would be the result of following realism." 107 New possibilities can be envisioned while still adhering to some of the realist ideologies. Wayman and Diehl describe realism as a detour and not a definitive road map. 108 Thus, theorists must admit that realism is not the only way or the correct way to view international law and international relations, but it cannot be totally abandoned. Even given all of the criticisms of feminist theories, there must be space, however, for feminist theorization. A pragmatic approach should not dismiss the benefits of theorizing. Discussions and debates on feminism and international law and relations are extremely important. Yet even where feminist discourses lack the social power to realize their versions of knowledge in institutional practices, they can offer the discursive space from which the individual can resist dominant subject positions... . Resistance to the dominant at the level of the individual subject is the first stage in the production of alternative forms of knowledge, or, where such alternatives already exist, of winning individuals over to these discourses and gradually increasing their social power. 109 Therefore, feminist theorizing is a meaningful first step in the right direction to bring about change and sites of resistance. A pragmatic feminist approach would then take this theorizing to the next level to bring about real change.
6. Patriarchy is inevitable, based on male and female hormonal differences

Goldberg, 1999 (Steven, Chairman of the Department of Sociology, City College, City University of New York, “The Inevitability of Patriarchy” http://lilt.ilstu.edu/gmklass/foi/readings/patriarchygoldberg.htm, EB)

The thesis put forth here is that the hormonal renders the social inevitable.  Because of hormonal differences between males and females, it is inevitable that males will be socialized to aspire to the roles that have highest status in a society.  Our biology makes the social arrangement known as patriarchy --the rule of males --inevitable. It is true (as the feminists never tire of pointing out) that what are considered masculine roles in one society may be considered feminine roles in another society.  Of far greater importance, however, is the fact that in every known society the masculine roles are rewarded with higher status than the feminine roles.  The role of healer might be a masculine role in a society such as ours, and a feminine role in some other culture; but in any society that accords this role high status, the expectation will be that it will be filled principally be men. The reason for this is simply that men are by nature more aggressive than women, and social arrangements have been designed to accommodate this fact.
1NC AT: Fem IR Advantage 
7. Patriarchy is not the root cause. 

Carrie Crenshaw, 2.  PhD, Former President of CEDA Perspectives In Controversy: Selected Articles from Contemporary Argumentation and Debate 2002 p. 119-126

 Feminism is not dead. It is alive and well in intercollegiate debate. Increasingly, students rely on feminist authors to inform their analysis of resolutions. While I applaud these initial efforts to explore feminist thought, I am concerned that such arguments only exemplify the general absence of sound causal reasoning in debate rounds. Poor causal reasoning results from a debate practice that privileges empirical proof over rhetorical proof, fostering ignorance of the subject matter being debated. To illustrate my point, I claim that debate arguments about feminists suffer from a reductionism that tends to marginalize the voices of significant feminist authors. David Zarefsky made a persuasive case for the value of causal reasoning in intercollegiate debate as far back as 1979. He argued that causal arguments are desirable for four reasons. First, causal analysis increases the control of the arguer over events by promoting understanding of them. Second, the use of causal reasoning increases rigor of analysis and fairness in the decision-making process. Third, causal arguments promote understanding of the philosophical paradox that presumably good people tolerate the existence of evil. Finally, causal reasoning supplies good reasons for "commitments to policy choices or to systems of belief which transcend whim, caprice, or the non-reflexive "claims of immediacy" (117-9). Rhetorical proof plays an important role in the analysis of causal relationships. This is true despite the common assumption that the identification of cause and effect relies solely upon empirical investigation. For Zarefsky, there are three types of causal reasoning. The first type of causal reasoning describes the application of a covering law to account for physical or material conditions that cause a resulting event This type of causal reasoning requires empirical proof prominent in scientific investigation. A second type of causal reasoning requires the assignment of responsibility. Responsible human beings as agents cause certain events to happen; that is, causation resides in human beings (107-08). A third type of causal claim explains the existence of a causal relationship. It functions "to provide reasons to justify a belief that a causal connection exists" (108). The second and third types of causal arguments rely on rhetorical proof, the provision of "good reasons" to substantiate arguments about human responsibility or explanations for the existence of a causal relationship (108). I contend that the practice of intercollegiate debate privileges the first type of causal analysis. It reduces questions of human motivation and explanation to a level of empiricism appropriate only for causal questions concerning physical or material conditions. Arguments about feminism clearly illustrate this phenomenon. Substantive debates about feminism usually take one of two forms. First, on the affirmative, debaters argue that some aspect of the resolution is a manifestation of patriarchy. For example, given the spring 1992 resolution, "[rjesolved: That advertising degrades the quality of life," many affirmatives argued that the portrayal of women as beautiful objects for men's consumption is a manifestation of patriarchy that results in tangible harms to women such as rising rates of eating disorders. The fall 1992 topic, "(rjesolved: That the welfare system exacerbates the problems of the urban poor in the United States," also had its share of patri- archy cases. Affirmatives typically argued that women's dependence upon a patriarchal welfare system results in increasing rates of women's poverty. In addition to these concrete harms to individual women, most affirmatives on both topics, desiring "big impacts," argued that the effects of patriarchy include nightmarish totalitarianism and/or nuclear annihilation. On the negative, many debaters countered with arguments that the some aspect of the resolution in some way sustains or energizes the feminist movement in resistance to patriarchal harms. For example, some negatives argued that sexist advertising provides an impetus for the reinvigoration of the feminist movement and/or feminist consciousness, ultimately solving the threat of patriarchal nuclear annihilation. likewise, debaters negating the welfare topic argued that the state of the welfare system is the key issue around which the feminist movement is mobilizing or that the consequence of the welfare system - breakup of the patriarchal nuclear family -undermines patriarchy as a whole. Such arguments seem to have two assumptions in common. First, there is a single feminism. As a result, feminists are transformed into feminism. Debaters speak of feminism as a single, monolithic, theoretical and pragmatic entity and feminists as women with identical m otivations, methods, and goals. Second, these arguments assume that patriarchy is the single or root cause of all forms of oppression. Patriarchy not only is responsible for sexism and the consequent oppression of women, it also is the cause of totalitarianism, environmental degradation, nuclear war, racism, and capitalist exploitation. These reductionist arguments reflect an unwillingness to debate about the complexities of human motivation and explanation. They betray a reliance upon a framework of proof that can explain only material conditions and physical realities through empirical quantification. The transformation of feminists to feminism and the identification of patriarchy as the sole cause of all oppression is related in part to the current form of intercollegiate debate practice. By "form," I refer to Kenneth Burke's notion of form, defined as the "creation of appetite in the mind of the auditor, and the adequate satisfying of that appetite" (Counter-Statement 31). Though the framework for this understanding of form is found in literary and artistic criticism, it is appropriate in this context; as Burke notes, literature can be "equipment for living" (Biilosophy 293). He also suggests that form "is an arousing and fulfillment of desires. A work has form in so far as one part of it leads a reader to anticipate another part, to be gratified by the sequence" (Counter-Statement 124). Burke observes that there are several aspects to the concept of form. One of these aspects, conventional form, involves to some degree the appeal of form as form. Progressive, repetitive, and minor forms, may be effective even though the reader has no awareness of their formality. But when a form appeals as form, we designate it as conventional form. Any form can become conventional, and be sought for itself - whether it be as complex as the Greek tragedy or as compact as the sonnet (Counter-Statement 126). These concepts help to explain debaters' continuing reluctance to employ rhetorical proof in arguments about causality. Debaters practice the convention of poor causal reasoning as a result of judges' unexamined reliance upon conventional form. Convention is the practice of arguing single-cause links to monolithic impacts that arises out of custom or usage. Conventional form is the expectation of judges that an argument will take this form. Common practice or convention dictates that a case or disadvantage with nefarious impacts causally related to a single link will "outweigh" opposing claims in the mind of the judge. In this sense, debate arguments themselves are conventional. Debaters practice the convention of establishing single-cause relationships to large monolithic impacts in order to conform to audience expectation. Debaters practice poor causal reasoning because they are rewarded for it by judges. The convention of arguing single-cause links leads the judge to anticipate the certainty of the impact and to be gratified by the sequence. I suspect that the sequence is gratifying for judges because it relieves us from the responsibility and difficulties of evaluating rhetorical proofs. We are caught between our responsibility to evaluate rhetorical proofs and our reluctance to succumb to complete relativism and subjectivity. To take responsibility for evaluating rhetorical proof is to admit that not every question has an empirical answer. However, when we abandon our responsibility to rhetorical proofs, we sacrifice our students' understanding of causal reasoning. The sacrifice has consequences for our students' knowledge of the subject matter they are debating. For example, when feminism is defined as a single entity, not as a pluralized movement or theory, that single entity results in the identification of patriarchy as the sole cause of oppression. The result is ignorance of the subject position of the particular feminist author, for highlighting his or her subject position might draw attention to the incompleteness of the causal relationship between link and impact Consequently, debaters do not challenge the basic assumptions of such argumentation and ignorance of feminists is perpetuated. Feminists are not feminism. The topics of feminist inquiry are many and varied, as are the philosophical approaches to the study of these topics. Different authors have attempted categorization of various feminists in distinctive ways. For example, Alison Jaggar argues that feminists can be divided into four categories: liberal feminism, marxist feminism, radical feminism, and socialist feminism. While each of these feminists may share a common commitment to the improvement of women's situations, they differ from each other in very important ways and reflect divergent philosophical assumptions that make them each unique. Linda Alcoff presents an entirely different categorization of feminist theory based upon distinct understandings of the concept "woman," including cultural feminism and post-structural feminism. Karen Offen utilizes a comparative historical approach to examine two distinct modes of historical argumentation or discourse that have been used by women and their male allies on behalf of women's emancipation from male control in Western societies. These include relational feminism and individualist feminism. Elaine Marks and Isabelle de Courtivron describe a whole category of French feminists that contain many distinct versions of the feminist project by French authors. Women of color and third-world feminists have argued that even these broad categorizations of the various feminism have neglected the contributions of non-white, non-Western feminists (see, for example, hooks; Hull; Joseph and Lewis; Lorde; Moraga; Omolade; and Smith). In this literature, the very definition of feminism is contested. Some feminists argue that "all feminists are united by a commitment to improving the situation of women" (Jaggar and Rothenberg xii), while others have resisted the notion of a single definition of feminism, bell hooks observes, "a central problem within feminist discourse has been our inability to either arrive at a consensus of opinion about what feminism is (or accept definitions) that could serve as points of unification" (Feminist Theory 17). The controversy over the very definition of feminism has political implications. The power to define is the power both to include and exclude people and ideas in and from that feminism. As a result, [bjourgeois white women interested in women's rights issues have been satisfied with simple definitions for obvious reasons. Rhetorically placing themselves in the same social category as oppressed women, they were not anxious to call attention to race and class privilege (hooks. Feminist Wieory 18). Debate arguments that assume a singular conception of feminism include and empower the voices of race- and class-privileged women while excluding and silencing the voices of feminists marginalized by race and class status. This position becomes clearer when we examine the second assumption of arguments about feminism in intercollegiate debate - patriarchy is the sole cause of oppression. Important feminist thought has resisted this assumption for good reason. Designating patriarchy as the sole cause of oppression allows the subjugation of resistance to other forms of oppression like racism and classism to the struggle against sexism. Such subjugation has the effect of denigrating the legitimacy of resistance to racism and classism as struggles of equal importance. "Within feminist movement in the West, this led to the assumption that resisting patriarchal domination is a more legitimate feminist action than resisting racism and other forms of domination" (hooks. Talking Back 19). The relegation of struggles against racism and class exploitation to offspring status is not the only implication of the "sole cause" argument In addition, identifying patriarchy as the single source of oppression obscures women's perpetration of other forms of subjugation and domination, bell hooks argues that we should not obscure the reality that women can and do partici- pate in politics of domination, as perpetrators as well as victims - that we dominate, that we are dominated. If focus on patriarchal domination masks this reality or becomes the means by which women deflect attention from the real conditions and circumstances of our lives, then women cooperate in suppressing and promoting false consciousness, inhibiting our capacity to assume responsibility for transforming ourselves and society (hooks. Talking Back 20). Characterizing patriarchy as the sole cause of oppression allows mainstream feminists to abdicate responsibility for the exercise of class and race privilege. It casts the struggle against class exploitation and racism as secondary concerns. Current debate practice promotes ignorance of these issues because debaters appeal to conventional form, the expectation of judges that they will isolate a single link to a large impact Feminists become feminism and patriarchy becomes the sole cause of all evil. Poor causal arguments arouse and fulfill the expectation of judges by allowing us to surrender our responsibility to evaluate rhetorical proof for complex causal relationships. The result is either the mar-ginalization or colonization of certain feminist voices. Arguing feminism in debate rounds risks trivializing feminists. Privileging the act of speaking about feminism over the content of speech "often turns the voices and beings of non-white women into commodity, spectacle" (hooks, Talking Back 14). Teaching sophisticated causal reasoning enables our students to learn more concerning the subject matter about which they argue. In this case, students would learn more about the multiplicity of feminists instead of reproducing the marginalization of many feminist voices in the debate itself. The content of the speech of feminists must be investigated to subvert the colonization of exploited women. To do so, we must explore alternatives to the formal expectation of single-cause links to enormous impacts for appropriation of the marginal voice threatens the very core of self-determination and free self-expression for exploited and oppressed peoples. If the identified audience, those spoken to, is determined solely by ruling groups who control production and distribution, then it is easy for the marginal voice striving for a hearing to allow what is said to be overdetermined by the needs of that majority group who appears to be listening, to be tuned in (hooks, Talking Back 14). At this point, arguments about feminism in intercollegiate debate seem to be overdetermined by the expectation of common practice, the "game" that we play in assuming there is such a thing as a direct and sole causal link to a monolithic impact To play that game, we have gone along with the idea that there is a single feminism and the idea that patriarchal impacts can account for all oppression. In making this critique, I am by no means discounting the importance of arguments about feminism in intercollegiate debate. In fact, feminists contain the possibility of a transformational politic for two reasons. First, feminist concerns affect each individual intimately. We are most likely to encounter patriarchal domination "in an ongoing way in everyday life. Unlike other forms of domination, sexism directly shapes and determines relations of power in our private lives, in familiar social spaces..." (hooks. Talking Back 21). Second, the methodology of feminism, consciousness-raising, contains within it the possibility of real societal transformation. "lE]ducation for critical consciousness can be extended to include politicization of the self that focuses on creating understanding the ways sex, race, and class together determine our individual lot and our collective experience" (hooks, Talking Back 24). Observing the incongruity between advocacy of single-cause relationships and feminism does not discount the importance of feminists to individual or societal consciousness raising. 
1NC AT: Fem IR Advantage 
8. Intersectionality turn:

A. The aff’s focus on patriarchy ignores the role race and social status plays in creation of oppression 

Noh, 3. assistant professor of Asian American studies at California State University, Fullerton, 2003

[Eliza, Problematics of Transnational Feminism for Asian American Women, The New Centennial Review 3.3, Project Muse, Stevens]

Pluralizing "women's oppression" cannot get around the fact that there exist "various forms and degrees of patriarchal oppression, some of which we share [with white women], and some of which we do not" (Lorde 1983b, 97). The experiences of Asian American women show that sexual domination cannot be separated from other oppressions, unless one takes a narrow view of gendered experience within our "traditional" cultures. In his important work, "The Sexual Demon of White Power . . . in 'America' and Beyond" (1999), Greg Thomas thoroughly elaborates processes of sexualization via racialization and coloniality that challenge the notion of universal sex. Within this framework, the inadequacy of feminism to account for multiple, simultaneous oppressions, in particular the centrality of experiences of racialization and coloniality to sexualization, is precisely why different gender identities, such as "womanist," become necessary. This is also why the Combahee River Collective (1983) uses the term "racial-sexual oppression"—"which is neither solely racial nor solely sexual, e.g., the history of rape of Black women by white men as a weapon of political repression" (213). In the classes where I have worked with Asian American women and other women of color, I often hear it stated that they cannot imagine identifying first with [End Page 141] white women on the basis of gender or sex over their cultural communities on the basis of ethnicity or race. I think that this does not necessarily reflect a naïve ranking of race over gender, but the predominant experiential reality of racialized sex for nonwhite women. The implications of transnational feminism for Asian/American 15 women create artificial solidarities with white women where there may not be a common ground, whether subjectively or sociopolitically. Even if a contingent similarity exists between women—where Asian-based, patriarchal sex- gender systems claim Asian American women just as European-based patriarchies claim white, Anglo women—it is important to look at the specificities of these relationships within their own contexts. The different racial and gender experiences of Asian women may separate, on the basis of race and sex, Asian feminine subjects as far apart from white femininity as they may be from Asian masculine subjects.
B. This dooms the aff—only differentiating the ways in which patriarchal violence is located can create true solidarity

Noh, 3. assistant professor of Asian American studies at California State University, Fullerton, 2003

[Eliza, Problematics of Transnational Feminism for Asian American Women, The New Centennial Review 3.3, Project Muse, Stevens]

I would like to investigate briefly the desire fueling transnational feminism's attempt to create alliances across boundaries, by looking at the ramifications of travel as elaborated in transnational feminist theories. In an era of cyberspace and jet travel, defining one's location 18 can demystify notions of difference and similarity associated with postmodernist accounts of border-crossing (Kaplan 1994, 138). But when I think of what a feminist colleague said to me about the apparent academic anachronism of "1980s women-of-color feminist identity politics," after the arrival of postmodern feminist "identity deconstructionism," I glimpse the backlash against Third-World women's organizing, 19 and the limits of simply questioning one's location as one travels without addressing the continuing material and subjective barriers that differentiate at least a vast half of the world's population. If identity politics represent "essentialist," and therefore politically "unsophisticated" tools for making interpersonal connections, compared to the mechanisms of self-critique implicit in fluid, postmodern identities, what happens after deconstruction? Does historicizing location make travel [End Page 142] easier while subjective and material barriers remain? I was reminded of this distance, if not rupture, in subjectivity and experience 20 by the reactions of white feminists at an international women's studies conference where I first presented this paper. I watched their facial expressions change from amusement to disdain as they realized I was propounding the importance of Asian feminist nationalism as a critique of "transnational" feminist erasures. While the few Asian women in the room expressed agreement with my ideas, I was not surprised that in this instance, like many others, some white women "just didn't get it." We must deconstruct and historicize the reasons for our divergences, but it seems that crossing lines would ncessitate overcoming, in actuality, those histories of subjective and material barriers. This remains an incredibly difficult task, since people are so entrenched in their material and subjective (conscious and unconscious) investments in relations of power. In my opinion, oppositional identity politics continue to be necessary insofar as intersubjectivity operates purely as an intellectual exercise, and not as an active commitment to destroying the hegemony of certain cultural egos. As Moraga (1983) states, we must decide to "make faith a reality and to bring all of our selves to bear down hard on that reality" (xix). Making international connections and mobilizations is important to Asian American women concerned with progressive theory and practice because our lives are already linked with other national contexts through imperialism, migration, labor, race, and culture. Therefore, feminist nationalist consciousness cannot afford to take a myopic approach to issues that seem to affect us only within the national, domestic sphere. Neither can Asian American cultural struggle take a transcendental view of internationalism, for often official state nationalisms collude, serving state interests in the name of internationalism or transnationalism. A similar warning can be made about transnational feminist projects, which must be grounded through tracking histories of cultural difference and rupture. Without a critical eye honed from collective cultural experiences of material conditions, the commitment to a different practice of feminism cannot seem to move beyond a superficial level of emotional investment.
1NC AT: Fem IR Advantage 
9. Their K makes IR incoherent -must recognize distinction between war and structural violence 
LIND 2005 (Michael, Executive Editor of the National Interest, “Of Arms and the Woman,” Jan 20, http://feminism.eserver.org/of-arms-and-the-woman.txt)

Though realist theory can survive, and perhaps even accommodate, many of the arguments of feminism with respect to collective conflict and state sovereignty, realism must reject the third aspect of the feminist criticism: the redefinition of security to mean social justice. From the Marxist left, feminists have picked up the argument that interstate violence is just one genre of "structural violence," which includes the economic oppression of lower classes by upper classes (Marxism) and the subordination of women to men by custom and by violence (feminism). But this notion merely disguises a change of subject as a change of approach. To say that mass rape by soldiers in wartime and wife-beating in societies at peace (excuse me, at "peace") are parts of the same phenomenon is to abandon any pretense of engaging in serious thinking about international relations. The result may be feminist theory, but it is not a theory of world politics. It is a theory of human society in general. When, as in "ecofeminism," the mistreatment of women by men in all societies, in peace and at war, is fused, as a subject of analysis, with the mistreatment of the ecosystem by humanity, one has a theory of everything, and a theory of everything is usually not very much. If you don't know where you are going, as the old saw has it, any road will get you there. Hence Enloe's decision to understand the Gulf war by beginning with the experiences of Filipina maids in Kuwait. "I might get back to George Bush, Fran�ois Mitterrand, King Fahd and Saddam Hussein eventually." Or maybe not. The results of combining an abandonment of the idea of international politics as something that can be understood by abstracting certain aspects of reality from the blooming, buzzing confusion of fact with an abandonment of a "positivist" effort to establish chains of causation are amply on display in The Morning After, as in the earlier Bananas, Beaches and Bases. These rambling exercises in free association have less in common with a monograph on a diplomatic or military subject than with the associative and politicized writings of, say, Adrienne Rich; they amount to a compendium of vignettes linked only by vague humanitarian sentiment and the writer's consciousness. Enloe is grandiose in her employment of "I": "I've become aware now of the ways in which men have used nationalism to silence women...." "Those like myself who believe that militarism is separable from masculinity are especially interested in conscription...." "For instance, I realize now that I know nothing--nothing--about Kurdish women." (Such personal observations, one must admit, are refreshing compared to sentences like these: "Sexual practice is one of the sites of masculinity's--and femininity's--daily construction. That construction is international. It has been so for generations." Or: "Thinking about militarism in this way reminds us that we all can be militarized, as girlfriends, fathers, factory workers or candidates.") Resolutely ignoring the world of high politics--dictators, presidents, chanceries, general staffs--Enloe devotes attention to various feminist political groupuscles far out of proportion to their actual significance in shaping events. Thus she dwells on a Serbian women's party that "called for respect for cultural diversity within Yugoslavia." She salutes Danish women for voting against Maastricht and Iranian women for working to depose the Shah. "Women Against Fundamentalism is a group formed in Britain by women who included Jews, Arab and Asian Muslims, Hindus, white and Afro-Caribbean Protestants and Irish Catholics. It was formed in 1989, in the turbulently gendered wake of the threats against Salman Rushdie's life...." "The first National Conference of Nicaraguan Women was held in January 1992...." This recurrent focus on little sisterhoods, mobilizing against "gendered" nation-states, multinational capitalism and racial and religious prejudice, owes a lot to the Marxist dream of a transnational fraternity of workers (in a new form, as a transnational sorority of feminists) and even more to the hope of early twentieth-century peace crusaders such as Jane Addams that the women of the world can unite and put an end to war and exploitation. Enloe tries to justify the attention paid to quite different groups of women in various countries with the claim that "no national movement can be militarized"--or demilitarized?--"without changing the ways in which femininity and masculinity infuse daily life." Even if "militarization," however defined, does result in certain kinds of gender relations, it does not follow that altering masculine and feminine roles will, in itself, do much to reverse the process. Something may, after all, be an effect without being a cause. Rejecting the feminist approach to international relations does not mean rejecting the subjects or the political values of feminist scholars. Differing notions of masculinity and femininity in different societies, the treatment of women and homosexuals of both sexes in the armed forces, the exploitation of prostitutes by American soldiers deployed abroad, the sexual division of labor both in advanced and developing countries: all of these are important topics that deserve the attention that Enloe awards them. She shows journalistic flair as well as scholarly insight in detailing what abstractions like the Caribbean Basin Initiative mean in the lives of women in particular Third World countries. Still, such case studies, however interesting, do not support the claim of feminist international relations theorists that theirs is a new and superior approach. One thing should be clear: commitment to a feminist political agenda need not entail commitment to a radical epistemological agenda. Ideas do not have genders, just as they do not have races or classes. In a century in which physics has been denounced as "Jewish" and biology denounced as "bourgeois," it should be embarrassing to denounce the study of international relations as "masculinist." Such a denunciation, of course, will not have serious consequences in politics, but it does violence to the life of the mind. The feminist enemies of empiricism would be well-advised to heed their own counsel and study war no more.

Fem IR = Incomplete (good empiricism perm solvency)

Fem IR is incomplete—it can’t escape what it problematizes and ignores theory

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 159-160)
Few in the social sciences and humanities will have missed the rise of what Sommers disapprovingly calls "militant gynocentrism and misandrism."91 That feminist perspectives and feminist studies have had far reaching effects upon the academy and its knowledges is beyond question. In International Relations, gender perspectives have opened up important and hitherto neglected sites of inquiry. Studies into patriarchal structures like the military, the systemic exclusion of women and the phenomena of the glass ceiling, sexual intimidation, and the role masculinism plays in the conduct of international politics and military affairs have all been useful, revealing, and contributory to our understanding of international relations. So too, studies into the international political economy of global change, globalization, transnational corporations, the new Asian industrialism, and the exploitation of workers under the new international division of labor have benefited greatly from gender analyses highlighting the adverse and often different effects such phenomena have had on women and men. Yet, as Adam Jones concluded recently, despite their contributions, feminist "critiques are far from constituting an adequate account or even an inclusive framing of gender and IR. The wider task— theorizing and narrating the international politics of gender—remains."92 For feminists who suggest that they have found better ontological viewing points from which to theorize the realities, causes, and issues of international politics, this is stinging criticism. Indeed, it renders problematic the "gender variable" as the principal ontological starting point for investigating international politics and makes apparent how premature are adages announcing that "gender makes the world go round." That feminist epistemologies, especially postmodern feminisms, are not above being problematic underscores how important is the need for further investigation before we all don postmodern gender lenses and view the world through this singular and unifocal lens. 
Fem IR can’t explain everything—we need empirical theories so we don’t marginalize highly relevant international issues

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 176-177)
But putting aside the ambit claims of postmodern feminists, the more important question for International Relations concerns the relevance of the strategies and theoretical approaches they recommend for the discipline. What might International Relations look like, do, research, and produce under the theoretical formula suggested by postmodern feminists? Are we to assume that observations derived through the experiences of Ruby the elephant a sufficient ontological starting point for the research agendas of the discipline? Will accusatory gender fingerpointing help in eradicating injustice, global poverty, and war? How do highbrow postmodern discourses or feminist ontologies help the truly needy, destitute, and impoverished? Can such insights be operationalized, used as tools to inform public policy, or utilized as formulae to help negotiate peaceful resolutions to ethnic conflict or territorial wars? Can we settle for a series of ongoing questions concerning "what it means to know, who may know, where knowers are located, and what the difference among them mean for the knowledges that result?"155 Can the historiography of the Cold War really be understood by reference to the T-shirts worn by U.S. servicemen and the sex industry in the Philippines?156 Should we prioritize the study of marriage and venereal disease, as Cynthia Enloe suggests, as equal to that of "studying military weaponry?"157 Is theoretical endeavor really an attribute of journal entries from the travels of a U.S. academic living on a kibbutz in Israel, or the recollections of those who gather at ISA meetings and exchange narratives?158 Does theoretical endeavor really extend to "how to make cups of tea, about washing clothes, about using the word processor, about driving a car, about collecting water, about joking," as Marysia Zalewski contends?159 Not all theory, of course, must conform to the strictures of utilitarian principles, able to be operationalized and used in an instrumental way to inform public and foreign policy. But some of it probably should, save the relevance of what we do might be lost on those at the coal face of international politics if not also many of its professional practitioners and academicians. Stimulating our theoretical imaginations, pushing the envelope, and exploring discursively the epistemological grounding of our collective knowledge is all good and well. But to suppose that this is all we should do, or even that it is the most important of our activities, would seem to marginalize the continuing dilemmas of international politics and those whose lives are made perilous because of them. Doubtless, feminist perspectives have made valuable contributions and enhanced our understanding of international politics, but such perspectives have yet to make a convincing case for the intellectual revolution and refocused research agendas they so earnestly propose. 
Fem IR=Incomplete
Fem IR can’t stand on its own—it supports authors that ignore the feminist plight and yet asserts the need for its ontological primacy
Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 174-175)
"One variable," notes Tom Kando, "does not make a theory." Gender, while important, on its own is only one element among many in international politics. Its contribution to International Relations might thus be assessed as only partial: part of a multitude of perspectives that attempt to contribute to our understanding of domination, exploitation, and inequality in the context of global politics.144 Yet, this is not the way postmodern feminists position themselves in the discipline, admonishing all who stand opposed to making the "gender variable" the principal ontological vantage point from which to explain and understand international politics. Among radical feminists there is a deep-seated suspicion of International Relations, especially toward the discipline's traditional subjects of inquiry and modes of analysis. Not that this is unique to International Relations. The social sciences and humanities generally, and Western culture and Enlightenment thought in particular, are now viewed ominously. As Patricia Lanca observes, for radical feminists the modernist-rational intellectual edifice is now "seen as a shelter from which malign entities (embodied in the bourgeoisie) especially since the Enlightenment, have sought to exercise power," while "the house of western culture" is depicted not as a "place of welcome where all mankind may find a place but of exclusion." Contributions to this edifice in whatever form are thus rendered complicitous in the "project of oppression," and the spread of Western culture as coterminous with imperialist exploitation and cultural genocide. Likewise, "meaning attributed to language by ordinary mortals" becomes a delusion, and true meaning the preserve of those who disassemble language itself. "Nothing is as it seems and the realists who believe otherwise are victims of logocentrism, or more radically, phallologocentrism where those who exercise control over the power system are essentially males who impose 'compulsory heterosexuality' on the unwilling masses of man and womankind."145 While Lanca's comments are harsh, they probably explain the spate of nefarious and ideologically opinionated -isms that masquerade as theoretical formulations but which incite revolt, disturbance, and repudiation in favor of relativism and tribalism.146 The irony in all of this, of course, is that such repudiationist formulations display a near panegyric celebration of the writings of white European men, Foucault, Derrida, and Nietzsche, for example, who never once wrote about the plight of women but are now lionized as the emissaries of their emancipation. This makes "male deconstructionists and their female epigones . . . the product of the narrowest Eurocentrism," while uniquely adept at rejecting all that is Western, European, modernist, rational, and scientific.147 Indeed, the outright rejection of Enlightenment and Western values seems all the more peculiar considering how instrumental they have been in extending to women rights and freedoms that, elsewhere in the world, are only dreamt about. As Patricia Lanca again observes, "If it were not tragic it would be hilarious that western female intellectuals, a privileged class indeed by global or even purely American standards, should demonize white, European, upperclass males and blame the power structures of western society for women's ills. For where has women's emancipation progressed further than in these very societies and, what is more, with the help, support and open initiative of many such males?"148 
AT: Personal is Political 
Fem IR fails—based on personal narratives that can’t explain phenomena in the international arena
Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 162-163)
Skillful theoretical moves of this nature underscore the adroitness of postmodern feminist theory at emasculating many of its logical inconsistencies. In arguing for a feminist postmodernism, for example, Sylvester employs a double theoretical move that, on the one hand, invokes a kind of epistemological-deconstructive-anarchy-cum-relativism in an attempt to decenter or make insecure fixed research gazes, identities, and concepts (men, women, security, and nation-state), while on the other hand turning to the lived experiences of women as if ontologically given and assuming their experiences to be authentic, real, substantive, and authoritative interpretations of the realities of international relations. Women at the peace camps of Greenham Common or in the cooperatives of Harare, represent, for Sylvester, the real coal face of international politics, their experiences and strategies the real politics of "relations international." But why should we take the experiences of these women to be ontologically superior or more insightful than the experiences of other women or other men? As Sylvester admits elsewhere, "Experience ... is at once always already an interpretation and in need of interpretation." Why, then, are experience-based modes of knowledge more insightful than knowledges derived through other modes of inquiry?98 Such epistemologies are surely crudely positivistic in their singular reliance on osmotic perception of the facts as they impact upon the personal. If, as Sylvester writes, "sceptical inlining draws on substantive everydayness as a time and site of knowledge, much as does everyday feminist theorising," and if, as she further notes, "it understands experience ... as mobile, indeterminate, hyphenated, [and] homeless," why should this knowledge be valued as anything other than fleeting subjective perceptions of multiple environmental stimuli whose meaning is beyond explanation other than as a personal narrative?99 Is this what Sylvester means when she calls for a re-visioning and a repainting of the "canvases of IR," that we dissipate knowledge into an infinitesimal number of disparate sites, all equally valid, and let loose with a melange of visceral perceptions; stories of how each of us perceive we experience international politics? If this is the case, then Sylvester's version of feminist postmodernism does not advance our understanding of international politics, leaving untheorized and unexplained the causes of international relations. Personal narratives do not constitute theoretical discourse, nor indeed an explanation of the systemic factors that procure international events, processes, or the actions of certain actors. 
Fem IR Reifies Hierarchies

Feminist postmodernism replicates the very hierarchies it problematizes and ignores the plights of men in favor of personal narratives that kill IR’s ability to theorize and our ability to debate this round
Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 172-174)
Even the traditional concerns of International Relations, war and conflict studies, are not spared from the biased framing of the gender variable. Cynthia Enloe, for instance, tells of the plight of women during the Bosnian war and how Bosnian, Serbian, and Croatian men used rape as an instrument of terror. By implication, however, we are left to assume that men in the Bosnian conflict endured no terror, brutality, or deprivations, but were simply the perpetrators of atrocities.131 Similarly, in discussing the Gulf War, Enloe is highly exclusive in dealing with gender, adequately narrating the plight of female migrant workers in Kuwait who suffered atrocities like rape and torture at the hands of Iraqi troops, but neglecting the "wider Iraqi process of detention, torture, execution, and forced removal ... of tens of thousands of Kuwaitis" that, "judging from the human-rights and media reports, [were] virtually all male."132 Narratives of this type reveal how exclusive has been the framing of the "gender variable" in International Relations, where men are characterized as a hegemonic gender-class whose interests, concerns, actions, and writings are opposed to the interests and well-being of women.133 As Sylvester writes, "states and their regimes connect with people called women only to ensure . . . that the benefits of regime participation will flow from 'women' to 'men' and not ever the other way round."134 With such a mindset, facts become superfluous to the argument(s), leading to a fallacy of composition where assertive prose is itself offered as evidence of the disproportionate level of burden or victimization that women suffer. Thus, for example, Jones is plainly bemused at Ann Tickner's assertion that women have been forced to enter "the military primarily in the lower ranks." But, asks Jones, "how else does one enter the military, except at the lower levels?"135 Likewise, Peterson and Runyan assert that "the plight of both Third World and Western women has been exacerbated by the debt crisis."136 Third World and Western men, apparentiy, were untouched by this same debt crisis. And when commenting on the migration south of the border of "the jobs of many working-class women in the United States," Peterson and Runyan announce with horror how, between "1979 and 1983, 35% of the workers who lost jobs because of plant closings in the United States were women." What they fail to point out, of course, is that this means that fully 65 percent of those who lost their jobs because of these same plant closings were men.137 Moreover, if we look at the available evidence for issues like murder, suicide, homelessness, life expectancy, and mortality rates, we find that rather than a hegemonic gender-class, statistically men kill each other at a far greater rate than they do women, commit suicide at a rate almost three times that of women, constitute about 80 percent of the homeless in the United States, throughout virtually every community in the world live shorter lives than do women, and in the developed world suffer a mortality rate due to disease twice that for women.138 Crude characterizations of a hegemonic gender class thus display an anomalous capacity to ignore completely those facts that do not accord with ideological belief. And postmodern feminists have been most adroit at this, substituting the evidentiary requirements of systematic observation and reasoned argument for identity discourses that rely on "perceptions" and "feelings." In a recent survey conducted for the International Studies Association (ISA) by the Committee for Study on the Status of Women in International Relations, for example, Marie Henehan and Meredith Reid Sarkees frame their survey in such a way as to measure the subjective perceptions of respondents. "The respondents were asked whether they had perceived gender bias in the course of their career."139 In an alternate survey conducted for the same ISA committee, Christine Sylvester notes that "many respondents report feeling isolated within their departments and from major networks in the field."140 Aside from the obvious fact that perceptions of bias or feelings of isolation are not exclusive to women, questions of the methodological appropriateness of anecdotal evidence need also to be explored. That the reality of any situation can be gauged from personal narratives based exclusively upon perception makes for bad social science and leads, ultimately, to destructive debates that hurl about subjective accusations.141 Witness, for example, the claims of matriarchal superiority when standpoint feminists insist that "women have a distinctive, superior view of the world, distinctive because shaped by those features of their experiences that distinguish them from men, superior on the . . . basis that the oppressed are capable of a higher form of awareness than the oppressor."142 This is simply inverted patriarchy, premised on little more than fanciful whims about the innate characteristics of women vis-a-vis men. It replicates the privileging of one gender over another and discharges all hope of equality between genders on the basis of merit alone. Moreover, it invokes a crude and unsubstantiated argument derived through intuition, that women feel more deeply, are better knowers, and thus have better understandings of international politics. But how is this different from patriarchal-chauvinist claims that men are more rational, logical, strategic and women more emotional, less reasoned, and captive to their biological cycles? Both such arguments are equally as preposterous and need to be abandoned, not invoked as a means forward for understanding international relations. More obviously, such silly methods tend toward a perverse hierarchical index of who suffers the most, who bears the most burden, feels the most hurt. When Jacqui True notes that "states demand sacrifices of gendered citizens: mothers, for example, who are forced to devote "their lives to socializing these dutiful [male] citizens for the sovereign state as masculine deity," lest we should forget that male citizens have typically been the cannon fodder who have sacrificed their lives and limbs for the state.143 If we wish to construct hierarchies of pain and suffering, none can be higher than the ultimate sacrifice, a sacrifice made throughout history overwhelmingly by male combatants. The point of all of this, however, should not be to countenance against one type of suffering and in favor of others. Rather, the point is to take issue with those who view suffering, or at least disproportionate suffering, the preserve of one gender, women, and inflicted by another gender, men. More importantly, the point for International Relations must be to affirm as illegitimate all suffering and work actively to develop ways of understanding and prescriptions that might help in its eradication. The "gender variable" is not inappropriate in this regard, but only when used in inclusive ways. 

Fem IR Reifies Hierarchies 
Fem IR employs double standards to essentialize masculinity

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 163-164)
We might also extend a contextualist lens to analyze Sylvester's formulations, much as she insists her epistemological approach does. Sylvester, for example, is adamant that we can not really know who "women" are, since to do so would be to invoke an essentialist concept, concealing the diversity inherent in this category. "Women" don't really exist in Sylvester's estimation since there are black women, white women, Hispanic, disabled, lesbian, poor, rich, middle class, and illiterate women, to name but a few. The point, for Sylvester, is that to speak of "women" is to do violence to the diversity encapsulated in this category and, in its own way, to silence those women who remain unnamed. Well and good. Yet this same analytical respect for diversity seems lost with men. Politics and international relations become the "places of men." But which men? All men? Or just white men, or rich, educated, elite, upper class, heterosexual men? To speak of political places as the places of men ignores the fact that most men, in fact the overwhelming majority of men, are not in these political places at all, are not decision makers, elite, affluent, or powerful. Much as with Sylvester's categories, there are poor, lower class, illiterate, gay, black, and white men, many of whom suffer the vestiges of hunger, poverty, despair, and disenfranchisement just as much as women. So why invoke the category "men" in such essentialist and ubiquitous ways while cognizant only of the diversity in the category "women." These are double standards, not erudite theoretical formulations, betraying, dare one say, sexism toward men by invoking male gender generalizations and crude caricatures. 
The thesis of the Fem IR K is wrong—they ignore violence committed against men in favor of matriarchalism
Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 170-171)
Apart from the problematic nature of identity discourse as a theoretical avenue germane to International Relations, there is much else in postmodern feminist writings that are also questionable. Adam Jones, for example, is concerned about the exclusivity with which women are made the ontological essence of gendered analyses, creating skewed commentaries that, rather than frame the important question of gender in more inclusive ways, tends to imprison it amid a radical matriarchal discourse.122 Unfortunately, this all too often leads to narratives and modes of analysis whose treatment of the facts in international relations is, at best, suspect. One of the recurrent themes in feminist analyses of international politics, for example, is that women everywhere suffer more violence, intimidation, torture, mutilation, and abuse than do men who otherwise perpetrate these crimes. When Ann Tickner attempts to draw attention to the "particular vulnerabilities of women within states," for instance, "the phrase 'particular vulnerabilities' suggests not just an analytically separable category, but a disproportionate degree of vulnerability."123 Yet, if we look at the facts the contrary is true: men direct the overwhelming majority of their violence toward other men. United States Department of Justice (USDJ) statistics for 1995 and 1996, for example, show that, "except for rape/sexual assault, every violent crime victimization rate for males was higher than for females."124 Moreover, if the incidence of male-to-male prison rape is included in rape/sexual assault figures, then USDJ rape/sexual assault statistics for 1990 show that 130,000 women were the victims of rape, while male-to-male prison rape claimed 290,000 victims.125 In terms of homicide victimizations, USDJ figures show that of the 21,937 homicides in 1994, females accounted for 20.4% or 4,489 of these, while males constituted 17,448 or 79.5% of homicide victims.126 Inner city black male youths, in particular, have fatality rates approaching those for front-line soldiers during the Vietnam War and are significantly higher than those experienced by black and white female youths combined. As the statistician for the USDJ notes of national crime figures for 1996, in terms of victimization, "the young, blacks, and males were most vulnerable to violent crime." Similarly, British Home Office figures for 1992, show that young men "are more than twice as likely than are women to be killed by strangers" through acts of random street violence. It is young men, notes Lorraine Radford, "who are most at risk from 'stranger-danger,'" not women.127 

AT: Fem IR is ignored

No marginalization of feminist voices in IR

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 175-176)
Similar sentiments might be extrapolated into International Relations where the discipline, its practitioners, and theories are castigated by postmodern and radical feminists for crimes of elitism, sexism, racism, and for marginalizing not just women but their ideas, perspectives, and approaches. The ISA Committee for the Study of the Status of Women in International Relations, for example, complained that "research by women is poorly integrated into the corpus of scholarship in this field" and that, overall, there is an "underrepresentation of women in an (sic) ISA journals.'"49 Again, however, the facts would seem to make anomalous these accusations. As William Thompson and Brian Pollins, the editors of the ISA's International Studies Quarterly (ISQ), noted in responding to these allegations, while "women submitted fewer papers than one might expect," the probability of success was nonetheless what one would expect given the submission numbers.150 In all, they added, the available data indicate "that the problem may lie more with what is submitted, where it is submitted, and how well it is crafted than it does with alleged bias on the part of specific journals.'"51 

Cries of victimization and professional marginalization nonetheless persist, albeit issued from rather prestigious corners of the academy. Christine Sylvester, for example, issues hers via Cambridge University Press and the distinguished series, Cambridge Studies in International Relations.; Cynthia Enloe via the University of California Press, Berkeley; and V. Spike Peterson via Westview Press.152 Marginalization of this nature, not unnaturally, is the career goal of most junior faculty! Nor is there evidence of systemic discrimination in the academy in terms of hiring practices. As most junior faculty will be only to familiar with, affirmative action policies and an acute awareness of equity issues, regales throughout advertisements for faculty vacancies: the "University is an Equal Opportunity/Affirmative action employer; applications from women and minority candidates are specifically invited.'"53 A commitment to diversity, an enhanced sensitivity to correcting historical disciplinary gender disparities, and an awareness of sexism have all made for a more even playing field in terms of academic recruitment practices. Sheilah Mann of the American Political Science Association (APSA), for example, reports that for graduating candidates in 1995-1996, the "placement success rates differ overall by gender and ethnicity," and that "more of the women graduates seeking jobs were successful (70%) than the men (62%)." Mann further notes that "among U.S. citizens, a higher percentage of each group of minority doctoral students got jobs than did all men and, to a lesser degree of difference, all women. Placement success rates were 77% for Latin Americans, 74% for Latinos, and 83% for Asian Americans."154 Systemic discrimination, racism, bigotry, and gender bias are thus far from endemic, or even evident, across all the subfields of political science. This probably explains why allegations of such bias are typically only asserted and never substantiated with reference to fact or professional actualities. 

Fem IR destroys Pragmatism

Feminist postmodernism pre-judges the failure of generalizing theories—leads to dogmatism

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 166-167)
Politically, progressives obviously see a danger in this type of discourse and, from a social scientific perspective, understand it to be less than rigorous. Generalizing, as with theorizing, for example, has fallen victim to postmodern feminist reactions against methodological essentialism and the adoption of what Jane Martin calls the instillation of false difference into identity discourse. By reacting against the assumption that "all individuals in the world called 'women' were exactly like us" (i.e. white, middle class, educated, etc.), feminists now tend "a priori to give privileged status to a predetermined set of analytic categories and to affirm the existence of nothing but difference." In avoiding the "pitfall of false unity," feminists have thus "walked straight into the trap of false difference."107 Club words now dominate the discourse. Essentialism, ahistoricism, universalism, and androcentrism, for example, have become the "prime idiom[s] of intellectual terrorism and the privileged instrument[s] of political orthodoxy."108 While sympathetic to the cause, even feminists like Jane Martin are critical of the methods that have arisen to circumvent the evils of essentialism, characterizing contemporary feminist scholarship as imposing its own "chilly climate" on those who question the methodological proclivity for difference and historicism. Postmodern feminists, she argues, have fallen victim to compulsory historicism, and by "rejecting one kind of essence talk but adopting another," have followed a course "whose logical conclusion all but precludes the use of language."109 For Martin, this approaches a "dogmatism on the methodological level that we do not countenance in other contexts. ... It rules out theories, categories, and research projects in advance; prejudges the extent of difference and the nonexistence of similarity."110 In all, it speaks to a methodological trap that produces many of the same problems as before, but this time in a language otherwise viewed as progressive, sensitive to the particularities of identity and gender, and destructive of conventional boundaries in disciplinary knowledge and theoretical endeavor. 
Replacing IR with feminist postmodernism prevents us from solving problems because of lack of collectivity 
Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 167-168)
Lurking behind such positions, of course, is the highly problematic assumption that a fundamental shift in the political, social, and economic worlds has occurred; that "people, machinery and money, images and ideas now follow increasingly nonisomorphic paths, and that because of this there is a "deterritorializing mobility of peoples, ideas, and images," one overcoming the "laborious moves of statism to project an image of the world divided along territorially discontinuous (separated) sovereign spaces, each supposedly with homogeneous cultures and impervious essences."111 In this new world where global space-as-territory has been obliterated, where discrete national cultures no longer exist but are dissolved by cosmopolitanism and ubiquitous images peddled by hypermodern communications, all that remains as tangible referents for knowledge and understanding, we are told, are our own fractured identities.112 While, for feminists, this is profoundly liberating, allowing them to recognize a "multiplicity of identities," each engaged in a "differing politics," it also betrays how narrow is the intent of feminist postmodernism, which stands for no other end except the eradication of essentialism.113 Much as Ashley saw in positivism tyrannical structures of oppression, so in essentialism postmodern feminists see the subjugation of diversity amid universal narratives. Yet the reification of difference as the penultimate ontological beginning and end point seems disingenuous in the extreme. The question is not whether there are differences—of course there are—but whether these are significant for International Relations, and if so in what capacity? Historically, the brief of International Relations has been to go out in search of those things that unite us, not divide us. Division, disunity, and difference have been the unmistakable problems endemic to global politics, and overcoming them the objective that has provided scholars with both their motivating purpose and moral compass. In venerating difference, identity politics unwittingly reproduces this problematique: exacerbating differences beyond their significance, fabricating disunity, and contributing to social and political cleavage. Yes, we are not all the same. But the things that unite us are surely more important, more numerous, and more fundamental to the human condition than those that divide us. We all share a conviction that war is bad, for example, that violence is objectionable, global poverty unconscionable, and that peaceful interstate relations are desirable. Likewise, we all inhabit one earth and have similar environmental concerns, have the same basic needs in terms of developmental requirements, nutrition, personal security, education, and shelter. To suppose that these modernist concerns are divisible on the basis of gender, color, sexuality, or religious inclination seems specious, promoting contrariety where none really exists from the perspective of International Relations. How, for example, amid the reification of ever-divisible difference, do we foster political community and solidarity, hope to foster greater global collectivity, or unite antithetically inclined religious, segregationist, or racial groups on the basis of their professed difference? How this is meant to secure new visions of international politics, solve the divisions of previous disputations, or avert violent factionalisms in the future remains curiously absent from the discourse of identity politics.114 

Public-Private Distinction Good

Public/Private distinction good – guarantees freedom from arbitrary retribution and endless war

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 45-46

Alienation is therefore embedded within liberal politics from the very beginning: totalitarian and theocratic attempts to surmount it by abolishing the distinction between public and private or the separation of powers, however, have only made the problem worse. The alienated character of the new political philosophy indeed makes possible the impartial arbitration of grievances and the recognition of individuals with diverse desires and interests. Retribution is now no longer in the hands of church, family, or some gang. Citizens will now, according to Hobbes, surrender the right to punish offenses and to define the law as they arbitrarily see fit.10 In turn, however, they will receive the security necessary in order to go about their business and preserve their lives from the imminent dangers associated with an ongoing condition of war. It was, for Hobbes, a rational exchange predicated on consent. He saw the citizenry as calculating people who understood their own lives in the horrific state of nature as “nasty, poor, solitary, brutish, and short.” It only made sense that they should consider the preservation of their lives, if not their liberty, as their central concern. 
***Postmodernism GENERAL 
Focus on Subjectivity Bad

The kritik’s focus on subjectivity and obscure language destroy the chance for public influence or democratic change

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 3-6

Such is the picture painted by Dialectic of Enlightenment.. But it should not be forgotten that its authors were concerned with criticizing enlightenment generally, and the historical epoch known as the Enlightenment in particular, from the standpoint of enlightenment itself: thus the title of the work. Their masterpiece was actually “intended to prepare the way for a positive notion of enlightenment, which will release it from entanglement in blind domination.” 4 Later, in fact, Horkheimer and Adorno even talked about writing a sequel that would have carried a title like “Rescuing the Enlightenment” (Rettung der Aufklaerung).5 This reclamation project was never completed, and much time has been spent speculating about why it wasn’t. The reason, I believe, is that the logic of their argument ultimately left them with little positive to say. Viewing instrumental rationality as equivalent with the rationality of domination, and this rationality with an increasingly seamless bureaucratic order, no room existed any longer for a concrete or effective political form of opposition: Horkheimer would thus ultimately embrace a quasi-religious “yearning for the totally other” while Adorno became interested in a form of aesthetic resistance grounded in “negative dialectics.” Their great work initiated a radical change in critical theory, but its metaphysical subjectivism surrendered any systematic concern with social movements and political institutions. Neither of them ever genuinely appreciated the democratic inheritance of the Enlightenment and thus, not only did they render critique independent of its philosophical foundations,6 but also of any practical interest it might serve. Horkheimer and Adorno never really grasped that, in contrast to the system builder, the blinkered empiricist, or the fanatic, the philosophe always evidenced a “greater interest in the things of this world, a greater confidence in man and his works and his reason, the growing appetite of curiosity and the growing restlessness of the unsatisfied mind—all these things form less a doctrine than a spirit.”7 Just as Montesquieu believed it was the spirit of the laws, rather than any system of laws, that manifested the commitment to justice, the spirit of Enlightenment projected the radical quality of that commitment and a critique of the historical limitations with which it is always tainted. Empiricists may deny the existence of a “spirit of the times.” Nevertheless, the various of a given historical epoch can generate an ethos, an existential stance toward reality, or what might even be termed a “project” uniting the diverse participants in a broader intellectual trend or movement.8 The Enlightenment evidenced such an ethos and a peculiar stance toward reality with respect toward its transformation. Making sense of this, however, is impossible without recognizing what became a general stylistic commitment to clarity, communicability, and what rhetoricians term “plain speech.” For their parts, however, Horkheimer and Adorno believed that resistance against the incursions of the culture industry justified the extremely difficult, if not often opaque, writing style for which they would become famous—or, better, infamous. Their esoteric and academic style is a far cry from that of Enlightenment intellectuals who debated first principles in public, who introduced freelance writing, who employed satire and wit to demolish puffery and dogma, and who were preoccupied with reaching a general public of educated readers: Lessing put the matter in the most radical form in what became a popular saying—“Write just as you speak and it will be beautiful”— while, in a letter written to D’Alembert in April of 1766, Voltaire noted that “Twenty folio volumes will never make a revolution: it’s the small, portable books at thirty sous that are dangerous. If the Gospel had cost 1,200 sesterces, the Christian religion would never have been established.”9 Appropriating the Enlightenment for modernity calls for reconnecting with the vernacular. This does not imply some endorsement of antiintellectualism. Debates in highly specialized fields, especially those of the natural sciences, obviously demand expertise and insisting that intellectuals must “reach the masses” has always been a questionable strategy.10 The subject under discussion should define the language in which it is discussed and the terms employed are valid insofar as they illuminate what cannot be said in a simpler way. Horkheimer and Adorno, however, saw the matter differently. They feared being integrated by the culture industry, avoided political engagement, and turned freedom into the metaphysical-aesthetic preserve of the connoisseur. They became increasingly incapable of appreciating the egalitarian impulses generated by the Enlightenment and the ability of its advocates—Ben Franklin, Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, Thomas Paine, and Rousseau—to argue clearly and with a political purpose.11 Thus, whether or not their “critical” enterprise was “dialectically” in keeping with the impulses of the past, its assumptions prevented them from articulating anything positive for the present or the future. Reclaiming the Enlightenment is an attempt to provide the sequel that Horkheimer and Adorno never wrote in a style they refused to employ. Its chapters proceed in a roughly parallel manner and, given its interdisciplinary character, this book also has no intention of pleasing the narrow specialist in any particular field. In contrast to Dialectic of Enlightenment, however, what follows is not a collection of “fragments”—the subtitle that was dropped from the first English translation—and its “positive” appropriation rests upon a view of tradition that links theory and practice.12 Little sympathy is wasted on meta-theory for its inability to deal with historical conflicts or even that the classic work by Horkheimer and Adorno is different from the postmodern works it inspired13: its intention, which was to criticize the Enlightenment from the standpoint of enlightenment itself, is not congruent with the result. The present volume considers the actual movements with which enlightenment ideals, as against competing ideals, were connected. It thus highlights the assault undertaken by the philosophes against the old feudal order and the international battle that was fought—from 1789 until 1939— 14 between liberal and socialist forces imbued with the Enlightenment heritage and those forces of religious reaction, conservative prejudice, and fascist irrationalism whose inspiration derived from what Isaiah Berlin initially termed the “Counter-Enlightenment.”15 Without a sense of this battle, or what I elsewhere termed the “great divide” of modern political life, any discussion of the Enlightenment will necessarily take a purely academic form. Dialectic of Enlightenment never grasped what was at stake in the conflict or interrogated its political history. Its authors never acknowledged that different practices and ideals are appropriate to different spheres of activity or that only confusion would result from substituting the affirmation of subjectivity, through aesthetic-philosophic criticism, for political resistance. Horkheimer and Adorno were no less remiss than their postmodern followers in ignoring the institutional preconditions for the free exercise of individual capacities. Striking indeed is how those most concerned about the “loss of subjectivity” have shown the least awareness about the practical role of genuinely democratic as against reactionary pseudo-universalism and the institutional lessons of totalitarianism. 

Postmodernism Bad

Postmodernism ignores pragmatism and political consequences

Taft-Kaufman, ’95 – (Jill, The Southern Communication Journal. Memphis: Spring 1995. Vol. 60, Iss. 3; pg. 223, “ Other ways: Postmodernism and performance praxis,” Pro Quest)

The answer might be that despite its claim to welcome myriad voices both within and without the university and its putative political agenda, postmodernism demonstrates crucial hypocrisies and ironic failures. Foremost among these problems is that it is a theory whose practice is inconsistent with the principles it espouses. Equally problematic and perhaps more serious is that it lacks roots, connection, and redress in the actual world about which it speaks. Both of these incongruities are all the more glaring for our discipline which has been characterized by its respect for pragmatism, for the political and practical consequences of ideas. The silence of most postmodernists about the workings of their own theory is notable not only because the postmodern posture advocates self-conscious analysis but also because good critical theory should be able to stand up to critique. Critique promotes renewal within a discipline by fostering viable options for adapting to change. Critique of existing theory forms the foundation for constructing alternative theoretical frameworks and methodologies that will advance the cause of a discipline and ultimately nurture enhancement of democratic ideals and ways of being in the world. Yet with the postmodern endeavor, critique from within is eschewed and that from without is condemned as unfashionable and reactionary, a desire to return to the days of positivism. 

Postmodern evaluations of truth are divested from pragmatism

Taft-Kaufman, ’95 – (Jill, The Southern Communication Journal. Memphis: Spring 1995. Vol. 60, Iss. 3; pg. 225, “ Other ways: Postmodernism and performance praxis”, Pro Quest)

To the postmodernist, then, real objects have vanished. So, too, have real people. Smith (1988) suggests that postmodernism has canonized doubt about the availability of the referent to the point that "the real often disappears from consideration" (p. 159). Real individuals become abstractions. Subject positions rather than subjects are the focus. The emphasis on subject positions or construction of the discursive self engenders an accompanying critical sense of irony which recognizes that "all conceptualizations are limited" (Fischer, 1986, p. 224). This postmodern position evokes what Connor (1989) calls "an absolute weightlessness in which anything is imaginatively possible because nothing really matters" (p. 227). Clarke (1991) dubs it a "playfulness that produces emotional and/or political disinvestment: a refusal to be engaged" (p. 103). The luxury of being able to muse about what constitutes the self is a posture in keeping with a critical venue that divorces language from material objects and bodily subjects. 

Postmodernism ignores historical context and refuses to criticize itself

Taft-Kaufman, ’95 – (Jill, The Southern Communication Journal. Memphis: Spring 1995. Vol. 60, Iss. 3; pg. 225, “ Other ways: Postmodernism and performance praxis”, Pro Quest)

Some scholars avow that the lack of self-awareness within the ranks of postmodernism occurs, because the postmodern critic is "committed to a doctrine of partiality and flux for which such things as one's own situation are so unstable, so without identity, that they cannot serve as objects of sustained reflection"(1) (Rabinow, 1986, p. 252). If this is so, then it is a matter of critical concern. Blindness to the historical context, constraints, and problems of its own theory and operation is scarcely an attractive critical property. More troubling, however, is that despite its liberal leanings and idealism concerning inclusion and polyvocality, postmodernism participates in the politics of the academy which both activate and obscure the perpetuation of the existing academic bureaucratic hierarchies. Postmodernism aids in the current capitalist practices that keep certain projects and scholars nurtured while eliminating or ignoring others. When academic survival and material space become significant factors in the realm of criticism, then, as Jim Merod (1987) suggests, "we can hardly imagine interpretative authority to be distinct in any important sense from the authority of... business practices that dominate our intellectual and cultural lives as well as our material and political existence" (p. 116). 

Postmodernism Bad  
Postmodernism essentializes the oppressed which results in serial policy paralysis

Taft-Kaufman, ’95 – (Jill, The Southern Communication Journal. Memphis: Spring 1995. Vol. 60, Iss. 3; pg. 227-8, “ Other ways: Postmodernism and performance praxis”, Pro Quest)

Lumping people together in categories of "Other" can have the same effect. Groups are conferred with clusters of common attributes based primarily upon their relative lack of power within the social hierarchy. Imposition of the "Other" label masks distinctions within a group, such as race, class, sex, age, sexual preference, values, religion, politics, and geographic genealogy. Individuals from marginalized groups object to the double standard by which individuals from the dominant culture can see themselves as unique but thrust upon "Others" the burden of being a spokesperson for the entire group of which their perceived "Otherness" makes them a member (Moore, 1992; White, 1992). In discourses of subjectivity, details about a person matter. As Minh-ha (1989) reasons, details about a person help to rewrite them as subject (42). One of the appeals of the undifferentiated "Other" is the quick fix that the concept offers to those who would like to recognize difference but do not want to spend the time necessary getting to know people who are different. Stereotypes and "Otherness" require distance in order to flourish. Particulars make a person and an experience real. Frank (1991) stresses the difference between categorizing people and experiences by a common name and the specifics that lead to involvement, shared experience, and commitment. Once a healthy young academic, a sudden heart attack followed by testicular cancer quickly forced Frank out of a realm where he was perceived as a distinct person and into the category of "cancer patient." After having crossed over this threshold, Frank learned that among caregivers and people who were not ill, generalities save time. Placing people in categories, the fewer the better, is efficient; each category indicates a common treatment: one size fits all. But...treatment is not care. Treatment gets away with making a compromise between efficiency and care by creating an illusion of involvement. (p. 45) Few scholars and practitioners of performance studies are trained for or desirous of extensive commitment to field study and longitudinal research that would serve as an antidote to the illusion of involvement. Despite this fact, we are engaged in a praxis of studying, performing, and teaching the sociological and anthropological "Other." How, then, do we reconcile such an endeavor with the real voices of the people whose lives and experiences we claim to be presenting? Those voices reveal that our current theory and practice are in need of reevaluation, re-vision, re-configuration. Their eloquence validates Merod's (1987) claim that the radical power of critical work is not to be found in successfully disseminating interpretive agendas, but, rather, in making public the antidemocratic habits of expert knowledge. Along with Merod, we must ask: In what ways does theory increase human agency, critical strength, and the possibility of justice within our economic and political system? The concept of justice is crucial if we are to give criticism a human as well as theoretical purpose. Without this goal, theory produces passivity and emptiness. How, then, posits Merod, "can interpretation, theory, and intellectual practice improve the world's material and political conditions?" (p. 150) 

Postmodernism is hypocritical

Taft-Kaufman, ’95 – (Jill, The Southern Communication Journal. Memphis: Spring 1995. Vol. 60, Iss. 3; pg. 222, “ Other ways: Postmodernism and performance praxis”, Pro Quest)

Postmodern theory has fostered performance of "the Other," a perspective and practice that many scholars find celebratory. Yet a consideration of the framework of postmodernism reveals that postmodernism partakes of the practices it decries, reinforces the status quo, misinterprets the world beyond the academy, and ignores the conditions that create "Otherness." Current performance practice that attempts to give voice to "the Other" calls for re-evaluation, re-vision, and re-configuration. Implications and alteration of current praxis are offered.

Pomo Bad- Empirics

Postmodernism’s rejection of empirics results in nihilism and relativism

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 199-200)
But all this aside, let us contemplate for a moment how subversive-deconstructive postmodernism would constitute our disciplinary enterprise. Consider, for example, what Ashley would have us do, focus on, analyze, and concern ourselves with. Here Ashley is most emphatic: "Eschewing any claim to secure grounds, the appropriate posture would aspire to an overview of international history in the making, a view from afar, a view up high." The appropriate posture is disposed to a view very much like that of Michel Foucault's genealogical attitude: "a form of history which accounts for the constitution of knowledge, discourses, domains of knowledge, etc ..." And to emphasize what is important and what it is that we should focus on, Ashley notes, "From a distant genealogical standpoint, what catches the eye is motion, discontinuities, clashes, and the ceaseless play of plural forces and plural interpretations on the surface of the human experience. Nothing is finally stable. There are no constants, no fixed meanings, no secure grounds, no profound secrets, no final structures or limits of history. Seen from afar, there is only interpretation, and interpretation itself is comprehended as a practice of domination occurring on the surface of history. History itself is grasped as a series of interpretations imposed upon interpretations—none primary, all arbitrary."40 As scholars reconstituted under this "appropriate posture," or in later writings a "critical posture of estrangement," we would be condemned to read, to play with words, to interpret without purpose, and to sit amid a solipsistic intertext where words, meanings, referents, signifiers, authors, and subjects have no meaning or reality other than those we would construct individually.41 With the knowledge that there is no true knowledge because of the absence of secure ground upon which to build knowledge, we would abandon the Enlightenment project and squander away our time in linguistic play as "floating signifiers" vied for our attention among the simulacra of images that each of us consumed. Knowing that we could not know, the task at hand would devolve into one of repudiating the entire stock of knowledge, understanding, and practices that constitute International Relations and developing instead an historical amnesia that favored "a view from afar, from up high."42 Even interpretation, Ashley insists, a method permissible to most postmodernists, would eventually have to be abandoned along with theory.43 Since "there is no there there" to be explained, and since interpretation would be but another method of affixing intrinsic meaning to a metaphysical nonreality, it too would have to be abandoned. In this newly constituted enterprise, nothing would await discovery, nothing would have intrinsic meaning, nothing would actually be present other than "absence," and hence nothing could be named. The state would not really exist, subjects would be transcendental fabrications who chase their empty identity throughout history, and history would be a mere interpretation, yet another "practice of domination."44 Within this nihilistic chasm, subversive postmodernists would have us devolve our disciplinary enterprise into a form of philosophical mentalism, an attempt "to resist the metaphysical temptation in our culture, to assume that something so important must be namable and that the name must indicate a definite referent, an already differentiated identity and source of meaning that just awaits to be named."45 Only minds situated amid their various contexts would exist and reality would be constituted not through the "realm of immediate sense experience" or "by direct observation of an independently existing world of'facts,'" but through the thoughts of the mind.46 What, then, would we be left with and what could this newly constituted enterprise offer? As Ashley freely admits, it could offer little. It could not "claim to offer an alternative position or perspective" since there would be no secure ontological ground upon which these could be established.47 Nor could it offer alternative interpretations save it would attempt to impose "interpretation upon interpretation" and capture history by imposing fixed meanings and understandings. Least of all could it offer theory, the very tyranny of modernist narratives that tends to "privilege" and "marginalize." Absent any theoretical legacy or factual knowledge, we would be forced into an endless intertextual discourse predicated on the consumption of words and the individual thoughts they evoke: a kind of purified anarchism albeit in a perpetual state of self-dispersal.48 We would live in a world of relativistic knowledge claims, each "true" to those that think it, but its truthfulness unobtainable to those who would read it or wish to communicate it. Above all, we would be left without theory-knowledge as a basis for decision, judgment, prescription, and action, surrendering us to "a view from afar, from up high." But as Nicholas Onuf asks, "What does this leave for dealing with those close at hand?"49 
Postmodernism Bad- IR 
Postmodernism is used for a political agenda which would destroy the theory of IR

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 200-203)
In the end, however, the intellectual rift that separates these counterpoised disciplines is not so much a theoretical chasm as a political one. The attacks by Ashley and subversive postmodernists stem as much from a deep political suspicion not only toward the discipline, but the implicit project they think it harbors and the political-sectional elite interests they accuse it of representing. Robert Keohane's desire for theoretical synthesis of these contending approaches thus proves naive, not least for the fact that subversive postmodernism is likely best appreciated as a neotheoretical tool for inflicting damage upon a discipline that subversive postmodernists would see done away with—a spanner in the works, as it were, which, much like sabotage threatens to clog the wheels of theoretical endeavor and reconstitute this machine in partisan terms defined by their respective political agendas.50 Hence the need for vigilance, or more precisely, standards, in the evaluation of theory and of the various theoretical importations that are frequendy attempted in International Relations. If only because of a liberal tolerance for intellectual dissonance, International Relations has been welcoming of all schools of thought and all perspectives. I, for one, support this, believing it to be the embodiment of intellectual discourse and progress. Yet this has to be reconciled amid a notion of discipline, one that demands some degree of conformity in terms of subject matter, aims, approach, and theory, save the very essence of our discipline dissipates into an intellectual free-for-all where anything goes, anything counts as theory, and where everything is assumed to fall within the purview of International Relations. This is not the case and is most definitely inappropriate. To be sure, intellectual innovations are nearly always controversial, the seeding of new ideas frequendy derided as obtuse or unrelated, often requiring time to germinate and thereby to grow and mature. But never are intellectual innovations attempts at dismanding the basis of intellectuality by suggesting theoretical closure through deconstruction, or by initiating witch hunts that threaten to hunt down those implicated in the so-called modernist project. Such approaches fail the test of theory, falling short of the aims, ambitions, and purpose of a discipline that strives to understand, not to reproach. Questions thus persist about Ashley's project and about those who have attempted to replicate his subversive agenda, about the elemental basis and usefulness of this exercise, its stock terms, phrases, and claims. The notion of postmodernity itself, for example, upon closer examination proves to be as hollow and empty as that of modernity. What precisely are these megahistorical divisions meant to imply or accomplish? As Fred Halliday notes, "Beyond the assertion of some large-scale, but pretty obvious changes in the world, it is dubious what empirical or ethical force can be attached to the concept 'post-modernity' at all."51 Nor can these theorists refer to the real world for evidence of the correctness of their thesis. "Most of those who have used [the term postmodernism] . . . have precious little qualifications, or inclination, to talk about the real." In fact, postmodernists have become altogether too inebriated, Halliday suggests, with their own catchy phrases and run "the risk of becoming the new banality, a set of assertions as unlocated and useless as the vacuous generalities, be they balance of power or progressivist teleology, that they seek to displace."52 "Witty incantations about alterity, dissolution and freeze-flames, and exaggerated claims about what has indeed changed in the world, are no substitute for a substantive engagement with history or a plausible conceptualisation of the alternatives for political and theoretical change."53 As Michael Wallack observes of another self-declared dissident, Rob Walker: "However innocent of the complexities of the philosophical tradition . . . we may be, few of us expect the upward curve of deaths in war to be reversed by textual analysis and fewer still are apt to regard the untangling of puzzles in a very narrow band of international relations theory as a route to a better future.” Postmodernism in its subversive varieties thus turns out to be less an attempt to clarify the philosophical puzzles of our times or the issues of international relations than a rather pernicious attempt to change the subject itself.54 And even where deconstructive postmodernists have attempted to grapple with epistemology puzzles, such has been the paucity of these attempts, so bland have been the generalities about the imminent closure and collapse of Western metaphysics, hermeneutics, and dialectics that they have "neither resolve[d] questions of [the] philosophy of science in general, nor contribute! d| to the theorization of IR [in particular]."55 Certainly orthodox practitioners too have been far from successful in explaining and understanding international relations, in achieving peace, and avoiding war. Yet at least among those who disavow deconstructionism and postmodernist subversion, there is a desire for theory, a wish to better understand and explain international phenomena and, within this ambit, to manipulate and control certain aspects of international relations and thereby improve them. This is not control for its own sake, as postmodernists falsely accuse with Orwellian insinuations, but control and manipulation in order to improve, enhance, and better international relations such that world politics is not an anarchical realm populated by war-prone states. Our professional preoccupations were founded on such laudable objectives. More is the pity that these have now been turned against us as subversive postmodernists paint a grim and unfounded picture of modernist obsession with the technical manipulation of history for the sake of control. Beyond this legacy it is hard to discern how subversive postmodernism might have any future relevance to International Relations other than as a footnote in historiographical essays of the evolution of the discipline. Beyond the very narrow concerns of subversive-deconstructive postmodernists, there exists a much richer, more vibrant, and informative tradition of scholarship that attempts to understand and explain international relations and perhaps even offers hope that in the future better pictures of world society and better understandings might yet lead to better and more peaceful worlds. That we get on with this project, refocus our attentions on these real issues, and return to the subject of international politics seems long overdue. Unlike Hoffman, then, it is time that we resist the urge to reinscribe, rearticulate, and restructure and begin again the process of reaffirming reason and rearticulating relevance in our theoretical pursuits.
Postmodernism Cedes Political 
Postmodernism makes itself politically irrelevant

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 31-32)
Such self-imposed closure from the world of policy and a willingness to ridicule those who dare to dabble in its murky waters is indicative of postmodern perspectives that tend increasingly toward scholasticism. Wallace defines this as a condition that develops when "practitioners shift from attempts to address common questions from different perspectives to competition among different 'schools' in which each multiplies definitions and explanations, develops its own deliberately obscure terminology, and concentrates much of its efforts on attacking the methods and terminology of competing groups."111 Much debate in International Relations is of this nature—obtuse, terminologically confusing, and antagonistic. Postmodern discourse, however, has perhaps perfected this art, developing its own intellectual idioms and nomenclature in an attempt to dismantle competing modernist schools and the theories associated with them. Calls for deconstruction, the celebration of estrangement from the mainstream, and the abandonment of intellectual precepts associated with Enlightenment thought are all uniform in their attempt to reduce to rubble International Relations and start afresh. 

Postmodernists can never escape what they criticize

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 57)
One of the central theoretical matrices of the postmodernist project, then, is a repudiation of organonist thought systems: an attempt to deconstruct inscribed means of reasoning and logic indicative of Western philosophy. This, undoubtedly, is what makes postmodernists so conspicuous and their project both tenacious and tenuous. For while postmodernists are patendy antimodernist, their very rationality and purpose is prescribed by the logic of modernity, whether as an alternative to it or a reaction against it. Thus, the antilogic on which postmodern theory is founded can itself be seen as the binary opposite logic of modernity, entrapping postmodernists within modernist logic if only because of their own antilogo-centrism. This makes postmodern theory vulnerable not only to criticism that it is unable to escape the very logic it chastises, but also because those criticisms it levels against modernist discourse invariably repudiate postmodern theory too. As Kate Manzo observes, "Even the most radically critical discourse easily slips into the form, the logic, and the implicit pos-tulations of precisely what it seeks to contest, for it can never step completely outside of a heritage from which it must borrow its tools—its history, its language—in an attempt to destroy that heritage itself."18 

Postmodernist K’s ignore questions of real implications

Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 140-141)
But regardless of the pathology or aetiological route that caused Ashley to arrive at subversive postmodernism, important questions of his thesis remain. How is this meant to help those on the margins, the poor, the weak, and the powerless, for whom Ashley professes great concern? How does it help those who seek answers as practitioners and theorists of international relations? If it is meant to empower feminists, scholars of color, and other persons who have suffered so-called disciplinary violence, how precisely does it intend to do this? If it cannot chart new directions and resists the modernist urge to guide and assist us in our dilemmas, refuses to confer general interpretations and enhance our understanding, how might it better our well being or resolve conflict and atrocity? What precisely does Ashley lay claim to do? Apart from seeking the closure of modernity, what does Ashley suggest we put in its place or is it simply a question of leaving empty the space vacated by modernist theory and knowledge? These questions alone are cause for concern. However, as I have endeavored to demonstrate in this chapter, Ashley does not answer these questions but, instead, derides those who ask them. It is perhaps time to resist such derision and return to these questions, since in the absence of posing them we surrender the purpose of theory, its meaning, utility, and progress, indeed the study of international relations, to those who would pretend that these issues are no longer of any importance. 

***AT: Poststructuralism

2AC Poststructuralism
Evaluating language in a vacuum causes sloppy essentialism- the belief in US supremacy could cause wars of intervention or acts of humanitarian compassion or both. Contextualizing arguments is key. 
Seeing language as political and fluid precludes possibility of interaction with what becomes a static subject—doesn’t address root cause or explore identity.  

Dunn, 98. Robert G (Professor Emeritus, Department of Sociology, California State University), Identity Crises: A Social Critique of Postmodernity, p 15.

While representing a number of developments resistant to easy summarization, poststructuralism, it could be said, generally addresses the decenteredness and fluidity of the subject implied by a fragmented mass culture and the proliferation of group identities associated with the interventions of cultural politics. This approach, as exemplified particularly by certain aspects of the work of Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault and Judith Butler, translates these conditions into linguistic and discursive heterogeneity, locating potentialities of resistance in the productiveness and gaps of discursive practices. Poststructuralism thus draws attention to the multiple and unstable character of meaning and identity while at the same time refusing notions of a subject that preexists signification. However, by dissolving the subject in the workings of discourse and power, poststructuralism detaches notions of identity and difference from the social processes in which they are are rooted. Instead, most poststructuralist formulations tend to replicate the logic of signification within the commodity form, implicitly reifying the salient features of mass culture. Serving as a metaphor for mass culture, as John Mowitt (1992) has suggested, the “text” replaces the subject, obscuring the generative and formative possibilities of the interactive processes shaping and shaped by a self in a field of social relations. The disunities and instabilities textually valorized by poststructuralism thus recreate in a disembodied form the crises of identity and difference in postmodern culture while failing to address their underlying causes and how relations of identity and difference might be reconstituted or transformed within a realm of social action. 
Focus on language creates a new hierarchy of discourses rather than abolishing the present one—means we can’t understand human behavior except in the context of discourse. 

Dunn, 98. Robert G (Professor Emeritus, Department of Sociology, California State University), Identity Crises: A Social Critique of Postmodernity, p 219-220.

Identity and difference thus dwell within sociality. Unlike the many postmodernists who see only fragmentation and disunity in social and cultural life, Mead saw a multifariousness rooted in the principle of emergence and contained within the unifying and universalizing potentialities of language and self. Refusing to take “sides,” Mead viewed plurality and unity as alternating and ongoing phases of the social universe. Significantly, his very concept of the social presupposed difference, but it was this difference that provided the materials for the constitution of a social self, and by implication, of identity. The dilemmas of the poststructuralist position originating in a displacement of the earlier idealisms, which sanctified innate consciousness, to an objectified realm of textuality where the ego is dispersed in discourse. Instead of constructing a conception of the relations of subject and object that might reconcile them, poststructuralism simply reverses the Cartesian order of privileging, creating an objectivistic idealism/materialism in which the very concept of meaning of forcefully reduced to discursive relations of difference. This new “metaphysics of the text,” as it has been called, leaves the perennial problems of consciousness unsolved. Without a theory of how consciousness is constituted socially and symbolically, it is impossible to account for identity formation or to reflect on the dynamics and consequences of difference. The naturalistically and symbolically based pragmatist social psychology of Mead provides the tools for theorizing how identity develops within a social process while appreciating its discursive character. As Mead demonstrates, the idea of a self remains a necessary precondition for redeeming subjectivity in the face of objectivistic and culturally reified accounts that, while revealing the power of signification, ultimately imprison our understanding of human behavior within the boundaries of language. 
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their K isn’t a qualified assessment of international relations, it lacks evidence and is so disconnected from real world problems it makes alternative courses of action impossible.  aggression is a fact in the international system and their criticism makes it impossible to confront violence

Jarvis, lecturer in IR, 00  (Darryl, lecturer in IR at the University of Sydney, International relations and the challenge of postmodernism, 2000, p. 196-203)

Like many others, Hoffman seems to accept without reservation the idea that textuality, ambiguity, uncertainty, decentering, relativism, irregu-larity, and countless other instruments that detract fom the Enlightenment enterprise are reasons for celebration, that they somehow represent intel-lectual breakthroughs and a form of theoretical progress, and that theory in International Relations needs to be restructured along lines proscribed by the humanities. Hoffman represents one of a growing number of scholars who is fervent in his desire to import and apply deconstructive postmodern theory to the sphere of international politics, both to unearth "hidden meanings" encrusted in the disciplines texts and to arrive at new meanings inferred from the discovery of "hidden practices." There is an almost blind faith that these new creeds hold answers which, under neopositivism, rationality, modernity, and the Enlightenment project have remained hidden from us. Like a great archeological excavation, treasures in the form of new wisdom, new prophecies, and a new politics await discovery for those will-ing to make the jump and convert to the postmodern cause. The 1990s have thus become a decade of rereadings and textual reinterpretations where the encrusted texts of realists have been reread and their "true" meaning exposed. Ashley reread Waltz and discovered his positivism, economism, and structuralism; Jim George reread realism and discovered its "silences" and "omissions"; Ann Tickner reread Hans Morgenthau and discovered his gender blindness; and Christine Sylvester reread the reinter-pretations of rereadings undertaken by male dissidents and discovered their own misogyny and sexism. For students of international politics who aspire to know, the answer(s) thus reside in textuality, in a life of rereading rereadings in order that hid-den practices, silences, omissions, and new meaning can be discovered. The world, as such, can be safely ignored; writings about the world are what must occupy research, for in these writings are the constitutive essences that make up the "real" world. Nothing is given, there is "no there there," nothing is real until named. Women do not exist, Sylvester reminds us, much as for Ashley nation-states do not really exist until inscribed in writ- ings and with names that give them ontological meaning. Meaning is thus in the text, the language, the word, not the thing or the object or the fact. Let us for a moment, however, reflect on this "research program," on the importations of textual analysis and deconstructive theory, and what they might do to theoretical endeavor and the discipline of International Relations. Let us, for example, pose a few rudimentary questions that, despite their simplicity, go to the very essence of subversive postmod-ernism's relevance and utility to the study of international politics. What, for example, is "ambiguous" about war or "ironic" about peace? How does the admission of uncertainty change the face of theory, or how does textuality alter our experiences of the realities of international politics, of death squads, civil war, or autocratic rule? Why, suddenly, are irony, uncertainty, ambiguity, and textuality the prized attributes of theoretical endeavor? Are these to be our new epistemological motifs by which we judge the quality and usefulness of theory and research programs in Inter- national Relations? Are the problems of international politics and the answers to them hidden amid literary devices like paradox or the textual chicanery of double entendre? Will the practices of regional aggression dis-played by Saddam Hussein, for example, be thwarted through textual rereadings of security texts, or the acrimonious diplomatic exchanges between the United States and Iraq? Can we change the course of political outcomes, avert the use of force, or persuade others to disavow aggres-sion though textual reinterpretation?  If we believe Ashley, Hoffman, Walker, Sylvester, or James Der Der-ian, for example, then the answer is yes, in which case international theory must transpose itself into a form of literary criticism and employ the tools of textual deconstruction, parody, and the style of discontinuous narratives as a means of pondering the depths of interpretation. In doing so, how- ever, we would approach the writings of Richard Ashley, who, utilizing such methods, can apprise students of international politics only of the fact that "there are neither right interpretations nor wrong," there are just "interpretations imposed upon interpretations. "36 In what sense, however, can this approach be at all adequate for the subject of International Relations. What, for example, do the literary devices of irony and textuality say to Somalian refugees who flee from famine and warlords or to Ethiopian rebels who fight in the desert plains against a government in Addis Abbaba? How does the notion of textual deconstruction speak to Serbs, Croats, and Muslims who fight one an-other among the ruins of the former Yugoslavia? How do totalitarian nar-ratives or logocentric binary logic feature in the deliberations of policy bureaucrats or in the negotiations over international trade or the formula-tions of international law? Should those concerned with human rights or those who take it upon themselves to study relationships between nation-states begin by contemplating epistemological fiats and ontological dis-putes? How does the reification of interpretivism and relativism assist such people in their understandings, problems, judgments, negotiations, and disputes? Is Ashley, for example, suggesting that we simply announce to those in the fray of international politics that there are neither right interpretations nor wrong, there are just interpretations imposed upon interpretations. Is this to be the epiphany of subversive postmodern inter-national theory, its penultimate contribution to those who suffer on the margins for whom they professes great concern? I am, of course, being flippant. Yet we do have a right to ask such ques-tions of subversive postmodernists if only because they portend to a moral highground, to insights otherwise denied realists, modernists, positivists, and mainstream international relations scholars. We have every right to ask, for example, how subversive postmodern theory spealcs to the practi-cal problems endemic to international relations, to the actors and players who constitute the practices of world politics, or how literary devices and deconstructive readings help us better picture world society. My point, of course, is much the same as Robin Brown's, that textual analysis and deconstruction does not, and cannot, speak to such problems other than to detect the limits of a particular "text by identifying origins, assumptions and silences." What it cannot do, however, "is deal with the practical problem of international relations."37 Similarly, Hoffman too gives no answers to these questions save this justification for the turn to interpretivism. "This move," he writes, "connects international relations, both as a practice and a discipline, with similar developments within social and political theory and within the humanities."38 But what justification or rationale is this? So we are now doing what literary theorists do: ruminat-ing over international theory as if such were the verses of lyricists written for the pleasures of reading and consumed only for their wit and romance. But there is a difference between the concerns and interests of, say, Eng-lish departments and those of departments of Political Science or Interna-tional Relations. Where literary criticism delights in the ethereal play of words and has as its epistemic basis the belief that "one reads for pleasure," politics dabbles in the material, distributive, punitive play of power whose consequences effect much more than a sensibility committed to reading fiction.39 Why should we assume that tools developed in English depart-ments are useful to theorists of international relations? Why should we take heed of the writings of Jacques Derrida who never once addressed issues of international relations, but from whom postmodernists now claim a wis- dom which they insist is reason enough to dispense with past theory and begin anew our theoretical and disciplinary enterprise? But all this aside, let us contemplate for a moment how subversive- deconstructive postmodernism would constitute our disciplinary enter-prise. Consider, for example, what Ashley would have us do, focus on, analyze, and concern ourselves with. Here Ashley is most emphatic: "Eschewing any claim to secure grounds, the appropriate posture would aspire to an overview of international history in the maldng, a view from afar, a view up high." The appropriate posture is disposed to a view very much like that of Michel Foucault's genealogical attitude: "a form of his- tory which accounts for the constitution of lmowledge, discourses, domains of knowledge, etc. . ." And to emphasize what is important and what it is that we should focus on, Ashley notes, "From a distant genealog- ical standpoint, what catches the eye is motion, discontinuities, clashes, and the ceaseless play of plural forces and plural interpretations on the sur- face of the human experience. Nothing is finally stable. There are no con-stants, no fixed meanings, no secure grounds, no profound secrets, no final structures or limits of history. Seen from afar, there is only interpretation, and interpretation itself is comprehended as a practice of domination occur-ring on the surface of history. History itself is grasped as a series of interpre-tations imposed upon interpretations-none primary, all arbitrary. "40 As scholars reconstituted under this "appropriate posture," or in later writings a "critical posture of estrangement," we would be condemned to read, to play with words, to interpret without purpose, and to sit amid a solipsistic intertext where words, meanings, referents, signifiers, authors, and subjects have no meaning or reality other than those we would con-struct individually.41 With the knowledge that there is no true knowledge because of the absence of secure ground upon which to build knowledge, we would abandon the Enlightenment project and squander away our time in linguistic play as "floating signifiers" vied for our attention among the simulacra of images that each of us consumed. Knowing that we could not know, the task at hand would devolve into one of repudiating the entire stock of knowledge, understanding, and practices that constitute Interna-tional Relations and developing instead an historical amnesia that favored "a view from afar, from up high."42 Even interpretation, Ashley insists, a method permissible to most postmodernists, would eventually have to be abandoned along with theory.43 Since "there is no there there" to be explained, and since interpretation would be but another method of affix- ing intrinsic meaning to a metaphysical nonreality, it too would have to be abandoned. In this newly constituted enterprise, nothing would await dis- covery, nothing would have intrinsic meaning, nothing would actually be present other than "absence," and hence nothing could be named. The state would not really exist, subjects would be transcendental fabrications who chase their empty identity throughout history, and history would be a mere interpretation, yet another "practice of domination."44 Within this nihilistic chasm, subversive postmodernists would have us devolve our disci-plinary enterprise into a form of philosophical mentalism, an attempt "to resist the metaphysical temptation in our culture, to assume that something so important must be namable and that the name must indicate a definite referent, an already differentiated identity and source of meaning that just awaits to be named. "45 Only minds situated amid their various contexts would exist and reality would be constituted not through the "realm of immediate sense experience" or "by direct observation of an independently existing world of 'facts,''' but through the thoughts of the mind.46 What, then, would we be left with and what could this newly consti-tuted enterprise offer? As Ashley freely admits, it could offer little. It could not "claim to offer an alternative position or perspective" since there would be no secure ontological ground upon which these could be estab-lished.47 Nor could it offer alternative interpretations save it would attempt to impose "interpretation upon interpretation" and capture history by imposing fixed meanings and understandings. Least of all could it offer theory, the very tyranny of modernist narratives that tends to "privilege" and "marginalize." Absent any theoretical legacy or factual knowledge, we would be forced into an endless intertextual discourse predicated on the consumption of words and the individual thoughts they evoke: a kind of purified 

anarchism albeit in a perpetual state of self-dispersal.48 We would live in a world of relativistic kowledge claims, each "true" to those that think it, but its truthfulness unobtainable to those who would read it or wish to communicate it. Above all, we would be left without theory-knowledge as a basis for decision, judgment, prescription, and action, sur-rendering us to "a view from afar, from up high." But as Nicholas Onuf asks, "What does this leave for dealing with those close at hand?"49  In the end, however, the intellectual rift that separates these counter- poised disciplines is not so much a theoretical chasm as a political one. The attacks by Ashley and subversive postmodernists stem as much from a deep political suspicion not only toward the discipline, but the implicit project they think it harbors and the political-sectional elite interests they accuse it of 
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representing. Robert Keohane's desire for theoretical synthesis of these contending approaches thus proves naive, not least for the fact that subversive postmodernism is likely best appreciated as a neotheoretical tool for inflicting damage upon a discipline that subversive postmodernists would see done away with-a spanner in the works, as it were, which, much like sabotage threatens to clog the wheels of theoretical endeavor and reconstitute this machine in partisan terms defined by their respective political agendas. 50 Hence the need for vigilance, or more precisely, stan-dards, in the evaluation of theory and of the various theoretical importa- tions that are frequently attempted in International Relations. If only because of a liberal tolerance for intellectual dissonance, International Relations has been welcoming of all schools of thought and all perspec-tives. I, for one, support this, believing it to be the embodiment of intel-lectual discourse and progress. Yet this has to be reconciled amid a notion of discipline, one that demands some degree of conformity in terms of subject matter, aims, approach, and theory, save the very essence of our discipline dissipates into an intellectual free-far-all where anything goes, anything counts as theory, and where everything is assumed to fall within the purview of International Relations. This is not the case and is most def-initely inappropriate. To be sure, intellectual innovations are nearly always controversial, the seeding of new ideas frequently derided as obtuse or unrelated, often requiring time to germinate and thereby to grow and mature. But never are intellectual innovations attempts at dismantling the basis of intellectuality by suggesting theoretical closure through decon-struction, or by initiating witch hunts that threaten to hunt down those implicated in the so-called modernist project. Such approaches fail the test of theory, falling short of the aims, ambitions, and purpose of a discipline that strives to understand, not to reproach. Questions thus persist about Ashley's project and about those who have attempted to replicate his subversive agenda, about the elemental basis and usefulness of this exercise, its stock terms, phrases, and claims. The notion of postmodernity itself, for example, upon closer examination proves to be as hollow and empty as that of modernity. What precisely are these megahistorical divisions meant to imply or accomplish? As Fred Hal-liday notes, "Beyond the assertion of some large-scale, but pretty obvious changes in the world, it is dubious what empirical or ethical force can be attached to the concept 'post-modernity' at all."51 Nor can these theorists refer to the real world for evidence of the correctness of their thesis. "Most of those who have used [the term postmodernism] . . . have precious little qualifications, or inclination, to talk about the real." In fact, postmod-ernists have become altogether too inebriated, Halliday suggests, with their own catchy phrases and run "the risk of becoming the new banality, a set of assertions as unlocated and useless as the vacuous generalities, be they balance of power or progressivist teleology, that they seek to dis- place."52 "Witty incantations about alterity, dissolution and freeze-frames, and exaggerated claims about what has indeed changed in the world, are no substitute for a substantive engagement with history or a plausible con- ceptualisation of the alternatives for political and theoretical change."53 As Michael Wallack observes of another self-declared dissident, Rob Walker: "However innocent of the complexities of the philosophical tradition. . . we may be, few of us expect the upward curve of deaths in war to be reversed by textual analysis and fewer still are apt to regard the untangling of puzzles in a very narrow band of international relations theory as a route to a better future."  Postmodernism in its subversive varieties thus turns out to be less an attempt to clarify the philosophical puzzles of our times or the issues of international relations than a rather pernicious attempt to change the sub-ject itself. 54 And even where deconstructive postmodernists have attempted to grapple with epistemology puzzles, such has been the paucity of these attempts, so bland have been the generalities about the imminent closure and collapse of Western metaphysics, hermeneutics, and dialectics that they have "neither resolve[d] questions of [the] philosophy of science in general, nor contribute[d] to the theorization of IR [in particular]."55 Cer-tainly orthodox practitioners too have been far from successful in explain-ing and understanding international relations, in achieving peace, and avoiding war. Yet at least among those who disavow deconstructionism and postmodernist subversion, there is a desire for theory, a wish to bet-ter understand and explain international phenomena and, within this ambit, to manipulate and control certain aspects of international relations and thereby improve them. This is not control for its own sake, as post-modernists falsely accuse with Orwellian insinuations, but control and manipulation in order to improve, enhance, and better international rela-tions such that world politics is not an anarchical realm populated by war-prone states. Our professional preoccupations were founded on such laudable objectives. More is the pity that these have now been turned against us as subversive postmodernists paint a grim and unfounded pic-ture of modernist obsession with the technical manipulation of history for the sake of control. Beyond this legacy it is hard to discern how subversive postmodernism might have any future relevance to International Relations other than as a footnote in historiographical essays of the evolution of the discipline. Beyond the very narrow concerns of subversive-deconstructive postmod-ernists, there exists a much richer, more vibrant, and informative tradition of scholarship that attempts to understand and explain international rela- tions and perhaps even offers hope that in the future better pictures of world society and better understandings might yet lead to better and more peaceful worlds. That we get on with this project, refocus our attentions on these real issues, and return to the subject of international politics seems long overdue. Unlike Hoffinan, then, it is time that we resist the urge to reinscribe, rearticulate, and restructure and begin again the process of reaffirming reason and rearticulating relevance in our theoretical pursuits. 

at: words have no meaning

undermining the meaning of words makes it easier for the right to coopt language for its own ends and manipulate populations with propaganda—taking words at face value is vital to challenging genocide

Ketels, Associate Professor of English at Temple University, 1996 [Violet B., “The Holocaust: Remembering for the Future: “Havel  to the Castle!” The Power of the Word,” The Annals of The American Academy of Political and Social Science, November, p. l/n] 

American intellectuals bought into the utopian promises of communism, too. In spite of evidence that [*67] nowhere on the globe had communism been established without the most hideous record of persecution and murder, and ruthless suppression of human and civil rights, intellectuals rationalized to protect the purity of Marxist ideals, which have not yet been tried. Disillusion came too slowly. The influence of the French intellectuals took hold in the United States, and with it came the undermining of linguistic content and destructive assaults on values as inventions of bourgeois ideology. It still prevails, despite growing identification of its covert hostility to human rights and democratic institutions. From the safety of those institutions, theorists continue to argue the impotence of language, while its raw power, exploding from the propaganda arsenals of political opportunists, foments violence across the world and seeks sanctions for it afterward. While we quibble about the efficacy of speech, as if silence or nonverbal signifiers were preferable, murderers recast familiar words to erase geography, rewrite history, and disguise human exterminations. Distracted by lexemes, paroxytones, and phenomenological subjectivisms, we mindlessly neglect the connection between language and power. It really does matter that intellectuals undermine confidence in words. In the real world, words are means to power and powerful catalysts to action. When we are convinced that we cannot hold the word to account or take it at face value, we are muddled about what is going on in our own lives as well as in the larger human community. Yes, we must qualify inferences by all the variables we can bring to bear. But without a sense that language can be decipherable, we will not know what we know or be able to pass it on.  The relation of language to "the murderous falsehoods it has been made to articulate and hallow in certain totalitarian regimes and to the great load of vulgarity, imprecision and greed it is charged with in a mass-consumer democracy" are problems Steiner wrestles with in Language and Silence. They are more disturbing now than when he raised them at the end of World War II. His consciousness was possessed "by the barbarism in modern Europe"; his anguish was deepened because the unanswered cries of the murdered "sounded in earshot of universities."  n90 Is our consciousness less acute, our anguish immunized?

their critique of language and meaning degenerates into moral relativism that prevents action against attrocities—this is the ture source of violence in the world

Ketels, Associate Professor of English at Temple University, 1996 [Violet B.,” The Annals of The American Academy of Political and Social Science, November, p. l/n] 

Such failures of nerve seem justified by the history we are enjoined to plunder. They precipitate descent into a fatalistic nihilism that relieves us from responsibility. Words do not matter; they rarely mean what they say. What does it matter, then, how intellectuals use their verbal virtuosity? Values are relative and truth elusive.  We stand precisely where many gifted French intellectuals stood during World War II, in spite of the myth of resistance promulgated by the most brilliant among them. They remained glacially unmoved, engrossed [*49] in vacuous verbal games, when the desperation of the situation should have aroused their moral conscience, their humane consciousness, and their civic spirit. They rushed to embrace the position "that language is not referential and the writing of history impossible,"  n14 because it let them off the hook. History has survived them and provides a regenerative, other view against nihilism and detachment. It testifies that our terror of being found guilty of phrases too smooth or judgment too simple is not in itself a value. Some longing for transcendence persists in the human spirit, some tenacious faith that truth and goodness exist and can prevail. What happened in the death camps, the invasion of Prague by Russian tanks, the rape of Muslim women, the dismembering of Bosnian men, the degrading of a sophisticated society to subsistence and barbarous banditry: these things do not become fictions simply because we cannot speak of them adequately or because composing abstractions is safer than responding to the heinous reality of criminal acts.  No response to the Holocaust and its murderous wake or to the carnage in the former Yugoslavia could possibly be adequate to the atrocities alphabetized in file folders of perpetrators or to the unspeakable experiences burned into brains and bodies of survivors. But no response at all breeds new catastrophe. Saul Bellow warned about the "humanistic civilized moral imagination" that, seized with despair, "declines into lethargy and sleep."  n15 Imagine the plight of human creatures if it were to be silenced altogether, extinguished or forgotten. "Humanism did not produce the Holocaust, and the Holocaust, knowing its enemies, was bent on the extermination of humanism. It is an odd consequence of an all-or-nothing mentality to repudiate humanist values because they are inadequate as an antidote to evil."  n16  Basic human rights asserted in words cannot be restored in reality unless they are matched to practices in all the spheres of influence we occupy. We feel revulsion at the repudiation of humanist values so visible in the savagery of the battlefield and the councils of war. Yet we seem inoculated against seeing the brutalities of daily human interactions, the devaluing of values in our own intellectual spheres, the moral and ethical debunking formally incorporated into scholarly exegesis in literature, philosophy, the social sciences, and linguistics, the very disciplines that cradled humanist values. Remembering for the future by rehearsing the record, then, is not enough, as the most eloquent witnesses to Holocaust history have sorrowfully attested. We must also respond to the record with strategies that challenge humanist reductionism in places where we tend to overlook it or think it harmless. Our moral outrage should be intensified, not subdued, [*50] by what we know. We must search out alternatives to the anomie that seizes us when the linguistic distance between words and reality seems unbridgeably vast, and reflections upon historical events ill matched to the dark complexities of the human experience we would illumine.
Ignores reality and engagement

Emphasis on language means an ignorance of concrete reality and is a refusal of true engagement. 

Taft-Kaufmann, 95. Jill (professor, Department of Speech Communication And Dramatic Arts Central Michigan), Other Ways: Postmodernism and Performance Praxis in Southern Communication Journal, 1930-3203, Volume 60, Issue 3, 26-27
If the lack of consistency between postmodernism's self-styled allegiance to the oppositional and its collaboration with the existing state of academic practice were its only shortcoming, it should be enough to prevent us from unquestioningly embracing it as a theory. More disquieting still, however, is its postulation of the way the world around us works. Theory that presumes to talk about culture must stand the test of reality. Or, as Andrew King states, "culture is where we live and are sustained. Any doctrine that strikes at its root ought to be carefully scrutinized" (personal communication, February 11, 1994). If one subjects the premise of postmodernism to scrutiny, the consequences are both untenable and disturbing. In its elevation of language to the primary analysis of social life and its relegation of the de-centered subject to a set of language positions, postmodernism ignores the way real people make their way in the world. While the notion of decentering does much to remedy the idea of an essential, unchanging self, it also presents problems. According to Clarke (1991): Having established the material quality of ideology, everything else we had hitherto thought of as material has disappeared. There is nothing outside of ideology (or discourse). Where Althusser was concerned with ideology as the imaginary relations of subjects to the real relations of their existence, the connective quality of this view of ideology has been dissolved because it lays claim to an outside, a real, an extra-discursive for which there exists no epistemological warrant without lapsing back into the bad old ways of empiricism or metaphysics. (pp. 25-26) Clarke explains how the same disconnection between the discursive and the extra-discursive has been performed in semiological analysis: Where it used to contain a relation between the signifier (the representation) and the signified (the referent), antiempiricism has taken the formal arbitrariness of the connection between the signifier and signified and replaced it with the abolition of the signified (there can be no real objects out there, because there is no out there for real objects to be). To the postmodernist, then, real objects have vanished. So, too, have real people. Smith (1988) suggests that postmodernism has canonized doubt about the availability of the referent to the point that "the real often disappears from consideration" (p. 159). Real individuals become abstractions. Subject positions rather than subjects are the focus. The emphasis on subject positions or construction of the discursive self engenders an accompanying critical sense of irony which recognizes that "all conceptualizations are limited" (Fischer, 1986, p. 224). This postmodern position evokes what Connor (1989) calls "an absolute weightlessness in which anything is imaginatively possible because nothing really matters" (p. 227). Clarke (1991) dubs it a "playfulness that produces emotional and/or political disinvestment: a refusal to be engaged" (p. 103). The luxury of being able to muse about what constitutes the self is a posture in keeping with a critical venue that divorces language from material objects and bodily subjects. The postmodern passwords of "polyvocality," "Otherness," and "difference," unsupported by substantial analysis of the concrete contexts of subjects, creates a solipsistic quagmire. The political sympathies of the new cultural critics, with their ostensible concern for the lack of power experienced by marginalized people, aligns them with the political left. Yet, despite their adversarial posture and talk of opposition, their discourses on intertextuality and inter-referentiality isolate them from and ignore the conditions that have produced leftist politics--conflict, racism, poverty, and injustice. In short, as Clarke (1991) asserts, postmodern emphasis on new subjects conceals the old subjects, those who have limited access to good jobs, food, housing, health care, and transportation, as well as to the media that depict them. Merod (1987) decries this situation as one which leaves no vision, will, or commitment to activism. He notes that academic lip service to the oppositional is underscored by the absence of focused collective or politically active intellectual communities. Provoked by the academic manifestations of this problem Di Leonardo (1990) echoes Merod and laments: Has there ever been a historical era characterized by as little radical analysis or activism and as much radical-chic writing as ours? Maundering on about Otherness: phallocentrism or Eurocentric tropes has become a lazy academic substitute for actual engagement with the detailed histories and contemporary realities of Western racial minorities, white women, or any Third World population. (p. 530) Clarke's assessment of the postmodern elevation of language to the "sine qua non" of critical discussion is an even stronger indictment against the trend. Clarke examines Lyotard's (1984) The Postmodern Condition in which Lyotard maintains that virtually all social relations are linguistic, and, therefore, it is through the coercion that threatens speech that we enter the "realm of terror" and society falls apart. To this assertion, Clarke replies: I can think of few more striking indicators of the political and intellectual impoverishment of a view of society that can only recognize the discursive. If the worst terror we can envisage is the threat not to be allowed to speak, we are appallingly ignorant of terror in its elaborate contemporary forms. It may be the intellectual's conception of terror (what else do we do but speak?), but its projection onto the rest of the world would be calamitous....(pp. 2-27) The realm of the discursive is derived from the requisites for human life, which are in the physical world, rather than in a world of ideas or symbols.(4) Nutrition, shelter, and protection are basic human needs that require collective activity for their fulfillment. Postmodern emphasis on the discursive without an accompanying analysis of how the discursive emerges from material circumstances hides the complex task of envisioning and working towards concrete social goals (Merod, 1987).
AT: PostStructuralism-Realism Good- Truth Defense

Poststructuralism looks at the world simply through false myths and don’t look to empirics that are vital to making policy decisions.  Strategy is not socially constructed. 

Gray, 99. Colin (Professor of International Politics and Strategic Studies at the University of Reading), Clausewitz Rules, OK? The Future is the Past—with GPS, British International Studies Association pp164-166. 

Courting the risk, perhaps glorying in the prospect, of being charged for  possession of one of Ken Booth’s ‘nineteenth-century minds at the end of the  twentieth-century’,18 I will argue that the idea of realism—in its sensible classical  form, not the reductionist nonsense of neorealism19—could have equipped scholars  to cope well with the 1990s. To read Thucydides, Clausewitz, Aron, and Kissinger,  for a terse short-list, allows inoculation by the enduring lore of world politics  against misperception of the ephemeral as the lasting.  One function of superior theory is to provide the protection of superior explana-  tory power against the pretensions and ravages of inferior theory. International  relations, security studies, and strategic studies, holistically regarded, inherently  comprise a practical subject. The test for good theory in this subject could hardly be  simpler: does the theory work to offer plausible explanation of, dare one say it, real-  world events? Elegance in argument, altitude of moral purpose, weight of quanti-  tative support—are all irrelevant if the ideas at issue are empirically challenged. In  the wise words of Charles E. Callwell: ‘Theory cannot be accepted as conclusive  when practice points the other way.’20 Faddish concepts have a way of concealing  the persistence of old realities,especially when they are perpetrated in new textbooks  written by major ﬁgures in contemporary academe. For example, the trendy concept  of ‘global governance’should carry the public warning to students that ‘anyone who  chooses to take this exciting new concept with more than a grain of salt risks  permanent impairment of their understanding of international relations.’ In his  quaintly titled Understanding International Relations, Chris Brown informs his  student readers that ‘[w]e may not have world government, but we do have global  governance.’21 I wonder how much comfort that optimistic claim could provide to  Kosovars, Chechens, and Somalis, not to mention Hutus and Tutsis.  The difﬁculty is that our students are not to know, unless we tell them, that Carr,  Morgenthau, and especially Aron, wrote better—yes, better—books than have the  theorists of the 1990s. The texts of classical realism offer superior explanatory reach  and grasp, because they are better grounded empirically. Similarly those students are  not to know that (classical and neoclassical) realism is not simply one among a  potentially inﬁnite number of ‘approaches’ to international relations. It may be  academically sound and ecumenical for teachers to treat all theories as if they were  created equal, with each capable of delivering salvation. The fact is, however,  that for a practical subject like international relations, poor—which is to say  impractical—theories are at best an irrelevance, and at worst can help get people  killed. There is a voluntarism in recent writing about international relations that is as  attractive as it is perilous. To quote Brown again, he advises that ‘we need to pay  serious attention to the implications of the view that knowledge is constructed, not  found, that it rests on social foundations and not upon some bedrock of certainty.’22  At one level, such advice is a sound invitation to exercise healthy scepticism.23 At  another level, though, Brown opens the ﬂoodgates to fallacy and mythmaking.  There is an obvious and rather trivial sense in which knowledge has to be socially  constructed. Knowledge is what we decide it is. However, unless one totally debases  the meaning of ‘knowledge,’ it is not useful to propagate the silly idea that we can  ‘construct’ knowledge at will. There is knowledge as ‘truth’, in the sense of valid  most-case generalizations,which the practitioners of international relations ignore at  their, and our, peril. For example, Clausewitz advises that in war political goals can  only be achieved if they are effected instrumentally by the securing of suitably matching military objectives.24 When policymakers elect to disdain that nugget of  strategic ‘knowledge’ about means and ends, as did NATO for ten weeks from  March to June in 1999, policy will not succeed and people will suffer gratuitously as  a consequence.  Understanding of the nature of world politics and strategy is not, in a meaningful  sense, socially constructed knowledge. That nature is what it is, and it is what it has  been for millennia. Bold theorists, brave optimists, moral crusaders, as well as simply  the simple, which is to say the ignorant, may ﬁnd my claim quite shocking:  theoretically primitive, morally irresponsible, and blind to the evidence of benign  change, and so on and so forth. To be more speciﬁc, I believe that much of the  misunderstanding of the meaning of the course of recent history and much of the  faulty prediction stems from the popularity among scholars of some powerful myths  and probable myths. A less polite way of making this point would be to claim that  those scholars do not understand their subject as well as they should—certainly as  well as they would had they read and inwardly digested Aron’s Peace and Warat an  impressionable age.  For the same class of reason why today no murderous sociopath will sign-up for  the label ‘terrorist’, so no scholar will choose to recognize himself or herself as a  propagator of myths. Some reader resistance to what follows is therefore likely.
Deconstruction fails
Deconstruction is simplistic and negative- makes repression inescapable
Schryer, 4. Steven (Postdoctoral Fellow at Concordia University),A REVIEW OF:Mark C. Taylor, The Moment of Complexity: Emerging Network Culture http://www.electronicbookreview.com/thread/criticalecologies/qualified. 
Similarly, Taylor relates key concepts in complexity theory to Kierkegaard's critique of Hegel's idealism. Kierkegaard's criticism of Hegel is that lived experience can never be totalized into a coherent "system." Experience instead involves moments of radically free decision-making, which realize some possibilities of experience and cut off others. Although these decisions can assume meaning in hindsight, they can never be predicted in the present and thus cannot be contained in a total structure. Taylor relates these moments of decision to the "bifurcation" points of complexity theory, in which a once-stable system undergoes a catastrophic series of changes that turn it into a completely different system. Taylor is interested in systems which exhibit the complex wholeness that Kant and Hegel associated with the structure of organisms, yet at the same time are unpredictable, subject to moments of radical change of the kind described by Kierkegaard. Indeed, it could be argued that Taylor's purpose is to invent a synthesis of Hegel and Kierkegaard, of systemic and anti-systemic thought. As he explains in his introduction, the challenge of contemporary critical theory is to imagine "a nontotalizing structure that nonetheless acts as a whole" (11). Taylor's critique of deconstruction and other forms of "post-structuralism" is that they have failed in this task. Deconstruction, he argues, has focused exclusively on the Kierkegaardian critique of totalizing systems, demonstrating the ways in which systems presuppose but cannot contain the unpredictable, that which is wholly other. The problem with this position is that it assumes that all systems aim for perfect self-closure and thus repress difference. Hence, deconstruction can never imagine alternative systems; "instead of showing how totalizing structures can actually be changed, deconstruction demonstrates that the tendency to totalize can never be overcome and, thus, that repressive structures are inescapable" (65). Rightly, I think, Taylor links this pessimistic tendency in deconstruction to the irrelevancy and isolationism of much academic politics. Deconstructive politics can only say "No" to the institutions and culture it inhabits, without offering constructive criticism. In the context of the national welfare state, in which deconstruction and other forms of post-structuralism first emerged, this emphasis upon critique for its own sake meant that post-structuralism unwittingly became the ideological bedfellow of neo-liberal champions of free-market economics. Post-structuralists such as Foucault attacked the modern state as an inherently "repressive" system without suggesting alternative systems that could take its place. In contrast, Taylor sees in complexity theory an opportunity to explore creative, non-totalizing systems; although, as we shall see, he is in fact even closer to neo-liberalism than the post-structuralists he criticizes. Drawing upon the work of Henri Atlan, Taylor argues that complex systems, such as organisms and human societies, are inherently open to disruptive "noise." Indeed, this openness is a necessary condition for the survival of such systems; complex systems are dependent upon noise and chaos in their environments, out of which they draw energy and create order. Furthermore, complex systems are adaptive, which means they must be capable of undergoing catastrophic changes in order to react to other systems in their environment. This critique of deconstruction is the most important argument in Taylor's book, and is indeed one of the strengths of most sophisticated versions of systems theory or "second-order cybernetics," such as the work of Humberto Maturana, Francisco Varela, Heinz von Foerster, and Niklas Luhmann. Systems theorists incorporate the "anti-foundationalism" of post-structuralist thought into their work; Maturana and Varela's studies of living systems, for example, advance a radically constructivist position, whereby living beings never come into unmediated contact with their environments. Instead, systems interact with their environments through self-reflexive operations that produce "blind spots" observable by other systems but never by themselves. However, the difference between systems theory and most forms of post-structuralism is that despite its anti-foundationalism, systems theory nevertheless models functioning systems. While deconstruction, for example, demonstrates the ways in which systems fail to achieve closure, systems theory argues that systems rarely attempt to do so. Indeed, their refusal of closure is a positive condition of their ability to function as systems. For this reason, systems theory has a pragmatic dimension absent from deconstruction; it is able to show how systems work. [see Linda Brigham's review of Cultural Critique for an earlier engagement with systems theory and its practitioners, or Chris Messenger's review of Tom LeClair's Passing Off for a discussion of the "systems novel."]

***Specific AUTHORS 
AT: Ashley
Poststructuralism critiques totalizing principles but must totalize to do it—doesn’t really look to diversity because preoccupied with attacking realism. 

Porter, 94. Tony (Professor of Political Science, McMaster University), Editors Claire Turenne Sjolander and Wayne S Cox (Full Professor at the School of Political Studies and Director of the Institute of Women's Studies at the University of Ottawa),Beyond positivism: critical reflections on international relations,117
This radical simplification is apparent in Ashley’s treatment of international theory. For example, in his analysis of the anarchy problematique, he proceeds through what he calls two models of reading of the problematique. The first, the “model of the monologue, most explicitly sets out to create a straw target: My first reading of theoretical discourse on the anarchy problematique will obey this monological model of interpretation. I shall treat this discourse as a well-bounded text that exhibits a “hardcore” unity in its representational claims and I shall not take seriously its ambiguous, dynamic and contingent connections to an array of “marginal themes. Ashely’s goal in this reading is to discover a kind of deep structure, a totalizing principle from which everything meaningful in this discourse originates. At first, Ashley’s second “dialogical” reading appears to recognize diversity: According to the model of the dialogue, a discourse or text does not emanate from a unique, autonomous, and rational source… A discourse or text is instead to be comprehended as an “intertext” that penetrates and is penetrated by other texts in the cultural universe within which it moves and takes on meaning. Yet in this second reading, rather than recognizing the nuances and diversity within the realist discourse it targets, instead creates a kind of straw weapon with which to attack it. IN this reading he cites nonstate actors as an example of an anomaly for the reliance on the notion of a sovereign being that was revealed by his first reading. He then claims, but once nonstate actors are introduced into their discourse and taken seriously, every attempt to represent such a being is immediately undone. It is no longer possible even ideologically to represent a coherent sovereign presence, an identical source of meaning and power. 
The reason that realism appears bad to the neg is because of the emancipatory nature of the alt—its agenda is inclusionary. 
Murray, 97. Alastair J. H. (Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea), Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics p 189

Ashley's critique thus boils down to a judgement as to the potentialities for change in the current situation and how best to exploit them. It amounts to the difference between a progressive philosophy which regards systemic transformation as imminent, and one which remains more sceptical. In 'Political realism and human interests', for instance, realism's practical strategy ultimately appears illegitimate to Ashley only because his own agenda is emancipatory in nature. His disagreement with realism depends on a highly contestable claim based on Herz's argument that, with the development of global threats, the conditions which might produce some universal consensus have arisen that its 'impossibility theorem' is empirically problematic, that a universal consensus is achievable, and that its practical strategy is obstructing its realisation.48 In much the same way, in 'The poverty of neorealism', realism's practical strategy is illegitimate only because Ashley's agenda is inclusionary. His central disagreement with realism arises out of his belief that its strategy reproduces a world order organised around sovereign states, preventing exploration of the indeterminate number of potentially less exclusionary alternative world orders.49 Realists, however, would be unlikely to be troubled by such charges. Ashley needs to do rather more than merely assert that the development of global threats pessimism, and a strategy proactively enforcing this pessimism and more, party to a greater, overarching, conservative conspiracy against femininity. If, for instance, we examine Anne Tickner's critique of realism, we find it portrayed as the chief culprit underlying the framing of the central categories of international relations theory the images of man, the state, and the states system in terms of a set of characteristics associated with western constructions of masculinity. 52 In particular, Morgenthau's realism is held, first, to attempt to generate 'an objective science of international politics based on the model of the natural sciences' which 'imposes a coercive, hierarchical and conformist pattern on scientific enquiry' which turns it into a quest for control and, ultimately, domination;53 second, to construct international politics as an autonomous Hobbesian sphere in which amoral behaviour is 'not only permissible but prudent';54 third, to construct morality as a universal, abstract, perfectionist, ideal to which states are incapable of adhering, thereby reducing state behaviour to an instrumental, self-interested logic.55 Consequently, Tickner suggests that Morgenthau's theory 'is rooted in assumptions about human nature and morality that, in modern Western culture, are associated with masculinity ...'.56 According to Tickner, the gendered accounts of man, the state, and the system that it produces 'generate a national security discourse that privileges conflict and war and silences other ways of thinking about security ...'.57 
AT: Bleiker/Agency
Realist conceptions of human nature allow for people to create concrete change that benefits society as a result of the possibility of conflict. 

Murray, 97. Alastair J. H. (Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea), Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics p 74-75.

This raises the issue of the extent to which realism permits human freedom. We can explain the minor role that human choice appears to play in the theory presented in Politics among Nations on the grounds that such a theory must, by definition, address the necessary, for only the necessary is perennial and, therefore, easily generalisable, while the manifestations of choice are contingent and unique. Aside from being an unreliable indicator of results, 'motives are the most illusive of psychological data', such that 'a theory of foreign policy which aims at rationality must for the time being, as it were, abstract from these irrational elements'. Whilst it must acknowledge contingent factors, 'it shares with all social theory the need, for the sake of theoretical understanding, to stress the rational elements of political reality; for it is these rational elements that make reality intelligible for theory.' 16 Consequently, even if Morgenthau did emphasise the necessary in Politics among Nations, there is no evidence of any deterministic exclusion of human choice in it.17 He candidly acknowledged that the study of international events reveals, above all, 'the ambiguity of the facts of international politics'.18 Nevertheless, the articulation of constraint was undeniably central to realism as a whole. Man is, to paraphrase Niebuhr, a creature of necessity subject to 'limits of creatureliness which he cannot transcend and ... inexorable forces of nature which he cannot defy'.19 Whatever the apparent scope of human power, the realists were unanimous that all choices are constrained within the bounds of natural possibility, are directed by the flow of historical trends, and are conditioned by the historical context in which they exist. It is ultimately of the essence of realism that man is incapable of directing history according to some rational plan.20 Consequently, realism remains vulnerable to the criticism that it removes the possibility of anything more than token freedom, and thus eliminates anything more than a token moral perspective, making it necessary to consider more broadly the basis on which all realists relate human freedom and the constraints of necessity upon it, in order to determine the extent to which realist thought permits human freedom, and, in particular, the extent to which this level of freedom is sufficient to allow the attribution of moral responsibility and the possibility of moral action.
 The central problem in this respect is that the conception of 'necessity' which realism emphasises has a material basis such that the potential for conflictual relations is exogenously given to actors, independent of their specific practices. As Morgenthau famously asserted in Politics among Nations: 'politics, like society in general, is governed by objective laws that have their roots in human nature'.21 However, whilst human nature is not malleable in the realist conception, this applies only to its core components, a fundamental regard for self, juxtaposed to an awareness of duties beyond self.22 Whilst such a theory imposes constraints upon the scope of what is possible, it does not do so to any great extent. It indicates the prevalence of conflict, but does not say when it will arise, what form it will take, or what possibility there exists of a satisfactory resolution. Whilst realism is able, on the basis of extrapolation from this conception, to point to the importance of power in all political relations, to the likelihood of such features as a security dilemma and to the validity of mitigating strategies such as the balance of power, such components represent a constant background chorus, not immediate necessities. Furthermore, the presence in the realist conception of what amounts to a spiritual element implies that it does not cut itself off from the possibility of advance in the human condition. If the possibility of conflict remains a continual threat, this does not rule out the possibility of ideational developments which layer the benefits of civilisation upon the underlying realities of power.23

AT: Bleiker/forgetting 

Transgressing the academic boundaries of scholarship destroys the discipline

Jarvis, lecturer in the Department of Government and International Relations, Faculty at University of Sydney, 2000 (D.S.L, International relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism, pg. 168-170) 

While interesting, one wonders if the disciplinary parameters of International Relations are now so porous as to be meaningless. If, as Martin Griffiths and Terry O'Callaghan suggest, "Anyone can 'join' IR, regard- less of their formal training," is there any longer an intrinsic meaning or purpose to what we do other than engage in academic musings for their  own sake? 121 Does this mean, for example, that no formal training or grounding in world politics will suffice as preparation for studying them, that there is no core to our subject, no central conccrns or rccurring themes that warrant at least rudimentary attention if one is to have an elementary grasp of things international? The obliteration of intellectual boundaries, the suggestion that there is "no valid distinction between the international and domestic spheres,"I21 and that all issues are germane to International Relations supposes that we can not only "forget IR theory," as Roland Bleiker urges, but read, write, and research anything of nominal interest to us and call this international politics. Birigit Weiss's vision of container art exhibitions or Cynthia Enloe's reflections on the posthuman body-the cyborg-threatens not just to expand the vistas of our discipline but, in doing so, make us little more than a compendium of the visual arts, science fiction, identities, personal stories, and research whims whose intellectual agendas are so disparate as to be meaningless. Indeed, precisely how this makes for better knowledge and a better understanding of global politics or how such agendas or concerns are related to global events and processes, we are never told. The only objective evident in the new identity politics seems to be the "transgression of boundaries," where everything no matter how disparate is assumed to be related to international politics and where the purview of our disciplinary lenses are counseled to have no focus but be encompassing of all things social, political, and economic. 

2AC AT: Campbell
Campbell ignores the reality of the identification of specific threats

Lora, ’94 – Prof @ U of Toleda (Ronald, The American Historical Review, Vol. 99, No. 1 (Feb., 1994), pp. 329-330, Review of “Writing Security: United States For- eign Policy and the Politics of Identity”, JSTOR)

Throughout American history, the author argues, Americans have gone too far in representing perceived dangers as "alien, subversive, dirty, or sick" (p. 2). Danger is not an objective condition; for example, the manner in which Americans defined the Cold War posed greater dangers to internal stability and civility than the Red Army ever did. Americans were quick to "problematize" communists, using formulaic expressions once reserved for Native Americans, Catholics, immigrants, and blacks. Moreover, Amer- icans today interpret the Japanese as a national secu- rity threat in similar terms. Campbell's work is useful because it reminds us of the need to reconsider the process by which states define themselves; yet problems remain. Radical skepticism of the sort expressed in this book, based too much on international relations theory and too little on primary documents, at times takes on the tone of one who has never faced a gunman in a dark parking lot. Nowhere is it seriously considered that Soviet control over Eastern Europe and the Baltic states was an oppressive objective reality, or that the conduct of Joseph Stalin was so abnormal as to preclude some traditional ways in which nations conduct business with each other. What the United States should have done in Cold War foreign policy-and what now it should do with drugs, terrorism, and Japanese competition-is not the explicit concern of this book. Campbell displays great zeal in drawing analogies, but it is a dubious undertaking to insist that the modern state's concern with security replicates the church's concern with salvation, that the church, like the state, employs an evangelism of fear to ward off threats to its legitimacy. To argue thus necessitates a tortuous reading of Thomas Hobbes's Leviathan. Moreover, from the angle of the church and of the state, Campbell's reading of the texts is insensitive to genuine religious concern with salvation on the one hand, and to the democratic state's wish to respond to citizens' needs on the other. Considered as a work of scholarship, this study does not take us into new territory. Its biggest weakness is that it remains largely at the level of general- ization, and that when it does consider concrete moments (the treatment of Native Americans, blacks, and immigrants), it offers little that is new in scholarly discourse. 

Campbell has no way of engaging the real world

Neufeld, ’94 Prof Politics @ Trent University (Mark, Canadian Journal of Political Science / Revue canadienne de science politique, Vol. 27, No. 1 (Mar., 1994), pp. 207-208, Review of “Politics without Principle: Sovereignty, Ethics and the Narratives of the Gulf War”, JSTOR) 

Campbell's intervention is to be welcomed, particularly given his efforts to elucidate a life-affirming ethics. Still, there are two basic problems that pose themselves in light of his arguments. The first of these is Campbell's representation of his "alternative" formulation to modernist theorizing. Campbell is surely right in saying that within the modernist metaphysical tradition (and the conventional international relations literature it informs) subjectivity is often understood as autonomous agency, and ethics as a set of objectively grounded "rules of conduct or the moral code that undergirds, through various commands, the path to the good and just life" (91). Yet, as theorists such as Charles Taylor would remind us, it is not necessary to abandon modernist theorizing to encounter the recognition of the "relational character of subjectivity" or the conception of ethics as context-dependent reflection on deeply contrastable ways of being in the world. The second problem is that Campbell gives no hint of how political structures and power relations-domestically and globally-would have to change for a view of ethics as "heteronomous responsibility" to become the guiding framework for policy-making. Nor does Campbell suggest which social forces might lead in the struggle to effect those far-reaching changes. That Campbell does not address these issues is, in a certain sense, understandable. Identifying and establishing political arrangements that encourage eth- ical reflection constitute the very ethos of the Enlightenment and modernity. Still, these are questions that would seem unavoidable. Accordingly, it is not at all clear how postmodern IR theorists such as Campbell will avoid being drawn back into some version of modern social and political theory if they pursue an "engagement with the world" that "seeks to affirm life" to its logical conclusion.
AT: Campbell 

Critiques of realism inscribe a moral dogma by limiting how we understand politics to a certain realm 

(MARK F.N. FRANKE, University of Northern British Columbia, 2K, European Journal of International Relations, 6(3): 307–333, SAGE Publications, “Refusing an Ethical Approach to World Politics in Favour of Political Ethics”)

It is perhaps already clich´ed to acknowledge that the practices of international politics and the perspectives upon which such practices are motivated are always ethically situated. Critical inquiries of the past two decades alone have variously shown that the language of ‘ethics and International Relations’, wherein each term is seen as separable from the other, is both illusory and misleading.1 In conjunction it is a highly legitimate point of contention, if not a factual necessity, to note how the traditions upon which International

Relations, as a discipline, have emerged are themselves anchored to a specific moral universalism.2 In these regards, the development of International Relations theory has benefited greatly from the recent efforts of a range of scholars, including David Campbell, Michael Dillon, Jim George, Vivienne Jabri, Patricia Molloy, Michael J. Shapiro and Daniel Warner, to trace and critically engage the traditionally suppressed moral dogma of the discipline. However, the discipline is not necessarily as well served by the directions in which these endeavours are finally deployed. The ultimate promise of these lines of inquiry also risks serious contradiction with the benefits of the initial points of critique. Inspired generally by recent phenomenology and poststructuralist philosophy, this series of theorists has developed a highly radical and influential set of inquiries into how the ethical may function in international affairs. Consequently, a new and substantial discourse regarding international ethics is emerging across the arguments and debates set forth in their writings. But, this overall discourse, while certainly more attractive than the traditional, provokes acts of ethical situation not wholly different in quality from the conventions against which it is set. Exemplified most pronouncedly in the works of Campbell, the authors to which I refer here excite alternative approaches that appreciate and strive to remain vulnerable towards social change, human difference, and the multiple and incessant moral regroundings which occur in the inevitable and anarchical encounters with others. Paradoxically, though, in pursuing these courses of action, the overwhelming tendency across this literature is to invite the kind of moral singularity they respectively hope, at base, to unseat. And my central point in this respect is that an alternative outcome would be impossible. As I first recount, the very notion of the international itself arises as a total ethics. Framing human politics and society in terms of the international is not simply to invoke ethical conditions that could be read or approached in various manners. Rather, a view to the international inherently conjures a moral universe. It provides the limits in which judgements regarding how human affairs, in a general sense, ought to be understood and judgements regarding how political policy and relations ought to proceed in the world. Thus, as I demonstrate further, through critical evaluation of the works of Campbell and others, even a highly critical approach to questions of international ethics, dedicated to revealing and tending to the heterogeneous, can do little more than broaden and diversify the scope of this universe. Any such endeavour can accomplish only a new description of the universe from which moral action is presumed to be defined.

Difference can only be recognized once we renounce ethics as prior to the political. 

(MARK F.N. FRANKE, University of Northern British Columbia, 2K, European Journal of International Relations, 6(3): 307–333, SAGE Publications, “Refusing an Ethical Approach to World Politics in Favour of Political Ethics”)

Recent efforts to identify and challenge the universalist ethics inherent to the historical conventions of International Relations are to be applauded. Drawing largely from poststructuralism and phenomenology, several theorists have productively shown how traditional approaches committed to moral and rational autonomy may and ought to be interrupted with attention to questions of difference, heterogeneity and social interrelation. As exemplified most pronouncedly in the works of David Campbell, though, such attempts to rethink ethics in international affairs tend generally to also re-introduce an ethical totality. Missing from these otherwise provocative interventions is sufficient recognition that the moral universe projected in traditional International Relations theory is inherent to any view towards the international, even when reinscribed as world politics or global politics. Concern for the international, read in any manner, and a total ethics are mutually constitutive. Critical evaluation of these alternative ethical approaches therefore demonstrates that the moral dogma associated with International Relations may be overcome only insofar as the international itself is quit as an organizing concept. Moreover, the politics of difference advocated in these critical interventions may be served only once ethics itself is renounced as an appropriate entry point to the political.

2AC AT: der Derian

Der Derian’s argument is false—threat construction isn’t used to justify wars to the public

Garofano, ’02 – Prof Poli Sci @ Harvard (Spring 2002, John, Political Science Quarterly Vol. 117 No. 1, pg. 138, Review of “Virtuous War: Mapping the Military-Industrial-Media-Entertainment Network”, JSTOR)

Der Derian argues that "the sanitization of violence" misleads publics and policy makers regarding the reality of war (p. xvi). In his view, this process be- gan with the Gulf War and then permeated Western approaches to communal wars around the globe. He also claims to strive for a "virtual theory" of military strategy and ethical issues surrounding the future of war. Specifically, he claims there is a wide chasm between the power of technology and the ethical ques- tions that it begs. Virtuous war seems to relate both to the recent uses of U.S. power to stop murderous regimes and to notions that war can indeed be virtu- ous. Der Derian thinks it cannot. The centerpiece of his case is simulation. In theory this is everything from movies about war to computer games that simulate it, but in practice he focuses on military exercises. Der Derian claims simulations such as those at the NTC distance the theory and planning of war from its real violence and chaos, reduc- ing "the ethnical question of killing to a matter of maximizing efficiency" (p. 14). Taken to the extreme, Der Derian argues, one may arrive at the genocidal mentality of a Slobodan Milosevic or a Timothy McVeigh. Genocide occurred before simulation and mass media, however, and is fre- quently carried out in societies least affected by technology. More to the point, U.S. military leaders and grunts alike appear to use technology effectively and to have a healthy respect for the reality of war. Also, NTC-like training was critical to success in the Gulf War, and peace enforcement exercises in Europe helped enormously in Bosnia and elsewhere. A host of simulations helped the United States to secure effective victories in the first stages of the Afghan War, as well as to get the humanitarian effort off the ground. Der Derian is at his best when relating fresh insights into the works of clas- sics by Bacon, Nietzsche, and Machiavelli. He moves with ease between these, the social critics, and a series of interviews with movers in the military and pol- icy worlds. For a post-modernist, Der Derian is a delightful writer with a sense of humor and self-irony. He also rejects the notion that critical thinkers should not tackle policy and hard issues.  In the end, however, the anecdotes and intellectual juxtapositions do not add up to a convincing argument about either the mimetic relationship between technology and war or its moral bankruptcy. Secretary of Defense William Co- hen's interest in simulation is reduced to the notion that "information plus tech- nology equals security" (p. 115). Research into the RMA is viewed merely as the means for creating threats. John Hamre is cited as an example of what hap- pens when mistaken notions about virtuous war are used on the homefront. Unfortunately, Hamre was warning in April 2000 that a terrorist attack might be "absolutely the most stressful thing to confront the country since the War of 1812" (p. 123). A sequel to this book might correct some of the hyperbole and highlight the more insightful connections that Der Derian makes during his intellectual travels, which are always stimulating and provocative. Otherwise one would be tempted to conclude that cyberwar's first casualty is truth. 

AT: George 

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

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

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

AT: Lifton 

Lifton misidentifies apocalypse as a motive- this reinforces the clash of civilizations view that drives the war against Islam and prevents proper policy analysis

Ira Chernus, Univ. of Colorado Boulder, Journal of the American Academy of Religion Dec 2004 

All of the hallmarks of Lifton's work are here: careful research, deft interweaving of psychology and politics, stimulating insights, a fluid readable style, and above it all a sensitive conscience pointing toward a better human future. As always, Lifton's rhetoric is so compelling that it seems to offer a powerful analytical argument. As so often, though, there is ultimately more fine rhetoric than fine logical argumentation. Trying to reconstruct Lifton's logic with analytical precision is often like trying to nail Jell-O to the wall. This may be a minor sin in a writer with such a refined moral compass and such a large audience. But for those who study the interface between contemporary politics and religion, the result is a somewhat frustrating mix of sharp insight and murky overall argument. Lifton's master trope here is "apocalypticism" (hence the subtitle: "America's Apocalyptic Confrontation with the World"). He finds a worldwide trend toward apocalypticism throughout the twentieth century. He warns that the Bush administration accelerated this trend by pushing U.S. policy far too much in apocalyptic directions. But what, precisely, is this apocalypticism? At times, Lifton seems to be talking about the classic Jewish and Christian vision of apocalypse: a cataclysm that destroys the entire existing world to usher in a new and perfect world. Most often, though, he uses the words apocalypse and apocalyptic more loosely to refer to any act of large-scale violence intended to purify some part of the world of evil and thereby renew it. Although Lifton always places acts of apocalyptic violence in their particular historical contexts, he has little interest in analyzing or classifying the differences among them. His persistent theme is to find a psychological thread connecting all apocalyptic gestures. All are ultimately efforts to fend off vulnerability, particularly vulnerability to death, he suggests; all aim at transcendent life. But all apocalyptic believers know, if only unconsciously, that their gestures are futile. Therefore, they are very likely to feel threatened and see themselves as potential or actual victims. To still their own doubts (and guilt feelings), they identify the threat as coming from some evil other. Then they set out to erase their doubts by destroying that other. Apocalypticists also battle their death anxiety by identifying themselves with God or some equally cosmic force or symbol. This totalizing impulse constantly raises the stakes: every frustration becomes evidence of radical victimization at the hands of absolute evil. The logical response is to plan greater acts of violence commensurate with the scale of the victimization and evil. So the whole process must unfold on a grandiose scale, creating visions of a final battle between global good and global evil. Thus apocalypticists see themselves as serving the ultimate force in control of history; they wield their violence to bring history to a purified, perfect end. This is all very thought-provoking stuff (though perhaps familiar to specialists in apocalyptic studies). And Lifton hangs numerous smaller insights on his overall structure. But when he comes to the meat of his subject—the conflict between the U.S. government and "Islamic terrorists" as represented by Osama bin Laden and Al-Qaeda—the structure sometimes seems to run too quickly past demonstrable facts. For Lifton, the violent form of jihad practiced by Al-Qaeda and other Islamist groups reflects "a powerful, amorphous impulse to destroy a tainted world and renew it through Islamist purity" (75). This impulse emerges from Muslims' sense of humiliation at the hands of the West. Yet Lifton's own words, and  words he cites from Muslims and scholars of Islam, suggest that the dominant impulse in today's violent jihad is not an aggressive effort to transform the world. It is, rather, "a defense of the worldwide Islamic community ... an impulse to reassert the health of Islam" (75, 82), aiming to return Muslim lands to the purity of a "holy era, the founding period" (78). The battle must continue "until all other lands that were Muslim are returned to us so that Islam will reign again" (79).  Although Lifton is usually quite respectful of empirical political facts, here he barely mentions the specific grievances voiced repeatedly by Osama bin Laden: U.S. troops stationed in Muslim lands, the U.S. attack on Iraq through both military force and economic sanctions, and U.S. support for the Israeli occupation of Palestine. Those goals comport well with a defensive stance. There is no convincing evidence that violent Islamists want to wreak violence on non-Muslims in order to destroy the world as we know it and pave the way for global Muslim domination. Yet that is the erroneous impression so many Americans have. By forcing the data into his vaguely defined and generalized model of apocalypticism, Lifton may inadvertently reinforce that error.  Nearly half the book is devoted to the response to Al-Qaeda under George W. Bush after September 11. Here, too, Lifton finds humiliation the key: "The 'war on terrorism' represents an impulse to undo violently precisely the humiliation ofthat day" (107). The feeling of vulnerability and death anxiety spawned on 9/11 was especially galling because such things are not supposed to happen to a superpower. Possession of overwhelming nuclear power has imbued the United States with a "superpower syndrome," a sense that we have a right to eternal invulnerability and control of history. The 9/11 attack challenged that assumption and turned all Americans into survivors.  Lifton brings all his previous psychological analyses of the survivor's anxiety, numbing, and guilt to bear here quite effectively. He suggests that the need to find meaning in survival reinforces the innate American tendency to believe in America's sacred mission and to seek national regeneration through violence. He offers specific evidence that the George W. Bush administration leaned heavily on these traditions to promote its "war on terrorism." Ultimately, he claims, the Bush administration sought "an empire oí fluid world control... total sway over human endeavors" (175,177).  In the course of explaining why Bush and his advisers were so powerfully driven to military solutions for every problem, Lifton offers a damning indictment of Bush policy and a persuasive explanation of its dangers. The "war on terrorism" is perhaps most dangerous because it is self-perpetuating and therefore self-defeating. It has created "a sense of fear and insecurity among Americans, which is then mobilized in support of further aggressive plans" (115). We must continue to fight against "evil" to cleanse ourselves of our own fear as well as humiliation. Therefore, this is a war "without limits of time or place ... it has no clear end" (112).  But is apocalypticism indeed the master key here? Again, Lifton's own words suggest an alternative view: "The war on terrorism, then, took amorphous impulses toward combating terrorism and used them as a pretext for realizing  a prior mission aimed at American global hegemony . . . spreading our own version of democracy and open markets" (114, 121). This is a mission that any U.S. president would have pursued both before and after 9/11. Bush and company gave it a more apocalyptic tinge than others might (as Lifton demonstrates at length), and this led to somewhat more militaristic and unilateralist policies.  However, the hegemonic mission was created before George W. Bush was born, for essentially the same kind of reason that Al-Qaeda wages its jihad: to defend what U.S. leaders believed to be the one true and right way to live and to defend the nations where that true and right way of life is practiced. Unlike Al-Qaeda, the U.S. foreign policy elite does demand that its hegemony encompass the whole world. According to its faith, any challenge to global democratic capitalism could well be the seed ofthat precarious system's demise.  Apart from this one difference, the two opposing systems are in many ways mirror images, as Lifton suggests. And he is right that both now employ elements of apocalypticism to legitimate their violence. But it seems misleading to describe this as essentially a conflict of competing apocalyptic systems. It is far more a conflict of competing defensive systems, each built on a master narrative that casts the other as the major threat to its existence. An analysis starting from this premise, incorporating many of Lifton's very helpful insights along the way, would take us far to understanding the complex web of political, psychological, and religious threads that weave together to create the reality of our world. 

2AC AT: Shapiro

Shapiro can’t explain the causes of war

Krishna, ’93 – Prof Poli Sci @ U of Hawaii (Summer, Sankaran, Alternatives, “The Importance of Being Ironic: A Postcolonial View on Critical International Relations Theory”, pg. 395-396)
Michael Shapiro's work begins with one of the clearer delineations of genealogy and a reading of the Homeric myth of Ulysses in successive renditions, going through Dante, Jon Elster, Adorno, and Kafka. He charts the shifts from an impoverished neoclassical utilitarian calculus in Elster to a more enabling critical reading by Adorno, and finally a genealogical rendition via Kafka. There is a clear sign here that genealogy is postdialectical, as he notes: "While critical theory in general ... base their readings of the reification of the self on a model of authentic model of intelligibility, within the genealogical perspective, all models of intelligibility are appropriations, the momentary fixing of the resultants of contending forces that could have spawned an endless variety of coherences within which the 'real' can be identified." (RP: 29) In other words, all knowledge practices work to discipline ambiguity and are thus complicitous with the exercise of power. One of the (ironic) aspects of Shapiro's essays is that precisely because they are not locked into a dialogue with North American international theory, they are able to offer a diverse and richer series of terra in which textual practices are investigated. This makes the work approximate that of a dispassionately erudite social critic rather than one caught in the interstices of academic turf-battles. Describing a palpable shift in the process of economic valuation in (post)modern times, Shapiro argues that the traditional Marxian "anthropology of need" (RP: 57) no longer suffices in ascribing value to commodities when consumption, far from being a solitary act, is a social and communal act permeated by the gaze and desire of others for that same commodity. Employing this insight, Shapiro proceeds to reread Isak Dinesen's Babette's Feast (both the book and the movie) in a fashion that truly denaturalizes the work and renders the familiar remarkable. In successive chapters he points out how often narratives employ supposedly nonfiction works of liberal political science (which tells us more about the authors' biases than about the US political landscape), while the fiction of a De Lillo, unburdened by the desire to remake politics in a particular image, offers a more compelling rendition of the same. In a comment very apropos of a United States in which successive administrations have been harping on the theme of "competitiveness," Shapiro notes: The contemporary discourse on the economy deflects attention away from the recent decade of transference of wealth dramatically upward by emphasizing dangers to our system of productivity as a whole. A state that under a recent administration has encouraged predatory capital, attacked organized labor, and deepened the impact of inequality by disqualifying economic victims from welfare payments emphasizes domestic weaknesses in a system as a whole in such things as failures of the educational system to develop the intellectual requisites for reproducing an effective and loyal labor force and threats to the general economy from other nations whom it charges with unfair trade exclusions. (RP: 111) Talking about the representation of war in the video age, Shapiro echoes the point made by Der Derian regarding the narrowing of space and time between the signifier and the signified but, in contrast to Der Derian's emphasis on alienation, suggests that this could lead to a more informed public, one that could exercise greater invigilation over foreign policy as the latter moved into "an altered representational economy that it [the state] could not fully control." (RP: 120) On the contrary, as my later discussion of the Gulf War will show, alienation, strict spin-control by the Pentagon and a willing media, and a despairingly complicitous public are all equally likely to be the results of war in the video age. In the final chapter, a take on Stanley Elkin's book, Terminations, Shapiro argues that a liberatory life and politics are possible only if one does not allow the impending fact of death to immobilize us. The central insight is that of Georges Bataille, "To solve political problems becomes difficult for those who allow anxiety alone to pose them." (RP: 140) Shapiro, following Elkin, argues that death itself has come to be disciplined in numerous discourses in modern times, with the result that we operate out of a very linear, quantitative and vacuous concept of (life)time. In contrast, by mocking these conventional discourses of death and finitude, Shapiro (via Elkin) argues for exuberantly privileging the present through the cultivation of an "ethic of temporality." (RP: 155) 

2AC AT: Walker
Social movements fail—either devolve into violence or assume a flawed model of identity.

Lene Hansen, Associate Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Copenhagen, 1997. (The Future of International Relations, edited by Iver B. Neumann and Ole Wæver. Page 328.)

Walker distinguishes between critical social movements and conventional or reactionary ones. Critical movements have a consciousness of the way means and ends are dialectically related, they are not (only) concerned with state power as are conventional movements, are not closed, inward, backward-looking, nor annihilating histories as do the reactionary movements. Finally they explicitly reject violence (Walker 1988a: 78-9, ). One has to wait until p. 111 in the celebration of critical social movements before the temptations for these movements are listed. They might romanticize the will of the people (a trap that One World, Many worlds itself is not wholly successful in avoiding); second, mistake the interests of particular groups for universal interests; and third, ignore the conflicts of interest that can arise between social movements. One World, Many Worlds tends to oppose people to states, and critical social movements to elites. Critical social movements can potentially rearticulate political identity in ways which question the identity provided by the sovereignty, and they appear therefore as a or sometimes even the positive actor. But making a dichotomization of state versus people goes against Walker's own theoretical account of the principle of state sovereignty which argues that the major reason why the principle of state sovereignty is so powerful is because it answers the question of political identity, it 'tells us who we are', 'tells the people who they are', and it ties state, people and political identity together. When 'the state' is restricted to purely institutional, governmental definition, and people and political identity are located outside the state, it becomes difficult to understand why the sovereign state has been such a long-lasting principle, as it is no longer answering the decisive question of political identity. The account of critical movements can be criticized on several points. First, despite the attempt to define them as 'distinguishable in part by their capacity to recognize and act creatively upon connections among structures, processes, and peoples that do not enter significantly into the calculations of conventional political actors or that are denied by movements of a more reactionary character' (Walker 1988a: 3), there is in the end no way to decide whether a movement is critical or not, except by Walker's declara​tion of its status. Equally, who 'the people' are seems to have little status outside Walker's own choice. It is also difficult to see why critical move​ments should have a higher knowledge about the world, and their own action in it, than, for instance, nationalistic movements? And why is it necessary that a critical movement should have a knowledge about the whole, know 'that to challenge a specific dam is to challenge the economic, political, social, and cultural assumptions of a whole society' (Walker 1988a: 67)? In Walker's defense it should be added, however, that he recently warned against 'a romantic strategy of "listening to the move​ments" '; he seems in other words to be moving towards a more critical perspective on the critical movements (Walker 1994a: 674 

The alt fails without a roadmap—specific strategies are key to mobilizing change.

Richard Smoke, professor of political science, and Willis Harman, president of the Institute of Noetic Sciences. 1987. (Paths to peace: exploring the feasibility of sustainable peace, pg 75)

We dwell on this point, which may perhaps seem obvious, for a reason: In the 1980s there is a widespread absence of this kind of conviction with respect to either the abolition of the global nuclear threat or to operational peace. People wish for these things, but many lack conviction that they are achievable, at least in the foreseeable future. We believe that the widespread absence of this belief in real possibility is one of the most important hindrances to actual progress toward these goals. The problem here is a circular one. If definite and visible progress were being made toward these goals, the belief in their possibility would be more widespread. That belief would in turn motivate many talented individuals to work on these challenges—the result of which would probably be further progress! Instead, the contemporary absence of clear progress discourages individuals from such work, thus contributing to the absence of progress. This current situation is a "vicious circle." We will pay particular attention in this chapter to the feasibility of developing a conviction, held emotionally as well as intellectually, that we really can achieve peace—thus converting the "vicious circle" to a "virtuous circle." The presence of such a belief would motivate serious, optimistic, forward-looking work that could accomplish much. Toward the Belief in Possibility How might a real belief in the possibility of peace be attained? Most people seem to need an image of how peace could be achieved. Theories or ideas—about, say, a future world system—are not enough. General concepts such as our nine paths to peace are not enough. People need a "picture" of the world in the not-distant future that shows, concretely, the goal achieved or being achieved. Experimentation shows that a plausible image of a task accomplished or being accomplished is much more powerful in convincing people of the real possibility than theories and concepts alone are. As one researcher explains the effect of this image, "People who have felt helpless in the face of the nuclear confrontation between the superpowers and for whom a weapon-free world simply is not thinkable have found themselves not only able to picture a demilitarized social order, but to visualize strategies they never thought of before to achieve it."6

***West GOOD 
West Good: This Round Key

West good: not perfect, but comparatively better for happiness and freedom. Even if they win their framework of being intellectuals, we must celebrate and teach Western values in this debate round for Western civilization to survive
Kors, ’01 – Prof history @ U Penn (Summer 2001, Alan, American Foreign Relations, “America and the West: Triumph Without Self Belief”, pg. 354-355)

The fruits of that civilization have been an unprecedented ability to modify the remediable causes of human suffering, to give great agency to utility and charity alike; to give to each individual a degree of choice and freedom unparalleled in ail of human history; to offer a means of overcoming the station in life to which one was born by the effort of one's labor, mind, and will. A failure to understand and to teach that accomplishment would be its very betrayal. To the extent that Western civilization survives, then, the hope of the world survives to eradicate unnecessary suffering; to speak a language of human dignity, responsibility, and rights linked to a common reality: to minimize the depredations of the irrational, the unexamined, the merely prejudicial in our lives: to understand the world in which we find ourselves, and. moved by interest and charity, to apply that knowledge for good. The contest, then, is between the realists and the antirealists, and the triumph of the West ultimately depends on its outcome. The failure to assess the stakes of the struggle between the West and its communist adversary always came from either a pathological self-hatred of one's own world or at the least, from a gross undervaluation of what the West truly represented in the history of mankind. The West has altered the human relationship to nature from one of fatalistic helplessness to one of hopeful mastery. It has made possible a human life in which biological atavism, might be replaced by cultural value, the rule of law, individuation, and growing tolerance. It also created an intellectual class irrationally devoted to an adversarial stance. That adversarial view of the West, in the past generation at least, had become a neo-Gramscian and thus nee-Marxist one in which the West was seen as an unparalleled source of the arbitrary assignment of restrictive and life-stultifying roles. The enemies of the West—for some, in practice; for others, increasingly in the ideal—represented an active make-believe that supposedly cast grave doubt upon the West's claim of enhancing freedom, dignity, and opportunity. With the triumph of the West in reality, and with the celebration of Marxism and the Third World shown more and more to have been truly delusional, the adversarial intellectual class appears to be retreating into ideologies and philosophies that deny the very concept of reality itself. One sees this in the growing strength in the humanities and social sciences of critical theories that view all representations of the world as mere text and fiction. When the world of fact can be twisted to support this or that side of delusion (as in astrology or parapsychology'), pathology tries to appropriate what it can of the empirical. When the world of fact manifestly vitiates the very foundations of pathological delusion, then it is the claim of facticity or reality per se that must be denied. This is what we now may expect: the world having spoken, the intellectual class, the left academic wing of it above all, may appropriate a little postcommunist chaos to show how merely relative a moral good the defeat of Stalin's heirs has been. If it does so, however, it will assail the notion of reality itself. In Orwell's 1984, it was the mark of realistic, totalitarian power to make its subjects say that all truth was not objective but political—"a social construction,'' as intellectuals would say now—and that, in the specific case, 2 + 2 = 5. By 2004, making students in the humanities and social sciences grant the equivalent of 2 + 2 = 5 will be the goal of adversarial culture. They will urge that all logical—and, one should add, inferential—inductive truths from experience are arbitrary, mere social constructions. The West Has Indeed Sur ived—So Far The ramifications of that effort will dominate the central debates of the humanities in the generation to come. Until there is a celebration and moral accounting of the historical reality of "The Triumph of the West," that "triumph" will be ephemeral indeed. Academic culture has replaced the simplistic model that all culture was functional, a model that indeed could not account for massive discontents or revolutionary change, let alone for moral categories, by the yet more astonishing and absurd model that virtually all culture is dysfunctional. Whole disciplines now teach that propositions are to be judged by their therapeutic value rather than by their inductive link to evidence until, in the final analysis, feeling good about saying something determines the truth-value of what is said. Understanding human weakness, however, the West has always believed that it is precisely when we want to believe something self-gratifying that we must erect barriers of experiment, rigor, and analysis against our self-indulgence and our propensity for self-serving error. The human ability to learn from experience and nature, so slighted in current humanistic theory, is not merely an object of cultural transmission, let alone of social control, but an evolutionary triumph of the species, indeed, a triumph on which our future ultimately depends. There is nothing more desperate than helplessness, and there is no more inveterate cause of helplessness than the inability to affect and mitigate the traumas of our lives. If the role of both acquired knowledge and the transmission and emendation of the means of acquiring knowledge is only a "Western" concern, then it is a Western concern upon which human fate depends. In the current academic climate of indoctrination, tendentiousness, and fantasy, the independence of critical intellect and the willingness to learn open-mindedly from experience of a reality independent of the human will are the greatest hopes of our civilization. Has Western civilization survived? That is, has a human relationship to the world based upon the assumption of a knowable reality-, reason, and a transcendent value of human dignity and responsibility survived? Has a will to know oneself and the world objectively survived? Has a recognition of human depravity and the need to limit the power of men over men survived? I do not think that free men and women will abandon that hard-won shelter from chaos, ignorance, parochial tribalism, irrationalism, and, ultimately, helplessness. Has Western civilization survived, its principle of reality justified and intact? Yes, indeed, though it requires constant defense. The demand for perfection is antinomian, illogical, and empirically absurd. The triumph of the West is flawed but real. While everyone else around you weeps, recall Alexander Ushakov and celebrate the fall of the Soviet threat as he celebrated the fall of Grenada. Then recall how everything depends on realism in our understanding, and rejoin the intellectual struggle. 

West Inevitable: Knowledge Production

West inevitable: resilient and constantly produces new and better forms of knowledge production to respond to crises

Kors, ’01 – Prof history @ U Penn (Summer 2001, Alan, American Foreign Relations, “America and the West: Triumph Without Self Belief”, pg. 348-349)
The view that Western civilization has ended has had various incarnations, with the most sensitive souls of many epochs imagining themselves to be the last bearers of the Western torch. One needs perspective in such things. The question, in many ways, was more compelling when Athens fell: when Christian Rome was sacked by barbarians: when the Norsemen ravaged settled Europe when feudal warlords reigned unchecked; when, at the end of the first millennium, all signs indicated a divine disfavor that seemed to presage the end of the world when the Black Death of the fourteenth century left, soul and society without mooring. Indeed, imagine the question posed to Catholic and Protestant apologists of the sixteenth century, viewing each other’s religion as the Antichrist and seeing Western Christendom rent first in two and then into a multitude of competing sects. How fragile, if not spent. The Nest seemed during, the religious civil wars culminating in the devastation of the Thirty Years' War. There were lamentations in profusion during the Terror of the French Revolution and the decades of revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars that followed, and again, with gravitas. There were the inward and outward sermons on the West uttered on the slaughterfields of World War 1, and at Auschwitz, and in the gulag. The West is resilient beyond all seeming possibility, and something gives it that resiliency. The West has survived its barbarians without and—more dreadful yet—its own barbaric offspring within. If it could outlast Attila the Hun and the armed ideologies of the Third Reich and Stalin's Russia, it surely can outlast Jacques Derrida, Stanley Fish, and Michel Foucault. At each moment of seeming dissolution, there were diverse profound voices that compellingly analyzed the depths to which we had fallen: the almost infinite remove we were from any light: the loss of something that we never could recover—and yet the West survived. There was something about its mind and spirit. Greece fell, but its philosophers conquered the minds of the Romans who conquered its soil, and its conceptual categories still organize our understanding of reality and knowledge. Rome fell, but its language became the lingua franca and thus the definitional universe of Christendom, while its history became the great drama by which to understand the glory and the baseness of political life. The barbarian tribes believed that they had conquered Rome, but Rome in greater part had conquered them. Their descendants called their realm the Holy Roman Empire, terms that were not, until much later, bereft of meaning. When the Norsemen came, learning fled to monasteries, and that learning and even those monasteries eventually conquered the Norse, whose Norman descendants in Britain founded universities that live to this day. It is the last thing that any frightened monk taking desperate shelter in the eighth century ever could have imagined. The Thirty Years' War seemed to sensitive and moral observers the end of civilization, but its battles are mostly forgotten, and what is it that remains of the seventeenth century? Bacon, Galileo, Descartes, Hobbes, Pascal, Bayle, Boyle, Fenelon, Harvey, Huyghens, Newton, Locke. Louis XIV is a tourist attraction at Versailles: his wars changed precious little. The conceptual revolution of the West, however, changed a great deal in that same century. It arose from the very dynamics of the West's models of learning-disputation, accounting for appearances, refining inductive and deductive logic-now linked to expanded education and printing. What happened in the minds of the graduates of Europe's Christian universities changed the human relationship to nature, to knowledge, to the rights of inquiry and conscience, and to political and economic life. The Christian West kept the traditions of the Greek mind alive, and thus, through its own debates, it overthrew the presumptive authority of the past in matters of natural knowledge and its application. The West believed that we were not cast fatally adrift in this world, but that we could learn new things and that we could alter the sorry scheme of experience closer to the heart's desire for knowledge, order, and well-being. It was not Faust, who dreamed of occult knowledge that would make him a demigod, but Bacon, who commanded that knowledge proceed from humility and charity, who becarne the prophet of the great scientific revolution of the West. Louis XIV is a statue; Bacon is a living force wherever the West touches minds. 
AT: West Exclusive
Enlightenment/Western values aren’t exclusive to Western peoples or universal – multiple historical examples
Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 31-32

The belief that enlightenment values are somehow intrinsically “western” is surely parochial and most likely racist. Just as money, the division of labor, and class conflict can be found in precapitalist cultures like Egypt, Greece, and Rome, so is it the case that liberal and cosmopolitan values usually identified with western thinking in general and the Enlightenment in particular were expressed in any number of nonwestern societies—including the three great civilizations of India, China, and Islam40—by religious figures like Mohammed and the Buddha; political leaders from Cyrus the Great, who allowed each nation to choose its religion and keep its customs, to the sixteenth-century leader Akbar who condemned slavery and the immolation of widows; and philosophers like Plotinus, Avicenna, Averroes, who highlighted the cosmological elements of the classical heritage and generated a tradition that extended from Giordano Bruno over Spinoza and Leibniz to Ernst Bloch. Amid the civil wars and religious conflicts of the premodern world, enough reflective people of compassion, appalled by religious fanaticism and the devastation of war insisted upon fairness and the rule of law, and highlighted the sanctity of the individual conscience and the plight of the lowly and the insulted. In a fine essay,41 Amartya Sen has made western intellectuals aware of what we should have been more aware of from the beginning: nonwestern and premodern thinkers had also emphasized the “pursuit of reason” rather than “the reliance on tradition.” The idea of progress, of making the solutions to conflict more civilized, is not simply a western idea. This does not mean that all regions and nations embraced the idea of progress—along with its liberal, egalitarian, and cosmopolitan implications— or that all will ever do so to the same degree. This is not the venue in which to examine the complex reasons why capitalism and the modern notion of progress were generated in the West. But it is necessary to emphasize that progress and enlightenment values are not the preserve of a geographic entity. 42 Intellectual tendencies that seek to promote such an understanding of progress have existed within diverse cultures and manifold traditions, and these have something to offer for the vision of a liberated society. It would be the height of arrogance, for example, to suggest that a Chinese tradition harking back three thousand years is somehow invalidated by the philosophical efforts of a small minority of European intellectuals writing between 1650 and 1800 or to deny that Gandhi could justify his vision of a multi-ethnic, democratic order from within his own religious understanding. The belief that achieving a genuine consensus on moral issues calls upon all participants in the discourse to think through arguments in the same way is absurd. The quest for humanitarian values has taken many paths in the past and it will do so, again, in the future. 

Alt Links to the K: Uses Western Epistemology

Postmodern critiques of Western epistemology contradict themselves—they must inevitably take part in what they claim to oppose

Kors, ’01 – Prof history @ U Penn (Summer 2001, Alan, American Foreign Relations, “America and the West: Triumph Without Self Belief”, pg. 349-351)
It is odd that conservatives question whether Western civilization has survived the twentieth century at the very time that so many academics on the cultural Left define that civilization as a singular hegemon that stands astride the globe. What, after all, is the "multiculturalism" so ardently but desperately proclaimed in higher education but the belief that there is a hegemonic Western civilization that, unchallenged, frames all issues and provides almost all modes of understanding? For the so-called multiculturalists, the question is not whether what they see without complexity as Western civilization will survive into the twenty-first century, but whether anything other than Western civilization will so survive. What do they mean by the hegemony of the West? It is not physical colonialism and imperialism that concern them anymore. No, they see as far more ominous what they term the cultural colonialism and imperialism of the West, a triumphant colonialism of the mind by a civilization that believes in universal categories that transcend itself. The West believes its values to be accessible to all human souls. The West believes its science to be a method bv which ail human beings everywhere can rise above ignorance, superstition, helplessness, and prejudice. The West believes that there are rights and obligations that belong to humanity qua humanity, beyond the power of governments and political wills. Conservatives despair at the disappearance of the West: the cultural Left despairs at its transcendent success. There are profound ironies about the multiculturalists, so many of which testify to the dynamism and inescapable appeal of precisely that Western civilization to whose dismemberment they are in theory committed. In theory, they are all moral relativists, but in reality, they tend to sound like Biblical prophets, calling power to categorical moral duty, or like traditional Western social critics who in this case have not thought out either their facts or their logic terribly well. Their self-contradictions betray their inability to escape from the civilization they claim so to despise. In their epistemology, they are the third-rate heirs of the Greek skeptics and historians—without, to their shame, even knowing that fact. Their assaults upon dogmatism, at their best, never rise above the level of the subtleties and paradoxes handed down to us by Sextus Empiricus, chronicler and compiler of the Greek skeptical tradition. The works of Sextus Empiricus were best sellers during the sixteenth century and widely translated in the seventeenth. I lis writings intellectually delighted European men of letters, including clerics, many of whom embraced him as a tonic antidote to the pride of human reason. Many philosophers modified their views of the claims of metaphysics in the face of such skepticism. The West has always been concerned with the limits of reason and knowledge, the role of received prejudice and custom, the appropriateness or arrogance of its metaphysical conclusions, and the phenomenon of paradox. Indeed, the West has authored the formal exposition and mental fireworks of such concerns. The heirs of the least subtle forms of that tradition do not even know their parentage. It was the Greeks and their heirs—not any postmodern critics of postcolonialism—who obsessed so creatively about the role of King Nomas, of received opinion, of education and prejudgment, and of the seeming relativity of values, beliefs, and taste to time, place, and accident of birth. Montesquieu, in the eighteenth century, was profoundly struck by the malleability of the human condition and by the relativity of what might seem the most foundational aspects of human existence to geography, time, and historical vicissitudes. He also saw, however, what our current social constructionists do not see: that as undeniable as that malleability may be, there is a natural reality that underlies, conditions, and sets limits to it, and that the relationship of human malleability and natural reality is a proper subject of deep objective study. For Montesquieu, certain forms of human association may persist for a wide variety of reasons—including terror and despotism— but there is a real human nature and a set of real human needs, and these will out toward their true ends because there is an ultimate reality in which our human forms nave consequences. Postmodern canon, despite its proclaimed alienation from Western thought and values, derives not from any non-Western culture, but from the internal debates of the West and the products of its educational vitality: from Marcuse, Gramsci, Marx, Hegel, and Rousseau—from, in short, the debates that the West has always had with itself. Postmodernists, when the issue is involuntary female circumcision, for example, seek asylum in America for the victims of such customary rites, citing notions of legal equality and of universal human dignity, not their alleged commitments to the relativity of all human values and cultures. They seek tenure at universities with medieval traditions of what the West called "philosophical liberty." In the first and in the final analysis, so-called multiculturalists are simply Western radicals, in the Western radical tradition, with the most imperial, dogmatic, and absolutist aspirations of all. Further, they are the beneficiaries of the Western commitment to intellectual debate instead of coerced intellectual conformity in the Republic of Letters. They are the beneficiaries of the Western tradition, from Aristotle's insistence that we overcome all possible arguments against our beliefs, to the medieval insistence upon seek contra objections in formal disputations, to Mill's insistence that beliefs untested by free criticism are no longer truly alive. The radical dissenters are thus the unwitting and ungrateful beneficiaries of the West's own philosophical pluralism, and, indeed, of its constant extension. The current barbarians within also remind us that the West is, again and again, the author of its own worst follies and abuses, compared to most of which the postmodernists pale into virtual insignificance. We are the authors of our own religious wars and persecutions, our own enthusiastic superstitions, our own conquests of lands and peoples over which and whom we had no rights, our own ultimate nightmares of National or Leninist Socialism, which drowned our world in blood unimaginable in any century but the twentieth, and which truly threatened to bring this civilization to an awful end. We have had the will, however, to learn from depravity and from reality, and to bear ultimate witness to the higher sides of our being. What civilization has ever engaged in more searing analysis and soul searching of its own sins? Having defeated the National Socialists and the communists within, the bearers of the best of this civilization have reason for a moment of optimistic pride. 
Alt Bad: Introverted/Ignorant

The alt relies on an introverted, self-contained view of the West that masks the wrongs of imperialism

Krishna, ’93 – Prof Poli Sci @ U of Hawaii (Summer, Sankaran, Alternatives, “The Importance of Being Ironic: A Postcolonial View on Critical International Relations Theory”, pg. 402-403)
What is particularly compelling about the critique of postmodernist positions on subjectivity that emanates from writers such as Spivak and hooks is the fact that they connect it explicitly to the self-contained view of the West that informs many of these works. Thus, whereas Foucault's meticulous genealogies of the micropolitics of power in discursive practices have had such a tremendous impact, his work itself geopolitically isolates the West and is completely oblivious to a whole history of imperialism that surely has much to do with the very practices that he investigates. In this context, Spivak notes: I am suggesting ... that to buy a self-contained version of the West is to ignore its production by the imperialist project. Sometimes it seems as if the very brilliance of Foucault's analysis of the centuries of European imperialism produces a miniature version of the heterogeneous phenomenon: management of space—but by doctors; development of administrations—but in asylums; considerations of the periphery—but in terms of the insane, prisoners and children. The clinic, the asylum, the prison, the university—all seem to screen allegories that foreclose a reading of the broader narratives of imperialism. . . . "One can perfecdy well not talk about something because one doesn't know much about it," Foucault might murmur [Power/Knowledge p. 66]. Yet, we have already spoken of the sanctioned ignorance that every critic of imperialism must chart.40 If these works argue for the necessity of strategically essentializing identity or subjectivity, critical international theorists are by no means completely blind to the issue. It is more a matter of emphasis: focused on a critique of the essentialist conceits and the unitary notion of sovereignty that characterizes international theory, critical theorists seem to underestimate the implications for people interested in retaining a notion of political subjectivity. In this regard, Ashley and Walker note that a political essentializing of subjectivity may be necessary for others in their struggles. They eschew a blanket decrying any notion of subjectivity when they note: It would have been far better to have respected the paradoxical reality of one's local situation, a reality that radically subverts all pretenses that one's situation might be bounded, clearly represented, and represented as a paradigm for the strategic situation of others. Respecting this reality would not lead to any kind of introversion, imperial conceit, or smug indifference to others' circumstances. Least of all would it lead to passivity. It would instead encourage a patient labor of listening and questioning that seeks to explore possible connections between the strategic situations of others and one's own, always sensitive to the problem of expanding the space and resources by which the ongoing struggle for freedom may be undertaken there as well as here.41 Unfortunately, it is a fact that many of the thinkers and authors who have formed the inspirational core of critical international theory can be charged precisely with what Ashley and Walker describe as "introversion, imperial conceit, or smug indifference to others' circumstances." I am thinking here of Baudrillard, Lyotard, Chantal Mouffe, Julia Kristeva, Gilles Deleuze, and Foucault, as far as their attitudes and statements regarding the Third World are concerned.42 It is difficult to imagine a more appropriate location for an explicit discussion of these imperial conceits than the discipline of international relations. 

***Modernity GOOD 
AT: K of Science

Critiques of science are false – the scientific method questions authority

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 29-30

The idea of progress was always—anthropologically as well as historically— less about the eradication of subjectivity and the domination of nature than the possibility of personal liberation, popular empowerment, and overcoming the spell of myth and nature. Progress is an inherently rational idea. But it does not call for belief in the omnipotence of reason, the superfluous character of passion, or the existence of an objective solution to every problem. 35 Neither Condorcet nor Kant provided an ontological foundation for progress and even the most rabid believer in progress, an adamant atheist and technological enthusiast, like Holbach could write in his System de la nature that “it is not given man to know everything; it is not given him to know his origins; it is not given him to penetrate to the essence of things or to go back to first principles.” The issue for the philosophes was not the discovery of absolute truth but the establishment of conditions in which truth might be pursued. Or, to frame the matter in terms of a new critical theory with some sense of the concrete, the extent to which progress manifested itself was the extent to which claims could be treated as provisional. Reason and knowledge were never the enemies of progress. But their enemies were also the enemies of progress. David Hume, in this vein, liked to say that “ignorance is the mother of devotion.” Unreflective passion offers far better support than scientific inquiry for the claims of religion or the injunctions of totalitarian regimes. The scientific method projects not merely the “open society,” but also the need to question authority. This was already evidenced in the Meno when Socrates showed that he could teach mathematics to a slave and in The Republic when, exhibiting the frustration of the anti-intellectual, Thrasymachus insisted that justice is the right of the stronger. On one point, however, the most famous adversary of Socrates was right: his position suggested that whether the moral possibilities of progress are realized is not the province of philosophy but of politics. This would have radical implications. Upsetting the divine structure of things marked the Enlightenment notion of progress. Its advocates privileged over liberty rather than order and the communicable power of discourse over the incommunicable experience of grace. These new values would serve as the points of reference for all other values: order would no longer be employed as an excuse to smother liberty, but rather be understood as the precondition for its pursuit.36 Order always preceded liberty for the philosophes: it was seen as providing the rules and procedures for “constituting” the liberty enjoyed by citizens through the protection of the state.37 

Enlightenment Good

Even if continuing bias exists, the basis for reform is in Enlightenment ideals – we can’t abandon them
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Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 64-67

Fighting against a world dominated by monsters and saints, witches and gods, myths and prejudices, misery and privilege, custom and laziness, demanded a mixture of courage and clarity. The assault on metaphysics intro- duced by the authors of The Spectator, Joseph Addison and Richard Steele, prepared the way for the new egalitarian emphasis upon “common sense” offered by Thomas Paine. Utilitarianism, so boring in its shopkeeper mentality, nonetheless gave the individual a measure of respect by making clear that each was capable of discerning his or her interest and that social welfare was the primary aim of government. Lessing, Montesquieu, and Goethe challenged the church injunction against suicide. Most partisans of the Enlightenment were repulsed by slavery and the subordination of women plays a role in many of their works. Their privileging of persuasion over coercion, their vision of the fully formed personality, their interest in matters outside their immediate expertise and experience, their emphasis upon tolerance, all project an eradication of what is brutal and unjust in the name of a better society with a new set of human relations. Resistance undertaken in the name of progressive, liberal, and ultimately socialist ideals served to separate critical from affirmative intellectuals and place some thinkers often associated with the Enlightenment, such as Samuel Johnson and Edmund Burke, outside the tradition that they might otherwise seem to espouse. The result was what might be termed a great divide that separated intellectuals of the Enlightenment from those of the Counter-Enlightenment. Enlightenment intellectuals were not pillars of political correctness. Organizations condemning slavery were formed. Salons may have accorded women a new public presence,9 and the grosser expressions of anti-Semitism and even anti-Muslim attitudes were generally looked down upon. But the Enlightenment was still primarily a male, white, straight, and Christian world. In the United States, moreover, slavery was embedded in the national legislative process: Jefferson supported the idea that a slave is three-fifths of a person for purposes of representation, which won him the election of 1800, and Washington placed the national capital in slave territory. Admittedly, for such individuals, support for measures of this sort probably had less to do with their personal approval of slavery than with its political use to protect the economic base of the South: it remained the case into the twentieth century that no serious political career was open to Southerners opposed to slavery or supportive of civil rights.10 But that doesn’t change the reality: it was what it was. Still, it would be misleading to lump the philosophes together with their adversaries. The principles underpinning the critique of slavery, sexism, and exclusion of the other derived from the Enlightenment. Then, too, the political stance of its advocates on such issues was generally qualitatively different from those of the Counter-Enlightenment. It is instructive, for example, to consider the views on women and divorce expressed by archreactionaries like Justus Moeser or Bonald; the views on prejudice offered by Burke; the irrationalism of Hamann; the unyielding Christianity of De Maistre; the brutal anti-Semitism of the Abbé Bruelle; and the alternatives offered to cosmopolitanism, constitutionalism, and social equality by the rest of the reaction. It is also easy to forget the witch trials that cost thousands upon thousands of women their lives;11 the slaughters attendant upon the Crusades;12 the Inquisition, and the constant pogroms. Michel Foucault may be correct in his assertions that the Enlightenment in its time had little sympathy for the “unreasonable”: the beggars, the petty criminals, and the insane.13 In practical terms, however, the more progressive programs for improving the conditions of these groups were again inspired by Enlightenment principles and intellectuals of the Counter-Enlightenment would historically show even less interest in these groups and the reforms capable of bettering their lot. Above all, however, it wrong to suggest that the prejudices of the philosophes somehow invalidate the ideals associated with their republic of letters. The logic of the Enlightenment suggested that citizenship should be open to everyone with a pen and an argument to make in the name of freedom. Sex, race, religion, property, and class, should—in principle—play no role in determining the ability of individuals to participate in the public realm and they should be able to pursue their private interests as they see fit. Kant’s notion concerning the formal equality of all subjects, in fact, made possible a criticism of any such barriers to the public exercise of reason while the principles underpinning the liberal rule of law enabled suffragettes and civil libertarians as well as advocates of the excluded and insane to contest the existence of positive laws tainted by discrimination and regressive attitudes. It is only fair to note that: The Enlightenment public sphere assigned new importance to women as producers and consumers of culture, but often on the basis of values that served to justify their subordination. Its norms of openness and inclusion created new kinds of association, but also new forms of exclusion. For all this ambiguity, however, we continue to invoke the norms of openness and transparency preached by the Enlightenment public sphere even as we criticize its failure to live up to them. For that reason its legacy is more enduring than it seems, whatever its vicissitudes from the Enlightenment to our own day.14 “Enlightenment” was initially seen as depending upon the “courage” of the individual to exercise his or her intellect, question rather than obey and, according to the famous formulation, “leave behind his self-imposed immaturity.” Contrary to popular opinion, however, Kant did not leave the individual subject hovering in the metaphysical stratosphere. It was clear to him no less than to the rest of the philosophes that summoning such courage becomes easier with the existence of liberal institutions and a “public” animated by civic interests.15 That is why liberating the “public” not merely from dogma, but from the institutions and conditions that promote it, became the primary goal of Enlightenment intellectuals. The philosophes understood that the right to criticism is the precondition for the exercise of autonomy and, if not the pursuit of absolute truth, then the rectification of error. Thus, in contrast to thinkers of the Counter-Enlightenment like Burke and De Maistre, Kant and Paine would insist that no age can commit the future to a condition in which it would be impossible to extend knowledge or correct errors. 16 
K Impacts Wrong

Their impact claims are flawed – they create a flawed vision of liberalism and ignore physical conditions
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Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 108-110

With respect to understanding totalitarianism of the left and the right, Dialectic of Enlightenment began with the wrong premises and drew the wrong conclusions. Crucial was its claim that the attack on metaphysics by Enlightenment notions of science undermined the exercise of conscience thereby unleashing a savage egoism. In contrast to bourgeois liberalism, however, fascist thinking is marked by the demand for irrational sacrifice for the race or the nation or the class. Thus, it would necessary to make the purely abstract assertion that “in the innermost recesses of humanism, as its very soul, there rages a frantic prisoner who, as a Fascist, turns the world into a prison.”36 The same connection between humanism and the prison would later find expression in the writings of Michel Foucault37 which, also in keeping with the Frankfurt School, noted the exclusion of the mentally ill and children from universalistic worldviews like humanism and liberalism: the terms in which these groups should be treated, of course, are never discussed. There is also no reference to the reflexive element within humanism, its intrinsic belief in the dignity of the individual first raised by Pico della Mirandola, or the relevance of “rights” in addressing the claims of the weak and exploited.38 Enough to claim that what the Enlightenment sought to destroy will reappear as its own product and that the “turn from the liberal to the total authoritarian state occurs on the basis of one and the same economic order and with regard to the unity of this economic base, we can say that it is liberalism that ‘produces’ the total-authoritarian state out of itself, as its own consummation at a more advanced stage of development.”39 Capitalism cannot be blamed for Stalinism. But, then, the real issue for critical theory was always less the inequalities, imperatives, or conflicts produced by capitalism than the metaphysical critique of the “instrumental values underlying its production process and how the logic of the commodity form undermines all normative concerns.. This shifts the discussion from “capitalism” to “advanced industrial society” or “modernity.” The anthropological merges with the historical critique of Enlightenment. Qualitative differences between regimes vanish and diverse regimes fall under the same rubric. The resulting standpoint is both fatalistic and didactic. What only became apparent at the end is now projected back to the beginning. The issue is no longer how totalitarianism might have been resisted, but how it emerged as the telos, the logical projection, of what preceded it. Philosophy comes too late: the Owl of Minerva yawns at dusk. Enlightenment sets the stage for Weimar and Weimar for Hitler. Everything else is a combination of naïve hopes, ideology, and nostalgia. The image emerges of a society blithely and unwittingly walking into the abyss. The way opens for a library of mid-level novels and films produced by the culture industry that use fascism or Nazism as the backdrop, and that provide the audience with a frisson regarding the horrible result without offering any sense of how it was actually achieved. Political ethics becomes the province of the resigned prophet or simply the scold. Thus it only made sense for Dialectic of Enlightenment to claim that humans will “pay for the increase of their power with alienation from that over which they exercise their power. Enlightenment behaves towards things as a dictator toward men. He knows them insofar as he can manipulate them.”40 The meta-political and anthropological “dialectic” becomes a replacement for the analysis of political and historical conflicts. Progress will thus generate regression and modernity will inspire barbarism. If the alienation embedded within liberalism and the logic of science reaffirm illiberal forms of authority and the power of myth then fascism can be seen as an expression of what it opposed: the Enlightenment. This indeed makes it possible to interpret totalitarianism in terms of “the conditions that prevailed before its coming to power, not in a negative sense, but rather in terms of their positive continuation.”41 The point for Horkheimer and Adorno no less than their postmodern followers is not simply that fascism grows in liberal societies, but that totalitarianism is both the culmination of the anthropological enlightenment and the—albeit unintentional—product of the historical Enlightenment. In this way, though its lessons were actually quite limited, the Weimar Republic became a “parable” for the fragile character of liberal democracy in general. 

K Impacts Wrong 
Their ev’s inability to differentiate between the Enlightenment thinkers and fascism collapses any chance of effective action or historical backing for their impact claims
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Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 110-113

This prejudice is sometimes seen as hindering the Frankfurt School from making differentiated political judgments in the aftermath of World War II. 42 There is also something to this claim. Members of the Frankfurt School, however, were often capable of discerning differences within the “totally administered society” in terms of everyday politics: Herbert Marcuse, for example, called upon American students to support George McGovern against Richard Nixon in the presidential elections of 1972. Horkheimer and Adorno were also aware that, in spite of their previous equation of “mass enlightenment” with “mass deception,” education might mitigate threats to liberal norms.43 The question is whether such pronouncements logically derive from the theory or rather are insights whose determinations were essentially ad hoc. They certainly never received sustained political, philosophical, or anthropological justification. This would indeed have been difficult to provide: for, while it might still have been possible to claim that the “the whole is false,” parts of the whole would now apparently need to be considered more or less “false” than others and in the same vein, if “wrong life cannot be lived rightly,”44 the question arises whether in drawing such distinctions the fundamental principle of “negative dialectics” is being betrayed. These are crucial matters since only upon the assumption that the Enlightenment and totalitarianism are integrally related elements of “modernity” is it possible to speak about a “totally administered society” in which the metaphysical— or, better, philosophical-aesthetic—assertion of subjectivity must supplant explicitly political forms of resistance. Totalitarianism did free the instincts from what is commonly called conscience and Horkheimer and Adorno are correct in their claim that “anti- Semitic behavior is generated in situations where blinded men robbed of their subjectivity are set loose as subjects and action becomes an autonomous end in itself and disguises its own purposelessness.”45 Linking this philosophical perspective with the Enlightenment, however, is possible only by broadening it to include its greatest and most self-conscious critics: Sade, Schopenhauer, Bergson, and Nietzsche.46 With any of them it can be said— though not for any of the major philosophes—that action becomes its own end and disguises its lack of purpose. It was again less either rationalism or positivism than voluntarism, though admittedly of a vitalist sort, which influenced the thinking of right-wing totalitarians, Henry Pachter was surely correct when he wrote that: The common denominator of all these undercurrents of European civilization was the new feeling that “life” had been slighted. It expressed itself in a vitalistic philosophy, which the Nazis bowdlerized into a murderous racism, the Fascists into a swaggering nationalism. Transposed onto the political scene—where it did not belong—this pseudo-rebellion appeared as sadism, clothed in the glitter of heroism.47 Not Sade, Schopenhauer, Bergson, or Nietzsche had the least identification with the principles of enlightenment political theory or the practice associated with it. They were anti-liberal, anti-socialist, anti-democratic and anti-egalitarian, anti-rationalist and anti-historical: enough of them and their followers, moreover, prized the very exercise of arbitrary power that enlightenment political theory sought to curb. There is something provocative about the later insistence of Adorno that “not least among the tasks now confronting thought is that of placing all the reactionary arguments against Western culture in the service of progressive enlightenment.”48 But the “progressive” character of this imperative was left hanging in the abstract. Thus, while important insights can obviously be gained from conservative thinkers, the potential contradictions generated by the attempt to merge right-wing ideology with left-wing practice were never taken into account. Whatever the theoretical sweep of the argument advanced by Dialectic of Enlightenment, from the standpoint of history and politics, it was predicated on false concreteness and misplaced causality. Instrumental reason did not bring about Nazism or destroy the ability of individuals to make normative judgments: it is indeed time to move beyond this abstract and indeterminate perspective.. Instrumental reason and bureaucracy may have been the necessary, but they were not even the remotely sufficient condition for totalitarianism: all twentieth-century western movements have been bureaucratic and, by definition, modern.49 The question is why fascism emerged victorious in some instances and failed in others and why totalitarianism arose in some dictatorial circumstances and not in others. Demands for historical specification explode metaphysical and anthropological forms of argumentation. The Nazi victory was the historical product of a political clash between real movements inspired by divergent intellectual traditions whose members were quite capable of making diverse judgments concerning both their interests and their values. Is it really that difficult to discern the debt to the Enlightenment of those democrats and socialists like Heinrich Mann or Harry Kessler or Rudolf Hilferding who defended the Weimar Republic as against the debt to the Counter-Enlightenment of those who sought to bring it down like Ernst Junger, Oswald Spengler, and the gang surrounding Hitler?
K of Enlightenment Progress Turn

Critiques of enlightenment values are anti-progress
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Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 17

Max Weber already envisioned the spirit of enlightenment “irretrievably fading” and a world comprised of “specialists without spirit, sensualists without heart.”1 But he was bitter about this development, which places him in marked contrast to much of contemporary opinion. The Enlightenment always had its critics. Beginning with the Restoration of 1815 and the new philosophical reaction to the French Revolution, however, they were almost exclusively political—if not necessarily cultural—adherents of the right: intelligent conservatives committed to organic notions of development like Edmund Burke, elitists seeking a return to the sword and the robe like Joseph de Maistre, racists intent on viewing world history as a battle between Aryans and Jews like Houston Stewart Chamberlain, and apocalyptics prophesying doom like Oswald Spengler. Today, however, many on the left forward a critique of the Enlightenment. The criticisms come in various guises: postmodernists consider the enlightenment as “essentialist,” radical feminists view it as “male,” and postcolonial thinkers disparage it as “Eurocentric.” Communitarians condemn its individualism, religious radicals bemoan its skepticism, populists castigate its intellectualism, and the politicians of identity criticize its rejection of experience as the criterion of truth. Dogmatic Marxists dismiss the Enlightenment as “bourgeois,” anarchists are repelled by its reliance on the state, and ecologists by its belief in science and technology. Followers of the Frankfurt School still view it as the unwitting source of modern totalitarianism. Left critics of the Enlightenment form a motley crew and, perhaps, this reflects the current disarray of progressive forces. Still there is something that, ultimately, binds all of them: a basic discomfort with the notion of progress. 

Turns the K – progress key to positive change of the world and uncovering bad institutions 
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Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 18-20

Forged amid the scientific revolution, the birth of modern idealism, and the struggle for political liberty, the term “progress” is usually seen as having been coined by Fontenelle. But it is unnecessary to employ the word to believe in its feasibility. Progress is the crucial category for talking about change, autonomy, and even making sense of reality. The current understanding of progress, however, has become impoverished. The category has been flattened out. It is a travesty to reduce “progress” to the disenchantment of the world, the dissolution of myths, and the substitution of “knowledge for fancy.”2 Progress is, above all, an attack on “the illusion of finality”:3 closure, certainty, and utopia. Enlightenment thinkers believed that they were changing the world by formalizing empirical data under the abstract laws of nature that were open to testing and observation. But these thinkers also knew that normative concerns were intertwined with the quantitative extension of knowledge.4 They recognized that religion rested on revealed claims and that the aristocracy justified its privileges by invoking a mythical past. Acceptance of such beliefs no less than social evils now became understood less as the result of original sin than ignorance and prejudice or those assumptions and opinions, customs and traditions, preserved from critical reflection.5 With this change in the causation of misery and the new emphasis on reason came, quite logically, the desire to better the condition of humanity. In the first instance, this meant throwing off the veils of ignorance imposed by centuries of ideological oppression. The Magic Flute indeed expressed this fundamental assumption of the Enlightenment that no “dialectic” would ever fully ruin: The rays of the sun Drive away the night; Destroyed is the hypocrite’s Hidden might. The Enlightenment idea of progress ultimately implied something very simple and very dramatic: transforming the invisible into the visible, the ineffable into the discursive, and the unknown into the known. Hobbes put the matter well when he noted in De Cive (1642) that “there is a certain clue of reason whose beginning is in the dark; but by the benefit of whose conduct, we are led, as it were, by the hand into the clearest light.” It is secondary whether this meant clarifying the workings of electricity, translating ethical intuitions into discursive statements, the activities of the market into economic laws, or fears about human nature into institutions capable of constraining arbitrary power: Hegel only rendered absolute what had been the guiding impulse, the regulative principle, of the general trend toward “enlightenment” when he based his Phenomenology of Mind on the famous assumption that “there is nothing in the essence of object that does not become evident in the series of its appearances.” Marx would echo this sentiment and provide it with an even more radical material formulation in the second of the “Eleven Theses on Feuerbach” where he writes: The question whether objective (gegenstaendliche) truth can be attributed to human thinking is not a question of theory but is a practical question. In practice man must prove the truth, that is, the reality and power, the this-sidedness (Diesseitigkeit) of his thinking. The dispute over the reality or non-reality of thinking which is isolated from practice is a purely scholastic question. The Enlightenment envisioned progress as the process of bringing what had once been shrouded in darkness into the light. This meant not simply recognizing existing differences among people of different cultures as morally legitimate,6 but also what is institutionally required in order that people may safely exercise their differences. The crucial issue was, for this reason, never the “subjectivity of the subject.” Advocates of the Enlightenment instead sought to foster the moral autonomy of the individual over established traditions and the critical use of rationality against what Ernst Cassirer termed “mytho-poetical thinking.” This enabled them to link progress with the extension of freedom and the exercise of the intellect. 

AT: Enlightenment Totalitarianism

Enlightenment values don’t cause totalitarianism or genocide – they are directly opposed to them
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Enlightenment thinkers evidenced anticipatory insights, speculations, and contradictory views on an extraordinary variety of issues. The less systematic the thinker, it is possible to assume, the more perverse the ways in which his or her ideas could be appropriated. Enlightenment thinkers, however, were rarely endorsed or embraced by conservative or fascist political movements: it is hard to imagine a bust of Locke or Voltaire sitting on the desk of Mussolini. The philosophes had their most profound impact on the Left: Locke and Kant influenced all manner of liberals, socialists, and anarchists. Beccaria, Holbach, and Adam Smith were deeply committed to moral development and social reform. Thomas Paine is among the founders of modern internationalism. There is hardly a genuinely democratic regime that is not indebted to Montesquieu. Enlightenment philosophers would inspire generations of those languishing under the weight of despotism and dogma. The extent to which their political contribution is forgotten is the extent to which the contemporary left will constantly find itself intellectually reinventing the wheel. The Enlightenment privileged a critical reflection on society, its traditions, its ideologies, and its institutions. Its spirit was opposed from the beginning, both in terms of style and content, by the type of fanaticism evidenced yesterday by secular totalitarians and today by religious fundamentalists. Just as there is a spirit of the Enlightenment, there is a phenomenology of the anti-Enlightenment. The language of both has—often unwittingly—carried over into the modern age. A lack of awareness about the past, however, has undermined the ability to make sense of the present. Arguing that the Enlightenment with its emphasis upon civil liberties, tolerance, and humanism was—for example—somehow responsible for the “Terror” of the French Revolution or twentieth-century totalitarianism indulges the pseudo-dialectical sensibility without looking at political history, movements, or institutional practices. The entire political landscape is distorted by this view: its revision alone justifies the popular academic reinterpretation of the enlightenment legacy. Understanding the current clash between secularism and religious fundamentalism in the present, no less than the most profound political conflicts of the past, calls for first recognizing that the “Counter-Enlightenment” was not some “dialectical” response to the success of the Enlightenment but an immediate response, born of fear and loathing, against everything associated with its spirit. Perversions of the original impulse still go unacknowledged. Enlightenment values run directly counter to the exercise of arbitrary power no less than the censorship, collectivism, and conformism of authoritarian or totalitarian regimes of both the left and the right. It was also not that the Enlightenment somehow blended with its opposite, the CounterEnlightenment, but that—from the first—two traditions confronted one another. The hatred between them only intensified in the aftermath of the age of democratic revolution and the epic battle would culminate in Auschwitz: it was a battle lost by the partisans of the Enlightenment and won by its enemies. 

Cede the Political
Enlightenment-based politics allow for real change – escaping into meta-theory contributes to oppression of society

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. viii-xiii

What follows is an attempt to reclaim the Enlightenment, with its peculiar tradition of theory and practice. Of course, the twenty-first century is not the eighteenth: there is clearly no exact symmetry between past and present. The analog it might provide for engaged intellectuals, no less than its ethical model for resisting oppressive structures of power, needs reinterpretation to meet new conditions. Rigid notions of progress have fallen by the wayside; no group or party can any longer claim to incarnate the ideals of humanity, and the intellectual too often identifies the university with the world. Images from television and film rather than words on the page now shape the public sphere. Liberal regimes have often been corrupted by imperialist ambitions and parasitical elites. Both the left and the right have championed totalitarianism. The new global expansion of capitalism, the rise of the bureaucratic state, media consolidation, thoughtless consumerism, disregard for the environment, and cultural relativism have all undermined the ideals of cosmopolitan tolerance, economic justice, democratic accountability, and the idea of the “good society” generally associated with the Enlightenment. But, if the progressive intellectual can no longer guarantee the realization of reason’s promise, it is still the liberal rule of law with its explicit privileging of civil liberty, the interventionist state as an agent of social justice, and cosmopolitan movements intent on demanding recognition of the “other,” that serve as the precondition—the condition sine qua non—for bettering the lives of individuals, enabling them to expand the range of their experiences, which is the most basic meaning of progress. Current forms of engagement probably seem more pedestrian: perhaps that is the case. But political engagement is no less important than in earlier times. Universal interests remain real. It is only that the engaged intellectual can no longer indulge in the old romantic expectations of “changing the world” in one fell swoop. Enlightenment intellectuals may have laced their political engagement with drama, but they never fell into the trap of demanding all or nothing. To view them as either utopians or totalitarians is philosophically untenable and historically absurd. They took the world as it was, and sought to deal with the problems that it presented in a pragmatic and principled way. But the world has changed. There is no longer an “agent” capable of realizing the emancipatory values of the Enlightenment. Neither “humanity” nor the proletariat nor the once colonized peoples can any longer be identified with what Hegel termed “the world spirit.” There is also no longer a “republic of letters.” But these changes are, too often, employed as an excuse for passivity. There is an even more diverse cosmopolitan community of critical intellectuals and there exists an even greater variety than heretofore of progressive organizations that deal—and often deal positively—with crucial issues ranging from world hunger to the protection of individual liberties to animal rights. Specifying an ‘agent” of change or creating a hierarchy of causes is neither possible nor necessary. Teleology has fallen by the wayside and realizing freedom lacks any historical guarantee. The issue is no longer what party or social movement or interest group is joined; rather the issue concerns the initial decision to engage political reality and the choice of an ethical stance capable of fostering solidarity between organizations. That, indeed, is where the Enlightenment legacy still has a role to play. Solidarity should not simply be assumed: the landscape of the left is still littered by ideological turf-wars inherited from the 1960s. Enlightenment political values are important not only because they contest narrow organizational ambitions that interfere with cooperative action, but also because they provide a historical and speculative orientation for progressive activists and intellectuals. That orientation virtually vanished following the fragmentation of the civil rights and poor peoples movements and the new popularity accorded the variants of postmodernism and—what perhaps lies at the root of them all—the “late” brand of critical theory associated with Dialectic of Enlightenment by Max Horkheimer and Theodor Adorno. In keeping with the decline of radical political parties, and the identification of resistance with the expression of subjectivity, the Enlightenment has been subjected to a new metaphysical form of “immanent” critique. Its political legacy has thus become a secondary concern. The preoccupations of the philosophes with social and institutional reform , and what Max Weber termed the “elective affinity” between their values and progressive agents for change, now seem to receive scant attention. This is all the more unfortunate since new transnational movements have come into existence, often confused in terms of how they should respond to “globalization,” along with functioning transnational political institutions that still suffer from a deficit of loyalty. New communications technologies are providing new organizational possibilities for political resistance, expanding the range of available experiences, and opening the way for new understandings of the most diverse cultures. New forms of solidarity, reflected in the popular concern with “human rights,” have challenged imperialist wars, outdated cultural norms, and authoritarian politics. The objective conditions for realizing the unrealized hopes associated with internationalism, liberal democracy, and social justice are already there; only the ideological willingness to embrace the assumptions underpinning these values is lacking. That is what provides the Enlightenment with a new salience for our time. Humanity is not in the past, but rather in the making. Conservatism may have set the agenda since the last quarter of the twentieth century. But that does not justify the resignation and increasingly debilitating pessimism associated with so many current forms of “radical” thought. Genuinely progressive changes have occurred: dictators have fallen and more citizens of the world have been enfranchised; battles for economic justice have been won; racism and sexism are on the defensive; and there has been poetry— good poetry—after Auschwitz. Easy to downplay the gains, suggest that they have now been “absorbed”; and embrace a new version of the old and tired attitude known as “cultural pessimism.” Cynicism always comes cheap. The real challenge lies in recognizing how the “system,” which was never as “totally administered” as many would like to think has been changed for the better through social action inspired by the Enlightenment. The closed society has become more open and—against the provincial, religious, exploitative, and authoritarian sources of opposition—it has the potential of becoming more open still. Deciding to enter the fray, however, becomes more difficult when relying on philosophical perspectives that leave their supporters wandering about lost in Hegel’s night in which all cows are black. It is necessary to distinguish between traditions not by making reference to metaphysics, but rather by looking at the political conflicts between actual movements. Again, to be sure, the radical democratic and egalitarian aspects of the Enlightenment have been betrayed often enough. But this recognition presupposes that there was indeed something to betray. Which promises made by the Enlightenment have been broken becomes apparent not from the standpoint of “negative dialectics,” communitarian convictions, “pragmatism,” or ethical relativism, but rather by taking seriously its universal understanding of liberty and progress. To be sure: universalism can be found in western imperialist propaganda and notions like “the sun never sets on the British Empire.” In reality, however, such universalism is not universal at all: it lacks reciprocity, an open discourse, and a concern with protecting the individual from the arbitrary exercise of power: That is what differentiates Enlightenment universalism from its imitators, provides it with a self-critical quality, and enables it to contest Euro-centrism and the prevalent belief in a “clash of civilizations.” Let there be no mistake: it has no use for misguided tolerance. Refusals to entertain “western” criticisms can easily be used to insulate repressive non-western traditions from criticism if only because non-western elites can also be authoritarian. Enlightenment political theory always refuses to justify tradition simply because it exists. Its best representatives argue for tolerance over prejudice, innovation over stasis, the rights of the minority over the enthusiasms of the majority, and the moral autonomy of the individual over the revealed claims of religious authority. The radical moment of the Enlightenment lies in its universal assault on privilege and prejudice. Its reflexive and critical character enables its most distinctive political theory to call for constraining the arbitrary exercise of institutional power and expand the possibilities of individual experience in both western and nonwestern societies. Enlightenment intellectuals provide an analogy for what contemporary intellectuals should strive to accomplish and a model of how to combat oppressive institutions, unjustifiable privileges, and anachronistic cultural practices. Viewing their political theory as the source of bureaucratic conformism or totalitarianism is a profound mistake. Their insistence upon demonstrating a plausible—not a perfect, but a plausible—connection between means and ends with respect to political action and social change was not merely to be directed against the ruling elites but against those who would resist them. They anticipated how the collapse of this connection would historically work against the interests of the lowly and the insulted. They sensed that it would turn individuals into a means for political ends and let them be seen as nothing more than economic “costs of production.” Resisting this state of affairs is the most radical purpose of the two most important political products of the Enlightenment: liberalism and socialism. Both inspired progressive mass movements and, for good reasons, inspire them still. The point of their intersection has become the intellectual point of departure for any genuinely progressive politics. Identification with the disenfranchised and the exploited from a cosmopolitan standpoint is the necessary implication of this position. Such is the legacy of the Enlightenment. Making good on it, however, calls for privileging the satisfactions and benefits of political interpretation over the esoteric and metaphysical vagaries of fashionable pseudo-political philosophical currents. If philosophy really has been an expression of what Novalis termed “transcendental homelessness,” which I doubt, then perhaps it is time to confront the philosophical with the political and, finally, for the prodigal to return home. 
K Splits Movements
The K collapses leftist movements – undermines intellectual coherence, helping conservatism

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press

p. 1-2

In the aftermath of the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, amid the intellectual retrenchment consonant with the unending “war against terror,” the Enlightenment legacy has become—more than ever before— a contested terrain. Human rights is often used as an ideological excuse for the exercise of arbitrary power; the security of western states has served as a justification for the constriction of personal freedom; and, with flags flying, Christian fundamentalists have called for the defense of western “values.” The best of them—political liberty, social justice, and cosmopolitanism— are rooted in the Enlightenment, and they retain their radical character. But not only the right is distorting them. These values have also come under assault from important intellectual representatives of the left: anarchists, communitarians, postmodernists, half-hearted liberals, and authoritarian socialists. Intellectual and political disorientation has been the result. Ideas long associated with reactionary movements—the privileging of experience over reason, national or ethnic identity over internationalism and cosmopolitanism, the community over the individual, custom over innovation, myth over science—have entered the thinking of the American left. Its partisans have thus become increasingly unclear about the tradition into which they fit and the purposes their politics should serve. The collapse of intellectual coherence on the left reflects the collapse of a purposeful politics from the left. Reconstructing such a politics depends upon appropriating the Enlightenment to meet new conditions. Conservatives have, ironically, been more clear-sighted. In the past, they deplored the “nihilism” of the Enlightenment1: its devastating assault on communal life, religious faith, social privilege, and traditional authority. Conservatives, and those even farther to the right, consistently rejected Enlightenment concerns with individualism, dissent, secularism, reform, and the primacy of critical reflection. This differentiated them from the left. If many leading conservatives now insist upon the importance of “reason” in chastising radical reformers in the West and the advocates of Islam in the Orient, indeed, their “cultural” appropriation truncates the radical spirit of the Enlightenment and its critical ethos.2 The defense of western civilization by conservative intellectuals is, unsurprisingly, mixed with anti-Enlightenment and anti-modern prejudices. They obsess about sexual license and the decline of family values, “radical” reformers and the loss of tradition, tolerance for divergent life-styles and the erosion of national identity. Their “west” is not the “west” of the Enlightenment. Those conservatives most concerned about the coming “death of the west,” in fact, sound like their forefathers who feared “the age of reason” and later the destruction of privileges associated with an obviously white and Christian world.3 Discussion of the Enlightenment has subsequently become skewed to the right where, instead, it should be treated as the razor that divides “left” and right.” The radical moment has dropped out. If there is any legitimacy to claims concerning the increasing irrelevance of fundamental political distinctions, indeed, here lies the historical source. 

AT: Modernism = Obsolete

We can still explain the world on the terms of modernism—things like the nation-state aren’t obsolete, they’ve just become globalized
Jarvis, 2K – Prof Philosophy @ U South Carolina (Darryl, Studies in International Relations, “International Relations and the Challenge of Postmodernism”, pg. 59-60)
Most generations are apt to be consumed with their own self-importance and their sense of difference from previous generations. But difference, transformation, or change does not necessarily equate with new. If we are in a new postmodern era, to what extent is this merely the consequence of the modernist epoch maturing, growing, and expanding? The notion of new, often expressed by the prefix post signifying disjuncture and breakage, is specious. Social processes, economics, politics, and the human condition have not suddenly reinvented themselves in the space of a few short decades. Rather is the case that they have been subtly altered and affected by changing scientific innovations, technological progress, and attendant reorientations in knowledge and understanding. This is the way Anthony Giddens explains the so-called postmodern age, not as a new era but part of the unfolding tapestry of modernity, where the radicalization and universalization of modernity now make its consequences manifest.29 Processes otherwise claimed as evidence of a "postmodern condition," then, are more appropriately explained as the consequences of modernity that, through reflexivity, continually transposes its form, effects, and style. Thus, for example, the new forms of cultural expressionism that postmodernists claim are a reaction against the monism of modernist universality are more likely the logical consequence of technological innovations that make the mass transmission of ideas possible, as with, for example, the explosion of niche magazines that cater to specific (mass) taste cultures. Likewise, the fragmentation of political movements and the growth of special interest groups that postmodernists insist represent a new political sensibility celebrating diversity might also be explained by the increasing spread and acceptance of liberal ideas that reject absolutism while embracing tolerance. So too, the innovative styles and objectives of literary texts which have been coterminous with challenges to traditional conceptions of the role and purpose of theory are likely not so much instances of postmodernist theory as they are a reflection of the depreciation of Western literary influences through greater cross-culturalism due to global advances in literacy, communications, and travel. Likewise, the advent of hyperconsumerism that postmodernists claim is a result of the "simulacra" and the fixation with image and style is more obviously caused by materialist saturation, mass consumption, and mass marketing techniques, and fabricated by the availability of the mass electronic and print medias. And far from the nation-state withering away in an era of globalization, it is more likely the case that we are witnessing the universaliza-tion of capitalism and of a liberal trade regime just as the nation-state too has become universalized as the preferred medium of territorial-sociopolitical organization. This is not "radical disjuncture" from previous historical experience, but the triumph of that experience on a global scale. The fact that Japanese wear Levi jeans while attending baseball games in Tokyo, or that the Chinese sample Big Macs in Beijing, or that a New Yorker can communicate via the internet with a South African in real time is more accurately explained by the spread of modernity, technology, and, perhaps, the Americanization of global cultural taste preferences than it is by declarations of new epochs, new cultures, and new worlds. In other words, talk of a postmodern age is merely talk of the consequences of modernity, particularly developments in its constituent parts, namely liberal democracy, industrialism, capitalism, technology, and science. What postmodernists mistake as new cultural forms or as new modes of production are really consequences of old and well-established modernist practices: a case of old wine in new bottles. 
AT: K Of Experts 

Rejection of expertise and training as "elitism" risks extinction

Sam Harris, Newsweek 9-20-08 http://www.newsweek.com/id/160080/page/1

The prospects of a Palin administration are far more frightening, in fact, than those of a Palin Institute for Pediatric Neurosurgery. Ask yourself: how has "elitism" become a bad word in American politics? There is simply no other walk of life in which extraordinary talent and rigorous training are denigrated. We want elite pilots to fly our planes, elite troops to undertake our most critical missions, elite athletes to represent us in competition and elite scientists to devote the most productive years of their lives to curing our diseases. And yet, when it comes time to vest people with even greater responsibilities, we consider it a virtue to shun any and all standards of excellence. When it comes to choosing the people whose thoughts and actions will decide the fates of millions, then we suddenly want someone just like us, someone fit to have a beer with, someone down-to-earth—in fact, almost anyone, provided that he or she doesn't seem too intelligent or well educated. I believe that with the nomination of Sarah Palin for the vice presidency, the silliness of our politics has finally put our nation at risk. The world is growing more complex—and dangerous—with each passing hour, and our position within it growing more precarious. Should she become president, Palin seems capable of enacting policies so detached from the common interests of humanity, and from empirical reality, as to unite the entire world against us. When asked why she is qualified to shoulder more responsibility than any person has held in human history, Palin cites her refusal to hesitate. "You can't blink," she told Gibson repeatedly, as though this were a primordial truth of wise governance. Let us hope that a President Palin would blink, again and again, while more thoughtful people decide the fate of civilization.
Rejecting expertism means you vote for Palin- this allows conservative, reactionary, uneducated masses to takeover democracy and swamp reason 

Mark Lilla is a professor of humanities at Columbia University and a former editor of the Public Interest.WSJ 11-8-08 http://sec.online.wsj.com/article/SB122610558004810243.html?mod=article-outset-box
The die was cast. Over the next 25 years there grew up a new generation of conservative writers who cultivated none of their elders' intellectual virtues -- indeed, who saw themselves as counter-intellectuals. Most are well-educated and many have attended Ivy League universities; in fact, one of the masterminds of the Palin nomination was once a Harvard professor. But their function within the conservative movement is no longer to educate and ennoble a populist political tendency, it is to defend that tendency against the supposedly monolithic and uniformly hostile educated classes. They mock the advice of Nobel Prize-winning economists and praise the financial acumen of plumbers and builders. They ridicule ambassadors and diplomats while promoting jingoistic journalists who have never lived abroad and speak no foreign languages. And with the rise of shock radio and television, they have found a large, popular audience that eagerly absorbs their contempt for intellectual elites. They hoped to shape that audience, but the truth is that their audience has now shaped them.  Back in the '70s, conservative intellectuals loved to talk about "radical chic," the well-known tendency of educated, often wealthy liberals to project their political fantasies onto brutal revolutionaries and street thugs, and romanticize their "struggles." But "populist chic" is just the inversion of "radical chic," and is no less absurd, comical or ominous. Traditional conservatives were always suspicious of populism, and they were right to be. They saw elites as a fact of political life, even of democratic life. What matters in democracy is that those elites acquire their positions through talent and experience, and that they be educated to serve the public good. But it also matters that they own up to their elite status and defend the need for elites. They must be friends of democracy while protecting it, and themselves, from the leveling and vulgarization all democracy tends toward.  Writing recently in the New York Times, David Brooks noted correctly (if belatedly) that conservatives' "disdain for liberal intellectuals" had slipped into "disdain for the educated class as a whole," and worried that the Republican Party was alienating educated voters. I couldn't care less about the future of the Republican Party, but I do care about the quality of political thinking and judgment in the country as a whole. There was a time when conservative intellectuals raised the level of American public debate and helped to keep it sober. Those days are gone. As for political judgment, the promotion of Sarah Palin as a possible world leader speaks for itself. The Republican Party and the political right will survive, but the conservative intellectual tradition is already dead. And all of us, even liberals like myself, are poorer for it.
AT: K of Experts

Experts necessary for change – even if their language can be obscure

Bronner 4

Stephen Eric, Professor of Political Science and Comparative Literature at Rutgers University, “Reclaiming the Enlightenment” Columbia University Press p. 77-78

But praise for the amateur also has its limits. To ignore the need for critical disciplinary intellectuals with various forms of scientific expertise is to abdicate responsibility for a host of issues involving knowledge of fields ranging from physics and genetics to electronics and even environmentalism. There is surely an overabundance of jargon and mystification and, as has been mentioned before, the need exists for a new sensitivity to the vernacular. 39 But it is also the case that complex issues sometimes require complex language and, often for good reasons, fields generate their own vocabularies. A judgment is undoubtedly necessary with respect to whether the language employed in a work is necessary for illuminating the issue under investigation: that judgment, however, can never be made in advance. There must be a place for the technocrat with a political conscience as surely as for the humanist with a particular specialty. The battle against oppression requires a multi-frontal strategy. Best to consider the words of Primo Levi who understands the critical intellectual as a “person educated beyond his daily trade, whose culture is alive insofar as it makes an effort to renew itself, and keep up to date, and who does not react with indifference or irritation when confronted by any branch of knowledge, even though, obviously, he cannot cultivate all of them.”40 

Positivism Good 
Truth claims must come from empiricism

Houghton, ’08 – Prof. Poli Sci @ U of Central Florida (David, International Politics Vol. 45 pg. 115-128, pg. 116-117, “ Positivism ‘vs’ Postmodernism: Does Epistemology Make a Difference?”, Pro Quest)

Certainly, postpositivist epistemologies ‘license’ the analysis of topics, which mainstream positivist scholars have tended to ignore or otherwise neglect — as Smith argues, epistemology may beget ontology in this sense—but it is not clear whether postpositivists cover a broad range of topics because their epistemology allows them to, or choose a licensing epistemology because it matches their preexisting ontological commitments. The direction of the causal arrows is not clear, and as Smith concedes, the relationship appears to work in both directions. This essay takes issue with the position that epistemology matters in such a fundamental way. The reasoning offered is as follows: it is not clear whether there exists any real alternative to the kind of ‘observation’ beloved by positivists, denigrated by postpositivists, but engaged in by both. While doing empirical work does not make one an empiricist in the philosophical sense of that term, it is far from clear that the epistemological position one adopts has much effect on the kind of truth claims one makes. The adoption of postpositivist epistemologies has not meant that ‘anything goes’ in the new postpositivist scholarship; every example in the growing body of that literature, which illustrates (or is intended to illustrate) a theoretical point is drawn from experience and observation, and is surely ‘empirical’ in nature. This raises the question of whether it is possible to be genuinely postpositivist at all. I argue here that ultimately it is not, for observations cannot be plucked out of thin air; one’s truth claims about the world have to come from somewhere. 
Postmodernists inevitably support their scholarship with empirics

Houghton, ’08 – Prof. Poli Sci @ U of Central Florida (David, International Politics Vol. 45 pg. 115-128, pg. 118, “ Positivism ‘vs’ Postmodernism: Does Epistemology Make a Difference?”, Pro Quest)

Nevertheless, it is surely beyond dispute that positivists can be said to ‘buy into’ the first three propositions to some degree. Mainstream IR theorists are all essentially positivists, because all agree that — while analysts look at the world in ways that are partly subjective — some basic features of the world can be shown more or less ‘objectively’ to be a certain way (although they do of course disagree on what the objective realities are). Postmodernism, on the other hand, argues at its root that reality is socially constructed and subjective. This, postmodernists suppose, fundamentally undermines established theories of IR. If there is no objective international reality out there to understand, then our theories are in effect created by our values and beliefs and are nothing more than the reflections of ourselves and our own minds. There is, and can be, no privileged or objective standpoint that one can use to make sense of reality, and the analyst is effectively attempting to play God when he or she lays claim to such a standpoint. Postmodernism is often attacked as a ‘French fad’ or dismissed as the product of ‘Parisian intellectual fashions’ (Wallace, 1996; Navon, 2001), while others have regarded it as a genuine threat to serious thinking about IR (Jarvis, 2000). Certainly, dialogue between the two camps has been hindered by the failure of each camp to accept the core assumptions and comprehend the language used by the other. This has led to a widespread failure within mainstream circles to take postmodernist approaches seriously. However, I would argue that the approaches taken by scholars such as James Der Derian, David Campbell, Richard Ashley and R.B.J. Walker at least deserve to be assessed on their own merits. Rather than add to chorus of criticism here, I shall question whether the debate between postmodernists and positivists ultimately ‘matters’ in the sense of having a material impact upon the kind of empirical claims that each group of scholars makes. In short, I conclude that it does not matter in this sense, in part because postmodernist work as it currently exists is not genuinely ‘postpositivist’ in its practical application. Put differently, there exist — if not contradictions — then strains and inconsistencies in the work of some major postmodernists, which render the claims they make for their empirical research more or less indistinguishable in kind from those made by positivists. 
Positivism Good 
Empiricists don’t think that their scholarship is objective truth
Houghton, ’08 – Prof. Poli Sci @ U of Central Florida (David, International Politics Vol. 45 pg. 115-128, pg. 122-123, “ Positivism ‘vs’ Postmodernism: Does Epistemology Make a Difference?”, Pro Quest)

The foregoing is certainly a tenable position to adopt in a philosophical sense: there is no inherent contradiction between asserting that we can never know how the world is and then tentatively offering us one’s own highly subjective vision of it, although the analyst’s position as a legitimate commentator on the world is weakened by conceding the former. However, my argument is simply this: it does not materially change an argument to make it ‘tentatively’ and confess that one has some degree of personal doubt about it. Most if not all mainstream theorists would also readily concede that although they think their world views are better supported than those associated with rival approaches, they cannot definitively prove that they are correct in a scientific sense. In stressing the uncertainty of our perceptions of the social world, postmodernists do not depart from the views of mainstream scholars such as Gary King, Keohane and Sidney Verba, who readily concede this point in their widely-read book Designing Social Enquiry (King et al., 1994). To this one could counter that postmodernists are more likely and willing to admit to the contingency of their views than are most contemporary positivists. Perhaps this is true, but being so willing does not change the nature of those views, and it is therefore questionable what difference ‘tentativeness’ and ‘humility’ really makes. Deep down, most academics who believe in their theories truly believe them, whether they call themselves postmodernist, postpositivist, positivist or something else. For example, to return to Ashley and Walker’s quote, does it really make a difference to the content of an argument to be ‘respectful of the uncertainties of life’? And is it always true to say that postmodernists are more humble before knowledge than positivists? In answer to the latter, it is not always clear that postmodernists like Der Derian actually do express themselves in such a way or feel any less committed to their own personal visions of the world. Reading Anti-diplomacy, for instance, the author sounds just as convinced by the ‘truth’ of his vision as, say, Waltz does in Theory of International Politics or Keohane and Nye do in Power and Interdependence. And one wonders what the difference is between Ashley and Walker’s claim that practices of power ‘visibly labour’ to fixmeani ngs and Waltz’s conviction that bipolar systems are more stable than multipolar ones when one considers each proposition as a truth claim. 

Recognition of subjectivity does not alter the substance of an argument—all engage in empirical research 

Houghton, ’08 – Prof. Poli Sci @ U of Central Florida (David, International Politics Vol. 45 pg. 115-128, pg. 123-124, “ Positivism ‘vs’ Postmodernism: Does Epistemology Make a Difference?”, Pro Quest)

It would be wrong to claim that all postmodernists are nothing more than positivists in disguise; they begin from different philosophical assumptions and study phenomena in which mainstream theorists have usually expressed only a fleeting interest. But as soon as one begins to make statements about how the world is, or how we think it is, we are engaging in an empirical (if not empiricist) exercise and making claims that are effectively identical in kind (though not usually in substance) to those made by mainstream scholars. What we can say is that postmodernists sometimes make their empirical and epistemological claims with more recognition of their subjectivity and contingency, or aspire to do this. But even if one concedes the argument that postmodernists ‘believe in’ their arguments less strongly than do positivists, it is rather questionable what difference this makes. Were Robert Keohane to declare himself a postmodernist tomorrow and hedge his arguments about the significance of international institutions around with great tentativity and reservations, would he not be making the same substantive argument? Or supposing that James Der Derian became a positivist overnight and asserted that his claims about the significance of simulation in world politics can be demonstrated more or less objectively, would this alter their content? Even if these two miracle counterfactuals were in fact to come to fruition, there is good reason to doubt whether the substantive theoretical debate between different paradigms would be altered in any significant way. 
Post Positivism bad
K’s of empirical research ignore what the science of IR really is—contributes to the K’s failure
Rytövuori-Apunen, ’05 – Prof IR @ U of Tampere in Finland (Helena, Cooperation & Conflict, pg. 147-177, “Forget ‘Post-Positivist’ IR!: The Legacy of IR Theory as the Locus for a Pragmatist Turn”, pg. 148-149, SagePub)

In the disciplinary discussions of international relations (IR) during past decades, the epistemological ambition, in this case in the form of a rationalist epistemology that relies on scientific inference, has been clearly articulated by the neo-realist and neo-liberal programmes of research which connect with the names of Kenneth N.Waltz (1979) and Robert O. Keohane (1989), respectively. In his 1988 address at the annual convention of the International Studies Association, Keohane presented his rationalist theory to the study of international institutions and outlined this programme in opposition to what he called reflectivist approaches. The rationalist theory proceeds on certain assumptions concerning state behaviour and seeks empirically to test the hypotheses derived accordingly.Keohane’s reflectivists referred to the alkers, ashleys, kratochwils and ruggies of IR, i.e. to a group of (in Keohane’s reference, North American) scholars who in various ways are oriented towards interpretation and the study of intersubjective meaning. Keohane argued that this critical orientation lacked a positive programme and did not look for possible synthesis with the rationalist theory. Since then, the ‘reflectivists’ have presented their replies in many different ways and presented what arguably constitutes a positive programme of research (e.g. Alker, 1996; Kratochwil, 1989). The present paper does not second Keohane’s request of combining elements in synthesis but argues instead that critical scholarship has failed to articulate the critical relationship between the two types of approaches for IR. Although a welcome turning point in disciplinary discussions, the declaration to do research ‘other-wise’ (Ashley and Walker, 1990: 263) has meant ignorance of the opposed mainstream rather than an ambition to communicate how critical scholarship is different from this Other and can also contribute more than ‘show the limits’ of IR theory and disciplinary boundaries. For the interpretatively oriented scholars the ideal of cumulative knowledge, which Keohane outlines in terms of scientific inference, obviously speaks for its own limitations (cf. also King et al., 1994). But avoiding this Scylla need not mean the Charybdis where critical IR lives on the ‘border lines’ (Ashley, 1989) or chooses to remain at the critical edges of the alleged mainstream and, in effect, in this way leaves the authority of respectable research (variously claimed by notions such as solid, systematic, empirically based, etc.) to the mainstream that is the target of its criticism. Although I applaud the movement that takes distance from the founding fathers of the discipline by looking for alternative insight in something like la Boótie (Bleiker, 2000) or versions of Buddhism (Chan, 2000), I also miss the epistemic reflections that, on this basis, can put critical IR better on par with the conventional mainstream. Since the post-behaviouralist phase of the discipline (Alker and Biersteker, 1984; Banks, 1985; Holsti, 1985), the movement towards a more global IR has meant acknowledgement and encouragement of the situation of incommensurable ‘paradigms’ or contrasted images. Although fruitful in the emancipatory sense, this logic is now also conducive to what many argue is already the state of IR: dispersion of the discipline into an increasingly scattered field of International Studies. The ‘post’-culture that has dominated critical IR during the past decade or two has already performed its task. It is time to move beyond the concept that, in its disbelief in (an often caricaturist notion of) ‘science’ and critique of extreme forms of rationality, has produced a bifurcated and (as I will argue in greater detail below) not altogether adequate account of the historical discipline. 

K’s of empirical research are blind to the possibility of the interconnectedness of positivism and “post-positivism”
Rytövuori-Apunen, ’05 – Prof IR @ U of Tampere in Finland (Helena, Cooperation & Conflict, pg. 147-177, “Forget ‘Post-Positivist’ IR!: The Legacy of IR Theory as the Locus for a Pragmatist Turn”, pg. 150-151, SagePub)

In the broadly pragmatist sense, we can speak of IR as a web of justified beliefs (conventional and with a habitual ground) which, in a variety of ways, seeks to make sense of the world and to solve the intellectual irritation (C. S. Peirce) and the moral dissatisfaction (John Dewey) that belong to human openness and an inquiring attitude towards reality.This approach calls for an understanding of epistemology that reaches beyond the postmodernists’ rejection of the ‘iron cage of reason’. We can begin with the notion that epistemological issues basically deal with the grounds we have for accepting and rejecting beliefs. Reason is only one possibility among human faculties and, beyond being postulated, can also open up as existential (the quest for certainty arises from the fundamental experience of uncertainty). It can also take the conventionalist form of agreed practice, such as rules and procedures of inference. The task of the present paper is not to discuss pragmatist philosophy, but to point to a broad avenue of research that renders possible different but interconnected traverses in the labyrinth of knowledge and experience which we call IR. Although Bernstein and the discussion that leads us back to Kuhn and his critics are not unknown in IR, there has been little, if any, reflection on what the openness seeking points of possible agreement and disagreement can mean. I do not dwell on the question as an ethical moment (if I did, I would turn not only to the known pragmatists but also to Gadamer, Heidegger and Foucault).The task is more concrete and seeks to dissolve some actual entanglements in the web of IR knowledge and, in this way, helps clear away obstacles from the route towards a more global discipline. I seek to articulate one linkage or node in the network of IR knowledge, a nexus of opposed orientations that I believe constitutes fruitful disagreement in the sense of Rorty. If critical IR purports to do research ‘other-wise’ and to do so in a way that departs from the alleged mainstream or ‘orthodoxy’, we need better articulations of this critical relationship and of our notion of the mainstream that we argue in some way to be dogmatic knowledge. I argue that the corporate self-definition of critical IR as ‘post-positivist’ is misleading and hence the idea of the network that makes communication possible is not realized. I am not the only writer to draw attention to the confusion brought about by the term ‘post-positivism’ in IR (Wight, 2002; Patomäki and Wight, 2000; cf. Rytövuori-Apunen, 2002, 2003). Colin Wight argues convincingly that the applications of positivism in IR relate to the question of how the discipline has constituted itself in reference to the literature discussing the notion of science, and like the present paper he emphasizes that much of the confusion around the corporate self-definition of critical IR results from a simplifying connection made between positivism and epistemology. My contribution to this discussion seeks to present the more specific argument that ‘post-positivist’ IR is a metaphor that models previous discourse and, because this modelling confuses the features of the historical body of knowledge, alienates us from disciplinary tradition.This means that critical IR, in its self-image located at the ‘edges’ of the conventional mainstream, addresses this mainstream in a way that those professing it justifiably can ignore (see, for example, Nicholson, 1996; cf. also King et al., 1994). I seek to identify the missing piece or to articulate a discursive nexus at which conventional and critical IR can meet in disagreement, and thereby to restore something of the idea of a total field of knowledge in a way that avoids the logic of subsumption and intellectual hegemony.The task is to clarify, if only in one aspect, the relation of critical approaches to the mainstream to which they are opposed, and in this way to enhance the development of a more global discipline. I start by asking what, if not positivism in the more serious sense, it is that the critical theorists argue against as a point of departure for their own identification. I propose that rather than being positivist, the disciplinary mainstream is characterized by what, borrowing from Stephen Toulmin, can be referred to as theory-centred knowledge, and also what, applying a Foucaultian notion, can be denoted as taxinomia in IR, and that understanding this fundamentally theoretical feature in IR knowledge is necessary for seeing the place and assessing the contribution of pragmatist approaches in the field. My argument is not directed at IR theory as such (cf. Bleiker, 1997), the discussion is about a specific notion and a legacy of theory that in this field provides the locus for a pragmatist turn. 

AT: Bell and MacDonald

Bell and MacDonald are not conclusive, they concede

Thayer, 2k -  an Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Minnesota—Duluth (Bradley A., International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer 2001), pp. 195)

Bell and MacDonald argue that sociobiology is a controversial subject. Controversy, however, does not make a theory flawed, nor is it a necessary or sufficient condition for outright rejection. The important issue is whether any controversy is anchored in scientific fact that discredits the theory or science. Evolutionary theory is strongly supported by scientific fact, and there is a consensus among evolutionary theorists that evolution through natural selection applies to humans—this was one of Darwin’s most revolutionary insights—and that natural selection operates as an ultimate cause of human behavior. More specifically, Bell and MacDonald argue that no consensus exists to explain the interplay of evolutionary and environmental causes of human behavior. To the contrary: Both are inextricably linked and necessary to explain human behavior.3 To address this issue in any detail, we need additional information. This might include, for example, identifying the behavior that we seek to explain and determining the appropriate level of analysis. Evolutionary theory cannot explain why the Thirty Years’ War lasted thirty years. It can, however, offer ultimate causal explanations of other behavior of interest to scholars of international politics, such as warfare. Relying on the work of Stephen Jay Gould and Richard Lewontin, Bell and MacDonald argue that explanations of human behavior grounded in sociobiology are unacceptably functionalist and prone to the post hoc, ergo propter hoc fallacy. In response, I make three brief rebuttals. First, like controversy there is nothing inherently wrong with functionalism as a theory of explanation. An explanation’s usefulness depends on numerous factors, including: the issue under examination, the context of the explanation, and whether the explanation is testable. Second, Gould and Lewontin do not argue that human behavior is independent of natural selection. They agree with Darwin that natural selection is “the most important of evolutionary mechanisms,”4 although unlike major evolutionary theorists, they suggest that natural selection cannot explain the development of all traits or physiology, a position not supported by major evolutionary theorists. As Ernst Mayr, the dean of evolutionary biology, writes, “Gould and Lewontin’s proposals are not ‘alternatives to the adaptationist program,’ but simply legitimate forms of it” and, like it, “are ultimately based on natural selection.”5 This is a major reason why Mayr concludes that “little is wrong with the adaptationist program as such, contrary to the claims of Gould and Lewontin.”6 Third, the post hoc, ergo propter hoc charge might be valid if adaptationist explanations were untestable. But as the distinguished evolutionary theorist George Williams argues, adaptationism, like other scientific programs, is testable because it considers multiple hypotheses and compares them with the empirical evidence, just as any scientific program would.7 Competing hypotheses can be checked against empirical evidence. Moreover, any explanation must be consistent with what is known about the trait being examined. For example, in his discussion of the pony fish’s glow, Williams notes that scientists must explain, among other things, “when [its] light would be turned on, [and] what kind of light it would emit.”8 Thus adaptationist explanations do not just explain traits; they also explain why such traits are maintained. The criticism of Gould and Lewontin notwithstanding, Williams concludes that adaptationism “continues to be a powerful method for the discovery of important facts about living organisms.”9 Bell and MacDonald also argue that evolutionary theorists disagree about the level at which natural selection operates. Although there is indeed some debate over this issue, the consensus among contemporary evolutionary theorists is that evolution works at the level of the gene. They also agree that for almost all animals, including humans, the individual is important because the phenotype must survive long enough to reproduce and possibly pass to posterity favorable genetic mutations. On the other hand, some evolutionary theorists suggest that natural selection can operate at the group level (group selection).10 The ultimate resolution of this debate does not prevent the use of evolutionary theory in international relations, however, any more than scholarship in international politics is encumbered by its levels of analysis. Which is more valuable is often an empirical question. Thus, as with any science, evolutionary theory has its share of disagreements, but rather than being a problem, this should be taken as an indication of its robustness. 

***REALISM 
AT: Realism Indicts

Their authors deny realism on fallacious logic – realism might not be indispensible because it represents everything correctly, but it is indispensible in pragmatic terms 

Weber, ’01 -  SNF-Professorship in philosophy of science, Science Studies Program and Philosophy Department, University of Basel (Marcel, Philosophy of Science, Vol. 68, No. 3, Supplement: Proceedings of the 2000 Biennial Meeting of the Philosophy of Science Association. Part I: Contributed Papers (Sep., 2001), pp. S216-S217)

I suggest that two issues must be kept separate here. The first issue is whether evolutionary theory in its current statistical form has an explanatory value which would be lacking in a non-statistical theory of the kind that Laplace's demon would be able to produce (if determinism is true). The second issue is whether realism about current evolutionary theory is justified. The first issue has to do with the nature of scientific explanation, specifically, whether unification has explanatory value. Many philosophers of science think that it does, and if they are right, Sober's point concerning significant generalizations holds true. But this is not what Rosenberg denies, if I understand him correctly. His point is that the kinds of explanations we find significant has something to do with what kind of beings we are. Sober and Rosenberg agree that the statistical generalizations of evolutionary theory are explanatorily indispensable; they differ only in that Sober thinks they are indispensable in principle whereas Rosenberg thinks they are only indispensable for us cognitively limited beings. Sober (1984, 127) admits that it is "difficult to bring this science fiction thought experiment to a decisive conclusion." I agree, but fortunately we don't have to bring it to a conclusion. For the main issue at stake is realism, and I want to suggest that, with respect to this issue, nothing follows from a theory's explanatory dispensability. A theory may be dispensable in the sense that an omniscient being would be able to understand the phenomena in question at a deeper level, but it is still possible that this theory correctly represents some aspects of reality. To put it differently, a theory may be indispensable merely for pragmatic reasons, i.e., for reasons which have to do with our cognitive abilities, but still be open to a realist interpretation. The fact that a theory falls short of giving us a complete account of some complex causal processes does not imply that this theory has no representational content whatsoever. A scientific realist is not committed to the thesis that even our best scientific theories provide complete descriptions of reality.1Thus, even if Rosenberg is right (contra Sober) that smarter beings would have less reason to use a statistical approach, this doesn't imply that our cognitively limited biologists have failed completely in their attempts to provide a description of reality. 

AT: Bell and MacDonald 
Bell and MacDonald pass judgment before the case is made; they fail to take into account Thayer’s clarifications

Thayer, 2k -  an Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at the University of Minnesota—Duluth (Bradley A., International Security, Vol. 26, No. 1 (Summer 2001), pp. 197)

Finally, Bell and MacDonald argue that realism may be anchored on rational choice theory or neorealism. I agree, but would make two observations. First, my intent was to show that evolutionary theory could scientifically ground the realism of Hans Morgenthau and Reinhold Niebuhr. I did not argue that this was necessarily the sole foundation for realism, and it obviously is not for neorealism. Second, although there are competing conceptions in the philosophy of science of the proper metrics to judge almost every aspect of a theory, including antecedent conditions and testability, ultimate causal explanations based on evolutionary theory are testable. By any standard, this significantly improves realism’s explanatory power because the metaphysical and religious foundations on which Morgenthau’s and Niebuhr’s theories are based are no longer required. advancing the science of international politics Bell and MacDonald have raised many excellent arguments and have helped to advance comprehension of how evolutionary theory may be used in international politics. Their arguments, however, do not detract from my effort to promote consilience and to use evolutionary theory to better inform theories and empirical issues studied in international politics. Moreover, given that this project has just gotten under way, Bell and MacDonald’s claim that evolutionary theory will not assist social science or international relations theory is too hasty a judgment. Let us at least permit a case to be made before sentence is passed. Intellectual tolerance is important for the robust health of any discipline, including international politics. Rather than being shunned, evolutionary theory should be welcomed to permit the advancement of the science of international politics.
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