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Links – Terrorism

The idea of terrorism is used to produce terror among populations 

Egerton, 2009 ( Frazer received his Ph.D. from the Department of International Politics, University of Wales, Aberystwyth. His most recent publications are 'The Internet and Militant Jihadism: Global to Local Reimaginings', in A. Karatzogianni (ed.) Cyber Conflict and Global Politics , London: Routledge (2008) and (with Nicholas J. Wheeler) 'Precious' commitment or a failure in action: the responsibility to protect after the 2005 UN World Summit, Global Responsibility to Protect 1 (1): 2009 , “A Case for a Critical Approach to Terrorism”
https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=a801bad751&view=lg&msg=129ae8ffac17829a )
Terrorism is a word that solicits many definitions. Schmid and Jongman (1988) note that even two decades ago there were at least 109 different definitions of terrorism. There are certain to be far more today. Moreover, it inspires such strong emotions that some (Sayyid, 2003) question its use while others (Smyth, 2007) do so only with disclaimers. I do not share the same degree of apprehension here any more than I do with the wealth of concepts whose meaning is contested and usage is political. Terrorism is a strategy aimed at producing terror among a population who are not directly engaged in violence with the aim of securing political ends. It should be clear from this definition that the study of terrorism that focuses on the narrow world of state security, threatened and secured through the use of force, is wholly inadequate. No convincing defence can be offered for viewing terrorism as the preserve of any one actor. Nor is a sole focus on military practices appropriate. The reciprocal bombing of innocent populations is only one form of terrorism. Other acts that must also be categorised as terrorism would include global economic practices that condemn populations to a life marked by desperate poverty, predatory state policies that treat citizens as dispensable spoils of office and violent and masculinist 'cultural' rituals and practices. Many more examples might be added.

Links – Terrorism

The government uses the term terrorism to envoke fear, and political action

Jackson, 2009 (Richard is a Professor in the Department of International Politics, Aberystwyth University, The Political Studies Association and Blackwell Publishing Ltd. , “The Study of Terrorism after September 11 2001; Problems, Challenges and Future Developments”)
An initial definitional problem is the selection bias of much terrorism research whereby the terrorism label is applied almost solely to groups opposed to Western interests and not to groups supported by Western states – even when they commit identical acts of civilian-directed violence such as hijackings, bombings, kidnappings and assassinations (see Livingston, 1994). Thus, while left-wing groups have always received a great deal of attention in the terrorism studies literature, right-wing groups like the Contras, anti-Castro groups, UNITA, RENAMO, various Afghan factions and numerous Latin American death squads have remained scandalously understudied.Related to this is the issue of whether terrorism should be defined by the nature of the violent act itself – its modalities and intentions, the nature of its victims and its effects on a broader audience – or the nature of the actor who commits the act. A great many terrorism scholars actually follow the practice of states and international organisations in defining terrorism exclusively as violence committed by non-state actors, preferring to use alternative terms like 'repression' for similar actions by states. Alternatively, a number of often quite prominent scholars agree that under an objective interpretation of the characteristics of terrorist violence states can and do commit a great deal of terrorism, but then simply refuse to examine cases of state terrorism in their work. Walter Laqueur, one of the founding fathers of terrorism studies, makes exactly this point: states have killed many more people and caused more destruction than 'terrorism from below', but that is not the terrorism he wishes to examine (Laqueur, 1977, p. 6). Either way, the result is the limited and intellectually unsupportable discursive construction of terrorism as a form of non-state violence. It is in this strained context that the philosopher Robert Goodin's What's Wrong with Terrorism? provides an incisive and theoretically sophisticated discussion of terrorism's primary characteristics and, more importantly, what makes it a peculiar kind of moral wrong. Eloquently and cogently argued, it is an essential introduction to thinking about how to conceptualise which acts of political violence should be labelled as acts of terrorism and therefore included in the discursive and analytical field of terrorism studies. One of Goodin's first tasks is to clarify that the essence of terrorism lies in its intention to spread terror for political advantage through the threat or infliction of violence – by which standard it is clear that states can commit acts of terrorism in the same way that other actors can. When government agents, for example, attempt to cause fear and intimidation to sectors of their own population in order to undermine support for an opposition movement through a violent campaign that involves random kidnapping and torture, assassination and bombs planted in public places (the same acts that non-state terrorists commit), there is no doubt that this constitutes terrorism. Similarly, the 'terror bombing' of an entire city during wartime to intimidate the population into submission, particularly when the city is chosen randomly (as a result of favourable weather conditions on the day, for example) and the bombing itself brings no strategic advantage, also clearly falls under the terrorism label.
Links – Terrorism

Politicians use the term terrorist to frighten people

Jackson, 2009 (Richard is a Professor in the Department of International Politics, Aberystwyth University, The Political Studies Association and Blackwell Publishing Ltd. , “The Study of Terrorism after September 11 2001; Problems, Challenges and Future Developments”)
In addition, as Goodin aptly demonstrates, it is that terrorism is first and foremost a violent tactic aimed at frightening people for political advantage that is its distinctive wrong (Goodin, 2006, pp. 31–49). Although not its worst wrong – murdering and maiming innocent people are arguably worse moral wrongs – the intention to cause fear is what makes terrorism something more than 'just' murder, kidnapping, assassination and the like. The consequences of terrorism are, among others, the intrusion of fear into everyday public and private life, the denial of the right to live free from fear and the erosion of the capacity for clear thinking and unimpeded decision making – which is a fundamental denial of democratic politics. Importantly, Goodin makes the trenchant point that, when politicians use the terrorist threat deliberately to frighten people for their own political advantage, then to that extent they are committing the same core wrong as that committed by terrorists themselves (Goodin, 2006, p. 102). Another of Goodin's perceptive insights is that there are real dangers in trying to apply just war concepts in the labelling of terrorism, not least because it actually leaves the door open to justifying some forms of terrorism – such as those directed at members of the armed forces rather than civilians (Goodin, 2006, p. 15).

Links – Terrorism

The state uses the rhetoric of terrorism to make people fear, and act against them

Jackson, 2009 (Richard is a Professor in the Department of International Politics, Aberystwyth University, The Political Studies Association and Blackwell Publishing Ltd. , “The Study of Terrorism after September 11 2001; Problems, Challenges and Future Developments”)
In contrast to the dominant approach within terrorism studies, two of the featured books in this review – Goodin's What's Wrong with Terrorism? and David Altheide's Terrorism and the Politics of Fear– join a small but growing number of studies that question the accepted knowledge and interrogate the rise and functions of a 'politics of fear' as seen in the popular terrorism threat narrative. Goodin, for example, has an excellent chapter in which he dissects and deconstructs the exaggerated claims about the terrorist threat using both statistical evidence that illustrates its extremely low risk to individual safety, as well as arguments about the current nature and processes of risk assessment. He makes a number of insightful and frequently ignored points: given the way people receive messages about risks and dangers, politicians (and academics) ought to know that their warnings about terrorism and weapons of mass destruction will be received in an 'alarmist' way (Goodin, 2006, p. 112); there are some particular irrationalities in risk assessments of terrorism, in part due to psychological processes, but also because of the way the terrorist threat is constructed by the media (pp. 123–36); the argument that terrorism would be much worse if not for all the government warnings lacks credibility given the evidence (p. 122); arguments that terrorists are likely to employ weapons of mass destruction are not entirely convincing for reasons of rational self-interest and practical obstacles (pp. 136–42); and applying the precautionary principle to the terrorist threat results in a number of absurdities and is a costly waste of scarce resources (pp. 142–55). Altheide's highly stimulating and informative book takes a slightly different approach in that it focuses on the social construction of the terrorist threat and the political economy of its continual reproduction – although he does pointedly note that American citizens are healthier, safer and live more predictable lives than at any other time in history but are also more anxious about the dangers of crime and terrorism than ever before (Altheide, 2006, p. 73). He attributes this extraordinary reality–perception gap to a dominant 'politics of fear' in American society. He describes this as a process by which the media uses fear to construct news and popular culture, political elites manipulate these fears to enable social control and achieve political goals, and various economic and social interests profit materially from the production of fear (pp. 1–2). Importantly, he argues that social fear does not occur naturally, but is deliberately constructed and managed by political actors to promote their own partisan goals (p. 18), as well as broader social goals like the construction of national identity (p. 89). Although Altheide does not make clear whether this process is initially driven by the media or by political elites, it is nonetheless the case that the media's perpetuation of fear encourages politicians to frame their messages in similar ways as a means of generating publicity (p. 16). What becomes clear from Altheide's incisive analysis is that there are powerful systemic forces that sustain the politics of fear and its associated counter-terrorism industry through the generation of vast profits, increased prestige and careerism. Apart from the obvious beneficiaries in the Homeland Security sector, the military sector and the military–industrial and military–media complexes, other actors with a vested interest in the terrorism threat narrative include, among many others: pharmaceutical companies contracted to supply vaccines and decontamination suits; private security firms that provide airport security services; local councils and politicians who can draw upon funding for surveillance equipment; scientists, academics and researchers drawing upon research funding for anti-terrorism projects; and journalists, commentators and 'terrorism experts' who build prestigious careers on the back of dire warnings of impending attack. In particular, Altheide highlights some of the ways in which the academy in America has been co-opted into the broader counter-terrorism project in ways strikingly reminiscent of the Cold War (Altheide, 2006, pp. 34–7). What these two books starkly highlight is that terrorists, the media and politicians make gain from the production and manipulation of the public's fear of sudden, unpredictable political violence, and that from this perspective at least there is a symbiotic relationship – and perhaps a form of unconscious coordination – between terrorism and counter-terrorism. At the very least, the media and politicians who play the fear card actually empower terrorism and amplify its impact far beyond its objective capabilities to cause material harm. Moreover, as a consequence and as suggested by Goodin, all these actors share responsibility in the distinctive moral wrong that belongs to terrorism. In such a situation, there is an urgent need for immanent critique and deconstruction – what anthropologists would recognise as exorcism of the demonic power of the terrorism threat narrative . 

Links – Islamic Terrorism

Construct of Islamic terrorists causes hate crimes and other forms of violence

Jackson, 2009 (Richard is a Professor in the Department of International Politics, Aberystwyth University, The Political Studies Association and Blackwell Publishing Ltd. , “The Study of Terrorism after September 11 2001; Problems, Challenges and Future Developments”)
Second, and more importantly, there are important political-normative consequences of constructing and reproducing the notion of 'Islamic terrorism'. In the first place, the broader discourse of 'Islamic terrorism' functions to deflect attention from the hegemonic exercise of power by Western states. By locating the sources of contemporary terrorism in religious extremism rather than as a response to Western policies or state repression the discourse works to depoliticise, decontextualise and de-historicise the grievances and counter-hegemonic struggles of groups and societies (Jackson, 2007a). Related to this, it is demonstrable that the discourse of 'Islamic terrorism' has functioned as a legitimising discourse for a range of international and domestic political projects, including: regime change in states like Afghanistan and Iraq; the expansion of a military presence to new regions, such as Central Asia; the control of strategic resources like oil; increased military and political support for allies in strategic regions like the Horn of Africa and Central America; increased resources and power for the military establishment; and more broadly, the preservation and extension of a Western-dominated liberal international order – among others. Finally, there seems little question that the widespread notion of 'Islamic terrorism' as an academic and political term has functioned to construct Muslims as a 'suspect community' (Hillyard, 1993), increase levels of Islamophobia and hate crimes directed at Muslims, poison community trust and inter-communal relations and undermine dialogue-based approaches to conflict resolution. For these reasons, terrorism scholars need to engage in rigorous critical self-reflection regarding both the language of so-called religious terrorism and the evidentiary basis of knowledge about it.

Alt Solves – Rhetoric

The rhetoric of terrorism needs to be questioned from multiple different angles and perspectives to develop a true understanding of the motives behind action.
Egerton, 2009 ( Frazer received his Ph.D. from the Department of International Politics, University of Wales, Aberystwyth. His most recent publications are 'The Internet and Militant Jihadism: Global to Local Reimaginings', in A. Karatzogianni (ed.) Cyber Conflict and Global Politics , London: Routledge (2008) and (with Nicholas J. Wheeler) 'Precious' commitment or a failure in action: the responsibility to protect after the 2005 UN World Summit, Global Responsibility to Protect 1 (1): 2009 , “A Case for a Critical Approach to Terrorism”
https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=a801bad751&view=lg&msg=129ae8ffac17829a )
a prerequisite for a critical approach. The dangers of doing so are readily evident. While a critical theorising on does not have to be a broad church, it must admit a congregation of more than one, as will happen if it becomes defined by personal preferences rather than the demands of a genuinely critical approach. This, however, is the inevitable outcome of an approach that is content to define itself merely in terms of its position with regard to the mainstream theories of the day. Two examples may serve as illustration of this point. The first relates to the notion of emancipation. For Blakeley, this vital aspect of critical theory should be directed towards the global South (Blakeley, 2007). This leads to a question as to why such a heterogeneous entity as that should be considered ripe for an emancipatory process and why that should be at the expense of so many alternatives who by virtue of birth, parentage, sexuality and/or beliefs unwillingly endure lives as the wretched of the earth? There are two faults here. The first is the idea that the global South as a whole should be the referent object for an emancipation around which a critical approach should be constructed. The second is its exclusion of others. Who exactly is subject for emancipation among those billions? Presumably, not the Taliban who brutally subjugated the Afghani people, and women in particular, in pursuit of their medieval vision. Nor those among India's Brahmins who perpetuate a caste system in which all others are condemned to a life of restricted fulfilment and frequently servitude. Also excluded must be the warlords and ethnic entrepreneurs of West Africa who judge personal riches and self-aggrandisement to be worth more than the lives of thousands of their co-nationals. Inequalities according to geography of birth are the greatest indictment of human failure, but aiming emancipation at the global South is too broad an approach and due not to critical theorising but the (admirable) concerns of the author. Gunning (2007a) borrowing from Halliday makes a similar point. Another example would be the demand for primary research (Smyth, 2007). Interestingly, Horgan (2004), by no means an advocate of a critical approach to terrorism, makes the same argument. Thorough investigation and empathy are certainly prerequisites in the field, and at times this may necessitate field research of the kind called for. However, at other times it may not only be unhelpful but actually detrimental. Taking the example of militant jihadism as an illustrative example, how might such research in this area be carried out and how would it advance knowledge? To whom should questions be directed and what might we anticipate being revealed? If the difficulties incumbent in directing questions to those engaged in undetected plots and clandestine activities (not to mention successful suicide operatives) were somehow surmountable, what insightsmight be learned as to why this particular type of terrorist pursued violence? The answer that any possible primary research would uncover would consist of a grievance of Western hostility to Islam and its practitioners of which a litany of examples including Bosnia, the 1991 and 2003 invasions of Iraq and Afghanistan will be produced as evidence; jihad as an appropriate, authorised response, incumbent on all believers; and perhaps a sprinkling of anti-Semitic tirades. As an alternative, one could survey the vast literature produced by jihadists to explain their actions and solicit replications. 1 This argument might be taken further. When necessarily patchy primary research is conducted, the results often compound the tendency to pathologise and psychologise the subject of the study. Appropriate research is crucial, and suitable theorising indispensable, but an a priori commitment to one type of research is neither critical nor necessarily helpful. Booth (2008) offers additional reasons for questioning this demand for primary research. It is not that it is not on occasions extremely useful. Rather it is the notion that is somehow necessarily an aspect of a critical approach that is mistaken.
Alt Solves – Rhetoric

Emancipation from the rhetoric of terrorism allows for empowerment of the individual
Egerton, 2009 ( Frazer received his Ph.D. from the Department of International Politics, University of Wales, Aberystwyth. His most recent publications are 'The Internet and Militant Jihadism: Global to Local Reimaginings', in A. Karatzogianni (ed.) Cyber Conflict and Global Politics , London: Routledge (2008) and (with Nicholas J. Wheeler) 'Precious' commitment or a failure in action: the responsibility to protect after the 2005 UN World Summit, Global Responsibility to Protect 1 (1): 2009 , “A Case for a Critical Approach to Terrorism”
https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=a801bad751&view=lg&msg=129ae8ffac17829a )
Moral relativism masquerading as critical theorising will abandon some people to the tyranny of cultures and practices chosen by others. This is not an admirable respect of diversity and an acknowledgment of personal biases. Rather, it is an abdication of responsibility possessed by virtue of being human. Emancipation marks the freedom of the individual to be allowed to determine their destiny. As Stamnes (2004: 163) wrote, emancipation 'does not mean that it is a process guided by a blueprint of "the good life" and that it thus, has an endpoint. On the contrary: since Critical Theory rejects the possibility of establishing one objective moral standard, its focus is on the development of certain potentialities immanent in the existing world .... Emancipation is thus about making things better without applying an external definition of what would be best. Moreover, this improvement can never become complete, since there will exist possibilities for improving living conditions at any point in time'. It is a positive concept that allows rather than a negative one that insists. A quick example may help to illustrate the point. The Taliban terrorised the population of Afghanistan when it came to a power assumed through the barrel of a gun. Its citizens found every aspect of their lives dictated by the self-appointed guardians of religious mores. Anonymous women became and were maintained as the whims of marital, familial and state owners. Emancipation demanded outrage at their plight and action aimed at their empowerment. I leave aside what thismight have entailed, beyond noting that the options available are far greater than is sometimes claimed. It is the referent object not the policy proscription that is important here. Women (in addition to 'heretics', homosexuals, apostates ....) under the Taliban possessed no meaningful freedom to choose. It is not an imposition on such individuals to act to undermine their oppression. And although history bears witness that not all efforts that aim or claim to do so have desirable outcomes, this should solicit caution and understanding not inaction. With the murder of Theo van Gogh on an Amsterdam street in 2004, attention turned to militant jihadism in the Netherlands. There were calls to ban the niqab , the clothing worn by some Muslim women that includes a veil covering the face. This was held by some to represent the patriarchal repression of women, a dictate and symbol of gender inequality and male dominance. The same arguments continue to be offered in France, where it and other overt symbols of religiosity have been banned in public institutions. One of those who wore the niqab was a young Dutch woman called Soumaya Sahla. She had earned a degree of celebrity among some Muslims in the country after a row with her parents who opposed her wearing the veil was documented on the internet and later among a broader population for involvement in militancy. Whatever opinion is held of people covered from head to toe in black, it is implausible and patronising to claim that Ms Sahla and others like her did not make the choice of their attire of their own free will, something that does not interfere with the freedom of others. As such, any action to circumvent her choice would be entirely unwarranted. It would be impossible to make similar claims that Afghani women were free to choose. Emancipation is the empowerment of the individual to choose the course of their own life, not the imposition of a narrow conception as to what that course might consist of.

AT Perm – Cooption

Engaging the critique with policy making means the alternative will be coopted. 
Gunning 2007 (Jerome is Lecturer in the Department of International Politics, University of Wales, Aberystwyth and Deputy Director of the Centre for the Study of Radicalisation and Contemporary Political Violence (CSRV). He is the author of Hamas in Politics: Democracy, Religion, Violence (Hurst, 2007). His research interests include Islamist movements, Islamic political thought, democratisation theory, social movement theory, political violence and transformation, and critical terrorism studies., “babies and bathwaters: reflecting on the pitfalls of critical terrorism studies”,)
However, engaging policy-makers raises the issue of co-optation. One of the fears of critical scholars is that by engaging with policy-makers, either they or their research become co-opted. A more intractable problem is the one highlighted by Rengger that 'the demand that theory must have a praxial dimension itself runs the risk of collapsing critical theory back into traditional theory by making it dependent on instrumental conceptions of rationality' (Rengger, 2001: 107). A related problem is that by becoming embedded in the existing power structures, one risks reproducing existing knowledge structures or inadvertently contributing to counter-terrorism policy that uncritically strengthens the status quo . Such dilemmas have to be confronted and debated; non-engagement is not an option. Engagement is facilitated by the fact that, as counter-terrorism projects flounder, advisors to policy-makers are increasingly eager for advice, even when it is 'critical'. The problem is thus not access per se , but the level of access and how advice is acted upon. Whenever I have addressed foreign affairs personnel, the response to my research has been positive. However, according to those present, the advice they produce seldom influences official policy, as other more pressing concerns affect actual policy-making. Because of this distance between critical academics and policy-makers, the advice becomes too diluted. For obvious reasons, 'embedded' terrorism scholars and traditional think-tanks have enjoyed a much closer relationship with policy-makers, allowing them both more institutionalised and more direct access. This is partly structural, since critical studies are inherently critical of existing power structures. 'Critical' scholars have also at times unnecessarily burned bridges by issuing blanket condemnations of all things statist. It is important that 'critical' scholars do not indulge in the demonising of all state actors, in the same way they argue against the blanket demonising of 'terrorists'. This also extends to think-tanks with close links to power: just because a piece of research comes from RAND does not invalidate it; conversely, a 'critical' study is not inherently good. Just as Halliday critiqued those who privileged voices from 'the South' as somehow more authentic, critical scholars must guard against either privileging 'terrorist' voices or uncritically critiquing state or state-related actors (Halliday, 1996: 211-13).
Discourse Shapes Reality

Since the practice of terrorism is predicated upon a discourse, these beliefs determine what kinds of terrorism occur- words are turned into reality, so the language of terror describes the operations of terrorists

(Richard Jackson, author, Writing the War on Terrorism: language, politics, and counter-terrorism, Manchester University Press, 2005, pgs 8-9)
The War on terrorism' therefore. is simultaneously a set of actual practices - wars. covert operations. agencies and institutions — and an accompanying series of assumptions. beliefs, iustifications and narratives - it is an entire language or discourse. At the most basic level. the practice of counter-terrorism is predicated on and determined by the language of counter-terrorism. The language of counter-terrorism incorporates a series of assumptions. beliefs and knowledge about the nature of terrorism and terrorists. These beliefs then determine what kinds of counter—terrorism practices are reasonable or unreasonable. appropriate or inappropriate: if terrorists are   to be inherently evil. for example. then eradicating them appears appnsite while negotiating with them appears absurd. The actual practice of counter-terrorism gives concrete expression to the language of counter-terrorism — in effect. it turns the initial words into reality. Language and practice. in other words. are inextricably linked: they mutually reinforce each other: together they co-constitute social and political reality. For this reason. understanding the language of counter-terrorism is essential for a fully informed understanding of the ‘war on terrorism`. Unfortunately. apart from Some notable exceptions {see Collins and Glover 2002: Murphy 2f}{J3: Silberstein 2002: Zulaika and Douglass 1996). studies on the language of counter-terrorism are few and far between. This book seeks to fill this gap through a systematic and critical analysis of the main features and aspects of the language of the 'war on terrorism’. 

Overview

The discourse of terrorists hinders problems in society. It provokes more hatred and misunderstanding between the “two parties.” The views as each other as enemies only provoke more violence. Resulting in a self-fulfilling prophecy. The more the stereotypical view is endorsed the more disasters is caused. By trying to “solve terrorism”, more violence is the end means. The alternative solution is key. We just open a space for discussion, so we can understand who these “terrorists” are. By opening a space for discussion, we remove the label from these so-called enemies. Once the two parties come to an understanding that neither is the good nor evil. A course of true action can be sought. By eliminating the tension and labeling, we can achieve true understanding. The end result is violence between the two is solved.
A2: Perm

The aff can’t do the plan and the alternative solvency.

1. The way the plan uses the term terrorists/terrorism proves that they cannot open space for discussion of terrorists. They have labeled terrorists through a certain perception that the K solves in their 1AC. 
2. They must defend their reps – the 1AC depicts terrorists as  threats and enemies, they can’t also enact a policy against this rhetoric that’s severance. They must defend their reps – if they don’t there is no way for the negative to check back offensive 1ac claims

It’s simply impossible to do their plan and the K at the same time. They cannot perm. 

A2: Case outweighs

The aff solves nothing. They claim to solve ______. But the mindset of “terrorists” as Islamics and viewing them as a threat and an enemy simply promotes more violence. Ext. Jackson 07

2. The public will only generate more hate for that “group” and inhence the hatred towards one another. By opening a room for discussion we solve “terrorism”, eliminating the issue of violence between the two parties and fear among the public. Without these tensions many objectives can be achieved. 

A2 - Nebulis Alternative Bad

Having a discussion now opens up the chance of truly solving the stereotypical view of terrorists.

1. Ext. Critiquing the discourse within the round allows for the discussion of the alternative: Jackson 07 

This is the key time to have the discussion due to all the stereotypical views, in the past there were many barriers of communication to have a discussion involving all of society. Now that communication is much simpler, getting the message through will be easy.

2. Deconstruction of the discourse is the only way to mitigate it’s dangers. Jackson 08 
Having the discussion is the only way to avoid all the dangers the view of “terrorism” creates.  

A2 – Iser

Indict of Iser The neg cannot fiat that the mindset of a population remaining open for new conventions, and in order to endure the agonism necessary to understand the complexity of terrorism, one must first be aware of the prejudice against the terrorists flows the neg.

1. They say that in order to see the other side we must have a pre-understanding. The status quo already applies, there’s already a stereo typical view and understanding of why.

2
(Mattias Iser, Contemporary Philosophy, 1998, “Habermas on Virtue”, http://www.bu.edu/wcp/Papers/Cont/ContIser.htm)
However, role-taking in discourse ethics can certainly not be conceptualized as empathic identification with the other. Such a picture of simply jumping into the other's mind has to presume that the other is not different at all. But such an assumption of a shared ethical background becomes especially unsuitable in a multicultural society where background values will considerably deviate. Because feelings are not mechanical phenomena but express deep-seated evaluations such as approval or disapproval, disgust, etc., different evaluations of an act will lead to different feelings about it. Any model of role-taking that stresses immediate identification therefore neglects the burdens of reason that shape our emotional responses into different patterns. A stranger who enters an otherwise ethically integrated group might even be depicted as insensitive, because she does not share the specific values of her social environment. To be sure, such identification is not normatively problematic as long as the participants do indeed share the same ethical convictions and it remains possible to challenge the consensus. However, such a challenge might come unexpected (and even undesired) once discourse is, as Habermas charges Kohlberg's account, overwhelmed by "empathy, that is, the intuitive understanding (...)". (11) The strong emotivistic tinge would threaten the role of discourse as a cognitive undertaking for the impartial evaluation of moral concerns, that is, of changing attitudes and interests in a reasonable way. If empathic understanding predominates, unanimity is secured without rendering explicit for what reasons. Consensus can only be achieved through a prestabilized harmony of moral feelings and does structurally not allow for deviance. This concern seems to me at work when Habermas claims that with the growing abstraction, necessary to scrutinize the universalizability of norms, mutual role-taking does no longer depend on emotional capacities such as empathy, but that it can properly reconstructed in purely cognitive terms. Yet, this cognition still entails "understanding for the claims of others that result in each case from particular interest positions (...)." (12) Empathic identification can structurally not become aware of the difference encountered in the other, and thus remains bound to a particular ethical background. It remains on the conventional level. We thus have to search for capacities that allow us to 'empathize' with otherness in a way compatible with a postconventional morality. Reflexivity seems to be paramount, emphasized especially in the hermeneutical tradition. According to Gadamer we can only understand someone else's utterance at all if we already possess a certain pre-understanding, but have to be aware that we already possess this 'prejudice'. The latter is only challenged by a tension or contradiction between our expectations and the way the other (re)acted. The more we are aware of our already working pre-understanding, the less likely it will be that we project our own evaluations inadequately into the other's situation. The desirable outcome of such a self-reflective encounter with different (e.g., cultural) points of view is what Gadamer calls the 'fusion of horizons'. This picture of understanding does not share the problem of an unreflective identification because it does not count with a shared background. The awarenes of one's own continual situatedness has, however, to be accompanied by an imaginative attempt to discover the different value background underlying the other's views. The never-finished fusion leads to an "enlarged mentality" (13) with which we do not only proceed self-reflectively and imaginatively, but attain more and more viewpoints that, in turn, may help us to encounter difference more adequately. Having included self-reflexivity and imagination (including learning about the other's background and views), we might ask if emotions do not figure at all in the proposed picture of discursive capacities.  Yet, if emotions express sedimented evaluations, these evaluations are already 'one step behind' when we encounter difference that requires us to reevaluate our previous judgements. Emotional perceptiveness does indeed depend on the soundnes of the underlying evaluations, often acquired in childhood. Sensitivity as the ability to adjust to the different emotions and views of others, I want to hold in contrast, entails from the start reflexivity. Emotions that sit well with such an approach have to be dynamic themselves. They will most likely be sedimented approvals of self-reflectiveness, imagination, openness, tolerance, etc. That is, those 'post-conventional emotions' (to use a somewhat paradoxical expression) are only post-conventional, because they support procedures that in their dynamic remain open for new voices. Wellmer expresses the same idea when he writes that the liberal virtues "are but nothing [else] than the expression of a habitualization of liberal and democratic behavioural patterns (Verhaltensweisen) and are in a way only to be determined 'procedurally' themselves." (14) Once we have come to deeply appreciate the necessity to take everyone's interests equally into account, acts that accord with this idea will be accompanied by positive feelings. In contrast, violations or neglect of justice will arise shame, contempt or anger. Thus, a virtuous person should try to cultivate the emotions that correspond to the idea of the moral point of view. Additionally, she has to master the difficult task of remaining open for new and contesting voices, although that implies a willingness to call into question those strong emotions that accompany one's present answers to substantive questions of morality and the good life 
Aff Answers
Alt Fails – Vague

The alternative is vague – there is no way to determine who has agency, and how emancipation of terrorist rhetoric would be achieved. 
Egerton, 2009 ( Frazer received his Ph.D. from the Department of International Politics, University of Wales, Aberystwyth. His most recent publications are 'The Internet and Militant Jihadism: Global to Local Reimaginings', in A. Karatzogianni (ed.) Cyber Conflict and Global Politics , London: Routledge (2008) and (with Nicholas J. Wheeler) 'Precious' commitment or a failure in action: the responsibility to protect after the 2005 UN World Summit, Global Responsibility to Protect 1 (1): 2009 , “A Case for a Critical Approach to Terrorism”
https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=a801bad751&view=lg&msg=129ae8ffac17829a )
Such faults as these are relatively minor. Moreover, they are readily rectifiable with a grounding in existent critical thought. As it has been articulated thus far, there is far more with which to agree than there is to oppose. Remaining divergences centre on the normative (as opposed to the analytical) aspects. Accepting that theories are never neutral, the question to be asked is who and what should a critical approach serve? That leads neatly and necessarily to emancipation.  EMANCIPATION A critical approach to the study of terror must have the notion of emancipation as its objective. Without such a commitment, both the critical project and those who need it most are threatened. In their critique of a critical approach, Horgan and Boyle (2008) describe emancipation as a 'maddeningly vague' concept whose meaning and value is not apparent. They write that 'it remains unclear just who has agency ..., how "emancipation" would be achieved and to what substantive normative and political goals "emancipation" is directed' (54). In fact this is an argument for a clearer and stronger articulation of the idea not its abandonment, but it is an understandable criticism given the various conceptions offered by some of those who position themselves in the critical camp. This arises because of a misunderstanding as to what emancipation actually entails and as a result a subsequent unwillingness to champion its cause. This confusion and timidity need not be the case. Before turning to emancipation as it should be, some continuing concerns it raises need to be put to rest
Alt Fails – Policy Key ( 1/4)

A policy approach to terrorism is superior to a critical approach because a critical view will never offer a concrete alternative to the discourse of terrorism

(Jeroen Gunning, 6/21/07, Government and Politics, An International Journal of Comparative Politics, “A Case for Critical Terrorism Studies”, http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/cgi-bin/fulltext/118538729/HTMLSTART)
Rather than simply critiquing the status quo, or noting the problems that come from an un-problematized acceptance of the state, a 'critical' approach must, in my view, also concern itself with offering concrete alternatives. Even while historicizing the state and oppositional violence, and challenging the state's role in reproducing oppositional violence, it must wrestle with the fact that 'the concept of the modern state and sovereignty embodies a coherent response to many of the central problems of political life', and in particular to 'the place of violence in political life'. Even while 'de-essentializing and deconstructing claims about security', it must concern itself with 'howsecurity is to be redefined', and in particular on what theoretical basis.97  Whether because those critical of the status quo are wary of becoming co-opted by the structures of power (and their emphasis on instrumental rationality),98 or because policy makers have, for obvious reasons (including the failure of many 'critical' scholars to offer policy relevant advice), a greater affinity with 'traditional' scholars, the role of 'expert adviser' is more often than not filled by 'traditional' scholars.99 The result is that policy makers are insufficiently challenged to question the basis of their policies and develop new policies based on immanent critiques. A notable exception is the readiness of European Union officials to enlist the services of both 'traditional' and 'critical' scholars to advise the EU on how better to understand processes of radicalization.100 But this would have been impossible if more critically oriented scholars such as Horgan and Silke had not been ready to cooperate with the EU.  Striving to be policy relevant does not mean that one has to accept the validity of the term 'terrorism' or stop investigating the political interests behind it. Nor does it mean that each piece of research must have policy relevance or that one has to limit one's research to what is relevant for the state, since the 'critical turn' implies a move beyond state-centric perspectives. End-users could, and should, thus include both state and non-state actors such as the Foreign Office and the Muslim Council of Britain and Hizb ut-Tahrir; the Northern Ireland Office and the IRA and the Ulster Unionists; the Israeli government and Hamas and Fatah (as long as the overarching principle is to reduce the political use of terror, whoever the perpetrator).  It does mean, though, that a critically constituted field must work hard to bring together all the fragmented voices from beyond the 'terrorism field', to maximize both the field's rigour and its policy relevance. Whether a critically constituted 'terrorism studies' will attract the fragmented voices from outside the field depends largely on how broadly the term 'critical' is defined. Those who assume 'critical' to mean 'Critical Theory' or 'poststructuralist' may not feel comfortable identifying with it if they do not themselves subscribe to such a narrowly defined 'critical' approach. Rather, to maximize its inclusiveness, I would follow Williams and Krause's approach to 'critical security studies', which they define simply as bringing together 'many perspectives that have been considered outside of the mainstream of the discipline'.101 

Alt Fails – Policy Key (2/4)

Without a policy and central concept on terrorism, one will risk endorsing knowledge promoting violence

(Jeroen Gunning, 2007, Center For the Study of Radicalisation and Contemporary Political Violence, Department of International Politics, “Babies and Bathwaters: Reflecting on the pitfalls of Critical Terrorism Studies”, p. 236- 242)

But by creating a critical sub—field of ‘terror- ism studies', one risks reproducing knowledge that privileges violence over other types of behavior This is particularly pertinent for those from cognate disciplines who study phenomena that include ‘terrorist’ aspects. My own research may illustrate this. I first became interested in Hamas as a Palestinian social movement. My primary interest was not why Hamas had adopted political terror tactics but in how Hamas interacted with its domestic constituency. I, and many others studying Hamas at that time, did not consider ourselves part of a ‘terr0rism studies' field (see Abu·Amn 1994; Milton-Edwards, 1996; Hroub, 2000; Mishal and Sela, 2000). Within such a perspective, violence is only one aspect among many. Yet, by publishing in a field defined by ‘terrorism’, even if critically conceived, one risks reifying the discursive link between Hamas and ‘terrorism’, sidelining other; equally significant aspects of Hamas as social movement or political party (see also Gunning, 2004, 2007b). Outside the power structures that facilitated the emergence of a dedicated ‘terrorism studies', ‘terrorism’ does not constitute an obvious central organizing concept on which to build a field. Organizations and states move in and out of ‘terrorism’ and often share little else. There is little that the Unabombei; anti- abortionists, US officers training Nicara— guan Contras, and Hamas have in common beyond their use of a similar tactic (see also Ranstorp, 2006: 8). Yesterday’s ‘terrorists’ can become today's politicians or even statesmen (Mandela is a case in point), begging the question of when a ‘terrorist' phenomenon ceases to be a proper subject for ‘terrorism studies'.  Yet, if we do not converge under a central concept such as ‘terrorism’, how- ever problematic, much of this critical research will remain fragmented, thereby preventing cross-fertilization between critical cognate perspectives. In addition, eschewing the ‘terrorism’ label also leaves traditional approaches and policy- makers relatively unchallenged, particularly in the race for research funding. There are two further reasons for retaining ‘terrorism’ as a central organizing concept. One of the key tasks of CTS is to investigate the political usage of this term. For that reason alone, it should be retained as a central marken The term ‘terrorism’ is, furthermore, currently so dominant that CTS cannot afford to abandon it. Academia does not exist outside the power structures of its day. However problematic the term, it dominates public discourse and as such needs to be engaged with, deconstructed, and challenged, rather than abandoned and left to less critical scholars. 

Alt Fails – Policy Key ( 3/ 4)

Critical approaches to terrorism end up as neocolonial projects that justify collateral damage and war
(Jeroen Gunning, 2007, Center For the Study of Radicalisation and Contemporary Political Violence, Department of International Politics, “Babies and Bathwaters: Reflecting on the pitfalls of Critical Terrorism Studies”, p. 236- 242)
Although a critical commitment implies awareness of one's own role in norm and knowledge production, commitment to the particular understanding of human security that underpins much critical thinking risks reproducing the very structures that have contributed to the emergence of ‘terrorist’ conflicts. That is, the notion of human security is deeply embedded in the secular individualist perspective prevalent among Western (and Westernised) scholars. It is more- over often linked to a principled aversion to conflict and a privileging of non-violent methods. Precisely because a critically conceived field has an ‘emancipatory’ agenda, it can end up imposing its parti- cular normative agenda and so become just another (neo)-colonial project. While I personally endorse the secular, non-violent, individualistic perspectives alluded to above, it is important, from a critical point of view, to recognise their historical and cultural specificity — parti- cularly when studying societies that place a greater value on community and   religion, or which regard violence as less problematic or even integral to the maintenance of orden In the normative struggle between human security and state security perspectives, critical scho- lars must not lose sight of their own cuIturaI—historica| biases, and must wres- tle with how to remain sensitive to alter- native voices while staying true to their own principles (see e.g., Butler; 1996). The cultural bias against violence be- comes particularly problematic in situa- tions where political methods of affecting change are believed (by participants) to be ineffectual because of a severe asym- metry in the existing power balance. De-Iegitimlsing violence, even if accom- panied by a simultaneous condemnation of violent state responses, may in such instances make the individuals and com- munities one seeks to secure less secure, particularly if the state in question is predominantly engaged in less ‘visible' violence, such as ‘structura| vio|ence’ or  violence that can be legally ‘justil*ied’ in the context of war as ‘colIateral damage'. Oi; as a Lebanese friend of mine argued, towards the end of the Lebanese civil wan ‘sometimes it is better not to have peace than to have an unjust peace'. I may not agree with him, but it is a tension it behoves us to address. 

Alt Fails – Policy Key (4/4)

Critical theorists should avoid exeptionalizing the discourse of terror because terrorism is best studied in the context of policy

(Jones, David Martin and Smith, 1992, M. L. R. 'We're All Terrorists Now: Critical—or Hypocritical—Studies “on” Terrorism?', Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, 32:4, 292 – 302)

This ontological confusion notwithstanding, Ken Booth sees critical theory not only exposing the dubious links between power and knowledge in established terrorism studies, but also offering an ideological agenda that transforms the face of global politics. “[C]ritical knowledge,” Booth declares, “involves understandings of the social world that attempt to stand outside prevailing structures, processes, ideologies and orthodoxies while recognizing that all conceptualizations within the ambit of sociality derive from particular social/historical conditions” (original italics) (p. 78). Helpfully, Booth, assuming the manner of an Old Testament prophet, provides his critical disciples with “big-picture navigation aids” (original italics) (p. 66) to achieve this higher knowledge. Booth promulgates fifteen commandments (as Clemenceau remarked of Woodrow Wilson's nineteen points, in a somewhat different context, “God Almighty only gave us ten”). When not stating the staggeringly obvious, the Ken Commandments are hopelessly contradictory. Critical theorists thus should “avoid exceptionalizing the study of terrorism,”3 “recognize that states can be agents of terrorism,” and “keep the long term in sight.” Unexceptional advice to be sure and long recognized by more traditional students of terrorism. The critical student, if not fully conversant with critical doublethink, however, might find the fact that she or he lives within “Powerful theories” that are “constitutive of political, social, and economic life” (6th Commandment, p. 71), sits uneasily with Booth's concluding injunction to “stand outside” prevailing ideologies (p. 78).  In his preferred imperative idiom, Booth further contends that terrorism is best studied in the context of an “academic international relations” whose role “is not only to interpret the world but to change it” (pp. 67-68). Significantly, academic—or more precisely, critical—international relations, holds no place for a realist appreciation of the status quo but approves instead a Marxist ideology of praxis. It is within this transformative praxis that critical theory situates terrorism and terrorists.  The political goals of those non-state entities that choose to practice the tactics of terrorism invariably seek a similar transformative praxis and this leads “critical global theorizing” into a curiously confused empathy with the motives of those engaged in such acts, as well as a disturbing relativism. Thus, Booth again decrees that the gap between “those who hate terrorism and those who carry it out, those who seek to delegitimize the acts of terrorists and those who incite them, and those who abjure terror and those who glorify it—is not as great as is implied or asserted by orthodox terrorism experts, the discourse of governments, or the popular press” (p. 66). The gap “between us/them is a slippery slope, not an unbridgeable political and ethical chasm” (p. 66). So, while “terrorist actions are always—without exception—wrong, they nevertheless might be contingently excusable” (p. 66). From this ultimately relativist perspective gang raping a defenseless woman, an act of terror on any critical or uncritical scale of evaluation, is, it would seem, wrong but potentially excusable.  This not only reveals a profound ignorance of theology, it also underestimates what Eric Voeglin identified as a central feature of the appeal of modern political religions from the Third Reich to Al Qaeda. As Voeglin observed in 1938, the Nazis represented an “attractive force.” To understand that force requires not the abolition of evil [so necessary to the relativist] but comprehending its attractiveness. Significantly, as Barry Cooper argues, “its attractiveness, [like that of al Qaeda] cannot fully be understood apart from its evilness.”4  The line of relativist inquiry that critical theorists like Booth evince toward terrorism leads in fact not to moral clarity but an inspissated moral confusion. This is paradoxical given that the editors make much in the journal's introductory symposium of their “responsible research ethics.” The paradox is resolved when one realizes that critical moralizing demands the “ethics of responsibility to the terrorist other.” For Ken Booth it involves, it appears, empathizing “with the ethic of responsibility” faced by those who, “in extremis” “have some explosives” (p. 76). Anthony Burke contends that a critically self-conscious normativism requires the analyst, not only to “critique” the “strategic languages” of the West, but also to “take in” the “side of the Other” or more particularly “engage” “with the highly developed forms of thinking” that provides groups like Al Qaeda “with legitimizing foundations and a world view of some profundity” (p. 44). This additionally demands a capacity not only to empathize with the “other,” but also to recognize that both Osama bin Laden in his Messages to the West and Sayyid Qutb in his Muslim Brotherhood manifesto Milestones not only offer “well observed” criticisms of Western decadence, but also “converges with elements of critical theory” (p. 45). This is not surprising given that both Islamist and critical theorists share an analogous contempt for Western democracy, the market, and the international order these structures inhabit and have done much to shape. In the looking glass world of critical terror studies the conventional analysis of terrorism is ontologically challenged, lacks self-reflexivity, and is policy oriented. 
Alt Fails – No Spillover

The neg cannot fiat that the mindset of a population remaining open for new conventions, and in order to endure the agonism necessary to understand the complexity of terrorism, one must first be aware of the prejudice against the terrorists 

(Mattias Iser, Contemporary Philosophy, 1998, “Habermas on Virtue”, http://www.bu.edu/wcp/Papers/Cont/ContIser.htm)
However, role-taking in discourse ethics can certainly not be conceptualized as empathic identification with the other. Such a picture of simply jumping into the other's mind has to presume that the other is not different at all. But such an assumption of a shared ethical background becomes especially unsuitable in a multicultural society where background values will considerably deviate. Because feelings are not mechanical phenomena but express deep-seated evaluations such as approval or disapproval, disgust, etc., different evaluations of an act will lead to different feelings about it. Any model of role-taking that stresses immediate identification therefore neglects the burdens of reason that shape our emotional responses into different patterns. A stranger who enters an otherwise ethically integrated group might even be depicted as insensitive, because she does not share the specific values of her social environment. To be sure, such identification is not normatively problematic as long as the participants do indeed share the same ethical convictions and it remains possible to challenge the consensus. However, such a challenge might come unexpected (and even undesired) once discourse is, as Habermas charges Kohlberg's account, overwhelmed by "empathy, that is, the intuitive understanding (...)". (11) The strong emotivistic tinge would threaten the role of discourse as a cognitive undertaking for the impartial evaluation of moral concerns, that is, of changing attitudes and interests in a reasonable way. If empathic understanding predominates, unanimity is secured without rendering explicit for what reasons. Consensus can only be achieved through a prestabilized harmony of moral feelings and does structurally not allow for deviance. This concern seems to me at work when Habermas claims that with the growing abstraction, necessary to scrutinize the universalizability of norms, mutual role-taking does no longer depend on emotional capacities such as empathy, but that it can properly reconstructed in purely cognitive terms. Yet, this cognition still entails "understanding for the claims of others that result in each case from particular interest positions (...)." (12) Empathic identification can structurally not become aware of the difference encountered in the other, and thus remains bound to a particular ethical background. It remains on the conventional level. We thus have to search for capacities that allow us to 'empathize' with otherness in a way compatible with a postconventional morality. Reflexivity seems to be paramount, emphasized especially in the hermeneutical tradition. According to Gadamer we can only understand someone else's utterance at all if we already possess a certain pre-understanding, but have to be aware that we already possess this 'prejudice'. The latter is only challenged by a tension or contradiction between our expectations and the way the other (re)acted. The more we are aware of our already working pre-understanding, the less likely it will be that we project our own evaluations inadequately into the other's situation. The desirable outcome of such a self-reflective encounter with different (e.g., cultural) points of view is what Gadamer calls the 'fusion of horizons'. This picture of understanding does not share the problem of an unreflective identification because it does not count with a shared background. The awarenes of one's own continual situatedness has, however, to be accompanied by an imaginative attempt to discover the different value background underlying the other's views. The never-finished fusion leads to an "enlarged mentality" (13) with which we do not only proceed self-reflectively and imaginatively, but attain more and more viewpoints that, in turn, may help us to encounter difference more adequately. Having included self-reflexivity and imagination (including learning about the other's background and views), we might ask if emotions do not figure at all in the proposed picture of discursive capacities.  Yet, if emotions express sedimented evaluations, these evaluations are already 'one step behind' when we encounter difference that requires us to reevaluate our previous judgements. Emotional perceptiveness does indeed depend on the soundnes of the underlying evaluations, often acquired in childhood. Sensitivity as the ability to adjust to the different emotions and views of others, I want to hold in contrast, entails from the start reflexivity. Emotions that sit well with such an approach have to be dynamic themselves. They will most likely be sedimented approvals of self-reflectiveness, imagination, openness, tolerance, etc. That is, those 'post-conventional emotions' (to use a somewhat paradoxical expression) are only post-conventional, because they support procedures that in their dynamic remain open for new voices. Wellmer expresses the same idea when he writes that the liberal virtues "are but nothing [else] than the expression of a habitualization of liberal and democratic behavioural patterns (Verhaltensweisen) and are in a way only to be determined 'procedurally' themselves." (14) Once we have come to deeply appreciate the necessity to take everyone's interests equally into account, acts that accord with this idea will be accompanied by positive feelings. In contrast, violations or neglect of justice will arise shame, contempt or anger. Thus, a virtuous person should try to cultivate the emotions that correspond to the idea of the moral point of view. Additionally, she has to master the difficult task of remaining open for new and contesting voices, although that implies a willingness to call into question those strong emotions that accompany one's present answers to substantive questions of morality and the good life 
Alt Fails – No Spillover

The negative’s alt doesn’t solve for the impact- allowing for everyone to articulate their view is not sufficient for a role-playing, and it is irrelevant to discuss feelings because they simply do not matter

(Mattias Iser, Contemporary Philosophy, 1998, “Habermas on Virtue”, http://www.bu.edu/wcp/Papers/Cont/ContIser.htm)
The equal chance of everyone to articulate her own point of view is not sufficient to fully exhaust the idea of a universal role-taking. If it were, only morally righteous outward performance would be required. Yet, the chance to articulate oneself has still to be complemented by an adequate reception on the side of all others. In order to prove this as a necessary presupposition of argumentation and to thus situate it at the very core of the discourse theoretical enterprise I have to show that a performative contradiction is involved if a participant does not display such a virtuous attitude towards others. However, Habermas acknowledges a high standard for such type of argument: "Strictly speaking, arguments cannot be called transcendental unless they deal with discourses, or the corresponding competences, so general that it is impossible to replace them by functional equivalents (...)." (5) With the emphasis on functional irreplaceability we have to single out the demanded attitude as necessary for practical discourse in general. This, however, might involve the danger of a petitio principii. We might define practical discourse in such a way that it already entails the idea of virtue before we extract it (unsurprisingly) from an analysis of the presuppositions. Thus, "Apel tries to meet this objection by extending presuppositional analysis to the preconditions of argumentative speech as such, as opposed to restricting it to moral argumentation." (6) This "more radical version" (7) , however, seems to threaten our goal to anchor the described attitude in the very presuppositions of argumentation because theoretical discourses do not demand role-taking at all.  Though everyone engaged in theoretical argumentations accepts that only reasons can decide the debated question and must be attentive to any possible counterargument, she does not have to step into the other's shoes. If the discussion centres around the question whether the earth circles around the sun or vice versa it is simply irrelevant to anticipate the discussants' (e.g., the pope's) feelings about either position. Individual interests or feelings simply do not matter. In theoretical argumentations the main provisions only include that the argumentative process ought not to be influenced by anything except reasons mattering for the subject, all relevant information gathered and adequately processed. The usage of 'adequately', however, implies that the participants do not only have to understand with what kind of problem they are dealing, but also the content of the arguments made. Otherwise the entire discussion would miss its point. If someone presents a complicated equation in order to prove that the earth circles around the sun, the others do not only have to allow its utterance but have to try to follow the argument. Thus, a speaker would commit a performative contradiction if she would state that 'although we were neither able nor willing to grasp the real importance of A's claim that non-p would be the right solution we agreed legitimately on p.' 
Alt Fails – Spillover

The alt has no guarantee of solving- The efficiency of understanding the problems of “terrorists” is never adequate because one will never know whether or not their sensitivity is enough to hinder someone from entering the discourse

(Mattias Iser, Contemporary Philosophy, 1998, “Habermas on Virtue”, http://www.bu.edu/wcp/Papers/Cont/ContIser.htm)
The refusal to adequately listen to A's claim results in the same actual exclusion of her argument as the suppression of its utterance. (8) Insofar as an agent is honestly interested in the victory of the better argument she does not only have to let everyone articulate her arguments, but try to understand their full meaning. This argument still covers both theoretical and practical discourses, but does so far not include any attempt at role-taking.  The critical move can be done by reflecting on what it means to adequately understand normative arguments. Because normative questions concern the legitimate reconciliation of conflicting interests (otherwise there would be no problematization and consequently no practical discourse at all), it is necessary to understand the interests which give rise to the claims made on their behalf. However, to fully understand the speaker's interests and needs, even when articulated explicitly, the listeners must do more than grasp the semantic content of her claim. They are only able to properly describe the normative problem faced if they discern the meaning the claim has for the particular speaker. This does not imply that the interpretation of individual needs could not be changed by challenging their authenticity and finally, their general acceptability. However, in order to argue against a particular (interpretation of an) interest one first has to adequately understand it. Such a discourse theoretical reading of the role-taking demands of the participants, at least to a certain degree, to situate the raised interests in the evaluative patterns that fuel them; perhaps even in the particular life-histories with all their personal strivings and the meaning-providing (sub)culture in which these claims are embedded. (9)  This process of proper understanding can be partly institutionalized in giving each participant the possibility to explain her background. However, the last step of ascribing adequate meaning to it can only be done by the listeners. Such an attempt at adequate discernment is especially important because "(s)ubstantial reasons can never 'compel' in the sense of logical inference or conclusive evidence", and allow for no "'natural' end". (10) Acceptability expresses an agreement on the side of participants who are moved by certain reasons, but could also not be moved. The more participants are enabled to understand the importance of the other's claims and to relativize their own ones in the face of the latter, the more adequate the reached solution will be. Adequate discernment is thus achieved only by a conscious attempt and can neither be enforced nor checked by others. Whereas it is relatively easy to detect violations of the rule not to hinder someone from entering into discourse, the requirement to step into the other's shoes is a 'duty of virtue' in Kant's sense: it has wide latitude. One never knows whether one's sensitivity was sufficient. One can only try as hard as possible. However, so far I have used formulations such as 'attempt' and 'try as hard as possible' in order to construct a performative contradiction. 

Alt ( Violence

The Alt leads to endless acts of terror- only giving more time for terrorists to plot

Holmes May 13, 2010 (Kim R. Holmes, Vice President, Foreign and Defense Policy Studies, and Director, The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, The Times Square Bomb Plot: Success or Failure?, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2010/05/The-Times-Square-Bomb-Plot-Success-or-Failure)
The last thing we should do is to ease that pressure to avoid "provoking" terrorists. Some analysts speculate that the Times Square assault may have been revenge for U.S. attacks on Taliban leaders. Even if true, this doesn't mean that we should stop targeting terrorist leaders. We gave al Qaeda a free hand at planning 9/11, and we saw how that ended. It also would be foolish to conclude that a heightened state of alert for terrorism is "alarmist" or tantamount to surrendering to it. This is an odd argument. Should the street vendor not have reported smoke pouring out of the Pathfinder, lest he be called alarmist? Lesser vigilance will lead only to more - and more successful - attacks. We were lucky in Times Square; but we will not always be so. We must do better at stopping terrorists before they act. This means working overseas to stop them from entering the United States. That includes deploying Department of Homeland Security officers to consulate offices to perform background checks on visa applicants. It also means working with other nations; international information sharing has helped stop attacks previously. The Obama administration must not let the Passenger Name Record sharing agreement with the European Union collapse.
Obama Changing Rhetoric Now

Obama has tried to change the terrorism rhetoric- removes terms like ‘Islamic Radicalism’ from American policy

(Matt Apuzzo, 4/7/10, Associated Press- Huffington Post, “Obama Tries To Change Terrorism Rhteoric, Remove Terms Like ‘Islamic Radicalism’ from National Security”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2010/04/07/obama-terrorism-rhetoric_n_528104.html) 

Less talk about "Islamic radicalism" and a lot more about doing business. In the year since President Barack Obama pledged a new beginning in the relationship with the Muslim world, the White House has begun to change the U.S. focus.  Terrorism still dominates U.S. security concerns, but the White House believes it doesn't have to dominate the conversation. Since Obama's speech in Cairo last year, the White House has tried to talk more about health care, science and education.  It's a strategy based on the belief that the prior administration viewed the world through the lens of terrorism. And when it talked to Muslim nations, it was all about winning the war of ideas.  "You take a country where the overwhelming majority are not going to become terrorists, and you go in and say, 'We're building you a hospital so you don't become terrorists.' That doesn't make much sense," says National Security Council staff member Pradeep Ramamurthy.  Ramamurthy runs the administration's Global Engagement Directorate, a four-person team that Obama launched last May with little fanfare and a vague mission to use diplomacy and outreach "in pursuit of a host of national security objectives." Since then, the division has not only helped change the vocabulary of fighting terrorism but has shaped the way the country invests in Muslim businesses, studies global warming, supports scientific research and combats polio.  Also, Obama advisers who are rewriting a document spelling out the country's national security strategy plan to leave out references to "Islamic radicalism," counterterrorism officials said. They spoke on condition of anonymity because the document is still being written and is weeks away from release. Currently, the document declares: "The struggle against militant Islamic radicalism is the great ideological conflict of the early years of the 21st century."  Ramamurthy's team is reaching out in a variety of ways. Before diplomats go abroad, they hear from him or his deputy, Jenny Urizar. When officials from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration returned from Indonesia, the NSC got a rundown about research opportunities on global warming.  Ramamurthy maintains a database of interviews conducted by 50 U.S. embassies worldwide. And business leaders from more than 40 countries head to Washington this month for an "entrepreneurship summit" for Muslim businesses.  "Do you want to think about the U.S. as the nation that fights terrorism or the nation you want to do business with?" Ramamurthy said.  Story continues below  Many international Muslim leaders have cheered the new tone, not just for its symbolism but because it makes it politically easier for them to cooperate with the U.S.  "It's also a clear indication of President Obama's substantial understanding of the intricacies of Muslim politics," Jordanian lawmaker Hamada Faraaneh said.  On Wednesday, Iraqi government spokesman Ali al-Dabbagh applauded indications that the Obama administration would keep religious rhetoric out of the U.S. security strategy.  "It is a good message of assurance, and differs from the former American administration's position on this matter which showed no real understanding of Islamic countries," al-Dabbagh said. "This decision by Obama will help to reform the image Muslims have of America."  Public opinion polls have shown consistent improvement in sentiment toward the U.S. within the Muslim world, though the viewpoints are still overwhelmingly negative.  To deliver his message, Obama's speechwriters have at times taken inspiration from former President Ronald Reagan. In China in 1984, Reagan spoke about education, space exploration and scientific research. He discussed freedom and liberty. He never mentioned communism or democracy.  "They didn't look up to the U.S. because we hated communism," said Deputy National Security Adviser Ben Rhodes, Obama's foreign policy speechwriter.  Like Reagan in China, Obama in Cairo made only passing references to terrorism. Instead he focused on cooperation. He announced the U.S. would team up to fight polio with the Organisation of the Islamic Conference, a multinational body based in Saudi Arabia. The U.S. and OIC had worked together before, but never with that focus.  "President Obama saw it as an opportunity to say, 'We work on things far beyond the war on terrorism,'" World Health Organization spokeswoman Sona Bari said.  Polio is endemic in three Muslim countries – Nigeria, Pakistan and Afghanistan – but some Muslim leaders have been suspicious of vaccination efforts, which they suggested were part of a CIA sterilization campaign. Last year, the OIC and religious scholars at the International Islamic Fiqh Academy issued a fatwa, or religious decree, that parents should vaccinate their children.  The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention also began working more closely with local Islamic leaders in northern Nigeria, a network that had been overlooked for years, said John Fitzsimmons, the deputy director of the CDC's immunization division.  Though health officials are reluctant to assign credit to any one action, new polio cases in Nigeria fell from 83 during the first quarter of last year to just one so far this year, Fitzsimmons said.  Obama did not invent Muslim outreach. President George W. Bush gave the White House its first Quran, hosted its first Iftar dinner to celebrate Ramadan and loudly stated support for Muslim democracies like Turkey.  But the Bush administration struggled with its rhetoric. Muslims criticized Bush for describing the war on terrorism as a "crusade" and labeling the invasion of Afghanistan "Operation Infinite Justice" – words that were seen as religious. He regularly identified America's enemy as "Islamic extremists" and "radical jihadists."  Karen Hughes, a Bush confidante who served as his top diplomat to the Muslim world in his second term, urged the White House to stop.  "I did recommend that, in my judgment, it's unfortunate because of the way it's heard. We ought to avoid the language of religion," Hughes said. "Whenever they hear 'Islamic extremism, Islamic jihad, Islamic fundamentalism,' they perceive it as a sort of an attack on their faith. That's the world view Osama bin Laden wants them to have."  Hughes and Juan Zarate, Bush's former deputy national security adviser, said Obama's efforts build on groundwork from Bush's second term, when some of the rhetoric softened. But by then, Zarate said, it was overshadowed by the Guantanamo Bay detention center, the abuses at Abu Ghraib prison and a prolonged Iraq war.  "In some ways, it didn't matter what the president did or said. People weren't going to be listening to him in the way we wanted them to," Zarate said. "The difference is, President Obama had a fresh start."  Obama's foreign policy posture is not without risk. Even as he steps up airstrikes abroad, he has proven vulnerable to criticism at home, such as the failed Christmas Day airline bombing and the announced-then-withdrawn plan to prosecute self-described 9/11 mastermind Khalid Sheikh Mohammed in New York.  Peter Feaver, a Duke University political scientist and former Bush adviser, is skeptical of Obama's engagement effort. It "doesn't appear to have created much in the way of strategic benefit," he said. Obama risks seeming to adopt politically correct rhetoric abroad while appearing tone-deaf on security issues at home, Feaver said.  The White House dismisses such criticism. In June, Obama will travel to Indonesia, the world's most populous Muslim country, and is expected to revisit many of the themes of his Cairo speech.  "This is the long-range direction we need to go in," Ramamurthy said. 

Obama Changing Rhetoric Now

Obama is shifting away from Bush’s imperialist policies to a more respectful attitude towards the Middle East

(Project on Middle East Democracy, “Analyzing Obama’s Speech to the Muslim World”, 6/4/09, http://pomed.org/analyzing-obamas-speech-to-the-muslim-world/)

POMED and the Center for the Study of Islam and Democracy co-hosted a panel discussion on Thursday, June 4, 2009 entitled “Analyzing Obama’s Speech to the Muslim World.” The panelists were Geneive Abdo of The Century Foundation, Richard Eisendorf of Freedom House and Will Marshall, of the Progressive Policy Institute. Radwan Masmoudi of CSID moderated the panel.  Masmoudi expressed his apprehension that President Obama would not prominently feature democracy and human rights in his speech. He was pleasantly surprised, however, that democracy was among the speech’s main themes. He noted that after twenty years of deterioration of US-Muslim relations due to mistrust, misunderstandings and a lack of information and knowledge on both sides, President Obama’s speech set a new course. And while Obama’s speech opened hearts and minds in the Muslim world, Masmoudi warned that people in the region would expect concrete, policy-based follow up to his words.  Marshall labeled the speech as “masterful;” noting Obama’ unique ability to delicately address complicated issues while simultaneously providing clear solutions in his speeches. As a corollary, he contrasted Bush’s use of the imperative voice in communicating with the Muslim world with Obama’s deft tone imbued with honesty and respect. He argued that this approach had a disarming effect to those who are inherently distrustful of the United States and burdens its detractors to justify their clichéd beliefs. While his overall assessment was positive, Marshall insisted on including three caveats to his praise. First, he worried that Obama’s message of reconciliation conceded too much to the al-Qaeda narrative of victimization. Marshall argued that it was not Obama’s role to reinforce Muslim feelings of identity politics; rather, it was his duty to debunk them. Second, he noted that the historical animosity between the US and the Muslim world would not change in one speech. He argued that Obama spoke to a tough-minded audience and that radicalism and extremism would not bend to rhetorical sweet-talking. In this vein insisted that values should guide US policy and that America should reap the consequences of such an endeavor. Third, he argued that for Obama’s efforts to be seen as a departure from Bush-era policies ignores the real problem of fifty years of America’s short-minded policies of allying with expedient allies against Communism and radical Islamism. This track record only reinforced his belief that the United States must align with ordinary people’s aspirations against their governments and not step back from promoting democracy.  Geneive Abdo characterized Obama’s approach as “evasive” and devoid of any real policy prescriptions. And while he addressed buzzwords such as colonialism and occupation, she argued Obama’s approach was not nearly expansive enough. She continued by noting how Obama’s rhetorical brilliance raised expectation so high that Iran and al-Qaeda had preemptively issued statements responding to his speech. She continued by critiquing Obama’s use of extremism as a foil in his speech. She argued that the debate was already well beyond this dichotomy and that Obama should have used his speech to address the political, economic and social reasons for extremism’s regional constituency.  She also noted the originality of using the affluence and freedom of America’s Muslim community as an argument in the US’s favor. She did not think this argument would be particularly persuasive given the divergence of circumstances among Muslims in the United States and the Middle East. On the War in Iraq, Abdo criticized the president for not apologizing for the invasion and not offering concrete plans for the country.

Use of Terrorism Good (1/4)

The use of the word terrorism must be engaged in order to be deconstructed
Gunning 2007 (Jerome is Lecturer in the Department of International Politics, University of Wales, Aberystwyth and Deputy Director of the Centre for the Study of Radicalisation and Contemporary Political Violence (CSRV). He is the author of Hamas in Politics: Democracy, Religion, Violence (Hurst, 2007). His research interests include Islamist movements, Islamic political thought, democratisation theory, social movement theory, political violence and transformation, and critical terrorism studies., “babies and bathwaters: reflecting on the pitfalls of critical terrorism studies”,)
Yet, if we do not converge under a central concept such as 'terrorism', however problematic, much of this critical research will remain fragmented, thereby preventing cross-fertilisation between critical cognate perspectives. In addition, eschewing the 'terrorism' label also leaves traditional approaches and policy-makers relatively unchallenged, particularly in the race for research funding. There are two further reasons for retaining 'terrorism' as a central organising concept. One of the key tasks of CTS is to investigate the political usage of this term. For that reason alone, it should be retained as a central marker. The term 'terrorism' is, furthermore, currently so dominant that CTS cannot afford to abandon it. Academia does not exist outside the power structures of its day. However problematic the term, it dominates public discourse and as such needs to be engaged with, deconstructed, and challenged, rather than abandoned and left to less critical scholars.
Use of the word terrorist is good, and opens the possibility for questioning and change

Jackson, 2009 (Richard is a Professor in the Department of International Politics, Aberystwyth University, The Political Studies Association and Blackwell Publishing Ltd. , “The Study of Terrorism after September 11 2001; Problems, Challenges and Future Developments”)
In sum, despite the inherently insecure ontological and epistemological foundations of terrorism as the central concept of the field, Goodin demonstrates that it is possible to use the term in an intellectually credible manner, if one applies its core analytical and moral criteria consistently. Moreover, this insecurity, far from undermining the basis for further research into political terrorism, actually opens up new questions and avenues of exploration – into its conditions of possibility and the labelling practices of different institutions and societies, for example.
Use of Terrorism Good (2/4)

Referring to terrorists as anything else legitimizes their actions

St. Petersburg Times, 2003  (Philip Gailey, “Word choice matters in Mid East Reporting,” August 31, Lexis)

The madness in the Mideast is all of those things and more, and the words you find in Webster's don't begin to describe just how horrible the terrorism and the military retaliation that follows each suicide bomber's success is in the daily lives of the Israelis and the Palestinians. When a Palestinian suicide bomber recently boarded a bus in Jerusalem and blew 20 men, women and children to bits, most of the wire service reports I saw, including one from the Associated Press, said the carnage was the work of Palestinian "militants." By that standard, I suppose Osama bin Laden is a militant, as was Mohammed Atta, who led the 9/11 terrorist attacks that killed more than 3,000 people in New York and Washington. And President Bush's war on terrorism is really a war on militancy. For me, it's not a hard call. Acts of terror are committed by terrorists, and the horrific bus attack on Israeli civilians, like the dozens of suicide bombings that preceded it, was an act of cold, indiscriminate terror. So why do so many news organizations insist on describing terrorists as militants? I don't think militants set out to deliberately kill children. Dr. Bruce Epstein wonders if the St. Petersburg Times is part of the problem, intentionally or not. In a recent letter, this Pinellas County physician complained that newspapers appear to want to "legitimatize" Palestinian terrorists by describing them as militants. I happen to believe the Palestinian cause - an independent and free Palestinian state - is legitimate and that the Palestinian people do have legitimate grievances over the Israeli occupation. That said, I believe Epstein raises a fair question about news coverage of Mideast violence. He objected in particular to a recent headline in the Times on a story about the assassination of a senior leader of the Islamic Jihad, a terrorist group - "Militant's death sparks vengeance threats." He later noticed another headline - "Dealer sympathized with terrorists." That headline was on a story about the arrest of a man in the New York area who was trying to sell surface-to-air missiles to terrorists (they turned out to be undercover agents) to bring down U.S. commercial airliners. Epstein writes: "In my mind, this double standard is both appalling and disturbing. If Americans are killed in a terror attack, the killers are called terrorists. If Jewish Israelis are killed in a terror attack, the killers are called militants. . . . By using the word "militant' to describe a terrorist, the Times legitimizes the terrorist. When the Times substitutes the word "militant' for terrorist, the newspaper conveys to its readers that these Palestinian (terrorist) groups are legal, legitimate and even moral." Contrary to what Epstein and other readers suggest, the Times has no such motive or policy. It needs a policy on how to distinguish a militant from a terrorist, and newsroom editors are in the process of drafting one, as are editors at other newspapers around the country. The Orlando Sentinel has been getting similar complaints from readers, and earlier this year its style committee reviewed the use of militant and terrorist and came up with this standard: "Use caution when using these terms (militants, terrorists), which can show bias toward one side in a conflict. Generally, "bombers', "attackers', or "suicide bombers' are preferred terms." Manning Pynn, the Sentinel's public editor, recently wrote that despite the style committee decision, the paper will continue to use "militant" to describe Hamas and the Islamic Jihad, both of which are on the State Department's list of terrorist organizations. "The term "terrorist' certainly expresses judgment: It imputes to the person or organization being described the motive of trying to instill fear. "Militant' seems to me much more neutral," Pynn wrote. Foolish me. I thought instilling fear is exactly what Hamas and Islamic Jihad mean to do when they send their suicide bombers into markets, restaurants and buses to kill and terrorize Israeli civilians. I'm all for fair and balanced reporting (I hope the Fox cable news network doesn't slap me with a lawsuit for trademark infringement), but I also believe that words do matter. And if the word "terrorism" is to have any real meaning, then blowing up a bus crowded with women and children must be condemned for what it is - an act of terrorism.

Use of Terrorism Good (3/4)
Refusing to call terrorists “terrorists” emboldens their acts of unjustifiable violence against civilians. 

HonestReporting.com, 2004 (“Calling Terror by its Name,” March 16, www.honestreporting.com/articles/reports/Calling_Terror_By_Its_Name.asp)

<For over three years, in continual updates and through TerrorPetition.com, HonestReporting has led the campaign to insist that news outlets call Palestinian terror "terror."  
Now, as the scourge of Islamic terrorism continues to spread throughout the globe, it is more important than ever that Israel's struggle against Palestinian terror be properly identified as part of the larger battle to preserve civil, democratic society against militant Islam.Definition of terrorism:Though a number of definitions exist, the United States Government's definition has gained broad acceptance:Title 22 of the US Code, Section 2656f(d):The term "terrorism" means premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against noncombatant targets by subnational groups or clandestine agents, usually intended to influence an audience. The term "international terrorism" means terrorism involving the territory or the citizens of more than one country.The term "terrorist group" means any group that practices, or has significant subgroups that practice, international terrorism.Under this definition, the US State Department and Canadian government define Hamas and Islamic Jihad as terrorist organizations, and outlaw all financial or logistical support for their activities. Even Yasser Arafat, writing in The New York Times on February 3, 2002, described Palestinian attacks against Isaeli civilians as "terrorist."Media use of term "terrorism":Media outlets however, especially in news reports, will oftentimes shy away from the use of the term "terrorism" when describing deliberate attacks on civilians worldwide. This, in the effort to maintain journalistic neutrality, which some journalists believe is jeopardized when using the pejorative term "terrorism." HonestReporting's position is that a deliberate attack against a civilian target, anywhere in the world, is most accurately referred to as a "terrorist attack," for two fundamental reasons:▪ It has become common English usage to use "terrorism" to describe these horrific events (as per the definition above), and it therefore is the most accurate term available.▪ The post-9/11 political climate is characterized by a struggle between radical Islamic groups and western democracies. The repeated Islamist targeting of innocent western civilians to further jihadist goals is understood by the great majority of world to lie beyond the pale of legitimate political struggle. The term "terrorism" is therefore necessary to differentiate between this wholly illegitimate method of warfare and legitimate methods, as defined by the Fourth Geneva Convention.When media outlets refuse to use the term "terrorism" to describe what are clearly terrorist acts, they both depart from common usage, and in effect (if not in intent) embolden those who use the mass murder of civilians to further their ideological goals. And since the language of news coverage has an extremely powerful effect on popular opinion, this refusal to call terror "terror" confers a degree of legitimacy to the horrific acts, in the minds of millions of media consumers.Double standards in media coverage:As HonestReporting has repeatedly documented, while media outlets often use the accurate term "terrorism" in other world contexts, when it comes to Palestinian terrorist attacks on Israelis the term is rarely used. This double standard is particularly evident when comparing terrorist attacks in Israel and elsewhere that occurred nearly simultaneously, or in very similar physical circumstances. A few recent examples:▪ In the beginning of April, 2003 an Iraqi army officer killed five American soldiers by blowing himself up in a taxi. In Netanya that week, a Palestinian ignited his explosive belt at the entrance to a cafe, injuring 50 Israelis. The Associated Press listed the Iraqi attack among other historical "terror attacks against the U.S. military," but AP coverage of the Netanya blast referred to the bomber as a Palestinian "militant."▪ In May, 2003 the New York Times launched a new, special section of their news site called "Threats and Responses: Targeting Terror." Recent deadly terror attacks in Chechnya, Saudi Arabia and the Philippines were included, but absolutely no reference was made to two terrorist attacks in Israel during that period.▪ In October, 2003 suicide bombers killed a number of American soldiers in Iraq, and 19 Israelis in a Haifa cafe. The San Jose Mercury News reported on Iraq: "Suicide bombers unleashed a wave of terror in the Iraqi capital Monday..." But in Israel, the Mercury News reported no "terror."Editors' positions:On Jan. 4, 2004, the executive editor of the Miami Herald expressed his paper's commitment to call terror "terror," despite the overriding concern for evenhandedness:It's Herald policy to use the most neutral language available in a given situation. We, too, label those who fight for a cause as militants. But unlike some of our colleagues, we see a line where a militant becomes a terrorist and we don't shy away from the latter word. When a suicide bomber blows up a bus carrying innocent civilians, it's an act of terrorism, not militancy.The Herald is the latest in a string of papers to recently address this issue head-on, however belatedly. 
Here's an overview of the positions that ombudsmen and editors at various papers have expressed (Note particularly the distinction between al Qaeda and Hamas that the Orlando Sentinel, Boston Globe and Washington Post attempt to make):The quite similar claims by the Orlando Sentinel, Boston Globe, and Washington Post demand attention, since both attempt to justify the non-use of the term "terrorism" in the specific context of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. These editors posit that since Palestinian terrorist groups such as Hamas and Islamic Jihad are "resisting occupation," "at war," and have "nationalistic ambitions," the term "terrorism" may not apply to their actions ― even brutal attacks on Israeli civilian buses and restaurants. At the same time, the editors are willing to accept the use of the term to describe al Qaeda terrorist acts.Their logic is faulty for a number of reasons:▪ Palestinian Arab terrorism against Jews ― in the decades before and after 1948 ― long preceded the 1967 war that created the disputed (or "occupied") territories.▪ Hamas and Islamic Jihad have repeatedly clarified, in official documents and statements, that their goal is not the creation of an independent Palestinian state, but rather the genocidal elimination of all Jewish presence in the region.▪ Palestinian terrorist groups have strong affiliations with global Islamist terrorist groups and regimes, and are not merely "regional" in scope. ▪ Even in the context of warfare, deliberate attacks against civilian targets are illegal under the Fourth Geneva Convention, and therefore demand being described as terrorism.Conclusion:The latest wave of Palestinian terrorism, including over 100 suicide bombings since September 2000, has caused the brutal murder of 664 Israeli civilian lives. Israeli policy and action regarding the Palestinian people and leadership must be understood in the context of this unprecedented assault on a Western democracy.As the West unites against barbaric Islamic terrorism that now also haunts continental Europe, it is essential that Israel's struggle against Palestinian terror be properly identified as part of this larger battle (which many now consider nothing less than World War III). When news outlets differentiate between attacks in Israel and those elsewhere, they expose an editorial decision that Palestinian attacks are not part of that larger battle between Islamist terrorists and democratic civilization, but rather, more justified acts of nationalistic "resistance." This journalistic act is factually wrong, morally dangerous, and a far cry from "neutral reporting.">

Use of Terrorism Good (4/4)

Labeling terrorist as such is key to fighting the war on terror

Ganor, 2001  (Boaz, Director of the International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism “Defining Terrorism,” http://www.ict.org.il/articles/define.htm, May 16)
We face an essential need to reach a definition of terrorism that will enjoy wide international agreement, thus enabling international operations against terrorist organizations. A definition of this type must rely on the same principles already agreed upon regarding conventional wars (between states), and extrapolate from them regarding non-conventional wars (betweean organization and a state). The definition of terrorism will be the basis and the operational tool for expanding the international community’s ability to combat terrorism. It will enable legislation and specific punishments against those perpetrating, involved in, or supporting terrorism, and will allow the formulation of a codex of laws and international conventions against terrorism, terrorist organizations, states sponsoring terrorism, and economic firms trading with them. At the same time, the definition of terrorism will hamper the attempts of terrorist organizations to obtain public legitimacy, and will erode support among those segments of the population willing to assist them (as opposed to guerrilla activities). Finally, the operative use of the definition of terrorism could motivate terrorist organizations, due to moral or utilitarian considerations, to shift from terrorist activities to alternative courses (such as guerrilla warfare) in order to attain their aims, thus reducing the scope of international terrorism. The struggle to define terrorism is sometimes as hard as the struggle against terrorism itself. The present view, claiming it is unnecessary and well-nigh impossible to agree on an objective definition of terrorism, has long established itself as the “politically correct” one. It is the aim of this paper, however, to demonstrate that an objective, internationally accepted definition of terrorism is a feasible goal, and that an effective struggle against terrorism requires such a definition. The sooner the nations of the world come to this realization, the better.
AT – Reps Come First

Turn: Claiming the discourse comes before anything else is a performative contradiction that destroys the validity of speech

(Mattias Iser, Contemporary Philosophy, 1998, “Habermas on Virtue”, http://www.bu.edu/wcp/Papers/Cont/ContIser.htm)
Roughly the argument proceeds as follows: Already by delivering a speech-act we raise a 'validity claim' (be it one of propositional truth or normative rightness). We necessarily imply, lest our statement is intended as a nonsensical utterance for the fun of simply uttering, that it is backed with good reasons. Reasons, however, to be counted as good or valid would have to withstand detailed scrutiny. Thus, our validity claim can in principle not be restricted to the person(s) to whom it was raised, but implies that it must be acceptable to every reasonable person. If we honestly search for 'truth' or 'rightness' we have, in order to consider every possible (counter)argument, in principle to engage in an intersubjective dialogue that allows all others to criticize our proposals and to bring forward their own. Excluding others therefore amounts to a 'performative contradiction'. Habermas as well as Apel thus engage in a reconstruction of what it means to deliver speech-acts, be it in the unthematized contexts of the lifeworld or the reflective stage that follows a problematization, namely discourse.
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