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Iran
the framing of iran as a threat originates from our view that they are an unpredictable other

NOORANI IN 05 [ Yaseen, CR: The New Centennial Review 5.1 (2005) 13-41, rhetoric of security]


The Iranian Revolution marked a dramatic watershed in this state of affairs. After a brief six-month period of secular nationalism, the government was taken over by religious forces. The secular nationalists were out of power and Iran became an Islamic republic. Suddenly the rules for interaction between Iran and the United States changed. Iran's leaders adopted an independent set of international relations goals, summed up in the phrase "neither East nor West." They expressed the desire to establish a true Islamic Republic based on religious law. They became deeply suspicious of U.S. motives, fearing that, as in 1953, the United States would attempt to reinstate the monarchy in order to regain the economic benefits enjoyed during the reign of the shah. More disturbing for American politicians was the attitude of the new Iranian leaders. They assumed an air of moral superiority, and were not interested in cooperation with Western nations on Western terms. Moreover, they seemed comfortable committing acts which outraged the United States with no apparent thought as to the possible consequences. This kind of behavior was inexplicable for most Americans. To add to the difficulty, in the immediate post-Revolutionary period, the Iranian leaders were not in full control of their own nation. Though identified by U.S. policy makers as elites, they had very little capacity for independent action on the foreign policy scene. As will be seen below, their ability to act vis-à-vis the United States was especially limited. In short, post-Revolutionary Iran violated every tenet of the U.S. policy myth. Iran looked like a nation-state, but its political structure was, both under the shah and today, far more tenuous than that of any Western nation. After the revolution it was not concerned with the East-West struggle, preferring to reject both sides. Its national concerns transcended matters of military and economic power; it was often far more concerned about questions of ideology, morality and religious sensibility. Its elites were and continue to be informal power brokers and balancers of opinion rather than powerful actors able to enforce their will directly on the population. Moreover they have had to be extremely careful about contact with foreign powers, since their offices do not protect them from political attack as a result of such contact. All of this has given U.S. leaders fits. Iran does not conform to the set model of international behavior with which the foreign policy community is prepared to operate. As a result the Iranians are "crazy outlaws."

The US concern for power projection places against iran places us in a state of paranoia

Zizek 2005, [Slavoj, Give Iranian Nukes a Chance, 8-11-5, http://www.lacan.com/zizekiranian.htm,]

Every power structure has to rely on an underlying implicit threat, i.e. whatever the oficial democratic rules and legal constraints may be, we can ultimately do whatever we want to you. In the 20th century, however, the nature of this link between power and the invisible threat that sustains it changed. Existing power structures no longer relied on their own fantasmatic projection of a potential, invisible threat in order to secure the hold over their subjects. Rather, the threat was externalized, displaced onto an Outside Enemy. It became the invisible (and, for that reason, all-powerful and omni-present) threat of this enemy that legitimized the existing power structure’s permanent state of emergency. Fascists invoked the threat of the Jewish conspiracy, Stalinists the threat of the class enemy, Americans the threat of Communism-all the way up to today’s “war on terror.” The threats posed by such an invisible enemy legitimizes the logic of the preemptive strike. Precisely because the threat is virtual, one cannot afford to wait for it to come. Rather, one must strike in advance, before it is too late. In other words, the omni-present invisible threat of Terror legitimizes the all too visible protective measures of defense-which, of course, are what pose the true threat to democracy and human rights (e.g., the London police’s recent execution of the innocent Brazilian electrician, Jean Charles de Menezes). Classic power functioned as a threat that operated precisely by never actualizing itself, by always remaining a threatening gesture. Such functioning reached its climax in the Cold War, when the threat of mutual nuclear destruction had to remain a threat. With the “war on terror”, the invisible threat causes the incessant actualization, not of the threat itself, but, of the measures against the threat. The nuclear strike had to remain the threat of a strike, while the threat of the terrorist strike triggers the endless series of preemptive strikes against potential terrorists. We are thus passing from the logic of MAD (Mutually Assured Destruction) to a logic in which ONE SOLE MADMAN runs the entire show and is allowed to enact its paranoia. The power that presents itself as always being under threat, living in mortal danger, and thus merely defending itself, is the most dangerous kind of power-the very model of the Nietzschean ressentiment and moralistic hypocrisy. And indeed, it was Nietzsche himself who, more than a century ago, in Daybreak, provided the best analysis of the false moral premises of today’s “war on terror”: No government admits any more that it keeps an army to satisfy occasionally the desire for conquest. Rather, the army is supposed to serve for defense, and one invokes the morality that approves of self-defense. But this implies one’s own morality and the neighbor’s immorality; for the neighbor must be thought of as eager to attack and conquer if our state must think of means of self-defense. Moreover, the reasons we give for requiring an army imply that our neighbor, who denies the desire for conquest just as much as our own state, and who, for his part, also keeps an army only for reasons of self-defense, is a hypocrite and a cunning criminal who would like nothing better than to overpower a harmless and awkward victim without any fight. Thus all states are now ranged against each other: they presuppose their neighbor’s bad disposition and their own good disposition. This presupposition, however, is inhumane, as bad as war and worse. At bottom, indeed, it is itself the challenge and the cause of wars, because as I have said, it attributes immorality to the neighbor and thus provokes a hostile disposition and act. We must abjure the doctrine of the army as a means of self-defense just as completely as the desire for conquests. Is not the ongoing “war on terror” proof that “terror” is the antagonistic Other of democracy-the point at which democracy’s plural options turn into a singular antagonism? Or, as we so often hear, “In the face of the terrorist threat, we must all come together and forget our petty differences.” More pointedly, the difference between the “war on terror” with previous 20th century worldwide struggles such as the Cold War is that the enemy used to be clearly identified with the actually existing Communist empire, whereas today the terrorist threat is inherently spectral, without a visible center. It is a little bit like the description of Linda Fiorentino’s character in The Last Seduction: “Most people have a dark side … she had nothing else.” Most regimes have a dark oppressive spectral side … the terrorist threat has nothing else. The paradoxical result of this spectralization of the enemy is an unexpected reflexive reversal. In this world without a clearly identified enemy, it is the United States, the protector against the threat, that is emerging as the main enemy-much like in Agatha Christie’s Murder on the Orient-Express, where, since the entire group of suspects is the murderer, the victim himself (an evil millionaire) turns out to be the real criminal. 

Heg Bad

The drive for protection from external evils is validated by a sense of American exceptionalism that paints itself as invulnerable and attempts to scourge the earth of any perceived danger.  Vulnerability and conflict are inevitable – only sustaining the illusory goal of vulnerability via the plan causes global escalatory violence

Lifton 2003 [Robert Jay, Visiting professor of psychiatry at Harvard Medical School) 2003 “Superpower Syndrome” p. 125-30]

It is almost un-American to be vulnerable.  As a people, we pride ourselves on being able to stand up to anything, solve all problems.  We have long had a national self-image that involves the ability to call forth reservoirs of strength when we need it, and a sense of a protected existence particular to America in an otherwise precarious world.  In recent times we managed, after all, to weather the most brutal century in human history relatively unscathed.  The Blessed Country.  Our attitude stems partly from geography.  We have always claimed a glorious aloneness thanks to what has been called the “free security” of the two great oceans which separate us from dangerous upheavals in Europe and Asia.  While George Washington was not the isolationist he is sometimes represented to be, he insisted in his celebrated Farewell Address of 1796, "'Tis our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliances, with any portion of the foreign world.  "That image has been embraced, and often simplified or distorted, by politicians ever since. (He warned against permanent alliances, not alliances in general.) The idea of our separateness and safety from faraway conflicts has had importance from the time of the early settlers, many of whom left Europe to escape political religious, or legal threats or entanglements. Even if on came as an adventurer or an empire-builder, one was leaving a continent of complexity and conflict for a land whose remoteness could support new beginnings Abraham Lincoln absolutized that remoteness and security from outside attack in order to stress that our only danger came from ourselves: "All the armies of Euro •Asia and Africa combined, with all the treasure of the earth (our own excepted) in their military chest; with Buonaparte for a commander, could not by force, take drink from the Ohio, or make a track on the Blue Ridge in a trial of a thousand years."  However much the world has shrunk technologically in the last half century, and however far-ranging our own superpower forays, the sense of geographic invulnerability has never left us. We have seen ourselves as not only separate from but different from the rest of the world, a special nation among nations. That sense of American exceptionalism was intensely observed by Alexis de Tocqueville, the brilliant French politician and writer, in the early nineteenth century.  In de Tocqueville’s view of America, “A course almost without limits, a field without horizon, is revealed:  the human spirit rushes forward and traverses [it] in every direction.”  American excecptionalism has always been, as the sociologist Seymo0ur Martin Lipset has pointed out, “a double-edged sword.”  In the psychological life of Americans it has been bound up with feelings of unique virtue, strength, and success.  But this has sometime led Americans to be “utopian moralists, who press hard to institutionalize virtue, to destroy evil people, and eliminate wicked institutions and practices.”  That subjective exceptoinalism has been vividly expressed in the historian Richard Hofstadter’s observation “it has been our fate as a nation not to have ideologies, but to be one.”  At the time of the Puritans, sentiments of exceptionalism were expressed in biblical terms:  America was an “arcadian image of the New World…an Eden from which the serpent and forbidden trees had been thoroughly excluded,” and “a new Promised Land and a New Jerusalem.”  The language was that of a postapocalyptic utopia, and remnants of such sentiments persist whenever we speak of ourselves in more secular terms as the “new world.”  Important to this feeling of exceptionalism has been a deep sense that America offered unparalleled access to regenerative power.  As Richard Slotkin explains:  “The first colonists saw in America an opportunity to regenerate their fortunes, their spirits, and the power of their church and nation," though "the means to that regeneration ultimately became the means of violence."  Even when Americans played what has been called a "shell game of identity," they could experience an unlimited capacity for renewal—endless new beginnings as individuals or as a nation. Slotkin speaks of a new relationship to authority in the new world. While "in Europe all men were under authority; in America all men dreamed they had the power to become authority."  These claims of new authority extended to the country as a whole, to America's authority among nations—a claim to new national authority that was expanded over time thanks to America's considerable achievements—economic, technological, scientific, and cultural. American exceptionalism has often had the overall psychological quality of a sense of ourselves as a blessed people immune from the defeats and sufferings of others. But underneath that sense there had to be a potential chink 'our psychological armor—which was a deep-seated hidden sense of vulnerability. OMNIPOTENCE AND VULNERABILITY Ironically, superpower syndrome projects the problem American vulnerability onto the world stage. A superpower is perceived as possessing more than natural power  (In this sense it comes closer to resembling the comic-strip hero Superman than the Nietzschean Superman.)For a nation, its leaders, or even its ordinary citizens to enter into the superpower syndrome is to lay claim to omnipotence, to power that is unlimited, which is ultimately power over death. At the heart of the superpower syndrome then is the need to eliminate a vulnerability that, as the antithesis of omnipotence, contains the basic contradiction of the syndrome. For vulnerability can never be eliminated, either by a nation or an individual. In seeking its elimination, the superpower finds itself on a psychological treadmill. The idea of vulnerability is intolerable, the fact of it irrefutable. One solution is to maintain an illusion of invulnerability.  But the superpower then runs the danger of taking increasingly draconian actions to sustain that illusion. For to do otherwise would be to surrender the cherished status of superpower. Other nations have experiences in the world that render them and their citizens all too aware of the essential vulnerability of life on earth. They also may be influenced by religious and cultural traditions (far weaker in the United States) that emphasize vulnerability as an aspect of human mortality. No such reality can be accepted by those clinging to a sense of omnipotence. At issue is the experience of death anxiety, which is the strongest manifestation of vulnerability. Such a deep- seated sense of vulnerability can sometimes be acknowledged by the ordinary citizens of a superpower, or even at times by its leaders, who may admit, for instance, that there is no guaranteed defense against terrorist acts. But those leaders nonetheless remain committed to eliminating precisely that vulnerability—committed, that is, to the illusory goal of invulnerability.  When that goal is repeatedly undermined—whether by large-scale terrorist acts like 9/11, or as at present by militant resistance to American hegemony in Iraq and elsewhere in the Midd1-East—both the superpower and the world it acts upon may become dangerously destabilized. 

We must refuse the American insistence of vulnerability – it is an artificial construct. 
Lifton 2003 [Robert Jay, Visiting professor of psychiatry at Harvard Medical School) 2003 “Superpower Syndrome” p. 189-200]

We can do better. America is capable of wiser, more measured approaches, more humane applications of our considerable power and influence in the world. These may not be as far away as they now seem, and can be made closer by bringing our imaginations to bear on them. Change must be political, of course, but certain psychological contours seem necessary to it. As a start, we do not have to collude in partitioning the world into two contending apocalyptic forces. We are capable instead of reclaiming our moral compass, of finding further balance in our national behavior. So intensely have we embraced superpower syndrome that emerging from it is not an easy task. Yet in doing so we would relieve ourselves of a burden of our own creation—the psychic burden of insistent illusion. For there is no greater weight than that one takes on when pursuing total power. We need to draw a new and different lesson from Lore Acton's nineteenth-century assertion: "Power tends to corrupt and absolute power corrupts absolutely." Acton was not quite right. The corruption begins not with the acquisition of power but with the quest for and claim to absolute power. Ever susceptible to the seductive promise that twenty-first-century technology can achieve world control, the superpower can best resist that temptation be recognizing the corruption connected with that illusion. To renounce the claim to total power would bring relief not only to everyone else, but, soon enough, to citizens of the superpower itself. For to live out superpower syndrome it to place oneself on a treadmill that eventually has to breakdown. In its efforts to rule the world and to determine history, the United States is, in actuality, working against itself, subjecting itself to constant failure. It becomes a Sisyphus with bombs, able to set off explosions but unable to cope with its own burden, unable to roll its heavy stone to the top of the hill in Hades. Perhaps the crucial step in ridding ourselves of superpower syndrome is recognizing that history cannot be controlled, fluidly or otherwise. Stepping off the superpower treadmill would enable us to cease being a nation ruled by fear  Renouncing omnipotence might make our leaders—or at least future leaders—themselves less fearful of weakness, and diminish their inclination to instill fear in their people as a means of enlisting them for military efforts at illusory world hegemony. Without the need for invulnerability, everyone would have much less to be afraid of. What we call the historical process is largely unpredictable, never completely manageable. All the more so at a time of radical questioning of the phenomenon of nationalism and its nineteenth- and twentieth-century excesses.  In addition, there has been a general decline in confidence in the nation state, and in its ability to protect its people from larger world problems such as global warming or weapons of mass destruction. The quick but dangerous substitute is the superpower, which seeks to fill the void with a globalized, militarized extension of American nationalism. The traditional nation state, whatever its shortcomings, could at least claim to be grounded in a specific geographic area and a particular people or combination of peoples. The super-power claims to "represent" everyone on earth, but it lacks legitimacy in the eyes of those it seeks to dominate, while its leaders must struggle to mask or suppress their own doubts about any such legitimacy. The American superpower is an artificial construct, widely perceived as illegitimate, whatever the acquiescence it coerces in others. Its reign is therefore inherently unstable. Indeed, its reach for full-scale world domination marks the beginning of its decline. A large task for the world, and for Americans in particular, is the early recognition and humane management of that decline. HOPE AND IMAGINATION I write this book in a spirit of hope. Hope is always bound, up with the reach of our imagination. We have the capacity to probe painful truths in connection with all apocalyptic violence, and to make contact with the human suffering involved.  With such imaginative acts, we begin to take small steps in alternative directions. That conviction has been part of all of my work on twentieth-century excess. Here I think of an experience I had in the early stage of my study of Nazi doctors. After my first set of interviews in Germany, I went to see a friend of mine, an Auschwitz survivor who was keenly interested in the work. As we sat over coffee, I said to him in a tone that was not without a bit of self-pity: "I appreciate your encouragement, but the truth is that I've begun to have terrible dreams. In my dreams I'm behind barbed wire is some kind of a camp. Worse than that, my wife, and at times my two children, are there in the camp with me.  My friend looked directly at me and answered in matter-of-fact tone that was neither unkind nor especially sympathetic, "Good, now you can do the study." He was telling me that unless I took in some small part of the pain of the victims, the work would have little significance. Over time, that conversation took on broader meaning for me. We need to bear witness, compassionately, to the destructive events of our era if we are to embark on amore humane course. In that sense the researcher's task extends ever outward. It is not that any study or set of observations can themselves bring about measurable change. Rather, such imaginative efforts enter into the confusions and possibilities of collective consciousness. My belief is that it takes a certain amount of critical and empathic energy from many directions to enable any society to begin to chart a wiser course. This is painfully true of our responses to large-scale killing and dying and our attempts to interrupt that process. All this was implicit in that little conversation with my friend. Such empathic imagination is all the more necessary when one considers a kind of psychological injustice that can occur in connection with the experiences of victims and perpetrators. I have mentioned survivors' susceptibility to paradoxical guilt, forms of self-condemnation they by no means deserve—together with a full array of painful survivor feelings. In contrast, those responsible for vast killing and dying—for the Nazi genocide or the Hiroshima and Nagasaki bombings—may experience little or no self-condemnation, or obvious psychological pain of any kind.  They may be decision-makers, quite removed from any visceral sense of the consequences of their decisions, and even if they are more directly involved in the killing, their technology (gas chambers or high-altitude bombing runs)can render their numbing mechanisms quite effective. Perpetrators thus enlist forms of dissociation which enable them to do what they do. For zealots, the numbing and dissociation can be as extreme as their ideology, particularly when the pursuit of their sacred mission comes to virtually fill their perceptions. That is why grasping any destructive historical action requires one to examine both ends of the slaughter. One needs to look at the psychological experience of both Auschwitz survivors and Nazi perpetrators; of both.  Hiroshima survivors and atomic-bomb decision-makers of both victims of the 9/11 disaster and Islamist terrorists 'of both Iraqi civilians and American war planners. One cannot understand the nature of the perpetrators' psychic numbing without studying the full ordeal of their victims.  Only then can one gain a fuller grasp of the killing and apply that knowledge toward heading off newer versions of it. BEYOND VICTIMIZATION Yet victimization, too, can be absolutized in dangerous ways.  Hiroshima leaders over the years have told me about struggles among survivors to overcome exaggerated forms of what they called "victim consciousness." By that they meant an exclusive or totalized focus on their victimization. This could include seeing themselves as the most significant of all victims, or even as the only true victims. As a result, I was told, some could find little other focus in life and feel themselves forever frustrated by insufficient recognition of their victimization. One way that some Hiroshima survivors sought to overcome this pattern was to arrange meetings with Holocaust survivors, in which they exchanged experiences and ideas for combating large-scale killing.  Totalized victimization, they found, was best countered by empathy for others who, like them-selves, had suffered greatly. That danger of totalized victim consciousness looms large in connection with 9/11. America was attacked. More than 3,000 people were murdered, whether at the World Trade Center, the Pentagon, or in crashed airplanes. In response, fierce feelings of victimization have been poured into unrestrained but narrowly conceived survivor missions. For a superpower in particular, the mindset of victimization can readily be seized upon and turned into a sense of unlimited entitlement. Justification is then felt in drawing from a broad repertoire of violence to reassert a sense of hegemony, of control over world events, and the need to do so can become so great that an enemy is required. Significantly, there is a parallel mindset of victimization among Islamist terrorists. They see Islam as having been victimized historically by the West, as well as by its own despotic leaders, and they see themselves and their coreligionists undergoing continuing victimization by the United States. In both cases, victimization by others becomes the persistent leitmotif, a continuous source of motivation for eliminating the evil forces responsible for that humiliation, and by means that readily extend to apocalyptic purification. In this vicious circle of victimization 

and violence, superpower syndrome looms large. For just as a super-power extends its sense of potency into omnipotence, so is it inclined to extend its sense of victimization into total, abject violation. Yet a superpower is also in a unique position to interrupt this dangerous psychological interaction.  'Its extraordinary power can permit restraint. The irony is that to call forth such restraint, to curb its aggressive message of victimization, it must cease to be a superpower, at least in its omnipotent form. For omnipotence and totalized victim-consciousness are of a piece. They can be jettisoned together by a superpower beginning to emerge from its own syndrome. AMBIGUITY AND MORTALITY Stepping out of that syndrome would also include surrendering the claim of certainty, of ownership of truth and reality.  That ownership gives rise to deadly righteousness, with a claim to illumination so absolute as to transcend ordinary restraints against mass violence. The healthier alternative is an acceptance of some measure of ambiguity, of inevitable elements of confusion and contradiction, whether in relation to large historical events or in matters of personal experience. This would include a more nuanced approach to Islam and Islamist thought and behavior that allows for the possibility of evolution and change. It is often claimed that no such acceptance of ambiguity is possible because superpowers, like nations, like people, are uncomfortable with it, that the tendency is always to seek clarity and something close to certainty. But this assumption may well underestimate our psychological capabilities. Ambiguity, in fact, is central to human function, recognized and provided for by cultural institutions and practices everywhere. American society in particular has cultivated the kinds of ambiguity that go with multiplicity and with shifting populations and frontiers. I have tried in my past work to formulate a version of the self as many-sided, flexible, and capable of change and transformation. This protean self(named after Proteus, the Greek sea god who was capable of taking on many shapes)stands in direct contrast to the fundamentalist or apocalyptic self. Indeed, the closed fundamentalist self and its apocalyptic impulses can be understood as a reaction to protean tendencies, which are widely abroad in our world as a response to the complexities of recent history. Any con-temporary claim to absolute certainty, then, is compensatory, an artificial plunge into totalism that seeks an escape from the ambiguity that so pervades our historical legacy. American society is more volatile on these matters than many suspect. Over the previous century and at the beginning of a new one, we have been undergoing waves of contending forms of populism—pendulum swings between totalistic impulses and more open, if less clearly formulated, protean principles. How this psychohistorical struggle will develop we have no way of knowing, but we need hardly give up on ambiguity, or on our capacity to combine it with strongly held ethical principles. There is a real sense in which elements of ambiguity are necessary to our well-being. They certainly are necessary to the well-being of our nation, and of the world. To live with ambiguity is to accept vulnerability. American aspirations toward superpower invulnerability have troubling parallels in Islamist visions of godly power. Surrendering the dream of invulnerability, more enlightened American leaders could begin to come to terms with the idea that there will always be some danger in our world, that reasonable and measured steps can be taken to limit that danger and combat threats of violence, but that invulnerability is itself a perilous illusion. To cast off that illusion would mean removing the psychological pressure of sustaining a falsified vision of the world, as opposed to taking a genuine place in the real one. Much of this has to do with accepting the fact that we die, a fact not altered by either superpower militarism or religious fanaticism. A great part of apocalyptic violence is in the service of a vast claim of immortality, a claim that can, in the end, often be sustained only by victimizing large numbers of people. Zealots come to depend upon their mystical, spiritual, or military vision to protect themselves from death, and to provide immortality through killing. LIMITS But there is another way. One can achieve alternate forms of larger human continuity—of symbolic immortality—by significant engagement with ideas and communities that extend beyond one's own limited life span. One does not have to destroy life in order to sustain a sense of immortality in one's own group or in the world in general.  There is a kind of humane symbolization of immortality inherent in the collective life of culture and history. It has the advantage of being actual rather than illusory, of being lively and renewable. More broadly, were Americans to reject superpower syndrome, they would also reject a claim to an exclusive American power over life and death. We could then rejoin the world as fellow mortals and in the process rediscover our all too fallible and fragile humanity for the precious gift it is. As Albert Camus, the French writer who struggled with these issues throughout his life put it, to live and to die as humans we need "to refuse to be a god, "which means embracing" thought which recognizes limits." Should we come to such modest human truths, we would recognize the futility of mass violence: its contagion and its ultimate absurdity in the shadow of nuclear weapons. Passionate justifications of apocalyptic violence have distracted much of the world from that deadly absurdity. But if this is a time of hunger for totalism and purification, it is also one of skepticism toward extravagant ideologies and of new explorations of human possibility.  Those explorations require, above all, a rejection of omniscience. As Camus also said, "He who does not know everything cannot kill everyone." 

A2: heg k’s
Their K is an apologist for global genocide.

Shaw, ‘1 (IR Prof – Sussex, Review of International Studies 27)

That these are indeed ‘yesterday’s visions’ is clear from the selective way in which they are used. It is a curious anti-imperialism that attacks the so-called ‘imperialism of human rights’69 but provides the defence of sovereignty to the imperialism of genocidal oppression.70 Something is wrong with the radical tradition, when as distinguished a representative as Edward Said could write of the Kosovo war that what he found ‘most distressing’ was the ‘destruction from the air’ wrought by American power71—not the genocidal massacres by Serbian forces that prompted NATO’s (admittedly problematic) response. Said has reminded us recently of what Thompson called the ‘Natopolitan’ world, in which many intellectuals were indirectly on the payroll of the CIA.72 What he did not acknowledge was its Stalinist counterpart, in which intellectuals sold their souls to the KGB and the Stasi. And there was an anti-Cold War world, in which those who refused the choice of NATO and the Warsaw Pact elaborated their ideas. Although those of us in this intellectual third world turned down the lucre of the blocs, this did not guarantee lasting validity to our ideas. In the new global era, many characteristic assumptions of the old anti-Cold War left appear increasingly as prejudices. A whole generation has not let go of a mindset, four elements of which are problematic in the new situation. Most fundamental is a residual Third Worldist ideology. According to this, Western, especially American, imperialism is the touchstone for all world politics. Said’s anachronistic conclusion about Kosovo was to ask: ‘When will the smaller, lesser, weaker peoples realize that this America is to be resisted at all costs, not pandered to or given in to naively?’73 There are strong criticisms to be made of American and NATO policies in Kosovo. However a systematic blindness lies behind the continuing belief that America is the principal problem, coupled with the failure to recognize the need for international action against genocide.74 From this viewpoint, non-Western states are potential sites of resistance, organizers of ‘underdeveloped political economies’75 which can contest the dominant form. While sovereignty in general may be regarded as a political form of capitalist social relations76, the sovereignty of non-Western states must be defended from Western power. Yet to support Serbian sovereignty over Kosovo, or Chinese over Tibet, gives sustenance to forms of colonial domination deeply mired in blood. Critics find themselves in an inversion of the double standard of which they accuse NATO: if it is right to support Timorese self-determination against Indonesian  claims to sovereignty, how can the same right be denied to the Kosovans or Tibetans?77.

And – This outweighs their (K).

Vetleson, ‘2k (Arne Johan, Department of Philosophy University of Oslo, , “Genocide: A Case for the Responsibility of the Bystander”, Journal of Peace Research, July, p. 520-522)

is that not acting is still acting. Brought to bear on the case of genocide as a reported, on going affair, the inaction making a difference is the inaction of the bystander to unfolding genocide. The failure to act when confronted with such action, as is involved in accomplishing genocide, is a failure which carries a message to both the agent and the sufferer: the action may proceed. Knowing, yet still not acting, means-granting acceptance to the action. Such inaction entails letting things be done by someone else - clearly, in the case of acknowledged genocide, 'to the point of criminality', to invoke one of the quotes from Ricoeur. In short, inaction here means complicity; accordingly, it raises the question of responsibility, guilt, and shame on the part of the inactive bystander, by which I mean the bystander who decides to remain inactive. 
Their K causes US withdrawal and multiple scenarios for nuclear war.
Rosen, ‘3 (Harvard Military Affairs and National Security Prof, Spring , The National Interest, pp. 60-1)

Rather than wrestle with such difficult and unpleasant problems, the United States could give up the imperial mission, or pretensions to it, now. This would essentially mean the withdrawal of all U.S. forces from the Middle East, Europe and mainland Asia. It may be that all other peoples, without significant exception, will then turn to their own affairs and leave the United States alone. But those who are hostile to us might remain hostile, and be much less afraid of the United States after such a withdrawal. Current friends would feel less secure and, in the most probable post-imperial world, would revert to the logic of self-help in which all states do what they must to protect themselves. This would imply the relatively rapid acquisition of weapons of mass destruction by Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, Iran, Iraq and perhaps Algeria, Saudi Arabia, Malaysia, Indonesia and others. Constraints on the acquisition of biological weapons would be even weaker than they are today. Major regional arms races would also be very likely throughout Asia and the Middle East. This would not be a pleasant world for Americans, or anyone else. It is difficult to guess what the costs of such a world would be to the United States. They would probably not put the end of the United States in prospect, but they would not be small. If the logic of American empire is unappealing, it is not at all clear that the alternatives are that much more attractive.

-- No offense -- The status quo is US imperialism through regime change and invasion – NOT hegemony.

Bennis, 03 (Director of the Transnational Institute, April, http://www.globalpolicy.org/ngos/advocacy/protest/iraq/2003/0530global.htm)

Claiming the right of pre-emptive war would not, by itself, be proof of empire. Even launching a war more accurately defined as an aggressive preventive war (since a preemptive attack implies an imminent threat) does not by itself represent such proof. But the eagerness, of Washington's powerful to launch this war, without United Nations authorization and with such reckless disregard for the consequences, with the expressed aim of toppling the government of an independent country, albeit one mortally wounded from war and twelve years of murderous sanctions, may represent just such proof. Certainly one can argue, as Paul Schroeder does, that there is a critical distinction between hegemony and empire. (The History News Network, Center for History and the New Media, George Mason University, 3 February 2003.) "Hegemony," he writes, "means clear, acknowledged leadership and dominant influence by one unit within a community of units not under a single authority. A hegemon is first among equals; an imperial power rules over subordinates. A hegemonic power is the one without whom no final decision can be reached within a given system; its responsibility is essentially managerial, to see that a decision is reached. An imperial power rules the system, imposes its decision when it wishes."  Schroeder concludes that the US "is not an empire-not yet." Writing some weeks before Washington's invasion of Iraq, he describes the US as "at this moment a wannabe empire, poised on the brink. The Bush Doctrine proclaims unquestionably imperialist ambitions and goals, and its armed forces are poised for war for empire-formal empire in Iraq through conquest, occupation, and indefinite political control, and informal empire over the whole Middle East through exclusive paramountcy." The rapid overthrow of the Iraqi regime, with its attendant moments of exhilaration and long hours of horror for tens of thousands of Iraqi civilians, has pushed Bush administration officials over that brink. Their smug "other Middle Eastern governments better learn their lesson" attitude indicates an even fortified sense of self-righteousness and the justice of their cause. If Washington has not yet consolidated its global empire, the drive towards it is now undeniable.  Ultimately though, what is key is less the debate over whether the US today is an aggressive hegemon or an imperial center bound for global domination, than understanding the political significance and consequence of this historical moment. US tanks control the Euphrates valley and US troops occupy the sites of the earliest recorded history of humanity. But US policymakers willing to look out beyond their own euphoria will see not only a devastated and dishonored Iraq facing at best an uncertain and difficult future; not only an Iraqi population whose largest components are calling equally for "No to Saddam Hussein" and "No to the US" in their street protests; but as well a humiliated and enraged Arab world; a shattered system of alliances; and a constellation of international opposition growing that includes Washington's closest allies and an emerging global people's movement saying no to Washington's war, and no to Washington's empire.  If war in Iraq were the only clear imperial thrust of the Bush administration, it would be tempting to reduce it to the resource-grabbing of an oil industry administration, the actions of an irresponsible hegemony soon to be taken to task by the rest of the global community of units. Opposition to the war could indeed be reduced to the demand of "no blood for oil." But when taken in the context of even longer-standing, and more visionary efforts to reshape regional and global power relations, the Iraq war emerges far more as exemplar of a broad and entrenched pattern, than as an isolated proof of US intent. 

Plan reverses deploys US hegemony as a progressive force.

Thompson, ‘3(CUNY Hunter College Political Theory Teacher, Fall, Logos Journal, Vol. 2, No. 4, http://www.logosjournal.com/thompson_iraq.htm)

Hegemony in international terms without some kind of competing force, such as the Soviets, can clearly lead to the abuse of power and a unilateralist flaunting of international institutions that do not serve at the imperium's whim. But this should not mean that hegemony itself is a negative concept. Although empire is something rightfully reviled, hegemony may not be as bad as everyone thinks. We need to consider what is progressive and transformative in the ideas and values of the western republican and liberal traditions. We need to advocate not an anti-hegemonic stance in form, but an anti-hegemonic and anti-imperialist stance in content, one that advocates the particular interests of capital of the market in more broad terms rather than the universal political interests of others. Rather than choose between western hegemony on the one hand and political and cultural relativism on the other, we need to approach this problem with an eye toward cosmopolitanism and what the political theorist Stephen Eric Bronner has called "planetary life."  Simple resistance to American "imperial" tendencies is no longer enough for a responsible, critical and rational left. Not only does it smack of tiers-mondisme but at the same time it rejects the realities of globalization which are inexorable and require a more sophisticated political response. The real question I am putting forth is simply this: is it the case that hegemony is in itself inherently bad? Or, is it possible to consider that, because it can, at least in theory, consist of the diffusion of western political ideas, values and institutions, it could be used as a progressive force in transforming those nations and regions that have been unable to deal politically with the problems of economic development, political disintegration and ethnic strife? 

warming

Apocalyptic climate change discourse objectifies human life

De Goede and Randalls 09 - ( Marieke de Goede Department of European Studies, University of Amsterdam, Spuistraat 134, 1012 VB Amsterdam, The Netherlands; e-mail: m.degoede@uva.nl Samuel Randalls Department of Geography, University College London, Gower Street, London WC1E 6BT, England; e-mail: s.randalls@ucl.ac.uk Received 19 February 2009; in revised form 27 March 2009, Precaution, preemption: arts and technologies of the actionable Future, Environment and Planning D: Society and Space 2009, volume 27, pages 859 – 878)

Threats do not exist prior to practices of articulation and identity (Campbell, 1992). It is through modes of representation and imagination that threats are brought into being, and are perceived as endangering particular communities and as demanding particular forms of social action, from insurance to warfare. As Campbell (1992, page 3) puts it, the process of articulation of dangers, "objectifies events, disciplines relations, and sequesters an ideal of the identity of the people said to be at risk''. We argue here that climate change and terrorist annihilation are among the most powerful threats today, not because they are necessarily `objectively' the most dangerous but because they have acquired a substantial ability to effect political action and commercial innovation. (1) Clearly, there is competition between these visions of annihilation, and terrorism policies have arguably achieved more traction and action in the face of uncertainty than have climate change policies. But what makes these two particular threats stand out in the historically durable articulation of danger in terms of the ``alien, subversive, dirty or sick'' (page 2) is their triple characterization as catastrophic, uncertain, and dispersed (Aradau and van Munster, 2007, page 103)....One important component of the `way of life' to be defended is citizens' ability to shop, spend, and invest (Le Billion 2006). As Amoore (2008, page 113) points out, the framing of a ``singular and unified/unifying'' way of life supposedly under threat is productive of registers of normality and suspicion that are placed beyond politics (emphasis added). Indeed, this is precisely Swyngedouw's (2007) point when he argues that imagined environmental apocalypse presumes an ecological equilibrium that is placed beyond debate. For, at stake in the war on climate change is also a way of life. This universalist statement is eminently visible in Gore's film and book An Inconvenient Truth (2006, page 24) in which he claims that ``We are witnessing an unprecedented and massive collision between our civilization and the Earth.'' Only climate stability from controlling global carbon stocks across the world will preserve `our way of life'. In contrast to the new terrorism discourse, however, climate change discourses have been present for much of history, but they have taken on particularly apocalyptic tones in the 20th and 21st centuries, with a millennarian disquiet about possibilities of global cooling or warming (Boia, 2005; Ross, 1991)öa discussion through which the military is frequently invoked or implied (Fleming, 2007). This can be traced through fears of a new ice age in the 1960s and 1970s (eg Calder, 1974), the debate surrounding nuclear winter in the 1980s (eg Schneider, 1988; Schneider and Thompson, 1988), and the rise of a global infrastructure of meteorological data systems designed to detect and act in relation to early warnings (Edwards, 2001; 2006). (2) Climate change became feared as the uncertain force that would exacerbate other environmental issues and political tensions. Indeed, action in one arena is held to have consequences in the other, not least in the ideas that a move away from fossil fuels will stop money going to Jihadists and/or increase production of nuclear power [the biopolitics of the sports utility vehicle is interesting in this regard (see Campbell, 2005; Furedi, 2007)]. 

Apocalyptic rhetoric leads to a focus on a bloody “end-time” and takes away from productive discussion about climate change 

Brinsmead 2008 [Robert, “Apocalyptic and Climate Change Alarmism,” August 2008, http://www.bobbrinsmead.com/e_apocalyptic.html,]
Apocalyptic has a 100% failure rate. Yet the question is raised whether climate change apocalyptic might be the one awful instance when apocalyptic proves to be right - like the boy who repeatedly cried “Wolf!” Apocalyptic takes its name from an aberrant form of Judaism that developed around 200 B.C. It prevailed until the bar Cochba revolt in 135 C.E. That was when it finally managed to destroy itself in an ill-conceived “end-time” conflict with the Romans. After this, Rabbinic Judaism pronounced a curse on any Jew who persisted with apocalyptic. Scholars of apocalyptic literature and apocalyptic movements recognize that this development within Judaism was the classical form of apocalyptic, providing a kind of paradigm for other apocalyptic movements right down to our day, including especially America’s religious Right, Marxism and Environmentalism. Apocalyptic has been called “a theology [or a world view] of despair,” meaning that it is an outlook that has lost faith in the historical process. After Judaism had been ruled by one great power after another (Babylon, Persia, Greece and Syria), it lost faith that its aspirations for independent statehood under its own Davidic king would take place within the ordinary historical process. It therefore focused on a very bloody “end-time” solution that would terminate the ordinary historical process. The hallmark of apocalyptic is to see the world getting worse and worse – whether that is the ruling powers getting worse and worse (Jewish apocalyptic), humanity getting worse and worse (Christian apocalyptic), capitalist society getting worse and worse (Marxist apocalyptic), or the environment getting worse and worse (Greenpeace-style apocalyptic). In the case of the apocalyptic Zealots within Judaism, (if I may borrow some striking imagery from Albert Schweitzer) they threw themselves on the wheel of history in a last desperate effort to make it turn. The wheel turned, but it crushed them rather than ending Greco-Roman civilization and the historical process. With its 100% failure rate, apocalyptic movements illustrate one thing that apocalyptic environmentalism is yet to learn: it is people who are fragile, not the world with its historical process. Its climate change alarmism is just another form of Salvationism - in this case the salvation of a supposedly fragile earth that is about to be destroyed by human activity. When even school children are being conscripted to play a role in “saving the planet” by doing good little deeds like cutting back on water and energy consumption, planting trees and riding bikes instead of using cars, we may see how far this apocalyptic salvationism has penetrated the popular culture. Suppose we ask a good geologist such as Professor Ian Plimer to tell us, especially in the context of the current global warming panic, whether the earth is so fragile that it calls for human efforts to save it. Plimer has already given his published answer, and it is almost like a snort of derision. In The Past is the Key to the Present, Plimer says: “For at least the last 2500 Ma, the continents have been pulled apart and stitched back together. Every time the continents are pulled apart, huge quantities of volcanic H2O, CO2 and CH4 are released into the atmosphere and greenhouse conditions prevail. When continents stitch together, mountain ranges form. Mountains are stripped of soils, new soils form and remove CO2 from the atmosphere, these soils are stripped from the land and the CO2 becomes locked in sediments on the ocean floor. When atmospheric CO2 is low, glaciation occurs. Large climate cycles can be related to plate tectonics.” (The full paper may be viewed at www.climatechangeissues.com/files/science/Plimer.doc ) Plimer goes on like this for page after page, portraying planet earth being pelted and pummelled with asteroids, intense global volcanism, mass extinctions, great ice ages, inter-glacial periods much warmer than our present “five minutes” of global warming, enormous sea-level changes, variations in atmospheric carbon dioxide from 6% to our present 0.037% and lower. In short, a planet that has survived what planet earth has survived for 4.5 billion years is anything but fragile. Plimer has also said that he wrote A Short History of Planet Earth because he “was inspired by a Greenpeace banner which read ‘Stop Climate Change.’ To stop climate change, one must stop supernova eruptions, solar flaring, sunspots, orbital wobbles, meteorites, comets, life, mountain building, erosion, weathering, sedimentation, continental drift, volcanoes, ocean currents, tides and ice armadas – no mean feat, even for Greenpeace!” www.smedg.org.au/plimer0701.html Whether the earth, including its climate system, is fragile or resilient goes to the heart of the climate change debate. The kind of world view that we bring to the debate determines how the facts about C02 and the climate are interpreted. For instance, if in discussion with a climate alarmist you point out that CO2 represents only 3.6% of all greenhouse gases, and that humans produce only about 3% of all CO2 emissions, you may then make the point that the human contribution is only 0. 18% - not much more than 1 part in a 1000 of all greenhouse gases. If anyone quibbles on the exact percentages here, you can double the human contribution and it is still comes out a very tiny number in the whole greenhouse equation. When the warming alarmists are confronted with these facts, they must resort to the argument that the climate is so finely tuned and earth’s systems are so fragile that this small human contribution – a human burp in a thunderstorm when compared with the vast natural greenhouse emitters - will cause a catastrophic tipping point in the earth’s fragile climate system. There is no danger that this super-tough, resilient old planet will not be able to take a bit of extra CO2 in its stride as it has repeatedly done in its past history anyway. So much for the myth of the fragile earth! It is also a dangerous myth because like all apocalyptic myths it has the capacity to hurt people. The policies being advocated by the climate change alarmists call for drastic economic and social changes, and they won’t be satisfied until they have destroyed civilization as we know it. If climate apocalyptic goes the way of all apocalyptic in being impatient and intolerant, no changes are going to be rapid enough or severe enough to inaugurate its post-industrial age. It will therefore throw itself on the wheel of history to force it to turn. We should already know the outcome.

pollution

The concept of pollution treats humans as separate and dangerous to nature—this rhetorical frame has failed over and over.  Environmentalism needs to be about quality of life, not constraints, to gain public support. 

Nordhaus & Shellenberger, 07-Break Through: From the Death of Environmentalism to the Politics of Possibility, Ted & Michael, Managing Directors of American Environics, A social values research and strategy firm 24-26
Environmental leaders and activists today overwhelmingly believe that these images are the lifeblood of their movement, responsible for motivating the public and policymakers to take action. And so they return again and again to the same idea: if they can just show Americans what is happening to nature, the people will rise up and demand action. Environmentalists believe this to be so because they strongly associate the images of an earlier political moment - the Cuyahoga on fire, the first images of Earth - with the birth and great accomplishments of the modern environmental movement. In one sense, the dependence upon visual imagery is a kind of nostalgia masquerading as political strategy. And like almost all expressions of nostalgia, it is reductive and simplifies a much more complex picture, ignoring the values and context that defined the moment and obsessively returning to the same partial memories the exhilaration of seeing images of Earth, the shock and outrage at seeing a river on fire, the imagery painted by Rachel Carson in Silent Spring of a world in which the birds had ceased to sing, and the feelings of great accomplishment as millions of Americans poured into the streets demanding action and Congress passed powerful new laws in response. But in another sense, the over reliance of environmentalists on visual evidence of humans' degradation of nature is a consequence of the environmentalists' interpretive framework; principally, the idea of pollution. Consider that the meaning of the word pollution depends on the concept of nature as pure, harmonious, and separate from humans. Pollution is this kind of contamination, or violation, of nature by humans. Similarly, human development is an encroachment upon nature. These are not simply analytical categories but moral ones as well. Nature has been unjustly violated by mankind. These stories are hardly marginal; they can be found in the most mainstream environmentalist discourses, from Rachel Carson's Silent Spring to Jared Diamond's Collapse to AI Gore's An Inconvenient Truth. Environmentalists are constantly telling nostalgic narratives about how things were better in the past, when humans lived in greater balance with nature. These stories depict humans not as beings as natural as any other but as essentially separate from the world. And while these narratives are easy to recognize, they are difficult to exorcise. They are deeply embedded in the stories environmentalists have long told, the strategies they have become accustomed to using, and the institutions they have built. But faced with a new set of problems that refuse to reduce themselves so simply to visual explanations of human violations of nature, environmental leaders are at a loss. They complain that the challenge of mobilizing the public to fight global warming is due largely to the fact that global warming is invisible. But the problem is not that global warming is invisible; it's that environmentalists depend too much on the visible. When all you have is a hammer, the old saying goes, the whole world looks like a nail. Environmental leaders rely on the idea that their political project is to show Americans the ways in which nature is being violated, whether through mailing or beaming those images into Americans' homes, sponsoring nature walks and environmental education programs~ or proving through the sciences that human activities are degrading nature. Environmentalists believe that getting Americans to protect the environment is a simple and rational process: Expose them to the beauty of the natural world. Show them how it is literally being destroyed by human activity. Advocate actions to stop the destruction. But if getting Americans to see the destruction of nature were enough to galvanize action, why wasn't modern environmentalism born in 1912 or 1952, when fires on the Cuyahoga actually killed people and caused significant damage? If environmental protection is so obvious, natural, and rational a reaction to visible pollution, why didn't the environmental movement begin decades earlier, when pollution was much worse in most American cities? 

Resource scarcity

Apocalyptic claims of resource depletion backfire because it is not credible in the eyes of the public 

Doremus 2000 (Holly, Professor of Law, University of California at Davis, “The Rhetoric and Reality of Nature Protection: Toward a New Discourse,” Winter 2000, Washington and Lee Law Review, http://scholarlycommons.law.wlu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1311&context=wlulr
Notwithstanding its attractions, the material discourse in general, and the ecological horror story in particular, are not likely to generate policies that will satisfy nature lovers. The ecological horror story implies that there is no reason to protect nature until catastrophe looms. The Ehrlichs' rivet-popper account, for example, presents species simply as the (fingible) hardware holding together the ecosystem. If we could be reasonably certain that a particular rivet was not needed to prevent a crash, the rivet-popper story suggests that we would lose very little by pulling it out. Many environmentalists, though, would disagree.212 Reluctant to concede such losses, tellers of the ecological horror story highlight how close a catastrophe might be, and how little we know about what actions might trigger one. But the apocalyptic vision is less credible today than it seemed in the 1970s. Although it is clear that the earth is experiencing a mass wave of extinctions,213 the complete elimination of life on earth seems unlikely.214 Life is remarkably robust. Nor is human extinction probable any time soon. Homo sapiens is adaptable to nearly any environment. Even ifthe world of the future includes far fewer species, it likely will hold people.215 One response to this credibility problem tones the story down a bit, arguing not that humans will go extinct but that ecological disruption will bring economies, and consequently civilizations, to their knees.2 6 But this too may be overstating the case. Most ecosystem functions are performed by multiple species. This functional redundancy means that a high proportion of species can be lost without precipitating a collapse.217 Another response drops the horrific ending and returns to a more measured discourse of the many material benefits nature provides humanity. Even these more plausible tales, though, suffer from an important limitation. They call for nature protection only at a high level of generality. For example, human-induced increases in atmospheric carbon dioxide levels may cause rapid changes in global temperatures in the near future, with drastic consequences for sea levels, weather patterns, and ecosystem services.21 Similarly, the loss of large numbers of species undoubtedly reduces the genetic library from which we might in the future draw useful resources.219 But it is difficult to translate these insights into convincing arguments against any one of the small local decisions that contribute to the problems of global warming or biodiversity loss." ° It is easy to argue that the material impact of any individual decision to increase carbon emissions slightly orto destroy a small amount of habitat will be small. It is difficult to identify the specific straw that will break the camel's back. Furthermore, no unilateral action at the local or even national level can solve these global problems. Local decisionmakers may feel paralyzed by the scope of the problems, or may conclude that any sacrifices they might make will go unrewarded if others do not restrain their actions. In sum, at the local level at which most decisions affecting nature are made, the material discourse provides little reason to save nature. Short of the ultimate catastrophe, the material benefits of destructive decisions frequently will exceed their identifiable material costs.22

species

Predictions of ecosystem collapse as a result of species loss is inaccurate and devalues species whose loss does not cause an apocalypse.  Focusing on the effects of slow degradation, not some future crisis, will do more to protect biodiversity.  

Davidson 2000-BioScience 50(5):433-440. 2000  Economic Growth and the Environment:Alternatives to the Limits Paradigm CARLOS DAVIDSON Carlos Davidson is a conservation biologist with a background in economics. He is currently studying landscape-scale patterns of amphibian decline in California in the Section of Evolution and Ecology, University of California, Davis
The original rivet metaphor (Ehrlich and Ehrlich 1981) referred to species extinction and biodiversity loss as a limit to human population and the economy. A wave of species extinctions is occurring that is unprecedented in human history (Wilson 1988, 1992, Reid and Miller 1989). The decline of biodiversity represents irreplaceable and incalculable losses to future generations of humans. Is biodiversity loss a case of limits, as suggested by the rivet metaphor, or is it a continuum of degradation with local tears, as suggested by the tapestry metaphor? In the rivet metaphor, it is not the loss of species by itself that is the proposed limit but rather some sort of ecosystem collapse that would be triggered by the species loss. But it is unclear that biodiversity loss will lead to ecosystem collapse. Research in this area is still in its infancy, and results from the limited experimental studies are mixed. Some studies show a positive relationship between diversity and some aspect of ecosystem function, such as the rate of nitrogen cycling (Kareiva 1996, Tilman et al. 1996). Others support the redundant species concept (Lawton and Brown 1993, Andren et al. 1995), which holds that above some low number, additional species are redundant in terms of ecosystem function. Still other studies support the idiosyncratic species model (Lawton 1994), in which loss of some species reduces some aspect of ecosystem function, whereas loss of others may increase that aspect of ecosystem function. The relationship between biodiversity and ecosystem function is undoubtedly more complex than any simple metaphor. Nonetheless, I believe that the tapestry metaphor provides a more useful view of biodiversity loss than the rivet metaphor. A species extinction is like a thread pulled from the tapestry. With each thread lost, the tapestry gradually becomes threadbare. The loss of some species may lead to local tears. Although everything is linked to everything else, ecosystems are not delicately balanced, clocklike mechanisms in which the loss of a part leads to collapse. For example, I study California frogs, some of which are disappearing. Although it is possible that the disappearances signal some as yet unknown threat to humans (the miner's canary argument), the loss of the frogs themselves is unlikely to have major ecosystem effects. The situation is the same for most rare organisms, which make up the bulk of threatened and endangered species. For example, if the black toad (Bufo exsul) were to disappear from the few desert springs in which it lives, even careful study would be unlikely to reveal ecosystem changes. To argue that there are not limits is not to claim that biodiversity losses do not matter. Rather, in calling for a stop to the destruction, it is the losses themselves that count, not a putative cliff that humans will fall off of somewhere down the road.

A2: apocalypticism and environment bad k’s
Appeals to human survival are key to galvanize people to protect nature—our rhetoric is key to make environmentalism appear to be in people’s self-interest.

Regenstein ’85 (Author of America the Poisoned which was nominated for a Pulitzer Prize, “Animal Rights, Endangered Species and Human Survival,” http://www.animal-rights-library.com/texts-m/regenstein01.htm)

Fortunately, in connection with the question of whether or not to preserve the world's wildlife the morally right consideration happens also to be the one that it is in our own selfish interest to choose. Cleveland Amory, president of the Fund for Animals, once wrote that humans have an infinite capacity to rationalize their own cruelty. But while cruelty to animals may be easy for some to accept, it is far more difficult for policy makers to defend such actions when they clearly have adverse consequences for humans. Our failure adequately to protect other species and their natural environment is already having grave consequences for much of humanity. Throughout Asia, for example, the clear-cutting of forests and the resulting flooding have caused massive loss of life, homes and farmlands. Such degradation of the environment is helping to condemn literally millions of people to lives of misery and desperation.We have done more ecological damage to the world in the last few decades than in the entire preceding period of recorded history. If we continue at the current rate, or even at a greatly reduced level, our planet will soon be unfit for habitation by most higher life forms, including our own. In wiping out the natural heritage over which we were given dominion and stewardship responsibilities, we are engaging in nothing less than the wholesale destruction of our planet and are endangering most of the living creatures on it. As Ec-clesiastes points out so wisely: 'For that which befalleth the sons of men befalleth beasts; even one thing befalleth them: as the one dieth, so dieth the other; yea, they have all one breath; so that a man hath no pre-eminence above a beast; for all is vanity.'There are thus many reasons to preserve threatened wildlife. Most important, animals have a right to live and fulfil their given roles as nature intended; they add beauty and diversity to the world; they are interesting to observe and study in the wild; and they have non-consumptive economic value (as with tourism and photography). But there is one more reason that should not be overlooked. In taking action to save wildlife we may well be saving ourselves, a fact that animal protection advocates should never cease to stress.Few conservationists and animal rights advocates need to be convinced that an animal species is of value to humans to be persuaded that it should be protected from destruction. In the last decade a significant evolution in public sentiment has become apparent as increasingly large numbers of people around the world have adopted the view that animals themselves have rights wholly apart from any value they may have for humans. It has become 'respectable' - indeed, common - for people to appreciate that animals have rights and that they should not be needlessly killed or abused. Fortunately, a significant proportion of the public has come to view in this light many highly evolved imperilled mammals, such as primates (monkeys and apes), elephants, wolves, bears, kangaroos, tigers, cheetahs and leopards and marine mammals (whales, dolphins, porpoises, seals, and sea otters). These creatures are easy to identify with, and many are seen as highly intelligent, family-oriented animals with thoughts and emotions not unlike ours, living in social groups comparable with those of humans. Unfortunately, this strong identification with, and sympathy for, some of the 'highest' species of wildlife has not yet been adequately extended to the more obscure, less glamorous species, creatures that also have innate rights and may, ironically, be more important to us than those with complex brains, large eyes, soft fur and appealing beauty. Moreover, by stressing the legitimate right of animals to live and survive free of fear and suffering, and thereby understating the value of such creatures to the ecosystem and therefore to humans, animal rights advocates sometimes to fail to raise some of the most compelling arguments in favour of wildlife preservation, ignoring points that may appeal to many otherwise unconcerned people. If our wildlife is to be saved, every valid argument must be raised in order to ensure this; pointing out a species' value to humanity (as a non-consumptive resource) in no way diminishes its intrinsic rights. Indeed, as the world becomes more and more overpopulated with humans, crowding out other creatures and destroying their habitats, human-centred arguments for wildlife and wilderness preservation may be the only ones that will be effective in some situations. Above all, we must make people aware of a single, overriding consideration; if we are to succeed in saving our planet — and ourselves - we must make it a safe world for all of the creatures of the earth. Only then will our own future be secure.

-- Catastrophic representations are key to instigating action -- People must see environmental destruction to take action.
Casey, ‘3 

(Philosophy Chair at State University Edward, “Eco-Phenomenology” p. 197-9)

Or let us say that these sensitive souls—ecologists of perception before there was any science of the subject—apperceived the destruction that was billowing in the air and poisoning the ground. So we, too, at the beginning of this New Millenium can apperceive the initial effects of global warming in such expressive elemental phenomena as changing weather patterns, whose persistently hotter surfaces we sense in our skins, and whose deadly effects are visible in the massive losses of sea otters and seals in the Pacific Ocean. I say “apperceive” in deference to our earlier discussion of glancing at the face of the other person. When I apperceive disease in the environment, I attend to where it is located, in what place, and especially on which surfaces of that place. This is why the glance is so aptly invoked in this very circumstance: its pointed penetrating power allows it to go straight to where the problem is, like a hawk zeroing in on its prey. Or like a lance launched at its pinpointed target: Ort, the German word for place, derives ultimately from “lip of a spear”: the glance, like a lance, is typically thrown at its target (as the French say, when we glance we “throw a blow of the eye”: jeter un coup d’oeil). The target in landscape apperception takes the form of a particular place in the environment, a set of surfaces that betrays instantly the state of its health. Analogues to this situation abound: the practiced medical doctor knows by a mere glance what her patient is suffering from, the painter knows by the briefest of looks what has to be added or subtracted from his work, the poet to her text, the cook to the dish being prepared. The person familiar with his or her local environment—the farmer, the gardener, the landscape architect—can tell with similar swiftness if this environment is in trouble, and even if it is only starting to head for trouble. The place-world shows itself in its surfaces, as existing within its own normative parameters, geomorphic or evolutionary, agricultural or wild—or else as exceeding or undermining these parameters, as ill at ease with itself. The glance takes all this in without needing to pass judgment or to engage in reflection. A bare apperception, a mere moment of attention, is enough: a glance suffices. A glance suffices not just to see distress and disorder. It also picks up the imperative to do something about that disarray. Here we take the crucial step from being noticeable to being compelling. Certain surfaces of the environment are noticeably in trouble, and we see this at a glance; but what about the ethical demand that we find a way out of that trouble? How can anything so stringent, so uncompromising, as this demand be a matter of mere surfaces and thus something that calls for just as mere glances? We might grant that the glance apperceives environmental problems quickly and accurately. But does it suffice to grasp the imperative to remedy the earth’s maladies? It does, but only if we single out one more factor in the distressed surfaces we notice. To be expressive and to be a comparatively simple foil to the complexities of the environment are both essential to conveying difficulties happening in a place. But a certain intensity is also required: an intensity on and of the very surfaces that draw our attention in the first place. A pleasant and healthy landscape lacks intensity; it lulls us into the pleasure of the beautiful. Only when a landscape is sublime does tension arise. In this case (and in Kant’s terms), the tension is between an imagination not able to comprehend the complexity of the scene and a reason that claims to go far beyond it. In an environmental trauma, a different but equally powerful tension between integrity and disturbance arises: a tension whose intensity calls us to act and not just to speculate. 

-- Feeling the pain of the environment is key to action.
Casey, ‘3 

(Philosophy Chair at State University Edward, “Eco-Phenomenology” p. 197-9)

In other words: if there is indeed an ethical relation between human beings, there is also an equally (but differently) ethical relation among all members of the natural environment—to which Levinas’s ethical posture remains relevant even if it calls for revision and expansion. In both cases, we stand “encumbered.” And if glancing is important in the first case— more important than Levinas allows—it is just as crucial in the second. Glancing makes the difference between indifference and concern. Environmentally uncaring people look away even before they glance; or if they look, they see little if anything of the suffering in the scarified face of the natural world. Unless we can catch the discordance and the pain, the affliction and the damage, we shall be in no position to act and reflect—to do something that makes a real difference to a diseased or traumatized environment. Then we shall finally begin to own up to our unending responsibility to the place-worlds in which we live and move and become what we are in their midst. 

-- Empirically, disaster reps shape action.
Coglianese, ‘1 (Cary, associate professor of public policy at JFK School, 150 U. Pa. L. Rev. 85, November)

In the 1960s, the American environmental movement reawakened. Controversies in the midcentury had erupted over public dams in the West and the dangers of nuclear conflict, but the movement's renaissance fully blossomed in the 1960s. In 1962, Rachel Carson published Silent Spring, dramatically warning of the long-term dangers of pesticide use. n18 In succeeding years, Carson's book was joined by others that warned of environmental and social decay precipitated by unregulated industrial activity, including Stewart Udall's The Quiet Crisis, n19 Ralph Nader's Unsafe at Any Speed, n20 Paul Ehrlich's The Population Bomb, n21 and Barry Commoner's Science and Survival. n22 These popular books of the time not only warned of dangers from industrial activities, but also provided the public with a new conceptual apparatus for understanding ecological relationships and for constructing a broad-scale political movement. n23 Moreover, messages of ecological alarm and activism found a receptive audience during the sixties, when there was broader social unrest over civil rights and the Vietnam War. This sense of alarm was further fueled by several highly visible environmental disasters, including a major oil spill in Santa Barbara in 1969, and the infamous burning of the Cuyahoga River in Ohio. n24 

-- Reps empirically lead to action – spur regulation
Engels et al, ‘2k (Ph.D. sociology University of Bielefeld and research fellow of Center for Environmental Science and Policy of Stanford University, Risks of communication: Discourses on climate change in science, politics, and the mass media)

For more than three decades, concerned scientists have sounded the alarm about global warming becoming an environmental threat that might seriously alter human life on earth. Governments worldwide have reacted to this warning, some by developing national policies to reduce domestic CO2 emissions, others mainly by joining international negotiations about global emissions reduction. The mass media have influenced national policy responses. Their extensive coverage of global warming and related issues since the end of the 1980s has created public concern and a call for political commitment. At first sight, this seems like an excellent example of successful communication of a serious environmental risk. Human societies appear capable of anticipating the unintended consequences of their own actions and of undertaking major efforts to prevent life-threatening outcomes.

Russia
Their relationship to Russia begs an epistemological question of Russian identity as unstable and unpredictable. The outputs of this relationship demand imperial control by reproducing a static conception of Russia’s actions.
Øyvind Jæger 2000 [ Peace and Conflict Studies, Volume 7, Number 2, November 2000, SECURITIZING RUSSIA: DISCURSIVE PRACTICES OF THE BALTIC STATES, http://shss.nova.edu/pcs/journalsPDF/V7N2.pdf#page=18 

The Russian war on Chechnya is one event that was widely interpreted in the Baltic as a ominous sign of what Russia has in store for the Baltic states (see Rebas 1996: 27; Nekrasas 1996: 58; Tarand 1996: 24; cf. Haab 1997). The constitutional ban in all three states on any kind of association with post-Soviet political structures is indicative of a threat perception that confuses Soviet and postSoviet, conflating Russia with the USSR and casting everything Russian as a threat through what Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe (1985) call a discursive "chain of equivalence". In this the value of one side in a binary opposition is reiterated in other denotations of the same binary opposition. Thus, the value "Russia" in a Russia/Europe-opposition is also denoted by "instability", "Asia", "invasion", "chaos", "incitement of ethnic minorities", "unpredictability", "imperialism", "slander campaign", "migration", and so forth. The opposite value of these markers ("stability", "Europe", "defence", "order", and so on) would then denote the Self and thus conjure up an identity. When identity is precarious, this discursive practice intensifies by shifting onto a security mode, treating the oppositions as if they were questions of political existence, sovereignty, and survival. Identity is (re)produced more effectively when the oppositions are employed in a discourse of in-security and danger, that is, made into questions of national security and thus securitised in the Wæverian sense. In the Baltic cases, especially the Lithuanian National Security Concept is knitting a chain of equivalence in a ferocious discourse of danger. Not only does it establish "[t]hat the defence of Lithuania is total and unconditional," and that "[s]hould there be no higher command, self-controlled combat actions of armed units and citizens shall be considered legal." (National Security Concept, Lithuania, Ch. 7, Sc. 1, 2) It also posits that [t]he power of civic resistance is constituted of the Nation’s Will and self-determination to fight for own freedom, of everyone citizen’s resolution to resist to [an] assailant or invader by all possible ways, despite citizen’s age and [or] profession, of taking part in Lithuania’s defence (National Security Concept, Lithuania, Ch. 7, Sc. 4). When this is added to the identifying of the objects of national security as "human and citizen rights, fundamental freedoms and personal security; state sovereignty; rights of the nation, prerequisites for a free development; the state independence; the constitutional order; state territory and its integrity, and; cultural heritage," and the subjects as "the state, the armed forces and other institutions thereof; the citizens and their associations, and; non governmental organisations,"(National Security Concept, Lithuania, Ch. 2, Sc. 1, 2) one approaches a conception of security in which the distinction between state and nation has disappeared in all-encompassing securitisation. Everyone is expected to defend everything with every possible means. And when the list of identified threats to national security that follows range from "overt (military) aggression", via "personal insecurity", to "ignoring of national values,"(National Security Concept, Lithuania, Ch. 10) the National Security Concept of Lithuania has become a totalising one taking everything to be a question of national security. The chain of equivalence is established when the very introduction of the National Security Concept is devoted to a denotation of Lithuania’s century-old sameness to "Europe" and resistance to "occupation and subjugation" (see quotation below), whereby Russia is depicted and installed as the first link in the discursive chain that follows. In much the same way the "enemy within" came about in Estonia and Latvia. As the independence-memory was ritualised and added to the sense of insecurity – already fed by confusion in state administration, legislation and government policy grappling not only with what to do but also how to do it given the inexperience of state institutions or their absence – unity behind the overarching objective of independence receded for partial politics and the construction of the enemy within. This is what David Campbell (1992) points out when he sees the practices of security as being about securing a precarious state identity. One way of going about it is to cast elements on the state inside resisting the privileged identity as the subversive errand boys of the prime external enemy.
Their impact construction of Russia pits Russia in a tie to all brutal history of Russian imperialism, there is no dynamic ability for the Russian identity to shed its self in their epistemology.
Øyvind Jæger 2000 [ Peace and Conflict Studies, Volume 7, Number 2, November 2000, SECURITIZING RUSSIA: DISCURSIVE PRACTICES OF THE BALTIC STATES, http://shss.nova.edu/pcs/journalsPDF/V7N2.pdf#page=18 

Reading Baltic literatures on security, one is not left in much doubt that Russia is the organised political power, (i.e. the representation of an anthropomorphic collective will). The Russian state is the danger to the Baltic. The danger of Russia is primarily seen as one of encroachment – be it by ways of political or economic subversion, or by downright military aggression – on their state sovereignty. Conflating state and nation, everything Estonian, Latvian or Lithuanian is thereby also threatened. The sheer size and might of Russia, and the asymmetric power relations between Russia and the Baltic states itself is inscribed with danger. The prevalent economic and political instability in Russia is denoted as a threat in terms of uncertainty and unpredictability, that is, installed as one link in a discursive chain of equivalence casting Russia as anarchy, the binary opposition to state sovereignty. Baltic state sovereignty is thus underpinned by a discourse of danger securitising culture, crime, diseases, alleged smear campaigns and possible invasions alike. In this discourse of danger, the current thaw and policy of liberal reform in Russia is interpreted as a mere parenthesis in a brutal history of Russian imperialism, her true nature, as it were. It is widely held among the Balts that the imperial traditions in Russian foreign policy might resuscitate at any time and imminently pose a threat to the Baltic states. The bottom line of Baltic threat perception and assessment is one of Russian coercive aggression. The Baltic states increasing vocal quest for Western integration after 1991 have excluded alternatives to a security policy based on "hard" NATO guarantees. As the Baltic states realise that they will not be the first to join NATO, their foreign policy orientation is becoming disparate, and Baltic unity is cracking as Lithuania woos Poland, Estonia looks to the Nordic countries and Latvia still pins its hopes on the USA (cf. Foreign Policy Concept, Latvia, p. 11). Indeed, the West (i.e. NATO), notwithstanding the Partnership for Peace, is reluctant to project its power to the Baltic states. Rather, the West stresses other means of security, other types of security, and other modes of going about issues of a political nature that not in and of themselves have to be treated as security problems. This is pretty much in accordance with the post-modern security agenda. Although elements of the post-modern security agenda are paid attention to in the Baltic states – even in the National Security Concept documents – and there certainly are dissonant voices to the dominant discourse of danger, the modernist security agenda is still dominant. Albeit, as indicated, it is under increasing pressure because Baltic securitisation no longer seem to have the same effect on the West as it once did.

China

The affirmative’s discussion of policy is based on a positivist mode of “knowing” China. China is not something that we stand back and observe- this constructs a mode of thought that can only relate to China as a threat.

Pan 04 [Chengxin, The "China Threat" in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics, Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Vol. 29, 2004]
China and its relationship with the United States has long been a fascinating subject of study in the mainstream U.S. international relations community. This is reflected, for example, in the current heated debates over whether China is primarily a strategic threat to or a market bonanza for the United States and whether containment or engagement is the best way to deal with it. (1) While U.S. China scholars argue fiercely over "what China precisely is," their debates have been underpinned by some common ground, especially in terms of a positivist epistemology. Firstly, they believe that China is ultimately a knowable object, whose reality can be, and ought to be, empirically revealed by scientific means. For example, after expressing his dissatisfaction with often conflicting Western perceptions of China, David M. Lampton, former president of the National Committee on U.S.-China Relations, suggests that "it is time to step back and look at where China is today, where it might be going, and what consequences that direction will hold for the rest of the world." (2) Like many other China scholars, Lampton views his object of study as essentially "something we can stand back from and observe with clinical detachment." (3)   Secondly, associated with the first assumption, it is commonly believed that China scholars merely serve as "disinterested observers" and that their studies of China are neutral, passive descriptions of reality.  And thirdly, in pondering whether China poses a threat or offers an opportunity to the United States, they rarely raise the question of "what the United States is." That is, the meaning of the United States is believed to be certain and beyond doubt.  I do not dismiss altogether the conventional ways of debating China. It is not the purpose of this article to venture my own "observation" of "where China is today," nor to join the "containment" versus "engagement" debate per se. Rather, I want to contribute to a novel dimension of the China debate by questioning the seemingly unproblematic assumptions shared by most China scholars in the mainstream IR community in the United States. To perform this task, I will focus attention on a particularly significant component of the China debate; namely, the "China threat" literature.  More specifically, I want to argue that U.S. conceptions of China as a threatening other are always intrinsically linked to how U.S. policymakers/mainstream China specialists see themselves (as representatives of the indispensable, security-conscious nation, for example). As such, they are not value-free, objective descriptions of an independent, preexisting Chinese reality out there, but are better understood as a kind of normative, meaning-giving practice that often legitimates power politics in U.S.-China relations and helps transform the "China threat" into social reality. In other words, it is self-fulfilling in practice, and is always part of the "China threat" problem it purports merely to describe. In doing so, I seek to bring to the fore two interconnected themes of self/other constructions and of theory as practice inherent in the "China threat" literature--themes that have been overridden and rendered largely invisible by those common positivist assumptions. These themes are of course nothing new nor peculiar to the "China threat" literature. They have been identified elsewhere by critics of some conventional fields of study such as ethnography, anthropology, oriental studies, political science, and international relations. (4) Yet, so far, the China field in the West in general and the U.S. "China threat" literature in particular have shown remarkable resistance to systematic critical reflection on both their normative status as discursive practice and their enormous practical implications for international politics. (5) It is in this context that this article seeks to make a contribution.

Threat theory makes containment and war inevitable- it influences policymaker’s suspicions of China’s intentions and causes massive arms buildups. Only a rejection of the positivist epistemology can foster a sustainable relationship.


Pan 04 [Chengxin, The "China Threat" in American Self-Imagination: The Discursive Construction of Other as Power Politics, Alternatives: Global, Local, Political, Vol. 29, 2004]

Not only does this reductionist representation come at the expense of understanding China as a dynamic, multifaceted country but it leads inevitably to a policy of containment that, in turn, tends to enhance the influence of realpolitik thinking, nationalist extremism, and hard-line stance in today's China. Even a small dose of the containment strategy is likely to have a highly dramatic impact on U.S.-China relations, as the 1995-1996 missile crisis and the 2001 spy-plane incident have vividly attested. In this respect, Chalmers Johnson is right when he suggests that "a policy of containment toward China implies the possibility of war, just as it did during the Cold War vis-a-vis the former Soviet Union. The balance of terror prevented war between the United States and the Soviet Union, but this may not work in the case of China." (93)  For instance, as the United States presses ahead with a missile-defence shield to "guarantee" its invulnerability from rather unlikely sources of missile attacks, it would be almost certain to intensify China's sense of vulnerability and compel it to expand its current small nuclear arsenal so as to maintain the efficiency of its limited deterrence. In consequence, it is not impossible that the two countries, and possibly the whole region, might be dragged into an escalating arms race that would eventually make war more likely.  Neither the United States nor China is likely to be keen on fighting the other. But as has been demonstrated, the "China threat" argument, for all its alleged desire for peace and security, tends to make war preparedness the most "realistic" option for both sides. At this juncture, worthy of note is an interesting comment made by Charlie Neuhauser, a leading CIA China specialist, on the Vietnam War, a war fought by the United States to contain the then-Communist "other." Neuhauser says, "Nobody wants it. We don't want it, Ho Chi Minh doesn't want it; it's simply a question of annoying the other side." (94) And, as we know, in an unwanted war some fifty-eight thousand young people from the United States and an estimated two million Vietnamese men, women, and children lost their lives.  Therefore, to call for a halt to the vicious circle of theory as practice associated with the "China threat" literature, tinkering with the current positivist-dominated U.S. IR scholarship on China is no longer adequate. Rather, what is needed is to question this un-self-reflective scholarship itself, particularly its connections with the dominant way in which the United States and the West in general represent themselves and others via their positivist epistemology, so that alternative, more nuanced, and less dangerous ways of interpreting and debating China might become possible.

This framework is crucial in debating China---reps are more important than institutional interactions 

Liss 03 [Alexander, "Images of China in the American Print Media: A Survey from 2000 to 2002"]
American society’s images and perceptions of China have had several recurring themes over the years. In the past, some of these have included the perception of China as a potential market for American goods and as a potential supply of converts for American missionaries. These images changed during the years of diplomatic isolation of the Cold War, turning the Chinese into a vast horde of ‘reds’, a faceless, invincible mass that threatened all of Asia. In the post-Cold War world, Sino–US relations face an uncertain future. The time is not far off when there will again be two superpowers, and there is the potential for conflict between them. In this new era, it is interesting to examine what images of China have emerged in contemporary American society. The goal of this paper is to do just that. By examining articles about China in four major American daily newspapers, over a three-year period, a rough sketch emerges of how China is perceived to the ‘average’ reader of these four publications. These images, while interesting in their own right, also provide a valuable benchmark for the direction of Sino–US relations. Overall, it seems that, just as in past periods of rivalry, negative images of China overwhelm the positive. But, before we can conclude that the current relationship is also one of competition, there are also some significant images of a country whose future lies entwined with the US in a partnership, not a battle. If we can take the articles of this study as a representative slice of American society at large, the general trend seems to be one in which, although China is sometimes viewed in a harsh and critical light, there is still hope for the two countries to come together—or even for China to become more like the United States.  The relationship between the United States and China works on many levels and involves many actors. The phrase ‘Sino–US relations’ usually brings to mind an image of interaction between the governments of each country. Yet, if we merely examine the diplomacy between the two countries, then we are left with an incomplete picture of the forces that affect how the nations engage each other. A key element to consider is the relationship between the two societies. Popular opinion and popular perceptions of each culture in the eyes of the other are far  more subtle elements to consider, yet they are no less important than the official acts of government, and indeed, may even be more so.

A2: China k

The Pan K doesn’t liberate and reifies conventional IR – they’ve bought-into the system by identifying us as the “bad ones”

William A. Callahan is professor of international politics and China studies at the University of Manchester and codirector of the British Inter-university China Center, Review of International Studies (2005), 31, 701–714 , doi:10.1017/S0260210505006716

Indeed, analysts increasingly criticise the political consequences of an Euro-American mode of representing China as a threat;10 since Chinese security discourse is rarely analysed it is now necessary to explore the political consequences of China’s modes of self-representation and how ‘China threat theory’ is produced in the PRC. Indeed, this example will add to the critical examination of two of the main research themes of security studies: strategic culture and threat perception. To put it another way, the emergence of China is not simply an issue of international diplomacy and national security. It has important intertextual overlaps with other discourses that frame questions about China and the world, such as the dynamic between domestic and international politics, economics and politics, dangers and opportunities – as they produce Western and Chinese identity. A recent article in the popular Chinese news magazine, Liaowang, explains how China’s ‘peaceful rise’ is intimately linked with ‘China threat’ in an overlap of domestic and international politics:11 The world knows about the achievements of China’s reform and opening. But since the beginning of the 1990s, ‘China threat theory’ has been churned out from some corners of the world . . . to smear China’s image and to contain China’s rise. With the appearance of ‘peaceful rise theory’ international opinion suddenly realises the weaknesses of ‘China threat theory’. . . . Peaceful rise is the formula that sums up the essence of domestic policy and foreign relations in reform China. Indeed, the articles in this Forum likewise speak of dangers when they discuss China’s opportunities. This suggests that as in the popular Chinese phrase ‘weijicrisis’, danger (wei) and opportunity (ji) are not separate, but are intimately linked. To understand the opportunities of China, it is necessary to see how the mirror-image of peaceful rise – the China threat – shapes the image of rising China not just abroad, but within China itself. Many writers take the meaning of ‘China threat’ as self-evident, and then proceed to either agree or disagree with it. This introduction will examine the production of ‘China threat theory’ in order to provide a critical background for the discussion of China’s place in the world examined in the remaining articles. First, it will examine Western warnings of a China threat, and Chinese responses to them. Some commentators frame this as a geopolitical debate in Sino-US public diplomacy, and warn that it risks spinning out of control in a security dilemma. While I do not disagree with this concern, the essay will show that because the Chinese reaction is much stronger than the American action, something else is going on. The main purpose for these Chinese language texts is not to correct foreign misunderstandings; the key audience for ‘China threat theory’ is domestic, for identity construction in the PRC. I will argue that Chinese texts gather together a diverse and contradictory set of criticisms of the PRC and use ‘China threat theory’ discourse to collectively label them as foreign. By then refuting the ‘China threat theory’ criticisms as fallacies spread by ill-intentioned foreigners, the texts assert ‘peaceful rise’ as the proper way to understand China’s emergence on the world stage. Thus in a curious way, the negative images of the PRC that are continually circulated in Chinese texts serve to construct Chinese identity through a logic of estrangement that separates the domestic self from the foreign other. Although Chinese discussions of ‘China threat theory’ are successful in generating national feeling within China, the discourse actually tends to reproduce China as a threatening power abroad because refutations of ‘China threat theory’ end up generating a new set of foreign threats. Hence rather than engaging in critical security studies to question the international order, these refutations of ‘China threat theory’ actually buttress the existing geopolitical framework of international relations. In the conclusion, I argue that we need to question how Realism has colonised the ‘rise of China’ debate by deliberately using theory to open up critical space for the issues discussed in this Forum’s consideration of China’s rise.     

Our argument is not that China is a threat – it’s that we should avoid either simplistic, reifying extreme. We instead point to context. 
William A. Callahan is professor of international politics and China studies at the University of Manchester and codirector of the British Inter-university China Center, Review of International Studies (2005), 31, 701–714 

doi:10.1017/S0260210505006716

The argument of this essay is not that China is a threat. Rather, it has examined the productive linkages that knit together the image of China as a peacefully rising power and the discourse of China as a threat to the economic and military stability of East Asia. It would be easy to join the chorus of those who denounce ‘China threat theory’ as the misguided product of the Blue Team, as do many in China and the West. But that would be a mistake, because depending on circumstances anything – from rising powers to civilian aircraft – can be interpreted as a threat. The purpose is not to argue that interpretations are false in relation to some reality (such as that China is fundamentally peaceful rather than war-like), but that it is necessary to unpack the political and historical context of each perception of threat. Indeed, ‘China threat’ has never described a unified American understanding of the PRC: it has always been one position among many in debates among academics, public intellectuals and policymakers. Rather than inflate extremist positions (in both the West and China) into irrefutable truth, it is more interesting to examine the debates that produced the threat/opportunity dynamic. This essay has examined how ‘China threat theory’ is enthusiastically reproduced and circulated beyond the Beltway in Chinese texts to show how Chinese elites engage in their own threat interpretations and national identity productions. Thus it underlines how ‘China threat’ and ‘China opportunity’ are not diametrically opposed as sites of total truth or falsity; threat and opportunity are intimately related as complementary opposites that entail each other.  

-- No self-fulfilling prophecy – Chinese threat is real.
Reifer, ‘2, Georgetown IR Professor, Sept 19-23 www.focusweb.org/publications/2002/geopolitics-globalisationand-alternative-regionalisms.pdf
Many social constructivists fear that treating countries as a threat creates a self-fulfilling prophecy similar to the dynamics of the cold war (Bellow, 1996, 2001a; Achibar, 2000a, b; Forsberg, 2001b; Johnson, 1994). Yet this misses the many examples of where threat construction actually increased stability, and where threats were actually real. China, the Soviet Union, and various other Communist countries where actually threats to the United States interests, and by trying to contain them through deterrence the U.S. was successful in maintaining peace. As a political researcher, I am not sure where social constructivists get their historical examples from.

--Treating China as a threat doesn’t construct a geopolitical Other – China really is a threat.
Murray & Meyers, ’99 American University School of International Service, October Journal of Conflict Resolution, pg. 567

Finally, we do not find evidence to support the theory that people, when faced with the loss of an enemy, transfer their old animosity onto a new country (Hypothesis 2). China is the country most often named by respondents as the main military adversary of the United States in the foreseeable future. As such, it is the most likely country to be treated as a replacement object. Yet, we do not find evidence that the cold warriors’ hostility toward China increased once their old enemy fell apart. Although it is true that cold warriors were comparatively more leery of China in 1992, this was not due to transference; they had simply been more suspicious of China all along. Overall, our evidence points to the proposition that respondents were not seeking new enemies in the post–cold war environment, at least not by 1992. But again, several caveats about the limits of our evidence regarding transference should be kept in mind. First, our analysis assumes that the target for transference would be a country, but it is conceivable that the target is a more free-floating threat such as fear of terrorism. Second, and more important, the analysis presented here assumes that the search for enemies, if driven by an essential psychological need, would surface in any environmental context, even one as benign as that which existed in the immediate post–cold war era. And, to be sure, we would have had a strong case for the theory that people psychologically need enemies if the coldwarriors had exhibited high levels of fear about countries within the relatively peaceful international context of 1992. But it is possible that the psychological dynamics that lead to transference might involve more interaction with actual conditions in the international environment to spark the phenomenon. In other words, it is conceivable that transference occurs only when there is a credible threat that presents itself, just as many Americans saw Stalin as the new Hitler afterWorldWar II, and that this condition was not present at the time of the second LOP panel wave.

poverty
The label of poverty is not innocent but is a political judgment that reduces the lives of the people they speak of to a case to be managed and controlled by a development agenda

Escobar 94 [Arturo, a Colombian-American anthropologist primarily known for his contribution to postdevelopment theory and political ecology, Encountering development, 110

Labels determine access to resources, so that people must adjust to such categorization to be successful in their dealings with the institution. A key mechanism at work here is that the whole reality of a person's life is reduced to a single feature or trait (access to land, for instance; or inability to read and write); in other words, the person is turned into a “case.” That this case is more the reflection of how the institution constructs “the problem” is rarely noticed, so that the whole dynamics of rural poverty is reduced to solving a number of “cases” with apparently no connection to structural determinants, much less to the shared experiences of rural people. Explanations are thus dissociated from the nonpoor and “easily explained as deriving from characteristics internal to the poor” (Wood 1985, 357); this is achieved by focusing on a narrow target and usually involves pathologies or lacks that can be isolated and treated through some sort of technological fix. This type of labeling implies not only abstraction from social practice but the action of professional monopolies that share the interest of ruling classes. An entire politics of needs interpretation, mediated by expert discourses, is at stake, as Nancy Fraser (1989) has demonstrated in the context of the U.S. women's movement. Experts become brokers of sorts mediating the relations between communities, the state, and—in some cases—social movements. Labels are invented and maintained by institutions on an ongoing basis, as part of an apparently rational process that is essentially political. Although the whole process has at times devastating effects on the labeled groups— through stereotyping, normalizing, fragmentation of people's experience, disorganization of the poor—it also implies the possibility of counterlabeling (“nonaligned nations,” for instance, was a counterlabel to “underdeveloped nations”), as part of a process of democratization and debureaucratization of institutions and knowledge. To realize this possibility it is necessary to analyze closely how labels function as mechanisms of power in concrete institutional instances and to counteract individuating and imposed labeling processes with collective political practices. 

Nuclear war

the obsessive focus on nuclear war is an extortion attempt that robs us of value to life by locking us into nuclear shelters 

 Baudrillard 86 [Jean, America, Translated by Chris Turner, Pages 40-44] 

 Everywhere survival has become a burning issue, perhaps by some obscure weariness of life or a collective desire for catastrophe (though we should not take all this too seriously: it is also a playing at catastrophe). Certainly, this whole panoply of survival issues - dieting, ecology, saving the sequoias, seals or the human race - tends to prove that we are very much alive (just as all imaginary fairy-tales tend to prove that the real world is very real). But this is not so certain, for not only is the fact of living not really well-attested, but the paradox of this society is that you cannot even die in it any more since you are already dead. . . This is real suspense. And it is not simply an effect of living in the nuclear age, but derives from the ease with which we now live, which makes survivors of us all. If the bomb drops, we shall neither have the time to die nor any awareness of dying. But already in our hyper-protected society we no longer have any awareness of death, since we have subtly passed over into a state where life is excessively easy. The holocaust created an anticipatory form of such a condition. What the inmates of the concentration camps were deprived of was the very possibility of having control of their own deaths, of playing, even gambling with their own deaths, making their deaths a sacrifice: they were robbed of power over their own deaths. And this is what is happening to all of us, in slow, homeopathic doses, by virtue of the very development of our systems. The explosions and the extermination (Auschwitz and Hiroshima) still go on, though they have simply taken on a purulent, endemic form. The chain reaction continues nonetheless, the contagion, the unfolding of the viral and bacteriological process. The end of history was precisely the inauguration of this chain reaction. The obsessive desire for survival (and not for life) is a symptom of this state of affairs and doubtless also the most worrying sign of the degradation of the species. If you think about the forms that desire currently takes –antinuclear shelters, cryogenization, high-pressure therapy - you see that they are exactly the forms of extermination. To avoid dying, one chooses to withdraw into some protective bubble or other. In this light, we should take it as a reassuring sign that people lost interest in antinuclear protection so quickly (the shelter market has become a mere prestige market, like the market for artworks or luxury yachts). It seems that people have become tired of nuclear blackmail and decided not to give in to it, leaving the threat of destruction hanging in mid-air over them, perhaps with an obscure sense of how unreal it is. A fine example of a vital reaction disguised as resignation. ‗If we have to die, better to die in the open air than in an underground sarcophagus.‘ At a stroke an end is put to survival blackmail and life can go on.  

Proliferation
Fear of spread is grounded in racist ideology that the Third-World is not competent to handle weapons – this discourse is part of a production of the American fantasy that demonizes the other

Gutterson 99 [Hugh Gutterson, “Nuclear Weapons and the Other in Western Imagination”, Cultural Anthropology, 14:1]
Thus in Western discourse nuclear weapons are represented so that "theirs" are a problem whereas "ours" are not. During the Cold War the Western discourse on the dangers of "nuclear proliferation" defined the term in such a way as to sever the two senses of the word proliferation. This usage split off the "ver- tical" proliferation of the superpower arsenals (the development of new and im- proved weapons designs and the numerical expansion of the stockpiles) from the "horizontal" proliferation of nuclear weapons to other countries, presenting only the latter as the "proliferation problem." Following the end of the Cold War, the American and Russian arsenals are being cut to a few thousand weap- ons on each side.5 However, the United States and Russia have turned back ap- peals from various nonaligned nations, especially India, for the nuclear powers to open discussions on a global convention abolishing nuclear weapons. Article 6 of the Non-Proliferation Treaty notwithstanding, the Clinton administration has declared that nuclear weapons will play a role in the defense of the United States for the indefinite future. Meanwhile, in a controversial move, the Clinton administration has broken with the policy of previous administrations in basi- cally formalizing a policy of using nuclear weapons against nonnuclear states to deter chemical and biological weapons (Panofsky 1998; Sloyan 1998). The dominant discourse that stabilizes this system of nuclear apartheid in Western ideology is a specialized variant within a broader system of colonial and postcolonial discourse that takes as its essentialist premise a profound Oth- erness separating Third World from Western countries.6 This inscription of Third World (especially Asian and Middle Eastern) nations as ineradicably dif- ferent from our own has, in a different context, been labeled "Orientalism" by Edward Said (1978). Said argues that orientalist discourse constructs the world in terms of a series of binary oppositions that produce the Orient as the mirror image of the West: where "we" are rational and disciplined, "they" are impul- sive and emotional; where "we" are modern and flexible, "they" are slaves to an- cient passions and routines; where "we" are honest and compassionate, "they" are treacherous and uncultivated. While the blatantly racist orientalism of the high colonial period has softened, more subtle orientalist ideologies endure in contemporary politics. They can be found, as Akhil Gupta (1998) has argued, in discourses of economic development that represent Third World nations as child nations lagging behind Western nations in a uniform cycle of development or, as Lutz and Collins (1993) suggest, in the imagery of popular magazines, such as National Geographic. I want to suggest here that another variant of contempo- rary orientalist ideology is also to be found in U.S. national security discourse. Following Anthony Giddens (1979), I define ideology as a way of con- structing political ideas, institutions, and behavior which (1) makes the political structures and institutions created by dominant social groups, classes, and na- tions appear to be naturally given and inescapable rather than socially con- structed; (2) presents the interests of elites as if they were universally shared; (3) obscures the connections between different social and political antagonisms so as to inhibit massive, binary confrontations (i.e., revolutionary situations); and (4) legitimates domination. The Western discourse on nuclear proliferation is ideological in all four of these senses: (1) it makes the simultaneous ownership of nuclear weapons by the major powers and the absence of nuclear weapons in Third World countries seem natural and reasonable while problematizing at- tempts by such countries as India, Pakistan, and Iraq to acquire these weapons; (2) it presents the security needs of the established nuclear powers as if they were everybody's; (3) it effaces the continuity between Third World countries' nuclear deprivation and other systematic patterns of deprivation in the underde- veloped world in order to inhibit a massive north-south confrontation; and (4) it legitimates the nuclear monopoly of the recognized nuclear powers.
A2 – Extinction Reps K 

The threat of nuclear extinction catalyzes movements – it’s the only thing that can overcome psychological denial

Pittock in 84 (A. Barrie, “Comment on Brian Martin’s “Extinction Politics””, SANA Update, No. 20, Sept. 1984, pp 13-14)

It is difficult to assess the motivation behind Brian's consistent bias towards dismissing the possibility of extinction, but perhaps there is a hint at it in his protest that believing in such a possibility fosters resignation. In my experience most people already feel rather helpless to influence the political process - what they need in order to act politically is the motivation of feeling personally threatened or outraged to the point of anger, plus a sense of hope which we in the peace movement must provide. The key political impact of nuclear winter and the possibility of extinction, however, lies in the way it forces proponents of reliance on nuclear weapons back on deterrence as the only possible rationalisation, and at the same time makes the risks inherent in nuclear deterrence unacceptable to rational human beings. There can in my view be no more radicalising realisation than that the logic of reliance on nuclear weapons leads to extinction, if not now, then some time in the foreseeable future. The possibility of extinction makes a qualitative difference to how we view nuclear weapons. To sum up, I am in broad agreement with most of the positive things Brian advocates here and elsewhere, but I disagree with the way he has, in my opinion, biased the evidence on the effects of nuclear war to fit his psychological theory as to what motivates people. I believe it is time he faced up to the grim realities of nuclear war, worked through psychological denial, and gave other people credit for being able to do likewise.

A2: prolif k
Turn --- they legitimize racism as a motivation for acquiring nuclear weapons

Biswas, 2001 (Shampa, Professor of political science at Whitman College Alternatives October 1)
International relations in general, and security studies more specifically, have tended to privilege the "problem of order" over the "concern for justice." Coming from a critical perspective, Simon Dalby points out that national security is in general premised on the "desirability of order," and hence has often been "a conservative formulation, equating the political status quo with desirable order." (90) This political status quo has been somewhat unsettled by the dissolution of the Soviet threat; the primary bipolar balance-of-power framework that for so long dominated security studies has been rendered obsolete in the post-Cold War period. In the words of another critical security-studies scholar, David Mutimer: "Proliferation is a problem enunciated to fill the gap left by the Cold War." (91) Examining the useof the dominant metaphors that structure thinking about global security issues, Mutimer has shown how the increasing salience of the "proliferation issue" in the post-Cold War world builds on underl ying anxieties about instability and disorder, so that the very use of the metaphor of proliferation entails a conservative normative commitment to the maintenance of stable and balanced orders--a commitment that "naturalizes a particular set of relations of power and interest, privileging those who are able to set the metaphorical agenda, and renderinvisible the political basis of their claims." (92) This article has attempted to demonstrate that taking the "nuclear apartheid" argument seriously is to reveal that underlying this fear of proliferation is a series of racialized constructions of Third World people. With the discrediting of scientific racism and with the increasingrecognition by scholars of race that "color" is not necessarily the prime index or the only marker of racialization, it may not be entirely surprising that the question of race in global politics has been so intractable. Yet many scholars have argued that contemporary racismexists in a far more invidious form precisely because it often rejects a biologized concept of race in favor of culturalist forms, or what has been called the "new racisms." (93) The invidiousness of such racism lies in that it often exists without making any explicit reference to race, so that it has been said that we now live in a world with "a lot of racism but very few racists." (94) If the process of racialization and racism--a process of hierarchization, inferiorization, and subordination of racialized groups (99)--can use all kinds of signifiers or markers, a biological and cultural tracing of its operations in global politics requires innovative conceptual lenses a nd new analytical tools. However, "race," as Roxanne Doty points out, "has most fundamentally been about being human. Racist discourses historically have constructed different kinds and degrees of humanness throughrepresentational practices that have claimed to be and have been accepted as 'true' and accurate representations of 'reality."' (96) This article has argued that if one takes "rationality" as fundamental to what makes us fully human--the premise of most Enlightenment-inspired narratives--fears of proliferation that rely on presuppositions of the irrationality of "others" draw on racist discourses that deny a degree of humanity to "others" in the very constitution of the "self" as human. However, this article is also premised on the claim that rather than a generalized formulation of a singular, monolithic racism, it is more useful to talk of historical racisms, examining processes of racializations in the contexts in which they exist. Hence,in addition to the construction of a racialized Third World in nuclear proliferation discourses, I have also examined the racializations of religious and other minorities in the BJP's discourses of the Hindu/Indian nation as well as the operations of a racist global discourse on Islam and Muslims that serves this project. Where does that leave us with the question of "nuclear apartheid"? As persuasive as the nuclear-apartheid argument may be at pointing to one set of global exclusions, its complicity in the production of boundaries that help sustain a whole other set of exclusions also makes it suspect. It is precisely the resonances of the concept of apartheid, and the strong visceral response it generates, that gives it the ability to bound and erase much more effectively. In one bold move, the nuclear-apartheid argument announces the place of nuclear weaponry as the arbiter of global power and status, and how its inaccessibility or unavailability to a racialized Third World relegates it forever to the dustheap of history. It thus makes it possible for "Indians"to imagine themselves as a "community of resistance." However, with that same stroke, the nuclear-apartheid position creates and sustains yet another racialized hierarchy, bringing into being an India that is exclusionary and oppressive. And it is precisely the boldness of this racial signifier that carries with it the ability to erase, mask, and exclude much more effectively. In the hands of the BJP, the "nuclear apartheid" position becomes dangerous--because the very boldness of this racial signifier makes it possible for the BJP to effect closure on its hegemonic vision of the Hindu/Indian nation. Hence, this article has argued, in taking seriously the racialized exclusions revealed by the use of the "nuclear apartheid" position at the international level, one must simultaneously reveal another set of racialized exclusions effected by the BJP in consolidating its hold on state power. I have argued that comprehending the force and effect of the invocation of "race" through the nuclear-apartheid position means to understand this mutually constitutive co-construction of racialized domestic and international hierarchical orders. However, if there is one lesson to be learned from Indian nuclearization, it is that any vision of substantive peace at the international level must incorporate normative claims of justice. 

