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1NC Shell (1/4)

The discourse of “Terrorism” represents opposite binaries portraying the “terrorists” as the enemy of the West. 

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

The discourse is first and foremost founded on the deployment of a series of core labels, terms and discursive formations, including, among others: ‘the Islamic world’, ‘the West’, ‘the Islamic revival’, ‘political Islam’, ‘Islamism’, ‘extremism’, ‘radicalism’, ‘fundamental- ism’, ‘religious terrorism’, ‘jihadists’, ‘Wahhabis’, ‘Salafis’, ‘militants’, ‘moderates’, ‘global jihadist movement’, ‘al-Qaeda’, and of course, ‘Islamic terrorism’. Crucially, in their textual usage these terms are often vaguely defined (if at all), yet culturally loaded and highly flexible in the way they are deployed. In addition, these labels and terms are organized into a series of dramatic oppositional binaries, such as the West versus the Islamic world, extremists versus moderates, violent versus peaceful, demo- cratic versus totalitarian, religious versus secular, medieval versus modern and savage versus civilized. Such powerful categories func- tion to construct ‘Islamic terrorists’ and ‘extremists’ as particular kinds of subjects within the overall discourse and enforce highly constricting subject positions upon them vis-à-vis other subjects, such as ‘decent people’, ‘democratic states’ or ‘moderate Muslims’, for example. Importantly, they also render unreasonable more nuanced narratives about the often-contradictory identities and characteristics of the narratives’ central actors. The application of labels such as ‘terrorist’, ‘fundamentalist’ and ‘extremist’ to groups like Hamas and Hizbollah for example, functions to obscure their simultaneous exist- ence as political party, social welfare provider, protection force, local association, relief agency, charity, education provider, bank, guerrilla force and the like – as well as position them as the enemy of Western societies.

1NC Shell (2/4)

This develops infinite adversaries and leads to worldwide civil war that destroys coexistence

Enns 04 (Diane, Philosophy Department at the University of Toronto, John Hopkins University Press, Bare Life and the Occupied Body, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v007/7.3enns.html)

Agamben warns that we currently face the most extreme and dangerous developments of the paradigm of security in the name of a state of emergency. Rapidly imposing itself as the basic principle of state activity, security, he argues, is becoming the sole criterion of political legitimization while traditional tasks of the state surrender to a gradual neutralization of politics.2 Ironically, the more security reasoning is promoted, the more vulnerable we become. This is the ultimate risk. Security and terrorism have become a single deadly system in which they legitimate and justify each other's actions. The risk is twofold according to Agamben: not only does the paradigm of security develop a "clandestine complicity of opponents" in which resistance and power are locked together in a mutually reinforcing relationship, but it also leads to "a worldwide civil war which destroys all civil coexistence."3 This is the result of the dependency of security measures on maintaining a state of emergency.

1NC Shell (3/4)

This creates a self-fulfilling prophecy; it fuels recruitment for organizations and heightens the fear of the target population 

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

At a more practical level, it can also be argued that the ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse is proving to be counter-productive in its effects on the broader counter-terrorism campaign of the war on terrorism. For example, it seems obvious that the discourse assists certain mili- tant groups in promoting their message that there is a fundamental conflict between Islam and the West; in this sense, the language works to co-constitute the very threat it purports to counter. In addi- tion, narratives of fanatical, murderous, suicidal ‘Islamic terrorists’ functions to amplify rather than allay the social fear generated by terrorist actions because it reinforces the perception that the attackers are inhuman killing machines who cannot be deterred or reasoned with. In terms of foreign policy, the construction of a global Islamic threat can contribute to support for governments who actively suppress popular Islamic movements or cancel elections, thus creat- ing a self-fulfilling prophecy in which imprisoned, tortured and harassed activists decide that the use of violence is their only recourse.111

1NC Shell (4/4)

The alternative is to reject the discourse and create a space for the “terrorists” to explain their struggle. Without Agonism we can never fully understand the complexity of terrorism. 

Enns 04 (Diane, Philosophy Department at the University of Toronto, John Hopkins University Press, Bare Life and the Occupied Body, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v007/7.3enns.html)

Foucault persists in being optimistic. The claim that "at the very heart of the power relationship, and constantly provoking it, are the recalcitrance of the will and the intransigence of freedom" leads him to an agonistic politics. Agonism is preferable to antagonism, he argues, to describe "a relationship that is at the same time mutual incitement and struggle; less of a face-to-face confrontation that paralyzes both sides than a permanent provocation."60 This claim, and Foucault's ambivalent relationship to it as he moves between theoretical investigations and political action, is the concern we need to address in order to understand the current deadlock between the forces of security and terror, between global capitalism and Islam. An attitude of permanent provocation can lead to an acceptance of the very "worldwide civil war" Agamben alludes to, and the destruction of civil coexistence that the paradigm of security and terror appears to be heading towards. Agamben argues that nothing is more important today than a revision of the concept of security as the basic principle of state politics and a consideration of the catastrophic consequences of the use of this paradigm. He urges us to consider that. Maybe the time has come to work towards the prevention of disorder and catastrophe, and not merely towards their control. Today, there are plans for all kinds of emergencies (ecological, medical, military), but there is no politics to prevent them. . . . It is the task of democratic politics to prevent the development of conditions which lead to hatred, terror, and destruction -- and not to reduce itself to attempts to control them once they occur. To this end, we need to listen to those who bear witness to the conditions of life under an occupying force, and to those whose sacrifice, in the end, may not count for anything except momentary empowerment for a people. A resistance that cannot be appropriated or recuperated, one that remains outside of the mutually reinforcing paradigms of power and counter-power, violence and counter-violence, is clearly evident in the resilience of the Palestinian people to their occupation. This force should be our point of departure in an analysis that requires courage as well as rigor in order to refuse the pernicious invitation to participate in a Manichean politics that polarizes the arguments: either one defends the victimized or defends the war on terror. Above all, we must guard against any ideology that promotes a "clandestine complicity of opponents" that will lead to the destruction of civil coexistence. This includes an unexamined defense of despair and the necessity of dignity as reason enough to resort to extreme acts of violence against civilians. Anger at injustice and an understandable desire for revenge have historically been channeled in diverse ways. While we cannot assume that "suicide bombing" is truly unnecessary, it is worse to say that it is the only option.

Alternative: Solvency
Critiquing the discourse within the round allows for the discussion of the alternative 

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

The purpose of this article is not to assert that the terrorist threat does not exist or that terrorism and religion are not linked in some fashion. Rather, its central aim is to draw attention to the contestable and politicized character of the dominant narratives, the ways in which ‘Islamic terrorism’ is interpreted and socially constructed as an existential threat and the means by which the broader discourse functions to promote a number of discrete political projects and reify a particular kind of political and social order. Exposing the ideo- logical effects and political technologies of the discourse has the potential to open up critical space for the articulation of alternative and potentially emancipatory forms of knowledge and practice. Moreover, given the enormous material and social destruction of the war on terrorism thus far, the possibility of articulating non-violent or constructive responses to acts of terrorism takes on immense norma- tive significance. Fortunately, discourses are never completely hegemonic; there is always room for counter-hegemonic struggle and subversive forms of knowledge. In this case, not only is the discourse inherently unstable and vulnerable to different forms of critique, but the continual set- backs in Iraq and Afghanistan, ongoing revelations of torture and rendition and increasing resistance to government attempts to restrict civil liberties suggest that the present juncture provides an opportune moment to engage in deliberate and sustained critique. Recent moves by officials of the European Union for example, to review its lexicon of terms regarding ‘Islamic’ or ‘jihadi’ terrorism are indicative of a growing dissatisfaction with the discourse within parts of the political establishment.112 In particular, given their public role, scholars in the field have a responsibility to challenge the articulation of the central labels and narratives of the dominant discourse and to explore alternative forms of language and knowledge. As an initial starting point, reclaiming the labels and narratives of ‘political vio- lence’, ‘revolutionaries’, ‘militants’, ‘nationalism’, ‘anti-imperialism’, ‘self-determination’, ‘insurgency’, ‘ideology’ and the like to describe the current conflict, could provide a more flexible and ethically responsible alternative to the oppressive confines of the discourse of ‘Islamic terrorism’.

Alternative: Solvency

Deconstruction of the discourse is the only way to mitigate it’s dangers.

Jackson 08 (Richard, Aberystwyth University, Wales, UK, State terror, terrorism research and knowledge politics, http://cadair.aber.ac.uk/dspace/bitstream/2160/1949/1/BISA-Paper-2008-Jackson-FINAL.pdf) 
Finally, there are real dangers for the stability of the international system itself. For instance, there is the danger of de-stabilizing already unstable regions through the application of pre- emptive war doctrines (the operative conclusion of the discourse) by states that are currently fighting insurgencies and terrorist campaigns. Many of these states Russia, China, Algeria, India, Israel, Macedonia, Malaysia, Indonesia, Zimbabwe—have already re-framed their struggles against internal dissidents as local ―wars on terrorism as a way of both muting international criticism and garnering fresh support. Additionally, there is little doubt that the Iraq war phase of the ―war on terrorism‖has undermined institutions of global governance, particularly the United Nations, and the conduct of US forces and military doctrines are re- asserting exclusivist communitarian values (it is the duty and right of every state to value the lives of its own citizens above the lives of all others) over cosmopolitan values. If these and other dangers are to be avoided, we must first reclaim the right to question and debate the profound policy issues that lie at the heart of the ―war on terrorism, and challenge the normative foundations of counterterrorist violence. In large part, such an engagement will only be possible when the deconstruction of the discursive straightjacket we are currently trapped within begins in earnest.
Alternative: Solvency

There is always room to reject the affirmative’s discourse. The discussion of Iraq and Afghanistan provides a juncture to critique the discourse.

Jackson 08 (Richard, Aberystwyth University, Wales, UK, State terror, terrorism research and knowledge politics, http://cadair.aber.ac.uk/dspace/bitstream/2160/1949/1/BISA-Paper-2008-Jackson-FINAL.pdf) 
In conclusion, exposing the ideological effects and political technologies of the discourse has the potential to open up critical space for the articulation of alternative and potentially emancipatory forms of knowledge and practice. The good news is that discourses are never completely hegemonic; there is always room for counter-hegemonic struggle and subversive forms of knowledge. In this case, not only is the discourse inherently unstable and vulnerable to different forms of critique, but the continual setbacks in Iraq and Afghanistan, ongoing revelations of state torture and rendition by Western forces, and increasing resistance to government attempts to restrict civil liberties suggest that the present juncture provides an opportune moment to engage in deliberate and sustained critique of a dominant discourse which focuses on non-state actors and obscures the much greater terrorism of state actors.

Alternative: Solvency
Our discourse fuels continued suicide terrorism, the only way to solve is to forgo stereotypes and understand the rationality behind suicide bombings. 

Enns 04 (Diane, Philosophy Department at the University of Toronto, John Hopkins University Press, Bare Life and the Occupied Body, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v007/7.3enns.html)

If the production of the biopolitical body is the very function of the state, we cannot think of the self-sacrifice of this body as a strategy of resistance. The act of sacrifice is itself recuperable. Killing oneself in the process of killing others is not then a strategy of resistance, so much as a desperate refusal of bare life to the condition of being occupied, as well as one of the most horrific, and counter-productive examples of violent retribution.54 Accusations made against those who wish to understand it -- for failing to condemn a heinous act -- are therefore misplaced. We have to negotiate the terrain between arguments concerning the moral justification of such an act of violence, citing this despair as reason enough to justify revenge in the name of self-defense, and the foreclosure of any discussion by demanding unconditional condemnation for what is judged to be an act of terrorism.55 The urgent question then, has to do with understanding the occupied body who sacrifices his life, and accounting for the political conditions that breed eager new volunteers. In such a negotiation, we must ask why "suicide bombing"? Why now? Why this method of resistance and not another? Why is this phenomenon particular to certain struggles for self-determination and not to others?56 Why is it often assumed as an inevitable response to despair and repression? It is all too easy to dehistoricize diverse methods of political resistance as well as the State powers they contest. We must, as Bamyeh argues, "maintain the sobriety of the concrete at all costs" for it is "material existence and material grievances that create suffering and struggle": the lack of access to land and water, denial of human rights, demolition of homes, relegation to refugee-status, restriction of movement, among other abuses. Attention to the particularities of the struggle will demonstrate, Bamyeh continues, "that even the most seemingly irrational acts, like suicide bombings, have their basis in concrete but ignored grievances." While we need to guard against assimilating the Palestinian struggle to the reactionary terrorism of Al-Qaeda, or for that matter to any other mode of violent resistance or act of anti-imperialism, I am suggesting that what the twenty-first century knows as "terrorism" alters the focus of Foucault's discussion of power and resistance, and highlights the necessity of formulating an analysis that acknowledges the root causes of the act of self-sacrifice and murder. For all the horror, grief and violent vengeance caused by this act, the important question is precisely that which Foucault wished to deflect: who wields the power? The transition from theorizing disciplinary power to dominating power, individual subjectivization to collective subordination, necessitates posing this question.

Alternative: Solvency  (*Urgency*)

The discourse perpetuates the conflict between the “west” and the “terrorists”, we must reject the discourse now or risk cementing it within society. 

Volpil 07 (Frederic, Constructing the ‘Ummah’ in European Security: Between Exit, Voice and Loyalty,  Constructing the ‘Ummah’ in European Security: Between Exit, Voice and Loyalty)

In this context, the above-mentioned dynamics combine to re- inforce a peculiar organization of religiosity and violence that expresses itself in various attempts at transforming the formal and informal institutions of Western society. The organized threat posed by an organization like al-Qaeda is but one illustration of this reor- ganized religiosity. The growth of the phenomenon of the ‘amateur jihadist’ in European countries is another aspect of this process. Both are connected to the growth of the security discourses and practices of Western governments, but not in a direct cause–effect relation. Securitization provides a material framework and set of external constraints within which discourses about identity, legitimacy and violence are developed – both from an Islamic and non-Islamic per- spective. These discourses are currently locked in a vicious circle of mutual exclusion and defiance. Regardless of the practical measures that are taken today to address this problem, the internal dynamics of the discourses and identities that have been put on their current trajectory by previous initiatives will ensure that these tensions will remain for some time to come. Furthermore, individually and collec- tively, every day that passes by in this heightened ‘security’ context will make it more difficult to un-learn what is now being learned by the state and the ‘Ummah’.

Author Indicts (1/2)

Your author’s are biased; uses of the words “Islamic Terrorism” are rooted in false assumptions

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

First and foremost, the current discourse of ‘Islamic terrorism’ is rooted in the assumptions, theories and knowledge of terrorism studies – a discrete field of academic research that has grown tremen- dously and gained genuine authority since the 11 September terrorist attacks. The notion of ‘Islamic terrorism’ appears to have emerged from studies of ‘religious terrorism’, a subject founded largely on David Rapoport’s seminal article from 1984.9 Since then, a number of core texts and scholars have established reputations as leading sources of expert knowledge in ‘Islamic terrorism’.10 As later sections of this article demonstrate, a great many of the central labels and narratives of the ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse are drawn from this body of work. Importantly, through well-established networks of influence linking ‘terrorism experts’ with the policy-making establishment many of these narratives have become politically influential.11 Secondly, the discourse derives a great many of its core assump- tions, labels and narratives from the long tradition and archive of orientalist scholarship on the Middle East and Arab culture and religion.12 This literature expanded rapidly in response to the tumul- tuous events in the Middle East in the 1970s and 1980s – such as the 1972 Munich massacre, the 1973 oil shocks, the 1979 Iranian revolu- tion and embassy hostage crisis, the Rushdie affair and the terrorist kidnappings and hijackings of the 1980s. It has been greatly stimu- lated once again by the 9/11 attacks and subsequent war on terrorism. Importantly, Samuel Huntington’s highly influential 1993 essay ‘The Clash of Civilizations?’, the title of which is derived from a much-cited article by Bernard Lewis,13 reproduced a number of orientalist claims for an international affairs audience and it is there- fore an important antecedent of the current ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse.14 As with terrorism studies scholars, a great many identifi- able orientalist Middle East scholars, including Bernard Lewis, Noah Feldman and the late Raphael Patai, have made frequent appear- ances as advisers and expert witnesses for official bodies, thereby transmitting many of the central assumptions and narratives of ori- entalist scholarship into the policy process.15 Thirdly, the discourse draws on a long tradition of cultural stereo- types and deeply hostile media representations and depictions of Islam and Muslims.16 Typically, in portraying Muslims, the main- stream media has tended to employ frameworks centred on violence, threat, extremism, fanaticism and terrorism, although there is also a visual orientalist tradition in which they are portrayed as exotic and mysterious.17 Moreover, these kinds of cultural representations have proved extremely resilient, perhaps because, as Said claims, they reflect deeper social-cultural fears, anxieties and stereotypes of the oriental ‘other’ that go back to the imperial age.18 For others, they are the necessary cultural corollary of contemporary forms of imperialism. In addition to these three primary historical discursive traditions, the post-9/11 ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse frequently draws upon and is embedded within a wider set of political-cultural narratives surrounding the war on terrorism, including, among others: the ‘good war’ narrative surrounding the struggle against fascism during the Second World War; mythologies of the Cold War, including the notion of ‘the long war’, the deeply embedded civilization- versus-barbarism narrative, the cult of innocence, the language and assumptions of the enemy within, the labels and narratives of ‘rogue states’, and the discourse surrounding the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.

Author Indicts (2/2)
The discourse assumes that violence and Islam are inextricably linked, a false construction upon which your author’s findings are based. 
Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

First, central to the discourse is an underlying assumption that violence – and by implication, terrorism – is inherent to Islam, because unlike Christianity, Islam makes no distinction between Church and State, has never discarded the notion of religious war,25 purports to regulate both the public and private lives of Muslims and has much to say about the political life of the community. This narrative is frequently expressed opaquely in observations about Islam’s prominent status in the field of religious violence. Walter Laqueur, a respected terrorism expert, suggests that while there is ‘no Muslim or Arab monopoly in the field of religious fanati- cism . . . the frequency of Muslim- and Arab-inspired terrorism is still striking’, and while ‘a discussion of religion-inspired terrorism cannot possibly confine itself to radical Islam it has to take into account the Muslim countries’ pre-eminent position in this field’.26 Similarly, Barak Mendelsohn notes that ‘religious extremists who wish to impose religious order exist in all religions, but evidently, religious terrorism looms larger in Muslim societies’.27 However, there are also a great many overt expressions of this narrative. Apart from Samuel Huntington’s crude assertion that ‘Islam has bloody borders’,28 it is not uncommon to find discussions of ‘the inherent, even organic connection that has always existed between Political Islam and violence’ due to the fact that ‘Islam does not separate the realms of religion and politics.’29 A prominent counter-terrorism think-tank publication argues that ‘in the Islamic world one cannot differentiate between the political violence of Islamic groups and
their
popular
support
derived from
religion . . . the present terrorism on the part of the Arab and Muslim world is Islamic in nature’.30 Directly related to this, it is most frequently assumed that terrorism is directly linked to, emerges from, or is inspired by, extremist and fundamentalist forms of Islam. In particular, many texts appear to take it as axiomatic that ‘Islamist’, ‘Wahhabist’ and ‘Salafist’ groups are usually linked to or directly involved in terrorism. Magnus Ran- storp for example, refers to ‘the Islamist movements and their respec- tive armed terrorist wings’ without any qualification at all, implying that all ‘Islamist’ groups naturally have a ‘terrorist wing’.31 Reuven Paz of the International Policy Institute for Counter-Terrorism (ICT) writes of the ‘Islamist terrorist culture’ and ‘violent Islamist ideolo- gies, doctrines and activities’32 – implying that violence is culturally embedded within Islamism. Similarly, Marc Sageman, a noted terror- ism expert, refers to ‘the global Salafi jihad’ and ‘Salafi terrorist groups’ led by al-Qaeda, arguing that ‘Salafi ideology determines its mission, sets its goals, and guides its tactics’.33 Moreover, according to Sageman, ‘Al Qaeda is not only a terrorist political organization; it is also a revivalist religious social movement.’34 The terrorism–extremism association contained in these discursive formations works to construct the widely accepted ‘knowledge’ that certain forms of Islam are by nature violent and terroristic.
Discourse: Identity

The discourse creates homogenous identities of “us” vs. “the other”

Talbot 08 (Steven, Defence Science and Technology Organisation, Sociological Research Online 13(1)17 'Us' and 'Them': Terrorism, Conflict and (O)ther Discursive Formations, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/13/1/17.html) 

Sociology of the enemy examines the social process of constructing enemies, and within the context of identity politics and negotiation, creating Others for advantageous reasons. Politicians, other charismatic leaders, social elites, and the military alike, are in prime positions to construct particular representations of the enemy. In turn, these representations are also influenced by a host of other actors (academics and intellectuals, advisors), and array of sources and representations at their disposal. The proliferation of these representations through the internet, media reports, government documents, books, articles, and film has led to an expansion of an enemy discourse (as part of a deliberate and incidental public diplomacy3), assisting the articulation of a dualistic collective moral righteousness which attempts to legitimate the destruction of the Other (Aho, 1994; cited in Cerulo 1997; Berry, 2006; Hansen, 2004). Orientalist and occidentalist inspired representations of ‘enemies’ can be seen at work within the current terrorism discourse. The Australian and US national security ideology for example frames the terrorism discourse within a system of representations that defines Australian and US national identities through their reference to the Un-Australian, Un-American, Un-Western Other, usually confined to a Muslim/Islamic centre located in the Middle East, but also extending by association to Muslim/Islamist global diasporas. Similarly, representations of the Un-Eastern, Un-Muslim or Non-Islamic Other are employed by some Islamic fundamentalist groups to assert their identity and cause. Both parties construct an enemy that reflect and fuel ideological strains within the American/Australian body politic and Islamist terrorist networks (Grondin, 2004, pp.15-16). The use of dichotomous logic in these representations fails to account for degrees of ‘Otherness’ and ‘Usness,’ or diversity, within both populations. In this sense, the homogenising effects of such a discourse fails to acknowledge an ‘other – Other,’ namely, a more moderate Muslim population located within an Islamic centre and its periphery. Similarly, distinctions can be drawn between an Australian ‘Us’ and her United States counterpart. In either case, the discursive construction of a homogenous West and ‘Rest’ has the effect of silencing dissenting voices residing within both camps.
Discourse: Identity

The political creates identity through binary discourse.

Talbot 08 (Steven, Defence Science and Technology Organisation, Sociological Research Online 13(1)17 'Us' and 'Them': Terrorism, Conflict and (O)ther Discursive Formations, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/13/1/17.html) 

More significantly, identity constructions often emerge in response to the types of political systems governing that society. Political systems are extensions of societal identity. For example, liberal democracy is a political structure that forms and reflects a part of a societal identity construction in that it proscribes certain ideals and practices which inform members of liberal democratic societies how to live together and treat others. In turn, the pursuit of political goals is also linked to the pursuit of identity (superpower identities inform superpower interests). Consequently, a political system can also be viewed as a source of threat to societal identity (Hughes, 2004, p.26). As Hughes observes, for those societies who draw their identity from non-liberal democratic (Western) traditions, the liberal democratic structure, and the values contained within this structure, may be perceived as a threat to group identity. The rhetoric of Osama Bin Laden is an example of this, with its emphasis on acts of violence against the Western, liberal democratic influences and their perceived threat to Islamic identity. Political structures and associated organising principles exert influence on political agendas, policy and collective self-definition. Moreover, political elites create, manipulate and dismantle identities of nations and thus shape the subsequent construction of allies and enemies (Corse, 1996; Gillis, 1994; Zerubavel, 1995 cited in Cerulo, 1997 p.390). Identity shifts can therefore also occur based on changing socio-political factors, for example, as a result of changing policy, increased ethnic politics, and political activism. Constructivists would contend that identities, norms, and culture play an integral role for understanding world politics (and related policy) and international relations, particularly with its emphasis on those processes through which behaviour and identity construction is conceptualised and legitimated by various political agencies. The roles knowledge construction and discourse plays in facilitating this process will be explored in the following discussion.

Discourse: Identity
Discourse shapes identity. 

Talbot 08 (Steven, Defence Science and Technology Organisation, Sociological Research Online 13(1)17 'Us' and 'Them': Terrorism, Conflict and (O)ther Discursive Formations, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/13/1/17.html) 

As a practice, Othering is not solely a province of East versus West relations, but also exists as a strategy within other non-Westerns nations. For example, Shah (2004), Kennedy-Pipe and Welch (2005) and Baev (2007) note how the ‘war on international terrorism’ discourse has been used by Russia to legitimate it actions against former Soviet republics like Chechnya. Within a sociological context, identity discourse is often characterised by issues concerning essentialising and marginalising social groups, as well as totalising and categorising individuals and groups (Gaudelli, 2001, p.60). Categorisation results as a response to diversity, wherein categorisation assists with making the diversity (of people) more understandable. As a consequence of this, people become viewed as being more typical of certain categories (eg. a Muslim from Iraq is stereotypically viewed as being ‘Muslim’ in comparison to an Australian Muslim in Cronulla within some discursive frameworks). Following the construction and application of these categories, is a tendency to essentialise (belief in essence) as is evident in notions of ‘the laconic Aussie,’ ‘the whingeing Pom,’ and the ‘fanatical terrorist.’ In this sense, the act of ‘naming’ is akin to ‘knowing.’ Dividing practices evident in the categorisation and essentialising processes which inform the production of binaries reflect power struggles, as they primarily entail an external authority imposing a ‘condition of life upon people’ (Gaudelli, 2001, p.74) that are supposed to have certain essences. These power relations become evident in the abilities of claim-makers or particular agents to make certain discourses, categories and labels acceptable and make them ‘stick’ as it were. In turn, essentialism results in reifying culture by viewing cultural systems as being discrete and homogeneous units (nationally, ethnically and ideologically), which are ‘naturally given’ and fixed in locality (Jones, 1999). Here it is important to remember, that it is not culture that is ‘found’ or ‘discovered’ out in the field, but individuals who act and interact and express their views of culture (Schulte-Tenckhoff, 2001, p.5). This paper contends that it is the relations between groups and related boundary making practices (insider/outsider, Self/Other) rather than ‘traits’ which are important indicators and producers of identity. As discussed above, binaries such as those of Self/Other have a tendency to convey world views in concrete, simplified and often imperialist ways (Berry, 2006). The process of ‘Othering’ is commensurate with identification (as culture, community, or nation) which further entails an act of differentiation, authentication, and at times, exclusion – creating boundaries between members of the ‘in’ group and outsiders. In this sense the: ‘Self/Other relation induces comparisons used by social actors to describe themselves or to describe others, depending on their location. In locking a given group into a substantially transformed identity, one constructs and immobilises this relation so that it operates in favour of those to whose advantage it is’ (Schulte-Tenckhoff, 2001, p.11).
Discourse: Knowledge

Discourse shapes knowledge. The US constructs discourse to portray a just war on terror, hiding its imperalist nature. 

Talbot 08 (Steven, Defence Science and Technology Organisation, Sociological Research Online 13(1)17 'Us' and 'Them': Terrorism, Conflict and (O)ther Discursive Formations, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/13/1/17.html) 

Cultural constructions of identity are shaped by ‘a series of specific dialogues, impositions, and inventions’ (Clifford, 2004, p.14). Such a position invariably requires a closer examination of the relationship between identity construction, language, power, knowledge creation and associated discursive practices. For Hall, a discourse: ‘defines and produces the objects of our knowledge. It governs the way that a topic can be meaningfully talked about and reasoned about. It also influences how ideas are put into practice and used to regulate the conduct of others’ (1997, p.44). The same discourse (which characterises a way of thinking or the given state of knowledge at one time) can appear throughout a range of texts, across numerous sites. When these discursive events refer to the same object, say terrorism for example, and share a similar style and support a strategy, they are said to belong to the same discursive formation (Hall, 1997, p.44). It is through these discursive formations that things/practices acquire their meaning. However, discursive representation is not a benign practice, for it is often those in positions of power and authority who are able to construct ‘reality’ and thus knowledge itself. As Klein (1994) explains: ‘[a] discourse, then, is not a way of learning ‘about’ something out there in the ‘real world’; it is rather a way of producing that something as real, as identifiable, classifiable, knowable, and therefore, meaningful. Discourse creates the conditions of knowing’ (cited in George, 1994, p.30).  Foucault contends that knowledge is a form of power, and that power is present or exercised within decisions regarding what circumstances knowledge is applied or not. Moreover, Foucault argues that knowledge (when linked to power) assumes the authority of ‘the truth’ and has the power to make itself true through a variety of regulatory and disciplining practices (Hall, 1997, p.49). Knowledge (ways of knowing about others through discursive representations) therefore is constructed by humans through their interactions with the world around them and is a reflection of existing social, historical and political factors, and as such, is never neutral. In his analysis of the socially constructed nature of knowledge, Foucault explores the production of knowledge through discourse, and particularly how knowledge about the social, the individual, and associated shared meanings are produced in specific periods. In Madness and Civilization: A History of Insanity in the Age of Reason (1988) and The History of Sexuality Volume One (1981), Foucault provides examples of the shifting historical significance of sexuality and mental illness and the emergence of deviant identities. In this respect, mental illness and sexuality did not exist as independent objects, which remained the same and meant the same thing throughout all periods. Rather, it was through distinct discursive formations that the objects ‘madness’ or ‘heterosexuality’ emerged and appeared as meaningful constructs. Sexual relations and desires have always been present, but the constructs ‘heterosexual’ and ‘homosexual’ were produced through moral, legal, and medical discourses and practices. Through these discourses and practices, behaviours and acts were aligned with the construction of ‘types of’ people or identities - identities which were subject to medical treatment and legal constraints designed to regulate behaviour. In this respect, social and self identities are a consequence of power reflected in historically and institutionally specific systems/sites of discourse. As social constructs, it is important therefore to view knowledge and discourse production through the socio-historical conditions in which they are produced. In this respect, discourses concerning terrorism, security dilemmas and threat, and world order, are produced within specific historical, geographical and socio-political contexts as well as within social relations of power. Furthermore, the controlling and legitimising aspects of discourse are such that proponents of violence are not likely to construct a narrative that is contrary to their values. For instance, Al Qaeda is unlikely to construct a narrative that posits them in a contrary manner to their own moral values by engaging in ‘terrorist’ activities. Rather, they would position themselves as acting morally, and as victims of oppression or humiliation (Cobb, 2004). Similarly, the US and her coalition allies are also likely to construct a narrative which posits their involvement in a ‘fight against terror’ within a discursive framework of liberty and democracy, rather than expansionist or imperialist terms.
Discourse: Knowledge
The discourse creates a disciplinary state, which shapes the “knowledge” of its population through its discursive practices. 

Cameron 07 (Robin W.,  Phd. University of Australia Department of Political Science, Self Discipline in a Time of Terror, Theoria, http://www.metaetherproductions.org/words/articles/articles/self-discipline%20in%20a%20time%20of%20terror.pdf) 

It has been over five years since the tragic attacks of September 11, 2001 and the paranoia and suspicion of the ‘permanent war mentality’ shows little sign of abating. The War on Terror will be long, and per- haps will never really be over. The ‘terrorist threat’ continues to be regarded as an objectively real danger. Furthermore, any understand- ing of this danger that suggested an interrelationship or any kind of parallel between terrorism and counterterrorism would likely be seen as sympathetic to terrorists and not helpful to the state’s War on Ter- ror. In short, the narratives of the War on Terror have been written in such a way that they silence alternate conceptions to these ‘truths’, and in turn make any attempt to challenge these narratives intensely counter-logical. The current representation of the War on Terror has put in place a powerful set of discursive strategies. Under the guiding principle of ‘terrorist threat’ U.S. foreign policy action has brought about a blur- ring of the traditional understandings of how state power relates to the ‘inside’ and ‘outside’. Heightened by a domestic sense of emergency and permanent war, repressive police-like powers are exercised out- side of the sovereign realm, whilst military presence and state sur- veillance are increasingly observed within U.S. borders. It seems that foreign policy is not just foreign. It also deeply penetrates into domes- tic regimes. Consequently, the domestic environment of the War on Terror constitutes a stifling disciplinary regime that subjects the indi- vidual to a constant relationship with the foreign policy discourse and in so doing shapes the individual, what they know and the way in which they ‘know’ it.

Links - Colonialism
The discourse represents the United States’ colonialist tendencies. 
Strindberg 05-(Anders, UN correspondent for Jane’s Intelligence, Mats Warn, PhD Candidate in Poli Sci @ Stockholm, ‘5 [Journal of Palestine Studies 34.3, “Realities of Rsistance: Hizballah, The Palestinian Rejectionist, and Al-Qaida Compared,” p. 24-6)

The U.S. designation of the Palestinian rejectionists and Hizballah as ene- mies of the United States following the 11 September attacks owes much to the power of the stereotypes and simplifications on which the American war rhetoric was constructed. In this discourse, the entrenched notion that all those classified as “terrorists” somehow share a “terrorist code of ethics” and work toward some transcendent “terrorist objective” is grafted onto the equally ingrained Orientalist ideas of “the Arab mind” and “the nature of Islam.”10 The result is a range of interlocking neo-Orientalist imaginings of a global Arab-Islamic terrorist cabal, a monolithic and evil Enemy Other, and the nega- tion of “Western” culture and values confirming Samuel Huntington’s clash of civilizations theory. In this Manichean model, Hizballah, the Palestinian re- jectionists, and their state allies Syria and Iran are lumped together without distinction with Osama Bin Laden, al-Qa‘ida, and the Taliban as “enemies of the civilized world.”11 Applied to the Arab Middle East, today’s neo-Orientalist terrorism discourse is part of a long tradition of Western “scientific” vilification of subaltern critics and opponents. Dag Tuastad has identified it as an instrument of “symbolic power” that sustains neocolonial interests through what he refers to as the “new barbarism thesis”—“presentations of political violence that omit political and economic interests and contexts when describing that violence, and present the violence as resulting from traits embedded in local cultures.”13 Particularly glaring cases in point are the efforts to develop psychological profiles of “ter- rorists” that depict them as acting out mental disorders, rather than reacting to sociopolitical stimuli that can make political sense of their actions. Suicide bombers have attracted particular attention over the last decade, and an illus- trative “diagnosis” offered by Joan Lachkar suggests that they suffer from bor- derline personality disorder brought on by “Islamic child rearing practices.”15 Thus, suicide bombers are presented as terminal cases of a general Muslim mal- ady. The image of “the crazy terrorist” does not so much describe an individual as degrade an entire society—native culture as a patient in need of Western medicine.

Links - Colonialism

The discourse represents the “West’s” neo colonialist agenda, which actualizes the battle between cultures/race that motivate the policies.

Strindberg 05-(Anders, UN correspondent for Jane’s Intelligence, Mats Warn, PhD Candidate in Poli Sci @ Stockholm, ‘5 [Journal of Palestine Studies 34.3, “Realities of Rsistance: Hizballah, The Palestinian Rejectionist, and Al-Qaida Compared,” p. 24-6)

All the evidence, as manifested in declarations and actions, suggests that the objectives, ideologies, and modi operandi held by the al-Qa‘ida network, on the one hand, and the Lebanese and Palestinian resistance movements, on the other, are virtually antipolar. According to the neo-Orientalist narrative, however, they are all essentially identical; they are all bent on the destruction of the West, and must therefore all be hunted down and destroyed. Is this narrative the result of poor research and scholarship, or a willingness to serve as “intellectual hit men,” deliberately conjuring up distorted and fraudulent images in the service of neocolonialist agendas? Whatever the case, the influence wielded by the neo-Orientalists in the cor- ridors of power contributes to and sustains policies that are not only flawed and misguided, but ultimately dangerous. At the receiving end are peoples whose dispossession, humiliation, and anger are quietly reinforced. These are the “voices of the periphery,” robbed of legitimacy by neo-Orientalist teachings and pushed further to the margins of political discourse. In Palestine, demands that the West take seriously its own standards of human and political rights are condemned as extremism. The objective of replacing ethnocracy with democ- racy is written off as genocidal yearnings. The struggle for a life in dignity in accordance with UN resolutions is condemned as terrorism. What will be achieved? Once the third worldist movements have been sufficiently weakened and muted, the stage is set for the emergence of neo–third worldist groups willing to channel the frustration and hopelessness of Palestine as an endur- ing symbol of neocolonial hubris and domination into a pitched battle between races, sects, and religions. The neo-Orientalists will then be able to turn around and say, “you see, we said so all along. They really do hate us for our values . . . ”

Links – Generic
The discourse characterizes the “terrorists” as the enemy or other. 

Alam 04 (M. Shahid, Professor at Northeastern, America Imagine This?, Counterpunch, http://www.counterpunch.org/alam10162004.html) 

Losing no time, on the evening of September 11, President Bush sought to restrict the questioning. "Today," he opened his speech, "our fellow citizens, our way of life, our very freedom came under attack in a series of deliberate and deadly terrorist acts." But that was not enough. A few days later, in his speech to the joint session of the Congress, the President fixed the question for Americans. Americans are asking, he asserts, 'Why do they hate us?' This canonical question became the steel frame which has bounded the official, establishment discourse on the etiology of September 11. In this clever formulation, 'they' came to include all Arabs, indeed all Muslims, and 'us' indicated not the US administrations, or their policies towards the Middle East, but Americans, white, Christian and Jewish. The answer to this question--now narrowed--also had to be fixed, determined for ever. President Bush's speech-writers provided the answer. It was categorical. "They hate our freedoms: our freedom of religion, our freedom of speech, our freedom to vote and assemble and disagree with each other." One word, one concept, one condition, one indictment summarized, captured and explained the temperament, the values, the nature and the perverse proclivities of nearly a billion and a half Muslims, with more than fourteen hundred years of history behind them.

Links – Imperialism
The discourse is intentionally used to justify policies to cement US hegemony and imperialism.

Alam 07 (M. Shahid, Professor at Northeastern, America's "Global War on Terrorism", Counterpunch, http://www.counterpunch.org/shahid02102007.html) 

Why did the United States choose to frame its imperialist posture after 9-11 as a 'global war on terrorism?' Not a few have been puzzled by this way of justifying the new projection of American power. Terrorism is a tactic, not a country; it is tool, not an ideology or an end. How does one wage war against a tactic or a tool? Nevertheless, the frame was cleverly chosen. It was and remains a most effective tool for mobilizing the American public behind the neo-conservative project of using wars ­ multiple and endless, if necessary  to deepen America's global dominance and to make it irreversible. On September 11, 2001 nineteen terrorists tragically brought death to Americans on their own soil. Barring the attacks of Pearl Harbor, this was unprecedented in American history. The terrorists had demon-strated that Americans were vulnerable to attacks inside their own shores. It now appeared that the blowback from US policies in the Mid-dle East could reach across the Atlantic to hit the US itself. To say the least, this was disconcerting. American policy makers chose to magnify this new vulnerability to advance their imperialist goals. By constantly harping on terrorism, by hyping the threat of terrorist attacks, fearful Americans would both endorse curbs on liberties at home and endless wars abroad ­ anything that would prevent 'Islamic' terrorists from crossing American shores. The 'global war against terrorism' looked like the perfect tool for producing these twin results.

Links - Imperialism

The discourse is intentionally used to justify policies to cement US hegemony and orientalism.

Alam 07 (M. Shahid, Professor at Northeastern, America's "Global War on Terrorism", Counterpunch, http://www.counterpunch.org/shahid02102007.html) 

Why did the United States choose to frame its imperialist posture after 9-11 as a 'global war on terrorism?' Not a few have been puzzled by this way of justifying the new projection of American power. Terrorism is a tactic, not a country; it is tool, not an ideology or an end. How does one wage war against a tactic or a tool? Nevertheless, the frame was cleverly chosen. It was and remains a most effective tool for mobilizing the American public behind the neo-conservative project of using wars ­ multiple and endless, if necessary  to deepen America's global dominance and to make it irreversible. On September 11, 2001 nineteen terrorists tragically brought death to Americans on their own soil. Barring the attacks of Pearl Harbor, this was unprecedented in American history. The terrorists had demon-strated that Americans were vulnerable to attacks inside their own shores. It now appeared that the blowback from US policies in the Mid-dle East could reach across the Atlantic to hit the US itself. To say the least, this was disconcerting. American policy makers chose to magnify this new vulnerability to advance their imperialist goals. By constantly harping on terrorism, by hyping the threat of terrorist attacks, fearful Americans would both endorse curbs on liberties at home and endless wars abroad ­ anything that would prevent 'Islamic' terrorists from crossing American shores. The 'global war against terrorism' looked like the perfect tool for producing these twin results.

Links - Security
The discourse of “terrorism” is an extension attempts of securitization by the state

Volpil 07 (Frederic, Constructing the ‘Ummah’ in European Security: Between Exit, Voice and Loyalty,  Constructing the ‘Ummah’ in European Security: Between Exit, Voice and Loyalty)

The current dilemmas of European security are underpinned by an open-ended quest for securitization that creates a Foucauldian regime of truth – that is the enshrining of a ‘knowledge’ that autho- rizes certain individuals and organizations to define what security and threats ‘really’ are about.4 Because this is a process of state-led secu- ritization, it creates national regimes of truth; the object of security is the sovereign state and, by extension, the national community made up in the first instance of its citizens. Also emphasized by Foucault’s notion of governmentality is the mode of production of societal self-discipline through which particular ‘good’ behaviours are nor- malized. The new post-9/11 regime of surveillance both enables and suppresses modes of sociopolitical identification. The elusive quest for the security of the state and the citizenry via the rule of law and the use of ‘legitimate violence’ makes some individuals, groups and organizations by definition part of the problem (insecurity) or part of the solution (security) in specific ways. Here again, the ‘Muslim community’ is at the centre of the debate, either to emphasize that this is not a ‘war against Islam’ or to castigate ‘Islamic fascists’. The processes of securitization, though grounded on problem-solving approaches where the evaluation of success and failure is internal to the security debate, facilitate the emergence of new models of self- discipline that place individuals – with rights and responsibilities – at the centre of the logic of violent retribution.

 Links – Security
The discourse’s gross generalizations create a universal enemy of the West hindering dialogue. 

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

Perhaps the most important narrative of ‘Islamic terrorism’, however, is that it poses a massive threat to the security of the West. In most texts, it is seen as self-evident that ‘Islamic terrorism’ remains ‘one of the most significant threats to the Western world in general and U.S. national security in particular’. Sageman, employing several of the primary ‘Islamic terrorism’ narratives, describes the threat thus: A new type of terrorism threatens the world, driven by networks of fanatics determined to inflict maximum civilian and economic damages on distant targets in pursuit of their extremist goals. Armed with modern technology, they are capable of devastating destruction worldwide. They target the West, but their operations mercilessly slaughter thousands of people . . .47 Officials in particular, are apt to suggest that ‘Islamic terrorism’ is such a potent force that it threatens to destroy Western democracy, civilization and our entire way of life. Moreover, ‘Islamic terrorists’ are said to have the support of several dangerous ‘rogue’ regimes and hundreds of millions of Muslim sympathizers across both the Muslim and Western worlds. For example, after identifying the enemy as ‘militant Islam’, Daniel Pipes suggests that the ‘Islamist element con- stitutes some 10 to 15 per cent of the total Muslim world population of roughly one billion – that is, some 100 to 150 million persons worldwide’, which means that ‘the United States has over 100 million Islamist enemies’. In addition, he opines that although ‘reliable sta- tistics on opinion in the Muslim world do not exist, my sense is that one half of the world’s Muslims – or some 500 million persons – sympathize more with Osama bin Laden and the Taliban than with the United States’ Crucially, the above narratives imply that because ‘Islamic terror- ism’ is fanatical, religiously motivated, murderous and irrational, there is no possibility of negotiation, compromise or appeasement; instead, eradication, deterrence and forceful counter-terrorism are the only reasonable responses. In a typical expression of this narrative, Byman states: ‘Because of the scope of its grievances, its broader agenda of rectifying humiliation, and a poisoned worldview that glorifies jihad as a solution, appeasing al-Qaeda is difficult in theory and impossible in practice.’56 Similarly, Barber argues that ‘their purposes can be neither rationalized nor negotiated’ and ‘the terrorists offer no terms and can be given none in exchange’. The logic of this language implies that bringing terrorists ‘to justice can only take the form of extirpation – root, trunk and branch’.57 The typical political attitude is expressed by Tony Blair, who argues that ‘you only have to read the demands that come out from Al Qaeda to realise that there is no compromise with these people possible, you either get defeated by them or defeat them’. At the most fundamental level, it can be argued that it is pro- foundly misleading to use terms like ‘the Muslim world’, ‘Islam’, ‘Islamism’, ‘Islamic terrorists’, ‘jihadists’ or any of the other core labels as guiding analytical categories. There is simply too much variation within ‘Islam’ and Islamic movements for meaningful or illuminating generalizations, not least because ‘Islam’ consists of over a billion people from more than 50 countries, languages and cultures, five major doctrinal groupings and hundreds of smaller sects, theological traditions and cultural-religious variants.72 Even terms like ‘extremism’, ‘fundamentalism’, ‘Islamism’ or ‘moderates’ require careful qualification and contextualization.73 There are great variations in Islamic fundamentalist and Islamist movements, not least between Sunni and Shia, violent and non-violent, political and quietist, utopian and accommodationist, nationalist and internation- alist and those that fall between and cross over such crude divisions. Every Islamist group is a product of a unique history and context, and comparing Islamists in Saudi Arabia with Uzbek, Somali, Bangladeshi or Malaysian Islamists, for example, usually serves to obscure rather than illuminate.In practice, the dividing line between ‘extremists’ and ‘moder- ates’ is not only context specific, but also highly porous. Terms like ‘extremist’ and ‘fundamentalist’ also obscure the fact that Islamist groups engage in an array of political, social and cultural activities, few of which could be described as radical. Moreover, when it is used to describe a single category of people, the label ‘Islamic ter- rorists’ in itself is highly misleading because it lumps together an extremely diverse set of groups, cells, movements and individuals, and conceals the importance of local contingencies in their form and development.75 At the very least, it obscures the way in which different groups split, merge and move away or towards violent actions; a great many Islamist groups have rejected violent struggle as a strategic necessity due to theological or pragmatic reassess- ment, while others have adopted violence when non-violent struggle failed.76

Links- Security
 The discourse justifies radical counter terrorist strategies which pose a greater threat than the act itself 

Wolfendale 06 (Jessica, Department of Philosophy, University of Melbourne, Victoria, Australia Studies in Conflict & Terrorism,  Terrorism, Security, and the Threat of Counterterrorism, Volume 29, October 2006 ://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all?content=10.1080/10576100600791231)

Counterterrorism rhetoric claims that radical measures are needed to protect the individual and the nation from the threat of terrorism. Yet, as this article has argued, the threat posed by terrorism to individuals and to states is far less than the threat posed by many other events and is not sufficient to justify the radical curtailment of civil liberties. Furthermore, the threat to basal security is promulgated not only by terrorist acts but by the state through public statements and constant reminders of the dangers posed by terrorists. If the state is genuinely committed to protecting citizens from the threat of terrorism, then the state has a clear duty to demonstrate realistically the extent of the threat and how citizens can guard against it. To spread the fear of terrorism through misleading and exaggerated rhetoric is not only irresponsible but morally criticisable. If the fear that terrorism causes is one of the reasons why terrorist acts are considered morally repugnant, then to exaggerate and reinforce that fear is equally repugnant. Furthermore, the radical counterterrorism measures adopted in many Western countries pose a greater threat to lives, physical well being, and basal security than terrorism itself. Given that the efficacy of the new counterterrorism measures is far from clear, the threat posed to thousands of innocent civilians and to the very basis of democratic states from increased state power and the use of torture, indefinite detention, and other counterterrorism practices is more dangerous than the threat posed by terrorism. Terrorism must be fought, just as all crimes must and terrorists must be brought to justice just like other criminals, but one must not let counterterrorism rhetoric compel acquiescence to measures that pose a greater threat to lives and one’s way of life than terrorism itself.

Links – Security
The discourse creates false threats out of responsible organizations 

Teun A. van Dijk, professor of discourse studies @ U of Amsterdam, 1995, “Discourse semantics and ideology” http://www.discourses.org/OldArticles/Discourse%20semantics%20and%20ideology.pdf

For instance, about two decades ago organisations such as the PLO, IRA, ANC to a name few were considered as terrorist organisations. But today, these groups have become respectable organisations and what more some of these are considered as the backbones of newly established governments. LTTE is considered to be a terrorist organisation only by three countries in the world—Sri Lanka, India and U.S. But interestingly, the Sinhalese establishment knows very well that for any lasting peace to come to Sri Lanka, the problems of Tamils have be to solved with the participation of the LTTE. Well, if the LTTE really sustains itself through the use of terror, how come it has survived so long and for that matter winning major battles against the Sri Lankan armed forces. Surely, there is something else that is missing in the way the establishment looks at the LTTE. It can be certainly said that uncritical and unreflective use and employment of the word terrorism to describe the actions and habits of certain organisations suffer from a number of problems. First and foremost, the present nature of usage benefits and serves the political and ideological desires of state elites to perpetuate the international system that is based on the principle of the sovereignty of nation-states. Furthermore, the international networking among nation-states makes it possible for these states to concur and devise grand strategies to counter terrorism. But in actual fact, the actions of these nation-states might be contributing to a situation where undemocratic and non-egalitarian nature of the present system are condemned and perpetuated. Second, the present paradigm does not consider actions taken by states that can be considered as repressive and anti-people. So there is need to extend the usage of the term to incorporate states that engage in acts of violence against their own citizens. Third, not all actions coming from non-state actors are negative. Therefore blanket condemnation of them as terrorists should be stopped.

Links – Security

The “terrorism” discourse hyperbolizes “threats” to justify any measure to combat such threats. 

Jackson 05 (Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, Security Democracy and the Rhetoric of Counter-Terrorism, Manchester University Press, http://cadair.aber.ac.uk/dspace/bitstream/2160/1962/1/Security,%20Democracy.pdf)

As David Campbell has shown, discourses of danger and foreign threat have been integral in constituting and disciplining American identity as practiced through its foreign policy.43 Collectivities, especially those as disparate and diverse as America, are often only unified by an external threat or danger; in this sense, threat creation can be functional to political life. Historically, the American government has relied on the discourse of threat and danger on numerous occasions: the ―red scares‖ of the native Americans who threatened the spread of peaceful civilization along the Western frontier, the workers‘ unrest at the time of the Bolshevik Revolution, and the threat to the American way of life during the cold war; the threat of ―rogue states‖ like Libya, Panama, Iran, North Korea, and Iraq; and the threats posed by the drug trade, the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and now of course, terrorism. These discourses of danger are scripted for the purposes of maintaining inside/ outside, self/other boundaries—they write American identity—and for enforcing unity on an unruly and (dis)United States. Of course, there are other more mundane political functions for constructing fear and moral panic: provoking and allaying anxiety to maintain quiescence, de-legitimizing dissent, elevating the status of security actors, diverting scarce resources into ideologically driven political projects, distracting the public from more complex and pressing social ills.44 This is not to say that terrorism poses no real threat; the dangers can plainly be seen in the images of falling bodies and the piles of rubble. Rather, it is to point out that dangers are those facets of social life interpreted as threats (in one sense, dangers do not exist objectively, independent of perception), and what is interpreted as posing a threat may not always correspond to the realities of the actual risk of harm. Illegal narcotics, for example, pose less of a risk than the abuse of legal drugs, but a ―war on drugs‖ makes it otherwise. Similarly, the ―war on terrorism‖ is a multi-billion dollar exercise to protect Americans from a danger that, excluding the September 11, 2001 attacks, killed less people per year over several decades than bee stings and lightening strikes. Even in 2001, America‘s worst year of terrorist deaths, the casualties from terrorism were still vastly outnumbered by deaths from auto-related accidents, gun crimes, alcohol and tobacco-related illnesses, suicides, and a large number of diseases like influenza, cancer, and heart disease. Globally, terrorism, which kills a few thousand per year, pales into insignificance next to the 40,000 people who die every day from hunger, the half a million people who die every year from small wars, the 150,000 annual deaths from increased diseases caused by global warming,45 and the millions who die from AIDS. And yet, the whole world is caught up in the global ―war on terrorism‖ whose costs so far run into the hundreds of billions. In a world of multiple threats, many of which pose a far greater risk to individual safety, the fact that terrorism is widely seen as posing the greatest and most immediate threat is due to the deliberate construction of a discourse of danger.
Links – Security

The discourse of terrorism is a speech act, it is framed as a security threat to justify any measures.

Talbot 08 (Steven, Defence Science and Technology Organisation, Sociological Research Online 13(1)17 'Us' and 'Them': Terrorism, Conflict and (O)ther Discursive Formations, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/13/1/17.html) 

Stern defines terrorism as ‘an act or threat of violence against non-combatants with the objective of exacting revenge, intimidation, or otherwise influencing an audience’ (2003, p.xx). One of the aims of this act of violence is to instil fear in the target audience. However, to better understand this notion of terrorism and threat, one also needs to understand the discursive power of claim makers, and those in positions of authority (whether they be political parties, clerics and other elites or the military for that matter) in shaping or co-constituting them so. As Campbell (1998) alludes: ‘[d]anger is not an objective condition. It is not a thing which exists independently of those to whom it may become a threat…nothing is a risk in itself;…it all depends on how one analyses the danger, considers the event’ (pp.1-2). To this end, the securitization school of thought developed by the Copenhagen School examines the socially constructed dimension of security threats by looking at the ways in which processes like social interaction form as well as alter interests, and in the process, construct or constitute security. By using an inter-subjective lens to look at security, proponents of this school explore the extent to which power relationships and language as expressed through discourse shape understandings of threats and subsequent security responses. They argue that by labelling something a security issue or threat, actors invoke the right to use whatever means to stop that threat. Here language is akin to a ‘speech act,’ or in other words, relates to the act of speaking in a way that gets someone else to act (Hughes, 2004, p.14). Labelling something as a security issue, or some group or community as a threat can therefore be seen as a powerful political tool in terms of the behaviour of governments and other interest groups. Indeed, to label a problem a ‘security’ issue or a ‘threat’ gives this problem a special status, and one which can legitimate extraordinary measures to tackle it. Within the current climate of terrorism, threats to security are often characterised as emanating from Others who view their global neighbours rapaciously and are ready to pounce at first sign of weakness.

Links – Value to Life
Our discourse excludes “terrorists” from society and destroys their human dignity. We must rethink politics in order to restore their value to life. 

Enns 04 (Diane, Philosophy Department at the University of Toronto, John Hopkins University Press, Bare Life and the Occupied Body, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v007/7.3enns.html)

Furthermore, we must note the disjuncture between Agamben's call for an ethics beyond dignity, for the Muselmann has lost all capacity to feel or care -- dignity can mean nothing to him -- and the demand of the human bomber for that very dignity and the right to feel or care. It seems odd, disturbing even, that Agamben would choose such an abject figure, devoid of anything we might call political agency, as an exemplary figure. There appears to be no recourse to a politics of resistance here; no power in these "skinny, dirty figures, their skin and faces blackened, their gaze gone, their eyes hollowed out, their clothes threadbare, filthy and stinking."49 What's more, there is no desire, no longing for liberation, for a dignified, self-determined existence; a desire that saturates every revolutionary or insurrectionary narrative familiar to us. Agamben's purpose in exploring the Muselmann as the most extreme case of homo sacer, however, is not to provide a theory of resistance, but to re-think ethics. At the heart of the testimony from Auschwitz is "an essential lacuna" he tells us: the survivors bore witness to something it is impossible to bear witness to. Interrogating this lacuna, listening to it, is a way to create some signposts for "cartographers of the new ethical territory to orient themselves."50 In the process, he throws open the doors to new questions concerning power, despair, hope, domination and the vulnerable naked life under its heels. I would venture that we can "read" the occupied body similarly: suspended in a state of exception, the "suicide bomber" is produced as a limit figure, his or her blown-up body also beyond dignity and despair -- unbearable to look at -- by which we are forced to encounter the limits of political norms. What can this tell us about the inadequacy of our political paradigms and our lack of political imagination or vision? We need to think a politics that will account for this bod

Impact - Eradication
The discourse decreases public morality justifying the eradication of “Islamic Terrorists”, hindering any dialogue. 

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

Beyond exposing the ideological functions of the discourse, another purpose of second-order critique is to examine the ethical normative consequences of the discourse. In this case, it is suggested that the ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse is proving harmful to com- munity relations, public morality and the search for effective, proportionate and legitimate responses to terrorist acts. First, given the way the Western self has been constructed in opposition to the Islamic other, and given the negative subject positioning and predi- cation within the discourse, the evidence of rising tensions between and within local, national and global communities does not seem at all surprising. A recent survey of global opinion found that many Westerners see Muslims as fanatical, violent and intolerant, while many Muslims have an aggrieved view of the West.106 There is also evidence of increasing levels of Islamophobia across the European Union107 and increases in faith-hate crime in Britain and elsewhere.108 It seems reasonable to assume that this situation is at least in part due to the ubiquitous public discourse that identifies Islam and Muslims as a source of terrorism, extremism and threat. Related to this, it is possible to detect an erosion of public morality in polling data that shows that significant proportions of the public in many Western countries, but most notably in the United States, now agree that torturing terrorist suspects is justified in some circum- stances.109 It can also be seen in the absence of public concern or outrage at the public evidence of torture and abuse, the muted response to human rights abuses committed by the security forces during counter-terrorism operations and the ongoing and very serious public debate by academics, officials and journalists about the necessity and ethics of torture and other human rights abuses against terrorist suspects. This erosion of public morality is, I would suggest, directly linked to the social and political construction of a pervasive discourse of threatening, murderous, fanatical ‘Islamic terrorists’ who must be eradicated in the name of national security.
Impact - Fear

The discourse creates an endless state of existential fear. 

Smith 5/29(Jack A., Published Journalist, Terrorism: Cause and Effect, Dissdient Voice, http://dissidentvoice.org/2010/05/terrorism-cause-and-effect) 

“Terrorists” and “terrorism” have become Washington’s monomania since 9/11, guiding the foreign/military policies of the American superstate and holding its population in thrall. “The single biggest threat to U.S. security, both short-term, medium-term and long-term,” President Barack Obama said April 11, is the possibility that terrorists might obtain a nuclear weapon. The second biggest threat to world history’s mightiest military state, it goes without saying, are terrorists without nuclear weapons but armed with box-cutters, rifles or homemade explosives. It’s “terrorism” 24/7 in the United States — the product of a conscious effort by the Bush Administration to keep the American people in the constant clutches of existential fear, in large part to justify launching endless aggressive wars. Anything goes if the target is said to be “terrorism,” as long as the Pentagon’s violence takes place in smaller, weaker countries usually populated by non-Europeans.

Impact – Force Justification
The discourse constructs terrorism as acts of war justifying unlimited military force.

Jackson 05 (Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, Security Democracy and the Rhetoric of Counter-Terrorism, Manchester University Press, http://cadair.aber.ac.uk/dspace/bitstream/2160/1962/1/Security,%20Democracy.pdf)

A second, and perhaps the most important discursive sleight of hand in the construction of the attacks was its transformation from ―despicable acts of terror10 as Bush called it on September 11, 2001, to their rhetorical rebirth as an ―act of war― in the following days.11 Such a rendering was central to placing it in an understandable ―good war‖ narrative, and to justifying a war-based, rather than a criminal justice-based, counter-terrorist response. Of course, it would have been equally possible to re-affirm the attacks as terrorist assaults by a sub-state group of violent dissidents, criminal acts of mass murder, and crimes against humanity. Re-constructing them primarily as an ―act of war‖ however, conferred on the state powers reserved for the supreme emergency, as well as domestic and international justification for military-based self-defense. A third aspect of the construction of the attacks was their discursive insertion into popular historical-political meta-narratives. De-coupled from their origins in the messy politics of the Middle East and the dark machinations of American foreign policy in Afghanistan, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, and Israel, and shorn from the history of a deepening spiral of violence and counter-violence between al Qaeda and American forces that had been ongoing since 1991, the attacks were reconstituted in terms more familiar and understandable to the American public. Very early on, the attacks were re- made in the mode of a World War II movie: they were ―just like Pearl Harbor‖ (―September 11 was Pearl Harbor‖ according to one Congressman12), and the attackers were fascists and totalitarians akin to the Fascist Axis Powers. In a highly ironic twist, another World War II reference, ―Ground Zero, was re-made as the site and symbol of America‘s victim-hood; no longer was it the place of ultimate Japanese suffering and American atrocity, it had now been reconstituted as a solely American narrative. In this usage, the term ―ground zero,‖ relies on an historical analogy which cannot be openly acknowledged because it would, among other things, destabilize the precariously established status of the United States as the primary victim. In other words, the term ―both evokes and eclipses the prior historical reference, using it as a yardstick of terror—to claim that this was just like the horrific experience of a nuclear bomb—while at the same time consigning the prior reference to historical amnesia.‖13 These discursive renderings made the attacks instantly understandable to a public immersed in the ―good war‖ mythology of the Second World War, popularized over decades of movies and television programs such as From Here to Eternity, Thirty Seconds Over Tokyo, Patton, Schindler’s List, Saving Private Ryan, Band of Brothers, U-571 and the blockbuster of 2001, Pearl Harbor.
Impact - Genocide
The discourse spreads fascism through  the hatred of the other,  which is the root cause of genocide. 

Gordon 03 (Neve, A Review of Arundhati Roy's "War Talk" A Complaint for Peace, November 29, 2003, http://www.counterpunch.org/gordon11292003.html)
"Either you are with us or you are with the terrorists," President George W. Bush exclaimed at a joint session of Congress less than 10 days after the Sept. 11 attacks. The war on terrorism and the discourse surrounding it -- which has now spread across many parts of the world, from America and the Near East to South Asia and the Far East -- have not, however, managed to suppress anti-democratic forces; on the contrary, they have empowered authoritarian elements of state power. In War Talk, Arundhati Roy exposes both the deceit and danger of the new discourse on terrorism while uncovering the paranoia and ruthlessness of power now prevalent in the United States and India. In her words, war talk is used to distract the world's attention away from fascism and genocide and to avoid dealing with any single issue of real governance that urgently needs to be addressed. Roy, author of the highly acclaimed novel The God of Small Things, uses a series of examples to illustrate how the discourse on terrorism is tied to the rise of a nationalism that defines itself "not through the respect or regard for itself, but through a hatred of the Other." She goes on to point out how this kind of nationalism dovetails into fascism, asserting that "while we must not allow the fascists to define what the nation is, or who it belongs to, it's worth keeping in mind that nationalism -- in all its many avatars: communist, capitalist and fascist -- has been at the root of almost all the genocide of the 20th century."

Impact - Language

Continued use of the discourse will eliminate all language except mouth slogans denouncing terrorism

Alam 02 (M. Shahid , Professor at Northeastern, Counterpunch, A  New Theology of Power, September 16, 2002, http://www.counterpunch.org/alam0916.html) 

In the days following the September 11 attacks, President Bush had ad-vanced a vision of the world framed in Manichean terms. You are either with us, or you are against us. We are innately good, but all those who oppose us are evil-doers; their violence against us is metaphysical, it springs from their devilish nature, and has no political or sociological causes. Instantly, this new-fangled political doctrine was also transformed into a theology. It applied not only to countries but also to individuals, aliens and citizens alike. Any dissent with the Bush doctrine could be regarded as blasphemous, as support for terrorism. This is the new theology of power, whose foundations and ramifications are being worked out feverishly every day by hawks of every stripe. In the same manner that Israel, Russia, China, India, and many smaller powers besides, have appropriated this new theology to suppress the legitimate resistance of various oppressed peoples as terrorist activities, a variety of hawkish lobbies have been using the media to stifle discourse by painting their opponents with the brush of terrorism. In attacking me, the Post and Herald reports have employed the same strategy. I am afraid that if these efforts are allowed to succeed, we may soon witness the narrowing or, worse, the closing, of all discourse on history, foreign policy, rights, justice, resistance, violence, power, oppression, sanctions, imperialism, and--lest I be accused of offering a partial listterrorism. We will be free only to mouth slogans. Down with terrorism! Down with our enemies! Down with Islam!
Impacts: Self-Fulfilling Prophecy
The discourse of terrorism creates a self fulfilling prophecy and ensures international involvement

Teun A. van Dijk, professor of discourse studies @ U of Amsterdam, 1995, “Discourse semantics and ideology” http://www.discourses.org/OldArticles/Discourse%20semantics%20and%20ideology.pdf

First, it protects regimes from being challenged and if not defeated. Even if regimes have terrible human rights record, the very invocation of the term "terrorism" provides them some measure of support from the international community. Second, the use of the label "terrorism" seeks to hide the ugly aspects of regimes and thereby provide them with some respect in the international community. Third, hue and cry about "terrorism" has the prospect of internationalising the problem. Countries or regimes faced with problems of "terrorism" can certainly count on some powerful countries which have similar problems to come to their rescue. Normative/subjective/political/ideological factors are clearly behind the employment of the word "terrorism" by regimes in the world today. It is basically a self-serving mechanism that contributes to legitimise many undemocratic measures undertaken for regimes preservation. Thus regimes losing their popular mandate with their citizens are more prone to employ such a term to strengthen their longevity. By painting and propagandising about the "threats" from "terrorists" elites tend to stay in power longer than otherwise possible. It is really a tragedy that uncritical acceptance of the use of this term has worked to the detriment of the democratic process in the world today. More importantly millions of lives and properties could have been saved had the international community not bought the argument advanced by state elites in their messianic crusade against "terrorism".
Impact – Value to Life (Suicide Bombing)
Our discourse excludes the suicide bomber from society creating a meaningless life in which the only option is to sacrifice their life in order to resist the imperial power. 
Enns 04 (Diane, Philosophy Department at the University of Toronto, John Hopkins University Press, Bare Life and the Occupied Body, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v007/7.3enns.html)

If we bracket for a moment Agamben's most extreme case of the Muselmann, the concept of bare life becomes useful for thinking about the state-occupied body, the inhabitant of nowhere, stripped of political identity, nationhood, and basic human rights, by virtue of the fact of birth, a body whose very biological rhythms are regulated and controlled by a sovereign power. We could explore a number of examples here: the Iraqi's body, ravaged by hunger and disease, occupied by a sinister program of economic sanctions that Joy Gordon calls "a weapon of mass destruction" that has caused "a legitimized act of mass slaughter"36; the Tamil, the Chechen, the Tibetan, the indigenous Zapatista -- a discouragingly long list of peoples who are victimized to one extent or another by an occupying or colonizing power. It is the Palestinian occupation however, that comes most to my mind in this evocation of bare life. Tanya Reinhardt demonstrates in her detailed documentation of life in the occupied territories, how the Palestinian body is regulated, rendered vulnerable by the state power that penetrates all aspects of daily life from controlling where one can and cannot travel, where and how one can work, whether one can import or export produce, medical supplies and cooking fuel, to whether one is safe in one's home.37 This is a systematic destruction of all semblance of normal life through a complicated and extensive web of enforcements from passes, identity numbers, permits, routine interrogations, road blocks that require leaving home in the night to get to work, to surveillance and political assassinations. Out of this emerges the figure of the "suicide bomber,"38 a figure of bare life, in this sense of abject vulnerability, reduction to a life devoid of any political meaning except that by which he is excluded, and by the fact that his or her life would be extinguished with impunity if the act did not already accomplish death. Intriguing contradictions arise however, when we consider the fact that these human bombs become martyrs to their own people through the sacrifice of their lives -- a sacrifice that defies their own Islamic faith, as well as the figure of homo sacer, whose life is not able to be sacrificed because it is meaningless already.39 In this case, the element of sacrifice appears to be the only meaning available, a final recourse to a limited resistance. This is an argument made repeatedly in the struggle to bring the plight of the Palestinians to the world's attention.40

Impact– Value to Life

The discourse of “terrorism” creates a contrast between the civilized West and the Barbaric animalistic terrorists, destroying their value to life. 

Jackson 05 (Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, Security Democracy and the Rhetoric of Counter-Terrorism, Manchester University Press, http://cadair.aber.ac.uk/dspace/bitstream/2160/1962/1/Security,%20Democracy.pdf)

Related to this primary constitutive narrative of American identity, the attacks were also re- made as symbolic of the eternal struggle between the forces of ―barbarism‖ and ―civilization. The attacks of ―9–11, as administration officials constructed them, drew a line between the ―the civil and the savage, between civilized people and the terrorists that ―live on the hunted margins of mankind, and between terrorism‘s values and the ―values that separate us from animals—compassion, tolerance, mercy. This meta-narrative actually has a long genealogy in international relations, which can be seen most recently in the so- called ―clash of civilizations‖ discourse. In both popular culture and counter-terrorism discourse, terrorists are ―the new barbarians, the epitome of savagery for the Western psyche. Linguistically, this trope is achieved through the natural functioning of the binary structure of language itself: employing the concept ―civilization‖ instinctively brings to mind the opposite concept, ―barbarism. In its textual usage in political and social conversation, the civilization barbarism dichotomy has a number of different layers of meaning. For example, on one level it evokes images of menacing nomadic armies attempting to conquer Christian Europe. In the context of today‘s terrorists, it implies that ―the behavior of these new  ̳barbarians‘ is uncontrollably guided by the same cruel instincts that motivated some of the most infamous  ̳barbarians‘ of past centuries, including Attila the Hun and the Mongol leader Genghis Khan. On another level, the civilization narrative is, for Americans at least, embedded into its foundational myths: The myth represents American history as an Indian war, in which white Christian civilization is opposed by a ―savage‖ racial enemy: an enemy whose hostility to civilization is part of its nature or fundamental character, an enemy who is not just opposed to our interests but to ―civilization itself. In Freudian terms, we might say that the barbarians are representative of the id force: libidinous, irrational, violent, and dangerous. And at another but related level, the civilized Western world is contrasted with the violent and barbaric Eastern world. According to Said, it is a function of the way that our identity has been constructed; the Western person only exists as a contrast with the ―Oriental‖ Other.23 In yet another language layer, globalization has come to be seen as the late-modern, sociological term for the ―civilizing process. In this respect, terrorism—as a form of barbarism—can be seen as a challenge to international order and the civilizing process of globalization.

Impact – Value to Life
Our discourse excludes the suicide bomber from society creating a meaningless life in which the only option is to sacrifice their life in order to resist the imperial power. 

Enns 04 (Diane, Philosophy Department at the University of Toronto, John Hopkins University Press, Bare Life and the Occupied Body, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/theory_and_event/v007/7.3enns.html)

If we bracket for a moment Agamben's most extreme case of the Muselmann, the concept of bare life becomes useful for thinking about the state-occupied body, the inhabitant of nowhere, stripped of political identity, nationhood, and basic human rights, by virtue of the fact of birth, a body whose very biological rhythms are regulated and controlled by a sovereign power. We could explore a number of examples here: the Iraqi's body, ravaged by hunger and disease, occupied by a sinister program of economic sanctions that Joy Gordon calls "a weapon of mass destruction" that has caused "a legitimized act of mass slaughter"36; the Tamil, the Chechen, the Tibetan, the indigenous Zapatista -- a discouragingly long list of peoples who are victimized to one extent or another by an occupying or colonizing power. It is the Palestinian occupation however, that comes most to my mind in this evocation of bare life. Tanya Reinhardt demonstrates in her detailed documentation of life in the occupied territories, how the Palestinian body is regulated, rendered vulnerable by the state power that penetrates all aspects of daily life from controlling where one can and cannot travel, where and how one can work, whether one can import or export produce, medical supplies and cooking fuel, to whether one is safe in one's home.37 This is a systematic destruction of all semblance of normal life through a complicated and extensive web of enforcements from passes, identity numbers, permits, routine interrogations, road blocks that require leaving home in the night to get to work, to surveillance and political assassinations. Out of this emerges the figure of the "suicide bomber,"38 a figure of bare life, in this sense of abject vulnerability, reduction to a life devoid of any political meaning except that by which he is excluded, and by the fact that his or her life would be extinguished with impunity if the act did not already accomplish death. Intriguing contradictions arise however, when we consider the fact that these human bombs become martyrs to their own people through the sacrifice of their lives -- a sacrifice that defies their own Islamic faith, as well as the figure of homo sacer, whose life is not able to be sacrificed because it is meaningless already.39 In this case, the element of sacrifice appears to be the only meaning available, a final recourse to a limited resistance. This is an argument made repeatedly in the struggle to bring the plight of the Palestinians to the world's attention.40

Impact – Value to Life
The Binary Constructions within the discourse causes dehumanization. The terrorists become the evil other. 

Jackson 05 (Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, Security Democracy and the Rhetoric of Counter-Terrorism, Manchester University Press, http://cadair.aber.ac.uk/dspace/bitstream/2160/1962/1/Security,%20Democracy.pdf)

The realm of foreign policy, and particularly foreign adversaries, is enormously significant for ―writing‖ identities. Foreign policy is critical for maintaining internal/external boundaries, and war (as a special form of foreign policy) plays a central role in maintaining the domains of inside/outside, foreign/ domestic, self/other. This is no less true for the ―war on terrorism, which as we have suggested, is constructed largely in an epideictic rhetorical mode, rather than a deliberative mode.28 Bush makes appeals that attempt to unify the community and amplify its virtues; national character rather than national deliberation determine its actions. In fact, it has been argued that the very concept of the political self is based on the identification of the ―enemy‖; in other words, the enemy terrorist in the ―war on terrorism acts as the ―enabling other‖ of the state—its negative justification.29 More than just identity maintenance then, the discourse of self and other in the rhetoric of counter-terrorism co-constitutes the political; it permits the state as practice. Perhaps the most important feature of the construction of identity in this discourse is the ubiquitous use of a rhetorical trope of ―good and evil.‖ Deeply embedded in American rhetorical traditions and religious life (as well as being a sub-plot of the ―civilization- barbarism‖ meta-narrative), this language essentializes the terrorists as both satanic and morally corrupt. On September 11, Bush stated that ―Today, our nation saw evil, the very worst of human nature in subsequent texts, he frequently refers to terrorists as ―the evil ones,‖ and ―evildoers.‖ These are theological terms, deployed largely for a Southern conservative audience, but also appealing to popular entertainment understandings of ―good guys‖ and ―bad guys.‖ As such, it is a demonological move in which the terrorists are individually and collectively marked as ―cruel,―mad, and driven by ―hate; perhaps inadvertently, it also supernaturalizes them. In this agent/act ratio, the character of the terrorists precedes their actions: the terrorists did what they did because it is in their nature to do so—they murdered because that is what evil, demonic terrorists do. It is a powerful discourse, and an act of demagoguery, which de-contextualizes and de-historicizes the actions of the terrorists, emptying them of any political content, while simultaneously de- humanizing them. After all, there can be no deeper explanation for such acts, and there can be no reasoning or compromising with evil; the only right response is exorcism and purification. At the same time, the radical evil argument32 is a long used strategy of silencing liberal dissent: from Leo Strauss and Reinhold Neibuhr to Ronald Reagan, liberals have been charged with lacking both a realistic sense of human evil and the moral courage to confront it. In an extension of re-making the attackers as demons, they are also scripted as inhuman or non-human. Bush speaks of the ―curse of terrorism that is upon the face of the earth,‖33 while Colin Powell refers to ―the scourge of terrorism. This medical metaphor is restated more explicitly by Rumsfeld: ―We share the belief that terrorism is a cancer on the human condition.  Bush in turn, speaks of the danger to the body politic posed by ―terrorist parasites who threaten their countries and our own. In this construction, the terrorist is remade as a dangerous organism that makes its host ill; they hide interiorly, drawing on the lifeblood of their unsuspecting hosts and spreading poison. This particular language is actually a precursor to the disciplinary idea of ―the enemy within; they are the new ―reds under the bed. Of course, such ―an evil and inhuman group of men—these ―faceless enemies of human dignity are undeserving of our sympathy or protection. While it would be wrong to treat an enemy soldier inhumanely, or torture a criminal suspect, the same cannot be said for a parasite, a cancer, a curse. If the enemy is removed from the moral realm of human community, then by extension, actions towards them cannot be judged on moral terms. This is extremely liberating for a government fighting a hidden enemy, as it means that those government agencies that practice the ―black arts can be unleashed with impunity.

Impact -  Violence
Western Counter Terrorism Polices rooted in the discourse perpetuate a cycle of violence 

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

More broadly, there seems little doubt that Western counter- terrorism policies, based in large part on the productive categories of the ‘Islamic terrorism’ discourse, are at least partly responsible for intensifying cycles of violence and instability. That is, the Iraq invasion, the destruction of Falluja, the Abu Ghraib abuses, the Guan- tanamo prison camp, the practice of extraordinary rendition and public support for Israel’s war against Lebanon – among others – are helping to construct further political 
The discourse perpetuates a cycle of political violence, hindering any dialogue.

Talbot 08 (Steven, Defence Science and Technology Organisation, Sociological Research Online 13(1)17 'Us' and 'Them': Terrorism, Conflict and (O)ther Discursive Formations, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/13/1/17.html) 

When examining issues concerning what is terrorism, who practices it and why, as well as appropriate responses to this activity, this paper contends that such issues are often clouded by a rhetoric (discourse) that has deflected attention away from political and moral concerns underlying political violence. This paper has also argued that utilising dichotomous logic in the construction of an enemy is a counterproductive strategy for grappling with terrorism. The use of binaries like Good/Evil and Us/Them assist with the construction of a dehumanised Other who cannot be reasoned with, thus repudiating calls for negotiation, and in the process, reducing incentives to understand difference. Demonising the enemy in such a manner, amplifies fear and alarm, and perpetuates cycles of revenge and retaliation which necessitate more violent responses to perceived injustices. In this sense, the production and maintenance of a West and Rest dichotomy, a dichotomy which characterises current terrorist and security discourses, has also lead to the creation of mutually sustaining antagonisms ensuring further conflict.
Impact - Violence

The discourse justifies endless violence against “terrorists” without any proof of their involvement. 

Said 02 (Edward, Professor at Columbia University, Punishment by Detail, Counterpunch, http://www.counterpunch.org/said0813.html)

Israeli security is now a fabled beast. Like a unicorn it is endlessly hunted and never found, remaining, everlastingly, the goal of future action. That over time Israel has become less secure and more unacceptable to its neighbours scarcely merits a moment's notice. But then who challenges the view that Israeli security ought to define the moral world we live in? Certainly not the Arab and Palestinian leaderships who for 30 years have conceded everything to Israeli security. Shouldn't that ever be questioned, given that Israel has wreaked more damage on the Palestinians and other Arabs relative to its size than any country in the world, Israel with its nuclear arsenal, its air force, navy, and army limitlessly supplied by the US taxpayer? As a result the daily, minute occurrences of what Palestinians have to live through are hidden and, more important, covered over by a logic of self-defence and the pursuit of terrorism (terrorist infrastructure, terrorist nests, terrorist bomb factories, terrorist suspects -- the list is infinite) which perfectly suits Sharon and the lamentable George Bush. Ideas about terrorism have thus taken on a life of their own, legitimised and re- legitimised without proof, logic or rational argument. Consider for instance the devastation of Afghanistan, on the one hand, and the "targeted" assassinations of almost 100 Palestinians (to say nothing of many thousands of "suspects" rounded- up and still imprisoned by Israeli soldiers) on the other: nobody asks whether all these people killed were in fact terrorists, or proved to be terrorists, or were about to become terrorists. They are all assumed to be dangers by acts of simple, unchallenged affirmation. All you need is an arrogant spokesman or two, like the loutish Ranaan Gissin, Avi Pazner, or Dore Gold, and in Washington a non-stop apologist for ignorance and incoherence like Ari Fleisher, and the targets in question are just as good as dead. Without doubts, questions, or demurral. No need for proof or any such tiresome delicacy. Terrorism and its obsessive pursuit have become an entirely circular, self-fulfilling murder and slow death of enemies who have no choice or say in the matter.

Impact - Violence

The neo-colonialist discourse creates a “balance of terror” where the “terrorists” are forced to retaliate against the West and vice versea creating a perpetual cycle of conflict. 

Strindberg 05-(Anders, UN correspondent for Jane’s Intelligence, Mats Warn, PhD Candidate in Poli Sci @ Stockholm, ‘5 [Journal of Palestine Studies 34.3, “Realities of Rsistance: Hizballah, The Palestinian Rejectionist, and Al-Qaida Compared,” p. 24-6)

Robert C. Young, a leading theorist of postcolonialism, has suggested that violence in the course of anticolonial resistance fills, in part, a psychological function. It offers “a primary form of agency through which the subject moves from non-being to being, from being an object to subject.”59 The colonial and neocolonial system brutalizes its subjects—natives and settlers alike—by con- secrating violence as the sole available mechanism for settling conflicts, while proscribing only the violence by those who resist the status quo. Yet for these latter, violence is seen as a desperate means to stand up for oneself and one’s community. “Wherever people feel that their dignity is trampled upon,” argued Abu ‘Imad al-Rifa‘i, Islamic Jihad’s chief representative in Lebanon, people will rise and resist. Look at the killings [in Palestine], the destruction of homes, the checkpoints, the unethical practice by Israeli soldiers against women and children. Palestinians cannot sit idle while they see these violations of their dignity . . . . A human being without dignity has no life. I don’t think that a human being can live without dignity, and if he does, then he ceases to be a human being.”Beyond its psychological function, revolutionary violence also has a more “traditional,” instrumental function: to inflict damage on the enemy. This is true both for the third worldist Hizballah and the Palestinian rejectionists and the neo–third worldist al-Qa‘ida. Given the asymmetry between them and their antagonists within their respective theatres of conflict, they seek to create and maintain a painful balance of terror; to “level the playing field.” Thus, following the attacks of 11 September, Bin Laden stated that just as they’re killing us, we have to kill them so that there will be a balance of terror. This is the first time the balance of terror has been close between the two parties, between Muslims and Americans, in the modern age. American politicians used to do whatever they wanted with us. The victim was forbidden to scream or to moan ...61 Hizballah and the Palestinian rejectionist factions also talk of a balance of terror, but there is a crucial difference: Because the struggle is territorially defined and politically limited, it can be brought to an end. Abu Ahmad, a spokesman for Islamic Jihad, argued: We have told the Israelis numerous times that if they stop attacking our civilians we will stop attacking their civilians . . . . Then give us our land and our rights and we will live in peace and security. Yet they don’t want that . . . . So what should we, as Palestinians, do? In Lebanon, Hizballah forced the Israelis to withdraw from the land, and after the with- drawal they did not go after the Jews. We also want the Israelis to withdraw from our land. If our rights cannot be given to us in peace, then we’ll have to fight for them . . . . We only want to live like humans. If the Israelis recognized our rights and left us alone so we could establish our state, we would not kill one single Jew, neither civilian nor military. This is our standpoint.
Impact - Violence

The discourse of terrorism justifies extreme violence; turns all of their violence claims

Teun A. van Dijk, professor of discourse studies @ U of Amsterdam, 1995, “Discourse semantics and ideology” http://www.discourses.org/OldArticles/Discourse%20semantics%20and%20ideology.pdf

First, more often than not, the option to use force was something that was imposed on them. As stated it was the general inability and obstinate reluctance on the part of the dominant groups that actually set the stage for the use of violence. In fact, empirical evidence would easily indicate that the action on the part of state elites not to entertain the demands of minorities and the subsequent use of repression to subdue gave the latter no alternative but to opt to use force in self-defence (in the form guerrilla movements) to protect themselves and their members from annihilation. Therefore it would be wrong to claim that subordinated groups have a natural tendency to opt for violence and force to back their demands. Guerrilla movements seeking autonomy or independence do not have a choice in this respect. To meet violence they cannot adopt Ghandian tactics; it is simply not workable. It is state violence that sets the stage for subordinated groups to employ the same in their life and death struggle. Second, the so-called "terrorist" groups do not have a complete monopoly of violence. In fact investigation would easily reveal that state violence is much more diabolic and cruel. State violence has unleashed terror upon innocent people in the name of destroying "terrorists". But then the nature of international discourse is such, states despite their propensity to engage in the most extreme forms of violence, have often been spared from being labelled as terrorist. So much so, the use of state violence is often predicated on the grounds of preserving the nation-state, protecting innocent people, and others. For instance, the United States, the leading proponent of anti-terrorism, refuses to consider proposals to include certain countries in its "terrorist" list. U.S. like other nations is more prone to label non-state actors as "terrorist" if these are seen as inimical to U.S. interests. Thus, a leading power as the U.S. does not have the intellectual capacity to go beyond the mundane nature of the present discourse on terrorism in the world today. Unless the international community takes a more objective assessment of the nature of terrorism, state violence will be continued to be used against non-state actors all in the name of defending the sovereignty of the nation-state.

Impact: Endless Violence

The discourse perpetuates a cycle of political violence, hindering any dialogue.

Talbot 08 (Steven, Defence Science and Technology Organisation, Sociological Research Online 13(1)17 'Us' and 'Them': Terrorism, Conflict and (O)ther Discursive Formations, http://www.socresonline.org.uk/13/1/17.html) 

When examining issues concerning what is terrorism, who practices it and why, as well as appropriate responses to this activity, this paper contends that such issues are often clouded by a rhetoric (discourse) that has deflected attention away from political and moral concerns underlying political violence. This paper has also argued that utilising dichotomous logic in the construction of an enemy is a counterproductive strategy for grappling with terrorism. The use of binaries like Good/Evil and Us/Them assist with the construction of a dehumanised Other who cannot be reasoned with, thus repudiating calls for negotiation, and in the process, reducing incentives to understand difference. Demonising the enemy in such a manner, amplifies fear and alarm, and perpetuates cycles of revenge and retaliation which necessitate more violent responses to perceived injustices. In this sense, the production and maintenance of a West and Rest dichotomy, a dichotomy which characterises current terrorist and security discourses, has also lead to the creation of mutually sustaining antagonisms ensuring further conflict.
Impact: Endless Violence

Your discourse’s delineation between “us and them” allows for robotized endless violence with the goal of eradicating the other. 

Graham 06 (Stephen, Department of Geography University of Durham, Cities and the War on Terror, 2006, http://latts.cnrs.fr/site/tele/rep1/GrahamCitiesandthewaronterror.pdf) 

In ‘homeland’ cities, to be sure, there is a radical ratcheting-up of surveillance and (attempted) social control, the endless ‘terror talk’, highly problematic clampdowns, the ‘hardening’ of urban ‘targets’, and potentially indefinite incarcerations, sometimes within extra-legal or extra-territorial camps, for those people deemed to display the signifiers of real or ‘dormant’ terrorists. In the ‘targeted’ urban spaces of worlds within Barnett’s ‘non-integrating gap’, meanwhile, weapons systems are currently being designed which are emerging as systems of automated, continuous (attempted) assassination. Here, chillingly, software code is being invested with the sovereign power to kill. Such systems are being brought into being within legal and geographical states of exception that are now increasingly being normalized and universalized as global strategy. This trend is backed by neoconservative ideologies and geopolitical scripts. These justify continuous, pre-emptive US military aggression against sources of ‘terrorism’ as a central platform of Dick Cheney’s ‘New Normalcy’, or the Pentagon’s ‘long war’. Such a strategy is also being fuelled by the great temptation, in the light of the horrors of street fighting during the Iraq insurgency, and the 2000+ US military dead, for the US state and military to deploy autonomous and robotized US weapons against purported enemies who are always likely to remain all-too human (Graham, 2006b). ‘The enemy, are they going to give up blood and guts to kill machines?’ wondered Gordon Johnson, head of a US army robot weapons team, in 2003. ‘I’m guessing not’ (cited in Lawlor, 2004: 3). The main worry here is that these systems will be deployed stealthily by the US state to ‘loiter’ more or less permanently above and within cities and regions deemed to be the ‘war on terror’s’ main targets. They might then produce realms of automated, stealthy and continuous violence. Let loose from both the spatial and temporal limits, and the legal norms, of war, as traditionally understood (i.e. in its declared and demarcated state-vs-state guises), this violence is likely to largely escape the selective and capricious gaze of mainstream Western media (see Blackmore, 2005). This shift to robotized war, and militaristic paradigms which see cities as mere battlespace, and their inhabitants as mere targets, is far from uncontested. Even within the US military — especially the infantry in the US Army — many are deeply sceptical of any military ‘silver bullets’ emerging from the think tanks, research complexes and weapons manufacturers of the US military-industrial-entertainment complex. Nonetheless, the latest 2006 Pentagon Defense Review suggests that the widespread deployment of autonomous, armed drones across large swathes of our urbanizing world is already being planned and undertaken. The links explored here between urban imaginative geographies, high-tech weaponry, and the urbanizing geopolitics of insurgency against the transnational colonial and military power of the US empire, thus look set to deepen further.
AT: Fundamentalism 
The discourse undermines the legitimacy of Islamic Fundamentalists who are non violent and democratic. 

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

In contradistinction to most ‘Islamic terrorism’ texts, there is a large and sophisticated body of research that confirms that Islamic doctrine and practice, including varieties of ‘Islamism’ and ‘Islamic fundamentalism’, is not typically or necessarily violent, anti- democratic or incompatible with secularism and modernity.77 This research suggests that not only are Islamic values compatible with democracy,78 but, as opinion polls have consistently shown over many years, the great majority of individuals in Muslim countries prefer democracy over other kinds of political systems.79 Nor is it the case that ‘Islamists’ are opposed to democracy; in many countries they constitute the only viable vehicle for democratic participation and opposition in relatively closed political systems.80 As Mumtaz Ahmad has noted: ‘The Pakistani, Bangladeshi, Turkish, Malaysian, Egyptian, Jordanian, Algerian, Tunisian and Moroccan Islamists have already accepted the Islamic legitimacy of popular elections, the electoral process, the multiplicity of political parties and even the authority of the popularly elected parliament to legislate not only on socio-economic matters but also on Islamic doctrinal issues.’81 We should also note that Islamist movements like Hamas, Hizbollah and the Muslim Brotherhood (referred to simply as ‘Islamic terrorists’ in most texts), as well as Islamist parties in several Central Asian states,82 have not only participated in national elections, but have well-established internal democratic processes. In fact, Islamist groups have adopted a multitude of strategies and approaches to their interaction with the state and other social actors and are engaged in a variety of locally defined projects, most of which are focused on winning power. From this perspective, Islamism is perhaps better understood as a dynamic set of processes rather than a fixed or essential identity.

AT: Motive
The discourse falsely asserts that “Islamic Terrorists” are on a religious mission to destroy the West

Jackson 07-(Richard, Ph.D in conflict resolution, 2007, Government and Opposition, Vol. 42, No. 3, pp. 394–426, “Constructing Enemies: ‘Islamic Terrorism’ in Political and Academic Discourse)

Another core narrative of the discourse is that ‘Islamic terrorism’ is motivated largely by religious or ‘sacred’ causes rather than politi- cal or ideological concerns. Typically, it asserts that ‘Islamic terrorists’ aim primarily to destroy Israel and the West, overthrow apostate regimes in Muslim lands, return the Muslim world to a true and pure form of Islam and re-establish an Islamic Caliphate. Shaul Mishal and Maoz Rosenthal for example, argue that Islamic extremists’ ‘more far-reaching goal is the replacement of the existing non-Islamic social and political order in the Arab nations with an Islamic state ruled by the Islamic law’.38 David Cook goes even further, suggesting that radical Muslims aim at ‘uniting all Muslims into one state, and domi- nating the world’.39 Associated with this discursive formulation of religiously motivated aims is the frequent portrayal of ‘Islamic terrorism’ as anti-modern, anti-secular and anti-democratic. Ranstorp suggests that, ‘the threat of secularization from foreign sources’ is the ‘catalyst for springing religious terrorists into action’; these groups are motivated by a ‘xenophobia against everything alien or secular’ and a ‘vehement rejection of western culture’.40 Similarly, Benjamin Barber argues that ‘These Jihadic warriors detest modernity – the secular, scientific, rational and commercial civilization created by the Enlightenment as it is defined . . . in its virtues (freedom, democracy, tolerance and diver- sity).’41 An extremely crass expression of this narrative, published in a prominent terrorism studies journal, states: ‘the Islamic world’s rejection of democracy and modernity as well as their ongoing Islamic resurgence and propensity to violence’ was because ‘the concept of nation-state and democracy is, to most contemporary Muslim nations, as alien to them as por

AT: Obama

The Obama administrations continues to perpetuate the discourse of “terrorism” 

Mariner 09 (Joanne, Published journalist, Obama’s War on Terror, Counterpunch http://www.counterpunch.org/mariner03042009.html)

I don't think there's any question but that we are at war," said Eric Holder at his confirmation hearing in January, referring to al Qaeda attacks on US targets from the 1990s onward. When asked by Senator Lindsey Graham of South Carolina whether someone arrested in the Philippines who is suspected of financing al Qaeda could be considered "part of the battlefield" of that war, Holder answered yes. Disappointing many who expected the Obama administration to mark a clean break from the Bush presidency's world view, the attorney general-designate signaled his apparent approval of the "war on terror" paradigm. A month later, in a set of four cases involving detainees held at the US military prison in Afghanistan, the views he endorsed were reflected in government papers filed in federal court in Washington. The petitioners in two of the four cases, Haji Wazir v. Gates and Amin al-Bakri v. Obama, sound very much like the hypothetical suspects mentioned by Senator Graham. Both Wazir and al-Bakri were well-off businessmen, not terrorist operatives, and they were both arrested in friendly countries far from any battlefield. Wazir was picked up in Dubai in 2002, and al-Bakri was seized later that same year in Thailand. They have now been held for more than six years as "enemy combatants" without charge or trial, most of that time in military custody at Bagram Air Base in Afghanistan. When legal challenges against their indefinite detention were filed in federal court, the Bush administration tried to get the cases dismissed, claiming that the courts have no jurisdiction over enemy combatants held in Afghanistan. In papers filed last Friday, the Obama administration agreed. "Having considered the matter," said the Department of Justice, in a curt response signed by Acting Assistant Attorney General Michael Hertz, "the Government adheres to its previously articulated position."
Solvency Takeout
The discourse allows the United States to shift the blame to the other, hindering any solution

Falk 05 (Richard, Professor of International Law, Imperial Vibrations, 9/11, and the Ordeal of the Middle East, JSTOR, www.jstor.org/stable/4486779)
A weakness in Mamdani's argument is a lack of clarity as to whether he is criticizing culture talk as such, or merely its abuse by those pursuing a political project, in this case the polarizing project of split- ting
the
Muslim world into either Bad Muslim extremists or Good Muslim West-leaning, modernizing moder- ates. Bad Muslims are responsible for the attacks and must be destroyed, while Good Muslims endeavor to restructure the Islamic world for the benefit of other Good Muslims. Mamdani takes creative issue with the prevailing narrative of 9/11 as the work of "Islamic Terrorists, "insisting that such a narrative usefully absolves the West and the United States of the need for self-scrutiny. Such denial is helpful in assuring American leaders that market capitalism and the exercise of state power in its geopolitical modes of domination have no share in responsibility for the attacks. According to Mamdani, willingness to consider such alternative explanations could lead to policy adjustments, which in turn could enable the American political imagination to conceive of responses other than a dysfunctional recourse to recurrent warfare against unprotected and vulner- able societies. Mamdani usefully distinguishes between two strands of culture talk utilized in the anti-Muslim discourse adopted by mainstream American thought. The first is that Islamic peoples are headed for modernity but are traveling on a slower train. The second is that the train itself is heading for a different destination and is driven by an anti-modern engineer unaware that the rails end just beyond the next curve. It is this second strand, "productive of fear and preemptive police or military action" (p. 18), that Mamdani argues has been adopted by the U.S. government to justify the conduct of its global war on terrorism. The essence of this approach is that if the Muslim adversary cannot be induced to join us in the making of the modern world, then the only option is to eliminate him through a war of extermination. A crucial argument made by Mamdaniis that Washington will never find a solution to the 9/11 challenge as long as it attributes the violence of that day to "a racial or cultural affliction" of the other, and by so doing fails "to understand that both forms of contemporary terrorism [ours and theirs] were forged in an environment of impunity created by state terror during the Cold War"(p. 255). In a manner that recalls Tariq Ali's Clash of Fundamentalisms, Mamdani perceives a symmetry of outlook between the fundamentalist thought patterns, prescriptions, moral certitude, and totalizing imagery of George W Bush and Osama Bin Laden.
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