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Pakistan Redeployment 1NC

1. The US won’t intervene in Pakistan now 
Associated Press 5/7/09 , (“Gates: U.S. troops won't be sent to Pakistan”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/30615955/,)

CAMP LEATHERNECK, Afghanistan — There are no plans to deploy U.S. ground troops to Pakistan, U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said Thursday, despite concerns over increasing violence between Pakistani troops and Taliban militants. Speaking to about 300 Marines at Camp Leatherneck in southern Afghanistan on Thursday, Gates assured them that they wouldn't be fighting in the neighboring sovereign nation. During a 12-minute question-and-answer session in sweltering heat, Gates told a sergeant he didn't have to "worry about going to Pakistan." Pakistan's military continued fighting Taliban guerrillas in the Swat Valley on Thursday. On Wednesday, Pakistani President Asif Ali Zardari appealed to President Barack Obama for more help reversing the extension of Taliban-held territory to within 60 miles of the capital, Islamabad. 

2. Troops freed up by the plan in Iraq will be sent to Pakistan to fight
Tom Hayden 9 – American social and political activist and politician (“The Long War Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan and more ahead”, May 22, Global Research, http://www.uslaboragainstwar.org/article.php?id=20854)

The concept of the "Long War" is attributed to former CENTCOM Commander Gen. John Abizaid, speaking in 2004. Leading counterinsurgency theorist John Nagl, an Iraq combat veteran and now the head of the Center for a New American Security, writes that "there is a growing realization that the most likely conflicts of the next fifty years will be irregular warfare in an 'Arc of Instability' that encompasses much of the greater Middle East and parts of Africa and Central and South Asia." The Pentagon's official Quadrennial Defense Review (2005) commits the United States to a greater emphasis on fighting terrorism and insurgencies in this "arc of instability." The Center for American Progress repeats the formulation in arguing for a troop escalation and ten-year commitment in Afghanistan, saying that the "infrastructure of jihad" must be destroyed in "the center of an 'arc of instability' through South and Central Asia and the greater Middle East."

The implications of this doctrine are staggering. The very notion of a fifty-year war assumes the consent of the American people, who have yet to hear of the plan, for the next six national elections. The weight of a fifty-year burden will surprise and dismay many in the antiwar movement. Most Americans living today will die before the fifty-year war ends, if it does. Youngsters born and raised today will reach middle age. Unborn generations will bear the tax burden or fight and die in this "irregular warfare." There is a chance, of course, that the Long War can be prevented. It may be unsustainable, a product of imperial hubris. Public opinion may tire of the quagmires and costs--but only if there is a commitment to a fifty-year peace movement.

In this perspective, Iraq is only an immediate front, with Afghanistan and Pakistan the expanding fronts, in a single larger war from the Middle East to South Asia. Instead of thinking of Iraq like Vietnam, a war that was definitively ended, it is better to think of Iraq as a setback, or better a stalemate, on a larger battlefield where victory or defeat are painfully hard to define over a timespan of five decades.

3. Redeployment would replicate U.S. imperialism in Iraq. 

(Fox News 1/11/8 “Report: Musharraf Warns U.S. Not to 'Invade' Pakistan to Hunt Al Qaeda” http://www.foxnews.com/story/0,2933,321933,00.html)
President Pervez Musharraf warned U.S. troops would be regarded as invaders if they crossed into Pakistan to hunt Al Qaeda militants and said he would resign if opposition parties tried to impeach him after next month's elections. Musharraf's remarks in an interview with Singapore's The Straits Times published Friday came as police investigated a suicide attack a day earlier in the eastern city of Lahore that killed 24 people, adding to pressures on the former general as he struggles to stay in office eight years after seizing power in military coup. Pakistan is under growing U.S. pressure to crack down on militants in its tribal regions close to the Afghan border. The rugged area has long been considered a likely hiding place for Al Qaeda leader Osama bin Laden and his top deputy Ayman al-Zawahri, as well as an operating ground for Taliban militants planning attacks on coalition forces in Afghanistan. The New York Times reported last week that Washington was considering expanding the authority of the Central Intelligence Agency and the military to peruse aggressive covert operations within the tribal regions. Several U.S. presidential candidates have also hinted they would support unilateral action in the area. Musharraf told the Straits Times that U.S. troops would "certainly" be considered invaders if they set foot in the tribal regions. A full transcript of the interview was published on the paper's Web site. "If they come without our permission, that's against the sovereignty of Pakistan. I challenge anybody coming into our mountains," he said in the interview in the garrison city of Rawalpindi. "They would regret that day."
Uniqueness Ext—No Invasion Now 

We won’t invade now, we are attempting a failed diplomacy

(Hussain H. Zaidi, 6-20-2010, “New US security paradigm and Pakistan”, http://www.dawn.com/wps/wcm/connect/dawn-content-library/dawn/news/pakistan/04-new-us-strategy-pak-qs-18)

By contrast, the new NSS of President Obama is more realistic in substance and more conciliatory in tone. “To succeed, we must face the world as it is,” admits the opening paragraph of the NSS document. The strategy reiterates America’s role in shaping a global order capable of grappling with the 21st century challenges including wars over religion and ethnicism, nuclear proliferation, and economic instability and inequality. However, the NSS acknowledges that no single country can meet these challenges alone. Hence, American interests are to be pursued through a rule-based international system in which all nations have rights and obligations. In a departure from George Bush’s pr-emption doctrine, Obama’s security strategy embraces engagement with ‘hostile’ nations and collective action as the means to pursuing American strategic objectives. “While the use of force is sometimes necessary, we will exhaust other options before war whenever we can, and carefully weigh the costs and risks of action against the costs and risks of inaction,” the document says. ‘Enlightened self-interest’ is to serve as the basis of US engagement. However, the NSS warns of ‘consequences’ for the nations who break the rules. Though the US will reserve the right to act unilaterally to defend its interests, it will adhere to the standards that govern the use of force. The economy is recognised as ‘the wellspring’ of American power and to maintain Washington’s economic pre-eminence, the NSS stresses the need to contain the growing fiscal deficit, which is likely to reach $1.5 trillion by the close of this year. Needless to say, containing fiscal deficit necessitates avoiding ‘overreach’, which means the US will have to be far more prudent in its military campaigns oversees. “To disrupt, dismantle and defeat Al Qaeda and its affiliates” remains a key strategic objective of the US, which is to be achieved through a ‘judicious’ use of American power both military and civilian. In a message of conciliation for Muslims, the NSS notes that the war against Al Qaeda is not against Islam but against a specific network and its affiliates. It rejects the notion that Al Qaeda represents any religion and observes that Islam does not condone the killing of innocent people. The NSS document stresses the need of denying Al Qaeda safe havens and maintains that the organisation’s “core in Pakistan remains the most dangerous component of the larger network.” Pakistan together with Afghanistan is termed the ‘epicentre’ of terrorism. Recognising the importance of Islamabad in defeating Al Qaeda, the strategy seeks to “foster a relationship with Pakistan founded upon mutual interests and mutual respects.” The US will shore up Pakistan’s capacity to target ‘violent extremists’ within its borders and sustain a long-term partnership, which entails providing ‘substantial’ assistance to Islamabad and deepening bilateral cooperation in a broad range of areas with a view to addressing both security and civilian challenges that Pakistan faces. 

US won’t invade now—respecting Pakistani sovereignty 

(AFP 3/29/09 “US won't hunt militants over Pakistan border: Obama” http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5iDSpFgODCGq6Q5teUtR8JnWBzrGA)
President Barack Obama ruled out sending US troops on a hot pursuit of extremists across the Afghan border into Pakistan -- but demanded Islamabad hold up its end of the anti-terror struggle.

Referring to US missile strikes on militants, Obama said in a television interview: "If we have a high-value target within our sights, after consulting with Pakistan, we're going after them."

But asked on CBS program "Face the Nation" if he would order US troops on the ground into militant safe havens inside Pakistan, Obama stressed: "No. "Our plan does not change the recognition of Pakistan as a sovereign government," he said. "We need to work with them and through them to deal with Al-Qaeda. But we have to hold them much more accountable." Obama on Friday put Pakistan at the center of the fight against Al-Qaeda as part of a new strategy dispatching 4,000 more troops, in addition to an extra 17,000 already committed, and billions of dollars to the Afghan war. Asked if this was now his personal war, Obama said: "I think it's America's war." "And the focus over the last seven years I think has been lost. What we want to do is to refocus attention on Al-Qaeda," he said in a reference to predecessor George W. Bush's diversion of resources to Iraq.


Uniqueness Ext—No Invasion Now 

US won’t deploy troops to Pakistan

(Pakistan Views, Pakistan newspaper, 5/7/09 “US troops won’t be sent to Pakistan: Gates” http://www.pakistanviews.com/war-on-terror/us-troops-won-t-be-sent-to-pakistan-gates.html)
There are no plans to deploy US ground troops to Pakistan, US Defense Secretary Robert Gates said on Thursday, despite concerns over increasing violence between Pakistani troops and Taliban militants. Speaking to about 300 Marines at Camp Leatherneck in southern Afghanistan on Thursday, Gates assured them that they wouldn’t be fighting in the neighboring sovereign nation.

During a 12-minute question-and-answer session, Gates told a sergeant he didn’t have to “worry about going to Pakistan.” Pakistan’s military continued fighting Taliban militants in the Swat Valley on Thursday. On Wednesday, Pakistani President Asif Ali Zardari appealed to President Barack Obama for more help reversing the extension of Taliban-held territory to within 60 miles of the capital, Islamabad.


Uniqueness Ext—No Invasion Now—Iraq Key 

Iraq is the key barrier to redeploying troops to Pakistan 

Scott Conroy, Staffwriter, 8/1/07, (Obama Vows To Hunt Terrorists In Pakistan, CBS News Online, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2007/08/01/politics/main3122558.shtml)
(CBS/AP) Democratic presidential candidate Barack Obama said Wednesday that he would send troops into Pakistan to hunt down terrorists even without local permission if warranted — an attempt to show strength when his chief rival has described his foreign policy skills as naive. The Illinois senator warned Pakistani President Gen. Pervez Musharraf that he must do more to shut down terrorist operations in his country and evict foreign fighters under an Obama presidency, or Pakistan will risk a U.S. troop invasion and losing hundreds of millions of dollars in U.S. military aid. "Let me make this clear," Obama said in a speech at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars. "There are terrorists holed up in those mountains who murdered 3,000 Americans. They are plotting to strike again. It was a terrible mistake to fail to act when we had a chance to take out an al Qaeda leadership meeting in 2005. If we have actionable intelligence about high-value terrorist targets and President Musharraf won't act, we will." Obama's speech comes the week after his rivalry with New York Sen. Hillary Rodham Clinton erupted into a public fight over their diplomatic intentions. Obama said he would be willing to meet leaders of rogue states like Cuba, North Korea and Iran without conditions, an idea that Clinton criticized as irresponsible and naive. Obama responded by using the same words to describe Clinton's vote to authorize the Iraq war and called her "Bush-Cheney lite." Asked how he will fight back against allegations that he is inexperienced when he is, in fact, coming into the race without a lot of experience on a national level, Obama told CBS News correspondent Sharyl Attkisson: "I'm less concerned with fighting images. I'm concerned about getting policy right." The big question is whether such tough talk and policy speeches are enough to make Americans elect a relative novice, reports Attkisson. In a new national poll, Hillary Clinton widened her lead over Obama, with voters citing experience as one of her best attributes. Obama's comments touched on an area of growing concern among members of both parties and the national security establishment about the resurgence of al Qaeda's organization in Pakistan, reports CBSNews.com senior political editor Vaughn Ververs. Obama will likely be criticized by some for threatening to send troops into a nuclear-armed Muslim nation without its cooperation. But the tough talk highlights the growing concern about al Qaeda's growing threat to the U.S. homeland and puts Obama out in front of a popular goal — capturing or killing the terrorist group's leadership. Thousands of Taliban fighters are based in Pakistan's vast and jagged mountains, where they can pass into Afghanistan, train for suicide operations and find refuge from local tribesmen. Intelligence experts warn that al Qaeda could be rebuilding to mount another attack on the United States. Musharraf has been a key ally of Washington in fighting terrorism since the Sept. 11, 2001 terrorist attacks, but has faced accusations from some quarters in Pakistan of being too closely tied to America. The Bush administration has supported Musharraf and stressed the need to cooperate with Pakistan, but lately administration officials have suggested the possibility of military strikes to deal with al Qaeda and its leader, Osama bin Laden. Analysts say an invasion could risk destabilizing Pakistan, breeding more militancy and undermining Musharraf. The Pakistani Foreign Office, protective of its national sovereignty, has warned that U.S. military action would violate international law and be deeply resented. A military invasion could be risky, given Pakistan's hostile terrain and the suspicion of its warrior-minded tribesmen against uninvited outsiders. Congress passed legislation Friday that would tie aid from the United States to Islamabad's efforts to stop al Qaeda and the Taliban from operating in its territory. President Bush has yet to sign it. Obama's speech was a condemnation of President Bush's leadership in the war on terror. He said the focus on Iraq has left Americans in more danger than before Sept. 11, and that Bush has misrepresented the enemy as Iraqis who are fighting a civil war instead of the terrorists responsible for the attacks six years ago. "He confuses our mission," Obama said, then he spread responsibility to lawmakers like Clinton who voted for the invasion. "By refusing to end the war in Iraq, President Bush is giving the terrorists what they really want, and what the Congress voted to give them in 2002: a U.S. occupation of undetermined length, at undetermined cost, with undetermined consequences." Obama said that as commander in chief he would remove troops from Iraq and putting them "on the right battlefield in Afghanistan and Pakistan." He said he would send at least two more brigades to Afghanistan and increase nonmilitary aid to the country by $1 billion.

Link Ext—Tensions 

Tensions are high—US will use as a false premise for invasion. 

(K. Alan Kronstadt, Specialist in South Asian Affairs at the Congressional Research Service, 7-1-2009, Congressional Research Service: “Pakistan-U.S. Relations” p. 85-86, http://fpc.state.gov/documents/organization/127297.pdf)

Pakistan’s Islamists are notable for expressions of anti-American sentiment, at times calling for “jihad” against the existential threat to Pakistani sovereignty they believe alliance with Washington entails. Most analysts contend that two 2003 attempts to assassinate President Musharraf were carried out by Islamist militants angered by Pakistan’s post-September 2001 policy shift. The “Pakistani Taliban” that has emerged in western tribal areas has sought to impose bans on television and CD players, and has instigated attacks on girls schools and nongovernmental organization-operated clinics, obstructing efforts to improve female health and education. Some observers identify a causal link between the poor state of Pakistan’s public education system and the persistence of xenophobia and religious extremism in that country.443 Anti-American sentiment is not limited to Islamic groups, however. Many across the spectrum of Pakistani society express anger at U.S. global foreign policy, in particular when such policy is perceived to be unfriendly or hostile to the Muslim world (as in, for example, Palestine and Iraq).444 In 2004 testimony before a Senate panel, a senior U.S. expert opined: “Pakistan is probably the most anti-American country in the world right now, ranging from the radical Islamists on one side to the liberals and Westernized elites on the other side.”445 In a 2005 interview, President Musharraf conceded that “the man on the street [in Pakistan] does not have a good opinion of the United States.” He added, by way of partial explanation, that Pakistan had been “left high and dry” after serving as a strategic U.S. ally during the 1980s. When asked about anti-American sentiment in Pakistan during his maiden July 2008 visit to the United States as head of government, Prime Minister Gilani offered that the impression in Pakistan is that “America wants war.” 


Link Ext—War on Terror 

American zeal to fight terrorism means that troops will be deployed to Pakistan.

Tom Hayden 9 – American social and political activist and politician (“The Long War Iraq, Afghanistan, Pakistan and more ahead”, May 22, Global Research, http://www.uslaboragainstwar.org/article.php?id=20854)

In Pakistan, where torture and extrajudicial abuse also are prevalent, the US spent $12 billion during the past decade on a [Musharraf] military dictatorship, compared with one-tenth that amount on development schemes. These policies only deepened the Muslim nation's anti-Americanism, alienated the middle-class opposition, and left the poor in festering poverty. In addition to these self-imposed problems, the Pentagon is engaged in a frantic uphill effort to change Pakistan's strategic military doctrine from preparation for another conventional (or even nuclear) war against India to a counterinsurgency war against the Taliban embedded amid its own domestic population, especially in the extremely impoverished federally administered tribal areas that border Afghanistan. The likelihood of the United States' convincing Pakistan to view the domestic threat as greater than that from India is doubtful. Pakistan has fought three wars with India, and views the US as supporting the expansion of India's interests in Afghanistan, where the Pakistan military has supported the Taliban as a proxy against India. The Northern Alliance forces of Tajiks, Hazaras and Uzbeks were strongly supported by India in 2001 against Pakistan's Taliban's allies, and the fall of Kabul to the Northern Alliance was a "catastrophe" for Pakistan, according to Juan Cole. Since 2001, India has sent hundreds of millons in assistance to Afghanistan, including funds for Afghan political candidates in 2004, assistance to sitting legislators, Indian consulates in Jalalabad, Heart and Kandahar, and road construction designed, according to the Indian government, to help their countries' armed forces "meet their strategic needs." Polls show that a vast majority of Pakistanis view the United States and India as far greater threats than the Taliban, despite the Taliban's unpopularity with much of Pakistan's public. While it is unlikely that the Taliban could seize power in Pakistan, it may be impossible for anyone to militarily prevent Taliban control of the tribal areas and a growing base among the Pashtun tribes (28 million in Afghanistan, 12 million in Pakistan). The remaining options begin to make the United States look like Gulliver tied down among the Lilliputians. The US will demand that Pakistan's armed forces fight the Taliban, which the American military has driven into Pakistan. Pakistan will demand billions in US aid without giving guarantees that they will shift their security deployments in accord with Washington's will. The US will make clear that it will go to extreme lengths to prevent a scenario in which Pakistan's nuclear arsenal falls into the Taliban's hands. No one on the US side acknowledges that this spiraling disaster was triggered by US policies over the past decade. 

Obama pledges to go into Pakistan to defeat the terrorists

Washington Post , 09 – Qual (DeYoung Karen, March 28, “Obama Outlines Afghan Strategy”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/03/27/AR2009032700836.html,)
President Obama introduced his new strategy for Afghanistan and Pakistan yesterday with a threat assessment familiar from the Bush administration. "The terrorists who planned and supported the 9/11 attacks," he said, are continuing to devise plots designed to "kill as many of our people as they possibly can.  Elements of the Obama plan to "disrupt, dismantle and defeat" al-Qaeda in Pakistan and vanquish its Taliban allies in Afghanistan also struck notes from the past. More U.S. troops, civilian officials and money will be needed, he said. Allies will be asked for additional help, and local forces will be trained to eventually take over the fight. Benchmarks will be set to measure progress. But Obama sought to separate his approach from what he has described as years of unfocused, failed policy while President George W. Bush directed his attention and U.S. resources toward Iraq. Obama pledged to tighten U.S. focus on Pakistan and build a better "partnership" with its government and military. Beyond stepping up the ground fight against the Taliban, he said, he plans to target far more resources toward a narrower set of Afghan problems: government incompetence, opium cultivation and heroin trafficking, and a poorly equipped and trained army. 

Link Ext—Planning Now 

US is making plans for possible strike options—proves redeployment is on the table 

(Greg Miller, Washington Post staff writer, 5-29-10, “Options studied for a possible Pakistan strike” – The Washington Post, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/05/28/AR2010052804854.html?nav=emailpage)
The U.S. military is reviewing options for a unilateral strike in Pakistan in the event that a successful attack on American soil is traced to the country’s tribal areas, according to senior military officials. Ties between the alleged Times Square bomber, Faisal Shahzad, and elements of the Pakistani Taliban have sharpened the Obama administration’s need for retaliatory options, the officials said. They stressed that a U.S. reprisal would be contemplated only under extreme circumstances, such as a catastrophic attack that leaves President Obama convinced that the ongoing campaign of CIA drone strikes is insufficient. “Planning has been reinvigorated in the wake of Times Square,” one of the officials said. At the same time, the administration is trying to deepen ties to Pakistan’s intelligence officials in a bid to head off any attack by militant groups. The United States and Pakistan have recently established a joint military intelligence center on the outskirts of the northwestern city of Peshawar, and are in negotiations to set up another one near Quetta, the Pakistani city where the Afghan Taliban is based, according to the U.S. military officials. They and other officials spoke on the condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity surrounding U.S. military and intelligence activities in Pakistan. The “fusion centers” are meant to bolster Pakistani military operations by providing direct access to U.S. intelligence, including real-time video surveillance from drones controlled by the U.S. Special Operations Command, the officials said. But in an acknowledgment of the continuing mistrust between the two governments, the officials added that both sides also see the centers as a way to keep a closer eye on one another, as well as to monitor military operations and intelligence activities in insurgent areas. Obama said during his campaign for the presidency that he would be willing to order strikes in Pakistan, and Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said in a television interview after the Times Square attempt that “if, heaven forbid, an attack like this that we can trace back to Pakistan were to have been successful, there would be very severe consequences.” Obama dispatched his national security adviser, James L. Jones, and CIA Director Leon Panetta to Islamabad this month to deliver a similar message to Pakistani officials, including President Asif Ali Zardari and the military chief, Gen. Ashfaq Kiyani. Jones and Panetta also presented evidence gathered by U.S. law enforcement and intelligence agencies that Shahzad received significant support from the Pakistani Taliban. The U.S. options for potential retaliatory action rely mainly on air and missile strikes, but could also employ small teams of U.S. Special Operations troops already positioned along the border with Afghanistan. One of the senior military officials said plans for military strikes in Pakistan have been revised significantly over the past several years, moving away from a “large, punitive response” to more measured plans meant to deliver retaliatory blows against specific militant groups. The official added that there is a broad consensus in the U.S. military that airstrikes would at best erode the threat posed by al-Qaeda and its affiliates, and risk an irreparable rupture in the U.S. relationship with Pakistan. “The general feeling is that we need to be circumspect in how we respond so we don’t destroy the relationships we’ve built” with the Pakistani military, the second official said. U.S. Special Operations teams in Afghanistan have pushed for years to have wider latitude to carry out raids across the border, arguing that CIA drone strikes do not yield prisoners or other opportunities to gather intelligence. But a 2008 U.S. helicopter raid against a target in Pakistan prompted protests from officials in Islamabad who oppose allowing U.S. soldiers to operate within their country. The CIA has the authority to designate and strike targets in Pakistan without case-by-case approval from the White House. U.S. military forces are currently authorized to carry out unilateral strikes in Pakistan only if solid intelligence were to surface on any of three high-value targets: al-Qaeda leaders Osama bin Laden and Ayman al-Zawahiri, or Taliban chief Mohammad Omar. But even in those cases, the military would need higher-level approval. “The bottom line is you have to have information about targets to do something [and] we have a process that remains cumbersome,” said one of the senior military officials. “If something happens, we have to confirm who did it and where it came from. People want to be as precise as possible to be punitive.” U.S. spy agencies have engaged in a major buildup inside Pakistan over the past year. The CIA has increased the pace of drone strikes against al-Qaeda affiliates, a campaign supported by the arrival of new surveillance and eavesdropping technology deployed by the National Security Agency. The fusion centers are part of a parallel U.S. military effort to intensify the pressure on the Taliban and other groups accused of directing insurgent attacks in Afghanistan. U.S. officials said that the sharing of intelligence goes both ways and that targets are monitored in both Afghanistan and Pakistan. 

Ext—Re-deployment Turns Case

Increasing U.S. military presence in Pakistan is a colonial act. 

Talha Mujaddidi, columnist, 8-31-2009. [Centre for Research on Globalization, The U.S. Invades and Occupies Pakistan, A Pakistani viewpoint, p. http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=va&aid=14984]

It's clear that the current government has given full privileges to the US. They neither know how, nor want to draw a line against U.S. interference in Pakistani affairs. To put it bluntly, they are surrendering the sovereignty of Pakistan to a foreign power. Dr. Shireen Mazari says, "Whatever the US embassy gives out … the terrified Pakistani leadership echoes." The objectives of the U.S. are clear: Deeper U.S. penetration will result in the destabilisation of Pakistan, leading to destabilization of the entire region. These U.S. military installations also strengthening their encirclement of Iran. The Pakistani political opposition parties are lip stuck at all these developments. The main reason for their silence is that they are as corrupt as the ruling PPP. No political party in Pakistan is in the mood to resist US hegemony. The Pakistan Army no longer shows any interest in directly interfering with political decisions. After the disastrous eight years under the military dictatorship of Musharraf, the people are also not ready for the Pakistan military to intervene in the political life of the country. The TTP terrorists have just been brought under control – barely. Now millions of Pakistanis are terrified by their new, unwelcome guests from the west – the U.S. terrorists. We will now have to learn to tolerate and survive under this growing and increasingly dangerous U.S. colonization of Pakistan.

Security/Imperialism Adv 1NC (1/3) 

1. One step isn’t enough—security thinking is too entrenched. War in Afghanistan, militarization of space, whole topic proves the Aff won’t change the securitized logic of U.S. foreign policy. Lack of spillover means the Aff can’t address the broad effects of U.S. imperialism. 

2.  Immanent kritik fails—their jump to a blueprint solution forecloses the possibility to genuinely rethink security.   

Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, p. 21-2]

Certainly it is helpful to try to identify such potentials; but whatever the common sense about the practicalities of political struggle this contains, I strongly reject the way Jones frames it so dogmatically. Even putting aside the analytical ambiguities in identifying where immanent possibilities exist, such arguments are ultimately disabling and risk denying the entire purpose of the critical project. It is precisely at times of the greatest pessimism, when new potentials are being shut down or normative change is distinctly negative arguably true of the period in which I am writing - that the critical project is most important. To take just one example from this book, any reader would recognise that my arguments about the resolution of the Israeli-Palestinian conflict will be extremely difficult to 'realise' (even though they endorse a negotiated two-state solution). This only makes it more important to make them because the available contours of the present, confined as they are within the masculinist ontology of the insecure nation-state, fail to provide a stable platform either for peace or a meaningful security. In the face of such obstacles the critical project must think and conceive the unthought, and its limiting test ought not to be realism but responsibility.
The realism underlying the idea of immanent possibility sets up an important tension between the arguments of this book and the normative project of cosmopolitanism which was most famously set out by Kant in his Perpetual Peace as the establishment of a 'federation of peoples' based on Republication constitutions and principles of universal hospitality, that might result in the definitive abolition of the need to resort to war. 41 However, Kant's image of universal human community and the elimination of war exists in fundamental tension with its foundation on a 'pacific federation' of national democracies. With two terrible centuries' hindsight we know that republics have not turned out to be pacifistic vehicles of cosmopolitan feeling; instead, in a malign convergence of the social contract with Clausewitzian strategy, they have too often formed into exciusivist communities whose ultimate survival is premised upon violence. Is the nation-state the reality claim upon which cosmopolitanism always founders? Could a critique of security, sovereignty and violence, along the lines I set out here, help us to form a badly needed buttress for its structure?

3. Cooptation. Reliance on the state for their project deprives its up emancipatory potential and guarantees resecuritization. 

Pinar BILGIN, International Relations Professor @ Bilikent (Ankara) ‘2 “Beyond Statism in Security Studies? Human Agency and Security in the Middle East” Review of International Affairs 2 (1), p. 105

The point here is that: a broader security agenda, such as the one compounded by Buzan. requires the analyst to look at the roles played by human agency (such as transnational corporations. grassroots movements. non-govemmental organizations (NGOs) and individuals) instead of restricting his/her analysis to the state’s agency. This is essential not only because states. as noted above. are not always able (or willing) to their side of the bargain in providing for their citizens' security. but also because there already are agents other than stares - be it social movements or intellectuals - who are striving to provide for the security needs of peoples (themselves and others). In other words, a broadened conception of security such as Buzan‘s cannot afford state- centrism or avoid neglecting the agency of non-state actors. This is necessarily because broadening the security agenda without attempting a reconceptualization of agency would result in falling back on the agency of the state in meeting non-military threats to security (such as acute water shortages or ethnic strife). The problem of referring to the agency of the state in meeting such threats is that states may not be the most suitable actors to cope with them. For, there is always the danger of the militarization of otherwise nonmilitary issues when stares intervene." The state being the most qualified actor in coping with some kinds of threats does not necessarily mean than it is competent (or willing) enough to cope with all. This is specially true for threats to individuals’ security (such ns human rights abuses and environmental degradation).

Security/Imperialism 1NC (2/3) 

4. Iraq is stable now—growing democracy and security.

Kenneth M. Pollack and Irena L. Sargsyan, Director of Saban Center for middle eastern policy, April 2010. The Other Side of the COIN: Perils of Premature Evacuation from Iraq http://www.twq.com/10april/index.cfm? id=385 

Iraq has made remarkable progress since the worst days of its civil war in 2006. Security has improved enormously, democratization has gained a foothold, and democratic pressures have forced Iraqi politicians to change their methods, if not necessarily their goals. Iraq’s micro economies have begun to revive and foreign investment is beginning to pick up. But as countless policymakers and commentators have pointed out, these gains are fragile and reversible. All of the tensions that propelled the country into the maelstrom of civil war during the initial years of bungled reconstruction remain, as do the memories of the many horrific acts committed. As numerous scholars of civil war have noted, these lingering fears typically make the resumption of civil war uncomfortably likely in cases like Iraq, unless an external great power is willing to serve as peacekeeper and mediator during the critical early years when the new, fragile state must build institutions capable of providing effective governance and public safety.  

5. The plan causes civil war—internal divisons and external interference will undermine fragile peace.

Iraq Idinar 6-11-2010. [Experts warn US withdrawal may have dire consequences  http://www.theiraqidinar.com/expert-warns-us-withdrawal-may-have-dire-consequences-for-war-torn-iraq, Assistant Professor Veysel Ayhan from Abant İzzet Baysal University, known for his expertise on Middle East affairs and politics

The US withdrawal from Iraq may lead to a devastating civil war in the country and even cause a regional state of warfare. Ayhan, who is researching developments in the aftermath of a probable US withdrawal from Iraq, bases his studies on field research. Ayhan has done field research in Iraq, Iran, Lebanon and Syria and is regarded as a leading expert on Middle Eastern affairs in Turkey. Ayhan spoke to Sunday’s Zaman shortly after meetings and research carried out in Iran and Iraq. Ayhan draws a pretty pessimistic sketch of the impact in 2012 of a probable withdrawal of the US from Iraq; he holds that such a withdrawal would lead to a bloody internal war and even regional warfare that will affect the entire region. “The SOFA [Status of Forces Agreement] signed on Nov. 17, 2008 envisages a gradual withdrawal of American forces from Iraq by Dec. 31, 2011. Therefore, if no unexpected developments take place, the American military presence in Iraq will be over by January 2012. It is obvious that the US failed to maintain security in this country; it is also obvious that the US failed to have a political, economic or military influence in Iraq. The state of instability and chaos in Iraq may result in the emergence of the need for further American protectionism. At this point, the increase of the American military presence in Gulf countries may be taken into consideration.” Noting that the country is becoming more instable as the time for the withdrawal approaches, Ayhan asserts that the violent groups are preparing for warfare in the aftermath of the withdrawal. “The year 2012 points to serious uncertainties and dangers; the most visible threat and danger is that the country may be dragged into a state of internal warfare in a post-US period. The primary factor that will prevent the eruption of a bloody internal war is the American military presence in the country. … Therefore, 2012 may be the start of a bloody civil war that will lead to the partition of Iraq.” Arguing that a wholesale withdrawal would not be proper, Ayhan asserts that Iraq would not be the same after such a withdrawal and adds that a UN intervention may be considered in such a case. Asked how Iraq would look if this scenario was realized , Ayhan speaks of two options: “Iraq may be divided into three, four or more parts. Or, other countries in the region may expand to conquer Iraqi territory. Obviously, this would not happen peacefully.” Noting that both scenarios will closely affect a number of countries including Turkey, Ayhan stresses that the greatest danger will be witnessed when other countries in the region seek to influence Iraq in the fulfillment of their own interests and goals. “The fact that Iraq accused Syria after a deadly wave of attacks carried out in the Green Zone in Baghdad, Iran’s influence over the Shiite groups in the country and Turkey’s attempt to open a consulate 

in the Kurdish region should be viewed as attempts by regional countries to maintain control and expand their sphere of influence in the country.” Noting that the countries in the region do not have a common policy on Iraq, Ayhan stresses that the decisions taken at meetings of countries neighboring Iraq did not reflect the presence of a common resolution. Arguing that the countries in the region have conflicting interests with respect to Iraq, Ayhan further says: “For regional countries, it is hard to find a any common ground with respect to the future of Iraq. These countries have differing views and ambitions over the territorial integrity of Iraq, its constitutional, administrative and political order as well as the representation of religious sects in the political power.” Noting that Turkey has stated its position most visibly with respect to Iraq’s future, Ayhan argues that some countries, including Jordan, Egypt, Saudi Arabia, Yemen and Oman, favor the territorial integrity of the country. Asked about the stance of other actors regarding this issue, Ayhan says: “The views of Kuwait, Iran and 
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Syria on the territorial integrity of the country are ambiguous for different reasons. The Kuwaiti regime is skeptical that a strong Iraqi government may have the intention to again take control over part of its land. Iran and Syria have some doubts on the repercussions of the creation of a separate Kurdish state, whereas they are also considering the security risks involved in the foundation of a separate Shia or Sunni state. Yemen may prefer a partitioned Iraq instead of an Iraq under Shia control. Saudi Arabia may oppose the emergence of a Shiite state in Iraq because of its Shiite minority. Iran wants a controllable and manageable Iraq. It may seek to create a weak and federal Iraq to make sure that Baghdad does not become a strong player. Saddam Hussein not only declared war against Iran and Kuwait but also threatened Syria and Turkey. Therefore, the countries in the region would not like to see Iraq as a threat again.” Speaking on the role that Turkey would assume in this process considering that it will be affected most by the developments taking place, Ayhan says the cooperation agreement signed with the Iraqi government on July 10, 2008 and the 48 additional protocols adopted are significant for the preservation of Turkish interests. “Iran sees Turkey’s eagerness to maintain dialogue with Syria and Iraq as its ambition to expand its sphere of influence. This causes tension. Iran has viewed Iraq as a rival and a threat throughout history. Therefore, it will seek to use the opportunity it got in the aftermath of the invasion in 2003.” Noting that a number of countries including Turkey would strongly oppose the emergence of another Shiite state in the region, Ayhan argues: “It is certain that Iraq will become a venue of sectarian clashes and ethnic conflicts in the aftermath of 2012. Despite that the American administration won the war against the Saddam regime, it failed to prevent Iraq from turning into a chaotic state. US interests in this country are not over. But obviously, it will not be able to achieve its goals by relying on coercion and military power. The stabilization of Iraq will be a duty that falls to the states in the region. However, a clash of interests of those states may lead to further tension in the region.”  

6. Leaving is net worse for Iraq—even if the assumptions about the world that led us into Iraq were flawed, that’s not a reason to run away. Especially when real violence will occur as a result of U.S. withdrawal.  


Ext 1—Sec/Imp Adv—No Spillover 

One instance isn’t enough. 

1. Their spillover claim is shaky at best. The military industry complex is a loaded gun in the hand of future policy makers to block desecuritized foreign policy decision making. Ongoing instances of imperialism prevent a true rethinking of U.S. policy. The Aff can’t change that. 

2. This means they can’t solve “unending wars and violence.” EVEN IF Iraq is remains stable after a U.S. withdrawal, they can’t win their larger impact claims of colonial violence and genocide. 


Ext 2—Sec/Imp Adv—Immanent Kritik Fails 

Combining their kritiq with policy prescription fails. 

The plan vacates their emancipatory project. They re-invite the state and its violent ontology into the process of withdrawing from Iraq, giving it legitimacy and reaffirming its security. The only way to truly challenge security is to resist the desire for yes/no policy solutions. That’s Burke.     

Even their liberal policy will function to ward offs kritik of orientalist discourses that ground U.S. foreign policy.   
Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, p. 3-4]

These frameworks are interrogated at the level both of their theoretical conceptualisation and their practice: in their influence and implementation in specific policy contexts and conflicts in East and Central Asia, the Middle East and the 'war on terror', where their meaning and impact take on greater clarity. This approach is based on a conviction that the meaning of powerful political concepts cannot be abstract or easily universalised: they all have histories, often complex and conflictual; their forms and meanings change over time; and they are developed, refined and deployed in concrete struggles over power, wealth and societal form. While this should not preclude normative debate over how political or ethical concepts should be defined and used, and thus be beneficial or destructive to humanity, it embodies a caution that the meaning of concepts can never be stabilised or unproblematic in practice. Their normative potential must always be considered in relation to their utilisation in systems of political, social and economic power and their consequent worldly effects. Hence this book embodies a caution by Michel Foucault, who warned us about the 'politics of truth . . the battle about the status of truth and the economic and political role it plays', and it is inspired by his call to 'detach the power of truth from the forms of hegemony, social, economic and cultural, within which it operates at the present time'.1

It is clear that traditionally coercive and violent approaches to security and strategy are both still culturally dominant, and politically and ethically suspect. However, the reasons for pursuing a critical analysis relate not only to the most destructive or controversial approaches, such as the war in Iraq, but also to their available (and generally preferable) alternatives. There is a necessity to question not merely extremist versions such as the Bush doctrine, Indonesian militarism or Israeli expansionism, but also their mainstream critiques - whether they take the form of liberal policy approaches in international relations (IR), just war theory, US realism, optimistic accounts of globalisation, rhetorics of sensitivity to cultural difference, or centrist Israeli security discourses based on territorial compromise with the Palestinians. The surface appearance of lively (and often significant) debate masks a deeper agreement about major concepts, forms of political identity and the imperative to secure them. Debates about when and how it may be effective and legitimate to use military force in tandem with other policy options, for example, mask a more fundamental discursive consensus about the meaning of security, the effectiveness of strategic power, the nature of progress, the value of freedom or the promises of national and cultural identity.  As a result, political and intellectual debate about insecurity, violent conflict and global injustice can become hostage to a claustrophic structure of political and ethical possibility that systematically wards off critique.

Ext 3—Sec/Imp Adv—Cooption 

Reliance on the state means the Aff can’t solve. 

Resist the call for politics from above. The aff perpetuates the state-centrism of the status quo. While it might look a little nicer, it ignores the possibility for a new politics from below and reestabilishes the link between the state and security 


Ext 4—Sec/Imp Adv—Iraq Stable Now (1/2) 

Human security is improving 

Report to Congress, January 29, 2010, In accordance with the Department of Defense Supplemental Appropriations Act 2008 (Section 9204, Public Law 110-252)

Violence levels in Iraq, as measured by weekly overall security incidents and including all reported attacks against civilians, the ISF, and U.S. forces, have remained at low levels from September to November 2009, averaging 177 security incidents per week, which reflects a 13.2% decrease from the last reporting period. Baghdad, Diyala, Ninewa, and Salah ad Din contain approximately half of Iraq’s population and accounted for 75% of these security incidents. The decrease in security incidents contributed to a drop in civilian deaths due to violence. The daily average number of civilian deaths due to violence decreased from 9.5 per day to 5.5 per day. Although the HPAs on October 25 and December 8, 2009, caused a large number of civilian deaths and injuries, thus far, these attacks have not rekindled a cycle of ethno-sectarian violence. High-Profile Attacks During September to November 2009, the number of monthly HPAs decreased 50% nationwide from the previous reporting period. AQI, however, retains the intent and capability to carry out these attacks as demonstrated by the August 19, October 25, and December 8,
 2009, bombings targeting GoI ministries in Baghdad. During this reporting period, 43% of all casualties were caused by HPAs, although over half of the HPA casualties during this period were from the one attack on October 25, 2009. Approximately 60% of HPAs are vehicle-borne improvised explosive devices (VBIEDs) and these remain AQI’s weapon of choice. Suicide attack trends remain low, and female suicide attacks are approaching zero. There was only one reported in the last four months. Target focus continues to be on GoI institutions, as well as ethno-sectarian and ISFbased in order to discredit the GoI and increase ethno-sectarian tensions. Suicide attacks primarily occur in mixed urban areas such as Baghdad, Mosul, and Kirkuk. Although HPAs and attack trends in general remain low, a single, effective HPA can disproportionately influence perceptions in Iraq. This was demonstrated, once again, by the attacks on August 19, October 25, and December 8, 2009. These attacks, however, have not rekindeled a cycle of ethno-sectarian violence. 

Irai Security Forces are providing for civil peace 

Report to Congress, January 29, 2010, In accordance with the Department of Defense Supplemental Appropriations Act 2008 (Section 9204, Public Law 110-252)
Security in Iraq continues to improve but remains tenuous. Trends across the country are positive though not dramatically changed since the last reporting period. Iraq remains susceptible to a sustained campaign of HPAs from groups seeking to destabilize the government and enflame ethno-sectarian tensions. There has been steady growth in the capacity, capability, and professionalism of the ISF, and they are leading operations, though they continue to rely on U.S. forces for supporting enablers. As U.S. forces repositioned on June 30, 2009, the ISF assumed security responsibilities. Despite lapses such as those that led to the August 19, October 25, and December 8, 2009, attacks in Baghdad, the ISF have demonstrated their ability to provide security for the Iraqi people. Nonetheless, U.S. forces remain engaged in partnering, enabling, advising, training, and mentoring of the ISF. 


Ext 4—Iraq Stable Now (2/2)

Iraq is stabilizing now elections prove

Eliott C. McLaughlin, March 19, 2010, CNN staff writer  http://www.cnn.com/2010/WORLD/meast/03/19/iraq.post.election/index.html, Smooth day at polls only first step to Iraq stability, experts say

Good signs abound, experts say. Turnout was high, estimated at between 60 percent and 65 percent. Violence was lower than expected, despite 38 killings on Election Day. Secular parties had strong showings in several provinces, and the long-dominant Iraqi National Alliance, a Shiite-dominated party backed by Iran, is performing well in only three of Iraq's 18 provinces, according to unofficial vote tallies. Voting irregularities were reported, but overall the elections were "fairly fair and transparent -- as much as any election in the Third World has been," Mansoor said.  Brett McGurk, who served on the National Security Council staff under Presidents Obama and George W. Bush, said he'd give the election's logistics and security an "A." Iraqi police and security forces maintained order with minimal assistance from the 115,000 U.S. troops, who stayed largely on base, he said. "Four years ago, if you would've asked if the Iraqis could do this on their own, a lot of people would have said no," said McGurk, a fellow with the Council on Foreign Relations. Where Iraq gets lower grades -- a "B-" or "C+" -- is in moving from identity-based politics to a brand centering on tangible issues, he said. Many Iraqis remain loyal to tribal or ideological allegiances, but McGurk and Mansoor said early election results indicate a populace seeking different ideas in leadership. "Iraqis really want a system in which they're actively engaged in their own politics and holding their leaders accountable," McGurk said. Mansoor agreed. "There's still a conflict over power and resources, but it's moved back to the political realm, which is a good thing," he said.


Ext 5—Sec/Imp Adv—Withdrawal Causes Civil War 

Only a continued American presence can solve for stability – Withdrawal dooms Iraq to collapse

Ricks, 10 [Thomas, senior fellow at the Center for a New American Security who covered the war in Iraq for The Washington Post, is the author of “Fiasco” and “The Gamble.” He also writes the Best Defense blog for Foreign Policy magazine. February 23, 2010, “Extending Our Stay in Iraq ,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/24/opinion/24ricks.html]

By June, American troops may be leaving areas that are far from quiet, and where new tensions may be brewing as a result of the elections. Once again, the United States would be rushing toward failure in Iraq, as it did so often under the Bush administration, trying to pass responsibility to Iraqi officials and institutions before they are ready for the task. By late summer, the Obama administration could find itself in the uncomfortable position of reconsidering its vows to get out of combat in Iraq by August and to remove all troops by the end of next year. This will be politically difficult for the president, but he has shown admirable flexibility in his handling of Iraq. My impression is that the American people now wish they had never heard of Iraq, but understand just what a mess it is and are willing to give the president a surprising amount of leeway. Extending the American military presence will be even more politically controversial in Iraq, and for that reason, it would be best to let Iraqi leaders make the first public move to re-open the status of forces agreement of 2008, which calls for American troops to be out of the country by the end of next year. But I think leaders in both countries may come to recognize that the best way to deter a return to civil war is to find a way to keep 30,000 to 50,000 United States service members in Iraq for many years to come. These troops’ missions would be far narrower than during the surge era; their primary goal would be to train and advise Iraqi security forces and to carry out counterterrorism missions. (It is actually hard to get below 30,000 and still have an effective force; many troops are needed for logistics, maintenance, medical, intelligence, communications and headquarters jobs, and additional infantry units are then needed to protect the people performing those tasks.) Such a relatively small, tailored force would not be big enough to wage a war, but it might be enough to deter a new one from breaking out. An Iraqi civil war would likely be a three- or four-sided affair, with the Shiites breaking into pro- and anti-Iranian factions. It could also easily metastasize into a regional war. Neighboring powers like Turkey and Iran are already involved in Iraqi affairs, and the Sunni Arab states would be unlikely to stand by and watch a Shiite-dominated regime in Baghdad slaughter the Sunni minority. A regional war in the middle of the world’s oil patch could shake the global economy to its foundations and make the current recession look mild. In addition, a continued American military presence could help Iraq move forward politically. No one there particularly likes having the Americans around, but many groups seem to trust the Americans as honest brokers. And there would be a moral, humanitarian and political benefit: Having American soldiers accompany Iraqi units may improve the behavior of Iraqi forces, discouraging relapses to Saddam Hussein-era abuses, or the use of force for private ends and feuds. Advisers not only instruct Iraqi commanders, they also monitor them. As a longtime critic of the American invasion of Iraq, I am not happy about advocating a continued military presence there. Yet, to echo the counterinsurgency expert David Kilcullen, just because you invade a country stupidly doesn’t mean you should leave it stupidly. The best argument against keeping troops in Iraq is the one some American military officers make, which is that a civil war is inevitable, and that by staying all we are doing is postponing it. That may be so, but I don’t think it is worth gambling to find out.


Orientalism/Racism Advantage 1NC (1/2)  

1. Kritik of Orientalism replicates the otherization of Western cultural imperialism- turns the Aff

Ronald Niezen. Professor of Anthropology at McGill University. October 2007. “Postcolonialism and the Utopian Imagination.” Israel Affairs. Informaworld.
There is probably no better example of disjuncture between expressed scholarly intention and wider result than that which has arisen, almost unwittingly nurtured, in postcolonial theory. The central founding text of postcolonialism, Edward Said’s Orientalism, has encouraged two kinds of secondary distortion in cultural theory, one tending toward cultural essentialism and nationalism and another expressing a kind of nostalgic futurism, with more distant resonances of influence from cultural romanticism and the Western utopian tradition. Latent nationalism is the more apparent of these distortions. One of the great ironies of Edward Said’s legacy is the startling difference between his professedly antinationalist humanism—‘exilic, extraterritorial, and unhoused’,1 rooted in the ‘diaspora’ status of the exemplary scholar2— and the decidedly non-humanist cultural essentialism that follows from his starting point, the identification and uncompromising critique of Orientalism, extended to include a wider spectrum of cultural imperialist relations between the West and the colonial (and postcolonial) world.3 The idea of a diasporic or self-exiled intelligentsia possessing the only legitimate way to transcend the imperialist power interests in social knowledge is not an attractive solution to many of those who see themselves as oppressed colonial subjects. To them, knowledge must have more than the blunt edges of detached humanist contemplation; it must be a source of self-discovery and liberation. Said himself was not immune to the attractions of nationalist identification and commitment. It is possible to see the tension between the ideal discomforts of exile and the politically tangible consolations of nationalism manifested in Said’s own engagement in the struggle for Palestinian freedom, in which he emphasized only the self-affirmation that emerges from oppression, while overlooking the violent realities of their political struggle—all the while extolling the virtues of cosmopolitan self-criticism. There is a sense in which he was profoundly oblivious to the dangers that follow from subjection. Although rejecting nationalism, Said failed to consistently recognize that one of the worst possible consequences of political oppression is the political disfigurement of the oppressed, bringing out in them malignant forms of collective self-discovery and counter-hatred. The irony of a cosmopolitan humanism that develops its own versions of cultural essentialism and self-stereotyping has become a wider feature of the postcolonial critique of Western cultural imperialism. In this literature, nationalist contentions follow almost naturally from the emphasis on cultural incommensurability. If the research agendas of Western scholarly traditions are inevitably associated with power and interests in dominated societies, it follows (or at least has followed for some of Said’s postcolonial acolytes) that the only legitimate form of cultural description is cultural self-affirmation. Insofar as postcolonial theory advocates cultural research, it pursues a methodology intended to be empowering, rooted in cultural sensitivity and affirmation, survival struggles, the maintenance of difference, using research practices that are sympathetic, that recover, redefine and recreate the realities of distinct peoples, free from the positional superiority of Western knowledge and the legacies of cultural imperialism.4 But if this approach is made exclusive, if any uninvited, uncomfortable assertion, observation or judgement is to be excoriated from the scholarly agendas of the Occident (or its sympathizers), then all that remains is the kind of research that has always been implicated in the foundation myths of nations, which have long included themes of liberation from oppression, uncovering a peoples’ innermost being, defining one’s own citizenship, becoming self-determining in a distilled and pure sense, tinged with political love. And if, as is now widely recognized, nationalism begins with ethnography and history, then imagine how much more likely it is that uncritical auto-ethnography and auto-history will contribute to bounded, xenophobic forms of collective imagination. More ominously, the sense of collective discovery is also often part of an essentialism of the oppressive ‘other’, including those within one’s own self-defined ranks who are seen as refusers or apostates of the national faith. Postcolonialism, in other words, has difficulty reconciling its sweeping critique of Western cultural imperialism with its encouragement of the tendency towards collective self-affirmation that follows from counter-imperialist rediscovery. 


Orientalism/Racism Advantage 1NC (2/2) 

2. Alternatives to Orientialism recreate hierarchies by blaming the West as the root cause.
Ronald Niezen. Professor of Anthropology at McGill University. October 2007. “Postcolonialism and the Utopian Imagination.” Israel Affairs. Informaworld.

These questions help us to understand the penchant in postcolonial theory for critique and opposition rather than constructive imagination of an alternative future to which one might actually aspire. It is unable to posit a clear conception of a world in which the intellectual/political fetters of the hegemonic, imperialist West have been overcome because to do so would place one in a situation of having to replicate the abuses of one’s enemy; clarity of vision would require the postcolonial intellectual to construct an alternative regime that would, if successful, constitute a new orthodoxy to be conveyed to the ignorant and imposed on the dissident.


Ext 2—Orientalism/Racism—Occidentalism 

Their depiction and rejection of orientalism produces violent fights to determine authentic alterantive to the West.

Ronald Niezen. Professor of Anthropology at McGill University. October 2007. “Postcolonialism and the Utopian Imagination.” Israel Affairs. Informaworld.

Postcolonial futurism has no answer to the problems and paradoxes of cultural claims and collective strivings toward distinctiveness and selfdetermination other than to imagine a world in which they do not exist. Recalling that postcolonialism also encourages nationalist essentialism, this means that there are two antipathetic, mutually negating versions of postcolonial liberation: one looking toward a future of borderless global cultural liberation, another toward a more immediate, intellectually inspired era of cultural affirmation and autonomy. Postcolonial futurism commits the fundamental error, once widely attributed to Marxism, of anticipating a global state of collective being that underestimates the propensity toward national or minority identities based on affirmation of the rights of peoples, today often expressed in terms of cultural distinctiveness coupled with claims of political self-determination.


Weigh the Disad 1NC (1/3) 

1. Material factors matter—focus on representation endangers real people for the sake of theory. 
Morten Valbjørn, PhD in the Department of Political Science @ Aarhus, ‘4 [Middle East and Palestine: Global Politics and Regional Conflict, “Culture Blind and Culture Blinded: Images of Middle Eastern Conflicts in International Relations,” p. 68 - 69

However, docs it make sense to perceive representation as part of either a construction of identities or of some kind of subtle performance of power, and, second, is it really possible to represent the Other at one`s own discretion? With regard to the first question, the almost unambiguously and rather monolithic description of "Western" representations of the Middle East that can to be found among proponents of the relational conception of culture seems to some extent to be based on a rather problematic stereotyping, far the more balanced accounts by, for instance, Rodìnson (1974, 1987). By presenting the orientalist scholarship in a very stereotyped and caricatured way, Said, for instance. almost ends up doing to the orientalists what he accuses orientalist scholarship of having done to Middle Eastern societies 2000). Furthermore, it is anything but obvious that representations produced as part of the performance of power must necessarily be regarded as unreliable and dynamics of westcrn representations of the Middle East than on real alternatives to the orientalist depiction of the region. Unfortunately, this second bid for a cultralistic approach to the study of`international relations is not only aligned with a number of very welcome critical qualities that may enrich the study of intcrnational relations. It is also related to a problematic tendency to overreact when it comes to addressing the prevalent Blindness of the Self within IR mainstream ad among subscribers to the essentialist concaption of culture. Thus, aspirations of promoting a larger self consciousness in the study of international relation end up becoming self-centerness, just as the attempt to promote a larger toward the Other in reality becomes to saying anything substantial when it comes to actual Other. This is problematic, partly because we are left without any real idea. as to how to approach actual Middle Eastern international relations rather than Western representations of these; and partly because there is the risk of losing sight of the material and very concrete consequences that representations may endanger (Krishna, 1993). Also, the proponents of this second “culturalistic” alternative seem to be better at asking important and critical questions than at offering attractive answers.

2. The aff’s wholesale rejection of securitization fails – adopting an issue-specific consequentialist evaluation prevents their impacts without allowing millions to die for the sake of moral purity.

Rita Floyd, University of Warwick, 2007 Review of International Studies, Vol 33 p 327-250)

Towards a consequentialist evaluation of security  Considering the two brief overviews of the different schools provided in the first section, it could be argued that Wæver has an overly negative conception of security, whereas Booth and Wyn Jones have an overly positive conception of security. This article will aim to show that what form security takes is entirely issue-dependent, leaving both camps having something important and valid to contribute to the study of security as both camps can potentially be right. Issue-dependent hereby does not mean that, for example, all securitisations in one particular sector are always positive (negative) – indeed this article will show how differently securitisations in the environmental sector can turn out – it rather means that every incidence of securitisation is unique. Since this is the case, however, security in general is neither as good nor as bad as the two camps argue, but rather it is a mixed bag.  In the approach proposed here, principles that determine whether a securitisation is positive or negative can only be derived by considering what would have been the alternative solution. Given that for the Copenhagen School, securitisation is nothing but ‘an extreme version of politicisation’,45 the question to consider in evaluating the nature of securitisation must be: did the securitisation in question achieve more, and/or better results than a mere politicisation of the issue would have done? It is important to note here, that ‘more and better’, is not equivalent to the success of the speech act (successful securitisation can still be negative), but rather it refers to  whether the consequences of, and the gains from, the securitisation are preferable relative to the consequences and gains from a politicisation. The idea that the moral rightness (or wrongness) of a securitisation depends on its consequences corresponds to what in moral philosophy is known as a consequentialist ethics. Consequentialism46 referring to a set of moral philosophies, which hold ‘that the rightness of an action is to be judged solely by consequences, states of affairs brought about by the action’.47 Or, put slightly differently ‘a consequentialist theory [. . .] is an account of what justifies an option over alternatives – the fact that it promotes values.’48 These premises capture well what is meant by positive and negative securitisation in this article, for the adjectives positive and negative do not refer to the relative success of the speech act that is securitisation, but rather to how well any given security policy addresses the insecurity in question. The approach introduced in this article will henceforth be referred to as a 
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consequentialist evaluation of security.  In moral philosophy the idea that the moral rightness (or wrongness) of an action is attributable to its consequences alone is of course contentious (see also fn. 46). The question that arises is thus, why, in the evaluation of security/ securitisation, focus on consequences as opposed to, for example, rights as deontologists would have it, or indeed virtues, as virtue theorists suggest? Much of the answer to this question already lies in the argument of this article. Thus it is not only this author’s opinion that the key to security evaluation lies with its consequences, rather scholars from both the schools discussed above, with their respective positive and negative views of security, themselves already focus on what they take to be the consequences of security. That is to say these scholars themselves are consequentialists. However, and as this article aims to show, the consequentialism proposed by them is neither very balanced nor, in the long run, particularly helpful, as in both cases, consequentialism is constricted by the nature of their respective theoretical frameworks. Frameworks, whereby one promotes security as emancipation, therefore generating a necessarily positive view of security, whilst the other school’s framework for analysis is void of emancipation altogether, therefore partial to a negative view of security. That security is neither always positive nor negative but rather issue dependent is the key hypothesis of this article. If this hypothesis holds true we are – as a discipline – much in need of a more balanced and indeed critical evaluation of security than proposed by either school, a provision of which is the purpose of this article.  Given what has been said so far it should have become clear that the herewith proposed consequentialist evaluation of security is also the key to rendering the above-mentioned ‘normative dilemma of speaking and writing security’ less important, as it enables the analyst to critically evaluate his/her speaking and writing security, rather than his/her simply speaking and writing security. This approach thus enables the previously solely analytical securitisation analyst to step into the security equation and on behalf of the actors encourage some securitisations and renounce others, depending on the moral rightness of the respective securitisation’s consequences. It is precisely at this point where the emancipatory nature of the Welsh School’s security studies becomes crucially relevant for a consequentialist evaluation of security, for – under this approach – it is the task of the analyst to fight ignorance (or, put differently, false consciousness) on the part of existing and/or potential securitising actors and inform (or better enlighten) them of the best possible actions. But how does the analyst know what the best possible actions are? Or, put differently, with what standards in mind are the consequences to be evaluated? Is it enough to problematise securitisation by elites for elites, and make majority consensus the measuring unit behind the principles for positive/negative securitisation? One should think not. Although it is useful to assume, that the narrower the interest group behind the securitisation, the more likely it is to be negative, this cannot be ascertained as the  only general principle. After all, majority consensus does not prevent the effective securitisation of something that is morally/ethically wrong. But how to determine what is morally/ethically right? In security studies, one way of doing so, is by entering the evaluation of positive/negative through the discourses of security prevalent in the different sectors of security. Here, by working out the specific security relations in the competing discourses that make up the individual sector – who or what is the referent object of security, who is the securitising actor and what is the nature of the threat – it should be possible to determine the most and the least advantageous strategies in addressing insecurity; thereby determining which approach to security (in the individual sector) is the best (most positive) all-round – morally, ethically, effective – strategy. A consequentialist evaluation of security thus postulates the maximisation of genuine security as its overarching value. The invocation of values itself is perfectly legitimate, particularly considering that ‘every moral theory invokes values such that it can make sense to recommend in consequentialist fashion that they be promoted or in non-consequentialist fashion that they be honoured,


Weigh the Disad (3/3) 

3. Material factors matter—we don’t have to defend all the baggage of realism, but material, historical, and non-discursive factors must be evaluated. 

Emanuel Adler IR @ Hebrew Univ (Jerusalem) AND Peter HAAS Poli Sci @ UMass ’92 “ Epistemic Communities, World Order, and the Creation of a Reflective Research Program” International Organization 46 p. 367-368

Our critique of the approaches mentioned above should not be interpreted as reflecting a preference for poststructuralist, postpositivist, and radical interpretive analyses, although we do hope to build a bridge between structural and interpretive approaches. Rejecting the view of international relations as the mere reflections of discourses and habits-wherein the word is power and the only power is the word-we nevertheless have incorporated into our reflective approach the notion that the manner in which people and institutions interpret and represent phenomena and structures makes a difference for the outcomes we can expect in international relations.'3 Thus, we adopt an ontology that embraces historical, interpretive factors, as well as structural forces, explaining change in a dynamic way. This ontology reflects an epistemol- ogy that is based on a strong element of intersubjectivity. So long as even a tenuous link is maintained between objects and their representation, we can reject an exclusive focus on words and discourse. By defending an epistemological and ontological link between words and the objects with which they are commonly associated, we believe that learning may occur through reflection on empirical events rather than through their representation. Finally, epistemic communities should not be mistaken for a new hegemonic actor that is the source of political and moral direction in society.' Epistemic communities are not in the business of controlling societies; what they control is international problems. Their approach is instrumental, and their life is limited to the time and space defined by the problem and its solutions. Epistemic communities are neither philosophers, nor kings, nor philosopher- kings.


Ext 1—Weigh the DA—Focus on Reps Bad/Material Matters  

Focus on what could be/representations directly trades off with building effective strategy for dealing with security issues.
Olav. F. Knudsen, Prof @ Södertörn Univ College, ‘1 [Security Dialogue 32.3, “Post-Copenhagen Security Studies: Desecuritizing  Securitization,” p. 361]
Drawing on the securitization concept, much research now focuses on the  process of defining something as a threat in order to put ‘new’ things on the  political agenda. It should follow from the above that I disagree with the level  of emphasis thus placed on the subjective side. Such an emphasis means that  researchers are asked to distance themselves from the world of politics as it is  and to shift their attention one-sidedly towards the politics of ‘what could be’.  This aspect of Wæver’s approach is clearly not accidental; it is intended to be  that way. 

The problem here is that this serves to downgrade the significance of problems that exist out there – not just in the heads of politicians and decision-  makers but as challenges to their experience and problem-solving efforts. The  implication of the agenda-setting approach is that perceptions and images are  arbitrary, a stance which in itself may be ill-advised because it detracts from  the significance of issues like crisis management in Europe, which ought to  have a fairly high priority. Yet, to be fair, the distance of theory from policy is  not only a product of the Copenhagen school; it is also an effect of the excessive emphasis on epistemology and metatheoretical issues referred to above.  Finally, it should be noted that ‘securitization’ is an ambiguous concept be-  cause in Copenhagen usage it refers to two things at once. On the one hand, it  refers to the act (or process) of removing an issue from and raising it above  politics, taking it out of the limelight. On the other hand, it points to the act (or  process) of taking an issue out of obscurity or neglect and placing it on the  political agenda. Hence, the same term refers at the same time to more or less  inverse types of phenomena. At times, this leads to further confusion because  the securitization concept assumes we know where the issue ‘comes from’,  whereas when an issue is not on the agenda its actual status is not always eas-  ily determined. It could be off the agenda because it is a holy cow in politics,  as securitization suggests, or simply because nobody thought of putting it up  there. And if it is a holy cow, it could be so both because 99% of the popula-  tion regard it as ‘obviously holy’ or because some sinister group succeeds in  misleading the great majority and keeping it off the agenda through their  continuous, eager machinations. To take an example, when the government of  Finland chose to define the hard-security aspects of its Northern Dimensions  policy as off-limits, and in this way precluded a more open and multilateral  handling of Finnish security, some regarded that act as an instance of ‘securi-  tization’ while others saw it as ‘desecuritization’.  


Ext 2—Consequentialism 

We should evaluate likely consequences in the international system as presently constituted.  Even if reality is socially constructed those constructions impose limits on possible action.

Michael C. WILLIAMS International Politics @ Wales (Aberystwyth) ‘5 The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations p.165-167
Seen in this light, the Realist commitment to objectivity appears quite
differently, Objectivity in terms of consequentialist analysis does not
simply take the actor or action as given, it is a political practice - an
attempt to foster a responsible sell, undertaken by an analyst with a
commitment to objectivity which is itself based in a desire to foster a
politics of responsibility. Objectivity in the sense of coming to terms
with the 'reality' of contextual conditions and likely outcomes of action
is not only necessary for success, it is vital for self-reflection, for sustained engagement with the practical and ethical adequacy of one's
views. The blithe, self-serving, and uncritical stances of abstract moralism or rationalist objectivism avoid self-criticism by refusing to engage
with the intractability of the world 'as it is'. Reducing the world to an
expression of their theoretical models, political platforms, or ideological programmes, they fail to engage with this reality, and thus avoid
the process of self-reflection at the heart of responsibility. By contrast,
Realist objectivity takes an engagement with this intractable 'object' that
is not reducible to one's wishes or will as a necessary condition of ethical
engagement, self-reflection, and self-creation .7 Objectivity is not a naïve
naturalism in the sense of scientific laws or rationalist calculation; it is
a necessary engagement with a world that eludes one's will. A recognition of the limits imposed by 'reality' is a condition for a recognition
of tine's own limits - that the world is not simply an extension of one's
 own will. But it is also a challenge to use that intractability as a source of possibility, as providing a set of openings within which a suitably chastened and yet paradoxically energised will to action can responsibly be
pursued. In the willul Realist tradition, the essential opacity of both the self and
the world are taken as limiting principles Limits upon understanding
provide chastening parameters for claims about the world and actions
within it. But they a [so provide challenging and creative openings within
which diverse forms of life can be developed; the limited unity of the
self and the political order is the precondition for freedom. The ultimate
opacity of the world is not to be despaired of: it is a condition of possibility for the wilful, creative construction of selves and social orders which
embrace the diverse human potentialities which this lack of essential or
intrinsic order makes possible." But it is also to be aware of the less salutary possibilities this involves. Indeterminacy is not synonymous with
absolute freedom - it is both a condition of and imperative toward.
responsibility.
 From the wilful Realist position I have attempted to sketch here, consequentialism can be seen as an element of a multifaceted ethic centred
around plurality, individuality, and limitation.  Paradoxical as it may
sound, for wilful Realists, the essence of responsibility is to be limited
by ones responsibility to the sense of limits. The universality denied
by scepticism at the level of determinate epistemic or moral principles
(quite literally, clear sell-knowledge about the limits of knowledge) is
transformed into an ethic bearing responsibility for the freedom and
plurality which scepticism Yields, along with a commitment to act in
the difficult contingent circumstances which will allow this diversity
to flourish with a minimum degree of violence. This is supported by a
consequentialist vision that stresses the destructive implications of not 
adopting a politics of limits at both the domestic and the international
levels. These consequences are not themselves enough to ensure limitation, but they can support its wilful adoption.

AT: No Predictions 

1. The Aff makes predictions about future impacts and the consequences of U.S. withdrawal. If this argument is true vote neg on presumption because everything the Aff has said will happen is false. 

2. Even it predictions aren’t perfect, we must use what we know to test prescriptions about the world. 

Michael Nicholson, IR @ Sussex, ‘2K “What’s the use of international relations” Review of International Studies 26 p. 191-192
Knowing when we can intervene effectively in social systems, and when not, is also a form of prediction. Social systems are at times very stable so that policy can only be a matter of tinkering at the fringes. At other times, there are opportunities for major changes. Unfortunately we are not always sure which is which. Indeed, just as with the form of prediction above, we are often very bad at it. There are times when we can reasonably assume there is a lot of decision latitude such as after major wars. Likewise we would suppose that the political and social systems of the USSR and the Eastern bloc were malleable after the collapse of the communist systems, even though we failed to predict the collapse of the Soviet Union. The criticism of our profession and related professions is not that we did not predict the fall of the USSR but that it was not even on the agenda. Further, this seems the norm. The Falklands war came by surprise to most people, as did the invasion of Kuwait, as did the Iranian Revolution and practically any other event where there was a major ruction in the political system. The break-up of the former Yugoslavia is a counter instance. The idea that there would be problems at some stage after the death of Tito had been on the agenda for a long time. That the detailed events were not predicted is not something about which we need feel too guilty. It is crucial for us to know when social systems are stable and resistant to change as opposed to when they are unstable and amenable to change. Further we need to know the direction in which any acts of policy will direct that change. Our lack of skill at this does not alter the fact that it is central if we are serious about doing anything. Our current state of ignorance leads to one of two conclusions. Either we cannot find it out, in which case International Relations is at best of modest policy use. Alternatively, it is a suitable topic for research. Doubtless the research can be pursued in many different ways and, given our abysmal ignorance, we need a diversity of research programmes where one, at least, would involve the analytical discussions of systems involving a certain amount of mathematics. I know this is not a popular thing to say. Many in the United Kingdom are sympathetic to the English School with the apparent belief of its adherents that mathematics is not a suitable occupation for a gentleman. (In those days before feminism, the idea of a lady mathematician would have been far beyond their conceptual domain). However unpalatable this view may be to some, I find it congenial. I believe such systemic analysis may in the long run yield big rewards. One thing seems certain: that these areas must be tackled, but they cannot be dealt with at a commonsense level alone.

3. Using multiple systems and sources can make predictions better. 

Friedrich Kratochwil, 2007, Political Sciences @ European University Inst., “Of False Promises and Good Bets: a Plea for a Pragmatic Approach to Theory Building”, Journal of International Relations and Development
Recognizing the reasons for these two impasses brings some further implications. The first one, connected with the mirror theory of truth — that is, that theories are true if their conceptual apparatus matches the world ‘out there’ — is that if we recognize the constitutive nature of our concepts then we have to accept that we never ‘test’ against the ‘real world’ but only against other more or less well-articulated theories. In the same vein, we have to accept that ‘truth’ is not a property of the ‘world out there’ but of theoretically formed assertions about the world. Although ‘truth’ is thereby always relative to a frame of reference, it is not arbitrary, or contrary to reason, as some objections to such a ‘relativism’ imply. Second, if the simple bi-valence principle of logic is neither able to adjudicate competing knowledge claims nor to provide for fruitful heuristics then attempts to see in logic, or even in the categories of reason itself, the guarantor of true knowledge, also have to fail simply because the epistemological project cannot deliver on its promise. Third, which in a way follows from the second point: if traditional logic is not ‘rich’ enough to provide the supposedly incontrovertible foundations, then I am also not justified to believe that if this claim has been shown to be false the contrary has to be true and that therefore ‘anything goes’. Instead, we have to search for and critically examine the criteria that lent some force to our assertions. Thus, quite contrary to the charges of some of the high priests or ayatollahs of mainstream political science that a critical stance towards the traditional conception of ‘science’ has ultimately to lead to ‘nihilism’, the espoused position obliges us to search for viable criteria for the assessment of our theories instead of relying on ‘imports’ from other fields and disciplines in the vain hope that these issues have been resolved somewhere else, be it in physics, logic, mathematics or philosophy.
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