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This file contains a “starter set” of critique evidence that will allow us to discuss critique arguments in lab and allow you to debate these arguments in practice rounds. The negative cards need to be pieced together into a 1NC shell and you’ll need to write 2NC/1NR blocks/extensions. We will do additional critique research to supplement this starter set.

*** Hegemony
1NC—Link/Impact—U.S. Hegemony
Their pursuit of hegemony is based on a fantasy of control that relies upon the existence of threatening monsters to maintain the illusion of personal strength and discipline.  This grand strategy prompts resistance and creates a permanent state of conflict, turning constructed enemies into real enemies and flipping the case.

Ira Chernus, Professor of Religious Studies and Co-director of the Peace and Conflict Studies Program at the University of Colorado-Boulder, 2006 (Monsters to Destroy: The Neoconservative War on Terror and Sin, Published by Paradigm Publishers, ISBN 1594512752, p. 53-54)
The end of the cold war spawned a tempting fantasy of imperial omnipotence on a global scale. The neocons want to turn that fantasy into reality. But reality will not conform to the fantasy; it won’t stand still or keep any semblance of permanent order. So the neocons’ efforts inevitably backfire. Political scientist Benjamin Barber explains that a nation with unprecedented power has “unprecedented vulnerability: for it must repeatedly extend the compass of its power to preserve what it already has, and so is almost by definition always overextended.” Gary Dorrien sees insecurity coming at the neoconservatives in another way, too: “For the empire, every conflict is a local concern that threatens its control. However secure it maybe, it never feels secure enough. The [neocon] unipolarists had an advanced case of this anxiety. . . . Just below the surface of the customary claim to toughness lurked persistent anxiety. This anxiety was inherent in the problem of empire and, in the case of the neocons, heightened by ideological ardor.”39  If the U.S. must control every event everywhere, as neocons assume, every act of resistance looks like a threat to the very existence of the nation. There is no good way to distinguish between nations or forces that genuinely oppose U.S. interests and those that don’t. Indeed, change of any kind, in any nation, becomes a potential threat. Everyone begins to look like a threatening monster that might have to be destroyed.  It’s no surprise that a nation imagined as an implacable enemy often turns into a real enemy. When the U.S. intervenes to prevent change, it is likely to provoke resistance. Faced with an aggressive U.S. stance, any nation might get tough in return. Of course, the U.S. can say that it is selflessly trying to serve the world. But why would other nations believe that? It is more likely that others will resist, making hegemony harder to achieve. To the neocons, though, resistance only proves that the enemy really is a threat that must be destroyed. So the likelihood of conflict grows, making everyone less secure.  Moreover, the neocons want to do it all in the public spotlight. In the past, any nation that set out to conquer others usually kept its plans largely secret. Indeed, the cold war neocons regularly blasted the Soviets for harboring a “secret plan” for world conquest. Now here they are calling on the U.S. to blare out its own domineering intentions for all the world to [end page 53] hear. That hardly seems well calculated to achieve the goal of hegemony. But it is calculated to foster the assertive, even swaggering, mood on the home front that the neocons long for.  Journalist Ron Suskind has noted that neocons always offer “a statement of enveloping peril and no hypothesis for any real solution.” They have no hope of finding a real solution because they have no reason to look for one. Their story allows for success only as a fantasy. In reality, they expect to find nothing but an endless battle against an enemy that can never be defeated. At least two prominent neocons have said it quite bluntly. Kenneth Adelman: “We should not try to convince people that things are getting better.” Michael Ledeen: “The struggle against evil is going to go on forever.”40  This vision of endless conflict is not a conclusion drawn from observing reality. It is both the premise and the goal of the neocons’ fantasy. Ultimately, it seems, endless resistance is what they really want. Their call for a unipolar world ensures a permanent state of conflict, so that the U.S. can go on forever proving its military supremacy and promoting the “manly virtues” of militarism. They have to admit that the U.S., with its vastly incomparable power, already has unprecedented security against any foreign army. So they must sound the alarm about a shadowy new kind of enemy, one that can attack in novel, unexpected ways. They must make distant changes appear as huge imminent threats to America, make the implausible seem plausible, and thus find new monsters to destroy.  The neocons’ story does not allow for a final triumph of order because it is not really about creating a politically calm, orderly world. It is about creating a society full of virtuous people who are willing and able to fight off the threatening forces of social chaos. Having superior power is less important than proving superior power. That always requires an enemy. 
 Just as neocons need monsters abroad, they need a frightened society at home. Only insecurity can justify their shrill call for a stronger nation (and a higher military budget). The more dire their warnings of insecurity, the more they can demand greater military strength and moral resolve. Every foreign enemy is, above all, another occasion to prod the American people to overcome their anxiety, identify evil, fight resolutely against it, and stand strong in defense of their highest values. Hegemony will do no good unless there is challenge to be met, weakness to be conquered, evil to be overcome. The American people must actively seek hegemony and make sacrifices for it, to show that they are striving to overcome their own weakness.  So the quest for strength still demands a public confession of weakness, just as the neocons had demanded two decades earlier when they warned of a Soviet nuclear attack through a “window of vulnerability.” The quest for strength through the structures of national security still demands a public declaration of national insecurity. Otherwise, there is nothing to overcome. The more frightened the public, the more likely it is to believe and enact the neocon story. 
2NC/1NR—Link/Impact—U.S. Hegemony

Attempts to shore up U.S. hegemony are symptomatic of a dangerous obsession with control—this death drive terminates in apocalyptic violence.
Robert Jay Lifton, Visiting Professor of Psychiatry at Harvard Medical School, previously Distinguished Professor of Psychiatry and Psychology at the Graduate School and Director of The Center on Violence and Human Survival at John Jay College of Criminal Justice at the City University of New York, 2003 (Superpower Syndrome: America’s Apocalyptic Confrontation With The World, Published by Thunder’s Mouth Press / Nation Books, ISBN 1560255129, p. 1-4)
The apocalyptic imagination has spawned a new kind of violence at the beginning of the twenty-first century.  We can, in fact, speak of a worldwide epidemic of violence aimed at massive destruction in the service of various visions of purification and renewal.  In particular, we are experiencing what could be called an apocalyptic face-off between Islamist* forces, overtly visionary in their willingness to kill and die for their religion, and American forces claiming to be restrained and reasonable but no less visionary in their projection of a cleansing war-making and military power.  Both sides are [end page 1] energized by versions of intense idealism; both see themselves as embarked on a mission of combating evil in order to redeem and renew the world; and both are ready to release untold levels of violence to achieve that purpose.  The war on Iraq—a country with longstanding aspirations toward weapons of mass destruction but with no evident stockpiles of them and no apparent connection to the assaults of September 11—was a manifestation of that American visionary projection.  The religious fanaticism of Osama bin Laden and other Islamist zealots has, by now, a certain familiarity to us as to others elsewhere, for their violent demands for spiritual purification are aimed as much at fellow Islamics as at American “infidels.”  Their fierce attacks on the defilement that they believe they see everywhere in contemporary life resemble those of past movements and sects from all parts of the world; such sects, with end-of-the-world prophecies and devout violence in the service of bringing those prophecies about, flourished in Europe from the eleventh through the sixteenth century.  Similar sects like the fanatical Japanese cult Aum Shinrikyo, which released sarin gas into the Tokyo subways in 1995, have existed—even proliferated—in our own time.  The American apocalyptic entity is less familiar to us.  Even if its urges to power and domination seem historically recognizable, it nonetheless represents a new constellation of forces bound up with what I’ve come to think of [end page 2] as “superpower syndrome.”  By that term I mean a national mindset—put forward strongly by a tight-knit leadership group—that takes on a sense of omnipotence, of unique standing in the world that grants it the right to hold sway over all other nations.  The American superpower status derives from our emergence from World War II as uniquely powerful in every respect, still more so as the only superpower left standing at the end of the Cold War in the early 1990s.  More than merely dominate, the American superpower now seeks to control history.  Such cosmic ambition is accompanied by an equally vast sense of entitlement, of special dispensation to pursue its aims.  That entitlement stems partly from historic claims to special democratic virtue, but has much to do with an embrace of technological power translated into military terms.  That is, a superpower—the world’s only superpower—is entitled to dominate and control precisely because it is a superpower.  The murderous events of 9/11 hardened that sense of entitlement as nothing else could have.  Superpower syndrome did not require 9/11, but the attacks on the Twin Towers and the Pentagon rendered us an aggrieved superpower, a giant violated and made vulnerable, which no superpower can permit.  Indeed, at the core of superpower syndrome lies a powerful fear of vulnerability.  A superpower’s victimization brings on both a sense of humiliation and an angry determination to restore, or even [end page 3] extend, the boundaries of a superpower-dominated world.  Integral to superpower syndrome are its menacing nuclear stockpiles and their world-destroying capacity.  Throughout the decades of the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union both lived with a godlike nuclear capacity to obliterate the cosmos, along with a fear of being annihilated by the enemy power.  Now America alone possesses that world-destroying capacity, and post-Soviet Russia no longer looms as a nuclear or superpower adversary.  We have yet to grasp the full impact of this exclusive capacity to blow up anyone or everything, but its reverberations are never absent in any part of the world.  The confrontation between Islamist and American versions of planetary excess has unfortunately tended to define a world in which the vast majority of people embrace neither.  But apocalyptic excess needs no majority to dominate a landscape.  All the more so when, in their mutual zealotry, Islamist and American leaders seem to act in concert.  That is, each, in its excess, nurtures the apocalypticism of the other, resulting in a malignant synergy.  * In keeping with general usage, Islamist refers to groups that are essentially theocratic and fundamentalist, and at times apocalyptic.  Islamic is a more general ethnic as well as religious term for Muslims.  The terms can of course overlap, and “Islamic state” can mean one run on Islamist principles. 

2NC/1NR—Link/Impact—American Exceptionalism

The aff is fueled by American Exceptionalism—their defense of U.S. hegemony is inextricably bound up in notions of manifest destiny.

David Grondin, Lecturer in the School of Political Studies at the University of Ottawa, 2006 (“The (Power) Politics of Space: What IR Theories have to say about American Astro-Political Discourses on Space Weaponisation,” Paper Presented At The Annual Meeting Of The International Studies Association, March 25th, Available Online via All Academic at http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/0/9/8/6/7/p98679_index.html, Accessed 10-26-2008, p. 8-11)
The reterritorialization of the national security state in a global security scheme produces news frontiers on the global map: cartographically speaking, the US "territorial" boundaries are that of the globe and national security goes hand in hand with global security – American security interests would be read as concomitant with global security interests. This idea goes along with a geopolitical vision centered on globalization. Recently, this idea was put forth by a former Pentagon's strategist and professor of the US Naval War College, Thomas Barnett, who wishes to propose the new strategic thinking for the US in the War on Terror5. He wanted to link security concerns with globalization in a rejuvenated US global strategy that both aims to achieve neoliberal globalization and global stability. In remapping of the world in two zones, a Functioning Core and a Non-Integrated Gap6 with globalization (see the map7), he wished to redefine the frontiers of globalization by using a cartography where security and economy would be in a symbiotic relation. The US would act as the global systems administrator, as if it were the systems administrator of computer networks. He sees disconnectedness as the source of danger and disconnectedness expresses a country that has not accepted the security rules set of globalization, rules set by the countries that benefit from globalization we should say. And what should be the objective? To shrink the Gap! For Barnett, the "dangerous" countries are to be found in the Gap. He sees the US as a global Leviathan state that could act, through its armed forces, in the Gap in order to "export security" (security has become a commercial product); in the Core, the US state would act as a policing and peacekeeping force.  [end page 8; page 9 omitted -- graphic only]  Barnett goes even further as he associates the fate of globalization as a political and economic project and as historical development to the destiny of the US:  America serves as the ideological wellspring for globalization. These United States still stands as its first concrete experiences. We are the only country in the world purposely built around the ideals that animate globalization's advance: freedom of choice, freedom of movement, freedom of expression. We are connectivity personified. Globalization is this country's gift to history – the most perfectly flawed projection of the American Dream onto the global landscape. [...] In short, we the people needs to become we the planet (Barnett 2004: 50; original emphasis).  Since 1945, the US state has had but one global strategy, a neoliberal geopolitics of global dominance (Sparke 2005; Robert, Secor, and Sparke 2003).8 As Barnett and other strategic documents like the NSS and the NMS show, the Global War on Terror has been fuelled by an extremely vibrant and patriotic nationalist base that truly believes that America is imbued with a providential mission and sense of moral crusade. Despite an apparent discrepancy between current US militaristic projects that draw from a neoconservative realist geopolitical discourse and other strategic projects that fall within the scope of a global neoliberal geoeconomical discourse, I argue that these discourses stem from the same ideological foundation, the 'liberal imagination' in American political life. According to Daniel Nexon and Patrick Thaddeus Jackson, it is a powerful identity and ideological narrative in the American discourse on foreign policy which makes them overtly moralistic. It is often used to conflate the US and the world in the protection of liberal democracy and liberty. As they put it, "Indeed, no matter what the specific policy recommended, the notion that the United States has a 'manifest destiny' as the embodiment of freedom and liberty is a constant theme in American political discourse" (Nexon and Jackson 2003: 146). It is however known that the suffusion of liberal values and ascription of a divine mission for the world bring about contradictions when confronted with some of the foreign policy actions of the United States. But this is of no concern for US nationalism is committed to an "ideological construction of the nation that insists on the global relevance of the American project" and consequently claims "its righteous entitlement to lead the world". This remapping of US nationalism is thus to be understood through a dialectical relationship of [end page 10] exceptionalism/universalism, of a "city upon a hill" and a crusader state. It is in this framing of US globalist nationalism that its neoliberal hegemonic global strategy tries to have it both ways, to remake the world in America's image, while assuming that its national interests are global interests, thereby conflating its national security with global security, as if the great aspirations of the US and of mankind were one and the same (McCartney 2004: 400). In this light, the US-led Global War on Terror really becomes a nation-building project that has evolved into a Global Leviathan, but without its mandatory "social contract" with the peoples of the world (Barnett 2004: 369-370). 

The impact is extinction—exceptionalism engages in an active forgetting of the horrors of past atrocities, paving the way for ever-increasing violence.
William V. Spanos, Distinguished Professor of English at Binghamton University, State University of New York, 2008 (American Exceptionalism in the Age of Globalization: The Specter of Vietnam, Published by SUNY Press, ISBN 0791472892, p. ix-x) In this book I contend that the consequence of America's intervention and conduct of the war in Vietnam was the self-destruction of the ontological, cultural, and political foundations on which America had perennially justified its “benign" self-image and global practice from the time of the Puritan "errand in the wilderness." In the aftermath of the defeat of the American Goliath by a small insurgent army, the "specter" of Vietnam—by which I mean, among other things, the violence, bordering on genocide, America perpetrated against an "Other" that refused to accommodate itself to its mission in the wilderness of Vietnam—came to haunt America as a contradiction that menaced the legitimacy of its perennial self-representation as the exceptionalist and "redeemer nation." In the aftermath of the Vietnam War, the dominant culture in America (including the government, the media, Hollywood, and even educational institutions) mounted a massive campaign to "forget Vietnam." This relentless recuperative momentum to lay the ghost of that particular war culminated in the metamorphosis of an earlier general will to "heal the wound” inflicted on the American national psyche, into the "Vietnam syndrome"; that is, it transformed a healthy debate over the idea of America into a national neurosis.  This monumentalist initiative was aided by a series of historical events between 1989 and 1991 that deflected the American people's attention away from the divisive memory of the Vietnam War and were represented by the dominant culture as manifestations of the global triumph of "America": Tiananmen Square, the implosion of the Soviet Union, and the first Gulf War. This "forgetting" of the actual history of the Vietnam War, represented in this book by Graham Greene's The Quiet American, Philip Caputo's A Rumor of War, and Tim O’Brien's Going After Cacciato (and many other novels, memoirs, and films to which I refer parenthetically), contributed to the rise of neoconservatism and the religious right to power in the United States. And it provided the context for the renewal of America's exceptionalist errand in the global wilderness, now understood, as the conservative think tank the Project for the New American [end page ix] Century put it long before the invasion of Afghanistan and Iraq, as the preserving and perpetuation of the Pax Americana.  Whatever vestigial memory of the Vietnam War remained after this turn seemed to be decisively interred with Al Qaeda's attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon on September 11, 2001. Completely immune to dissent, the confident American government, under President George W. Bush and his neoconservative intellectual deputies—and with the virtually total support of the America media—resumed its errand in the global wilderness that had been interrupted by the specter of Vietnam. Armed with a resurgence of self-righteous indignation and exceptionalist pride, the American government, indifferent to the reservations of the "Old World," unilaterally invaded Afghanistan and, then, after falsifying intelligence reports about Saddam Hussein's nuclear capability, Iraq, with the intention, so reminiscent of its (failed) attempts in Vietnam, of imposing American-style democracy on these alien cultures. The early representation by the media of the immediately successful "shock and awe" acts of arrogant violence in the name of “civilization" was euphoric. They were, it was said, compelling evidence not only of the recuperation of American consensus, but also of the rejuvenation of America's national identity.  But as immediate "victory" turned into an occupation of a world unwilling to be occupied, and the American peace into an insurgency that now verges on becoming a civil war, the specter of Vietnam, like the Hydra in the story of Hercules, began to reassert itself: the unidentifiability or invisibility of the enemy, their refusal to be answerable to the American narrative, quagmire, military victories that accomplished nothing, search and destroy missions, body counts, the alienation of allies, moral irresolution, and so on.  It is the memory of this "Vietnam”—this specter that refuses to be accommodated to the imperial exceptionalist discourse of post-Vietnam America—that my book is intended to bring back to presence. By retrieving a number of representative works that bore acute witness, even against themselves, to the singularity of a war America waged against a people seeking liberation from colonial rule and by reconstellating them into the post-9/11 occasion, such a project can contribute a new dimension not only to that shameful decade of American history, but also, and more important, to our understanding of the deeply backgrounded origins of America's “war on terror" in the aftermath of the Al Qaeda attacks. Indeed, it is my ultimate purpose in this book to provide directives for resisting an American momentum that threatens to destabilize the entire planet, if not to annihilate the human species itself, and also for rethinking the very idea of America. 
*** Terrorism

1NC—Link/Impact—Terrorism

Their impact claims are self-fulfilling—constant repetition of terrorism scenarios creates a vicious cycle of fear and violence.

Robert Jay Lifton, Visiting Professor of Psychiatry at Harvard Medical School, previously Distinguished Professor of Psychiatry and Psychology at the Graduate School and Director of The Center on Violence and Human Survival at John Jay College of Criminal Justice at the City University of New York, 2003 (Superpower Syndrome: America’s Apocalyptic Confrontation With The World, Published by Thunder’s Mouth Press / Nation Books, ISBN 1560255129, p. 115-116)
The amorphousness of the war on terrorism carries with it a paranoid edge, the suspicion that terrorists and their supporters are everywhere and must be preemptively attacked lest they emerge and attack us. Since such a war is limitless and infinite—extending from the farthest reaches of Indonesia or Afghanistan to Hamburg, Germany, or New York City, and from immediate combat to battles that continue into the unending future—it inevitably becomes associated with a degree of megalomania as well. As the planet's greatest military power replaces the complex world with its own imagined stripped-down us-versus-them version of it, our distorted national self becomes the world.  Despite the Bush administration's constant invocation of the theme of "security," the war on terrorism has created the very opposite—a sense of fear and insecurity among Americans, which is then mobilized in support of further aggressive plans in the extension of the larger "war." What [end page 115] results is a vicious circle that engenders what we seek to destroy: our excessive response to Islamist attacks creating ever more terrorists and, sooner or later, more terrorist attacks, which will in turn lead to an escalation of the war on terrorism, and so on. The projected "victory" becomes a form of aggressive longing, of sustained illusion, of an unending "Fourth World War" and a mythic cleansing of terrorists, of evil, of our own fear. The American military apocalyptic can then be said to partner with and act in concert with the Islamist apocalyptic. 

2NC/1NR—Link/Impact—Terrorism

Their terrorism impact rests on a simplified construction of depoliticized good and evil—this is epistemologically bankrupt.
Anastassia Tsoukala, Research Fellow at the University of Paris V-Sorbonne and Associate Professor at the University of Paris XI, 2008 (“Boundary-creating Processes and the Social Construction of Threat,” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 33, Issue 2, April-June, Available Online via Academic Search Elite, p. 147-148)
The moral inferiority of terrorists is brought forth through the frequent use of a Manichean image of the world, where the good lies with the threatened Western countries and the evil with the aggressors, as is shown by the latter's lack of respect for human life and the indiscriminate character of their targets. To further underpin the dangerousness of the threat, the terrorist act is deprived of any political objective and is turned into a goal in itself, as if terrorists were solely aiming to inflict pain and suffering. This alleged affective insensibility facilitates the depoliticization of the conflict as it turns it into more classic patterns of criminal behavior. While implying that the retaliation will not be a conventional war,45 the depoliticization and subsequent criminalization of the conflict create, by definition, a huge moral gap between the aggressors and the aggressed and confirm the already established moral superiority of the aggressed.  The cultural inferiority theme prolongs the Manichean image underlying the moral inferiority theme by reinforcing the creation of an outer space, in rupture with the rest of the world, that terrorists can be relegated to. The uncivilized nature of this outer space is usually illustrated by the use of two opposed terms: barbaric, and civilized. Terrorism is seen as a challenge to the Western perception of civilization—that is, the belief in an uninterrupted civilizing process that gradually improves the human condition. The establishment of this view relies on a hierarchical classification of civilizations following two principles: The civilized world is synonymous with the Western world, and all non-Western countries are culturally inferior insofar as they do not share the same democratic ideals. As these democratic ideals include some major moral principles, mainly related to the human-rights issue, this alleged cultural superiority can easily imply a moral one, thus discrediting completely the political and philosophical system the terrorists rely on.  This outcasting from the overall society further rests upon the alienation of the aggressors from the Muslim in-group. Following the assumption that terrorism has nothing to do with the true message of Islam, Muslims are totally depoliticized to be solely defined in cultural terms. Islam is presented as a peaceful and tolerant religion, distorted by its illegitimate appropriators (i.e., people pursuing other, nonspecified objectives). A clear line is thus drawn between the Muslim community and the few extremists, who are unable or [end page 147] unwilling to share the dominant values of both the British society and their own community. 

1NC—Link/Impact—Islamic/Middle East Threat

Representations of an Islamic “threat” are rooted in U.S. arrogance and ignorance—their authors’ assumptions about the nature of the Orient are arbitrary and imperialist.

Edward Said, Professor of Comparative Literature at Columbia University, 2003 (“A window on the world,” The Guardian, August 2nd, Available Online at http://books.guardian.co.uk/print/0,3858,4724580-110738,00.html)
My argument is that history is made by men and women, just as it can also be unmade and rewritten, so that "our" east, "our" orient becomes "ours" to possess and direct. And I have a very high regard for the powers and gifts of the peoples of that region to struggle on for their vision of what they are and want to be. There has been so massive and calculatedly aggressive an attack on contemporary Arab and Muslim societies for their backwardness, lack of democracy, and abrogation of women's rights that we simply forget that such notions as modernity, enlightenment, and democracy are by no means simple and agreed-upon concepts that one either does or does not find like Easter eggs in the living-room. The breathtaking insouciance of jejune publicists who speak in the name of foreign policy and who have no knowledge at all of the language real people actually speak, has fabricated an arid landscape ready for American power to construct there an ersatz model of free market "democracy".  But there is a difference between knowledge of other peoples and other times that is the result of understanding, compassion, careful study and analysis for their own sakes, and on the other hand knowledge that is part of an overall campaign of self-affirmation. It is surely one of the intellectual catastrophes of history that an imperialist war confected by a small group of unelected US officials was waged against a devastated third world dictatorship on thoroughly ideological grounds having to do with world dominance, security control and scarce resources, but disguised for its true intent, hastened and reasoned for by orientalists who betrayed their calling as scholars.  The major influences on George W Bush's Pentagon and National Security Council were men such as Bernard Lewis and Fouad Ajami, experts on the Arab and Islamic world who helped the American hawks to think about such preposterous phenomena as the Arab mind and the centuries-old Islamic decline which only American power could reverse. Today bookstores in the US are filled with shabby screeds bearing screaming headlines about Islam and terror, the Arab threat and the Muslim menace, all of them written by political polemicists pretending to knowledge imparted by experts who have supposedly penetrated to the heart of these strange oriental peoples. CNN and Fox, plus myriad evangelical and rightwing radio hosts, innumerable tabloids and even middle-brow journals, have recycled the same unverifiable fictions and vast generalisations so as to stir up "America" against the foreign devil. 

The impact is imperial warfare—Iraq proves.
Edward Said, Professor of Comparative Literature at Columbia University, 2003 (“A window on the world,” The Guardian, August 2nd, Available Online at http://books.guardian.co.uk/print/0,3858,4724580-110738,00.html)
Without a well-organised sense that the people over there were not like "us" and didn't appreciate "our" values - the very core of traditional orientalist dogma - there would have been no war. The American advisers to the Pentagon and the White House use the same clichés, the same demeaning stereotypes, the same justifications for power and violence (after all, runs the chorus, power is the only language they understand) as the scholars enlisted by the Dutch conquerors of Malaysia and Indonesia, the British armies of India, Mesopotamia, Egypt, West Africa, the French armies of Indochina and North Africa. These people have now been joined in Iraq by a whole army of private contractors and eager entrepreneurs to whom shall be confided everything from the writing of textbooks and the constitution to the refashioning of Iraqi political life and its oil industry.  Every single empire in its official discourse has said that it is not like all the others, that its circumstances are special, that it has a mission to enlighten, civilise, bring order and democracy, and that it uses force only as a last resort. And, sadder still, there always is a chorus of willing intellectuals to say calming words about benign or altruistic empires. 

*** Proliferation

1NC—Link/Impact—Proliferation

The ‘proliferation’ metaphor is epistemologically bankrupt—their framing obscures the root cause of the spread of weapons, turning the case.
David Mutimer, Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at York University (Canada), 2000 ("The Proliferation Image," The Weapons State: Proliferation and the Framing of Security, Published by Lynne Rienner (Boulder, CO), ISBN 1555877877, p. 58-63)


To this point I have discussed the various images through which weapons technology has been framed in general terms. The central argument of this book is that these technologies have been reframed in terms of “proliferation,” and that this has had particular practical and political consequences. To make this argument and to explore those consequences, it is necessary to fill in the “proliferation” frame in much more detail. This image joins together a number of discursive links to create a particular discursive construction of an international security problem. The central element of the image, the one that draws the others together into a single image, is proliferation itself.  Before its appropriation by those concerned with the development of nuclear weapons following World War II, proliferation was commonly used (when it was commonly used) to talk of the reproduction of animals and plants. Animals—even human animals—proliferated by having children, usually a lot of children. Rabbits were particularly proliferous. This meaning is clearly reflected in the Oxford English Dictionary's definition [end page 58] of proliferous: “Producing offspring; procreative; prolific.” Initially, analysts and policymakers adopted the language of proliferation for the problem of an increase in the number of states with access to nuclear technology after controlled fission was developed in 1945. This act of discursive imagination yielded nuclear proliferation as a policy problem in the Cold War. Nuclear technology would “reproduce,” spawning an ever-growing “family” of nuclear nations. This image of nuclear proliferation underpinned the various solutions that were devised: the NPT and its attendant supplier groups, the Nuclear Suppliers Group (NSG) and the Zangger Committee. We can see what sort of “thing” is made of nuclear proliferation by its being imagined as “proliferation” if we look more closely at the earlier use of proliferation—the familiar referent in terms of which this new and unfamiliar nuclear technology came to be understood.  Animals produce offspring; they are procreative, that is, they are proliferous. To say that an animal proliferates is to say that it has young. Often, particularly when used for humans rather than for other animals, proliferation carries the connotation of excessive reproduction—humans proliferate when they have noticeably more than the accepted number of children rather than just when they have children. This implication is suggested in the Oxford English Dictionary's use of prolific in the definition I quoted earlier. Thus proliferation has two important entailments as the metaphor chosen to imagine the development of nuclear weapons. First, proliferation is a natural process that requires external intervention not to proceed but rather only for prevention (e.g., various forms of birth control). Second, the result of unchecked proliferation tends to be excessive growth in the originating organism. Both of these entailments are captured nicely in a use of the term proliferation in a discussion of metaphor by literary theorist Paul de Man: “Worse still, abstractions [tropes] are capable of infinite proliferation. They are like weeds, or like cancer; once you have begun using a single one, they will crop up everywhere.” 15  De Man's reference to cancer is rather ironic. Cell biologists have also adopted the language of proliferation to talk about the way in which cells in organisms multiply. 16 In particular, the language of proliferation is central to the study of cancers. The connection between cell proliferation and cancer throws the entailments of proliferation into stark relief. By itself, cell proliferation is a harmless, natural process—indeed, it is essential to life as we know it. This proliferation is managed by a series of biological control mechanisms that regulate the growth of cells so they faithfully reproduce what is coded into their genetic material. Once these mechanisms fail and the cells reproduce without control, cancers, often deadly to the organism as a whole, result. As Andrew Murray and Tim Hunt write in introducing the study of cell proliferation, “Without knowing the checks and balances that normally ensure orderly cell division, we cannot devise [end page 59] effective strategies to combat the uncontrolled cell divisions of the cancers that will kill one in six of us.”  17 Proliferation, as appropriated within the study of cancer, refers to an autonomous process of growth and spread, internally driven but externally controlled. Danger arises when the controls fail and the natural proliferation of cells produces excessive reproduction.  When the language of proliferation was used in thinking about the development of nuclear technology after the discovery of controlled fission in the U. S. Manhattan Project, a process similar to that which produces cancer was imagined as a result. 18 The U. S. nuclear program was the original technology that would multiply and spread. Such spread, when imagined as “proliferation,” is a natural process and is inevitable without active outside intervention. Once the development of nuclear technology is imagined as “proliferation,” this entailment of a natural process of spread leads to the expectation of inevitable growth in the number of nuclear powers. This, of course, is precisely what was expected. Because such a condition was considered dangerous and undesirable, attempts were made to establish external controls over the proliferation of nuclear weapons. Again, this follows from imagining the problem in terms of “proliferation.” Some form of external control is necessary to prevent the prolific growth of nuclear weapons outside the United States. Attempts to place such external, international controls on nuclear proliferation resulted in the NPT of 1970, which remains the principal mechanism of proliferation control. What are the implications of this image—with its understandings of autonomous, natural growth and external control—for the policy response to the development of nuclear technology?  The first implication is that something imagined in terms of “proliferation” is seen to grow or multiply from a single source. Although animal reproduction involves two individuals, the father is quickly forgotten, and it is the mother who is proliferous. The budding of cells, which gives rise to the proliferation of some plants and, of course, cancers, begins with a single, or source, cell and spreads from there—in the case of a cancer, both to produce a single tumor and to create a number of separate tumors throughout the host body. Similarly, the problem of weapons proliferation is one of a source or sources proliferating, that is, reproducing by supplying the necessary technology to a new site of technological application. This form of imagining highlights the transmission process from source to recipient. Hence, the dominant response to nuclear proliferation has been the creation of supplier groups—the Zangger Committee and the NSG—that seek to control the spread of nuclear technology. In other words, to paraphrase Murray and Hunt, they attempt to provide the checks and balances that normally ensure orderly transfer and prevent the spread of nuclear technology resulting in the “cancer” of a prolific number of nuclear weapons. [end page 60]   The second implication of the proliferation metaphor for the problem of nuclear weapons spread is an extreme technological determinism. Animal reproduction is an internally driven phenomenon, and so the metaphor of proliferation applied to the development of nuclear technology highlights the autonomy in the growth of that technology and its problematic weapons variant. It is worth recalling Frank Barnaby's words: “A country with a nuclear power program will inevitably acquire the technical knowledge and expertise, and will accumulate the fissile material necessary to produce nuclear weapons.”  19 In fact, the text from which this quotation is drawn presents an interesting example of the autonomy of the proliferation metaphor. The book is entitled How Nuclear Weapons Spread: Nuclear Weapon Proliferation in the 1990s. Notice that the weapons themselves spread; they are not spread by some form of external agent—say, a human being or a political institution. Under most circumstances such a title would be unnoticed, for the implications are so deeply ingrained in our conceptual system that they are not recognized as metaphorical.  This image, by highlighting the technological and autonomous aspects of a process of spread, downplays or even hides important aspects of the relationship of nuclear weapons to international security. To begin with, the image hides the fact that nuclear weapons do not spread but are spread—and, in fact, are spread largely by the Western states. Second, the image downplays—to the point of hiding—any of the political, social, economic, and structural factors that tend to drive states and other actors both to supply and to acquire nuclear weapons. Finally, the image downplays the politics of security and threat, naturalizing the security dilemma to the point that it is considered an automatic dynamic. The image of “proliferation” thus privileges a technical, apolitical policy by casting the problem as a technical one. The NPT controls and safeguards the movement of the technology of nuclear energy. The supporting supplier groups jointly impose controls on the supply—that is, the outward flow—of this same technology. The goal in both cases is to stem or at least slow the outward movement of material and its attendant techniques.  These entailments suggest that to reimagine another problem of weapons technology in terms of “proliferation” is to construct that problem as technologically autonomous and to privilege solutions that attempt to control this natural growth by means of interventions aimed at the constituent technologies. This is precisely the strategy institutionalized within the chemical weapons convention. The general obligations of the states party to the CWC—set out in its first article—are to refrain from developing, producing, or holding any CW; to refrain from using CW or making military preparations for their use; and to refrain from assisting anyone else from doing anything prohibited by the convention. 20 These obligations are usefully compared with those assumed by states in the first two articles [end page 61] of the NPT.  21 In both cases the obligations of states party are to refrain from producing or procuring the weapon in question and to forego transferring the weapon to others. The difference—and it is an important difference—is that in the case of the NPT, five nuclear weapon states do not have to renounce their nuclear weapons capability. Otherwise, the obligations are identical.  More to the point than the initial obligations, however, are the practices each treaty institutionalizes to prevent the spread of weapons. In both cases direct international supervision and control are placed on precursor technologies to ensure that they do not “spread” to weapons. The NPT obliges all NNWSs party to place their nuclear industries under IAEA safeguards, and the NWSs party to the NPT have also placed their nonmilitary nuclear facilities under international safeguard. 22 These safeguards are an internationally monitored material accountancy, designed to ensure that all fissile material used to produce nuclear energy is accounted for throughout the nuclear fuel cycle—and thus has not been diverted to produce nuclear weapons. Similarly, the CWC establishes an extensive machinery to verify that chemicals from the chemical industries of the states party are not used to produce CW. The mechanics of the CW system vary from those of the nuclear safeguards, but the essentials do not. In both cases potential industrial sources of technological spread are declared to the international agency, which can then monitor those industries to ensure that the declarations are accurate and that the material of concern is properly accounted for.  The CWC is therefore a “proliferation” control instrument, in the same way the 1989 and 1990 bilateral agreements between the Soviet Union and the United States over chemical weapons were “arms control” agreements. The centrality to the CWC regime of the practices monitoring chemical industries to ensure they are not used to spread chemical weapons marks it as an instrument to control proliferation, not one designed to achieve disarmament, for instance. Only in the context of a reimagining of the problem of chemical weapons from one of “arms control” or “disarmament” to one of “proliferation” did the CWC become possible. As chemical weapons came to be imagined as a “proliferation” problem in the late 1980s, the CWC as a nonproliferation agreement for chemical technology (but without the overtly discriminatory features of the nuclear NPT) became realizable. The end of the Cold War not only produced a limited arms control agreement between the superpowers concerning chemical weapons but, more important, created the conditions for realizing what reimagining in terms of the “proliferation” image made possible.  A “proliferation” image produces a particular kind of object. It imagines a technology that reproduces naturally and autonomously, moving outward from an identifiable origin by relentlessly multiplying. The image [end page 62] imagines this technology as essentially benign but with the possibility of excess—reproduction is natural, expected, and even desirable, but prolific reproduction is dangerous. To permit the benign spread of technology while preventing the dangerous conclusion to that spread, external controls are required. Because the object of “proliferation” is imagined in this fashion, the forms of control that can be applied are constrained. Put another way, the particular imagination of the object of “proliferation” enables a specific series of control practices. The reverse is also true: creating given practices will construct the object of those practices in particular ways. The result is a neatly closed circle it is simple to reify—we face this particular problem with these practices; these practices are employed, so we are facing this problem. Read in either direction, the contingent becomes seen as the natural.  What has happened since the late 1980s, particularly following the war in the Gulf, has been the reimagining of all forms of military technology in terms of the “proliferation” image and the embedding of that image in a series of control practices. Alternatively, a series of control practices has been established around the range of military technologies, which has constituted the object of those practices as a “proliferation” problem. 
2NC/1NR—Link/Impact—Proliferation

Their framing of proliferation stabilizes a system of Nuclear Apartheid that relies on an Orientalist construction of Us vs. Them.
Hugh Gusterson, Professor of Anthropology and Science/Technology/Society at MIT, 1999 (“Nuclear Weapons and the Other in the Western Imagination,” Cultural Anthropology, Volume 14, Issue 1, Available Online via Social Sciences Full Text)
Thus in Western discourse nuclear weapons are represented so that "theirs" are a problem whereas "ours" are not. During the Cold War the Western discourse on the dangers of "nuclear proliferation" defined the term in such a way as to sever the two senses of the word proliferation. This usage split off the "vertical" proliferation of the superpower arsenals (the development of new and improved weapons designs and the numerical expansion of the stockpiles) from the "horizontal" proliferation of nuclear weapons to other countries, presenting only the latter as the "proliferation problem." Following the end of the Cold War, the American and Russian arsenals are being cut to a few thousand weapons on each side.(FN5) However, the United States and Russia have turned back appeals from various nonaligned nations, especially India, for the nuclear powers to open discussions on a global convention abolishing nuclear weapons. Article 6 of the Non-Proliferation Treaty notwithstanding, the Clinton administration has declared that nuclear weapons will play a role in the defense of the United States for the indefinite future. Meanwhile, in a controversial move, the Clinton administration has broken with the policy of previous administrations in basically formalizing a policy of using nuclear weapons against nonnuclear states to deter chemical and biological weapons (Panofsky 1998; Sloyan 1998).  The dominant discourse that stabilizes this system of nuclear apartheid in Western ideology is a specialized variant within a broader system of colonial and postcolonial discourse that takes as its essentialist premise a profound Otherness separating Third World from Western countries.(FN6) This inscription of Third World (especially Asian and Middle Eastern) nations as ineradicably different from our own has, in a different context, been labeled "Orientalism" by Edward Said (1978). Said argues that orientalist discourse constructs the world in terms of a series of binary oppositions that produce the Orient as the mirror image of the West: where "we" are rational and disciplined, "they" are impulsive and emotional; where "we" are modern and flexible, "they" are slaves to ancient passions and routines; where "we" are honest and compassionate, "they" are treacherous and uncultivated. While the blatantly racist orientalism of the high colonial period has softened, more subtle orientalist ideologies endure in contemporary politics. They can be found, as Akhil Gupta (1998) has argued, in discourses of economic development that represent Third World nations as child nations lagging behind Western nations in a uniform cycle of development or, as Lutz and Collins (1993) suggest, in the imagery of popular magazines, such as National Geographic. I want to suggest here that another variant of contemporary orientalist ideology is also to be found in U.S. national security discourse. 
This renders their analysis of proliferation epistemologically bankrupt.
Hugh Gusterson, Professor of Anthropology and Science/Technology/Society at MIT, 1999 (“Nuclear Weapons and the Other in the Western Imagination,” Cultural Anthropology, Volume 14, Issue 1, Available Online via Social Sciences Full Text)
These falsely obvious arguments about the political unreliability of Third World nuclear powers are, I have been arguing, part of a broader orientalist rhetoric that seeks to bury disturbing similarities between "us" and "them" in a discourse that systematically produces the Third World as Other. In the process of producing the Third World, we also produce ourselves, for the Orient, one of the West's "deepest and most recurring images of the other," is essential in defining the West "as its contrasting image, idea, personality, experience" (Said 1978:1-2).  The particular images and metaphors that recur in the discourse on proliferation represent Third World nations as criminals, women, and children. But these recurrent images and metaphors, all of which pertain in some way to disorder, can also be read as telling hints about the facets of our own psychology and culture which we find especially troubling in regard to our custodianship over nuclear weapons. The metaphors and images are part of the ideological armor the West wears in the nuclear age, but they are also clues that suggest buried, denied, and troubling parts of ourselves that have mysteriously surfaced in our distorted representations of the Other. As Akhil Gupta has argued in his analysis of a different orientalist discourse, the discourse on development, "within development discourse ... lies its shadowy double ... a virtual presence, inappropriate objects that serve to open up the 'developed world' itself as an inappropriate object" (1998:4). 

*** China

1NC—Link/Impact—China
Their detached and orderly description of China reduces a complex and nuanced society to a specimen that can be clinically observed and analyzed—this approach to ‘knowing China’ renders critical reflection impossible and legitimizes violence.
Chengxin Pan, Department of Political Science and International Relations at the Australian National University, 2004 (“The "China Threat" in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics,” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 29, Issue 3, June/July, Available Online via Academic Search Premier, p. 305-306)
While U.S. China scholars argue fiercely over "what China precisely is," their debates have been underpinned by some common ground, especially in terms of a positivist epistemology. Firstly, they believe that China is ultimately a knowable object, whose reality can be, and ought to be, empirically revealed by scientific means. For example, after expressing his dissatisfaction with often conflicting Western perceptions of China, David M. Lampton, former president of the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations, suggests that "it is time to step back and look at where China is today, where it might be going, and what consequences that direction will hold for the rest of the world."2 Like many other China scholars, Lampton views his object of study as essentially "something we can stand back from and observe with clinical detachment."3  Secondly, associated with the first assumption, it is commonly believed that China scholars merely serve as "disinterested observers" [end page 305] and that their studies of China are neutral, passive descriptions of reality. And thirdly, in pondering whether China poses a threat or offers an opportunity to the United States, they rarely raise the question of "what the United States is." That is, the meaning of the United States is believed to be certain and beyond doubt.  I do not dismiss altogether the conventional ways of debating China. It is not the purpose of this article to venture my own "observation" of "where China is today," nor to join the "containment" versus "engagement" debate per se. Rather, I want to contribute to a novel dimension of the China debate by questioning the seemingly unproblematic assumptions shared by most China scholars in the mainstream IR community in the United States. To perform this task, I will focus attention on a particularly significant component of the China debate; namely, the "China threat" literature.  More specifically, I want to argue that U.S. conceptions of China as a threatening other are always intrinsically linked to how U.S. policymakers/mainstream China specialists see themselves (as representatives of the indispensable, security-conscious nation, for example). As such, they are not value-free, objective descriptions of an independent, preexisting Chinese reality out there, but are better understood as a kind of normative, meaning-giving practice that often legitimates power politics in U.S.-China relations and helps transform the "China threat" into social reality. In other words, it is self-fulfilling in practice, and is always part of the "China threat" problem it purports merely to describe. In doing so, I seek to bring to the fore two interconnected themes of self/other constructions and of theory as practice inherent in the "China threat" literature—themes that have been overridden and rendered largely invisible by those common positivist assumptions. 

2NC/1NR—Link/Impact—China

Their representations of China are grounded in a myth of American Exceptionalism that is epistemologically indefensible. Fears of the ‘China Threat’ are products of U.S. anxiety that are manifested in violence—this turns the case.
Chengxin Pan, Department of Political Science and International Relations at the Australian National University, 2004 (“The "China Threat" in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics,” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 29, Issue 3, June/July, Available Online via Academic Search Premier, p. 310-314)
American Self-imagination and the Construction of Otherness In 1630, John Winthrop, governor of the British-settled Massachusetts Bay Colony, described the Puritan mission as a moral beacon [end page 310] for the world: "For wee must Consider that wee shall be as a Citty upon a Hill, the eies [eyes] of all people are uppon us."26 Couched in a highly metaphoric manner, the "city on the hill" message greatly galvanized the imagination of early European settlers in North America who had desperately needed some kind of certainty and assurance in the face of many initial difficulties and disappointments in the "New World." Surely there have been numerous U.S. constructions of "what we are," but this sense of "manifest destiny," discursively repeated and reconstructed time and again by leading U.S. politicians, social commentators, the popular press, and numerous school textbooks, has since become a pivotal part of U.S. self-consciousness. In 1992, Colin Powell, then chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, wrote:  America is a remarkable nation. We are, as Abraham Lincoln told Congress in December 1862, a nation that "cannot escape history" because we are "the last best hope of earth." The president said that his administration and Congress held the "power and . . . responsibility" to ensure that the hope America promised would be fulfilled. Today . . . America is still the last best hope of earth, and we still hold the power and bear the responsibility for its remaining so.2''  This sentiment was echoed by Madeleine K. Albright, the former secretary of state, who once called the United States "the indispensable nation" and maintained that "we stand tall and hence see further than other nations."28 More recently, speaking of the U.S. role in the current war on terrorism. Vice President Dick Cheney said: "Only we can rally the world in a task of this complexity against an enemy so elusive and so resourceful. The United States and only the United States can see this effort through to victory."29 It is worth adding that Cheney, along with several other senior officials in the present Bush administration, is a founding member of the Project for the New American Century, a project designed to ensure U.S. security and global dominance in the twenty-first century.  Needless to say, the United States is not unique in ethnocentric thinking. For centuries, China had assumed it was the center of the world. But what distinguishes U.S. from Chinese ethnocentric self-identities is that while the latter was based largely on the Confucian legacy, the former is sanctioned by more powerful regimes of truth, such as Christianity and modern science. For the early English Puritans, America was part of a divine plan and the settlers were the Chosen People blessed by covenant with God. With the advent of the scientific age, U.S. exceptionalism began taking on a secular, scientific dimension. Charles Darwin once argued that "the [end page 311] wonderful progress of the United States, as well as the character of the people, are the results of natural selection."3'  The United States has since been construed as the manifestation of the law of nature, with its ideas and institutions described not as historically particular but as truly universal. For example, in his second inaugural address in 1917, President Woodrow Wilson declared that U.S. principles were "not the principles of a province or of a single continent. We have known and boasted all along that they were the principles of a liberated mankind. " In short, "The US is Utopia achieved." It represents the "End of History."*  What does this U.S. self-knowledge have to do with the way in which it comes to know others in general and China in particular? To put it simply, this self-knowledge is always a powerful analytical framework within which other societies are to be known. By envisioning a linear process of historical development with itself at its apex, the United States places other nations on a common evolutionary slope and sees them as inevitably traveling toward the end of history that is the United States. For example, as a vast, ancient nation on the other side of the Pacific, China is frequently taken as a mirror image of the U.S. self. As Michael Hunt points out,  we imagine ourselves locked in a special relationship with the Chinese, whose apparent moderation and pragmatism mirror our own most prized attributes and validate our own longings for a world made over in our own image. If China with its old and radically different culture can be won, where can we not prevail?  Yet, in a world of diversity, contingency, and unpredictability, which is irreducible to universal sameness or absolute certainty, this kind of U.S. knowledge of others often proves frustratingly elusive. In this context, rather than questioning the validity of their own universalist assumptions, the people of the United States believe that those who are different should be held responsible for the lack of universal sameness. Indeed, because "we" are universal, those who refuse or who are unable to become like "us" are no longer just "others," but are by definition the negation of universality, or the other. In this way, the other is always built into this universalized "American" self. Just as "Primitive . . . is a category, not an object, of Western thought," so the threat of the other is not some kind of "external reality" discovered by U.S. strategic analysts, but a ready-made category of thought within this particular way of U.S. self-imagination.  Consequently, there is always a need for the United States to find a specific other to fill into the totalized category of otherness. [end page 312] In the early days of American history, it was Europe, or the "Old World," that was invoked as its primary other, threatening to corrupt the "New World." Shortly after World War II, in the eyes of U.S. strategists, the Soviet Union emerged as a major deviance from, hence an archenemy of, their universal path toward progress via the free market and liberal democracy. And after the demise of the Soviet Union, the vacancy of other was to be filled by China, the "best candidate" the United States could find in the post-Cold War, unipolar world. Not until the September 11 attacks in New York and Washington had China's candidature been suspended, to be replaced by international terrorism in general and Saddam's Iraq in particular's  At first glance, as the "China threat" literature has told us, China seems to fall perfectly into the "threat" category, particularly given its growing power. However, China's power as such does not speak for itself in terms of an emerging threat. By any reasonable measure, China remains a largely poor country edged with only a sliver of affluence along its coastal areas. Nor is China's sheer size a self-evident confirmation of the "China threat" thesis, as other countries like India, Brazil, and Australia are almost as big as China. Instead, China as a "threat" has much to do with the particular mode of U.S. self-imagination. As Steve Chan notes:  China is an object of attention not only because of its huge size, ancient legacy, or current or projected relative national power. . . . The importance of China has to do with perceptions, especially those regarding the potential that Beijing will become an example, source, or model that contradicts Western liberalism as the reigning paradigm. In an era of supposed universalizing cosmopolitanism, China demonstrates the potency and persistence of nationalism, and embodies an alternative to Western and especially U.S. conceptions of democracy and capitalism. China is a reminder that history is not close to an end.  Certainly, I do not deny China's potential for strategic misbehavior in the global context, nor do I claim the "essential peacefulness" of Chinese culture." Having said that, my main point here is that there is no such thing as "Chinese reality" that can automatically speak for itself, for example, as a "threat." Rather, the "China threat" is essentially a specifically social meaning given to China by its U.S. observers, a meaning that cannot be disconnected from the dominant U.S. self-construction. Thus, to fully understand the U.S. "China threat" argument, it is essential to recognize its autobiographical nature. [end page 313]  Indeed, the construction of other is not only a product of U.S. self-imagination, but often a necessary foil to it. For example, by taking this particular representation of China as Chinese reality per se, those scholars are able to assert their self-identity as "mature," "rational" realists capable of knowing the "hard facts" of international politics, in distinction from those "idealists" whose views are said to be grounded more in "an article of faith" than in "historical experience."41 On the other hand, given that history is apparently not "progressively" linear, the invocation of a certain other not only helps explain away such historical uncertainties or "anomalies" and maintain the credibility of the allegedly universal path trodden by the United States, but also serves to highlight U.S. "indispensability." As Samuel Huntington puts it, "If being an American means being committed to the principles of liberty, democracy, individualism, and private property, and if there is no evil empire out there threatening those principles, what indeed does it mean to be an American, and what becomes of American national interests?" In this way, it seems that the constructions of the particular U.S. self and its other are always intertwined and mutually reinforcing.  Some may suggest that there is nothing particularly wrong with this since psychologists generally agree that "individuals and groups define their identity by differentiating themselves from and placing themselves in opposition to others."^3 This is perhaps true. As the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure tells us, meaning itself depends on difference and differentiation. Yet, to understand the U.S. dichotomized constructions of self/other in this light is to normalize them and render them unproblematic, because it is also apparent that not all identity-defining practices necessarily perceive others in terms of either universal sameness or absolute otherness and that difference need not equate to threat. 
2NC/1NR—Link/Impact—“U.S.-Sino Relations”

“U.S.-Sino Relations” are more than just government interactions—their approach is blind to the larger cultural relationship.

Alexander Liss, M.A. student in the Asian Studies Program at the Elliot School of International Affairs at George Washington University, 2003 (“Images of China in the American Print Media: a survey from 2000 to 2002,” Journal of Contemporary China, Volume 12, Issue 35, May, Available Online via Academic Search Elite, p. 299-300)
The relationship between the United States and China works on many levels and involves many actors. The phrase ‘Sino–US relations’ usually brings to mind an image of interaction between the governments of each country. Yet, if we merely examine the diplomacy between the two countries, then we are left with an incomplete picture of the forces that affect how the nations engage each other. A key element to consider is the relationship between the two societies. Popular opinion and popular perceptions of each culture in the eyes of the other are far [end page 299] more subtle elements to consider, yet they are no less important than the official acts of government, and indeed, may even be more so.
1NC—Alternative—China

The alternative: Vote negative to give up the fantasy of rendering China knowable.
This requires a refusal of apocalyptic scare tactics in favor of an interrogation of baseline assumptions.  Only this refusal can generate a framework for productively debating China and spur a more nuanced and effective foreign policy.

Chengxin Pan, Department of Political Science and International Relations at the Australian National University, 2004 (“The "China Threat" in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics,” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 29, Issue 3, June/July, Available Online via Academic Search Premier, p. 325-326)
I have argued above that the "China threat" argument in mainstream U.S. IR literature is derived, primarily, from a discursive construction of otherness. This construction is predicated on a particular narcissistic understanding of the U.S. self and on a positivist- based realism, concerned with absolute certainty and security, a concern central to the dominant U.S. self-imaginary. Within these frameworks, it seems imperative that China be treated as a threatening, absolute other since it is unable to fit neatly into the U.S.-led evolutionary scheme or guarantee absolute security for the United States, so that U.S. power preponderance in the post-Cold War world can still be legitimated.  Not only does this reductionist representation come at the expense of understanding China as a dynamic, multifaceted country but it leads inevitably to a policy of containment that, in turn, tends to enhance the influence of realpolitik thinking, nationalist extremism, and hard-line stance in today's China. Even a small dose of the containment strategy is likely to have a highly dramatic impact on U.S.-China relations, as the 1995-1996 missile crisis and the 2001 spy-plane incident have vividly attested. In this respect, Chalmers Johnson is right when he suggests that "a policy of containment toward China implies the possibility of war, just as it did during the Cold War vis-a-vis the former Soviet Union. The balance of terror prevented war between the United States and the Soviet Union, but this may not work in the case of China."  For instance, as the United States presses ahead with a missile defence shield to "guarantee" its invulnerability from rather unlikely sources of missile attacks, it would be almost certain to intensify China's sense of vulnerability and compel it to expand its current small nuclear arsenal so as to maintain the efficiency of its limited deterrence. In consequence, it is not impossible that the two countries, and possibly the whole region, might be dragged into an escalating arms race that would eventually make war more likely.  Neither the United States nor China is likely to be keen on fighting the other. But as has been demonstrated, the "China threat" argument, for all its alleged desire for peace and security, tends to make war preparedness the most "realistic" option for both sides. At this juncture, worthy of note is an interesting comment made by Charlie Neuhauser, a leading CIA China specialist, [end page 325] on the Vietnam War, a war fought by the United States to contain the then-Communist "other." Neuhauser says, "Nobody wants it. We don't want it, Ho Chi Minh doesn't want it; it's simply a question of annoying the other side."94 And, as we know, in an unwanted war some fifty-eight thousand young people from the United States and an estimated two million Vietnamese men, women, and children lost their lives.  Therefore, to call for a halt to the vicious circle of theory as practice associated with the "China threat" literature, tinkering with the current positivist-dominated U.S. IR scholarship on China is no longer adequate. Rather, what is needed is to question this un-self-reflective scholarship itself, particularly its connections with the dominant way in which the United States and the West in general represent themselves and others via their positivist epistemology, so that alternative, more nuanced, and less dangerous ways of interpreting and debating China might become possible. 
1NC—Framework—China

An examination of the representations of the affirmative must precede discussion of the plan – this is a crucial gateway to entering China policy analysis because the discursive choices we make inform and determine the range of policy options available for consideration.
Evelyn Goh, Assistant Professor at the Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies at Nanyang Technological University in Singapore and Visiting Fellow at the East-West Center, 2005 (Constructing the U.S. Rapprochement with China, 1961-1974: From 'Red Menace' to 'Tacit Ally', Published by Cambridge University Press, ISBN 0521839866, p. 6-8)
The alternative questions posed in this study may be recognized as the "how possible" queries emphasized by constructivists, in contrast [end page 6] to the basic "why" questions that realists try to answer. 16  Constructivist approaches prioritize ideas and identity in the creation of state interests because they work from the basis that all reality is socially constructed. 17  The international system, for instance, does not exert an automatic "objective" causal influence on states' actions.  Rather, state policy choices result from a process of perception and interpretation by state actors, through which they come to understand the situation that the state faces and to formulate their responses.  Furthermore, actors may, by their actions, alter systemic structures and trends. 18  Even beyond that, some constructivists argue that actors themselves change as they evolve new ideas and conceptions about identity and political communities.  Thus, the constructivist understanding of "reality" centers upon the interaction of the material and the ideational. 19  The forging of this intersubjective context is a contentious process, but often particular representations are so successful that they become a form of "common sense," encompassing a system of understanding about a body of subjects, objects, and issues with implicit policy consequences.  This structure of representation may be termed a discourse, and a radical change in policy occurs when the prevailing discourse is challenged and altered.  The key conceptual focus in this study is on discourses, rather than on ideas, belief systems, or ideology, because the former conveys more effectively the multifaceted process by which meaning is constituted by policy actors and by which policy choices are constructed, contested, and implemented.  Discourses may be understood as linguistic representations and rhetorical strategies by which a people create meaning about the world, and they are critical to the process by which ideas are translated into [end page 7] policy in two ways. 20  First, they perform a constraining or enabling function with regard to state action, in the sense that policy options may be rendered more or less reasonable by particular understandings of, for instance, China, the United States, and the relations between them. 21  Second, discursive practice is an integral element of sociopolitical relations of power. 22  As a key means of producing the categories and boundaries of knowledge by which reality is understood and explained by society, discourses are often deliberate and instrumental.  In representing subjects and their relationships in certain ways, political actors have particular objectives and specific audiences in mind.  Here, the focus on changing discursive representations of China and China policy in official American circles allows us to study in particular the policy advocacy process – within internal official circles, to the public, and to the other party in the bilateral relationship – in a significant policy reversal.  Bringing to bear the understanding that the creation of meaning by discursive practice is an essential means of influencing political action, this book investigates the contested process by which the different actors and parties defined and redefined identities, generated new knowledge, and created new meanings in order to construct and maintain a new U.S.-China relationship.  In this study, each discourse about China may be understood to encompass the following elements: an image or representation of China; a related representation of U.S. identity; an interpretation of the nature of U.S.-China relations; and the "logical" policy options that flow from these representations.  For ease of reference, each subdiscourse that is identified here is centered upon the core image of China upon which it is built.  An image is simply the perception of a particular object or subject, the normative [end page 8] evaluation of it, and the identity and meaning ascribed to it. 23  The concept of images is employed here mainly as an analytical shorthand, as the image is but one of four subcomponents of each discourse. 24 
2NC/1NR—A2: Permutations—China
The permutation makes non-confrontational images and understandings impossible—it filters reflection through the lens of confrontation, hardening aggression and making sustainable engagement impossible.

David Shambaugh, Professor of Political Science & International Affairs and Director of the China Policy Program in the Elliot School of International Affairs at The George Washington University and nonresident Senior Fellow in the Foreign Policy Studies Program and Center for Northeast Asian Policy Studies at The Brookings Institution, 2003 (“Introduction: Imagining Demons: the rise of negative imagery in US-China relations,” Journal of Contemporary China, Volume 12, Issue 35, May, Available Online via Academic Search Elite, p. 235-236)

Americans both romanticized and demonized China and the Chinese—consider-[end page 235]ing them to be cultivated and erudite as well as despotic and heathen, earthy yet superstitious, ideological yet pragmatic, stoic yet sadistic, conservative yet extremist, calm and introspective yet warlike and aggressive, weak yet formidable, and so on. For their part, the Chinese respected and sought to emulate the United States, while also feeling revulsion over many aspects of American society and culture and contempt for American behavior abroad. The United States was, for many Chinese, a ‘beautiful imperialist’ (Mei Di).  Sometimes these contradictory and dualistic images existed simultaneously in the collective mindsets of each, while during other periods one set of stereotypes became dominant and held sway for some time before swinging back in the opposite direction. Either way, scholars noted that this ambivalence produced a ‘love–hate syndrome’ in mutual imagery.2 This dual syndrome played directly into a fairly repetitive cycle in the relations between the two countries: Mutual Enchantment → Raised Expectations → Unfulfilled Expectations → Disillusion and Disenchantment → Recrimination and Fallout → Separation and Hostility → Re-embrace and Re-enchantment. And then the cycle repeats. While not always mechanical and predictable, the Sino–American relationship over the past century has tended to follow this pattern while ambivalent mutual images have paralleled and underlaid the pattern. The result has been alternating amity and enmity.  Two other aspects of Sino–American mutual perceptions have also been evident over time. The first is that neither side seems comfortable with, or is able to grasp, complexity in the other. While it is apparent that mutual images have become more diversified and realistic over time as a result of mutual contact and interaction,3 the perceptions of the other are still often reduced to overly simplistic stereotypes and caricatures which lack nuance and sophistication. Consequently, because they are derived from overly generalized image structures, they do not tend to easily accommodate incongruous information that contradicts the stereotypical belief— thus producing reinforcing cognitive dissonance and misperception. Certain images—such as the Chinese perception of American hegemony or the American perception of the Chinese government’s despotic nature—become so hardened and ingrained that behavior of the other is filtered through these dominant image constructs and does not allow for nuance or alternative explanations.  The second noticeable element is that perceptions of the other tend to say much more about the perceiver than the perceived. That is, there has been a persistent tendency to externalize beliefs about one’s own society and worldview on to the other. Writers, elites, and officials in each society are so imbued with their own worldviews that they not only instinctively impose it and its underlying assumptions on to the other, but reveal an extreme inability to ‘step outside’ of their own perceptual mindsets and see either the other or themselves as the other would. This results in mutual ‘deafness’ and unnecessary arrogance on each side. 
2NC/1NR—A2: Our Evidence Is From Experts—China
Their so-called ‘China Experts’ use flawed methodologies—their conclusions should be rejected.

Chengxin Pan, Department of Political Science and International Relations at the Australian National University, 2004 (“The "China Threat" in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics,” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 29, Issue 3, June/July, Available Online via Academic Search Premier, p. 315)
The (neo) realist paradigm has dominated the U.S. IR discipline in general and the U.S. China studies field in particular. As Kurt Campbell notes, after the end of the Cold War, a whole new crop of China experts "are much more likely to have a background in strategic studies or international relations than China itself." As a result, for those experts to know China is nothing more or less than to undertake a geopolitical analysis of it, often by asking only a few questions such as how China will "behave" in a strategic sense and how it may affect the regional or global balance of power, with a particular emphasis on China's military power or capabilities. As Thomas J. Christensen notes, "Although many have focused on intentions as well as capabilities, the most prevalent component of the [China threat] debate is the assessment of China's overall future military power compared with that of the United States and other East Asian regional powers." Consequently, almost by default, China emerges as an absolute other and a threat thanks to this (neo) realist prism.

2NC/1NR—A2: Representations Don’t Shape Reality—China
Congressional debates about China prove our argument – hostile representations of a “China Threat” manifest themselves in ineffective policies and undermine relations.

Stanley Lubman, Lecturer of Law and Visiting Scholar for the Center for the Study of Law and Society at the University of California-Berkeley, 2004 (“The Dragon As Demon: Images Of China On Capitol Hill,” Center for the Study of Law and Society Jurisprudence and Social Policy Program,  JSP/Center for the Study of Law and Society Faculty Working Papers, Paper 18, March 4, Available Online at http://repositories.cdlib.org/ csls/fwp/18/, p. 22-24)
Any faint hope that narrow and dogmatically negative views of China might be tempered is no more than a whistle in the dark, but the debates that have been quoted here suggest that there is a good deal of darkness in Congress that needs to be illuminated. Unfortunately, the groups in Congress that have been identified here as anti-Chinese gather strength from their numbers taken together, and are more likely than not to continue to join forces, especially on the economic issues that grew prominent in 2003. On these latter issues, moreover, Congressional emotions are understandably fueled by [end page 22] knowledge of the pain of constituents who lose jobs because their employers move manufacturing activities to China or close in the face of competition from China.  This article has explored only the surface manifestations of deeper issues that lie beneath the Congressional debates because it has been concerned only with what has been said publicly, for the record. It undoubtedly slights many other members whose spoken words have been few, but who are more temperate in their judgments than some of their more vocal colleagues. More important, relationships with interest groups lie behind the one-dimensional images of China in Congress that have been illustrated here. Labor unions, human rights advocates and anti-abortion groups have been among China’s strongest critics, and there are others less obvious, such as Taiwan-funded lobbyists. The impact of the lobbyists is reinforced, however, by what one veteran of thirty years of China-watching in the US government has noted as “the lack of professional training or experience in dealing with China on the part of congressional staff members critical of administration policy.”40 But when members of Congress reflect uncritically what lobbyists and poorly-informed staff tell them, ignoring the complexities of modern China, they are led into drastic oversimplification of their debate and thought on China policy.  It is impossible to differentiate among the reasons underlying the demonizing of China by some in Congress, but some ignorance, willful or not, underlies the words of the demonizers. More than ignorance is involved, of course, and inquiry into the dynamics of Congressional participation in making China policy obviously must go behind the Congressional debate that forms the public record. Whatever other factors are at work, however, the rhetoric that dominates discussions of China by some members of Congress promises to continue to deform not only their personal perspectives, but the contribution that Congress makes to formulation of this country’s China policy. At the very least, administration policymakers are  “diverted from other tasks…Much time is spent dealing with often exaggerated congressional assertions about negative features of the Chinese government’s behavior…The congressional critics are open to a wide range of Americans— some with partisan or other interests – who are prepared to highly in often graphic terms real or alleged policies and behaviors of the Chinese government in opposition to US interests.”41  It is difficult not to agree with the conclusion of one recent study, that “the cumulative effect” of Congressional criticism of the China policies under both the first President Bush and President Clinton “reinforced a stasis in US-China relations and slowed forward movement.”42 Of the PNTR debate itself, it has recently been said that  “…the rancorous partisanship in both House and Senate during the PNTR process, and the numerous other challenges highlighted by the protagonists – [end page 23] nonproliferation, human rights, trade deficits, and other issues – sharpened the disagreements and laid the ground for future battles… the potential remained for even more controversy and contention over China policy.”43  Indeed, the passage of time and the growing power of economic issues since the PNTR debate underlines the trenchancy of this prediction, as the concluding section of this article suggests. 

*** North Korea
1NC—Link/Impact—North Korea

The way the affirmative constructs North Korea as a dangerous threat to U.S. security ignores the complex relationships involved and papers over the U.S.’s complicity in the standoff – rejecting technostrategic discourse is uniquely key in the context of North Korea in order to challenge dominant narratives and open space for peaceful solutions. 

Roland Bleiker, Professor of International Relations at the University of Queensland, 2003 (“A Rogue Is A Rogue Is A Rogue: US Foreign Policy And The Korean Nuclear Crisis,” International Affairs, Volume 79, Issue 4, July, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Academic Search Elite, p. 736-737)
This article has examined the underlying patterns that shaped the two Korean nuclear crises of the last decade. In each case, in 1993–4 and in 2002–3, the crisis allegedly emerged suddenly and was largely attributed to North Korea’s problematic behaviour, most notably to its nuclear brinkmanship. But a more thorough analysis of the events reveals a far more complex picture. Given the deeply entrenched antagonistic Cold War atmosphere on the peninsula, the most recent crisis hardly comes as a surprise. Indeed, a crisis is always already present: the question is simply when and how it is perceived and represented as such.  Responsibility for the nuclear crisis is equally blurred. North Korea undoubtedly bears a large part of it. Pyongyang has demonstrated repeatedly that it does not shy away from generating tension to promote its own interests, particularly when the survival of the regime is at stake. Even a primitive North Korean nuclear programme poses a grave threat to the region, not least because it could unleash a new nuclear arms race. But Pyongyang’s actions have not taken place in a vacuum. They occurred in response to internal as well as external circumstances. The central point to keep in mind here is that North Korea has been subject to over half a century of clear and repeated American nuclear threats. Few decision-makers and defence analysts realize the extent to which these threats have shaped the security dilemmas on the peninsula.  If one steps back from the immediate and highly emotional ideological context that still dominates security interactions on the peninsula, then the attitude and behaviour of North Korea and the US bear striking similarities. Both have contributed a great deal to each other’s fears. Both have also used their fears to justify aggressive military postures. And both rely on a strikingly similar form of crisis diplomacy. But the ensuing interactive dynamics are largely hidden behind a rationalized security policy that presents threats in a one-dimensional manner. The image of North Korea as an evil and unpredictable rogue state is so deeply entrenched that any crisis can easily be attributed to Pyongyang’s problematic actions, even in the face of contradictory evidence. Keeping up this image, and the threat projections that are associated with it, requires constant work. The specialized discourse on security and national defence contributes to the performance of this task. It presents threats in a highly technical manner and in a jargon-ridden language that is inaccessible to all but a few military experts. As a result, a very subjective and largely one-sided interpretation of security dilemmas has come to be accepted as real and politically legitimate. [end page 736]  Articles on defence issues usually end with policy recommendations. Not so this one, even though much could be said about a great many crucial issues, such as the possibility of involving China as a way of reaching a compromise between Pyongyang’s insistence on bilateral negotiations and Washington’s preference for a multilateral approach. But trying to identify the underlying patterns of Korea’s security dilemmas seems a big enough task on its own. This conclusion, then, takes on a more modest tone and merely draws attention to the type of mindset with which the challenges ahead may be approached more successfully. Required more than anything is what Gertrude Stein sought to capture through the metaphor that served as a model for the title of this article:80 the political and moral obligation to question the assumption that something is how it is and how it has always been; the need to replace old and highly problematic Cold War thinking patterns with new and more sensitive attempts to address the dilemmas of Korean security. 

2NC/1NR—Link/Impact—North Korea

The affirmative’s representations of North Korea are not objective and neutral – their techno-strategic discourse is politically-loaded – only challening the hegemony of defense expertism in the context of North Korea can prevent conflict.

Roland Bleiker, Professor of International Relations at the University of Queensland, 2003 (“A Rogue Is A Rogue Is A Rogue: US Foreign Policy And The Korean Nuclear Crisis,” International Affairs, Volume 79, Issue 4, July, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Academic Search Elite, p. 733-734)
Why is it so difficult to deal with, or even recognize, the interactive dynamics of security dilemmas? Why is it still possible to present as rational and credible the view that North Korea alone is responsible for yet another nuclear crisis on the peninsula? And why have militaristic approaches to security come to be seen as the only realistic way of warding off the perceived threat, even though they are quite obviously implicated in the very dynamic that led to its emergence in the first place?  Answers to these complex questions are, of course, not easy to find. I certainly do not pretend to offer them here. But at least some aspects can be understood by observing the central role that defence analysis plays in the articulation of security policy. The latter has in essence been reduced to discussions about military issues which, in turn, are presented in a highly technical manner. Consider a random example from one of many recent 'expert' treatises on North Korea's missile programme:  If North Korea launches a ballistic missile attack on South Korean airfields and harbors, it could seriously impede Flexible Deterrence Options (FDO) operations by US forces. The argument has been made that even if the North uses ballistic missiles, the accuracy or circular error probable (CEP) of the Rodong-1 (about 1 km) is such that it would not be able to undertake airstrike missions.66 [end page 733]  A fundamental paradox emerges: On the one hand, an array of abstract acronyms and metaphors has removed our understanding of security issues further and further from the realities of conflict and war. On the other hand, we have become used to these distorting metaphors to the point that the language of defence analysis has become the most accepted—and by definition most credible and rational—way of assessing issues of security. The ensuing practices of political legitimization provides experts—those fluent in the techno-strategic language of abstraction—not only with the knowledge, but also with the moral authority to comment on issues of defence.67  Experts on military technologies have played an essential role in constructing North Korea as a threat and in reducing or eliminating from our purview the threat that emanates from the US and South Korea towards the North. The political debate over each side's weapons potential, for instance, is articulated in highly technical terms. Even if non-experts manage to decipher the jargon- packed language in which defence issues are presented, they often lack the technical expertise to verify the claims thus advanced, even though those claims are used to legitimize important political decisions. As a result, the technostrategic language of defence analysis has managed to place many important security issues beyond the reach of political and moral discussions. 

Framing North Korea as a threat to U.S. interests obscures the complex issues involved in the relationship – relying on hypertechnical defense analysis creates a self-fulfilling prophecy of conflict.

Roland Bleiker, Professor of International Relations at the University of Queensland, 2003 (“A Rogue Is A Rogue Is A Rogue: US Foreign Policy And The Korean Nuclear Crisis,” International Affairs, Volume 79, Issue 4, July, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Academic Search Elite, p. 720-721)
The purpose of this article is to examine the role of the United States in the Korean nuclear crisis, for no aspect of the past and present dilemmas on the peninsula can be addressed or even understood without recourse to the US. This is why China repeatedly stressed that the latest nuclear crisis was primarily an issue between North Korea and the United States.6 Kim Dae-jung, in his final speech as South Korea's president, reiterated the same theme: 'more than anything, dialogue between North Korea and the United States is the important key to a solution.'7 A solution is, however, far from reach. Both the US and North Korea see the other as a threat. And each has good reasons for doing so. But each is also implicated in the production of this threat. The problem is that these interactive dynamics are hard to see, for the West tends to project a very one-sided image of North Korea—one that sees it solely as a rogue outlaw, and thus a source of danger and instability. Nicolas Eberstadt, for instance, stresses [end page 720] that 'North Korean policies and practices have accounted for most of the volatility within the Northeast Asian region since the end of the Cold War.'8 Very few policy-makers, security analysts and journalists ever make the effort to imagine how threats are perceived from the North Korean perspective, or consider how these perceptions are part of an interactive security dilemma in which the West, and US foreign policy in particular, is implicated as deeply as the vilified regime in Pyongyang.  The central argument of this article is that the image of North Korea as a 'rogue state' severely hinders both an adequate understanding and a possible resolution of the crisis. The rhetoric of rogue states is indicative of how US foreign policy continues to be driven by dualistic and militaristic Cold War thinking patterns. The 'Evil Empire' may be gone; not so the underlying need to define safety and security with reference to an external threat that must be warded off at any cost. Rogues are among the new threat-images that serve to demarcate the line between good and evil. As during the Cold War, military means are considered the key tool with which this line is to be defended. In the absence of a global power that matches the US, this militaristic attitude has, if anything, even intensified. Look at Washington's recent promulgation of a pre-emptive strike policy against rogue states. The consequences of this posture are particularly fateful in Korea, for it reinforces half a century of explicit and repeated nuclear threats against the government in Pyongyang. The impact of these threats has been largely obscured, not least because the highly technical and specialized discourse of security analysis has enabled the US to present the strategic situation on the peninsula in a manner that misleadingly attributes responsibility for the crisis solely to North Korea's actions. 
*** All-Purpose

1NC—Alternative

Our alternative is to reject traditional conceptions of security.

This is crucial to open space for emancipatory perspectives—our critique is mutually exclusive with the aff.
Pinar Bilgin, Associate Professor of International Relations at Bilkent University (Turkey), 2005 (“Conclusion,” Regional Security in the Middle East: A Critical Perspective, Published by Routledge, ISBN 0415325498, p. 205-207)

Emphasising the mutually interactive relationship between intellectuals and social movements should not be taken to suggest that the only way for intellectuals to make a change is to get directly involved in political action. They can also intervene by providing a critique of the existing situation, calling attention to what future outcomes may result if necessary action is not taken at present, and by pointing to potential for change immanent in regional politics. Students of security could help create the political space for alternative agents of security to take action by presenting appropriate critiques. It should be emphasised however that such thinking should be anchored in the potential immanent in world politics. The hope is that non-state actors (who may or may not be aware of their potential to make a change) may constitute themselves as agents of security when presented with an alternative reading of their situation. Thinking about the future becomes even more crucial once theory is [end page 205] conceptualised as constitutive of the 'reality' it seeks to respond to. In other words, our ideas about the future - our conjectures and prognoses - have a self-constitutive potential. What the students of Cold War Security Studies consider as a more 'realistic' picture of the future becomes 'real' through practice, albeit under circumstances inherited from the past. Thinking about what a 'desired' future would look like is significant for the very same reason; that is, in order to be able to turn it into a 'reality' through adopting emancipatory practices. For, having a vision of a 'desired' future empowers people(s) in the present. Presenting pictures of what a 'desired' future might look like, and pointing to the security community approach as the start of a path that could take us from an insecure past to a more secure future is not to suggest that the creation of a security community is the most likely outcome. On the contrary, the dynamics pointed to throughout the book indicate that there exists a potential for descent into chaos if no action is taken to prevent militarisation and fragmentation of societies, and the marginalisation of peoples as well as economies in an increasingly globalising world. However, these dynamics exist as 'threats to the future' to use Beck's terminology; and only by thinking and writing about them that can one mobilise preventive action to be taken in the present. Viewed as such, critical approaches present not an 'optimistic', but a more 'realistic' picture of the future. Considering how the 'realism' of Cold War Security Studies failed not only when judged by its own standards, by failing to provide an adequate explanation of the world 'out there', but also when judged by the standards of critical approaches, as it was argued, it could be concluded that there is a need for more 'realistic' approaches to regional security in theory and practice. The foregoing suggests three broad conclusions. First, Cold War Security Studies did not present the 'realistic' picture it purported to provide. On the contrary, the pro-status quo leanings of the Cold War security discourse failed to allow for (let alone foresee) changes such as the end of the Cold War, dissolution of some states and integration of some others. Second, notwithstanding the important inroads critical approaches to security made in the post-Cold War era, much traditionalist thinking remains and maintains its grip over the security practices of many actors. Third, critical approaches offer a fuller or more adequate picture of security in different parts of the world (including the Middle East). Cold War Security Studies is limited not only because of its narrow (military-focused), pro-status quo and state-centric (if not statist) approach to security in theory and practice, but also because of its objectivist conception of theory and the theory/practice relationship that obscured the mutually constitutive relationship between them. Students of critical approaches have sought to challenge Cold War Security Studies, its claim to knowledge and its hold over security practices by pointing to the mutually constitutive relationship between theory and practice and revealing [end page 206] how the Cold War security discourse has been complicit in constituting (in)security in different parts of the world. The ways in which the Cold War security discourse helped constitute the 'Middle East' by way of representing it as a region, and contributed to regional insecurity in the Middle East by shaping security practices, is exemplary of the argument that 'theories do not leave the world untouched'. The implication of these conclusions for practice is that becoming aware of the 'politics behind the geographical specification of politics' and exploring the relationship between (inventing) regions and (conceptions and practices of) security helps reveal the role human agency has played in the past and could play in the future. An alternative approach to security, that of critical approaches to security, could inform alternative (emancipatory) practices thereby helping constitute a new region in the form of a security community. It should be noted, however, that to argue that 'everything is socially constructed' or that 'all approaches have normative concerns embedded in them' is a significant first step that does not by itself help one adopt emancipatory practices. As long as people rely on traditional practices shaped by the Cold War security discourse - which remains prevalent in the post-Cold War era - they help constitute a 'reality' in line with the tenets of 'realist' Cold War Security Studies. This is why seeking to address evolving crises through traditional practices whilst leaving a critical security perspective to be adopted for the long-term will not work. For, traditionalist thinking and practices, by helping shape the 'reality' 'out there', foreclose the political space necessary for emancipatory practices to be adopted by multiple actors at numerous levels. Hence the need for the adoption of a critical perspective that emphasises the roles human agency has played in the past and could play in the future in shaping what human beings choose to call 'reality'. Generating such an awareness of the potentialities of human agency could enable one to begin thinking differently about regional security in different parts of the world whilst remaining sensitive to regional actors' multiple and contending conceptions of security, what they view as referent(s) and how they think security should be sought in different parts of the world. After decades of statist, military-focused and zero-sum thinking and practices that privileged the security of some whilst marginalising the security of others, the time has come for all those interested in security in the Middle East to decide whether they want to be agents of a world view that produces more of the same, thereby contributing towards a 'threat to the future', or of alternative futures that try to address the multiple dimensions of regional insecurity. The choice is not one between presenting a more 'optimistic' or 'pessimistic' vision of the future, but between stumbling into the future expecting more of the same, or stepping into a future equipped with a perspective that not only has a conception of a 'desired' future but is also cognisant of 'threats to the future'.
Framework/Role of the Ballot

Security discourse is meaningful only intersubjectively—discourse shapes the policy agenda.
David Mutimer, Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at York University (Canada), 2000 ("Imagining Security," The Weapons State: Proliferation and the Framing of Security, Published by Lynne Rienner (Boulder, CO), ISBN 1555877877, p. 17-19)


Acts of interpretation are indispensable to the reproduction of practices, understood in this fashion. First, before a person can engage in a practice, he or she must determine that previous examples of conduct are part of a single pattern—that is, that they are instances of a single practice rather than multiple practices or random activity. Even having recognized that these prior instances of behavior form a practice, she must formulate a guide to her own activity from these prior instances. Of course, such interpretive acts are often unconscious and are rarely, if ever, entirely individual. We are not often in the position of trying to engage in an unfamiliar practice without assistance. Rather, we share these crucial interpretive acts with others in our society. We recognize collectively that certain patterns of behavior are parts of the same practice, and we teach others, in more or less formal ways, the standards of conduct that govern these behaviors.   In a short book published in 1956, Kenneth Boulding outlined a similar conception of social life around the concept of the image: “The image not only makes society, society continually remakes the image. This hen [end page 17] and egg process is perhaps the most important key to the understanding of the dynamics of society. The basic bond of any society, culture, subculture, or organization is a 'public image,' that is, an image the essential characteristics of which are shared by the individuals participating in the group.” 16 Practices are stable patterns of behavior produced by acting in terms of the image; on the other hand, the image is seen in those same patterns of behavior, and thus it is reproduced. What Boulding calls the image is necessarily social; it is a public image shared by members of a society. Thus the acts of interpretation that produce practices are not subjective, as they appear in the previous paragraph, but intersubjective. 17   Charles Taylor has provided a clear example of the nature of constitutive intersubjective meanings in practices: “Take the practice of deciding things by majority vote. It carries with it certain standards, of valid and invalid voting, and valid and invalid results, without which it would not be the practice that it is.” 18 All those who participate in the practice must share an image of the practice in which they are engaged. They must share a certain collection of rules for fair and unfair voting, as well as knowing what essential behaviors they are expected to perform. They must also understand that they are independent agents but also parts of a collective who can decide as a whole through the aggregation of independent decisions. As Taylor concludes, “In this way, we say that the practices which make up a society require certain self-descriptions on the part of the participants.” 19 The image of majority voting constitutes the practice of voting by enabling the actors and actions necessary for the practice and defining the relationships between the actors and those between the actors and the practice.   The same is true for the practices in which states engage, which are the object of study in international relations. A practice such as waging war, perhaps the definitive practice of the traditional study of international relations, is conducted in terms of certain standards, as is voting. 20 Intersubjectively held meanings establish the conditions under which war may or may not be waged, as well as establishing which violent conduct is and which is not to be counted as war. The image constitutive of war is socially held, adjudged, contested, and taught. Thus, when the United States went to war in Vietnam, it was recognized by the society of states to be waging war, despite its subjective labeling of the violence as a police action. On the other hand, the U. S. War on Drugs was recognized by those same states to be metaphorically warlike rather than an instance of the practice of waging war, despite the use of military and paramilitary violence.   If intersubjective meanings constitute practices, engaging in practices involves acting toward the world in the terms provided by a particular set of intersubjective meanings. Practices can therefore be said to carry with them sets of meanings. If we investigate state action in terms of practices, we can ask questions about the constitutive intersubjective meanings, [end page 18] about the world these practices make through reproducing meaning. As Roxanne Doty has argued, “Policy makers … function within a discursive space that imposes meanings on their world and thus creates reality.” 21 At this point I reconnect to the argument with which this chapter began, because the reality that is created in this discursive space involves the identification of the objects of action, the actors, and the interests that are pursued. The intersubjective understandings that constitute practices can be thought of, adapting Boulding's usage, as images that frame a particular reality. This framing is fundamentally discursive; it is necessarily tied to the language through which the frame is expressed.   A problem—for example, that of the proliferation of weapons—is not presented to policymakers fully formed. Weapons proliferation as a problem does not slowly dawn on states but rather is constituted by those states in their practices. What is more, this practically constituted image of a security problem shapes the interests states have at stake in that problem and the forms of solutions that can be considered to resolve it. To understand how an image shapes interest and policy, it is useful to consider the place of metaphor in shaping understanding.  

Representational choices construct the meaning of the “reality” on which the aff acts – an interrogation of these choices is inextricably linked with an interrogation of their policy.

Roxanne Lynn Doty, Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Arizona State University, 1996 (Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, Borderlines Series, ISBN 0816627622, p. 169-171)
The cases examined in this study attest to the importance of representational practices and the power that inheres in them. The infinity of traces that leave no inventory continue to play a significant part in contemporary constructions of “reality.” This is not to suggest that representations have been static. Static implies the possibility of fixedness, when what I mean to suggest is an inherent fragility and instability to the meanings and identities that have been constructed in the various discourses I examined. For example, to characterize the South as “uncivilized” or “unfit for self-government" is no longer an acceptable representation. This is not, however, because the meanings of these terms were at one time fixed and stable. As I illustrated, what these signifiers signified was always deferred. Partial fixation was the result of their being anchored by some exemplary mode of being that was itself constructed at the power/ knowledge nexus: the white male at the turn of the century, the United States after World War II. Bhabha stresses “the wide range of the stereotype, from the loyal servant to Satan, from the loved to the hated; a shifting of subject positions in the circulation of colonial power” (1983: 31). The shifting subject positions--from uncivilized native to quasi state to traditional “man” and society, for example--are all partial fixations that have enabled the exercise of various and multiple forms of power. Nor do previous oppositions entirely disappear. What remains is an infinity of traces from prior representations [end page 169] that themselves have been founded not on pure presences but on differance. “The present becomes the sign of the sign, the trace of the trace,” Derrida writes (1982: 24). Differance makes possible the chain of differing and deferring (the continuity) as well as the endless substitution (the discontinuity) of names that are inscribed and reinscribed as pure presence, the center of the structure that itself escapes structurality.  North-South relations have been constituted as a structure of deferral. The center of the structure (alternatively white man, modern man, the United States, the West, real states) has never been absolutely present outside a system of differences. It has itself been constituted as trace—the simulacrum of a presence that dislocates itself, displaces itself, refers itself (ibid.). Because the center is not a fixed locus but a function in which an infinite number of sign substitutions come into play, the domain and play of signification is extended indefinitely (Derrida 1978: 280). This both opens up and limits possibilities, generates alternative sites of meanings and political resistances that give rise to practices of reinscription that seek to reaffirm identities and relationships. The inherently incomplete and open nature of discourse makes this reaffirmation an ongoing and never finally completed project. In this study I have sought, through an engagement with various discourses in which claims to truth have been staked, to challenge the validity of the structures of meaning and to make visible their complicity with practices of power and domination. By examining the ways in which structures of meaning have been associated with imperial practices, I have suggested that the construction of meaning and the construction of social, political, and economic power are inextricably linked. This suggests an ethical dimension to making meaning and an ethical imperative that is incumbent upon those who toil in the construction of structures of meaning. This is especially urgent in North-South relations today: one does not have to search very far to find a continuing complicity with colonial representations that ranges from a politics of silence and neglect to constructions of terrorism, Islamic fundamentalism, international drug trafficking, and Southern immigration to the North as new threats to global stability and peace.   The political stakes raised by this analysis revolve around the question of being able to “get beyond” the representations or speak outside of the discourses that historically have constructed the North [end page 170] and the South. I do not believe that there are any pure alternatives by which we can escape the infinity of traces to which Gramsci refers. Nor do I wish to suggest that we are always hopelessly imprisoned in a dominant and all-pervasive discourse. Before this question can be answered--indeed, before we can even proceed to attempt an answer--attention must be given to the politics of representation. The price that international relations scholarship pays for its inattention to the issue of representation is perpetuation of the dominant modes of making meaning and deferral of its responsibility and complicity in dominant representations. 

Questions of representations come first – the way we discuss policy is more important than the policy itself.

Roxanne Lynn Doty, Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Arizona State University, 1996 (Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, Borderlines Series, ISBN 0816627622, p. 5-6)
This study begins with the premise that representation is an inherent and important aspect of global political life and therefore a critical and legitimate area of inquiry.  International relations are inextricably bound up with discursive practices that put into circulation representations that are taken as "truth."  The goal of analyzing these practices is not to reveal essential truths that have been obscured, but rather to examine how certain representations underlie the production of knowledge and identities and how these representations make various courses of action possible.  As Said (1979: 21) notes, there is no such thing as a delivered presence, but there is a re-presence, or representation.  Such an assertion does not deny the existence of the material world, but rather suggests that material objects and subjects are constituted as such within discourse.  So, for example, when U.S. troops march into Grenada, this is certainly "real," though the march of troops across a piece of geographic space is itself singularly uninteresting and socially irrelevant outside of the representations that produce meaning.  It is only when "American" is attached to the troops and "Grenada" to the geographic space that meaning is created.  What the physical behavior itself is, though, is still far from certain until discursive practices constitute it as an "invasion," a "show of force," a "training exercise," a "rescue," and so on.  What is "really" going on in such a situation is inextricably linked to the discourse within which it is located.  To attempt a neat separation between discursive and nondiscursive practices, understanding the former as purely linguistic, assumes a series of dichotomies—thought/reality, appearance/essence, mind/matter, word/world, subjective/objective—that a critical genealogy calls into question.  Against this, the perspective taken here affirms the material and performative character of discourse. 6  In suggesting that global politics, and specifically the aspect that has to do with relations between the North and the South, is linked to representational practices I am suggesting that the issues and concerns that constitute these relations occur within a "reality" whose content has for the most part been defined by the representational practices of the "first world."  Focusing on discursive practices enables [end page 5] one to examine how the processes that produce "truth" and "knowledge" work and how they are articulated with the exercise of political, military, and economic power. 
A2: Our Harms Are Objective

Their harms are social constructions—what counts as a “problem” to be “solved” is defined by the dominant discourse.
Anastassia Tsoukala, Research Fellow at the University of Paris V-Sorbonne and Associate Professor at the University of Paris XI, 2008 (“Boundary-creating Processes and the Social Construction of Threat,” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 33, Issue 2, April-June, Available Online via Academic Search Elite, p. 137-138)
While the tenants of the objectivist model consider social problems as "a product of dysfunctions, social disorganization, role and value conflicts, and a violation of norms,"1 the defenders of the constructionist thesis2 assume that what qualifies as a "problem" for a given society at a given moment is the outcome of "long-standing and day-to-day constructions made by persons and groups."3 Hence, it depends less on its objective features than on the way people prioritize and perceive collective values and interests to assess problems. This is not meant to deny the objective seriousness of social conditions but rather to stress that the subjective definition of these conditions is to a large measure independent of their seriousness. Not all harmful social conditions will be seen as social [end page 137] problems, while some relatively benign ones will.4 Far from being objective realities, social problems tell us then what is righteous and useful or, on the contrary, what is evil and dangerous; they show who has the power to define these values and to impose punishment on their potential adversaries; they uncover whose interests are advanced when social problems are brought to public awareness. In short, they bring to light an ongoing process of asserting power through the distinction of right from wrong and the subsequent delimiting of the social reality. In this respect, not only is the construction of social enemies important in political terms but it is also thought to be essential to the very defining of the mainstream society and to the further maintenance of its cohesion.5 These two functions are so strongly interrelated that it is not possible anymore to address the political aspect of the process while ignoring its social one. In other words, the political benefits that may result from the introduction of hard coercive policies against allegedly threatening social figures should not be dissociated from the fact that "civilized" societies keep on confirming their own sense of unitary consensus when creating outcasts.6

A2: Policymaking Good
The affirmative’s commitment to policymaking ensures serial policy failure—the ‘problems’ and ‘solutions’ they identify are prefigured by their approach, guaranteeing cyclical failure.

Michael Dillon, Professor of Politics at Lancaster University, and Julian Reid, Lecturer in International Relations at King's College (London), 2000 (“Global Governance, Liberal Peace, and Complex Emergency,” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 25, Issue 1, January-March, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Academic Search Premier)
As a precursor to global governance, governmentality, according to Foucault's initial account, poses the question of order not in terms of the origin of the law and the location of sovereignty, as do traditional accounts of power, but in terms instead of the management of population. The management of population is further refined in terms of specific problematics to which population management may be reduced. These typically include but are not necessarily exhausted by the following topoi of governmental power: economy, health, welfare, poverty, security, sexuality, demographics, resources, skills, culture, and so on. Now, where there is an operation of power there is knowledge, and where there is knowledge there is an operation of power. Here discursive formations emerge and, as Foucault noted,  in every society the production of discourse is at once controlled, selected, organised and redistributed by a certain number of procedures whose role is to ward off its powers and dangers, to gain mastery over its chance events, to evade its ponderous, formidable materiality.[34]  More specifically, where there is a policy problematic there is expertise, and where there is expertise there, too, a policy problematic will emerge. Such problematics are detailed and elaborated in terms of discrete forms of knowledge as well as interlocking policy domains. Policy domains reify the problematization of life in certain ways by turning these epistemically and politically contestable orderings of life into "problems" that require the continuous attention of policy science and the continuous resolutions of policymakers. Policy "actors" develop and compete on the basis of the expertise that grows up around such problems or clusters of problems and their client populations. Here, too, we may also discover what might be called "epistemic entrepreneurs." Albeit the market for discourse is prescribed and policed in ways that Foucault indicated, bidding to formulate novel problematizations they seek to "sell" these, or otherwise have them officially adopted. In principle, there is no limit to the ways in which the management of population may be problematized. All aspects of human conduct, any encounter with life, is problematizable. Any problematization is capable of becoming a policy problem. Governmentality thereby creates a market for policy, for science and for policy science, in which problematizations go looking for policy sponsors while policy sponsors fiercely compete on behalf of their favored problematizations.  Reproblematization of problems is constrained by the institutional and ideological investments surrounding accepted "problems," and by the sheer difficulty of challenging the inescapable ontological and epistemological assumptions that go into their very formation. There is nothing so fiercely contested as an epistemological or ontological assumption. And there is nothing so fiercely ridiculed as the suggestion that the real problem with problematizations exists precisely at the level of such assumptions. Such "paralysis of analysis" is precisely what policymakers seek to avoid since they are compelled constantly to respond to circumstances over which they ordinarily have in fact both more and less control than they proclaim. What they do not have is precisely the control that they want. Yet serial policy failure—the fate and the fuel of all policy—compels them into a continuous search for the new analysis that will extract them from the aporias in which they constantly find themselves enmeshed.[35]  Serial policy failure is no simple shortcoming that science and policy—and policy science—will ultimately overcome. Serial policy failure is rooted in the ontological and epistemological assumptions that fashion the ways in which global governance encounters and problematizes life as a process of emergence through fitness landscapes that constantly adaptive and changing ensembles have continuously to negotiate. As a particular kind of intervention into life, global governance promotes the very changes and unintended outcomes that it then serially reproblematizes in terms of policy failure. Thus, global liberal governance is not a linear problem-solving process committed to the resolution of objective policy problems simply by bringing better information and knowledge to bear upon them. A nonlinear economy of power/knowledge, it deliberately installs socially specific and radically inequitable distributions of wealth, opportunity, and mortal danger both locally and globally through the very detailed ways in which life is variously (policy) problematized by it.  In consequence, thinking and acting politically is displaced by the institutional and epistemic rivalries that infuse its power/ knowledge networks, and by the local conditions of application that govern the introduction of their policies. These now threaten to exhaust what "politics," locally as well as globally, is about.[36] It is here that the "emergence" characteristic of governance begins to make its appearance. For it is increasingly recognized that there are no definitive policy solutions to objective, neat, discrete policy problems. The "subjects" of policy increasingly also become a matter of definition as well, since the concept population does not have a stable referent either and has itself also evolved in biophilosophical and biomolecular as well as Foucauldian "biopower" ways. 

*** Affirmative Responses

Aff—Threat Construction Good
Identifying and preparing for threats is a security requirement of the first order – the alternative is surprise threats and escalation of conflict.

Charles F. Doran, Andrew W. Mellon Professor of International Relations at Johns Hopkins University, 1999 (“Is major war obsolete? An exchange,” Survival, Volume 41, Issue 2, Summer, Available Online via 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.

Aff—Realism Good—Permutation
Realism is necessary for short-term solutions in IR—the permutation is the best strategy.
Alastair J. H. Murray, Professor of Politics at the University of Wales Swansea, 1997 (“Rearticulating and Re-Evaluating Realism,” Reconstructing Realism: Between Power Politics and Cosmopolitan Ethics, Keele University Press, ISBN 1853311960, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Net-Library, p. 193-195)
It should be clear from the preceding discussion that realism cannot be located within either the conservative, rationalist orthodoxy, as is so often assumed, nor within the progressive, reflectivist alternative, but must be recognised as existing in its own space, detached from both rationalism and reflectivism, beholden to neither. It differs from rationalist approaches because it rejects the conservative premise on which they rely for a position which remains much more open to the possibility of change in the international system. If neorealism, for instance, reifies the historically specific Westphalian order into a universal pattern of international politics, realism, based upon the nature of individuals rather than on the structure of the international system, can resist this historical closure for a much more flexible perspective. Whereas neorealism is bound to a narrow physical-mechanical notion of the international system which elevates international constraints to the status of a natural necessity exogenous to human practice, realism can treat these constraints as social constructs created by, and malleable through, human practice. And, whereas neorealism must remain trapped within the particular historical epoch from which it draws its conception of structure, cut off from the possibility of transcending the relative modes of that time, realism, based upon a conception of human nature with universal applicability, is free from these constraints. 65 Consequently, realism is capable of appreciating the possibilities and trends contained within the contemporary international system, and of acting to exploit their potential.   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.  

Realism is the language of the establishment – we can’t just discard it.  Learning to speak the language is a prerequisite to effective policymaking.

Stefano Guzzini, Assistant Professor of Political Science and IR at the Central European University, 1998 ("Conclusion: the fragmentation of realism," Realism in International Relations and International Political Economy: The Continuing Story of a Death Foretold, Published by Routledge, ISBN 0415144027, p. 212)
Therefore, in a third step, this chapter also claims that it is impossible just to heap realism onto the dustbin of history and start anew.  This is a non-option.  Although realism as a strictly causal theory has been a disappointment, various realist assumptions are well alive in the minds of many practitioners and observers of international affairs.  Although it does not correspond to a theory which helps us to understand a real world with objective laws, it is a world-view which suggests thoughts about it, and which permeates our daily language for making sense of it.  Realism has been a rich, albeit very contestable, reservoir of lessons of the past, of metaphors and historical analogies, which, in the hands of its most gifted representatives, have been proposed, at times imposed, and reproduced as guides to a common understanding of international affairs.  Realism is alive in the collective memory and self-understanding of our (i.e. Western) foreign policy elite and public, whether educated or not.  Hence, we cannot but deal with it.  For this reason, forgetting realism is also questionable.  Of course, academic observers should not bow to the whims of daily politics.  But staying at distance, or being critical, does not mean that they should lose the capacity to understand the languages of those who make significant decisions, not only in government, but also in firms, NGOs, and other institutions.  To the contrary, this understanding, as increasingly varied as it may be, is a prerequisite for their very profession.  More particularly, it is a prerequisite for opposing the more irresponsible claims made in the name, although not always necessarily in the spirit, of realism. 

Realism is not incompatible with the criticism.  We should learn to speak its language in order to leverage it as a hermeneutic bridge into international relations.

Stefano Guzzini, Assistant Professor of Political Science and IR at the Central European University, 2001 (“The enduring dilemmas of realism in International Relations,” Copenhagen Peace Research Institute, December, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Columbia International Affairs Online at http://www.ciaonet.org/wps/gus02/gus02.pdf, p. 34-35)
The negative implications of seeing realism on the level of observation differently defined than on the level of practice, double and not only simple negation, stem from the curious assumption that the language of observation has to imitate the language of practice for understanding it.111 This does not follow, however. It is perfectly possible to be proficient in more than one language. This implies that future scholars should be well-versed in both the life-worlds of world politics, be it the language of the diplomat, the military, the international businessperson, and/or transnational civil right movements, as well as in the life-world of academia where truth claims have to be justified in a scholarly (and not necessarily politically) coherent manner.112 This is a task of tall proportions for which our usual education is not well prepared. But it is a task, we cannot avoid facing, if on the one hand, we want to produce sensible explanations, and on the other hand, we want to retain a hermeneutic bridge to world politics. 

Aff—Realism Inevitable/Alternative Fails

Realism has been the dominant discourse for seven centuries and their alternative does not explain how a shift toward social constructivism will occur or why realism will not reemerge as the dominant discourse—it will.
John J. Mearsheimer, Distinguished Professor of Political Science at the University of Chicago, 2001 (The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, Published by W. W. Norton & Company, ISBN 0393020258, p. 368-369)
Social constructivists provide another perspective on how to create a world of states with benign intentions that are readily recognizable by other states.17 They maintain that the way states behave toward each other is not a function of how the material world is structured—as realists argue—but instead is largely determined by how individuals think and talk about international politics. This perspective is nicely captured by Alexander Wendt’s famous claim that “anarchy is what states make of it.”18 Discourse, in short, is the motor that drives international politics.  But unfortunately, say social constructivists, realism has been the dominant discourse for at least the past seven centuries and realism tells states to distrust other states and to take advantage of them whenever possible. What is needed to create a more peaceful world is a replacement discourse that emphasizes trust and cooperation among states, rather than suspicion and hostility.  One reason to doubt this perspective is the simple fact that realism has dominated the international relations discourse for the past seven centuries or more.  Such remarkable staying power over a lengthy period that has seen profound change in almost every other aspect of daily life strongly suggests that the basic structure of the international system—which has remained anarchic over that entire period—largely determines how states think and act toward each other.  But even if we reject my materialist interpretation, what is going to cause the reigning discourse about world politics to change? What is the causal mechanism that will delegitimize realism after seven hundred years and put a better substitute in its place?  What determines whether the replacement discourse will be benign or malign?  What guarantee is there that realism will not rise from the dead and once again become the hegemonic discourse?  The social constructivists provide no answers to these important questions, which makes it hard to believe that a marked change in our discourse about international politics is in the offing.19 

Aff—Alternative Fails/Policymaking Good

Talk alone does not solve – the alternative cannot occur in a vacuum that ignores the realities of policymaking.

Jef Huysmans, Lecturer in Politics in the Department of Government at Open University, 2002 ("Defining Social Constructivism in Security Studies: The Normative Dilemma of Writing Security," Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Volume 27, Issue 1, February (Supplemental Issue), Available Online via Academic Search Elite, p. 50-51)
Although the critical edge of this literature cannot be ignored, denaturalizing security fields is not necessarily successful in moderating the normative dilemma.  The research continues to map the security discourses, therefore repeating, in an often highly systematic way, a security approach to, for example, migration or drugs.  Demonstrating the contingent character of the politicization does question the foundational character of this contingent construction, but it does not necessarily undermine the real effects.  It does this only when these discourses rely heavily for their effects on keeping the natural character of its foundations unquestioned.  This points to a more general issue concerning this kind of analysis.  Although it stresses that language makes a difference and that social relations are constructed, it leaves underdeveloped the concept of security formation that heavily prestructures the possibilities to "speak" differently through rarifying who can speak security, what security can be spoken about, how one should speak about security, and so on.  27  Another related problem is that the approach assumes that indicating the mere existence of alternative practices challenges the dominance of the dominant discourse.  This is problematic since the alternative constructions do not exist in a vacuum or in a sheltered space.  To be part of the game, they must, for example, contest political constructions of migration.  Alternative practices are thus not isolated but engage with other, possibly dominant, constructions.  This raises the question of how the "engagement" actually works.  It involves relations of power, structuring and restructuring the social exchanges.  Staging alternative practices does not necessarily challenge a dominant construction.  The political game is more complex, as Foucault's interpretation of the "sexual revolution" - the liberation from sexual repression - of the second half of the twentieth century showed.  28  In a comment on human-rights approaches to migration, Didier Bigo raises a similar point - that opposing strategies do not necessarily radically challenge established politicizations: "It is often misleading to counterpose the ideology of security to human rights because they sometimes have more in common than their authors would like to admit.  They often share the same concept of insecurity and diverge only in their solutions." 29  The main point is that alternative discourses should not be left in a vacuum.  The way they function in the political struggle should be looked at.  How are the alternative discourses entrenched in a specific political game?  Are they possibly a constitutive part of the mastery of the dominant construction? 
Endorsing realistic policy changes is vital – the alternative’s utopian vision is impractical and counter-productive.

David R. Barnhizer, Emeritus Professor at Cleveland State University’s Cleveland-Marshall College of Law, 2006 (“Waking from Sustainability's "Impossible Dream": The Decisionmaking Realities of Business and Government,” Georgetown International Environmental Law Review (18 Geo. Int'l Envtl. L. Rev. 595), Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Lexis-Nexis)
We need to abandon the rhetoric of sustainability and adapt strategies of accountability. Accept the cliche that politics is indeed the "art of the possible." You cannot force reality into a controlled pattern. It is more important and more effective to monitor conditions, create buffers against the worst consequences, and develop the means to adapt our behavior to events. Utopian strategies are like King Canute ordering the unheeding tides to recede. There are too many unforeseeable variables and feedback loops with multiplier effects. There are too many "butterflies" to capture in our data "nets" and projections.  We are in the midst of a transformative Kondratieff Wave that has been going on for about fifteen years and will last another two decades. n194 We cannot know its real costs and consequences until it has dissipated and the new structure that is being created settles in. Even then we will not be in a condition of stasis. We must improve our decisionmaking in order to cope with this environment. We need to learn how to "ride the wave" of continual change and adaptation while doing some good.  There are some basic areas where we can create protective zones and produce some positive effects. These include issues of land rights, social organization, food security, careful economic development, equity, and human rights. Part of what is required is the abandoning of false ideals such as sustainable development. Beyond that, we need to focus on strategies involving what have been called "small wins." n195 This strategy needs to be based on the identification of what business strategist Kenichi Ohmae described as Key Factors for Success (KFS). n196 Consistent with the previous analysis regarding what causes law to succeed or fail I would add to this KFS the idea of Key Factors for Failure (KFF). These approaches--"small wins," KFS, and KFF--must be applied inside strategies aimed at specific systems based on an analysis that I term Key Points of Leverage (KPL). In every situation there are key factors that provide maximum leverage. There are others that lead to success or other paths of action that result in failure.   [*684]  Achieving goals requires honest and simple strategies to which we can commit ourselves and that ordinary people can understand and implement within the constraints of existing institutions. It is important to concentrate on "small wins" that are achievable over a relatively short period of time rather than anticipating a vast retooling of existing institutions and fundamental changes in human behavior. Such transformational shifts would require that we collectively gain a level of understanding beyond our capability. Even if we somehow changed our character and that of our institutions, special interests would remain that would sabotage the efforts. Many of the governments upon which we must rely to regulate effectively change composition frequently. New decisionmakers often fail to understand the reasons for pre-existing policies or they view the policies as those of their opponents. The result is a weakening or abandonment of the effort. 

Aff—Discourse Doesn’t Shape Reality

Policy analysis should precede discourse—tangible political action is the most effective way to challenge power.
Jill Taft-Kaufman, Professor in the Department of Speech Communication And Dramatic Arts at Central Michigan University, 1995 (“Other ways: Postmodernism and performance praxis,” The Southern Communication Journal, Volume 60, Issue 3, Spring, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via ProQuest Research Library)
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). (p. 26)  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).  Although the material conditions that create the situation of marginality escape the purview of the postmodernist, the situation and its consequences are not overlooked by scholars from marginalized groups. Robinson (1990) for example, argues that "the justice that working people deserve is economic, not just textual" (p. 571). Lopez (1992) states that "the starting point for organizing the program content of education or political action must be the present existential, concrete situation" (p. 299). West (1988) asserts that borrowing French post-structuralist discourses about "Otherness" blinds us to realities of American difference going on in front of us (p. 170). Unlike postmodern "textual radicals" who Rabinow (1986) acknowledges are "fuzzy about power and the realities of socioeconomic constraints" (p. 255), most writers from marginalized groups are clear about how discourse interweaves with the concrete circumstances that create lived experience. People whose lives form the material for postmodern counter-hegemonic discourse do not share the optimism over the new recognition of their discursive subjectivities, because such an acknowledgment does not address sufficiently their collective historical and current struggles against racism, sexism, homophobia, and economic injustice. They do not appreciate being told they are living in a world in which there are no more real subjects. Ideas have consequences. Emphasizing the discursive self when a person is hungry and homeless represents both a cultural and humane failure. The need to look beyond texts to the perception and attainment of concrete social goals keeps writers from marginalized groups ever-mindful of the specifics of how power works through political agendas, institutions, agencies, and the budgets that fuel them. 
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