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Perm – Solvency
The perm solves - there are instances where violence is justified 

Parson 7 --- Kenneth Parson, “Structural Violence and Power”, Peace Review; Apr-Jun2007, Vol. 19 Issue 2, p173-181)
Extending this case to a structural level, there is no clear and persuasive prima facie moral imperative against the use of violence for self-defense or preventive action for communities that are invaded or occupied by those who seek to uproot, displace, and eradicate those populations. Depending on the threat and the efficacy of violence in maintaining safety within one’s own community, these means may bring about greater peace overall by reducing threats of violence at the outset. Ethical judgments of violence in a world riddled by contradicting forces and competing values cannot be reduced to either/or dilemmas. To cast violence as never justifiable in seeking the ends of a peaceful social order (that is, a society free of structural violence) ignores the political realities faced by populations of people who have no recourse to social and political injustice but to resist and work against injustice with their own bodies and voices. A complex ethics of violence should recognize the ultimate value and primacy of nonviolent solutions to conflict and war, but also recognizes violence as necessary or unavoidable in certain instances. Keane argues that it avoids categorical imperatives about violence in favor of deliberation and judgment formulated within “the unique conditions of specific temporal and spatial contexts.”
The perm is the perfect way to create alternative understandings of peace – the key is not the resolution of alternative understandings, IE voting neg, but rather the understanding that there are different notions of peace. There is no “correct” conclusion that should be drawn about peace, voting for the alternative only reinscribes a new dominant version of peace.
Dunn, Research Fellow in International Relations, Keele University, UK., 1983, (David J., January, “Peace Research: Is a Distinction between 'Insiders' and 'Outsiders' Useful?,” Review of International Studies, Vol. 9, No. 1, http://www.jstor.org/stable/20096969,  p. 75-76)

Peace education, any education, is not about replacing one dominant view with a counter-view. In peace education stress is laid on consciousness raising, not consciousness pushing or construction. Education about peace, since peace is a value-laden concept at best and a downright confusing one at worst, fits into the 'jolt' theory of education and not 'push' theory of education. This is a crude but useful distinction. The point of departure is a comment from Kerman, who, in discussing Boulding's theory of images, says '.. . the most fundamental learning takes place when something jolts our expectations and forces us to re-examine our image'.12 What, then, is so useful about a distinction between a jolt and a push? In some areas of education there is wide agreement on what constitutes a right and wrong answer. Anybody who believes that two and two make five is mistaken. Here education is about pushing towards an acceptance of right  answers, on the ground, presumably, that manifestly wrong answers leave pupils ill-equipped for life. However, in social studies there are few universally agreed criteria of what constitute 'right answers'. There may reasonably be widespread disagreement over whether Earl Haig was a good general or whether going to the moon justifies the expense involved. What we tend to assume is that exposure to different views leads to a balanced understanding in the end. We try to widen horizons, to draw attention to different sorts of evidence and contrary opinions in order to 'jolt'. But rethinking does not necessarily mean new thinking. After a course in peace research or peace education some students may be convinced that deterrence is a means to peaceful relations. (In conventional peace research terms, they may adopt a narrow view of peace.) One may or may not agree with this conclusion, but one is not in a position to say that it is wrong. Peace education is a joker, a challenge, a provocation in the best sense, based on a reasonably sound approach: here is some information about peace that is new, challenging and in contrast to prevailing attitudes, make of it what you can. The onus on the peace educator is to achieve completeness as far as possible; it is not to replace one dominant view with another. 
Perm do alt - we don’t need to exclude the aff

Cuomo 96 (Chris J. Professor of Philosophy and Women's Studies, and Director of the Institute for Women's Studies at the Univerity of Georgia, “War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence”, Published in Hypatia 11.4 nb, pp. 31-48)

I propose that the constancy of militarism and its effects on social reality be reintroduced as a crucial locus of contemporary feminist attentions, and that feminists emphasize how wars are eruptions and manifestations of omnipresent militarism that is a product and tool of multiply oppressive, corporate, technocratic states.' Feminists should be particularly interested in making this shift because it better allows consideration of the effects of war and militarism on women, subjugated peoples, and environments. While giving attention to the constancy of militarism in contemporary life we need not neglect the importance of addressing the specific qualities of direct, large-scale, declared military conflicts. But the dramatic nature of declared, large-scale conflicts should not obfuscate the ways in which military violence pervades most societies in increasingly technologically sophisticated ways and the significance of military institutions and everyday practices in shaping reality. Philosophical discussions that focus only on the ethics of declaring and fighting wars miss these connections, and also miss the ways in which even declared military conflicts are often experienced as omnipresent horrors. These approaches also leave unquestioned tendencies to suspend or distort moral judgement in the face of what appears to be the inevitability of war and militarism.
Link Turn – Military --> Empire – Generic
US military presence is a tool to maintain social, political, and economic hegemony -- the plan is key to solving the impacts of the criticism

Magdoff 02 -- Harry Magdoff, John Bellamy Foster, Robert W. McChesney, Paul Sweezy, editors of the Monthly Review, “U.S. Military Bases and Empire,” MONTHLY REVIEW, Vol. 53, No. 10, 3-2-2002.  http://monthlyreview.org/0302editr.htm.  

The United States, as we have seen, has built a chain of military bases and staging areas around the globe, as a means of deploying air and naval forces to be used on a moment’s notice—all in the interest of maintaining its political and economic hegemony. These bases are not, as was the case for Britain in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, simply integral parts of a colonial empire, but rather take on even greater importance, “in the absence of colonialism.”* The United States, which has sought to maintain an imperial economic system without formal political controls over the territorial sovereignty of other nations, has employed these bases to exert force against those nations that have sought to break out of the imperial system altogether, or that have attempted to chart an independent course that is perceived as threatening U.S. interests. Without the worldwide dispersion of U.S. military forces in these bases, and without the U.S. predisposition to employ them in its military interventions, it would be impossible to keep many of the more dependent economic territories of the periphery from breaking away.

U.S. global political, economic, and financial power thus require the periodic exercise of military power. The other advanced capitalist countries tied into this system have also become reliant on the United States as the main enforcer of the rules of the game. The positioning of U.S. military bases should therefore be judged not as a purely military phenomenon, but as a mapping out of the U.S.-dominated imperial sphere and of its spearheads within the periphery. What is clear at present and bears repeating is that such bases are now being acquired in areas where the United States had previously lost much of its “forward presence,” such as in South Asia, the Middle East/Africa, and Latin America and the Caribbean, or in regions where U.S. bases have not existed previously, such as the Balkans and Central Asia. There can be no doubt, therefore, that the last remaining superpower is presently on a course of imperial expansion, as a means of promoting its political and economic interests, and that the present war on terrorism, which is in many ways an indirect product of the projection of U.S. power, is now being used to justify the further projection of that power.

For those who choose to oppose these developments there should be no illusion. The global expansion of military power on the part of the hegemonic state of world capitalism is an integral part of economic globalization. To say no to this form of military expansionism is to say no at the same time to capitalist globalization and imperialism and hence to capitalism itself.
Link Turn – Military --> Empire – Generic
Plan solves -- military presence is the lynchpin of US empire – it’s comparatively worse than cultural hegemony

Johnson 04 -- Chalmers Johnson, “American Bases of Empire”, COMMON DREAMS, 1-15-04. http://www.commondreams.org/views04/0115-08.htm
As distinct from other peoples, most Americans do not recognize -- or do not want to recognize -- that the United States dominates the world through its military power. Due to government secrecy, our citizens are often ignorant of the fact that our garrisons encircle the planet. This vast network of American bases on every continent except Antarctica actually constitutes a new form of empire -- an empire of bases with its own geography not likely to be taught in any high school geography class. Without grasping the dimensions of this globe-girdling Baseworld, one can't begin to understand the size and nature of our imperial aspirations or the degree to which a new kind of militarism is undermining our constitutional order.

Our military deploys well over half a million soldiers, spies, technicians, teachers, dependents, and civilian contractors in other nations. To dominate the oceans and seas of the world, we are creating some thirteen naval task forces built around aircraft carriers whose names sum up our martial heritage -- Kitty Hawk, Constellation, Enterprise, John F. Kennedy, Nimitz, Dwight D. Eisenhower, Carl Vinson, Theodore Roosevelt, Abraham Lincoln, George Washington, John C. Stennis, Harry S. Truman, and Ronald Reagan. We operate numerous secret bases outside our territory to monitor what the people of the world, including our own citizens, are saying, faxing, or e-mailing to one another.
Our installations abroad bring profits to civilian industries, which design and manufacture weapons for the armed forces or, like the now well-publicized Kellogg, Brown & Root company, a subsidiary of the Halliburton Corporation of Houston, undertake contract services to build and maintain our far-flung outposts. One task of such contractors is to keep uniformed members of the imperium housed in comfortable quarters, well fed, amused, and supplied with enjoyable, affordable vacation facilities. Whole sectors of the American economy have come to rely on the military for sales. On the eve of our second war on Iraq, for example, while the Defense Department was ordering up an extra ration of cruise missiles and depleted-uranium armor-piercing tank shells, it also acquired 273,000 bottles of Native Tan sunblock, almost triple its 1999 order and undoubtedly a boon to the supplier, Control Supply Company of Tulsa, Oklahoma, and its subcontractor, Sun Fun Products of Daytona Beach, Florida.
The military drives imperialism and colonization – continued presence will cause inevitable collapse of American institutions

Johnson 04 -- Chalmers Johnson, “American Bases of Empire”, COMMON DREAMS, 1-15-04. http://www.commondreams.org/views04/0115-08.htm
Of all the insensitive, if graphic, metaphors we've allowed into our vocabulary, none quite equals "footprint" to describe the military impact of our empire. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Gen. Richard Myers and senior members of the Senate's Military Construction Subcommittee such as Dianne Feinstein (D-CA) are apparently incapable of completing a sentence without using it. Establishing a more impressive footprint has now become part of the new justification for a major enlargement of our empire -- and an announced repositioning of our bases and forces abroad -- in the wake of our conquest of Iraq. The man in charge of this project is Andy Hoehn, deputy assistant secretary of defense for strategy. He and his colleagues are supposed to draw up plans to implement President Bush's preventive war strategy against "rogue states," "bad guys," and "evil-doers." They have identified something they call the "arc of instability," which is said to run from the Andean region of South America (read: Colombia) through North Africa and then sweeps across the Middle East to the Philippines and Indonesia. This is, of course, more or less identical with what used to be called the Third World -- and perhaps no less crucially it covers the world's key oil reserves. Hoehn contends, "When you overlay our footprint onto that, we don't look particularly well-positioned to deal with the problems we're now going to confront."
Once upon a time, you could trace the spread of imperialism by counting up colonies. America's version of the colony is the military base. By following the changing politics of global basing, one can learn much about our ever larger imperial stance and the militarism that grows with it. Militarism and imperialism are Siamese twins joined at the hip. Each thrives off the other. Already highly advanced in our country, they are both on the verge of a quantum leap that will almost surely stretch our military beyond its capabilities, bringing about fiscal insolvency and very possibly doing mortal damage to our republican institutions. The only way this is discussed in our press is via reportage on highly arcane plans for changes in basing policy and the positioning of troops abroad -- and these plans, as reported in the media, cannot be taken at face value. Marine Brig. Gen. Mastin Robeson, commanding our 1,800 troops occupying the old French Foreign Legion base at Camp Lemonier in Djibouti at the entrance to the Red Sea, claims that in order to put "preventive war" into action, we require a "global presence," by which he means gaining hegemony over any place that is not already under our thumb. According to the right-wing American Enterprise Institute, the idea is to create "a global cavalry" that can ride in from "frontier stockades" and shoot up the "bad guys" as soon as we get some intelligence on them.
Link Turn – Military --> Empire – Dollar Hegemony 
Military presence sustains U.S. economic power – the U.S. sells military protection in exchange for dollar hegemony 

Hensman and Correggia 05 -- Rohini Hensman and Marinella Correggia, “US DOLLAR HEGEMONY: THE SOFT UNDERBELLY OF EMPIRE (AND WHAT CAN BE DONE TO USE IT!)” 1-30-05. 

 http://www.sacw.net/free/rohini_marinella30012005.html.  

What we intend to argue below is that if the US's ability to undertake imperial conquests like that of Iraq depends on its obvious military supremacy, this in turn is ultimately based on the use of the US dollar as the world's reserve currency. It is the dominance of the dollar that underpins US financial dominance as a whole as well as the apparently limitless spending power that allows it to keep hundreds of thousands of troops stationed all over the world. Destroy US dollar hegemony, and "Empire" will collapse.
David Ludden's article 'America's Invisible Empire' (1) sums up the problem of the world's most recent empire with remarkable clarity. Constituting itself at a time when decolonisation was well under way and other empires were disintegrating, US imperialism could never openly speak its name. Initially, it disguised itself as the defender of democracy against communism; when the Soviet Union ceased to exist, the pretext became the "war against terror". National security and national interest were invoked as the rationale for global dominance. 

Ludden's description evokes the image of US citizens (and a few others) living in a Truman Show world, a bubble of illusion created by state deception and media complicity that prevents them from being aware of the reality of empire, although everyone outside can see it only too clearly. It sounds quite credible that ëthe empire will not be undone until its reality and costs become visible to Americans' (p.4777). However Ludden's claim that 'US taxpayers and voters pay the entire cost of the US empire' (p.4776) is less credible. If that were true, many more Americans would see their empire and oppose it; the Democrats would have put up a principled anti-war, anti-occupation candidate at the recent presidential elections, and the overwhelming majority of the US electorate would have voted for her or him. But it is the rest of the world that has been paying for the US empire: that is why it is almost invisible within the US.

As Emmanuel Todd wrote,(2) an imperial economy depends on drawing wealth from abroad, without any reciprocity. The US is now more dependent on the rest of the world than the rest of the world on the US. This explains their behaviour: not only their strategic need to get their hands on the world's resources, but also their need for hegemony. To counterbalance their economic dependence, they must keep themselves - at least symbolically - at the centre of the world. They must demonstrate their 'omnipotence': that is why they wage so many wars against militarily weak enemies. At the same time they must appear as benefactors à hence their whirlwind tour of the countries devastated by the tsunami disaster in order to make use of the photo opportunities it provided.
Link Turn – Military --> Empire – Empirics
Military presence creates economic and cultural hegemony, not the other way around- Afghanistan proves
Magdoff 02 -- Harry Magdoff, John Bellamy Foster, Robert W. McChesney, Paul Sweezy, editors of the Monthly Review, “U.S. Military Bases and Empire,” MONTHLY REVIEW, Vol. 53, No. 10, 3-2-2002.  http://monthlyreview.org/0302editr.htm.  
Military doctrine insists that the strategic significance of a foreign military base goes beyond the war in which it was acquired, and that planning for other potential missions using these new assets must begin almost immediately. For this reason the build-up of bases in Afghanistan, Pakistan, and three of the former Soviet republics of Central Asia is inevitably seen by Russia and China as constituting additional threats to their security. Russia has already indicated its displeasure at the prospect of permanent U.S. military bases in Central Asia. As for China, as the Guardian (London) noted on January 10, 2002, the base at Manas in Kyrgyzstan, where U.S. planes are landing daily, “is 250 miles from the western Chinese border. With U.S. bases to the east in Japan, to the south in South Korea, and Washington’s military support for Taiwan, China may feel encircled.”
The projection of U.S. military power into new regions through the establishment of U.S. military bases should not of course be seen simply in terms of direct military ends. They are always used to promote the economic and political objectives of U.S. capitalism. For example, U.S. corporations and the U.S. government have been eager for some time to build a secure corridor for U.S.-controlled oil and natural gas pipelines from the Caspian Sea in Central Asia through Afghanistan and Pakistan to the Arabian Sea. The war in Afghanistan and the creation of U.S. bases in Central Asia are viewed as a key opportunity to make such pipelines a reality. The principal exponent of this policy has been the Unocal corporation, as indicated by its testimony to the House Committee on International Relations in February 1998 (reprinted as “A New Silk Road: Proposed Pipeline in Afghanistan” in Monthly Review, December 2001).* On December 31, 2001 President Bush appointed Afghan-born Zalmay Khalilzad from the National Security Council to be special envoy to Afghanistan. Khalilzad is a former adviser for Unocal in connection with the proposed trans-Afghan pipeline and lobbied the U.S. government for a more sympathetic policy toward the Taliban regime. He changed his position only after the Clinton administration fired cruise missiles at targets in Afghanistan (aimed at Osama bin Laden) in 1998 (Pravda, January 9, 2002).
During the present war in Afghanistan, the U.S. media have generally been quiet about U.S. oil ambitions in the region. Nevertheless, an article in the business section of the New York Times (December 15, 2001) noted that, “The State Department is exploring the potential for post-Taliban energy projects in the region, which has more than 6 percent of the world’s proven oil reserves and almost 40 percent of its gas reserves.” In an Op-Ed piece in the New York Times (January 18, 2002), Richard Butler, of the Council on Foreign Relations, acknowledged that, “The war in Afghanistan…has made the construction of a pipeline across Afghanistan and Pakistan politically possible for the first time since Unocal and the Argentinean company Bridas competed for the Afghan rights in the mid-1990s.” Needless to say, without a strong U.S. military presence in the region, through the establishment of bases as a result of the war, the construction of such a pipeline would almost certainly have proven impracticable.
Blowback

History teaches that foreign military bases are a double-edged sword. The most obvious indication of the truth of this proposition is the present “War on Terrorism.” There can be little doubt that attacks over the last decade or more directed against both U.S. forces abroad and targets in the United States itself have been a response in large part to the growing U.S. role as a foreign military power in regions such as the Middle East, where the United States has not only engaged in military actions, even full-scale war, but also since 1990 has stationed thousands of troops. The establishment of U.S. bases in Saudi Arabia was regarded by some Saudis as an occupation of the holiest land of Islam, to be repelled at virtually any cost.
The perception of U.S. military bases as intrusions on national sovereignty is widespread in “host” countries for the simple reason that the presence of such bases inevitably translates into interference in domestic politics. As the 1970 report by the Subcommittee on Security Agreements and Commitments Abroad of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee noted: “Overseas bases, the presence of elements of United States armed forces, joint planning, joint exercises, or excessive military assistance programs…all but guarantee some involvement by the United States in the internal affairs of the host government” (p. 20). Such countries become more and more enmeshed in the U.S. empire.

U.S. overseas military bases thus frequently give rise to major social protests in the subject countries. Until the withdrawal of U.S. forces in 1992, the U.S. bases in the Philippines were widely regarded in that nation as a legacy of U.S. colonialism. Like nearly all U.S. military bases overseas, they brought with them a host of social problems. The town of Olongapo next to the U.S. base at Subic Bay was devoted entirely to “rest and recreation” for U.S. troops and housed more than fifty thousand prostitutes. 
Link Turn – CMR
Empirically proven poor CMR leads securitization to justify extreme action

Waever 4 (Ole Waever, Ph.D. in Political Science and Professor of International Relations at COPRI, “Peace and Security” in  “Contemporary Security Analysis and Copenhagen Peace Research”, pg 56 ,  2004

In the 1940s, the concept of ‘national security’ made a spectacular entrance in the USA and gained surprising centrality (Yergin 1977). Among the reasons for this swift terminological change were the dif- ficulties of civil–military co-ordination during the Second World War, partly reflecting the difficulty of mobilising the USA for enduring mili- tarised efforts given that country’s suspicion of ‘standing armies’. To handle a long-term geo-political rivalry with the Soviet Union, the USA needed a concept to express an effort with both military and non-military components and justify a policy above normal political vacillations.

The concept entrenched itself in the USA and spread globally – very soon it seemed to have been always with us, probably because it ‘bor- rowed’ content from another concept, which had been undermined. The traditional idea that the state in extreme situations had a right to call on necessity and raison d’état (Meinecke 1976; Schnur 1975) had become less and less viable in modern democracies. ‘Security’ took over much of this idea of radical challenges justifying extreme measures.

Framework – Critical Theory Bad
Critical theory has many problematic notions – it still relies upon liberal and realist understandings of peace

Richmond, Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of St. Andrews, 2008, (Oliver P., “Peace in International Relations,” Ch 6: Critical contributions to peace, p. 132)

The common understanding of peace that is offered through critical theory is not therefore unproblematic, given its reliance on a specific and claimed universal set of human norms and discourse ethics, but these have brought a much richer set of issues and dynamics to the debate.67 As Barkawi and Laffey have argued, even critical security studies, an attempt to move beyond Hobbesian, Lockean and Kantian frames of reference by focusing on emancipation, actually rely on underlying liberal-realist discourses,68 often replicating their Western-centric ordering claims about international relations. Thus, critical theory is in danger of falling back into the familiar territory of liberal thinking about peace and its dependence upon rational states and institutions which progressively provide emancipation from above, with only limited engagement with those being emancipated. This critique indicates that peace is close to a 'messianic' liberal ideal form (redeemed only in the future), or what the utopians or idealists of the early part of the twentieth century might have imagined, but more thoroughly negotiated through discursive strategies that arrive at consensus rather than an implicit hegemony of liberal norms. Indeed, it is these latter qualities that prevents critical theory from following the liberal urge toward colonialism and imperialism as way the liberal peace might be consolidated. It certainly claims to offer an attractive framework for the creation of an everyday, emancipatory peace, though from this perspective, even critical theory is in effect a search for rationalisable form of peace, given a universal identity. This is also at risk of representing critical IR as a white, male, Euro-centric, possibly racist, and interventionary endeavour, even if it is aimed at achieving an emancipatory peace;69 raising the question of who is peace for, who creates it, and why. For Hobson, for example, Western hegemony has been the unfortunate starting point by which history, and by implication, peace, has been understood, even within critical theory. 

Critical theory is hegemonic, it rests upon flawed western epistemological foundations and discriminates against those who haven’t adopted it, while not achieving true emancipation.

Richmond, Lecturer in the Department of International Relations at the University of St. Andrews, 2008, (Oliver P., “Peace in International Relations,” Ch 6: Critical contributions to peace, p. 133)

Herein lies its weakness according to some critics. For post-structuralists, this very vision makes it susceptible to hegemony and domination, and it does not fully interrogate the flawed notions of universality it rests upon, nor does it offer an acceptance of difference and otherness except with a set of assumed confines which reflect the norms of liberal thought. Indeed, for post-structuralists, the very attempt to establish law-like scientific statements about human society70 is inevitably tinged with hegemonic interests, even if they are unselfconscious, umealised, and held with the best of intentions. Indeed, George calls this a 'site of discursive primitivism' based upon the 'scattered textual utterings of the Greeks, Christian theology, and post-Renaissance Europe'.7l In its liberal-realist form, this discourse is packaged within Anglo-American interests, epistemological and ontological approaches, though in its more critical forms, this is extended by the tradition of scepticism and the search for a universal form of justice and emancipation. For post-structuralists, even this is tinged by vested, foundationalist interests and a myopia towards claimed representation, identity, ethnicity, religion, language, class, gender, the environment, resources, and other related issues. Many post-structuralist or post-colonial thinkers would argue that a cosmopolitan ethic, for example, would inevitably involve discrimination against those who have not yet acquired or attained this higher order or ethic. For some thinkers this smacks of subtle colonialism; and instead critical theorists should embrace diversity rather than attempt a social engineering project by way of universal homogenisation based on shared norms and values. Indeed, as Jabri has argued, there needs to be a 'politics of peace' which are indicative of solidarity and a struggle for a just social order comprising individuals as agents in themselves, rather than merely subjects of governance frameworks, and who express solidarity over their rights and needs.72 

Framework – Policy Key

Policy oriented debates are key to establish substance based discussion with relevant and recognizable argumentation

McClean 1 (McClean, Ph.D. Philosophy: The New School for Social Research, David E, “The Cultural Left And The Limits of Social Hope,” Annual Conference of the Society for the Advancement of American Philosophy. 2001 Conference]
There is a lot of philosophical prose on the general subject of social justice. Some of this is quite good, and some of it is quite bad. What distinguishes the good from the bad is not merely the level of erudition. Displays of high erudition are gratuitously reflected in much of the writing by those, for example, still clinging to Marxian ontology and is often just a useful smokescreen which shrouds a near total disconnect from empirical reality. This kind of political writing likes to make a lot of references to other obscure, jargon-laden essays and tedious books written by other true believers - the crowd that takes the fusion of Marxian and Freudian private fantasies seriously. Nor is it the lack of scholarship that makes this prose bad. Much of it is well "supported" by footnotes referencing a lode of other works, some of which are actually quite good. Rather, what makes this prose bad is its utter lack of relevance to extant and critical policy debates, the passage of actual laws, and the amendment of existing regulations that might actually do some good for someone else. The writers of this bad prose are too interested in our arrival at some social place wherein we will finally emerge from our "inauthentic" state into something called "reality." Most of this stuff, of course, comes from those steeped in the Continental tradition (particularly post-Kant). While that tradition has much to offer and has helped shape my own philosophical sensibilities, it is anything but useful when it comes to truly relevant philosophical analysis, and no self-respecting Pragmatist can really take seriously the strong poetry of formations like "authenticity looming on the ever remote horizons of fetishization." What Pragmatists see instead is the hope that we can fix some of the social ills that face us if we treat policy and reform as more important than Spirit and Utopia. Like light rain released from pretty clouds too high in the atmosphere, the substance of this prose dissipates before it can reach the ground and be a useful component in a discussion of medicare reform or how to better regulate a pharmaceutical industry that bankrupts senior citizens and condemns to death HIV patients unfortunate enough to have been born in Burkina Faso - and a regulatory regime that permits this. It is often too drenched in abstractions and references to a narrow and not so merry band of other intellectuals (Nietzsche, Bataille, Foucault, Lukács, Benjamin) to be of much use to those who are the supposed subject matter of this preternatural social justice literature. Since I have no particular allegiance to these other intellectuals, no particular impulse to carry their water or defend their reputations, I try and forget as much as I can about their writings in order to make space for some new approaches and fresh thinking about that important question that always faces us - "What is to be done?" I am, I think, lucky to have taken this decision before it had become too late. One might argue with me that these other intellectuals are not looking to be taken seriously in the construction of solutions to specific socio-political problems. They are, after all, philosophers engaged in something called philosophizing. They are, after all, just trying to be good culture critics. Of course, that isn't quite true, for they often write with specific reference to social issues and social justice in mind, even when they are fluttering about in the ether of high theory (Lukács, for example, was a government officer, albeit a minister of culture, which to me says a lot), and social justice is not a Platonic form but parses into the specific quotidian acts of institutions and individuals. Social justice is but the genus heading which may be described better with reference to its species iterations- the various conditions of cruelty and sadism which we wittingly or unwittingly permit. If we wanted to, we could reconcile the grand general theories of these thinkers to specific bureaucracies or social problems and so try to increase their relevance. We could construct an account which acts as a bridge to relevant policy considerations. But such attempts, usually performed in the reams of secondary literature generated by their devotees, usually make things even more bizarre. In any event, I don't think we owe them that amount of effort. After all, if they wanted to be relevant they could have said so by writing in such a way that made it clear that relevance was a high priority. For Marxians in general, everything tends to get reduced to class. For Lukács everything tends to get reduced to "reification." But society and its social ills are far too intricate to gloss in these ways, and the engines that drive competing interests are much more easily explained with reference to animal drives and fears than by Absolute Spirit. That is to say, they are not easily explained at all. Take Habermas, whose writings are admittedly the most relevant of the group. I cannot find in Habermas's lengthy narratives regarding communicative action, discourse ethics, democracy and ideal speech situations very much more than I have found in the Federalist Papers, or in Paine's Common Sense, or in Emerson's Self Reliance or Circles. I simply don't find the concept of uncoerced and fully informed communication between peers in a democratic polity all that difficult to understand, and I don't much see the need to theorize to death such a simple concept, particularly where the only persons that are apt to take such narratives seriously are already sold, at least in a general sense. Of course, when you are trying to justify yourself in the face of the other members of your chosen club (in Habermas's case, the Frankfurt School) the intricacy of your explication may have less to do with simple concepts than it has to do with parrying for respectability in the eyes of your intellectual brethren. But I don't see why the rest of us need to partake in an insular debate that has little to do with anyone that is not very much interested in the work of early critical theorists such as Horkheimer or Adorno, and who might see their insights as only modestly relevant at best. Not many self-respecting engaged political scientists in this country actually still take these thinkers seriously, if they ever did at all. Or we might take Foucault who, at best, has provided us with what may reasonably be described as a very long and eccentric footnote to Nietzsche (I have once been accused, by a Foucaltian true believer, of "gelding" Foucault with other similar remarks). Foucault, who has provided the Left of the late 1960s through the present with such notions as "governmentality," "Limit," "archeology," "discourse" "power" and "ethics," creating or redefining their meanings, has made it overabundantly clear that all of our moralities and practices are the successors of previous ones which derive from certain configurations of savoir and connaisance arising from or created by, respectively, the discourses of the various scientific schools. But I have not yet found in anything Foucault wrote or said how such observations may be translated into a political movement or hammered into a political document or theory (let alone public policies) that can be justified or founded on more than an arbitrary aesthetic experimentalism. In fact, Foucault would have shuddered if any one ever did, since he thought that anything as grand as a movement went far beyond what he thought appropriate. This leads me to mildly rehabilitate Habermas, for at least he has been useful in exposing Foucault's shortcomings in this regard, just as he has been useful in exposing the shortcomings of others enamored with the abstractions of various Marxian-Freudian social critiques. 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."
Framework – Predictions Good

Rejecting predictions of threats makes them inevitable—decisionmakers will rely on preconceived notions rather than analysis.
Fitzsimmons 7 (Michael, “The Problem of Uncertainty in Strategic Planning”, Survival, Winter 06/07) 
 
But handling even this weaker form of uncertainty is still quite challenging. 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 decisionmakers.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 surprise, 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 environment 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 decisionmaker 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. 
Predictions are good and possible 

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

Independently of this contractualist justification, global civil society actors are putting forth a number of arguments countering temporal myopia on rational grounds. They make the case that no generation, and no part of the world, is immune from catastrophe. Complacency and parochialism are deeply flawed in that even if we earn a temporary reprieve, our children and grandchildren will likely not be so fortunate unless steps are taken today. Similarly, though it might be possible to minimize or contain the risks and harms of actions to faraway places over the short-term, parrying the eventual blowback or spillover effect is improbable. In fact, as I argued in the previous section, all but the smallest and most isolated of crises are rapidly becoming globalized due to the existence of transnational circuits of ideas, images, people, and commodities. Regardless of where they live, our descendants will increasingly be subjected to the impact of environmental degradation, the spread of epidemics, gross North-South socioeconomic inequalities, refugee flows, civil wars, and genocides. What may have previously appeared to be temporally and spatially remote risks are ‘coming home to roost’ in ever faster cycles. In a word, then, procrastination makes little sense for three principal reasons: it exponentially raises the costs of eventual future action; it reduces preventive options; and it erodes their effectiveness. With the foreclosing of long-range alternatives, later generations may be left with a single course of action, namely, that of merely reacting to large-scale emergencies as they arise. We need only think of how it gradually becomes more difficult to control climate change, let alone reverse it, or to halt mass atrocities once they are underway. Preventive foresight is grounded in the opposite logic, whereby the decision to work through perils today greatly enhances both the subsequent room for maneuver and the chances of success. Humanitarian, environmental, and techno-scientific activists have convincingly shown that we cannot afford not to engage in preventive labor. Moreover, I would contend that farsighted cosmopolitanism is not as remote or idealistic a prospect as it appears to some, for as Falk writes, “[g]lobal justice between temporal communities, however, actually seems to be increasing, as evidenced by various expressions of greater sensitivity to past injustices and future dangers.”36 Global civil society may well be helping a new generational self-conception take root, according to which we view ourselves as the provisional caretakers of our planetary commons. Out of our sense of responsibility for the well-being of those who will follow us, we come to be more concerned about the here and now.

Framework – State Good

We have an external impact-engagement with state policy is critical to influence the government and prevent war 

WALT 1991 (Stephen, Professor at the University of 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 red-world issues. The danger of war will be with us for some time to come. and states will continue to aquire militarv 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, historv suggests that countries that suppress debate on national security matters are more likely to blunder into disaster. because misguided policies cannot be evaluated and stooped in - time. As in other areas of puhlic policv. academic experts in security studies can help in several ways. In the short term, academics are well dace to evaluate current programs. because thev 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 policv 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.
Framework – A2: Discourse First

Discourse doesn’t come first
Tuathail 96 Department of Geography at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Political Geography (Gearoid Tuathail, Department of Geography at Virginia Polytechnic Institute, Political Geography, 15(6-7), 664 )
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.
Simply rejecting current discourse doesn’t solve- it masks the problem

Gay 04 -- William C. Gay, Professor of Philosophy @ UNC-Charlotte, “Public Policy Discourse on Peace,” Putting Peace into Practice: Evaluating Policy on Global and Local Levels, Edited by: Nancy Nyquist Potter, Amsterdam: Rodopi, 2004. p.9.
The elimination of the language of war may do little to advance the cause of peace.  For example, a government and its media may cease referring to a particular nation as “the enemy” or “the devil,” but private and even public attitudes may continue to foster the same, though now unspoken, prejudice.  Just as legal or social sanctions against hate speech may be needed to stop linguistic attacks in the public arena in order to stop current armed conflict, there may be a need for an official peace treaty and a cessation in hostile name calling directed against an adversary of the state.  Just as arms that have been laid down can readily be taken up again, even so those who bit their tongues to comply with the demands of political correctness are often ready to lash out vitriolic epithets when these constraints are removed.  In the language of negative peace, the absence of verbal assaults about “the enemy” merely mask the lull in reliance on warist discourse.

Framework – A2: Epistemology

Epistemology does not come first – defer to rational policymaking
Owen 2 [David, Reader of Political Theory at the Univ. of Southampton, Millennium, Vol 31, No 3]
Commenting on the ‘philosophical turn’ in IR, Wæver remarks that ‘[a] frenzy for words like “epistemology” and “ontology” often signals this philosophical turn’, although he goes on to comment that these terms are often used loosely.4 However, loosely deployed or not, it is clear that debates concerning ontology and epistemology play a central role in the contemporary IR theory wars. In one respect, this is unsurprising since it is a characteristic feature of the social sciences that periods of disciplinary disorientation involve recourse to reflection on the philosophical commitments of different theoretical approaches, and there is no doubt that such reflection can play a valuable role in making explicit the commitments that characterise (and help individuate) diverse theoretical positions. Yet, such a philosophical turn is not without its dangers and I will briefly mention three before turning to consider a confusion that has, I will suggest, helped to promote the IR theory wars by motivating this philosophical turn. The first danger with the philosophical turn is that it has an inbuilt tendency to prioritise issues of ontology and epistemology over explanatory and/or interpretive power as if the latter two were merely a simple function of the former. But while the explanatory and/or interpretive power of a theoretical account is not wholly independent of its ontological and/or epistemological commitments (otherwise criticism of these features would not be a criticism that had any value), it is by no means clear that it is, in contrast, wholly dependent on these philosophical commitments. Thus, for example, one need not be sympathetic to rational choice theory to recognise that it can provide powerful accounts of certain kinds of problems, such as the tragedy of the commons in which dilemmas of collective action are foregrounded. It may, of course, be the case that the advocates of rational choice theory cannot give a good account of why this type of theory is powerful in accounting for this class of problems (i.e., how it is that the relevant actors come to exhibit features in these circumstances that approximate the assumptions of rational choice theory) and, if this is the case, it is a philosophical weakness—but this does not undermine the point that, for a certain class of problems, rational choice theory may provide the best account available to us. In other words, while the critical judgement of theoretical accounts in terms of their ontological and/or epistemological sophistication is one kind of critical judgement, it is not the only or even necessarily the most important kind. The second danger run by the philosophical turn is that because prioritisation of ontology and epistemology promotes theory-construction from philosophical first principles, it cultivates a theory-driven rather than problem-driven approach to IR. Paraphrasing Ian Shapiro, the point can be put like this: since it is the case that there is always a plurality of possible true descriptions of a given action, event or phenomenon, the challenge is to decide which is the most apt in terms of getting a perspicuous grip on the action, event or phenomenon in question given the purposes of the inquiry; yet, from this standpoint, ‘theory-driven work is part of a reductionist program’ in that it ‘dictates always opting for the description that calls for the explanation that flows from the preferred model or theory’.5 The justification offered for this strategy rests on the mistaken belief that it is necessary for social science because general explanations are required to characterise the classes of phenomena studied in similar terms. However, as Shapiro points out, this is to misunderstand the enterprise of science since ‘whether there are general explanations for classes of phenomena is a question for social-scientific inquiry, not to be prejudged before conducting that inquiry’.6 Moreover, this strategy easily slips into the promotion of the pursuit of generality over that of empirical validity. The third danger is that the preceding two combine to encourage the formation of a particular image of disciplinary debate in IR—what might be called (only slightly tongue in cheek) ‘the Highlander view’—namely, an image of warring theoretical approaches with each, despite occasional temporary tactical alliances, dedicated to the strategic achievement of sovereignty over the disciplinary field. It encourages this view because the turn to, and prioritisation of, ontology and epistemology stimulates the idea that there can only be one theoretical approach which gets things right, namely, the theoretical approach that gets its ontology and epistemology right. This image feeds back into IR exacerbating the first and second dangers, and so a potentially vicious circle arises.

No Alt Solvency
Alt can’t solve- equal distribution of power doesn’t prevent violence 

Parson 7 --- Kenneth Parson, “Structural Violence and Power”, Peace Review; Apr-Jun2007, Vol. 19 Issue 2, p173-181)
Power is viewed by Galtung as a resource, something that can be possessed, distributed, and horded. Given his understanding that the unequal distribution of this resource (domination) is structural violence, one is led to believe that a social order free from structural violence would be one where power was equally distributed to all members. If a society then equalizes the distribution of power, all will possess equal amounts of it and thereby equally be objects of either structural violence or structural peace. As a result, structural violence could be collectively reduced because all have the power to end such avoidable needs deprivations. Presumably such a collective choice to end suffering would be in their immediate interest. Are we then to assume that the reality of violence does in fact follow from the unintended organization of the distribution of power? Structural violence is not simply, as Hannah Arendt states, the most flagrant manifestation of power, but rather should denote that organized relations of power function to perpetuate or suppress instances and relations of violence. If we recognize power not as exchanged and possessed as a finite, quantifiable good but as something that individuals do and exercise from self-conscious, interested standpoints, then we can begin to clarify the normative and analytic differences between relations of power and relations of violence. Domination, understood as the direct control or power that one group has over another group and that serves the interests of the former group against the interests of the latter, may in fact always coincide with or rely upon the material occurrence of violence. Nevertheless, this is not to say that violence and domination are coterminous. The vast majority of instances of domination involve some form or another of psychological, economic, environmental, physical or political violence, just as militarism involves ecological destruction, human death, and mass rape. Nevertheless, violence is a distinctive phenomenon not reducible to these power relations. Our understanding of domination relations and our understanding of relations of violence differ in the ways that agents are situated and the way that people are affected by these relations.
IR Theory – Positive Peace Bad

Positive peace theory cannot explain contemporary conflicts

Parson 7 --- Kenneth Parson, “Structural Violence and Power”, Peace Review; Apr-Jun2007, Vol. 19 Issue 2, p173-181)
With the current international and transnational realities of capitalist globalization, however, the privatization of militarism and conflict, and the increasing violence of poverty, disease and environmental crises, Galtung’s peace/violence binary, particularly in the area of structural violence, leaves us with an inability to theorize, explain, and evaluate relations of violence and power within the context of contemporary conflicts and/or wars. His notion of violence lacks sufficient analytic and normative clarity from other important political concepts, thus evading a clear articulation of peace and violence as distinct political–philosophical concepts. Also, his understanding of structural violence conflates important distinctions made by recent theorists of violence and power that better explain how direct and indirect forms of violence make possible specific relations of power, and how power generates, though is distinct from, particular relations of violence. Finally, the relations between organized patterns of activity (that is, structures) and the level of agency of subordinate, oppressed or marginalized groups is under-theorized in terms of struggles over unjust relations of power and relations of violence.

IR Theory – Positivism Good

Positivism is good and true – their K relies on obscure language to conceal unverified nonsense.
Sokal 96  (Alan, 6/5, Professor of Physics at New York University, Co-author of Random Walks, Critical Phenomena, and Triviality in Quantum Field Theory and co-author of Les impostures scientifiques des philosophes (post-)moderns, “A Physicist Experiments With Cultural Studies”, http://www.physics.nyu.edu/faculty/sokal/lingua_franca_v4/lingua_franca_v4.html)
Why did I do it? While my method was satirical, my motivation is utterly serious. What concerns me is the proliferation, not just of nonsense and sloppy thinking per se, but of a particular kind of nonsense and sloppy thinking: one that denies the existence of objective realities, or (when challenged) admits their existence but downplays their practical relevance. At its best, a journal like Social Text raises important questions that no scientist should ignore -- questions, for example, about how corporate and government funding influence scientific work. Unfortunately, epistemic relativism does little to further the discussion of these matters. In short, my concern over the spread of subjectivist thinking is both intellectual and political. Intellectually, the problem with such doctrines is that they are false (when not simply meaningless). There is a real world; its properties are not merely social constructions; facts and evidence do matter. What sane person would contend otherwise? And yet, much contemporary academic theorizing consists precisely of attempts to blur these obvious truths -- the utter absurdity of it all being concealed through obscure and pretentious language. Social Text's acceptance of my article exemplifies the intellectual arrogance of Theory -- meaning postmodernist literary theory -- carried to its logical extreme. No wonder they didn't bother to consult a physicist. If all is discourse and ``text,'' then knowledge of the real world is superfluous; even physics becomes just another branch of Cultural Studies. If, moreover, all is rhetoric and ``language games,'' then internal logical consistency is superfluous too: a patina of theoretical sophistication serves equally well. Incomprehensibility becomes a virtue; allusions, metaphors and puns substitute for evidence and logic. My own article is, if anything, an extremely modest example of this well-established genre. Politically, I'm angered because most (though not all) of this silliness is emanating from the self-proclaimed Left. We're witnessing here a profound historical volte-face. For most of the past two centuries, the Left has been identified with science and against obscurantism; we have believed that rational thought and the fearless analysis of objective reality (both natural and social) are incisive tools for combating the mystifications promoted by the powerful -- not to mention being desirable human ends in their own right. The recent turn of many ``progressive'' or ``leftist'' academic humanists and social scientists toward one or another form of epistemic relativism betrays this worthy heritage and undermines the already fragile prospects for progressive social critique. Theorizing about ``the social construction of reality'' won't help us find an effective treatment for AIDS or devise strategies for preventing global warming. Nor can we combat false ideas in history, sociology, economics and politics if we reject the notions of truth and falsity.
IR Theory – Realism Good

Realism is inevitable – the historical record supports realism and denies their critique – there has never been an alternative
Mearshimer 95 (John, Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, International Security, Winter 94/95) PROBLEMS WITH THE EMPIRICAL RECORD.  
Critical theorists have offered little empirical support for their theory.  It is still possible to sketch the broad outlines of their account of the past.  They appear to concede that realism was the dominant discourse from about the start of the late medieval period in 1300 to at least 1989, and that states and other political entities behaved according to realist dictates during these seven centuries.  However, some critical theorists suggest that both the discourse and practice of international politics during the preceding five centuries of the feudal era or central medieval period (800-1300) was not dominated by realism and, therefore, cannot be explained by it.  They believe that European political units of the feudal era did not think and therefore did not act in the exclusive and selfish manner assumed by realism, but instead adopted a more communitarian discourse, which guided their actions.  Power politics, so the argument goes, had little relevance in these five hundred years. Furthermore, most critical theorists see the end of the Cold War as an important watershed in world politics.  A few go so far as to argue that “the revolutions of 1989 tranformed the international system by changing the rules governing superpower conflict and, thereby, the norms underpinning the international system.”  Realism, they claim, is no longer the hegemonic discourse.  “The end of the Cold War...undermined neorealist theory.”  Other critical theorists are more tentative in their judgement about whether the end of the Cold War has led to a fundamental transformation of international politics.  For these more cautious critical theorists, the revolutions of 1989 have created opportunities for change, but that change has not yet been realized. Three points are in order regarding the critical theorists’ interpretation of history.  First, one cannot help but be struck by the sheer continuity of realist behavior in the critical theorists’ own account of the past.  Seven centuries of security competition and war represents and impressive span of time, especially when you consider the tremendous political and economic changes that have taken place across the world during that lengthy period.  Realism is obviously a human software package with deep-seated appeal, although critical theorists do not explain its attraction. Second, a close look at the international politics of the feudal era reveals scant support of the claims of critical theorists.  Markus Fischer has done a detailed study of that period, and he finds “that feudal discourse was indeed distinct, prescribing unity, functional cooperation, sharing, and lawfulness.”  More importantly, however, he also finds “that while feudal actors observed these norms for the most part on the level of form, they in essence behaved like modern states.” Specifically, they “strove for exclusive territorial control, protected themselves by military means, subjugated each other, balanced against power, formed alliances and spheres of influence, and resolved their conflicts by the use and threat of force.”  Realism, not critical theory, appears best to explain international politics in the five centuries of the feudal era. Third, there are good reasons to doubt that the demise of the Cold War means that the millennium is here.  It is true that the great powers have been rather tame in their behavior towards each other over the past five years.  But that is usually the case after great-power wars.  Moreover, although the Cold War ended in 1989, the Cold War order that it spawned is taking much longer to collapse, which makes it difficult to determine what kind of order or disorder will replace it.  For example, Russian troops remained in Germany until mid-1994, seriously impinging on German sovereignty, and the United States still maintains a substantial military presence in Germany.  Five years is much too short a period to determine whether international relations has been fundamentally transformed by the end of the Cold war, especially given that the “old” order of realist discourse has been in place for at least twelve centuries.

A2: Structural Violence

Structural violence is a flawed concept – it’s not universally applicable and ignores the decay of equality promoting institutions absent intervention

Boulding, Direct of the International Peace Research Institute, 1977, (Kenneth E., “Twelve Friendly Quarrels with Johan Galtung,” Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 14, No. 1, TH, p. 84-85

However, what Galitung calls structural violence (which has been defined 'by one un-kind commenltator as anything that Galitung doesn't like) was originally defined as any unnecessarily low expectation of life, on that assumption that anybody who dies before the allotted span has been killed, however unintentionally and unknowingly, by some-body else. The concept has been expanded to include all 'the problems of poverty, desti-tution, deprivation, and misery. These are enormously real and are a very high priority for research and action, but they belong to systems which are only peripherally related to 'the structures which produce violence. This is not to say that the cultures of violence and the cultures of poverty are not sometimes related, though not all poverty cultures are cultures of violence, and certainly not all cultures of violence are poverty cultures. But the dynamics of poverty and the success or failure to rise out of it are of a complexity far beyond anything which the metaphor of structural violence can offer. While the metaphor of structural violence performed a service in calling attention to a problem, it may have done a disservice in preventing us from finding the answer. With all the richness and imaginative originality of these essays one feels that something fundamental is missing. This is something which Malthus perceived as early as 1798, which Lewis Richardson perceived in his theory of arms races, which Anatol Rapoport perceived in hi's study of the prisoner's dilemma, and which Garrett Hardin perceived in the tragedy of the commons - that there are in society perverse dynamic processes by which social systems go from bad to worse rather than from bad to better, in spite of the great principle of decision that everybody does what he thinks is best at the time. The analysis of these processes of perverse dynamics is the key to successful intervention in human betterment. And intervention there must be. Things left merely to themselves follow the law of entropy, that is, 'the law of 'the exhaustion of potential, whether of thermodynamic potential in equalizing 'temperatures, of biological potential in aging, or of social potential in the corruption and decline of societies and organizations. The generalized second law says all things go naturally from bad to worse unless there is re-creation of potential. The understanding of how things go from 'bad to worse 'and how intervention can reverse this involves models, not just metaphors. This is the great business of what I would call 'normative science', and I share with Galtung the feeling that this is one of the most urgent 'tasks of the human race. The relation of normative science to peace research is an important question, partly s mantic, but it has some substance. What Galtung has tried to do with the concepts of structural violence and positive peace has been to expand the concept of peace research into a general normative science. In principle this seems to me a very important contribution and it could well be that one of the most important fruits of the peace re-search movement would be precisely to have it expand into a general movement for normative science, which would concern it-self not merely with peace and war, or even with violence, but with all the ills that afflict the human race, and would involve an orderly way of thinking aibout these things in the hope of more successful normative intervention. So much harm is done with the motivation of doing good that it is clear that a good normative science is a very high priority. Within this, 'the study of peace and war in the international sys-tem, and of the larger problem of personal and group violence, form important subsets. Other subsets would include medicine, criminology, psychiatry, family studies, religious studies, poverty studies, and so on, which would cover between them the whole field of the social systems and indeed beyond this into the biological and physical systems which so profoundly affect the fate of the human race. Ultimately, normative science would have to 'include 'the study 'of the earth, or any other human habitation, as a total system from the point of view of human interven-tion for human betterment. Normative sci-ence does not have to produce a universal agreement as to the defini'tion of human betterment. The study of various images of it will be part of its field. Galtung's mistake it seems 'to me was to take the concept and theoretical structures which were appropriate to part of normative science, namely peace research, and try and apply these to the whole, which cannot really be done. This is an error, however, which can easily be corrected and it should not be allowed to detract from his major achievement, the magnitude of which perhaps he did not even realize himself, of seeing that a normative science was a serious human endeavor. A further principle which the Galtung ex-perience suggests is the extraordinary diffi-culty of being really interdisciplinary. Part of the failures of the Galtung system arise one suspects from the fact that he is primarily a sociologist and that he really does not understand the contribution of economics. As a good many economists do not seem to understand it either, this perhaps can be forgiven! As an intellectual Galtung dislikes business and the commonplaceness of the marketplace, and the apparently vulgar and dissociative character of commercial life. This leads him to underestimate the moral value of exchange as a social organizer, implying as it does equality of status, even as it may lead to inequality in wealth. Galtung's deep ambivalence towards socialism reflects perhaps an inability to choose between what is perceived as the tyranny of the market and the tyranny of the state. If we reject exchange and the property institution on which it rests we are all too likely to get not love 'but threat as a major organizing factor of society, as the history of the communist states abundantly demonstrates. Here again, we come back to the need for a mix of 'the associative and dissociative elements in social life 'if we are really 'to move from bad to 'better instead of from bad to worse. 
Structural violence is not reducible to power relations 
Parson 7 --- Kenneth Parson, “Structural Violence and Power”, Peace Review; Apr-Jun2007, Vol. 19 Issue 2, p173-181)
Structural violence is not simply, as Hannah Arendt states, the most flagrant manifestation of power, but rather should denote that organized relations of power function to perpetuate or suppress instances and relations of violence. If we recognize power not as exchanged and possessed as a finite, quantifiable good but as something that individuals do and exercise from self-conscious, interested standpoints, then we can begin to clarify the normative and analytic differences between relations of power and relations of violence. Domination, understood as the direct control or power that one group has over another group and that serves the interests of the former group against the interests of the latter, may in fact always coincide with or rely upon the material occurrence of violence. Nevertheless, this is not to say that violence and domination are coterminous. The vast majority of instances of domination involve some form or another of psychological, economic, environmental, physical or political violence, just as militarism involves ecological destruction, human death, and mass rape. Nevertheless, violence is a distinctive phenomenon not reducible to these power relations. Our understanding of domination relations and our understanding of relations of violence differ in the ways that agents are situated and the way that people are affected by these relations.
A2: Structural Violence

Domination is not necessarily structural violence 

Parson 7 --- Kenneth Parson, “Structural Violence and Power”, Peace Review; Apr-Jun2007, Vol. 19 Issue 2, p173-181)
As ugly and calculated as domination might be, direct control or power over another in order to benefit one’s own interests is not itself structural violence. Whether or not domination generates harms and injuries to subordinate groups depends on the quality of agency of those groups plus a variety of other conditions. We must analyze the conditions of domination—the outcomes of the distribution of benefits, the material constraints forced on subordinate groups, the instruments used to further the domination of certain groups, the ways that subordinate groups are affected by a reduction in their variability of movement—to conclude that violence results from these intentionally or unintentionally organized relations of power. Particular relations of domination can change (for example, states with greater power over international decision-making bodies can lose credibility and moral weight), but may in fact not change international relations and possibilities of conflict at all. As a result, we cannot simply equate changes in relations of domination with changes in particular structural arrangements that propagate violence against subordinate groups.

Stopping structural violence does not translate into stopping personal violence- they are not intimately linked

Galtung 69 -- Johan Galtung, Professor of Sociology @ Colombia & Oslo, founder of the discipline of Peace and conflict studies, “Violence, Peace, and Peace Research,” Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 6, No. 3 (1969), pp. 181
Structural violence is sufficient to abolish personal violence. This thesis seems to have a certain limited and short-term validity. If all the methods mentioned above for sustaining structural violence are implemented, then it seems quite possible that personal violence between the groups segregated by the structure is abolished. The underdogs are too isolated and too awed by the topdogs, the topdogs have nothing to fear. But this only holds between those groups; within the groups the feudal structure is not practised. And although the structure probably is among the most stable social structures imaginable, it is not stable in perpetuity. There are many ways in which it may be upset, and result in tremendous outbursts of personal violence. Hence, it may perhaps be said to be a structure that serves to compartmentalize personal violence in time, leading to successions of periods of absence and pre- sence of personal violence. 
Structural violence is necessary to abolish personal violence. This is obviously not true, since personal violence will cease the moment the decision not to practise it is taken. But this is of course begging the question: under what condition is that decision made and really sustained? That structural vio- lence represents an alternative in the sense that much of the 'order' obtained by means of (the threat of) personal violence can also be obtained by (the threat of) structural violence is clear enough. But to state a relation of necessity is to go far outside our limited empirical experience.
· Economic hegeomon  because we sell military protection to our allies – we don’t sell it by currency, dollar plays a role in the international economy – they would allow dollars to flood their economy, ruin their currency.  They returned those dollars to the US by holding US debt.  1980’s Japan and Germany, China

· Military necessary to sustain US dollar – US dollar is main currency in international sphere Culture
