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Absent the negatives problemetization of security there will be a violent global governance and serial policy failure. Note: This is still my favorite card.

Dillon and Reid 2K (Michael, Professor of Political Science at Lancaster and internationally renowned author, and Julian, lecturer on international relations and professor of political Science at King’s College in London; from Alternatives, Volume 25, Issue 1: Global Governance, Liberal Peace, and Complex Emergency) 
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 becominga 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.

Attempts to regulate disorder inevitably fail to do anything but legitimate statist institutions and the escalation of biopolitical violence
Bell in 2005(colleen, Biopolitical Strategies of Security:

Considerations on Canada’s New National Security Policy, http://www.yorku.ca/yciss/publications/documents/WP34-Bell.pdf)

As an instrument of governance, security operates quite separately from discipline and law. As Agamben

writes, “While disciplinary power isolates and closes off territories, measures of security lead to an opening

and to globalization…security intervenes in ongoing processes to direct them;” while it is the goal of

discipline to bring about order, “security wants to regulate disorder.” These attempts to regulate disorder 110

through mechanisms of security allow for security to become the sole criteria for the legitimation of state

activity. This neutralization of politics to security, which very much coalesces around ‘risk,’ he notes, also

contains its own essential risk. “A state which has security as its sole task and source of legitimacy is a

fragile organism,” he writes, “it can always be provoked by terrorism to become itself terroristic.”111

Baudrillard similarly contends that as terrorism and the repression of terrorism hold the same

unpredicitablity, it is difficult to distinguish between them. The regulations enforced by security measures, 112

he argues, are an internalization of defeat in a state of absolute disorder. With the culmination of war as 113

an activity only among states or aspiring states, “it becomes clear that security finds its end in globalization,

argues Agamben, because “it implies the idea of a new planetary order which is in truth the worst of all

disorders.” This disorder is liberal globalization manifested in its opposite form, writes Baudrillard, “a 

police-state globalization, a total control, a terror based on ‘law and order’ measures.” The compatibility 115

of security and terrorism ends in a legitimation of the actions of each other, forming “a single deadly

system.” 116

This relationship between security and terror signifies deeper qualities about biopower and the

connection it posits between life and death. According to Foucault, biopower is centred on life essentially

to the exclusion of death such that death becomes taboo, privatized, and is pushed outside of the power

relationship. The right to end life is diminished through biopower’s interventions that make live and 117

improve life “by eliminating accidents, the random element, and the deficiencies” such that “death becomes,

insofar as it is the end of life, the term, the limit, or the end of power too.” Yet, a certain formulation of 118

the power to kill still remains operative within this technology. According to Foucault, biopolitics motivates

racism to intervene as the precondition for the right to kill. Racism, he writes, is “the break between what

must live and what must die” by “fragmenting the field of the biological that power controls…to subdivide

the species it controls, into the subspecies known, precisely, as races.” It functions by establishing a 

biopolitical relation of war organized around the maxim that “In order to live, you must destroy your

enemies.” With the aim of improving life, racism establishes a biological rather than a warlike relationship 120

between one’s life and the death of another. Killing thus becomes acceptable in the biopower system, not for

political victory, but only if it eliminates threats to the biological health of a race or species. Rather than 121

political adversaries, the enemies that are to be done away with are posited in evolutionary terms as internal

or external ‘threats’ to the population. “Once the State functions in the biopower mode, racism alone can

justify the murderous function of the State,” says Foucault, because racism “is bound up with the workings

of a State that is obliged to use race, the elimination of races and the purification of the race, to exercise its

sovereign power.” Such a state of affairs is unlikely to come as much of a surprise to critical security and 122

surveillance scholars who have long claimed that the issue of ethnicity has been pivotal to grasping the

Canadian security regime since its inception. 123

The hinging of social and political rights on the biological existence of a population, in contrast to

the association of rights with the capacities and obligations of individuals, raises yet more problems. As

security derives power from constant reference to a state of exception, it also simultaneously depoliticizes

society and ultimately, renders security mechanisms and democracy irreconcilable. This effect means that 

political negotiations are neutralized and sites for instigating challenges to existing political arrangements,

such as the need for a ‘war against terrorism,’ or the need for risk factors to stand as the organizing principle

of a society, become imperceptible. Because threats and risks are constituted in biological terms, the ultimate

goal of a society as Baudrillard puts it, is “zero death,” unseating the role of politics, political life, and ethical interrogations as meaningful criteria for decision-making. As Walker has observed, the possibility

of uttering security has become unresolvably linked to “our ability speak about and be many things other than

secure, and not least of our ability to be citizens, democrats, or even humans.”

Link: China

China stands in for the universal of uncertainty in the post-cold war environment—this makes them a de facto threat used to justify military build-up regardless of their intentions or actions

Pan in 2004 (Chengxin, Political Science Prof@ Australian National University, “The China Threat” in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics,  Alternatives, vol 29 pp. 305-331, ebsco)
Thus understood, by its very uncertain character, China would now automatically constitute a threat to the United States. For example, Bernstein and Munro believe that "China's political unpredictability, the always-present possibility that it will fall into a state of domestic disunion and factional fighting," constitutes a source of danger.s^ In like manner, Richard Betts and Thomas Christensen write: If the PLA [People's Liberation Army] remains second-rate, should the world breathe a sigh of relief? Not entirely. . . . Drawing China into the web of global interdependence may do more to encourage peace than war, but it cannot guarantee that the pursuit of heartfelt political interests will be blocked by a fear of economic consequences. . . . U.S. efforts to create a stable balance across the Taiwan Strait might deter the use of force under certain

circumstances, but certainly not all.54 The upshot, therefore, is that since China displays no absolute certainty for peace, it must be, by definition, an uncertainty, and hence, a threat.

In the same way, a multitude of other unpredictable factors (such as ethnic rivalry, local insurgencies, overpopulation, drug trafficking, environmental degradation, rogue states, the spread of weapons of mass destruction, and international terrorism) have also been labeled as "threats" to U.S. security. Yet, it seems that in the post-Cold War environment, China represents a kind of uncertainty par excellence. "Whatever the prospects for a more peaceful, more democratic, and more just world order, nothing seems more uncertain today than the future of post-Deng China,"55 argues Samuel Kim. And such an archetypical uncertainty is crucial to the enterprise of U.S. self-construction, because it seems that only an uncertainty with potentially global consequences such as China could justify U.S. indispensability or its continued world dominance.

In this sense, Bruce Cumings aptly suggested in 1996 that China (as a threat) was basically "a metaphor for an enormously expensive Pentagon that has lost its bearings and that requires a formidable 'renegade state' to define its mission (Islam is rather vague, and Iran lacks necessary weights)."

Their portrayal of a Chinese threat is not a descriptive claim, but one that is value laden

Pan in 2004 (Chengxin, Political Science Prof@ Australian National University, “The China Threat” in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics,  Alternatives, vol 29 pp. 305-331, ebsco)
More specifically, I want to argue that U.S. conceptions of China as a threatening other are always intrinsically linked to how

U.S. policymakers/mainstream China specialists see themselves (as representatives of the indispensable, security-conscious nation, for example). As such, they are not value-free, objective descriptions of an independent, preexisting Chinese reality out there, but are better understood as a kind of normative, meaning-giving practice that often legitimates power politics in U.S.-China relations and helps transform the "China threat" into social reality. In other words, it is self-fulfilling in practice, and is always part of the "China threat" problem it purports merely to describe. In doing so, I seek to bring to the fore two interconnected themes of self/other constructions and of theory as practice inherent in the "China threat" literature—themes that have been overridden and rendered largely invisible by those common positivist assumptions.

These themes are of course nothing new nor peculiar to the "China threat" literature. They have been identified elsewhere by

critics of some conventional fields of study such as ethnography, anthropology, oriental studies, political science, and international

relations.* Yet, so far, the China field in the West in general and the U.S. "China threat" literature in particular have shown remarkable resistance to systematic critical reflection on both their normative status as discursive practice and their enormous practical implications for international politics. It is in this context that this article seeks to make a contribution.

Link: China

There is no such thing as an objective description of China—Realists cannot claim to hold the epistemic high ground when talking about Chinese behavior

Pan in 2004 (Chengxin, Political Science Prof@ Australian National University, “The China Threat” in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics,  Alternatives, vol 29 pp. 305-331, ebsco)
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.

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.
Link: China

Their so-called objective portrayal of China is horribly misinformed and guided by racist and essentialist ideas

Pan in 2004 (Chengxin, Political Science Prof@ Australian National University, “The China Threat” in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics,  Alternatives, vol 29 pp. 305-331, ebsco)
Having examined how the "China threat" literature is enabled by and serves the purpose of a particular U.S. self-construction, I want to turn now to the issue of how this literature represents a discursive construction of other, instead of an "objective" account of Chinese reality. This, I argue, has less to do with its portrayal of China as a threat per se than with its essentialization and totalization of China as an externally knowable object, independent of historically contingent contexts or dynamic international interactions. In this sense, the discursive construction of China as a threatening other cannot be detached from (neo)realism, a positivist. ahistorical framework of analysis within which global life is reduced to endless interstate rivalry for power and survival. As many critical IR scholars have noted, (neo) realism is not a transcendent description of global reality but is predicated on the modernist Western identity, which, in the quest for scientific certainty, has come to define itself essentially as the sovereign territorial nation-state. This realist self-identity of Western states leads to the constitution of anarchy as the sphere of insecurity, disorder, and war. In an anarchical system, as (neo) realists argue, "the gain of one side is often considered to be the loss of the other,"'' and "All other states are potential threats."' In order to survive in such a system, states inevitably pursue power or capability. In doing so, these realist claims represent what R. B. J. Walker calls "a specific historical articulation of relations of universality/particularity and self/Other." 

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.

Link: Discourse of Danger

The affirmative engages in an evangelical discourse of fear mongering, ensuring that their impact claims become self fulfilling prophecies and the destruction of the antagonistic other

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  49-51
In fostering an evangelism of fear, with death as its impetus and salvation as its goal, the cultural agents of the period were not sim​ply responding to danger as an external condition. The required famil​iarity with death demanded of individuals an eternal vigilance against the self: “One should always keep death in mind, just as one would always mount guard against an enemy who might suddenly appear~~ (indeed, for essayists like Montaigne, death was a synonym for en​emy).47 But it was this vigilance against the self, encouraged by the experience of finitude and required in the name of salvation, that constituted the conditions of contemptus mundi from which one sought salvation. In the Specalum peccatoris (“Sinner’s Mirror”) — a manuscript attributed to Saint Augustine — the author declares, “Consideration of the brevity of life engenders contempt for the world,” and contin​ues: “Is there anything that can increase man’s vigilance, his flight from injustice, and his saintly behavior in the fear of God more than the realization of his [future] alteration, the precise knowledge of his mortal condition and the consequent thought of his horrible death, when man becomes nonman?”48 The logic of the evangelism of fear thus ferments the very conditions that it claims necessitate vigilance against the enemies of the self; put simply, it produces its own dan​ger. The evangelism of fear and its logic of identity are not just of the past, however. In our own time, argues Delumeau, we can witness their operation: Does not our own epoch help us to understand the beginnings of European modernity? The mass killings of the twentieth century from 1914 to the genocide of Cambodia — passing through various holocausts and the deluge of bombs on Vietnam — the menace of nuclear war, the ever-increasing use of torture, the multiplication of Gulags, the resurgence of insecurity, the rapid and often more and more troubling progress of technology, the dangers entailed by an overly intensive exploitation of natural resources, various genetic manipulations, and the uncontrolled explosion of information: Here are so many factors that, gathered together, create a climate of anxi​ety in our civilization which, in certain respects, is comparable to that of our ancestors between the time of the plague and the end of the Wars of Religion. We have reentered this “country of fear” and, following a classic process of “projection,” we never weary of evok​ing it in both words and images. . . Yesterday, as today, fear of vio​lence is objectified in images of violence and fear of death in macabre visions.49 To talk of the endangered nature of the modem world and the enemies and threats that abound in it is thus not to offer a simple ethnographic description of our condition; it is to invoke a discourse of danger through which the incipient ambiguity of our world can be grounded in accordance with the insistences of identity. Danger (death, in its ultimate form) might therefore be thought of as the new god for the modern world of states, not because it is peculiar to our time, but be​cause it replicates the logic of Christendom’s evangelism of fear. a Indeed, in a world in which state identity is secured through dis​courses of danger, some low tactics are employed to serve these high ideals. These tactics are not inherent to the logic of identity, which only requires the definition of difference. But securing an ordered self and an ordered world—particularly when the field upon which this pro​cess operates is as extensive as a state — involves defining elements that stand in the way of order as forms of “othemess.”~ Such obstruc​tions to order “become dirt, matter out of place, irrationality, abnormal​ity, waste, sickness, perversity, incapacity, disorder, madness, unfree​dom. They become material in need of rationalization, normalization, moralization, correction, punishment, discipline, disposal, realization, etc.”5’ In this way, the state project of security replicates the church project of salvation. The state grounds its legitimacy by offering the promise of security to its citizens who, it says, would otherwise face manifold dangers. The church justifies its role by guaranteeing sal​vation to its followers who, it says, would otherwise be destined to an unredeemed death. Both the state and the church require consid​erable effort to maintain order within and around themselves, and thereby engage in an evangelism of fear to ward off internal and ex​ternal threats, succumbing in the process to the temptation to treat difference as otherness.
Link: Economics

Economic situations are an extension of enemy creation and justify military intervention

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  18
Danger, in short, can no longer just be written as “out there.” Secu-rity is not to be found “within.” This is more than just- a result of in​terdependence, the proliferation of threats, or the overflowing of do​mestic issues onto the world stage (the conventional response). This is an irruption of contingencies that renders all established containers problematic. This irruption does not simply involve the movement of problems from one domain to the other, but rather the rendering asunder of those domains and their entailments. It makes little sense to speak of politics occurring in terms of a distinct “inside” or “outside” (such as a “Third World” that is spatially beyond our borders and temporally backward) when, for example, U,S. economic policies en​courage “Third World export processing zones” in Los Angeles, where manufacturers stamp their auto parts “made in Brazil” and the cloth​ing goods “made in Taiwan” to attract lower tariffs; when demographic changes have made nonwhite children majorities in the California and New York school systems, and will make whites a minority in the United States by the year 2056; and when the poverty and poor health care in Harlem make the area a “zone of excess mortality” with a death rate for black males higher than that for their peers in Bangladesh.”  This globalization of contingency, this irruption of contingency, not only renders problematic the traditional spatializations of power (for example, states, alliances, political parties), it renders problematic the discursive practices that have made those spatializations of power possible. This is what is meant by the “erasure of the markers of cer​tainty.”12 The irruption of contingency opens up the possibility of ob​serving that foundational discourses — discourses about prior, primary, and stable identities —work to constitute the identities in whose name they operate.

Link: European Stability

The move for European unity and security is rather a political integration where exceptions and exclusions are created for those deemed the other

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  197
The debate over European security is thus preoccupied with which institutions or arrangements might be resuscitated or put in place to contain challenges, control ambiguity, and (ostensibly) provide secu​rity. The question is, though, can any inclusive security order be struc​tured in such a way that its associated technologies of discipline do not specify exceptions and mandate exclusions? If Europe is any guide. then so long as the traditional conception of security is the terrain of the debate, the answer seems to be no. As one European community official notes: “The principle of free movement within the region is built around having solid external borders. So the internal frontiers cannot come down until measures are taken to secure the external borders.”17 Such measures, of course, involve the specification of ex​ceptions and exclusions such as “third world” immigrants, “terror​ists,” drug traffickers, and others named as undesirable.’8 As such, the air of progressive internationalism that surrounds the prospects for Europe’s political integration might believe — in the words of Paul Virilio — the fact that “the suppression of national boundaries and the hyper-communicability of the world do not enlarge the space of freedom. They are, rather, a sign of its disappearance, its collapse, be​fore the expansion of an all-too-tangible totalitarian power, a techno​logical control over civilized societies that is growing ever more rapid and refined.”’9 As a consequence, and unless there is a rethinking of “the political,” the prospects of a liberal reformism on matters of Euro​pean security or any “post—cold war” international structure produc​ing a benign and nonexclusive order seem dim.

Link: Failed State

The idea of a “failed state” is always judged by Eurocentric criteria, ignoring alternative social structures and presupposing the superiority of the west.

PINAR BILGIN & ADAM DAVID MORTON, Third World Quarterly, Vol 23, No 1, pp 55–80, 2002 (Department of International Relations at Bilkent University, Ankara 06533, Turkey, Department of International Pol itics at the University of Wales)

The persistence of counterpoising state and society in the representation of postcolonial states, stemming from a period during which cold-war policy makers fostered a particular relationship within the US social sciences, has been aptly described as the ‘Huntingtonian formula’.42 It is an insistence on the necessity of strong post-colonial states moulding societal agents within this approach, in order to establish stability and political control, that has influenced the politics of development and the promotion of democratisation throughout the 1980s and 1990s. It is a formula that has been widely disseminated in representations of post-colonial states. The understanding of the post-colonial state in Joel Migdal’s Strong Societies and Weak States: State–Society Relations and State Capabilities in the Third World (1988) particularly reflects the tenets of the aforementioned formula. The capabilities of strong and weak states are distinguished according to ‘their unmistakable strengths in penetrating societies and their surprising weaknesses in effecting goal-oriented social changes’.43 In this formulation, the state is defined in a neo-Weberian ‘ideal-type’ manner as: an organisation composed of numerous agencies led and coordinated by the state’s leadership (executive authority) that has ability or authority to make and implement the binding rules for all people as well as the parameters of rule making for other social organisations in a given territory, using force if necessary to have its way.44 Concomitantly, society is perceived as a mélange of social organisations that struggle against the state, sometimes displacing or harnessing the state, to establish who has the right and ability to guide social behaviour.45 The result, later also developed as part of a ‘state-in-society ’ perspective, is the juxtaposition of state and society, which are placed in a hierarchical order according to the level of stability, social control and development attained by superior state capabilities. 46 The professed aim of this approach is to avoid state-centrism by appreciating the mutuality of state–society interactions. There is also the intention of disaggregating, or ‘studying down’, the post-colonial state, meaning the appreciation of policy making beyond an elite coterie to include more diverse arenas of policy contestation. However, there are several limitations to this conceptualisation of state–society interaction and its view of state strength (‘success’) or state weakness (‘failure’). From the start there is a tendency to compare the capabilities of the postcolonial state with the institutional capabilities of states in the West. The denial of state status is therefore one of the ‘deceptions of sovereignty’ and stems from the comparison of an institutional transplant with conditions and processes in the West that have developed over a much longer duration.47 Additionally, there is a reliance on a neo-Weberian understanding of the state that succumbs to pluralist assumptions about the policymaking process and oversimplified, trivialising, ‘ideal-type’ categories of political contestation. Therefore, rather than conceptually redeeming the state, there is a tendency to abstract the post-colonial state from its socio-historical context, leading to an inability to account for historically specific ideologies and practices or the social bases of state power that may constitute or sustain a social order. What therefore emerges within this theory of state power is no account of how a post-colonial state comes into being in the first place, how it is constituted or reproduced. There is also a further tendency to reify the post-colonial state by abstracting it from the international sphere. State strength and success, or weakness and failure, is therefore simplistically reduced to an empirically observable capacity to manipulate (usually) coercive resources resulting in an anti-democratic overtone of control and subordination. Yet, to deploy Steven Lukes’ fitting distinction, it is important to go beyond the locution ‘power to’—involving a relational capacity or ability—to also consider ‘power over’—involving a structural relationship exercised through language, ideas and institutions .48 Instead, the overall result is that analysis of the postcolonial state ends up overlooking the historically contingent processes of state formation and more complex patterns of state–civil society relations. Following Chowdhury, then, in analyses such as that of Migdal, ‘the state, understood primarily as a set of agencies which have a monopoly of coercive authority, remains the central conceptual instrument for understanding civil society’.49 Hence: The politics of development has been seen … as the state’s ability to encroach into societal space, successfully carrying its agenda, [or] at other times as social groups’ ability to block the state’s purposes.50 The legacy of the ‘Huntingtonian formula’ is clearly present. Studies on security in the Third World have also adopted, rather unquestioningly, the categories of ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ states, thereby sharing the aforementioned ‘inconsistencies and conceptual uncertainties’.51 Similar shortcomings also underpin assumptions about post-colonial ‘collapsed states’, defined as those confronted by ‘a situation where the structure, authority (legitimate power), law and political order have fallen and must be reconstituted in some form, old or new’.52 Likewise, the inability to strengthen domestic legitimacy and effectively institutionalise the state in sub-Saharan African has led to a distinction between ‘juridical’ statehood, capturing the fictitious pretence of statehood, and the demands of ‘empirical’ statehood, entailing the exercise of power within a given territory.53 Within these terms, the ‘juridical’ post-colonial state in sub-Saharan Africa is ascribed a negative form of sovereignty which is given as the main reason for political and economic underdevelopment .54 Once again, such binary divisions result in the denial of state status and a pejorative representation of ‘quasi-states’ within the post-colonial and, following recent arguments, colonial world.55 To cite Roxanne Lynn Doty: Rather than an objective, detached intellectual endeavour, international relations scholarly discourse on North–South relations becomes imbued through and through with the imperial representations that have preceded it.56 Elsewhere, representation of the post-colonial state has been framed within a straightforward ‘failed state’ supposition.57 One brash rendering of the ‘failed states’ approach gauges degrees of ‘stateness’ along a continuum starting with those states that meet classical Weberian criteria of statehood and ending with those that meet none of these criteria of ‘successful’ statehood. Situating states along such a continuum, Jean-Germain Gros has argued, is supposed to assist in ‘calibrating’ the conditions for successful foreign intervention. As a result, a taxonomy of ‘failed states’ has been developed, ranging from so-called ‘anarchic states’ (Somalia, Liberia), to ‘phantom’ or ‘mirage states’ (Zaïre, Democratic Republic of Congo, DRC), to ‘anaemic states’ (Haiti), to ‘captured states’ (Rwanda), or ‘aborted states’ (Angola, Mozambique).58 The arbitrary and discriminatory nature of such taxonomy, however, is barely recognised, not even when Gros states—with clear ethnocentrism—that: ‘Failed states tend to be the Bart Simpsons of the international community; they are permanent underachievers.’


Link: International Relations

International relations discourse utilizes the process of enemy creation to arbitrate violence

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  16-17
For the past fifty years American foreign policy has been formed in response to the threat posed by this country’s opponents and ene​mies... Now danger emanating from Moscow is no longer the dri​ving force of the debate. This country has to decide what role it wishes to play in the world where there is no overwhelming dan​ger to national security and no clearly identifiable enemy.6 In terms of the nonessentialistic character of danger discussed in the Introduction, however, the objectification and externalization of danger that are central to contemporary assessments of security and politics in the post—cold war era need to be understood as the effects of political practices rather than the conditions of their possibility. Ac​cordingly, one appropriate response at this historical juncture is to undertake a reflexive consideration of the past as a means of highlight​ing the historically constituted nature of international order in the present. It will be asserted here and argued in chapter 2 that one way of historicizing our understanding of the cold war is to reconceptu​alize foreign policy and reinterpret United States foreign policy in the postwar period. If we problematize the conventional understand​ing of foreign policy as being no more than the external orientation of preestablished states with fixed identities, and problematize the un​derstanding that United States foreign policy in the postwar period was no more than a reaction to the dictates of an independent and hostile world, the form of international order we know as the cold war might be understood in terms of the need to discipline the ambi​guity of global life in ways that help to secure always fragile identities. Aside from the impetus of this historical juncture, this argument is incited by a strain of intellectual ferment premised on fundamen​tal ontological assumptions that can be associated with the logic of interpretation and the reconceptualization of identity and the state (outlined in the Introduction). It is difficult to overstate the implica​tions of this ferment for the understanding of international relations, because it goes to the very heart of how “international relations” are constituted and understood, and how the discipline of international relations understands its own history and contemporary role. Hedley Bull once argued that the theory of international relations was con​cerned with general propositions that may be advanced about the po​litical relations among states? Such a proposition would seem to many to be so obvious as to verge on the banal, but it resolves the process of understanding global life in a particular way, through the demarca​tion of a theory/practice divide so that theory is outside of the world it purports to simply observe. The interpretive approach, in contrast, sees theory as practice: the theory of international relations is one in​stance of the pervasive cultural practices that serve to discipline am​biguity. Experience has to be arrested, fixed, or disciplined for social life to be possible. The form that emerges through this process is thus both arbitrary and nonarbitrary: arbitrary in that it is one possibility among many, and nonarbitrary in “the sense that one can inquire into the historical conditions within which one way of making the world was dominant so that we now have a world that power has con​vened.”8 The “world” we so often take for granted as a foundation for knowledge and politics thus came to be, through multiple politi​cal practices, related as much to the constitution of various subjectiv​ities as to the intentional action of predetermined subjects. 


Link: Problem-Solution

Problem-Solution frameworks accept the status quo as a given, foreclosing radically transformative approaches in favor of domination

Roland Bleiker, Senior Lecturer and Coordinater of the Peace and Conflict Studies Program at Queensland, Popular Dissent, Human Agency and Global Politics, 2000, p. 16-17

Dissent in global politics is precisely about redirecting this path. It is about interfering with the very manner in which international relations have been constituted, perceived and entrenched. The point, then, is not to 'rescue the exploration of identity from postmodernists'," but to explore questions of agency and identity in the context of an understanding of social dynamics that takes into account how ideas and practices mutually influence each other. This is to accept and deal with the recognition 'that our rationalisation of the international is itself constitutive of that practice'." The purpose and potential of such an approach are well recognised at least since Robert Cox introduced a distinction between critical and problem-solving approaches to world politics. The latter, exemplified by realist and positivist perceptions of the international, take the prevailing structures of the world as the given framework for action. They study various aspects of the international system and address the problems that they create. The problem with such approaches, according to Cox, is that they not only accept, explicitly or implicitly, the existing order as given, but also, intentionally or not, sustain it." Critical theories, by contrast, problematise the existing power relations and try to understand how they have emerged and how they are undergoing transformation. They engage, rather than circumvent, the multi-layered dynamics that make up transversal struggles. The notion of discourse, I shall demonstrate, is the most viable conceptual tool for such a task. It facilitates an exploration of the close linkages that exist between theory and practice. It opens up possibilities to locate and explore terrains of transversal dissent whose manifestations of agency are largely obscured, but nevertheless highly significant in shaping the course of contemporary global politics'


Links- Hegemony

Security ideology paints the outside world as threatening and dangerous.  America’s identity becomes a suspicion of any threats from others within and outside our borders and forces the elimination of all that’s foreign

Tickner 95 (J. Ann, Professor of Policy at Holy Cross University, IR Theory Today)
When national security is defined negatively, as protection against outside military threats, the sense of threat is reinforced by the doctrine of state sovereignty, which strengthens the boundary between a secure community and a dangerous external environment. For this reason, many critics of realism claim that, if security is to start with the individual, its ties to state sovereignty must be severed. While E. H. Carr argued for he retention of the nation-state to satisfy people's need for identity, those who are critical

f state-centric analysis point to the dangers of a political identity constructed out of xclusionary practices. In the present international system, security is tied to a nationalist political identity which depends on the construction of those outsides as 'other' and therefore dangerous. (Walker 1990) David Campbell suggests that security the boundaries of this statist identity demands the construction of 'danger' on the outside: Thus, threats to security in conventional thinking are all in the external realm. Campbell claims that the state requires this discourse of danger to secure its identity and legitimation which • depend• on the promise of security for its citizens. Citizenship becomes synonymous with loyalty and the elimination of all that is foreign.  Underscoring this distinction between citizens and people reinforced by these boundary distinctions, Walker argues that not until people, rather than any citizens, are the primary subjects of security can a truly comprehensive security be achieved.

Links – Hegemony

By defining security around the predominance of US influence, every conflict of interests becomes justification for militarization, escalating to war. 

Campbell 98 (David, Professor International Politics at University of New Castle, "Writing Security; United States Foreign Policy the Politics of Identity," 31-33)
Most important just as the source of danger has never been fixed, neither has the identity that it was said to threaten. The contours of this identity have been the subject of constant (re)writing; no rewriting in the sense of changing the meaning, but rewriting in the sense of inscribing something so that which is contingent and subject to flux is rendered more permanent. While one might have expected few if any references to national values or purposes in confidential prepared for the inner sanctum of national security policy (after all, don't they know who they are or what they represent?) the texts of foreign policy are replete with statements about the fulfillment of the republic, the fundamental purpose of the nation, God given rights, moral codes, the principles of European civilization, the fear of cultural and spiritual loss, and the responsibilities and duties thrust upon the gleaming example of America. In this sense, the texts that guided national security policy did more than simply offer strategic analysis of the "reality" they confronted: they actively concerned themselves with the scripting of a particular American identity. Stamped "Top Secret" and read by only the select and power few, the texts effaced the boundary between inside and outside with their quasi-Puritan figurations. 

In employing this mode of representation, the foreign policy texts of the postwar period recalled the seventeenth-century literary genre of the jeremiad, or political sermon, in which Puritan preachers combined searing critiques with appeals for spiritual renewal. Later to establish the interpretive framework for national identity, these exhortations drew on a European tradition of preaching the omnipresence of sin so as to instill the desire for order but they added a distinctly affirmative moment: 

The American Puritan jeremiad was the ritual of a culture on an errand - which is to say, a culture based on a faith in process. Substituting teleology for hierarchy, it discarded the Old War ideal of stasis for a New World vision of the future. Its function was to create a climate of anxiety that helped release the restless "progressivist" energies required for the success of the venture. The European jeremiad thrived on anxiety, of course. Like all "Traditionalist" forms of ritual, it used fear and trembling to teach acceptance of fixed social norms. But the American jeremiad went much further. It made anxiety its end as well as its means. Crisis was the social norm it sought to inculcate. The very concept of errand after all, implied a state of unfulfillment. The future, though divinely assured, was never quite there, and New England's Jeremiahs set out to provide the sense of insecurity that would ensure the outcome. 

Whereas the Puritan jeremiads were preached b y religious figures in public, the national security planners entreated in private the urgency of the manifold dangers confronting the republic. But the refrains of their political sermons have occupied a prominent place in postwar political discourse. On two separate occasions (first in 1950, and t hen in 196), private citizens with close ties to the foreign policy bureaucracy established a "Committee on the Present Danger" to alert a public they perceived as lacking resolve and will to necessity of confronting the political and military threat of communism and the Society Union. More recently, with Pentagon planners concerned about the "guerillas, assassins, terrorists, and subversives" said to be "nibbling away" at the United States, proclamations that the fundamental values of the country are under threat have been no less insistent. As Oliver North announced to the U.S. Congress: "It is very important for the American people to know that this is a dangerous world; that we live at risk and that this nation is at risk in a dangerous world." And in a State Department report, the 1990s were foreshadowed as an era in which divergent political critiques nonetheless would seek equally to overcome the "corruption" and "profligacy" induced by the "loss" of "American purpose" in Vietnam the "moral renewal." To this end, the rendering of Operation Desert Shield-turn-Storm as an overwhelming exhibition of America's rediscovered mission stands as testament. The cold war, then , was both a struggle that exceeded the military threat of the Soviet Union and a struggle into which any number of potential candidates, regardless of their strategic capacity, were slotted as a threat. In this sense, the collapse, overcoming, or surrender of one of the protagonists at this historical junction does not mean "it" is over. The cold war's meaning will undoubtedly change, but if we recall that the phrase cold war was coined by a fourteenth century Spanish writer to represent the persistent rivalry between Christians and Arabs, we come to recognize that the sort of struggle the phrase demotes is a struggle over identity: a struggle that is no context-specific and thus not rooted in the existence of a particular kind of Soviet Union. Besides, the United States-led war against Iraq should caution us to the fact that the Western (and particularly American) interpretive dispositions that predominated in the post-World War II international environment - with their zero-sum analyses of international action, the sense of endangerment ascribed to all the activities of the other, the fear of internal challenge and subversion, the tendency to militarize all response, and the willingness to draw the lines of superiority/inferiority between us and them - were not specific to one state or ideology. As a consequence, we need to rethink the convention understanding of foreign policy, and the historicity of the cold war in particular.


Link: Iraq
Iraq is nothing more than a Bush Administration crusade.

Toal 05 (Gerard[PhD, Professor, Government and International Affairs at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University] Peter Galbraith A Conversation with Peter Galbraith about Iraq and State Building, Geopolitics, 10:167–183, 2005.
Crusading missionary rhetoric from a US President is not new – it is

a staple part of the Wilsonian geopolitical tradition within US geopolitical

culture – but the ‘state-building’ projects the president has committed the

United States to as part of his global war against terror are daunting.

Afghanistan, by many accounts, has never been a modern territorial nation state.

The country’s history is one of successful regional sectionalism in the

face of centralising state-building while loyalties are, beyond a thin veneer

of intelligentsia, to qawm (local communal group) and kinship networks.3

Iraq, for many, is an ‘artificial state’ created by the French and British to

serve their geopolitical ends.4 It functioned as a modern territorial state only

because of authoritarian rule by a British-appointed monarch and later by

the Baathist Party and the regime of Saddam Hussein. It was a ‘republic of

fear’ that was never a unified nation.5 The minority Sunni Arabs controlled

the state (with Saddam Hussein investing power even more narrowly in his

own family and kinship network) while the southern Shiites and northern Kurds had their aspirations crushed.

Link: Turkey

Talking about Turkey as a cohesive whole ignores the ethnic divisions that exist at a substate level, and the profound effects that the imposition of state sovereignty has had upon the population
Rygiel ‘98

(Kim, no quals given, “Stablizing Boarders: Geopolitics of national identity construction in Turkey”, Rethinking Geopolitics, p.106-124)

In the above discussion, I have tried to show some of the ways in which the state attempts to construct and represent its national identity as a stable, homogeneous identity in order to fix or secure, first the borders that define membership in the nation, over which the state can claim jurisdiction; and, second, the territorial borders that fix the space in which the state claims sovereign rule. I have suggested that the state secures its national identity by suppressing or eliminating different identities that challenge the official representation of the national identity. In this section, I wish to argue further that the state also secures its national identity by disciplining space within and beyond its borders. 


The internal division of space within a state is used as a means politically to control diversity within a population that might otherwise challenge the construction of the political collective. As David Smith explains, ‘the sovereign control of territory by the state ensures that the dominant culture can circulate freely throughout the space… within its boundaries. It can divide and rule its territory so as to hinder or prevent attempts by subordinate cultures from developing a sold base from which to reproduce their own culture’ (1990:11). Perhaps one of the most explicit examples of how the Turkish state has used space in the past to control diversity within the southeast was a law, passed in 1932 as a response to the Mount Ararat revolt in 1930, that organized mass deportations in order to implement four zones according to the following specification as described by Gerad Chliand (1994): 

· No 1 zones compromise those regions where it is desired to increase the density of the populations having a Turkish culture. 

· No 2 zones compromise those regions where it is desired to establish populations which require assimilation into the Turkish culture. 

· No 3 zones compromise those territories where immigrants of Turkish culture may freely establish themselves, without the aid of authorities (the most fertile of the Kurdish region). 

· No 4 zones compromise those territories which it is desired to evacuate, and which are prohibited areas, for medical, cultural, political, strategic, and public order reason (this last zone includes the least accessible Kurdish regions). 

The state continues to use similar spatial strategies today to control diversity within its polity. For example, the Turkish state uses physical segregation to separate the predominantly Kurdish area of southeast Anatolia from the rest of Turkey by declaring a state of emergency rule over the southeast. When the content of an area cannot be controlled, the area is evacuated. The following section describes these strategies in greater detail. 


Link: Middle East

The aff employs geostrategic reasoning toward the Middle East through discourses of danger – this reinscribes the border between self and other. 

[and this form of reasoning is mutually exclusive with the criticism, the perm fails]

Toal 96 (Gerard [PhD, Professor, Government and International Affairs at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University], The Effacement of Place? US Foreign Policy and the Spatiality of the Gulf Crisis. Antipode Pg 11. 
The critical study of geopolitical ideology can be usefully divided into the study of formal and practical geopolitical reasoning (O Tuathail and Agnew, 1992).  The former involves the study of the intellectual and texts of the geopolitical tradition.  The latter involves the study of the pragmatic practice of statecraft by national security elites and is concerned with the strategies of inscription and re-inscription of identity and difference upon international politics.  This takes the form of the relentless construction of imaginary geographical boundaries between the self and the other, the domain of freedom and the domain of danger, the inside realm of community and the outside realm of anarchy with the former always privileged over the latter.  In times of crisis this process of geopolitical scripting rigidly designates (in a Kripkean sense) the map of international politics.  Places become rigidly inscribed with sets of identities, descriptions, histories and intentions.  The boundary between community and anarchy becomes a Manichean divide.  In the process the complex and ambiguous human geography of places and peoples become eviscerated.  States lose their quality as socially constructed geographic places (locations for the sustainment of life) and become abstractions in a geopolitical power game (Dalby, 1990; O Tuathail and Agnew, 1992).  The speeches and policy statements of the Bush administration on the Gulf crisis are performances of practical geopolitical reasoning.  Using the public record of speeches and policy statements by top officials in the Bush administration, as chronicled in the US State Departments weekly publication Dispatch, one can identify certain recurring, inscription strategies by which the crisis was rendered meaningful to the United States and world public.  Only a few strategies can be examined here, so I have concentrated on the scripting strategies used in explanations of the ostensible reasons for US force deployments  (oil and the “new world order”), and explications of the historical and geographical meaning of the crisis (World War II and Vietnam as systems of signification).  Other differentiation strategies involving technology (Oriental primitivism versus Western high-tech “smart” weapons), gender (the Iraqi “rape” of Kuwait versus the protective and socially “liberated” armies of the West), and religious morality (Islamic barbarism versus Western “just war” morality) are also important but are not considered here.
Link: NATO

NATO as an institution exists to stabilize the uncertain world and create new forms of violence in a search for the source of the instability

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  196-197
Practices of differentiation and modes of exclusion are not unique to the United States, however. For example, much of the debate about the future political and strategic horizon of the new Europe embod​ies this logic.13 With the demise of the continent’s neat division into competing blocs, each of which was the negation of the other, lead​ers in “the West” have demonstrated a pronounced aversion to the spectacle of what they see as anarchy and instability.14 For political actors who are most comfortable with discourses of certitude and who decry the strategic danger of ambiguity, the flux of a political space without a concomitant political order is too much to handle. Indeed, this very condition has become the new domain of danger. As a lec​turer at the U.S. Naval War College succinctly stated, “The threat is no longer the Russians. The threat is uncertainty.”15 And as the new domain of danger, contingency is being appropriated as a means of breathing new life into the exhausted security categories of postwar Europe. To those who have argued that the loss of the Soviet other puts NATO’s existence into question, Secretary General Manfred Worner in a manner that explicitly linked the technology of insurance discussed in the Introduction to international relations — responded: “NATO doesn’t need a counterpart, or a foe, or an enemy. There are risks, there are instabilities, so you need insurance.”16 
Link: NATO

NATO is just another link– Enlarging the scope of boundaries to include ones outside the West’s grasp. 

Dalby ’98 (Simon, professor of political science, “Geopolitics and Global Security: Culture, Identity, and the ‘pogo’ syndrome”, Rethinking Geopolitics, p.295-309)

In an age of apparent globalizations, national security is no longer such an easy justification for state action. Coupled with the end of the Cold War and the demise of the Soviet Union, this has induced a crisis in the Western security community. The ‘keeper of the threat’ have been deprived of their principal ‘threat’; the world can no longer be described in terms of a bipolar geopolitical division with a ‘third world’ to be struggled over and the Soviet Union geographically contained. Although the grand metaphor of the container is no longer so easily applied, its demise is not to be expected soon (Chilton 1996). The structure of the NATO discourse may now include partnerships with East European states, bit it is often still focused on external threats and the differences between those within NATO and threats originating from ‘out of area’ sources. The Clinton administration’s foreign policy has maintained some of the key spatial tropes of containment, only now partly reversed in their direction. Instead of containing the Soviet Union, American foreign policy now ‘enlarges’ the sphere of liberal democratic states. 


How the geopolitical metaphor might be thought to reorder the rituals of the community of security practitioners is a matter of pressing concern for many Western geopoliticians anxious to ensure that identity is once again coherently articulated. This is not least because of the failure of the profession to predict the geopolitical changes of the end of the Cold War (Gusterson 1993). In part this is also needed because, as Bradley Klein (1994) reminds us, the role strategic studies and the practice of deterrence throughout the Cold War was much more than the spatial containment of the Soviet Union; it also involved maintaining an American-dominated geopolitical order in numerous places not directly related to the superpower rivalry. The construction of a liberal international order was intimately interconnected with the militarization of global politics (Latham 1997). The whole question of what exactly is being secured became an unavoidable matter for security analysts in the early 1990s (Dably 1997). At the end of the Cold War, answers to this question were both very simple in the sense that through the period of the Cold War Western modernity was the ‘referent object’ of security (Buzan 1991), and very complicated, in that the stable assumptions about political order, threats and the purposes of security provision came unstuck dramatically in the years from 1989 to 1991. 


In the absence of a threatening communist ‘Other’, numerous new threats to national security have been proposed. Rogue states and nuclear outlaws have offered some alternatives, but neither constitutes a threat of the magnitude of the Soviet one (Klare 1995). Concerns with low-intensity conflict as part of the Cold War has given way to more generalized concerns with violent ‘internal’ conflict and ‘failed states’ that may suddenly transcend limits, especially if internal conflict in some of the key larger states in the “South’ leads to spillover effects and regional instabilities (Brown 1996; Chase et al 1996; Holsti 1996). The list of security issues goes on: transboundary criminal organizations, hostage incidents, non-state mediators and computer connections suggest, at least to those whose state-centric conceptual frameworks for dealing with order no longer fit the new situations, that ‘global chaos’ is, if not the new enemy, then a technically accurate description of a system in which small perturbations can have dramatic consequences elsewhere in the global system that ‘need’ to be managed (Crocker et al 1996).


The term ‘global security’ traditionally referred to the end of warfare as a human danger. The epithet ‘global’ was often applied to security in the Cold War context of the possibilities of superpower warfare, because people everywhere on the globe would suffer  as a result of the effects of fallout and climate disruptions. Negotiation and political compromise were understood as the only possibility for long-term survival. Hence one of the rationales for high-profiles United Nations conferences. The response to the post-Cold War crisis of geopolitical representation and the anxiety caused by the realization that some of the ‘new’ threats cannot be specified as originating in a particular (hence containable) geographical location has frequently been to invoke the phrase ‘global security’.

Link: Sovereignty

The paradigm of sovereignty deems alternate discourses “evil” in order to justify its own existence and engenders the rational masculine over multiple types of otherness

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  65-66
This practice is at work in most if not all realms of contemporary life. In the discourses of politics, its operation can be witnessed when, confronting ambiguous and indeterminate circumstances, those dis​courses are “disposed to recur to the ideal of a sovereign presence, whether it be an individual actor, a group, a class, or a political com​munity. They are disposed to invoke one or other sovereign presence as an originary voice, a foundational source of truth or meaning.”53 Most important, it is only those discourses of politics that replicate this heroic practice that are taken seriously as possible sources of truth and meaning. Alternative discourses that are less certain if not totally skeptical of foundations are themselves made objects of this heroic prac​tice. If alternative discourses cannot be assimilated to some sovereign presence, they often find (as in the case of poststructuralism itself) that they are designated as “anarchical” and hence are themselves problems to be solved.  Although the foundation, fixed ground, or Archimedean point that provides the point of reference for modern discourse varies from site to site, one particular foundation can be considered pivotal: that is the sovereign presence of “reasoning man.” An instance of the para​digm of sovereignty, it takes its form in an identifiable historical lo​cation. Around the end of the eighteenth century, modern discourse took a novel turn and invoked the figure of “reasoning man” as the origin of language, the maker of history. and the source of mean​ing.54 The novelty of this turn was not the recognition of “man” as an object of knowledge for the attempt to study “man” with objective methods had a long history—but the notion that this dimension was complemented with another to form what Foucault has termed an “empirico-transcendental doublet called man.”55 For the first time ~ was both an object of knowledge and a subject who knows. As instances of this new problematization, we can highlight the liter​ature that was once written as advice to a particular prince that was refigured to address the wider concern of “governmentality,”56 and the appearance of the concepts of “population” and “society” in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. Although both are now treated as naturalized terms describing an unproblematic reality, they emerge in a specific (and recent) historical context as instances of a normalizing project that has “reasoning man” at its core.57 The paradigm of sovereignty and its manifestation in the notion of “reasoning man” depend on and reproduce a gendered understand​ing of the political imaginary. Specifically, the discursive formation to which the texts of Machiavelli, Hobbes, and Clausewitz (among many others) are indebted is infused with notions of gender. These and other texts of importance to international relations and the rise of the state employ hierarchies drawn from the paradigm of sover​eignty that establish both the boundaries and conduct of (inter)na​tional politics; such hierarchies include strong/weak, rational/irra​tional, public/private, sane/insane, order/disorder, reason/emotion, stability/anarchy, and so on. Gender is insinuated into each of these pairs, with the first term being “masculine” and superior to its “fem​inine” subordinate.

Link: State Centrism
State-Centric thinking ignores the role that other social bodies play; this reductionism makes their argument methodologically bankrupt

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  43
Contrary to the traditional historical narrative’s supposition of a com​plete rupture between the social functions of the church in the Mid​dle Ages and the political effects of the state in the modern era, the alternative historical narratives discussed above suggest that com​mon across time and space was the role of the church and the forms of “state” in securing identity amid disorder. Moreover, it suggests that insofar as the emerging “state” forms came to predominate in medi​ating claims of identity, they were replicating that function performed earlier by the church. It is possible to emphasize this commonality be​tween church and state — without ignoring the complexities of “state” forms—by bringing the problematic of identity embedded in the above narratives to the fore. In this context, if we understand modernity as a condition that stands in a relationship of relative autonomy to any specific temporal location — a position in contradistinction to the tra​ditional narrative on the rise of the state in which modernity is an easily delineated era — it is possible to address the relationship be​tween history, structure, and identity in a more complex way. In this context, what is important about modernity is that it is not a tempo​ral era, but rather a series of dispositions and orientations: “Once consolidated it gives modern articulations to persistent questions of meaning, the relation of human life to nature, the relation of the pre​sent to the past and the future, the form of a well-grounded order, and the relation of life to death.”27 Accordingly, our concern is not with historical periodization, but with the logic of identity and the dispositions and orientations it encourages in diverse times and places~ In other words, modernity can be considered as being bound up in a discourse of “men” as much as in a discourse of the “state.”


Link: Terrorism

The term terrorism is a part of disciplining identity and replaces communist as the new other in modern society

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  166
The election of the Reagan administration saw the implementation of the neoconservatives’ evangelism of fear and, consequentially, the beginning of the second cold war.’19 But the disciplining of identity was not left to the techniques of anticommunism alone. In part be​cause the hysteria of the early cold war could not be easily copied —though many of its strategies were reproduced — new targets of ex​clusion were found. Most notably, those who had once been pursued on the grounds that they or their activities and beliefs were revolu​tionary, subversive, or militant, were (from the mid-1970s on) sub​sumed under the label “terrorist.”’20 As “a commodity in enormous demand... [but] in pitifully short supply” within the United States, terrorism replicates a number of key facets previously associated with communism, most notably the combination of the tropes of savagery, revolution, and foreign agents.’21 Once the designation of terrorist was made, anyone thought to be associated in any way with a group so defined could be placed under scrutiny. Moreover, the definition of “terrorism” is very loose and extremely wide-ranging: California state law criminalizes gang membership as “street terrorism,” while local authorities in Rhode Island established in 1985 a “Terrorist Extremist Suppression Team,” which served to monitor left-wing political groups and peace activists.’22


Link: Threats

Threat construction spirals into conflict.

Ronnie Lipschutz, ya know, On Security, p. 214, 1995
Defense analysts within the state that is trying to interpret the meanings of the other state's capabilities consequently formulate a range of possible scenarios of employment, utilizing the most threatening or damaging one as the basis for devising a response. Most pointedly, they do nor assume either that the capabilities will not be used or that they might have come into being for reasons other than projecting the imagined threats. Threats, in this context, thus become what might be done, not, given the "fog of war," what could or would be done, or the fog of bureaucracy, what might not be done. What we have here, in other words, is “worst case” interpretation. The “speech act” security thus usually generates a proportionate response, in which the imagined threat is used to manufacture real weapons and deploy real troops in arrays intended to convey certain imagined scenarios in the mind of the other state. Intersubjectivity, in this case, causes states to read in others, and to respond to their worst fears.

There is no objective condition of danger

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  1-2

Danger is not an objective condition. It [sic] is not a thing that ex​ists independently of those to whom it may become a threat. To illus​trate this, consider the manner in which the insurance industry assesses risk. In Francois Ewald’s formulation, insurance is a technology of risk the principal function of which is not compensation or repara​tion, but rather the operation of a schema of rationality distinguished by the calculus of probabilities. In insurance, according to this logic, danger (or, more accurately, risk) is “neither an event nor a general kind of event occurring in reality.. . but a specific mode of treatment of certain events capable of happening to a group of individuals.” In other words, for the technology of risk in insurance, “Nothing is a risk in itself; there is no risk in reality But on the other hand, anything can be a risk; it all depends on how one analyzes the danger, consid​ers the event. As Kant might have put it, the category of risk is a cat​egory of the understanding; it cannot be given in sensibility or intu​ition.”2 In these terms, danger is an effect of interpretation. Danger bears no essential, necessary, or unproblematic relation to the action or event from which it is said to derive. Nothing is intrinsically more dangerous for insurance technology than anything else, except when interpreted as such.

Material conditions exist that make threats seem real yet they are still interpretations of the surrounding reality and are simply a mode of representation not an absolute

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  137-138
Equally, this argument neither maintains that the foreign policy of the Soviet Union (and other communist states) was benign nor that the United States willfully fabricated a danger where none could be perceived. The events signified by reference to Berlin, Korea, Quemoy​Matsu, Vietnam, Hungary~ Cuba, and Czechoslovakia are all real. But to repeat a formulation cited in the introduction, “What is denied is not that.. . objects exist externally to thought, but the rather different assertion that they could constitute themselves as objects outside of any discursive condition of emergence.”17 In other words, these events and not others have to be interpreted as threats, and the process of interpretation through which they are figured as threats employs some modes of representation and not others. There are thus two realms of selection to be traversed before something is constituted as real, and it is the latter that is being considered here. Specifically, the point this analysis wishes to sustain is that because the modes of represen​tation through which the danger of communism and the Soviet Union have been interpreted replicate both the logic and the figurations of past articulations of danger, the cold war is an important moment in the (re)production of American identity that was not dependent on (though clearly influenced by) the Soviet Union for its character.
Link: Threats

The post cold war United States focuses on constructing a variety of new threats to justify its identity all of which require an exercise of disciplinary power

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  30-31
The postwar text of United States foreign policy certainly located the dangers they identified via references to the Soviet Union.  But they always acknowledged that the absence of order, the potential for an anarchy, and the fear of totalitarian forces or other negative elements that would exploit or foster such conditions—whether internal or exter​nal— was their initial concern. It was NSC-68, after all, which declared “even if there were no Soviet threat” the United States would still pursue a policy designed to cope with the “increasingly intolerable absence of order.” In effect, then, a document as important as this rec​ognized that the interpretation of the Soviet Union as the preeminent danger to the United States involved more than the absorption of sense-data by an independent and passive observer. To say as much is not to exculpate the Soviet Union from all responsibility or to argue that it was the repository of all that was sweetness and light: such a propo​sition would be preposterous. What this argument does suggest is that it is equally erroneous to relieve the practitioners of American statecraft from all responsibility for making the world in which they worked. Even within the mainstream literature of international rela​tions, the interpretation of the specifics of the Soviet military threat has always been contestable.70 And the foreign policy texts have dem​onstrated that even when the Soviet threat was assessed in geopoliti​cal terms, it was often understood as a political rather than a primar​ily military danger. Indeed, despite considerable differences in the order of magnitude of each, over the years U.S. policy makers have cited a range of threats: world communism, the economic disintegra​tion of Europe, Red China, North Vietnam, Cuba, Nicaragua, Libya, “terrorists,” drug smugglers, and assorted “Third World” dictators. None of these sources posed a threat in terms of a traditional calcu​lus of (military) power, and none of them could be reduced solely to the Soviet Union. All of them were (and are) understood in terms of their proclivity for anarchy and disorder.
The cold war has extended to a variety of new groups in the attempt to find a new enemy who is inferior to us this response is continued today in the affirmatives example

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  33
The cold war, then, was both a struggle that exceeded the military threat of the Soviet Union, and a struggle into which any number of potential candidates, regardless of their strategic capacity, were slot​ted as a threat. In this sense, the collapse, overcoming, or surrender of one of the protagonists at this historical juncture does not mean “it” is over. The cold war’s meaning will undoubtedly change, but if we recall that the phrase cold war was coined by a fourteenth-century Spanish writer to represent the persistent rivalry between Christians and Arabs, we come to recognize that the sort of struggle the phrase denotes is a struggle over identity: a struggle that is not context-spe​cific and thus not rooted in the existence of a particular kind of So​viet Union.77 Besides, the United States—led war against Iraq should caution us to the fact that the Western (and particularly American) interpretive dispositions that predominated in the post—World War II international environment — with their zero-sum analyses of in​ternational action, the sense of endangerment ascribed to all the ac​tivities of the other, the fear of internal challenge and subversion, the tendency to militarize all responses, and the willingness to draw the lines of superiority/inferiority between us and them — were not spe​cific to one state or one ideology. As a consequence, we need to re​think the conventional understanding of foreign policy, and the his​toricity of the cold war in particular.


Link: War Between States
Discussing war between states privileges sovereign entities, ignoring most violence is committed against individuals.  They allow a clear distinction between dangerous foreign and safe domestic, which replicates domination

Shapiro 97 (Michael, Prof. of PoliSci @ Hawaii, Violent Cartographies, Pg. 29-30)
The omission of native peoples from the discourse on war is evident in a recent mapping of contemporary armed struggles. Bernard Nietschmann demonstrates that although in recent years there has been relatively little warfare between sovereign states, there continue to be enormous casualties and forced dislocations in the struggles between states and various indigenous nations (as well as between states and stateless peoples). Identifying 120 “wars” in 1987, Nietschmann found only 4 that involved conflict between two sovereign states, while 100 of the wars were accounted for by struggles in which states were at war with insurgencies and indigenous nations. These struggles have received little attention, for “media and academia are anchored in the state. Their tendency is to consider struggles against the state to be illegitimate or invisible. . . . They are hidden from view because the fighting is against peoples and countries that are often not even on the map.”

Nietschmann’s mapping practice is extraordinary because the dominant war cartography has opposed state to state. This dominance in representation is matched by a characteristic of narratives of warfare, “histories” that represent only interstate antagonisms. At the same time that European states were subjugating the peoples in the peripheral trade zones during the seventeenth century, their rulers “managed to shift the balance decisively against both individual citizens and rival power holders within their own states.” This led, as Charles Tilly has noted, to the disarmament of the civilian population while the state’s “own armed force began to overshadow the weaponry available to any of its domestic rivals.  

The most important result, from the point of view of narratives of warfare, is that whereas the distinction between internal and external politics previously had been unclear, it became mare distinct in terms of both power and representation. The state’s domination of both coercion and its representation resulted in a discourse on war that trivializes what is “inside,” representing within-state violence in terms of law enforcement, the maintenance of domestic security, and so on. By ignoring various forms of disorder within the national imaginary—that is, perpetuating the fantasy of an untroubled and unitary order—practices of violence maintain their ontological function. They operate to protect boundaries between the “American people” and a dangerous world “out side’ while the inside is depluralized as a unitary citizen body.

Links- Positive Peace

Framing security as primarily the prevention of war makes war inevitable.  

Sandy & Perkins 1 (Leo R., co-founder of Peace Studies at Plymouth State College and Ray, teacher of philosophy at Plymouth State College, The Nature of Peace and Its Implications for Peace Education Online Journal of Peace and Conflict Resolutions, 4.2)

In its most myopic and limited definition, peace is the mere absence of war. O'Kane (1992) sees this definition as a "vacuous, passive, simplistic, and unresponsive escape mechanism too often resorted to in the past - without success." This definition also commits a serious oversight: it ignores the residual feelings of mistrust and suspicion that the winners and losers of a war harbor toward each other. The subsequent suppression of mutual hostile feelings is not taken into account by those who define peace so simply. Their stance is that as long as people are not actively engaged in overt, mutual, violent, physical, and destructive activity, then peace exists. This, of course, is just another way of defining cold war. In other words, this simplistic definition is too broad because it allows us to attribute the term "peace" to states of affairs that are not truly peaceful (Copi and Cohen, p. 194). Unfortunately, this definition of peace appears to be the prevailing one in the world. It is the kind of peace maintained by a "peace through strength" posture that has led to the arms race, stockpiles of nuclear weapons, and the ultimate threat of mutually assured destruction. This version of peace was defended by the "peacekeeper" - a name that actually adorns some U.S. nuclear weapons deployed since 1986.

Security rhetoric presumes a conception of peace that leads to inevitable violence and undermines human security

Sandy & Perkins 1 (Leo R., co-founder of Peace Studies at Plymouth State College and Ray, teacher of philosophy at Plymouth State College, The Nature of Peace and Its Implications for Peace Education Online Journal of Peace and Conflict Resolutions, 4.2)

Also, versions of this name appear on entrances to some military bases. Keeping "peace" in this manner evokes the theme in Peggy Lee's old song, "Is That All There is?" What this really comes down to is the idea of massive and indiscriminate killing for peace, which represents a morally dubious notion if not a fault of logic. The point here is that a "peace" that depends upon the threat and intention to kill vast numbers of human beings is hardly a stable or justifiable peace worthy of the name. Those in charge of waging war know that killing is a questionable activity. Otherwise, they would not use such euphemisms as "collateral damage" and "smart bombs" to obfuscate it.

Links- Positive Peace

Negative peace sows the seeds for wars of greater magnitude and reinforces government control

Sandy & Perkins 1 (Leo R., co-founder of Peace Studies at Plymouth State College and Ray, teacher of philosophy at Plymouth State College, The Nature of Peace and Its Implications for Peace Education Online Journal of Peace and Conflict Resolutions, 4.2)

Peace as the mere absence of war is what Woolman (1985) refers to a "negative peace." This definition is based on Johan Galtung's ideas of peace. For Galtung, negative peace is defined as a state requiring a set of social structures that provide security and protection from acts of direct physical violence committed by individuals, groups or nations. The emphasis is...on control of violence. The main strategy is dissociation, whereby conflicting parties are separated...In general, policies based on the idea of negative peace do not deal with the causes of violence, only its manifestations. Therefore, these policies are thought to be insufficient to assure lasting conditions of peace. Indeed, by suppressing the release of tensions resulting from social conflict, negative peace efforts may actually lead to future violence of greater magnitude (Woolman, 1985, p.8).

Peace is the overall concept of security. Dangers are the product of our own actions forcing peace threats to become risks of security.

Waever 4 (Ph.D. in Political Science and Professor of International Relations at COPRI, , “Peace and Security”, Contemporary Security Analysis and Copenhagen Peace Research, pg.62-63)

After the end of the Cold War, peace reappeared as a Western concept. The 'absolute' concept was revalued when it seemed closer to realisation. With the 'end of history' in sight, liberalism mutated back from scepticist, Popperian Cold War liberalism to the more evolutionary and optimist belief in its own truth. When the task of the West changed from fighting a Cold War to building a 'new world order', it suddenly remembered that it actually had a long-term vision of peace as democracy (and/or liberalism) (Rasmussen 2001; Williams 2001). President Bush senior declared in 1989, 'Once again, it is a time for peace' (quoted by Rasmussen 2001: 341). The famous 'New World Order' speech at the end of the Gulf War (March 6, 1991) was phrased mostly in terms of peace – 'enduring peace must be our mission'. NATO enlarge- ment is so hard for Russia and others to oppose because it is presented apolitically as the mere expansion of the democratic peace community (Williams 2001). The war on terror after 11 September 2001 has surpris- ingly few references to either peace or security – operation 'Enduring Freedom' – but President George W. Bush's address on 7 October 2001 ended with 'Peace and freedom will prevail', and the (in)famous 'axis of evil' was presented (29 January, 2002) in terms of a 'threat to peace'. Peace has become the overarching concept of the two examined in this chapter. Security in turn, is gradually swallowed up into a generalised concern about 'risk'. Society's reflections on itself are increasingly in terms of risk ('risk society'). More and more dangers are the product of our own actions, and fewer and fewer attributable to forces completely external to ourselves – thus threats become risks (Luhmann 1990). This goes for forms of production and their effects on the environment, and it goes for international affairs, where it is hard to see the war on terrorism as a pure reaction to something coming to the West from elsewhere. Western actions in relation to Middle East peace processes, religion, migration and global economic policy are part of what might produce future terrorism. The short-term reaction to the 11 September attacks on the USA in 2001 might be a re-assertion of single-minded aspirations for absolute security with little concern for liberty and for boomerang effects on future security (Bigo 2002), but in general debates, the 'risk' way of thinking about international affairs is making itself increasingly felt. We have seen during the last twenty years a spread of the originally specifically international concept of security in its securitisation function to more and more spheres of 'domestic' life, and now society takes its revenge by transforming the concept of security along lines of risk thinking (Waever 2002).  Politically, the concepts of peace and security are changing places in these years. 'Security studies' and 'peace research' were shaped in important ways by the particular Cold War context, though not the way it is often implied in fast politicians' statements about the post-Cold War irrelevance of peace research. 'Peace research' and 'security studies' (or rather 'strategic studies') meant, respectively, to oppose or to accept the official Western policy problematique. Today, it is the other way round. 'Peace research' might be dated because peace is so apologetic as to be intellectually uninteresting, while 'security' is potentially the name of a radical, subversive agenda.


Cuomo

Seeing war an event obfuscates the continued legacy of state-sponsored violence going on everyday.  This ethic prevents mobilization against structural forms of violence that make the outbreak of war inevitable. 
Cuomo 96 (Christine, Associate Professor of Philosophy at the University of Cincinnati, “War Is Not Just an Event: Reflections on the Significance of Everyday Violence”, Hypatia, Vol. 11, Iss. 4, Fall, Proquest)
Theory that does not investigate or even notice the omnipresence of militarism cannot represent or address the depth and specificity of the everyday effects of militarism on women, on people living in occupied territories, on members of military institutions, and on the environment. These effects are relevant to feminists in a number of ways because military practices and institutions help construct gendered and national identity, and because they justify the destruction of natural nonhuman entities and communities during peacetime. Lack of attention to these aspects of the business of making or preventing military violence in an extremely technologized world results in theory that cannot accommodate the connections among the constant presence of militarism, declared wars, and other closely related social phenomena, such as nationalistic glorifications of motherhood, media violence, and current ideological gravitations to military solutions for social problems. Ethical approaches that do not attend to the ways in which warfare and military practices are woven into the very fabric of life in twenty-first century technological states lead to crisis-based politics and analyses. For any feminism that aims to resist oppression and create alternative social and political options, crisis-based ethics and politics are problematic because they distract attention from the need for sustained resistance to the enmeshed, omnipresent systems of domination and oppression that so often function as givens in most people's lives. Neglecting the omnipresence of militarism allows the false belief that the absence of declared armed conflicts is peace, the polar opposite of war. It is particularly easy for those whose lives are shaped by the safety of privilege, and who do not regularly encounter the realities of militarism, to maintain this false belief. The belief that militarism is an ethical, political concern only regarding armed conflict, creates forms of resistance to militarism that are merely exercises in crisis control. Antiwar resistance is then mobilized when the "real" violence finally occurs, or when the stability of privilege is directly threatened, and at that point it is difficult not to respond in ways that make resisters drop all other political priorities. Crisis-driven attention to declarations of war might actually keep resisters complacent about and complicitous in the general presence of global militarism. Seeing war as necessarily embedded in constant military presence draws attention to the fact that horrific, state-sponsored violence is happening nearly all over, all of the time, and that it is perpetrated by military institutions and other militaristic agents of the state. Moving away from crisis-driven politics and ontologies concerning war and military violence also enables consideration of relationships among seemingly disparate phenomena, and therefore can shape more nuanced theoretical and practical forms of resistance. For example, investigating the ways in which war is part of a presence allows consideration of the relationships among the events of war and the following: how militarism is a foundational trope in the social and political imagination; how the pervasive presence and symbolism of soldiers/warriors/patriots shape meanings of gender; the ways in which threats of state-sponsored violence are a sometimes invisible/sometimes bold agent of racism, nationalism, and corporate interests; the fact that vast numbers of communities, cities, and nations are currently in the midst of excruciatingly violent circumstances. It also provides a lens for considering the relationships among the various kinds of violence that get labeled "war." Given current American obsessions with nationalism, guns, and militias, and growing hunger for the death penalty, prisons, and a more powerful police state, one cannot underestimate the need for philosophical and political attention to connections among phenomena like the "war on drugs," the "war on crime," and other state-funded militaristic campaigns.

Impact: Biopolitics

Security is part of biopower a system where the health of the population is the same goal and waging war becomes a biological necessity and nuclear war becomes appropriate

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  199-201
As invitation to this line of thought can be found in the later work of Michel Foucault, in which he explicitly addresses the issue of security and the state through the rubric of “governmental rationality.”  The incitement to Foucault’s thinking was his observation that from the middle of the sixteenth century to the end of the eighteenth century, political treatises that previously had been written as advice to the prince were now being presented as works on the “art of government.” The concern of these treatises was not confined to the requirements of a specific sovereign, but with the more general problematic of government: a problematic that included the govern​ment of souls and lives, of children, of oneself, and finally, of the state by the sovereign. This problematic of governance emerges at the intersection of central and centralizing power relationships (those located in principles of universality, law, citizenship, sovereignty), and individual and individualizing power relationships (such as the pas​toral relationships of the Christian church and the welfare state).n Accordingly, the state for Foucault is an ensemble of practices that are at one and the same time individualizing and totalizing: I don’t think that we should consider the “modern state” as an en​tity which was developed above individuals, ignoring what they are and even their very existence, but on the contrary as a very so​phisticated structure, in which individuals can be integrated, under one condition: that this individuality would be shaped in a new form, and submitted to a set of very specific patterns. In a way we can see the state as a modern matrix of individualization.24 Foucault posited some direct and important connections between the individualizing and totalizing power relationships in the conclu​sion to The History of Sexuality, Volume I. There he argues that start​ing in the seventeenth century, power over life evolved in two com​plementary ways: through disciplines that produced docile bodies, and through regulations and interventions directed at the social body. The former centered on the body as a machine and sought to maxi​mize its potential in economic processes, while the latter was con​cerned with the social body’s capacity to give life and propagate. To​gether, these relations of power meant that “there was an explosion of numerous and diverse techniques for achieving the subjugation of bodies and the control of populations, marking the beginning of an era of ‘bio-power.”’25 This era of bio-power saw the art of government develop an overtly constitutive orientation through the deployment of technologies concerned with the ethical boundaries of identity as much (if not more than) the territorial borders of the state. Foucault supported this argument by reference to the “theory of police.” Developed in the seventeenth century, the “theory of police” sig​nified not an institution or mechanism internal to the state, but a gov​ernmental technology that helped specify the domain of the state.26 In particular, Foucault noted that Delamare’s Compendium — an eigh​teenth-century French administrative work detailing the kingdom’s police regulations — outlined twelve domains of concern for the po​lice: religion, morals, health, supplies, roads, town buildings, public safety, the liberal arts, trade, factories, the supply of labor, and the poor.  The logic behind this ambit claim of concern, which was repeated in all treatises on the police, was that the police should be concerned with “everything pertaining to men’s happiness,” all social relations carried on between men, and all “living.” As another treatise of the period declared: “The police’s true object is man.” The theory of police, as an instance of the rationality behind the art of government, had therefore the constitution, production, and maintenance of identity as its major effect.  Likewise, the conduct of war is linked to identity.   As Foucault argues, “Wars are no longer waged in the name of a sovereign who must be defended; they are waged on behalf of the existence of everyone; entire populations are mobilized for the purpose of slaughter in the name of life necessity.”  In other words, countries go to war, not for the purpose of defending their rulers, but for the purpose of defending “the nation,” ensuring the state’s security, or upholding the interests and values of the people.  Moreover, in an era that has seen the development of a global system for the fighting of a nuclear war (the infrastructure of which remains intact despite the “end of the cold war”), the paradox of risking individual death for the sake of collective life has been pushed to its logical extreme.  Indeed, “the atomic situation is now at the end of this process: the power to expose a whole population to death is the underside of the power to guarantee an individual’s continued existence.” 
Impact: Elimination

The logic of the affirmative casts otherness as dirt which is problematic for the social realm and must be removed like a disease

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  81-82
However one might begin to fathom the many issues located within those challenges, our current situation leaves us with one cer​tainty: because we cannot escape the logic of differentiation, we are often tempted by the logic of defilement. To say as much is not to argue that we are imprisoned within a particular and permanent sys​tem of representations. To be sure, danger is often represented as dis​ease, dirt, or pollution. As one medical text argues: “Disease is shock and danger for existence.”32 Or as Karl Jaspers maintains: “Disease is a general concept of non-value which includes all possible negative values.”33 But such concerns have less to do with the intrinsic quali​ties of those conditions than the modernist requirements of order and stability: “Dirt offends against order. Eliminating it is not a negative moment, but a positive effort to organize the environment.”~ One might suggest that it is the extent to which we want to organize the environment — the extent to which we want to purify our domain— that determines how likely it is that we represent danger in terms of dirt or disease. Tightly defined order and strictly enforced stability, undergirded by notions of purity, are not a priori conditions of exis​tence; some order and some stability might be required for existence as we know it (i.e., in some form of extensive political community), but it is the degree of tightness, the measure of strictness, and the ex​tent of the desire for purity that constitute danger as dirt or disease. But the temptation of the logic of defilement as a means of ori​enting ourselves to danger has more often than not been overpowering largely because it is founded on a particular conceptualization of “the body”; in its use since at least the eighteenth century, this conceptualization demands purity as a condition of health and thus makes the temptation to defilement a “natural” characteristic.  This has endowed us with a mode of representation in which health and cleanliness serve the logic of stability, and disorder is rendered as disease and dirt. In the eighteenth century, when state forms were becoming the most prevalent articulations of extensive political community, these modes of representations began to take a new turn that intensified the capacity of representations of disease to act as discourses of danger to the social

Impact: Violence

Foreign policy establishes a basis from which one can view difference as otherness and commit violence or neutralize it because of this representation

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  70-71
All meaning is constituted through difference (an assumption on which this analysis is based), then there can be no declaration about the nature of the self that is totally free of suppositions about the other. Although a positive declaration of some characteristic of the self might be devoid of specific reference to an other, it proffers nonetheless an at least implicit valuation of those who might be considered other. Of course, the nature of that valuation and its effects can vary consid​erably: a simple contrast need not automatically result in the demon​ization of the other, and the differentiation or distantiation of one group from another does not require that their relationship be one of vio​lence. But insofar as the logic of identity requires difference, the poten​tial for the transformation of difference into othemess always exists. Moreover, in the context of Foreign Policy, the logic of identity more readily succumbs to the politics of negation and the temptation of otherness. The claim is not that Foreign Policy constitutes state iden​tity de novo; rather, it is that Foreign Policy is concerned with the re​production of an unstable identity at the level of the state, and the containment of challenges to that identity In other words, Foreign Policy does not operate in a domain free of entrenched contingencies or resistances. Whichever Foreign Policy practices are implemented, they always have to overcome or neutralize other practices that might instantiate alternative possibilities for identity; and the intensive and extensive nature of the “internal” and “external” political contesta​tion that this presupposes means the efficacy of one particular prac​tice will more often than not be sharpened by the representation of danger.

Security can never secure it rather creates more problems and turns the case

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  18-19
Finally, this erasure of certainty brought on by the irruption of contingency has produced the rarefaction of political discourse.13 To put it simply, although they retain some power, the conventional (and foundational) categories of ordering are exhausted. Their work can only continue by abjuration rather than affirmation; they can maintain an existence and identity by specifying exceptions and exclusions, but they are no longer able to mobilize support in terms of a prior and positive ideal. Even more important, the desire to order has itself be​come a source of danger in our time. Political discourse that speaks only of the interest and institutional bases of action; the need for at​tunement, normalization, or mastery as the technologies of order; or power as an object or ethics as a command, or of sovereignty and ter​ritoriality as the container of politics; has lost its capacity-if it ever had it-to provide security.
Impact: Exclusion

The recognition of otherness is the basis for exclusion and can be done to any subaltern group of people

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  86-88
What has been and remains central to the logic of sociomedical discourse is thus not the biological nature of disease, but a sense that disease is always from somewhere else. As Sontag notes, “There is a link between imagining disease and imagining foreignness.” Indeed, when syphilis reached epidemic proportions in fifteenth-century Eu​rope, “it was the ‘French pox’ to the English, morbus Germanicus to the Parisians, the Naples sickness to the Florentines, [and] the Chi​nese disease to the Japanese.”62 But “foreignness” does not necessar​ily coincide with places distant and removed: the foreign can also re​side within, something that is evident when (as in the United States) disease is more readily diagnosed in the elderly, the poor, or the working class, even when other groups exhibit many more identifi​ably biological pathologies.63 In the same manner, we can note how various groups within American and European domestic society have

been constituted as marginal through the figurations of sociomedical discourse. Women, blacks, and Jews have at one time or another all been understood as uniquely susceptible to certain disorders. Women were diagnosed as exhibiting a high incidence of hysteria; Jews in general were believed to be prone to psychological disorders; Jewish men were thought to menstruate like women and thus be a source of social “pollution”; blacks were overwhelmingly considered insane. And for each of these groups, sexuality was medicalized as pathol​ogy and indicted as a threat to the integrity of the body politic.TM
In sum, two things are particularly striking about these exam​ples of the historical operation of sociomedical discourse. First, it has often been able to function either without any empirical referent from which its valuations are theoretically derived, or it has accomplished its task in direct contradistinction to available empirical sources. The moral characteristics of leprosy lived on after its demise; neither women, nor blacks, nor Jews were any more vulnerable to psychological dis​orders than any other groups; and Jewish men certainly did not men​struate.65 Second, the modes of representation through which these groups are marked as social dangers effectively blend and fuse vari​ous stigmata of difference, such that each figuration of difference func​tions not as an image derived from a correspondence relationship but as an indicator of the various images with which it has some per​ceived affinity. Or, as Hayden White suggests of metaphor generally, it “functions as a symbol, rather than as a sign: which is to say that it does not give us either a description or an icon of the thing it repre​sents, but tells us what images to look for in our culturally encoded experience in order to determine how we should feel about the thing represented ~“66

In other words, by conflating the stigmata of difference, the tropes and metaphors of sociomedical discourse call to mind certain sensa​tions, dispositions, impressions, and given the negative valence of such representations — doubts, concerns, anxieties, and suspicions to be associated with those groups that are the objects of attention. We need only consider contemporary representations of AIDS—in which iconography associated with syphilis, homosexuals, Africans, drug addicts, and inner-city residents is melded into an all-encompassing discursive formation so as to inscribe a boundary between the het​erosexual, non—IV-drug-using, white community (i.e., those who are “normal”) and those at risk— to appreciate the continued saliency of these representations.67 Indeed, the boundary-producing effects of the discourse surrounding AIDS took a literal turn when the U.S. Immi​gration and Naturalization Service overruled the Health and Human Services Department and reinstated the presence of HIV as grounds for excluding tourists and immigrants from the United States. With over one million Americans already infected with this virus, such an exclusion “conveys the message that the danger is outside the U.S., is a foreigner, a stranger.”68
Impact: Exclusion

Sovereign identification produces a varities of subjectivities which are outside these appear as problematic and are excluded from domestic society

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  63-64
The principal impetus behind the location of threats in the exter​nal realm comes from the fact that the sovereign domain, for all its identification as a well-ordered and rational entity, is as much a site of ambiguity and indeterminacy as the anarchic realm it is distin​guished from. When we speak of “man” we refer to more than just individuals or national types; the meaning of “man” incorporates the form of the “domestic” order, the social relations of production, the various subjectivities to which they give rise, the groups (such as women) who are marginalized in the process, and the boundaries of legitimate social and political action. It is easier to recognize the con​structed character of “man” in societies other than our own (consider the attention given to “socialist man”)~ than to acknowledge the cen​trality of this practice to the “West.”47 But there are, in principle at least, a multitude of ways in which society can be constituted: the possibilities are limited only by the practices that focus on certain dan​gers, in a manner like the concerns exhibited by the U.S. Immigra​tion and Naturalization Service questionnaire. But such dangers are not objective conditions and they do not simply reside (as represented) in the external realm. Threats to identity are equally prevalent in the challenges to the dominant enframing of “man” from within. For some, feminism, homosexuality, and support for social ownership of the relations of production are as threatening as a foreign enemy. In​scribing domestic society, arriving at a representation of the state in​volves, therefore, a double exclusion. The interpretations of domestic society resistant to its inscription must be excluded from the internal realm: “In effect, differences, discontinuities, and conflicts that might be found within all places and times must be converted into an ab​solute difference between a domain of domestic society, understood as an identity, and a domain of anarchy, understood as at once ambigu​ous, indeterminate, and dangerous.”48 This first exclusion is matched by a second, the purpose of which is to “hide” the status of the first as an exclusion. For the inscription of domestic society to appear as unproblematic, it is not possible for it to be understood as having the status of one interpretation among many. All interpretations that seek to expose the inscription of “man” as a representation that should b historicized and problematized have to be excluded themselves.


Biopower Impact- Foucault ‘78

The biopoliticalization of life makes war and violence inevitable, culminating in extinction. 

Foucault 78 (Michel, Professor of Philosophy at the College de France, The History Of Sexuality: An Introduction, Volume 1, 136-137)

Since the classical age the West has undergone a very profound transformation of these mechanisms of power. “Deduction” has tended to be no longer the major form of power but merely one element among others, working to incite, reinforce, control, monitor, optimize, and organize the forces under it: a power bent on generating forces, mak​ing them grow, and ordering them, rather than one dedicated to impeding them, making them submit, or destroying them. There has been a parallel shift in the right of death, or at least a tendency to align itself with the exigencies of a life-adminis​tering power and to define itself accordingly. This death that was based on the right of the sovereign is now manifested as simply the reverse of the right of the social body to ensure, maintain, or develop its life. Yet wars were never as bloody as they have been since the nineteenth century, and all things being equal, never before did regimes visit such holocausts on their own populations. But this formidable power of death—and this is perhaps what accounts for part of its force and the cynicism with which it has so greatly expanded its limits—now presents itself as the counterpart of a power that exerts a positive influence on life, that endeavors to adminis​ter, optimize, and multiply it, subjecting it to precise controls and comprehensive regulations. Wars are no longer waged in the name of a sovereign who must be defended; they are waged on behalf of the existence of everyone; entire populations are mobilized for the purpose of wholesale slaughter in the name of life necessity: massacres have become vital. It is as managers of life and survival, of bodies and the race, that so many regimes have been able to wage so many wars, causing so many men to be killed. And through a turn that closes the circle, as the technology of wars has caused them to tend increasingly toward all-out destruction, the decision that initiates them and the one that terminates them are in fact increasingly informed by the naked question of survival. The atomic situation is now at the end point of this process: the power to expose a whole population to death is the underside of the power to guarantee an individual’s con​tinued existence. The principle underlying the tactics of bat​tle—that one has to be capable of killing in order to go on living—has become the principle that defines the strategy of states. But the existence in question is no longer the juridical existence of sovereignty; at stake is the biological existence of a population. If genocide is indeed the dream of modern powers, this is not because of a recent return of the ancient right to kill; it is because power is situated and exercised at the level of life, the species, the race, and the large-scale phenomena of population.

Alternative: Powerlessness

Only via experiencing our own powerlessness can we overcome the violence of the international system

Majid Rahnema, founder of the Institute for Endogenous Development, The Post Development Reader, ed. by Majid Rahnema and Victoria Bawtree, 1997, p. 392-393

A first condition for such a search is to look at things as they are, rather than as we want them to be; to overcome our fears of the unknown; and, instead of claiming to be able to change the world and to save ‘humanity’, to try saving ourselves from our own compelling need for comforting illusions. The hubris of the modern individual has led him or her to believe that the existential powerlessness of humankind can usefully be replaced with compulsive ‘actomania’. This illusion is similar to the modern obsession with fighting death at all costs. Both compulsions tend, in fact, to undermine, disfigure and eventually destroy the only forms of power that define true life. Paradoxically, it is through fully experiencing our powerlessness, as painful as that may be, that it becomes possible for us to be in tune with human suffering, in all its manifestations; to understand the ‘power of the powerless’ (to use Vaclav Havel’s expression); and to rediscover our oneness with all those in pain. Blinkered by the Promethean myth of Progress, development called on all the ‘powerless’ people to join in a worldwide crusade against the very idea of powerlessness, building its own power of seduction and conviction on the mass production of new illusions. It designed for every taste a ‘mask of love’ – an expression coined by John McKnight’ to define the modern notion of ‘care’ — which various ‘developers’ could deploy when inviting new recruits to join the crusade. It is because development incarnated a false love for an abstract humanity that it ended up by upsetting the lives of millions of living human beings. For half a century its ‘target populations’ suffered the intrusion in their lives of an army of development teachers and experts, including well-intentioned field workers and activists, who spoke big words — from conscientization to learning from and living with the people. Often they had studied Marx, Gramsci, Freire and the latest research about empowerment and participation. However, their lives (and often careers) seldom allowed them to enter the intimate world of their ‘target populations’. They were good at giving people passionate lectures about their rights, their entitlements, the class struggle and land reform. Yet few asked themselves about the deeper motivations prompt​ing them to do what they were doing. Often they knew neither the people they were working with, nor themselves. And they were so busy achieving what they thought they had to do for the people, that they could not learn enough from them about how actually to ‘care’ for them, as they would for their closest relatives and friends whom they knew and loved. My intention in bringing up this point is not to blame such activists or field workers — many of them may have been kind and loving persons. It is, rather, to make the point that ‘the masks of love’ to which they became addicted prevented them discovering the extraordinary redeeming power of human powerlessness, when it opens one’s soul to the world of true love and compassion. Similar ‘masks of love’ have now destroyed the possibilities of our truly ‘caring’. Thus, when we hear about the massacres in Algeria, Rwanda, ZaYre, the Middle East or Bosnia, or the innumerable children, women and men dying from starvation, or being tortured and killed with impunity, we feel comforted and relieved when we send a cheque to the right organization or demonstrate on their behalf in the streets. And although we are fully aware that such gestures are, at very best, like distributing aspirin pills to dying people whom nothing can save; although we may have doubts as to whether our money will reach the victims, or fears that it might even ultimately serve those governments, institutions or interests who are responsible for this suffering; we continue to do these things. We continue to cheat ourselves, because we consider it not decent, not morally justifiable, not ‘politically correct’, to do otherwise. Such gestures, which we insist on calling acts of solidarity rather than ‘charity’, may however be explained differently: by the great fear we have of becoming fully aware of our powerlessness in situations when nothing can be done. And yet this is perhaps the most authentic way of rediscovering our oneness with those in pain. For the experiencing of our powerlessness can lead us to encounter the kind of deep and redeeming suffering that provides entry to the world of compassion and discovery of our true limits and possi​bilities. It can also be the first step in the direction of starting a truthful relationship with the world, as it is. Finally, it can help us understand this very simple tautology: that no one is in a position to do more than one can. As one humbly recognizes this limitation, and learns to free oneself from the egocentric illusions inculcated by the Promethean myth, one discovers the secrets of a power of a different quality: that genuine and extraordinary power that enables a tiny seed, in all its difference and uniqueness, to start its journey into the unknown.
Alternative: Genealogy

The first task must be to problematize history and rethink the way foreign policy is understood

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  40
In each of these sets of questions, the conventional formulation that is being questioned — that of sovereign states in an anarchic world, foreign policy as a bridge between them, and United States foreign policy as an externally oriented practice — is represented as sustained by a traditional historical narrative that depicts the rise of the state in western Europe in a particular way.’6 Put simply, this narrative un​derstands the state to be constituted by a secularized eschatology in which one form of social organization and identity (the church) com​pletely gives way to another (the state) at a readily identifiable junc​ture (the Peace of Westphalia). Any attempt to retheorize foreign pol​icy thus requires that this narrative, which serves as the condition of possibility for the conventional understanding of foreign policy (and international relations in general), be challenged. Such a challenge, however, does not involve writing the “true” and “correct” historical narrative to replace that which is in error. Such a challenge, rather, seeks only to establish the space for a retheorization of foreign pol​icy via the problematization of the traditional narrative on the rise of the state. What follows is thus not simply about (re)writing historyr it is also about interpreting the effects of certain historical represen​tations on our understanding of foreign policy.

Alternative: Performative Resistance 

Power relations are largely performative—only by endorsing the negative’s position can one begin a deconstruction of subjectivity and begin to create places for new methods of politics

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  204-205
Even more important, his understanding of power emphasizes the of freedom presupposed by the existence of disciplinary and normalizing practices. Put simply, there cannot be relations of power unless subjects are in the first instance free: the need to institute neg​ative and constraining power practices comes about only because without them freedom would abound. Were there no possibility of freedom, subjects would not act in ways that required containment so as to effect order.37 Freedom, though, is not the absence of power. On the contrary, because it is only through power that subjects exer​cise their agency, freedom and power cannot be separated. As Fou​cault maintains: At the very heart of the power relationship, and constantly provok​ing it, are the recalcitrance of the will and the intransigence of free​dom. Rather than speaking of an essential freedom, it would be better to speak of an “agonism” — of a relationship which is at the same time reciprocal incitation and struggle; less of a face-to--face confmnta​lion which paralyzes both sides than a permanent provocation.38 The political possibilities enabled by this permanent provocation of power and freedom can be specified in more detail by thinking in terms of the predominance of the “bio-power” discussed above. In this sense, because the governmental practices of biopolitics in West​ern nations have been increasingly directed toward modes of being and forms of life — such that sexual conduct has become an object of concern, individual health has been figured as a domain of discipline, and the family has been transformed into an instrument of govern​ment — the ongoing agonism between those practices and the free​dom they seek to contain means that individuals have articulated a series of counterdemands drawn from those new fields of concern. For example, as the state continues to prosecute people according to sexual orientation, human rights activists have proclaimed the right of gays to enter into formal marriages, adopt children, and receive the same health and insurance benefits granted to their straight coun​terparts. These claims are a consequence of the permanent provoca​tion of power and freedom in biopolitics, and stand as testament to the “strategic reversibility” of power relations: if the terms of govern mental practices can be made into focal points for resistances, then the “history of government as the ‘conduct of conduct’ is interwoven with the history of dissenting ‘counterconducts.”’39 Indeed, the emer​gence of the state as the major articulation of “the political” has in​volved an unceasing agonism between those in office and those they rule. State intervention in everyday life has long incited popular col​lective action, the result of which has been both resistance to the state and new claims upon the state. In particular, “the core of what we now call ‘citizenship’ . . . consists of multiple bargains hammered out by rulers and ruled in the course of their struggles over the means of state action, especially the making of war.”40 In more recent times, constituencies associated with women’s, youth, ecological, and peace movements (among others) have also issued claims on society.41 These resistances are evidence that the break with the discur​sive/nondiscursive dichotomy central to the logic of interpretation undergirding this analysis is (to put it in conventional terms) not only theoretically licensed; it is empirically warranted. Indeed, expanding the interpretive imagination so as to enlarge the categories through which we understand the constitution of “the political” has been a necessary precondition for making sense of Foreign Policy’s concern for the ethical borders of identity in America. Accordingly, there are manifest political implications that flow from theorizing identity As Judith Butler concluded: “The deconstruction of identity is not the deconstruction of politics; rather, it establishes as political the very terms through which identity is articulated.”42
Alternative: Performative Resistance

Performativity opens up the space for new interpretations of culture and space that treat difference as it is solving the affirmative

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  221-222
In contrast, thinking in terms of performativity enables different ways of regarding culture and, as a result, the meaning of “security culture.” The line of argumentation represented by Writing Security posits “culture” as a relational site for the politics of identity~ rather than a substantive phenomenon in its own right. As Appadurai sug​gests, emphasizing “the dimensionality of culture rather than its sub​stantiality” —the way in which culture “attends to situated and em​bodied difference” rather than pregiven substance — means we can view culture in a manner radically different from it being simply a variable or context.66 Instead of diminishing the politicized aspects of culture in those terms, we can see culture as signifying part of the conditions of intelligibility that establish the conditions of possibility for social being. The issue of “security culture” becomes, therefore, not a question of the social context that provides inputs that color the decision-making process, but the way in which culturalist argu​ments themselves secure the identity of subjects in whose name they speak.67  Such formulations are far removed from a concern with the de​sire to structure political accounts in terms amenable to falsification and testing.68 Their distance is a result, not only of varying intellec​tual commitments, but of a fundamentally different view of their intel​lectual purpose. Broadly speaking, poststructuralists and their allies see their works as interpretive interventions that have political effects, whereas the mainstream (in both its orthodox and relatively progres​sive guises) perceives itself as engaged in the objective pursuit of cumulative knowledge central to a distinct social science, seen as it sometimes acknowledges the difficulties therein.  As we shall see in the conclusion, this differing sense of purpose has important ramifications for the prospect of future engagements.

Alternative: Kritik

The critical position can have an impact on disciplinary technology by revealing scrutinizing and reformulating those assumptions on which the affirmative works

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  226-227
The situation is even clearer when it comes to the contestation between poststructuralist writers and the more mainstream scholars of international relations. This is because each group, loosely defined though they are, understands its purpose with regard to intellectual inquiry in radically different ways. Each group, if you like, follows a different mission statement. These contrasting purposes have been signified in the argument above in terms of the contrast between an ethos of political criticism and the rigors of social science, or (as in the Introduction to this book) the differences between a logic of in​terpretation and a logic of explanation.83 As a result, the disciplinary ambitions of each group are markedly different; poststructuralists en​gaged in pursuing the ethos of political criticism are not much trou​bled by where their research leaves them in relation to the site of inter​national relations, whereas those operating in terms of social scientific procedures are constantly concerned about positioning their argument in such a way as to maximize their disciplinary audience and impact. Where critically inclined constructivists fall in this matrix of issues, which is surely not a series of either/or options, is not wholly clear, a conundrum that might go some way toward indicating the source of the uncertainty about how far to pursue the limit-attitude that is evident in some examples of this scholarship.84 These contrasting purposes can also be understood in terms of what Connolly has referred to as “the ontopolitical assumptions” —those judgments about the nature of realities and our capacities to understand them — which necessarily mark competing social and po​litical theoriesY’~ These ontopolitical assumptions are key, because the agonism demonstrated by competing conceptual accounts of inter national relations and world politics goes beyond methodological or epistemological disagreements; the agonism is testament to the strongly held assumptions about the nature of our world and our place in it which direct us toward some modes of representation and not oth​ers.86 Although those assumptions must always be revealed, con​stantly scrutinized, and often reformulated, they are not amenable to “proof” except in terms readable through their own ethico-political assumptions.
Alternative: Kritik

Kritik is critical to creating an agonism between identity performances the assumptions endorsed by the affirmative

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  227
This perhaps helps explain why critical scholars of world politics are increasingly and overtly concerned with ethical questions that are inherent to their work. Yet the political consequences of these argu​ments — such as the way in which the ethos might play out in the specific sites of United States Foreign Policy, for example — has at​tracted to date little enthusiasm.87 Not because the proposals are unap​pealing per se, but because they allegedly do not disclose new options that mark them off completely from those that could be advocated by competing perspectives. In such criticisms lies an important mis​understanding that is worth clarifying by way of conclusion. Even when an argument of this kind shifts to the register of policy, its con​tribution is not to simply advocate one fixed position. This is not be​cause it is incapable of endorsing or suggesting particular decisions in specific circumstances that should be pursued. Rather, an argu​ment of this kind embodies an ethos that considers critique to be a form of intervention, carrying with it particular assumptions into an already established political formation in order to pry open the space for alternatives. This ethos is therefore primarily concerned with the temporal process of critique and the positions it makes possible. Whether deconstructive, genealogical, or of some other kind, an ar​gument like this is always looking to the limits and how they can be contested, disturbed, or negotiated. Its contribution is to recognize the way such limits establish both the possibility and the insufficiency of particular policy resolutions, to appreciate that despite such defi​ciencies decisions must be taken only to be simultaneously criticized and taken again, and to enact the Enlightenment attitude by a per​sistent and relentless questioning in specific contexts of the identity performances, and their inescapable indebtness to difference, through which politics occurs. All of this is necessarily part of an ethico-polit​ical position far removed from the disciplinary ambitions of social science, for it maintains that only by pursuing the agonism between closure and disturbance, naturalization and denaturalization, can a democratic ethos be lived.


Alt - Rejection Solves

Rejection of representations opens space for new languages and discourses which can challenge oppressive norms.

Veronica Vasterling, Associate Professor in Philosophy at U of Nijimegen, Butler's Sophisticated Constructivism: A Critical Assessment, Hypatia 14.3, 1999, pg. 17-38
It is important to distinguish between intelligibility and accessibility for two reasons. First, we need this distinction to explain why aspects of the intelligible body may be experienced as not fitting and even oppressive. Experiences of this kind presuppose the awareness of an alternative. If accessibility were restricted to the intelligible body, access to an alternative experience of the body would simply be impossible. The second reason has to do with motives and resources for criticizing and changing oppressive aspects of the intelligible body. Access to what exceeds the intelligible body might be a powerful motive and resource for criticism and change. In other words, the unintelligible body may come to function as a creative resource and critical force. Manifesting itself as a demand in and for language, the unintelligible body may mobilize us to articulate new meanings and new discursive practices with respect to the body. The signals of the unintelligible body and their demand may, if we are responsive to them, initiate an effort of articulation that is not only creative but also critical insofar as it challenges oppressive norms that regulate the intelligibility of the body. 
Alt Solves

Language shapes reality— the importance of linguistic self-determination over critical concepts and definitions can not be underestimated
Shahadah 2005 (Owen ‘Alik, writer on social justice, environmental issues, education, and world peace, “Linguistics for a New African Reality”, December, http://www.africanholocaust.net/news_ah/language%20new%20reality.htm)

We must not walk on the outside of our own history and thus a challenge to systems, which remove us from this noble place within human history need to be critically and objectively re-evaluated. To continuously fight an opponent who makes the weapon we fight them with, means victory will always escape us. This is why no matter how close we come--we lose. Unlike other groups, we fail to institutionalize and control concepts and definitions relevant to our reality. We only need to look at the current anti-Islamic campaign to see the role of language usage in a battle for supremacy and mind control. Today terrorist might as well mean Muslim. They employed a strategy which started by saying Muslim and terrorist, Islam and terrorist. These words always accompanied one another. Once the marriage had been established, either word; may it be Muslim or terrorist conjured up the other, thus Muslim implied terrorist and terrorist implied Muslim. This is just a new example of the route and methodology in rerouting words to serve an objective. The Western controlling powers have the single most powerful weapon at their disposal: mass media. And thus concepts, precepts, ideas and ideologies can be communicated in the blink of an eye. Thus we must too find a way of communicating our new realities to our people and it must start with those in positions of mass interface with the public; writers, musicians, politicians, et al employing these terms. This is a key part in our path to self-determination and must not be under-estimated or over-looked if freedom and destiny are to be ours. There is no line drawn under words and the future of linguistics in articulating our reality, for our empowerment is a continuous journey. Its ultimate destination is when the African languages are completely used in our communicate. As African people, we must seek to redefine our reality, and part of this redefinition must begin with the terminologies we use to define ourselves and the terminologies others use to define us. And when we employ and integrate them into our conscious, we ultimately embark on a journey that has only one destination-- cultural emancipation. 

AT: Postmodern/Poststructural Alternatives Fail

The dismissive arguments of people against the poststructural trends surrounding foreign policy utilize the same actions of academic xenophobia and control to dismiss our claims

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  192
Declarations about the state of flux in the discipline of international relations are commonplace. From studies that chronicle a renewed ef​fort for the search for theory, to proclamations about the desirability of abandoning concepts as integral as “the state,” a number of schol​ars in the field have surveyed with dismay the absence of an intellec​tual consensus.2 High on the list of concerns of some of these ana​lysts has been what they perceive as the insidious, unwarranted, and unhelpful advent of “foreign” attitudes associated with continental philosophy.3 Often reciting the alleged inability of such approaches to say anything useful about the “real world,” these academics have taken it upon themselves, in a moment of academic xenophobia, to sound the tocsin and awaken the discipline to the dangers of “post​modernism” and/or “poststructuralism.” Deriding any work that speaks in terms of discourse or texts, reviled by what they perceive as abstruse language, and insistent that all contributions to knowl​edge should conform to their unargued epistemological and onto​logical standards, these jeremiad-like declarations seek to patrol the intellectual borders that frame the study of world politics.4

Those who criticize the so called postmodernist fail to understand the background for the arguments and utilize the same processes of labeling to make their argument

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  210
The declarations of intellectual danger directed at so-called postmod​ernists (a term with which I still have many, many problems) by the self-declared guardians of international relations, which were first dis​cussed in chapter 8, have not abated in the period since that was writ​ten. If anything, their intensity and frequency have increased and ap​pear to be directly correlated with a stubborn avoidance of intellectual engagement. It appears that the consequences of ceasing attempts to delegitimize perspectives they find abhorrent are feared.

And abhorrent they do find them. What is most interesting about the conventional critics of “postmodernism” is the unvarnished ve​hemence that adorns their attacks. Accused of “self-righteousness,” lambasted as “evil,” castigated for being “bad IR” and “meta-babble,” and considered congenitally irrational, “postmodernists” are regarded as little better than unwelcome asylum seekers from a distant war zone.10 Of course, had the critics reached their conclusions via a con​sidered reading of what is now a considerable literature in interna​tional relations, one would repay the thought with a careful engage​ment of their own arguments. Sadly, there is not much thought to repay. What will be engaged, however, are their strategies of con​tainment and gestures of rejection designed to confer pariah status on those they oppose.

AT: Postmodern/Poststructural Alternatives Fail
Postmodernism is just a catch all phrase that betrays the lack of specificity of their criticisms of the alt.

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  212
In this sense, “postmodernism” has become a metaphor for a range of cultural and intellectual anxieties about life in an age of uncer​tainty. “Postmodernism” thus does not describe the work of a partic​ular group of thinkers. Instead, as an important site of foreign policy, the term “postmodernism” functions as a way of directing our atten​tion and establishing a negative disposition toward a set of character​istics with which we would all be concerned were they to be unprob​lematically advocated by anyone. As was noted in the Introduction to Writing Security, incantations about “postmodernism” thus speak derisively of “the notion that discourse is all there is... the subject is dead, I can never say ‘I’ again; there is no reality, only representa​tions.”19 They warn against the dangers that flow from the notions supposedly central to “postmodernism,” such as the idea that “all is permitted,” “every interpretation is equally valid,” or “we have no capacity to make judgments.” And they herald the fear of the resul​tant dissolution of ethics, truth, and the possibility of politics, along with a host of other virtues thought to be derived from and ensured by an understanding of the Enlightenment as a definable historical event. Yet when it comes to offering up argumentation and evidence for these ringing declarations being conclusions justifiably drawn from the works mentioned — standards of reason they are suppos​edly defending — many of the critics are found wanting. Few if any have noticed, for example, that both Derrida and Foucault, though for different reasons, neither used nor endorsed the term postmodern.20

AT: Postmodern/Poststructural Alternatives Fail
Their arguments engage in what Foucault called “the blackmail of the enlightenment” and must be rejected

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  214-215
This ethos inspires both negative and positive features. Negatively, it requires a refusal of what Foucault terms the “‘blackmail’ of the Enlightenment,” the notion that one has to be either for or against the Enlightenment in analyzing its historical and philosophical fea​tures. Positively, the ethos of modernity and the Enlightenment in​volves what Foucault calls a “limit-attitude.” That is, criticism “con​sists of analyzing and reflecting upon limits.” But, again, such criticism cannot be figured simply as a destructive force: “We are not talking about a gesture of rejection. We have to move beyond the outside-in​side alternative; we have to be at the frontiers.”30 Such criticism does not produce universal knowledge that is globally applicable, but nei​ther does it lapse into the relative obscurity of particularism, for such contradictory alternatives and the general implications they give rise to are resisted by the force of the philosophical ethos. In this context, the claim that “postmodernism” in international relations is incoher​ent if it does not escape fully “modernist” assumptions makes little sense, for no one escapes fully modernity when the critical ethos sig​nified by “postmodernism” is appreciated as integral to the Enlight​enment project.3’

Being at the frontiers is the leitmotif of a “critical ontology of our​selves” which “has to be considered not, certainly, as a theory, a doc​trine, nor even as a permanent body of knowledge that is accumulat​ing; it has to be conceived as an attitude, an ethos, a philosophical life in which the critique of what we are is at one and the same time the historical analysis of the limits that are imposed on us and an ex​periment with the possibility of going beyond them.”32 This ethos of criticism is thus far from being simply a negative and destructive en​terprise. It is, as Foucault argues in the quote that begins chapter 8 and provides the epigraph for this book, “a matter of flushing out that thought and trying to change it: to show that things are not as self-evident as one believed, to see what is accepted as self-evident will no longer be accepted as such. Practicing criticism is a matter of making facile gestures difficult.”33 Most significantly, this means that the central (but all-too-often forgotten) feature of the Enlightenment is being practiced better by the “postmodern” critics than by the self-proclaimed rationalist defenders of the faith.


Realism Less Accurate F/L

1) Realism’s ability to describe the world should not be seen as superior—it is still incapable of describing the subjective human reality that accompanies all the so called “data” it spouts off

Crawford, 00 – Lecturer of Humanities and Social Sciences at the University of British Columbia – 2000 (Robert M. A. Crawford, Idealism and Realism in International Relations, P. 83)

How, specifically, does neorealism render Realism "more scientific"? The main claim is that neorealism transcends classical Realism's appeal to power as an end in itself and argues instead for an understanding of state power based on the seemingly objective criteria of a state's position relative to other states in the system. Morgenthau, even while recognizing state behavior as a function partly of its position relative to other states, does not break with the methodological individualism characteristic of Hobbesian political theory. State action (political behavior) remains ultimately rooted in and a function of-the distinctly unscientific category of human nature (Morgenthau 1993, 26). The neorealists argue that states, rendered functionally similar by the structural constraints of anarchy, will act in ways similar to the expectation of more conventional Realists: "at a minimum (states) seek their own preservation, and at a maximum, drive for universal domination" (Waltz 1986b, 172-3 and 191). What is significant, however, is that power for Waltz is not an end sought for its own sake, but a "possibly useful means" to security (Waltz 1986b, 36). But there are good reasons to doubt both the moral and intellectual superiority of neorealism. First, Waltz seems merely to have replaced one set of constraints for another. Neorealism 'rescues' Realist theory from its precarious reliance on the "metaphysics of fallen man" only to reconceptualize and reaffirm a realist power politics, rooted this time "securely in the scientifically defensible terrain of objective necessity" (Ashley 1986, 261). Human nature is out, structure is in, but the human predicament is unchanged. Second, Waltz's structural theory abstracts from-and thus tells us little about-particular events or facts. Neorealism is thereby exposed to the paradoxical charge that its scientific status is purchased at the expense of actual research and empirical analysis (Kratochwil 1993, 67).  
2) It’s also super reductionist, ignoring culture and history by reducing everything to formulaic systems analysis.

Shore 03 (Zachary, research fellow, American Institute for Contemporary German Studies, ORBIS, Spring 2003, pp. 357-8)

One would expect from a historian, Haslam objects to the type of reductionist thinking prevalent among many international relations scholars. In what could almost be read as a direct challenge to Mearsheimer, Haslam writes: "In respect of form, it is the very effort to turn the subject into a science on the model of the natural sciences which makes for at worst arcane inaccessibility and at best abstract and dogmatic generalization that willfully disregards the provenance of ideas and their historical and cultural specificity." Regarding offensive realism's indifference to regime type and internal political culture, Haslam asserts: "Any attempt to predict behavior, short or long term, which ignores this element is bound to fail for this very reason: the x factor comes from within society, whose dynamics do not lie within the realm of the international system but whose dynarnics affect that system." And in response to Mearsheimer's goal of grand generalizability, he adds: "It is, in short, too tall an order to expect that a theory explaining the behavior of some can successfully explain the behavior of all.”

Realism Less Accurate F/L
3) Realism fails in its own quest to be a theory consistent with positivism, collapsing their claims to empirical, explanatory high ground

Donnelly 2000 (Jack, Professor of International Studies, University of Denver, Realism and International Relations, 2000, pg. 194)

This primarily negative and cautionary contribution of realism helps to explain its cyclical rise and fall. Realism may be "the necessary corrective to the exuberance of utopianism" (Carr 1946: 10). Once that correction has been made, though, its time as a fruitful dominant mode of thought has passed. In fact, postwar realism's very success in this negative, corrective task brought to the fore its shortcomings as a positive theory. The laws of international politics to which some "realists" appealed in such a knowing way appeared on closer examination to rest on tautologies or shifting definitions of terms. The massive investigations of historical cases implied in their Delphic pronouncements about the experience of the past had not always, it seemed, actually been carried out . . . Indeed, not even the best of the "realist" writings could be said to have achieved a high standard of theoretical refinement: they were powerful polemical essays (Bull 1972: 39).' A similar, though less severe, reaction against the thinness of structural realism's "indeterminate predictions" has characterized the 1990s.

4) Its a cold war relic

Donnelly 2000 (Jack, Professor of International Studies, Unversity of Denver, Realism and International Relations, pg. 31)

The hegemony of neorealism, however, was short-lived. Neorealism's indeterminate generalities soon came to seem intellectually far less sustaining, and much less helpful to the actual work of research, than they initially appeared. Such substantive problems will be a central focus of later chapters. The key blow, though, was the collapse of the Soviet empire. Neorealism, as Waltz admits (1986: 338), cannot comprehend change. During the Cold War, this theoretical gap seemed acceptable to many. But when the Cold War order collapsed seemingly overnight, even many otherwise sympathetic observers began to look elsewhere - especially because that collapse was intimately tied to ideas of democracy and human rights and processes of technological and economic change, important concerns of liberal internationalism that were excluded by neorealist structuralism.


Permutation Answers
Security constitutes an ethical boundary that must be challenged rethinking is a precondition to being able to change politics one must question before acting

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  202
Furthermore, Foucault argues that from the eighteenth century onward, security becomes the central dynamic in governmental ratio​nality, so that (as discussed in chapter 6) we live today, not in a narrowly defined and overtly repressive disciplinary society, but in a “society of security,” in which practices of national security and practices of so​cial security structure intensive and extensive power relations, and constitute the ethical boundaries and territorial borders of inside! outside, normal/pathological, civilized/barbaric, and so on23 The theory of police and the shift from a sovereign’s war to a popula​tion’s war thus not only changed the nature of “man” and war, it constituted the identity of “man” in the idea of the population, and articulated the dangers that might pose a threat to security. The ma​jor implication of this argument is that the state is understood as hav​ing no essence, no ontological status that exists prior to and is served by either police or war. Instead, “the state” is “the mobile effect of a multiple regime of governmentality,” of which the practices of police, war, and foreign policy/Foreign Policy are all a part.34 Rethinking security and government in these terms is one of the preconditions necessary to suggest some of the political implications of this study. Specifically, it has been the purpose of this book to argue that we can interpret the cold war as an important moment in the production and reproduction of American identity in ways consonant with the logic of a “society of security” To this end, the analysis of the texts of Foreign Policy in chapter 1, the consideration of Eisen​hower’s security policies in chapter 6, and the examination of the in​terpretation of danger surrounding “the war on drugs” in chapter 7, demonstrated that even when these issues are represented in terms of national security and territorial boundaries, and even when these issues are written in the depoliticizing mode of policy discourse, they all constitute “the ensemble of the population” in terms of social se​curity and ethical borders. Likewise, Foucault’s argument underpins the fact that these developments are not peculiar to the post—World War II period.
Permuation Answers
PITTING REALISM AGAINST COMPETING THEORIES IS BOUND TO PRODUCE BORING RESULTS—INSTEAD WE GOTTA COMBINE AND MOVE WITHIN MULTIPLE IR PARADIGMS

KANG, DARTMOUTH GOV’T, IN 2003 (International Security 27.4 (2003) 57-85)
The paradigm wars have grown stale: Pitting realism, constructivism, and liberalism against one another and then attempting to prove one right while dismissing the others has created a body of soul-crushingly boring research. More useful approaches would include moving within the paradigms and examining the interaction between the unit level and the system. In this vein, recognition that Northeast, Southeast, and South Asia may offer new insights to international relations theorists should be welcome. Examining the possibility that these regions may pose new empirical and theoretical challenges could lead to a fruitful research agenda. Moving the field of international relations in this direction, however, will not be easy. 

The debate over area studies versus political science theorizing has been healthy for the field of comparative politics, focusing as it has on important issues of research methodology and evidentiary standards. 88 Indeed scholars in the field of comparative politics take for granted questions that international relations specialists have only begun to address. These include whether politics in other regions operate differently from the standard European model based on the Westphalian state system, and if so, how and why. In comparative politics, it is accepted that in different countries formal institutions such as "democracy" may not operate in the same way, that authoritarianism has many disparate causes and consequences, and that economic policymaking may differ. 89 While much of comparative politics involves applying models and theories originally developed to explain political institutions in the United States to other countries, there is also a consistent stream of research that flows [End Page 83] from area specialists that informs and furthers scholars' theories. 90 There is no one answer: At times general models explain problems better than do case studies; at other times evidence from the cases forces adjustments in the models. 

Permutation Answers

The logic of the perm still justifies power over others, which corrupts any reconstitution of power.

James Mumm, Active Revolution,1998

http://www.infoshop.org/texts/active_revolution.html

Advocates make a serious error in not differentiating power over others and power with others. They try to negotiate for a change in the relations of power between oppressor and oppressed, failing to understand that these two conceptions of power cannot be peacefully reconciled. Advocates end up negotiating to share power over others, and in doing so find themselves transformed. No longer are they building power with others, but power for others -- which is a just lighter shade of power over others. The struggle between these two types of power is a zero sum game -- as one wins, the other loses. Only power with others is limitless; power over others always implies a finite amount of power. Activism's power is derived first from its ability to affect change on issues and secondly on the potential force for change embodied in organized people. Organizing uses power differently -- by first building an organization. For organizers, issues are a means to an end (the development of peoples' capacity to affect change). Organizers' use of power with others to alter the relations of power over others inherent in government or capitalist corporations forces such authoritarian groups into a debilitating contradiction. Opening such contradictions creates room for change. Authoritarian institutions may well react with violence to preserve power over others, or these contradictions may result in real social change. Liberation and revolution take place as relationships change from authoritarian to egalitarian. Too often organizers and their organizations fall prey to the same negative transformation as advocates -- in negotiation to alter the relations of power they begin to build power for others rather than power with others. The authoritarian government and capitalist system are frighteningly seductive. They promises to change incrementally, and then slowly lull organizers, advocates and activists into a reformist sleep. 


Reps 1st
The state is performatively constituted—

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  169-170
In a larger sense, given the global nature of the cold war, this means that the crisis of international politics is now very much a crisis of representation.  The vast majority of contemporary states are multiple acephalous federations that exist as states only by virtue of their ability to constitute themselves as imagined communities. Cen​tral to the process of imagination has been the operation of discourses of danger which, by virtue of telling us what to fear, have been able to fix who “we” are. The effective discourses of danger that have led to “successful” instances of foreign policy are those that have been able to combine both extensive and intensive forms of power, so that the social identity of the community has been aligned with the polit​ical space of the state. The crisis of representation the United States faces is unique only in the particularities of its content. The form of the dilemma is some​thing common to all states. The state has never been a stable ground on which a fixed identity has been secured against danger: the vari​ety of state forms throughout modernity have always been a histori​cally contingent panoply of practices that have served to constitute identity through the negation of difference and the temptation of oth​erness. With the intensification of state power in the late nineteenth century, Foreign Policy helped contain and discipline the identities to which foreign policy had given rise. In our late modern era, where we find proliferating challenges that cannot be readily contained within the state, the discourse of danger associated with the discursive econ​omy of foreign policy/Foreign Policy will have to work overtime to overcome the ever present threats to the once stable representation of an always unstable sovereign domain. The discursive economy of foreign policy will thus be taxed in its efforts to reproduce and con​tain challenges to the political identity of nations such as the United States.

The world only comes into being via language—discourse is therefore the fundamental building block of reality

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  6
To suggest as much, however, is not to argue in terms of the dis​cursive having priority over the nondiscursive. Of course, this is the criticism most often mounted by opponents to arguments such as this, understandings apparent in formulations like “if discourse is all there is,” “if everything is language,” or “if there is no reality”’6 In so do​ing they unquestioningly accept that there are distinct realms of the discursive and the nondiscursive. Yet such a claim, especially after the decades of debates about language, interpretation, and understanding in the natural and social sciences, is no longer innocently sustain​able. It can be reiterated as an article of faith to rally the true believers and banish the heretics, but it cannot be put forward as a self-evident truth. As Richard Rorty has acknowledged, projects like philosophy’s traditional desire to see “how language relates to the world” result in “the impossible attempt to step outside our skins — the traditions, lin​guistic and other, within which we do our thinking and self-criticism— and compare ourselves with something absolute.”’7 The world exists independently of language, but we can never know that (beyond the fact of its assertion), because the existence of the world is literally in​conceivable outside of language and our traditions of interpretation.’8 

Reps Shape Policy

Debate should focus on the ethics of representations 

Roxanne Lynn Doty, assistant professor in the Department of Political Science at Arizona State University, Imperial Encounters, 1997, p. 169-171

The cases examined in this study attest to the importance of rep​resentational 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 possi​bility 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, be​cause the meanings of these terms were at one time fixed and sta​ble. 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 repre​ sentations that themselves have been founded not on pure pres​ences 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 in​scribed 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: z8o). 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 mean​ing 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 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.
Reps Shape Policy

We need to critically examine the justifications for policies or we risk reproducing the very harms that well-meaning political decisions are meant to alleviate. Reject the aff’s discursive constructions

Doty 96(Assistant Professor Of Political Science at ASU, 1996 [Roxanne Lynn, Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, p. 170-171]

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, and 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 and the South. 
The way we debate impacts political reality

Institute For Advanced Studies in Culture 07

(an interdisciplinary research center at the University of Virginia committed to understanding contemporary cultural change, "Discourse and Democracy," 5/9, http://www.mywire.com/pubs/TheHedgehogReview/2004/09/22/1519349?&pbl=15)
The reason is simple: in a democracy, we agree not to kill each other over our differences. We choose, rather, to engage each other in pen, public, substantive discussion and debate. The operating assumption is that we can work out disagreements through persuasion rather than coercion. Public discussion, debate, and argument, then, are at the heart of America's great political experiment in self-rule. It is not just that we talk-how we talk is every bit as important. The reason is that language both reflects and shapes social reality, framing how we think about experience. The means by which the dialectic of public discourse takes place, then, shapes the nature and formation of political reality. Thus, democracies are deeply affected by the kinds of public discourse that occur within them.

Reps Shape Policy

Language and representations not only depict reality but shape the issues at hand 

Juma 95  (Calestous, Professor of the Practice of International Development @ Harvard University, Policy Research in Sub-Saharan Africa, African Centre for Technology Studies, http://www.ksg.harvard.edu/sed/docs/k4dev/juma_pubadmin1995.pdf)
In this metaphor public policy analysts are seen to enter into a discourse with leaders, the public and other experts in which, it is argued, language not only depicts reality, but also shapes the issues at hand. Policy discourse is characterized in the form of an argument ‘in which participants present claims and justifications that others review critically’ (MacRae, 1993, p. 311).1 Before a claim is asserted and justified, there is a consensual process to generate proposals. ‘Part of this process involves the winnowing of policy alternatives considered to deal with a given problem. This is a process of seeking the best proposals, for which claims can later be made, rather, than simply of making claims; it involves systematically considering arguments and counterarguments.’ (MacRae, 1993, p. 311) Policy reforms can therefore be presented as reasoned arguments rather than experiments that put questions to the test of reality. Such reasoned arguments embody the intention to change social reality itself, and not simply to use it as the source of selection pressure for new policy proposals. But social reality is mediated through language and argumentation (Majone, 1989, p. 1). 

Reps Shapes Reality
How the world is presented to us determines our perceptions and responses to events.

The Framework Institute 01 (Communicating Global Interdependence, A Frameworks Message Memo, 2001)

In summarizing their detailed analysis of more than 10,000 TV news stories over a six week period (1), the Center for Media and Public Affairs concluded: 

“Little of the material we found on local or national television news could reasonably be expected to increase either the comprehension ordinary citizens have of global issues, or their representation in the public debate of America’s role in the wider world. The sheer volume of global news has gradually declined on the networks and remains minuscule on most local newscasts.  The coverage that does exist is largely episodic in format, prosaic in presentation, and shallow in context. Television news typically emphasizes the ‘otherness’ of the world outside our borders, portraying the international arena as a subsidiary sphere of little concern to most Americans except as a place where bad things happen, and the United States occasionally needs to intervene to set them right.” 

It is little wonder in this context that, as Ethel Klein notes (C), “foreign aid...is now seen as charity.” Indeed, the very definition of intervention becomes relief from mayhem. 

Of particular concern to the analysts was the fact that “the global news agenda was skewed heavily...toward topics such as war, natural disasters, industrial accidents, crimes, and demonstrations.” Moreover, the news was “overwhelmingly episodic, focusing on discrete events and short-term crises.”  As the work of Shanto Iyengar demonstrates, “exposure to episodic news makes viewers less likely to hold public officials accountable for the existence of some problem and also less likely to hold them responsible for alleviating it (Is Anyone Responsible?, University of Chicago Press, 1991:2). Finally, and perhaps most important in terms of our research: 

“Global news rarely conveyed the impression that Americans had a stake in global issues, beyond a humanitarian interest in assisting disaster victims. Only a small proportion of stories dealt with the causes of international problems, and those that did focused mainly on the obvious, such as natural disasters and accidents attributed to human error, rather than more complicated historical, ethnic, religious, or socio-political processes. Attention was directed mainly to what was about to happen, not why a particular event was happening and how it fit into broader patterns of similar events. As a corollary, there was even less attention to political solutions for the problems that were reported. The United States was rarely seen as the cause of international problems, and even more rarely was it seen as part of the solution, on either local or network newscasts. Even the WTO protests generated little discussion of ways to resolve the problems that the protesters thrust into the news agenda.” 

It is little wonder from this coverage that, as Grady and Aubrun concluded (5), “In their day to day lives, Americans are scarcely aware of other countries, their governments and their actions.” 

Reps Shape Reality

Signification through representation is always performative and constructs specific bodies and reality.

Veronica Vasterling, Associate Professor in Philosophy at U of Nijimegen, Butler's Sophisticated Constructivism: A Critical Assessment, Hypatia 14.3, 1999, pg. 17-38
How does the problem of linguistic monism arise? One of the aims of Butler's Bodies That Matter (1993) is to deconstruct the notion of the body as a natural, prelinguistic given. This is how Butler puts it: "The body posited as to the sign, is always posited or signified as prior. This signification produces as an effect of its own procedure the very body that it nevertheless and simultaneously claims to discover as that which precedes its own action. If the body signified as prior to signification is an effect of signification, then the mimetic or representational status of language, which claims that signs follow bodies as their necessary mirrors, is not mimetic at all. On the contrary, it is productive, constitutive, one might even argue performative, inasmuch as this signifying act delimits and contours the body that it claims to find prior to any and all signification" (1993, 30). 
Butler's deconstruction of the body as a natural given results in the claim that the body is always already linguistically constructed. Obviously, this claim evokes the charge of linguistic monism: doesn't the claim entail a sort of linguistic metaphysics of the body? 2 What needs to be examined, however, is the exact import of this claim: is it an ontological or an epistemological claim? Does the claim entail that the body is ontologically coextensive with its linguistic constructions, in other words, that the body is nothing but a collection of linguistic constructions? Or does it imply that the body is only epistemologically accessible as a linguistically constructed body? Only the former, not the latter, would justify the charge of linguistic monism. 
I examine two lines of argument that in Butler's opinion undercut the charge of linguistic monism. The first one, concerning the notion of referentiability, can be construed as a general epistemological argument about language and its relation to reality. The second argument is more complex, beginning from the claim that language is the condition of the appearance of materiality. The import of this claim is ambiguous; it can be construed as either ontological or epistemological. Though I conclude that Butler succeeds in refuting the charge of linguistic monism, the way in which she solves this problem raises new questions. On the one hand, she ends up defending an epistemological position that is not only too restrictive but also, in my opinion, has negative consequences for a feminist and queer theory of the body. On the other hand, certain passages suggest another, more phenomenological approach that, though hardly elaborated, opens an interesting and more fruitful perspective on such a theory. 
Reps Shape Reality

Representations construct reality and influence day to day decision making

Braye 03 – Philosophical Author specializing in feminist theory
[Kerry, “Why do representations matter?” http://www.keltawebconcepts.com.au/erep1.htm]JB

The world consists of many different cultures involving a diverse range of beliefs, ideas and practices. Members within these cultures communicate through a system of signs, sharing meanings with each other and other cultures. These meanings can only be shared through a common access to language (conceptual maps). However language alone does not produce meaning. Although representation through language is 'central to the process by which meaning is produced' (Hall, 1997: 1), there are many other interrelated systems such as discourse and ideology that construct and instruct individuals in making sense of the world around them, organise and regulate social practices, influence conduct and have real, practical effects (Hall, 1997: 3). It is the aim of the following discussion to show how important representation is in constructing not only individual meaning and identity but also the culture to which those individuals belong, in other words, why representations matter. The world today and its many technologies have meant that people are exposed to an array of visual representations representing just about anything. According to Urry (1990), the postmodern person (post World War II) is a voyeur, someone who sits and gazes. 'This a looking culture' he says, 'organised in terms of a variety of visual images portraying all things imaginable' in magazines, television, cinema and the Internet (Urry, 1990: 135) among others. In other words, representations, especially visual, have become an important part of daily life that influences and constructs meaning about the world people live in. How meanings are constructed is not a simple process. It is not a simple matter of gazing at a picture in a magazine, taking meaning from it and then assuming that everyone else will interpret it the same way. On the contrary, representations change and shift with context, usage and historical circumstances. They are never finally fixed nor are they always real (fantasies, mermaids, fairies and so on). Instead 'they are always being negotiated and inflected' (Hall, 1997: 9-10). Hall's (1997) definition of representation is, 'the process by which members of a culture use language to produce meaning' (Hall, 1997: 61). This may appear quite simple however the words 'culture', 'language' and 'meaning' involve certain complex systems of representation. Language for example, involves the process of semiotics (symbols, signs and codes) (Palmer, 1991: 8-9); culture involves the process of shared sets of concepts, images and ideas (Hall, 1997: 3). It 'is communication', according to Duncan (1962: 35). Meaning derives from individual experiences, knowledge and understanding, creating conceptual maps that enable people to relate to 'objects, people, events, abstract ideas' and so on (Hall in During, 1997: 19). Knowledge and power are related as Foucault (1980) explains. To him, 'elements (discourses, institutions, regulations, morality and so on) are always related to power which in turn generates knowledge............people acquire their knowledge within institutional frameworks and this knowledge influenced by power, enables the deciphering, interpreting and understanding of representations' (Foucault, 1980: 194-196). Institutional frameworks, according to Althusser (1971), 'function by 'ideology'' (Althusser, 1971: 136). They involve apparatuses of culture or what Althusser refers to as 'ideological state apparatuses' (ISAs). These ISAs are the apparatuses of communication of which images, meanings and slogans (among others) define the worlds in which people live. Taken as a whole ISAs guide, define, and expropriate experience; give meaning to them (Denzin, 1992: 98).

Reps Shape Reality

Representations construct meaning which influence cultural ideologies and our knowledge of the real – analyzing representations matter a great deal

Braye 03 – Philosophical Author specializing in feminist theory
[Kerry, “Why do representations matter?” http://www.keltawebconcepts.com.au/erep1.htm]JB

Both Althusser (ideology) and Foucault (discourse) have contributed a great deal to the understanding and importance of representation in the formation of cultures and the production of meaning. Institutions such as education, religion, family and health recruit and mould its subjects into particular ways of thinking (governmentalisation and interpellation), often rejecting those who do not conform to certain rules and guidelines (producing stereotypes). This tends to produce sub groups or subcultures, perceived as 'different' and for the most part, treated as such. Of these groups, many of which are quite large (the young, the elderly, the single parent, the homosexual and so on), representations become a site of struggle whereby their own ideological versions of their culture's dream are unable to be fulfilled or at the very least, become difficult to achieve. These sites of struggle play an important part of culture as they challenge dominant ideologies and discourses, often resulting in new ones being developed. Incorporated in all this are the concepts of knowledge and power, both of which are dependent on each other. Whatever the position of the subject though, the power ultimately lies within the subject to accept or reject what is being represented, it also lies within the institution that provides the knowledge and in the power of the medium used to portray this knowledge through representations. In other words, power and knowledge through language constructs meaning and meaning produces and constructs cultures through communication (the body) - all of which occur at the site of representation. It may be concluded therefore, that representations matter a great deal.

Discourse Shapes Reality

Discourse creates reality

McGregor 03  

(Dr. Sue L. T. McGregor is Professor, Department of Education, Mount Saint Vincent University, "Critical Discourse Analysis-A Primer," www.kon.org/archives/forum/l5-l/mcgregorcda.html)
In plain language, CDA makes visible the wav in which institutions and their discourse shape us! FSC professionals work in, and for, institutions including business, government, the media, education, health, and social welfare institutions. Most especially, we work with and for the family as a social institution. All of this discourse shaves us. and we shape it. CD analysts ask the question, "How are we made in our culture?" (Foucault, 2000). As family and consumer scientists, we can approach this two ways: (a) how are we made family and consumer scientists, home economists and (b) how do FCS home economists affect the way others are made in the culture? CD analysts assume that discourses articulate ideological interests, social formations, and movements within (Luke, 1997). It stands to reason, then, that discourse within the field of family and consumer sciences is indicative of prevailing ideologies in the profession. As we examine what our language reflects about our community's practices and beliefs. We inevitably discover how and why these practices and beliefs are (re)-produced,. resisted, changed, and transformed (Remlinger, 2002). Brown (1995, 1993) discussed the notion of whether home economics is a community of practice, raised some doubts about this, and then challenged us to critically examine the concepts, beliefs, and values that guide our action (1993, p.193). The question arises, what sort of reality and identity does FCS practice seek to construct and maintain? We have an ethical obligation for our practice to he honest and mature - something that is possible through transparency and integrity via critical analysis of ours, and others', language. Discourses include representations of how things are and have been, as well as imaginaries-representations of how things might or should or could be. Most significantly, discourse can come to inculcate a new wav of being. a new identity through ownership of the discourse (Fairclough, 2002). Language is central to creating our reality as opposed to merely reflecting reality in a certain way (Bergquist & Szcepanska, 2002; Borch, 2000; Peskett, 2001).

Reps Come First 

Rhetorical analysis is a necessary precursor to policy making- representations always come first

Dauber 01( Cori Elizabeth, Associate professor of communications at the university of North Caroline Chapel Hill, “the shot seen round the world: the impact of the images of Mogadishu on american military operations”; http://muse.uq.edu.au.ts.isil.westga.edu/journals/rhetoric_and_public_affairs/v004/4.4dauber.html) 

The impact the Mogadishu images have had on American foreign policy is clear. But their impact is not inescapable or inevitable. It is based on the incorrect assumption that people can only read images unidirectionally. No matter how similar, no matter how powerfully one text evokes another, every image is unique. Each comes from a different historical situation, is placed within a different story, and offers an ambiguous text that can be exploited by astute commentators. Images matter profoundly, but so do their contexts and the words that accompany them. The implications of this shift in interpretation are potentially profound. Mogadishu, or the mention of a potential parallel with Mogadishu, need not be a straightjacket or a deterrent to the use of American power. Rhetoric, whether discursive or visual, has real power in the way events play out. What this article makes clear is that rhetoric (and therefore rhetorical analysis) also has power in the way policy is shaped and defined. In a recent book on the conflict in Kosovo, the authors note that when the president spoke to the nation on the night the air war began, he immediately ruled out the use of ground forces. This was done, they argue, due to fears that leaving open the possibility of ground force participation would sacrifice domestic public and congressional (and allied) support for the air war. But "publicly ruling out their use only helped to reduce Milosevic's uncertainty regarding the likely scope of NATO's military actions," 109 and possibly to lengthen the air war as a result. Yet, they report, National Security Advisor Sandy Berger, "who authored the critical passage in the president's speech, maintains that 'we would not have won the war without this sentence.'" 110 It would be difficult to find more direct evidence for the profound impact and influence public rhetoric and debate have--and are understood to have--on policy, policymaking, and policymakers at the highest level. That means that rhetorical analysis can have a role to play and a voice at the table before policies are determined. Academic rhetoricians, through their choice of projects and the formats in which they publish, can stake a claim to having an important voice at the table--and they should do so.
Reps Come First

Change has to come from the way we view representations first.  Representations, structures, and the way we experience are all interconnected but the key to is change the connection between our own subjectivity and other’s experience.

Arthur Kleinman, , Professor of Medical Anthropology and Professor of Anthropology at Harvard, The appeal of experience; the dismay of images: cultural appropriations of suffering in our times," DAEDALUS Winter 1996, p. http://www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3671/is_199601/ai_n8747499/print
Ultimately, we will have to engage the more ominous aspects of globalization, such as the commercialization of suffering, the commodification of experiences of atrocity and abuse, and the pornographic uses of degradation.(36) Violence in the media, and its relation to violence in the streets and in homes, is already a subject that has attracted serious attention from communities and from scholars.(37) Regarding the even more fundamental cultural question of how social experience is being transformed in untoward ways, the first issue would seem to be to develop historical, ethnographic, and narrative studies that provide a more powerful understanding of the cultural processes through which the global regime of disordered capitalism alters the connections between collective experience and subjectivity, so that moral sensibility, for example, diminishes or becomes something frighteningly different: promiscuous, gratuitous, unhinged from responsibility and action.(38) There is a terrible legacy here that needs to be contemplated. The transformation of epochs is as much about changes in social experience as shifts in social structures and cultural representations; indeed, the three sites of social transformation are inseparable. Out of their triangulation, subjectivity too transmutes. The current transformation is no different; yet perhaps we see more clearly the hazards of the historical turn that we are now undertaking. Perhaps all along we have been wrong to consider existential conditions as an ultimate constraint limiting the moral dangers of civilizational change.

Reps Tied to Speaker and Policy 

Representations reflect the way the subject is implicated with the object of representation through moral and political assumptions.  Images always conjure an ideology.

Arthur Kleinman, , Professor of Medical Anthropology and Professor of Anthropology at Harvard, The appeal of experience; the dismay of images: cultural appropriations of suffering in our times," DAEDALUS Winter 1996, p. http://www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3671/is_199601/ai_n8747499/print
Having learned about Carter's suicide, the prize-winning image, an anonymously public icon of suffering at a distance, becomes part of close experience. Kevin Carter is transformed from a name on the side of the photograph to a narrative, a story that is emplotted with a classic example of Joseph Conrad's depiction of Africa as the heart of darkness, the site of social horror. Carter becomes a subject in the cultural story his photograph helped write by being transformed, infected more than affected, by what he had to bear.

But what of the horrors experienced by the little Sudanese girl, who is given neither a name nor a local moral world? The tension of uncertainty is unrelieved. Only now, with the story of Carter's suicide, the suffering of the representer and the represented interfuses. Professional representation as well as popular interpretations would have us separate the two: one a powerless local victim, the other a powerful foreign professional.(15) Yet, the account of Carter's suicide creates a more complex reality. The disintegration of the subject/object dichotomy implicates us all. The theories of a variety of academic professions may help explain how Carter got us into this situation of bringing the global into the local, but they fail to explain how we will get ourselves out of the moral complexities he has intensified for us by projecting the local into the global.(16) We are left only with the unsentimentalized limits of the human condition--a silence seemingly without meaning, possibly without solace. And still the world calls for images: the mixture of moral failures and global commerce is here to stay.(l7)

Without disputing the photograph's immense achievement, it is useful to explore its moral and political assumptions.(18) There is, for example, the unstated idea that this group of unnamed Africans (are they Nuer or Dinka?) cannot protect their own. They must be protected, as well as represented, by others. The image of the subaltern conjures up an almost neocolonial ideology of failure, inadequacy, passivity, fatalism, and inevitability.(19) Something must be done, and it must be done soon, but from outside the local setting. The authorization of action through an appeal for foreign aid, even foreign intervention, begins with an evocation of indigenous absence, an erasure of local voices and acts.
Reps Tied to Policy

Language affects the way we understand and act in moments of encounters.  Language sustains our perception of the world and this semantic construction ties things we do not understand to representations we can understand.  If we can win that the understanding of the AFF is bunk, their plan is suspect.

Veronica Vasterling, Associate Professor in Philosophy at U of Nijimegen, Butler's Sophisticated Constructivism: A Critical Assessment, Hypatia 14.3, 1999, pg. 17-38
Whereas everything that is intelligible to us is also accessible to us, the reverse is not true. Phenomena that are intelligible to us are phenomena we do understand in some way or other. At the most basic level, to understand something means to be able to name or refer to it. As understanding involves the capacity to name, to refer, or to articulate that which is understood, it is always mediated by language. To equate intelligibility and accessibility would mean that we cannot have access to phenomena we do not understand, that is, phenomena we cannot articulate. That does not seem plausible. By following the hermeneutic model of understanding, I try to show that we can have access to phenomena we do not understand, that is, cannot articulate, though this access is not completely independent of linguistically mediated understanding.  In daily life, our behavior and actions are guided by a mostly implicit understanding of the world we inhabit, an understanding that is based upon the ways in which this world is semantically constructed. Even so, our daily routines are on occasion slightly, and sometimes profoundly, disrupted because we are confronted with people, situations, actions, images, texts, things, bodily sensations etcetera that defy our understanding. The context of habitual understanding enables these confrontations or encounters. 5 To become aware of something we do not understand, we need a context of what we do understand. 6 By giving us access to what we do not understand, the context of habitual understanding does, as it were, indicate its own limits. We register these limits not simply as a lack of understanding but, more precisely, as a lack of our capacity to articulate. The nagging feeling or awareness of something we cannot put in words is nothing unusual. This fact of everyday life implies that the range of accessibility is wider than, though not independent of, the range of intelligibility. Whereas the latter more or less coincides with our linguistic capacities, the former indicates that these capacities do not (fully) determine our awareness of and contact with reality. 
Reps Tied to Policy

Representations exclude certain characteristics and privilege others – this shapes what we call reality.  This repression and normalization has direct political consequences and prevents positive change.

Veronica Vasterling, Associate Professor in Philosophy at U of Nijimegen, Butler's Sophisticated Constructivism: A Critical Assessment, Hypatia 14.3, 1999, pg. 17-38
Though inspired by Butler's characterization of the body as a demand in and for language, this interpretation of the unintelligible body is incompatible with the epistemological position Butler defends, in general. If language determines the limits of accessibility, then access is restricted to what we can name, articulate, and in a basic sense, understand. This epistemological position precludes the possibility of (pre)conscious experience of the unintelligible body. The psychoanalytical interpretational scheme which dominates Bodies That Matter (Butler 1993) confirms this conclusion. According to this scheme, the normative standards of sex, gender, and sexuality that regulate the intelligibility of the body initiate the psychic operation of repudiating and abjecting the unintelligible body, thereby excluding it from the realm of (pre)conscious experience. Though this psychoanalytical interpretation makes sense in specific cases, Butler applies it as a generalized interpretational scheme to Western culture as a whole. Applied as such, it is both empirically implausible and politically self-defeating. 7 The force of normative standards is not always and everywhere the same nor are the circumstances and backgrounds of individuals the same. Depending on these two variable factors, psychic reaction with respect to the unintelligible body may vary from repudiation and abjection to acceptance and even celebration. The political consequences of the generalized scheme are more serious. Though Butler stresses the subversive potential of the abjected, unintelligible body, this kind of subversion is not likely to change anything for the better. What is excluded from consciousness does not disappear, on the contrary, it haunts conscious experience and it does, indeed, exert a subversive pressure on intelligible reality. But to what good? Unless we can take control of it, its very subversiveness will lead to either defensive reactions, hence it will consolidate the normative standards that regulate the intelligible body, or mental and/or emotional breakdown, hence to suffering instead of change for the better. Only if the unintelligible body is accessible to (pre)conscious experience and conscious efforts of articulation, its subversive potential may turn into the positive potential of critical force and creative resource. 
Reps Tied to Policy

Representations create the basis for which policies are evaluated.  These evaluations are ideologically biased and perpetuate a certain type of politics.  If we can win the method of evaluating their plan is bunk, you cannot advocate the plan.

Arthur Kleinman, , Professor of Medical Anthropology and Professor of Anthropology at Harvard, The appeal of experience; the dismay of images: cultural appropriations of suffering in our times," DAEDALUS Winter 1996, p. http://www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3671/is_199601/ai_n8747499/print
One metric of suffering recently developed by the World Bank has gained wide attention and considerable support.(27) Image II describes what the World Bank's health economists mean by the term Disability Adjusted Life Years (DALYs). Table 1 shows the result of the application of DALYs to measure the cost of suffering from illnesses globally. It emphasizes the significant percentage of loss in DALYs due to mental health problems. This finding, one would suppose, should help make the case for giving mental health problems--suicide, mental illnesses, trauma due to violence, substance abuse--higher priority so that greater resources can be applied to them. In fact, the cost of mental health problems are placed by the World Bank in the discretionary category so that the state is not held responsible for that burden. This is a serious problem that requires fundamental change in the way suffering from mental health problems is prioritized by the World Bank. But here we ask a different question: What kind of cultural representation and professional appropriation of suffering is this?

This metric of suffering was constructed by assigning degrees of suffering to years of life and types of disability. The assumption is that values will be universal. They will not vary across worlds as greatly different as China, India, sub-Saharan Africa, and North America. They will also be reducible to measures of economic cost. That expert panels rate blindness with a severity of 0.6, while female reproductive system disorders are evaluated at one third the severity is surely a cause for questioning whether gender bias is present, but more generally it should make one uneasy with the means by which evaluations of severity and its cost can be validly standardized across different societies, social classes, age cohorts, genders, ethnicities, and occupational groups.

The effort to develop an objective indicator may be important for rational choice concerning allocation of scarce resources among different policies and programs. (It certainly should support the importance of funding mental health programs, even though as it is presently used in the World Bank's World Development Report it does not lead to this conclusion.) But it is equally important to question what are the limits and the potential dangers of configuring social suffering as an economic indicator. The moral and political issues we have raised in this essay cannot be made to fit into this econometric index. Likewise, the index is unable to map cultural, ethnic, and gender differences. Indeed, it assumes homogeneity in the evaluation and response to illness experiences, which belies an enormous amount of anthropological, historical, and clinical evidence of substantial differences in each of these domains.(28) Professional categories are privileged over lay categories, yet the experience of illness is expressed in lay terms. Furthermore, the index focuses on the individual sufferer, denying that suffering is a social experience. This terribly thin representation of a thickly human condition may in time also thin out the social experience of suffering. It can do this by becoming part of the apparatus of cultural representation that creates societal norms, which in turn shapes the social role and social behavior of the ill, and what should be the practices of families and health-care providers. The American cultural rhetoric, for example, is changing from the language of caring to the language of efficiency and cost; it is not surprising to hear patients themselves use this rhetoric to describe their problems. Thereby, the illness experience, for some, may be transformed from a consequential moral experience into a merely technical inexpediency.

Gender Stuff

Foreign Policy is  a gendered institution which prioritizes the rational man in its patriarchal understanding of the world

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  79
Above all, this means that representation is not a concept read into these developments by analysts working at a distance; representation was central to medieval political theory and its conceptualization of the state and society. Indeed, bringing representation to the fore as rudi​mentary to the social body accents the extent to which the performa​tive constitution of identity is the condition of possibility by which we have historically been able to perceive the state and its practices.

Furthermore, the representation of the social as a body involves gendered discourses of power, and the transformations surrounding the concept of corpus mysticum are replete with references to the dom​inance of the “male” over the “female.” Indeed, the body of the body politic is taken to have a “female” identity to which the head (the “male” ruler) is married. As one jurist (Cynus of Pistoia) wrote in the fourteenth century: “The comparison between the corporeal matrimony and the intellectual one is good: for just as the husband is called the defender of his wife.., so is the emperor the defender of that respublica.”19 In a similar vein, Lucas de Penna wrote that “the man is the head of the wife, and the wife the body of the man. . . After the same fashion, the Prince is the head of the realm, and the realm the body of the Prince.”20 In medieval England, the marriage metaphor was re​produced when James I declared to Parliament (in 1609) that “what God hath conjoined then, let no man separate. I am the husband, and all the whole island is my lawful wife; I am the head, and it is my body; I am the shepherd, and it is my flock.”2’ Equally, Machi​avelli figured the body politic as “female.”22 And in the contempo​rary period, such patriarchal understandings can be observed when violence by one state against another (such as the Iraqi invasion of Kuwait in 1990) is represented as “rape.”

Gender Stuff

Gender concerns are a larger part of the systemic security “concerns” of the cold war in which women needed to be controlled in order to check their deviance

David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  158
But “deviance” was not the only object of sexual concern in this context. Just as the Eisenhower executive order listed “immoral or notoriously disgraceful conduct” alongside “sexual perversion” as in​consistent with the interests of the national security, so too the cul​ture of the period fretted about the power of female sexuality to entice “normal” men from the moral path. The association of women and aggressive power was evidenced by the usual iconography of sen​sual women that adorned fighter planes and bombers; the calling of saucy women outside the home “bombshells,” “knockouts,” or “dy​namite”; and the placing of a photograph of Rita Hayworth on the hydrogen bomb dropped on the Bikini Islands. The islands then pro​vided the name for the revealing swimsuit that female “bombshells” could wear.82 Of course, this fear of female sexuality—which resonated with a cultural disposition to understand conflict in terms of the clash between virtu and fortuna — was not divorced from the changes in gen​der relationships that the war had wrought, when increasing numbers of women entered the workforce. This transformation was accompa​nied, however, by an increasing emphasis on notions of domesticity, and when the war ended but danger was not overcome, domesticity became a prominent feature of the cold war’s cultural terrain.83 In this context, the nuclear family might be considered part of a strategy of domestic containment: sexuality would be contained through sex​ual restraint outside marriage and traditional gender roles within”4

AT: Their Inevitability Claims
The future is a key site of political contestation and to submit to a deterministic view of what the future will resemble eradicates any hope of alternative, socially progressive futures—we must be willing to gamble on the openness of the future to ward off the inevitability of domination

Dunmire in 2005 (Patricia, Kent State University, Discourse & Society 16 (4)481-513)
Alessandrini (2003) calls for re-conceptualizing the future through critical readings of the present that disrupt the notion that present crises (e.g. September 11) culminate in a single predictable outcome (e.g. war in Afghanistan). Morris (1998) contends that the ability of cultural analysts and theorists to ‘shape social futures’ requires taking a ‘gamble on the openness of the future’ (p. 227). Such  stance is needed, she argues, for developing a model of cultural politics that allows for social futures that challenge and unseat those projected in and pre-scribed by dominant cultural practices. Grosz (1999) goes so far as to call for a conception of temporality that privileges the future over the past and present. Such a conception, she argues, allows for imagining the possibility of ‘temporal trajectories’ not included in the past or present. Grosz also understands the future

as a key ideological site for exercising political and institutional power. She notes that ‘uncontainable change’, which a genuinely open conception of the future entails is a direct challenge to scientific, political, and cultural ideas of stability

and control. Indeed, she argues that Foucault’s notion of supervising, regulatory power can be understood as functioning ‘to make the eruption of the event part of the fabric of the known’ (Grosz, 1999: 16). Scollon and Scollon (2000) contend that attention to the ways social actors orient their talk and action toward the future is needed for theorizing social agency and, moreover, for problematiing the past-orientation taken in most discourse analytic projects.  Dunmire(1997) examines the linguistic construction and discursive use of a hypothetical future event, an Iraqi invasion of Saudi Arabia, as justification for US military action against Iraq during the 1991 Persian Gulf War. In his study of British Prime Minister Tony Blair’s speeches on globalization, Fairclough (2000a) explicates the means by which the future of globalization is represented as an inevitable, natural phenomenon outside human deliberation, design, or resistance. Finally, Hebdige (1993), echoing Žižek (1989), reminds us that the future is ‘without form, shape, or color: it demands yet exceeds all figuration. It is. . . the“sublime object of ideology”’ (pp. 274–5). Consequently, he sees discourse about the future as a necessary site for conceptualizing and examining language as 
‘virtual space’ and as ‘action and event’: if we are to begin really exploiting the actively performative (not just referential) 
functions of communication, then the various ways in which different futures are imagined will themselves be something we must think about. We shall have to explore how particular discursive strategies open up or close down particular lines of possibility; how they invite or inhibit particular identifications for particular social fractions at particular moments.

AT: Their Inevitability Claims

We need to reclaim the future as a blank slate—their deterministic projections of what the future “will be” annihilate agency and make it impossible to articulate a future without domination
Dunmire in 2005 (Patricia, Kent State University, Discourse & Society 16 (4)481-513)
In Becomings: Explorations in Memory, Time and Futures Elizabeth Grosz (1999)

posits that ‘to know the future is to deny it as future, to place it as given, as past’
(p. 6). I find this statement compelling because it articulates what is at stake in

dominant political discourses and the futures they project. By reminding us of the

opposition between ‘knowing’ and ‘futurity’ Grosz reminds us of the intrinsic

potentiality of the future and the political importance of understanding the

future not as the inevitable progression of the past and present but as a real site

of change and possibility. Moreover, Grosz contends that claims to knowledge of

the future produced through dominant political discourses need to be understood

in terms of their ideological function of denying our agency with respect to the

future while, at the same time, implicating us in futures not of our making. That

is, political discourses in which the future is represented as already known, as pre-

determined, can function to ‘paralyze political action’ by undermining the future

as a conceptual space for imagining and working for political and social change

(Levitas, 1993). As Grosz (1999) explains, such determinism ‘annihilates any

future uncontained in the past and present’ (p. 4).

An important task for critical discourse analysis is to reclaim the agency and

potentialities that the future offers for social and political transformation. This

task should focus in part on demonstrating the linguistic and discursive means by

which the future is claimed and appropriated by dominant groups and institu-

tions. In addition, analyses should work to disrupt and challenge these dominant

futures with representations and conceptions of ‘antithetical futures . . . waiting
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for syntactic articulation’ and material realization’ (Hebdige, 1993: 275).

In short, we need to reclaim the future ‘as a virtual space – blank, colourless,

shapeless, a space to be made over, a space where everything is still to be won’
AT: Their Inevitability Claims
Dominant discourses supplant the idea of future as the site of the possible with future as an inevitable product of present necessity—this produces a self-fulfilling prophecy that shuts out radical change.
Dunmire in 2005 (Patricia, Kent State University, Discourse & Society 16 (4)481-513)
I mention Orwell because I think his account of the ideological processes of

history and memory, however fantastic, has a parallel in the ideological processes

and practices through which the future is represented and imagined. Specifically,

I am concerned with the efforts of dominant political actors and institutions to

project their assumptions and visions of the future as universal and as grounded

in common sense. Moreover, I am interested in the ways in which ‘the public’ is

implicated in these projections of the future and in the discursive and material

processes by which they are realized. Just as Winston Smith’s historical con-

sciousness was corrupted by The Party’s control of history, I am concerned that

through their ideological function, dominant political discourses supplant the

notion of the future as the site of the possible with a conception of the future as

inevitable and, thereby, undermine the future as a site through which political

change can be imagined and, ultimately, realized.

At a general level, I am interested in the ways various social practices embed

and project particular visions and conceptions of the future and implicate their

participants in the discursive and material processes by which those futures 

are realized. Gillian Rose (1993) articulates this problem in her critique of the

disciplinary practices of geography and her attempts to resist those practices:

while I feel it’s vitally necessary to imagine a different geography of the future, to

imagine spaces of which women can claim knowledge . . . I also feel too complicit with

my discipline’s forms of and claims to knowledge to map any such new spaces.

It is imperative that we articulate futures outside those prescribed by the dominant discourse—

Dunmire in 2005 (Patricia, Kent State University, Discourse & Society 16 (4)481-513)
The specific focus of this article is the discursive means by which dominant political actors and institutions constrain the ways the future can be imagined, articulated, and realized. My purpose is twofold. First, I argue that the future, as

the site of the possible and potential, represents a contested rhetorical domain through which partisans attempt to wield ideological and political power. As such, the means by which the future is represented and projected in particular

contexts is an important focus for critical discourse studies. Second, through fine-grained linguistic analysis I demonstrate the ways in which representations of the future are embedded within and projected through an instance of political
discourse, namely a speech on Iraq that President Bush delivered to a public audi-ence on 7 October 2002. In sum, I am concerned with the ideological function of political discourse, in its annunciative and constitutive capacity, to undermine
the concept of the future as potentiality and, consequently, to interfere with our ability – even desire – to imagine, articulate, and realize futures that challenge those prescribed by dominant discourses.

