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AT: Perm

1) The permutation still links, the impacts are the justifications for the policy.

2) Just One More: The permutation ethically delays the alternative as an attempt to do the very thing it criticizes, this is exactly what causes it to be impossible. We say we are embracing political thought, but for one more time we securitize the world, leads to an endless cycle of securitization.

3) The perm offers no net benefit: their harms are constructions founded on destructive representational practices. 

4) The fact that they claim that a vote negative will be the apocalypse, proves that the perm is impossible. You can’t affirm life and say the world of the negative will be hell. Thats Life Negating.

5) Only a conscious disengagement from the securitized mindset before action can prevent cooption
David Campbell, professor of international politics at the university of Newcastle, Writing Security, 1998, pg.  202  

Furthermore, Foucault argues that from the eighteenth century onward, security becomes the central dynamic in governmental rationality, so that (as discussed in chapter 6) we live today, not in a narrowly defined and overtly repressive disciplinary society, but in a “society of security,” in which practices of national security and practices of social security structure intensive and extensive power relations, and constitute the ethical boundaries and territorial borders of inside! outside, normal/pathological, civilized/barbaric, and so on23 The theory of police and the shift from a sovereign’s war to a popula​tion’s war thus not only changed the nature of “man” and war, it constituted the identity of “man” in the idea of the population, and articulated the dangers that might pose a threat to security. The ma​jor implication of this argument is that the state is understood as having no essence, no ontological status that exists prior to and is served by either police or war. Instead, “the state” is “the mobile effect of a multiple regime of governmentality,” of which the practices of police, war, and foreign policy/Foreign Policy are all a part.34 Rethinking security and government in these terms is one of the preconditions necessary to suggest some of the political implications of this study. Specifically, it has been the purpose of this book to argue that we can interpret the cold war as an important moment in the production and reproduction of American identity in ways consonant with the logic of a “society of security” To this end, the analysis of the texts of Foreign Policy in chapter 1, the consideration of Eisen​hower’s security policies in chapter 6, and the examination of the in​terpretation of danger surrounding “the war on drugs” in chapter 7, demonstrated that even when these issues are represented in terms of national security and territorial boundaries, and even when these issues are written in the depoliticizing mode of policy discourse, they all constitute “the ensemble of the population” in terms of social se​curity and ethical borders. Likewise, Foucault’s argument underpins the fact that these developments are not peculiar to the post—World War II period.   
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6. As long as security acts remain enacted for the ‘preservation of the State’, the state is allowed to use its morphing doctrine of reason to override liberalism.

(Mark Neocleous, 08, “Critique of Security”, Brunel University in the Department of Government)
The doctrine of reason of state holds that besides moral reason there is another reason independent of traditional (that is, Christian) values and according to which power should be wielded, not according to the dictates of good conscience and morality, but according to whatever is needed to maintain the state. The underlying logic here is order and security rather than ‘the good’, and the underlying basis of the exercise of power is necessity, The doctrine is thus founded on principles and assumptions seemingly antithetical to the liberal idea of liberty- in either the moral or the legal sense. Courses of action that would be condemned as immoral if conducted by individuals could be sanctioned when undertaken by the sovereign power. ‘When I talked of murdering or keeping the Pisans imprisones, I didn’t perhaps talk as a Christian: I talked according to the reason and practice of states’ Hence for Machiavelli, Romulus deserved to be excused for the death of his brother and his companion because ’what he did was done for the common good'? The doctrine of reason of state thus treats the sovereign as autonomous from morality; the state can engage in whatever actions it thinks right — ’contrary to truth, contrary to charity contrary to humanity contrary to religion'” — so long as they are necessary and performed for the public good. But this is to also suggest that the state might act beyond law and the legal limits on state power so long as it does so for 'the common good', the ’good of the people' or the 'preservation of the state'. ln being able to legitimate state power in all its guises the doctrine of reason of state was of enormous importance, becoming a weapon brandished in power games between princes and then states, eventually becoming the key ideological mechanism of international confrontation as the doctrine gradually morphed into ’interest of state', ’security of state' and, finally ’national security’.“ The doctrine identifies security — simultaneously of the people and the state (since these are always ideologically conflated) — as the definitive aspect of state power. Security becomes the overriding political interest, the principle above all other principles, and underpins interventions across the social realm in the name of reason of state. As such, the doctrine would therefore appear to be antithetical to liberalism if liberalism is identifii ed as a doctrine which aims to tip the balance of power towards a principled defence of liberty rather than a demand for security at whatever cost. The doctrine would also appear to be antithetical to an argument which purports to root sovereignty in the people rather than the state, as Locke’s philosophy is often said to do. But in fact Locke’s argument is not an account of sovereignty at all. ‘Sovereignty’, in Locke’s work, is subsumed in typical liberal fashion  under an alternative concept, prerogative, as exercised by the ’supreme power’,“ albeit ’incroach’d upon . . . by positive Laws'. In this context prerogative becomes a liberal synonym for reason of state, justified by the security function that resides ultimately with the state. Under- pinning Locke’s account of prerogative, then, is nothing less than a liberal argument for reason of state, and Locke adopts a range of strategies from the reason of state tradition, albeit without the claims about the irrelevance of good conscience, (It might be relevant to note that at the time of writing parts of the Two Treatises Locke was taking notes from Gabriel Naudé’s defence of reason of state in Considerations Politiques sur les Coups d’Estut, 1667,26 and that between 1681 and 1683 had shown a real interest in political conspiracies?) And out of this we can begin to trace what turns out to be nothing less than a liberal prioritizing of security. 

7. The alternative and the plan are mutually exclusive:

a. You cannot combine a strategy that employs joy and affirms life with a strategy that lives to run from death.

b. We must posit possibility against probability, which means that reducing our alternative to calculations recreates the harms isolated by the criticism
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8. Perm can’t solve – Realism can’t conceptualize itself. 
Linklater, Senior Lecturer in Politics Monash University, 1990 [Andrew, Beyond Realism and Marxism, pp 14-15] 

 Although some realists and rationalist have argued for the transformation of world politics, most nevertheless emphasize the limited opportunities for significant reform. On these grounds, most members of these traditions have been dismissive of the revolutionist tradition. As noted above, several recent attempts to apply critical theory to international relations accept the realist’s point that Marxism and critical sociology failed to recognize the importance of international systemic constraints. From the perspective of critical theory, however, realism can only be true if the species is unfree. What realism offers is an account of historical circumstances which human subject have yet to bring under their collective control. What it does not possess is an account of the modes of political intervention which would enable human beings to take control of their international history. That is the ultimate task facing the critical theory of international relations.  An inquiry into the alternative forms of foreign policy behavior cannot be divorced from the question of how to construct a post-realism analysis of international relations. Rationalism and critical theory of world politics have a similar approach to this problem. Both reject the method of analyzing the states-system as if it were a domain apart. Both regard the abstraction of the state-system as a barrier to understanding one of the crucial dimensions of international relations: the universalization of the basic principles of international order, and the universalizastion of the demand for the self-determination respectively. As for Waltz’s realism, the problem is not that it fails as an account of the reproduction of the states-system, or that it errs by emphasizing the need for a technically-rational dimension of foreign policy. The issue is whether the decision to abstract the states-system from other domains ignores the existence of actual or potential logics of system-modification which may strengthen the bond of international community; and it is whether the preoccupation with the systemic reproduction ends in a practice which suppresses the tendencies inherent in alternative logics. Consequently, although realism succeeds in explaining the necessitous character of international relations it fails to explicate its role in reproducing the power relations which it regards as the objective foundation for the “impossibility theorem.”  
9. Including their mainstream liberal option 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 
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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.
AT: Framework

1. Not responsive- we are impact turning the fundamental justifications for the plan TO BE passed. You would still vote neg as a policy maker.

2. We meet: We are a defense of the status quo. We embrace the SQ for what it is chaos and absurd.

3. Counter Interpretation- The affirmative should have to defend the justifications for the 1AC before we evaluate fiat. 

A. It’s best for education, gives us knowledge we can use day-to-day and the only way to prevent government atrocities from being committed through fantasmatic policymaking. 

4.  Education – 

A. They do not teach a THING about real policymaking. Congressional bills aren’t 2 sentences long.

B. Policymaking skills can be learned under our interpretation equally. The issues now won’t be pertinent by the time we might have positions in office. The way we think, and align ourselves has actual value in policy making and real world.

C. An unfair debate about important issues is still better than an absurd well-played game. 

5. Even if they win fiat is good– 

A. Still evaluate our kritik, The plan’s result in a perpetuation of status quo harms. If we win our link argument, we’ll win their impacts replicate, and we turn case.

6.  The framework links to our criticism – The drive to save traditional debate from the radicals who threaten it IS the logic of securitization. 

7. They have to defend their representations. If you allow them to sever their reps, then they have no justification for voting aff, their impacts are the justification for an aff ballot, you have to vote neg anyways because if you allow affirmatives to win without justifications then teams, will just sever their entire aff, and win on presumption.
8. The call for policy relevance is flawed- focus on immediate prediction justifies continued racism of Orientalism.

Zachary Lockman, Professor of Middle Eastern Studies and History, Department of Middle Eastern and Islamic Studies, New York University, 2004, (Contending visions of the Middle East: the history and politics of Orientalism, p. 261-262)

As a history of Middle East studies as a scholarly field, however, Kramer’s approach was deeply flawed. Kramer simplistically blamed Edward Said and Orientalism for everything that he believed had gone wrong with Middle East studies from the late 1970s onward, utterly ignoring both the extensive critiques of modernization theory and Orientalism that preceded the publication of that book (see Chapter 5) and the complex and often critical ways in which Said’s intervention was received (see Chapter 6). As Ivory Towers tells the story, every scholar in Middle East studies either lost his or her critical faculties and slavishly embraced every pronouncement that fell from the lips of Edward W. Said, or else cringed in terror and kept silent. This is clearly a caricature as we saw, for the most part scholars in the field did not simply swallow Said’s take on Orientalism, hook link and sinker but engaged with it critically, accepting what seemed useful and rejected, recasting or developing other aspects. And Kramer’s psychologizing account of why so many scholars and students in Middle East studies were receptive to critiques of the field’s hitherto dominant paradigms was shallow and inadequate, as well as tendentious. All too often Kramer resorted to cheap shots and epithets instead of serious analysis. For example, it was no doubt good fun for Kramer to characterize the scholars of the Middle East and Islam at my own institution, New York University, as “post orientalist fashion designers”, but this does not really tell us much about what actually goes on there. More broadly, as Juan Cole of the University of Michigan has shown, such rightwing attacks on Middle East scholars as “postmodernist, leftist, anti-American terrorist-coddlers” have little basis in reality. By way of example Cole pointed out that of the fourteen senior professors of Middle East political 
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science teaching at federally funded national resources centers as of early 2003, only one could plausibly be characterized as a post-modernist, few would defined themselves as leftists, and none could reasonally be called anti-American (whatever that means) or apologists for terrorism. Kramer claimed in Ivory Towers that US Middle East scholars had repeatedly made predictions that did not come true. In some instances his accusations were on target; in other she took quotations out of context or misconstrued them, But he was also rather selected; we do not, for example, find him taking his colleague Daniel Pipes to task for inaccurately predicting in the early 1980s that Islamist activism would decline as oil prices fell, nor is it likely that he would see fit to criticize mentors like Bernard Lewis and Fouad Ajami fro predicting that virtually all Iraqis would welcome invading US forces and happily accept American occupation. Nor has Kramer’s longtime institutional base, the Dayan Center in Tel Aviv, been especially successful at predicting significant developments, for example the outbreak of the first Palestinian intifada against Israeli occupation in 1987. More broadly, however, Kramer’s fixation on accurate prediction as the chief (or even sole) gauge of good scholarship is itself highly questionable. Most scholars do not in fact seek to predict the future or think they can do so; they try to interpret the past, discern and explain contemporary trends and, at most, tentatively suggest what might happen in the future if present trends continue, which they very often do not. Of course, governments was accurate predictions in order to shape and implement effective policies, but Kramer’s insistence that the primary goal of scholarship should be the satisfaction of that desire tells us a great deal about his conception of intellectual life and of the proper relationship between scholars and the state. 
AT: Realism
1. The warrants to realism turns case, take out your harms and solvency—if competition between nation states is inevitable, this is what makes war, violence, and conflict inevitable. 

2. We solve realism—the core of our argument is just that! Violence, war, etc are inevitable. The way out of that conundrum of fear is a rethinking of the securitizing politcis. The alternative alone solves.

3. You make realism a failure—your response is to organize, control, and manipulate competitive nation-states and human nature via the state apparatus. Remember, their politics will continuously perpetuate an extermination of that which is unstable, especially under the ideology that we must politically react to chaos within realism.

Their attempt to use realism is a way that they try to examine and evaluate what they deem to be threats, supercharges our link. 

Their evidence’s just a flawed series of assertions, ignoring realism’s social construction.  Only an interrogation of the politics of securitzation can avoid reentrenching bias.
David Mutimer, assistant professor in the Department of Political Science at York University.  The Weapons State, 2000. (125 – 129)  

The notion of interest, or more precisely, the national interest, is central to the discipline of international relations. Disciplinary lore tells of the founding of international relations in the debate between realists and ide​alists. The first figure in this debate, at least on the victorious realist side, is E. H. Carr, whose realist critique of idealism focused on idealism's assumption of a harmony of interest, particularly the assumption that all states have a common interest in peace that could be relied on to found an institutionalized international peace.22 In place of the harmony of interests, the early realists placed the national interest at the heart of their theory of world politics. As Arnold Wolfers wrote in 1952, "Statesmen, publicists and scholars who wish to be considered realists, as many do today, are in​clined to insist that the foreign policy they advocate is dictated by the na​tional interest."23 What, then, is this concept of interest to which realists appeal? 
Ironically, despite the importance of interest to realism, the concept is poorly theorized in realist writings; nevertheless, it is possible to read from their usage of the term the understandings that inform it. The place to begin such an investigation is with Hans Morgenthau's Politics Among Na​tions, in which Morgenthau argues that the "main signpost that helps po​litical realism find its way through the landscape of international politics is the concept of interest defined in terms of power. This concept provides the link between reason trying to understand international politics and the facts to be understood."24 Furthermore, the "concept of interest defined as power imposes intellectual discipline upon the observer, infuses rational order into the subject matter of politics and thus makes the theoretical un​derstanding of politics possible."25 Interests, then, play a crucial role in the realist understanding of international relations, as they provide the pos​sibility for a theoretical understanding of international politics, tying to​gether the analyst and the empirical universe she is trying to comprehend. This is a crucial concept indeed. 
Morgenthau defines interest simply in terms of power, so to gain fur​ther insight into his use of the term we must see what he means by power—notoriously, a concept perhaps even more ill defined than is inter​est in realist writing. To begin, Morgenthau argues that the notion of "in​terest defined as power" is universally valid but that the content of that power varies historically.26 When he sets out that content, however, the space for variation is limited indeed, with the most fundamental elements of national power—geography, national resources, and industrial capac​ity—variable only over a tremendous time span. Interest, defined in terms of this understanding of power, is very stable—necessarily so given the an​alytic weight the realist puts on it. Furthermore, despite the fact that Mor​genthau defines power as "man's control over the minds and actions of other men," the elements of national power are notably nonrelational. They are conceived as attributes of particular nations rather than as char​acteristics of relationships between them. 
If interests are defined as power and power is a set of attributes, how does the national interest dictate policy? The answer must be that policy should seek to protect or augment those elements of power—that, in other words, national interests and national security are one and the same to re​alists. This is the position Wolfers adopts, and it is reinforced by Kenneth Waltz's conception of national interests in Theory of International Politics, the defining neorealist text: "To say that a country acts according to its na​tional interest means that, having examined its security requirements, it tries to meet them. That is simple; it is also important."27 Waltz may be right that his equation of interest and security is simple, but he is less con​vincing about "important." Wolfers drew very different conclusions from the equation almost 30 years before Waltz. In a very vague and general way "national interest" does suggest a policy which can be distinguished from several others which may present them​selves as alternatives. It indicates that the policy is designed to promote demands which are ascribed to the nation rather than to individuals, sub-national groups or mankind as a whole. It emphasizes that the policy sub​ordinates other interests to those of the nation. But beyond this it has very little meaning.2® Simple and banal might have been a better conclusion for
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Waltz. 
Following the publication of Waltz's book, the neorealist position was the focus of a number of sustained critiques. The critique that shared the most with the neorealists was initially organized around the concept of the regime. How did this neoliberal alternative to neorealism conceive of in​terests, and did it advance the concept beyond the realist simplicity? The standard reference work for regime analysis is Stephen Krasner's edited collection, International Regimes, in particular the introductory chapter by the editor. Krasner locates interests in the regimes research program: "This project began with a simple causal schematic. It assumed that regimes could be conceived as intervening variables standing between basic causal variables (most prominently, power and interests) and outcome and behav​ior."29 For regime theorists, interests are basic causal variables—au​tonomously discovered factors that give rise to the outcomes of concern to analysts. The question that remains for both neorealists and neoliberals is, where do these interests come from? Robert Keohane, the leading neolib​eral theorist, confronted this problem, at least as far as it affects neorealist thinking Sophisticated contemporary thinkers in the Realist tradition, such as Gilpin, Krasner, and Waltz, understand that interests cannot be derived simply on the basis of rational calculation, from the external positions of states, and that this is particularly true of great powers, on which, ironi​cally, Structural Realism focuses its principal attentions. Realist analysis has to retreat to a "fall-back position": that, given state interests, whose ori​gins are not predicted by the theory, patterns of outcomes in world politics will be determined by the overall distribution of power among states.30 
The best the realist tradition can produce, then, is to take state inter​ests as given. As Jutta Weldes notes in her critique of the realist conception of interests, "The realist 'national interest' rests upon the assumption that an independent reality is directly accessible both to statesmen and to ana​lysts."31 Regime theorists advanced a little on realists, for although they began by treating interests as basic causal variables that entirely preceded theory, one of the conclusions of their work—which has informed later neoliberal thinking—was that "once principles, norms, rules, and decision-making procedures [i.e., regimes] were entrenched they may alter the ego​ist interests and power configurations [the basic causal variables] which led to their creation in the first place."32 
The implication of this conclusion in neoliberal thinking is that inter​ests do not exist prior to practice but emerge out of practice—in the same way I argue 
throughout this book that objects and identities emerge out of practice. Despite its being the implication of their own work, neoliberals are not comfortable with this conclusion because, ultimately, it requires embracing the epistemological break between the empirical universe and our knowledge of that universe that is at the heart of postpositivist con​ceptions of social life. Keohane argues, for instance, that "under different systemic conditions states will define their self-interests differently,"33 Self-interests, according to this formulation, are not inherent or 

Realism destroys our ability to defuse conflict -- demands fatalism and submission – is a DA to their framework.

Timothy Luke, university distinguished professor of political science at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, 2003, Language, Agency, and Politics in a Constructed World, p. 107-08 
Once the concursivity of relating internationally is recognized, it seems apparent that international relations is, at worst, commotion, or perhaps, at best, interoperationality, cooperativity, or coperformativity. In any case, it is not a random motion of conflicting and colliding bodies. Concursive constructs confound the Cartesian predicates of modern agency. That is, a reasoning self spatializes cognition and action around an “inside” and an “outside.” As Ashley asserts, this maneuver imposes the expectation that there shall be an absolute boundary between “inside” and “outside,” whereby the former term is privileged (1989, 290). Concursivity, however, implicitly implodes this spatialization with what coincides at their elisions and congruencies. The facts of inside and identity with outside and otherness are increasingly infested by the artifacts of the coincide. Cooperativity assumes that boundaries are fused, ordered, or broken as selves and others interact, often without privilege, hierarchy, or differentiation, between the internal and external. Onsidedness, off​sidedness, and residedness easily mingle centers and boundaries beyond clear demarcations at the “coincidedness” of insidedness/outsidedness. How different and discontinuous is an “other” who watches the same CNN feeds, drives the same Toyota trucks, eats the same ConAgra grains, plans the same Euro-Disney vacation, fears the same ozone holes, and worries about the same bioengineered clones? Likewise, how identifiable and continuous is “a self’ whose sharp boundaries and hierarchical order of its decisionistic ego must calculate its desires in euros, yens, or US dollars; calories, BTUs, or kilojoules; M.D., J.D., or Ph.D.; beef, pork or chicken? Today’s sterile division of scholarship on foreign affairs into disparate disciplinary domains that are beholden to various analytical cliques pledging loyalty to realism, structuralism, or idealism is quite problematic. Such divisions continuously confuse many phenomena in their common modes of interpretation. Indeed, these disciplinary divisions spin around particular words—like “discourse, “ “data, “ “description,” and “globalization” or “environment,” “economy,” and “explanation”—until they become disturbing chokepoints in the free flow of professional analysis. As everyone listens to these “readymade phrases all day,” as Pierre Bourdieu worries, the precepts of realism can easily become a “doxosophy,” or “a whole philosophy and a whole worldview which engender fatalism and submission” (1984, 57). Few moves can be more disarming than the discursive reduction of the world into such preprocessed categories, because those confusions then circulate widely in political rhetorics, economic arguments, and cultural controversies. Alone, this discursive reduction turns such concepts into key strategic assets for anyone who is intent upon prevailing in these cultural struggles, and their doxic effects on politics must not be discounted. 
AT: Cede the Political 

1. Their argument assumes we say reject the state. An ethic of joy engages in politics but it is not reactive. We only reject their representations - crucial distinction. To say that we should disarm because other countries are going to destroy us is reactive, but to say we should disarm as a gesture of hope for a interconnected world is active. 

2. This argument links to the K - The idea we can objectively know and control something ultimately absurd & chaotic like the political sphere attempts to securitize us as “radicals” as an attempt to eliminate the “threat.” Their imposition of identities of “left” & “right” only make dichotomies that become self fulfilling,

We are the best form of political activity – the best politics are found in individual ontologies, not policy arguments.

Kay 2003 [Sarah; Professor of French and Occitan Literature at the University of Cambridge; Žižek: A Critical Introduction; Cambridge: Polity; 2003; p. 152-155] 

As I said when discussing Badiou's concept of the 'event' (in chapter 5), it is not self-evident what constitutes an 'event' (or an 'act'). Examples of what Žižek calls 'acts' vary widely in scope and impact. At the lowest level of agape there is a kind of Pollyanna-ish 'saying "Yes!" to life in its mysterious synchronic multitude' (Fragile Absolute, 103; also Fright, 172; cf. Ticklish Subject, 150). Then there is the fait divers of Mary Kay Letourneau's affair with a boy under the age of consent. Some characters in works of literature or film perform an 'act' when they sacrifice what they hold dearest, committing what Žižek calls 'a strike against the self'. An example is Kevin Spacey's shooting of his own wife and daughter, who are being held hostage by rival gangsters, in The Usual Suspects (Fragile Absolute, 149-50). Others literary characters, like Antigone and Sygne, or Sophie in Sophie's Choice (Enjoy!, 70ff), act in such a way as to kill themselves, whether physically, symbolically or both. When we move to the political dimension, and the act is no longer the affair just of an individual, there is a marked raising of the stakes. Talk is no longer about renunciation or suicide, but terror. The historical Terror of the French Revolution is a constant reference point, and we learn that 'there is something inherently terroristic in every authentic act' (Ticklish Subject, 377). The 'political act par excellence' (ibid.) would be revolution, even though that seems not to be an option today. On the other hand, Nazism and Stalinism fail to qualify as events (or acts), because (says Žižek) they don't emerge ex nihilo, and nor do they institute a paradigm change; instead, they rely on appeal to some 'global order of being' (Ticklish Subject, 132 - the wrong kind of universal?).16 He reaches the same conclusion vis-a-vis the events of September 11, 2001, which, one might have thought, have some claim to be read as an act, since they involved multiple suicide, declarations that the world would never be the same again, and the forging of a new universal movement against terrorism." Yet Žižek stresses instead how the bombings were already internal to American fantasy, and how what seemed like an external irruption against the USA was in fact 'a distilled version of our own essence', the reversion upon us of centuries of Western violence. So far, in his view, the new is yet to emerge from these events. He exhorts us not to be deterred by such pseudo-acts, but to 'search even more stringently for the "good terror"' (Ticklish Subject, 378). The problem is that the 'good terror' is as elusive as the 'good universal'. It is a blow for change that Žižek recognizes as coming from the Left - that is, from where he positions himself - but that is impossible to anchor in any other way. Saying 'Yes!' to life could be more of an act than bombing the World Trade Centre. As Grigg puts it, 'there is no objective criterion and there can clearly be no appeal to any subjective features to distinguish an act of absolute freedom from a gratuitous act' ('Absolute Freedom', 123).18 Of course, Grigg's critique doesn't say anything Žižek would not agree with. The whole point of the act, for Žižek, is that the subject surrenders all guarantees and gives up its objet a [fantasy-object] as a hostage to fortune. The act is perilous, but it has to be: the purgative force of the death drive is the only force adequate to cauterize the wound of civilization, whether it be individual 'castration' or political subjection. As another of Zizek's favourite quotations has it, 'the wound can only be healed by the spear that smote you':19 it is only by momentarily suspending symbolization that its terms can be altered. Hope, freedom and agency can come only through madness. Such a concept of the act is incompatible with political calculation. This is not to say that Žižek does not believe in political activity. But activity does not have the capacity for radical change that is born with the act." The choice, as he repeatedly says, is between bad and worse: worse is better than bad if good will follow. There is a striking combination of optimism and pessimism in this view: pessimism about the situation as it is, optimism that it could 
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be transformed. What is the therapeutic basis for this optimism? Žižek's theorization of the act varies in this regard. Broadly speaking, he remains within the framework of Lacan’s definition according to which 'an act [acte], a true act, always has an element of structure, by the fact of concerning a real that is not self-evidently caught up in it' (Seminar XI, 50). In Lacan, the acte is distinct from hysterical 'acting out', and also from the passage a l'acte, a psychotic impulse in which the subject's relation to the symbolic order is suspended, and the subject as such therefore ceases to exist, but is instead objectified." The true act - like a praxis, as he defines it at the beginning of Seminar XI when defining psychoanalysis itself - is a way to 'treat the real by [means of] the symbolic' (15). This phrase is echoed in Contingency when Žižek says: Precisely because of this internality of the Real to the Symbolic, it is possible to touch the Real through the Symbolic - that is the whole point of Lacan’s notion of psychoanalytic treatment; this is what the Lacanian notion of the psychoanalytic act is about - the act as a gesture which, by definition, touches the dimension of some impossible Real. (Contingency, 121) In Enjoy! Žižek nevertheless seems to inflect the term in the direction of Lacan's passage a l'acte. In the second chapter he uses examples of suicidal behaviour from Rosselini’s films that recall Freud's case study of the young homosexual woman who tried to kill herself in an act of desperate self-abdication - the case which, for Lacan, typifies the passage a l'acte. For example, when the character Edmund in Rosselini's Germany, Year Zero commits suicide, Žižek says that 'he passes over to the act' (Enjoy!, 35). This bent continues at least to The Ticklish Subject, where, in the course of an argument with Badiou, Žižek criticizes him for opposing the 'full revolutionary passage a l'acte' (Enjoy!, 166). More recent writings have refocused his understanding of the act. An important passage in On Belief (81-5) picks up but modifies a note in Enjoy! where Žižek plots the concept of act through the registers of symbolic, imaginary and real." The act, he now says explicitly, is not the hysterical 'acting out' (of the imaginary), nor an act/edict (of the symbolic), nor yet again the psychotic passage a l'acte (of the real). 'The act proper is the only one which restructures the very symbolic co-ordinates of the agent's situation: it is an intervention in the course of which the agent's identity itself is radically changed' (On Belief, 85). This passage continues with a comparison between the act and belief. This shift towards symbolic responsibility is evident too in the roughly contemporary Contingency,Hegemony, Universality (121-2): So when we are reproached by an opponent for doing something unacceptable, an act occurs when we no longer defend ourselves by accepting the underlying premiss that we hitherto shared with the opponent; in contrast, we fully accept the reproach, changing the very terrain that made it unacceptable - an act occurs when our answer to the reproach is 'Yes, that is precisely what I am doing'. It seems to me that the licence Žižek gives himself vis-a-vis Lacan serves two purposes. First, it enables him both to keep and to reverse Lacan's formula whereby, via the act, we can 'treat the real by means of the symbolic'. The act, as Žižek understands it, will also 'treat the symbolic by means of the real' - that is, allow us to reboot in the real so as to start up our relationship with the symbolic afresh. Second, it means that he effects a convergence between Lacan's acte, which belongs on the side of the analyst, and Lacan's passage a l'acte, which belongs on the side of the patient. In so doing, Žižek has brought together the two halves of the analytic scene in a way which I signalled in my Introduction a propos the anecdote of his therapy with Miller, where Žižek scripts himself as both analyst and patient. [The psychoanalytic term object a, which designates the object of fantasy, has been translated in brackets to “fantasy object” for coherence – FMK]

4. The affirmative is still trying to find a band-aid solution for the problems in the status squo – this type of quick fix action only leads to more violence, that’s our Dillon and Reid in 2000 evidence.

5. This argument is just an attempt to securitize and manage the political realm, which is something that is ultimately is both absurd and chaotic, these attempts only further the problem, instead we must embrace the chaos.

) The affirmative cannot access cede the political, only by not doing anything can we stop the cycle of violence, this is a reason why we solve the harms to the 1AC.

6) In a world post kritik there is no “Right” and “left” that we must choose between.

AT: Threats are Real

1. The sovereign views anything not in accordance with global governance as a threat fabricating them as an other.

Duffield 2004 (Mark, Department of Politics and IR - University of Lancaster, 2004. http://www.diis.dk/sw8141.asp, April)

Although the ending of the Cold War raised hopes of a ‘peace dividend’, the diagrammatic form of bio-power was to be re-inscribed in the ‘new wars’ of the 1990s and confirmed with the declaration of war on terrorism. This re-inscription has taken in its stride the shift in the locus of threat from the Soviet Union, one of the world’s largest and most centralized war economies, to its very opposite, that is, the new security cartography of failed states, shadow economies and terrorist networks. However, as the Guardian columnist quoted above has grasped, despite this radical re-ordering the bio-political principle of state power has remained the same: in order to carry on living one has to carry on killing (Ibid). As well as departing from a realist conception of power, the idea of global governance as a design of bio-power also breaks with the conventional view of what global governance is. That is, as an essentially benign undertaking involving state and non-state actors in a collective pursuit of global security, an open and inclusive economic system, effective legal and political instutions, global welfare and development, and a shared commitment to conflict resolution (Biscop 2004). From this perspective, security threats are usually seen as emerging independently of global governance and, indeed, despite its best intentions. It becomes an ethico-political response to pre-existing or externally motivated threats. Global governance as a design of bio-power, however, rather than responding ‘out of the blue’ to external threats, directly fabricates its own security environment. In distinguishing between valid and invalid global life, it creates its own ‘other’ – with all its specific deviancies, singular threats and instances of mal-development – to which it then responds and tries to change. Consequently, it also shapes the terrain over which the bio-political logic of living through killing must operate. It is in relation to this constitutive function of global governance that the place of sovereignty within it can now be examined

The mindset of endless threats is a self-fulfilling prophecy leading to the constant creation of more threats.

Lipschutz 1998 (Ronnie, Director – Politics PhD Program, UC Santa Cruz,. “On Security” 1998 p. 8)
Security is, to put Wæver's argument in other words, a socially constructed  concept: It has a specific meaning only within a specific social context.18 It emerges and changes as a result of discourses and discursive actions intended to reproduce historical structures and subjects within states and among them.19 To be sure, policymakers define security on the basis of a set of assumptions regarding vital interests, plausible enemies, and possible scenarios, all of which grow, to a not-insignificant extent, out of the specific historical and social context of a particular country and some understanding of what is "out there."20 But, while these interests, enemies, and scenarios have a material existence and, presumably, a real import for state security, they cannot be regarded simply as having some sort of "objective" reality independent of these constructions.21 That security is socially constructed does not mean that there are not to be found real, material conditions that help to create particular interpretations of threats, or that such conditions are irrelevant to either the creation or undermining of the assumptions underlying security policy. Enemies, in part, "create" each other, via the projections of their worst fears onto the other; in this respect, their relationship is intersubjective. To the extent that they act on these projections, threats to each other acquire a material character. In other words, nuclear-tipped ICBMs are not mere figments of our imagination, but their targeting is a function of what we imagine the possessors of other missiles might do to us with theirs.

AT: Threats are Real

3. Focus on the moment of crisis rigs the game in favor of security – we need to investigate the discourse that make their scenario appear natural. 

Matt McDonald, Senior Lecturer in International Relations @ Queensland, 2008, “Securitization and the Construction of Security,” (http://ejt.sagepub.com/content/14/4/563, European Journal of International Relations, International Relations 18 (1)).

In the securitization framework, issues become security issues at a particular  moment. When this moment is may be up for question and based on particular readings of the Copenhagen School literature itself: it may be at the point  when an issue is defined as a security issue (the speech act), at the point  where an audience ‘backs up’ or acquiesces to that designation of threat, or  at the point at which extraordinary measures are implemented. UK Prime  Minister Tony Blair’s securitization of Saddam Hussein’s ‘WMD programme’ for the British public in the lead-up to the 2003 invasion is a useful  case study here. Depending on our reading of the Copenhagen School, the  ‘securitization’ of Saddam and his ‘WMD programme’ may have occurred  exclusively through public representations depicting the regime and its WMD  programme as imminently threatening, through the vote in Parliament legitimizing Blair’s deployment of troops, or even at the point of invasion itself.  While the latter might seem the least likely reading, in Regions and Powers  Buzan and Wæver (2003: 73) look for examples of securitization in the execution of emergency measures themselves rather than in the discursive   by guest on construction of threat or societal acquiescence to these speech acts. The  potential tensions between a focus on speech, acceptance or emergency  measures maps on to an earlier point about the problematic relationship  between speaker, audience and action. The important point to note here,  however, is that the moment of securitization is relatively specifically defined:  issues become security threats at particular instances.  Such an explicit or ‘decisionistic’ (Williams, 2003: 521) approach to the  point at which threats are designated is not without its appeal. At times, rad-  ical changes in articulations of security and threat occur in global politics, as  responses to perceived moments of political crisis for example.16Yet focus-  ing on the moment at which an issue becomes a security issue is analytically  problematic 9

 point, focusing on the moment of  intervention does not help us understand how or why that particular intervention became possible at that moment. Why then, and in that context, did  a particular actor represent an issue as an existential threat, and more import-  antly why was that actor supported in that securitization by a particular con-  stituency?17Lipschutz (1995: 8), for example, defines discourses of security  and threat as ‘the products of historical structures and processes, of struggles  for power within states, of conflicts between the societal groupings that  inhabit states and the interests that besiege them’. By contrast, for the  Copenhagen School we can apply and understand a particular instance of  securitization without exploring fundamentally the contexts within which  these interventions were possible in the first place. This would seem incon-  sistent with a broader understanding of the (inter-subjective) processes  through which security is constructed in different contexts.  Finally, a focus on the ‘moment’ at which an issue becomes a security issue  and enters the realm of ‘panic politics’ is problematic because of the  dichotomies it represents between security and politics. As Rita Abrahamsen  (2005: 59) has argued, focusing on a moment at which an issue ceases to be   by Securitization and the Construction of Security  a political issue and becomes a security one suggests an either/or approach  to politics in which there are no gradations or continuums of issue/prob-  lem/threat. Issues may be viewed as risks, for example, before being depicted  as threats. Such a conceptualization suggests a particular way of approaching  that issue,18but for the securitization framework the only fundamental dif-  ference is between an issue that is a political issue and one that is a security  threat. A focus on the ‘moment’ here contributes to this narrow vision of  political prioritization and a problematic dichotomy between politics and  security. This dichotomy might look even more problematic if taken outside  the realm of liberal democratic Western states, which has provided the site  for the development of the framework and is the overwhelming focus of its  application.19

AT: Reps Bad 

1. They oversimplify our framework—we’re an analysis of the way that representations and language shape and interact the political structure– our evidence all proves that this is a superior explanatory framework than simple realist analysis. 

Timothy Luke, university distinguished professor of political science at Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, 2003, Language, Agency, and Politics in a Constructed World, p. 104-05 

How will international relations unfold in a world with an increasingly globalized economy, many more hollowed-out states, and only one obvious superpower? The regents of neorealist international politics push the traditional primacy of man, the state, and war to account for the present, but this pitch is marred by inconsistencies, presumptions, and inaccuracies. Even so, the institutional grip of mainstream neorealist analysis, as a discursive formation or power/knowledge bloc, on the conduct of international political analysis continues to be quite strong. Can discourse occur without concourse? Is concursivity an integral part of discourse, and discursivity an inseparable part of concourse? Running to-and-fro, the original root meaning of “discourse,” requires some running together, which is the original meaning of “concourse.” And running together entails measures of tacking to-and-fro. Reexamining many international incidents may reveal much about transsocial and transnational concursiveness. Indeed, the breadth and depth of ordinary events need to be more carefully explained to show how eventuation occurs, concurs, and recurs. One must wonder then whether discursive analysis often slips into its own metaphysics of presence, forgetting the vital anchor points into institutionalized structures of action that enable discursive engagements to unfold, as the proponents of discursive analysis have proclaimed. A concern with discursivity, textuality, and language must not ignore how these forces occlude extradiscursivity, subtextuality, and the prelinguistic, which are all equally necessary for accounting for the development of world affairs. Often these matters are presumed away in structures and systems held in the background. The discourses of danger that generate today’s security problematics, for example, also throw forth signs of their coincident concourses for conduct. Even conflict requires collaboration to eventuate how security and insecurity are experienced, effected, or effaced in practices. Discursive approaches to explaining international politics are quite important in accounting for who dominates whom around the globe (Shapiro 1989). Language clearly is a type of action. Speaking organizes activity. And listening, interpreting, and comprehending are all critically significant forms of behavior that shape how countries and corporations interact worldwide. Yet discursive interrelations usually presume many ongoing work relations that make words of discourse inescapable, natural, or routine. It is these occluded connections of interdependent practice that need to be brought out into the open with more complete theoretical articulations of the concursivity that ordinarily underpins discursivity. Such dark matter can be detected in the materiale held by naturalized “black boxes” into which inputs flow and from which outputs come: embedded practices, big sociotechnical systems, and collaborative regimes (Luke 1989). Amid the shadows cast by such structures, concursive practices shape the bulk of behavior between countries under most circumstances. War and peace are both complex sets of practices that require as much ongoing tit-for-tat behavior as they take conflict to occur (Luke 199 la). In war, offense must meet defense, attacks frame counterattacks, and strategic invention always emerges from strategic convention. Without thrust and parry, parry and thrust, war cannot “be made.” Likewise, peace develops as collaboration in action as parties “make peace,” and then “keep the peace” through comediating at many different levels of concursive collaboration, cointerpretation, and cooperation in their activities (Luke 1993).      
2. Assumptions are a-priori to questions of politics—before we can formulate questions concerning what we must do- we must first understand the how and why.
Jayan Nayar, shape-shifter, horse whisperer, 1999 (“SYMPOSIUM: RE-FRAMING INTERNATIONAL LAW FOR THE 21ST CENTURY: Orders of Inhumanity” Transnational Law & Contemporary Problems Fall, 1999) Lexis  
The description of the continuities of violence in Section II in many ways is familiar to those who adopt a critical perspective of the world. "We" are accustomed to narrating human wrongs in this way. The failures and betrayals, the victims and perpetrators, are familiar to our critical understanding. From this position of judgment, commonly held within the "mainstream" of the "non-mainstream," there is also a familiarity of solutions commonly advocated for transformation; the "marketplace" for critique is a thriving one as evidenced by the abundance of literature in this respect. Despite this proliferation of enlightenment and the profession of so many good ideas, however, "things" appear to remain as they are, or, worse still, deteriorate. And so, the cycle of critique, proposals for transformation and disappointment continues. 
Rightly, we are concerned with the question of what can be done to alleviate the sufferings that prevail. But there are necessary prerequisites to answering the "what do we do?" question. We must first ask the intimately connected questions of "about what?" and "toward what end?" These questions, obviously, impinge on our vision and judgment. When we attempt to imagine transformations toward preferred human futures, we engage in the difficult task of judging the present. This is difficult not because we are oblivious to violence or that we are numb to the resulting suffering, but because, outrage with "events" of violence aside, processes of violence embroil and implicate our familiarities in ways that defy the simplicities of straightforward imputability. Despite our best efforts at categorizing violence into convenient compartments--into "disciplines" of study and analysis such as "development" and "security" (health, environment, population, being other examples of such compartmentalization)--the encroachments of order(ing) function at more pervasive levels. And without doubt, the perspectives of the observer, commentator, and actor become crucial determinants. It is necessary, I believe, to question this, "our," perspective, to reflect upon a perspective of violence which not only locates violence as a happening "out there" while we stand as detached observers and critics, but is also one in which we are ourselves implicated in the violence of ordered worlds where we stand very much as participants. For this purpose of a critique of critique, it is necessary to consider the "technologies" of ordering.    
3. Questions of representations come first – the way we discuss policy is more important than policy itself.

Roxanne Lynn Doty, Assistant Professor in the Department of Political Science at Arizona State University, 1996 (Imperial Encounters: The Politics of Representation in North-South Relations, University of Minnesota Press, Borderlines Series, ISBN 0816627622, p. 5-6)
This study begins with the premise that representation is an inherent and important aspect of global political life and therefore a critical and legitimate area of inquiry.  International relations are inextricably bound up with discursive practices that put into circulation representations that are taken as "truth."  The goal of analyzing these practices is not to reveal essential truths that have been obscured, but rather to examine how certain representations underlie the production of knowledge and identities and how these representations make various courses of action possible.  As Said (1979: 21) notes, there is no such thing as a delivered presence, but there is a re-presence, or representation.  Such an assertion does not deny the existence of the material world, but rather suggests that material objects and subjects are constituted as such within discourse.  So, for example, when U.S. troops march into Grenada, this is certainly "real," though the march of troops across a piece of geographic space is itself singularly uninteresting and socially irrelevant outside of the representations that produce meaning.  It is only when "American" is attached to the troops and "Grenada" to the geographic space that meaning is created.  What the physical behavior itself is, though, is still far from certain until discursive practices constitute it as an "invasion," a "show of force," a "training exercise," a "rescue," and so on.  What is "really" going on in such a situation is inextricably linked to the discourse within which it is located.  To attempt a neat separation between discursive and nondiscursive practices, understanding the former as purely linguistic, assumes a series of dichotomies—thought/reality, appearance/essence, mind/matter, word/world, subjective/objective—that a critical genealogy calls into question.  Against this, the perspective taken here affirms the material and performative character of discourse. 6  In suggesting that global politics, and specifically the aspect that has to do with relations between the North and the South, is linked to representational practices I am suggesting that the issues and concerns that constitute these relations occur within a "reality" whose content has for the most part been defined by the representational practices of the "first world."  Focusing on discursive practices enables [end page 5] one to examine how the processes that produce "truth" and "knowledge" work and how they are articulated with the exercise of political, military, and economic power. 
AT: Case Outweighs

1. Their impact claims are flawed – orientalism relies upon a construction of the middle east as an unstable place that only the West is capable of solving – the idea that they can solve for stability in the entire region without changing our relationship with Iran, the Israeli-Palistine conflict, instability in Yemen, and more middle east destabilizing factors that teh aff cant possibly solve, This racism relies upon construction of the middle east as a zone of instability to justify western supremacy - you should be very suspicious of their middle east instability claims.
2. withdrawing from Iraq does not solve for their impacts- if the justification for withdrawing is to prevent overstretch, the US will only continue to get entangled in wars all over the globe – the point of having a ready army is to use it. And Iraq is unstable now- 7 years of occupation have led to incredible disorder which means that their impacts should have already been triggered. 

3. They create a self fulfilling prophecy- the construction of these impacts as a possible threat if actions are not taking against them make the impacts more likely to happen bc we construe them as an imminent probability that we have to protect ourselves against. There is no precendent for nuclear war and yet half the glob has developed nuclear weapons bc the threat became too big. 
4. They are causing our impacts- their orientalist forms of securitization guarantee genocides- whatever might be a possible threat to us hegemony is inevitably something that the us needs to protect itself against- this is an evolution of the view that muslims are the evil opponents of all Christians. War and genoice become inevitable in a world where we reaffirm the global racist ideology. 

5. Appeal to “real-world” impacts reifies the interests of the powerful – their case outweighs arguments beg the question of the discourses that make those impacts appear possible. 

Marysia ZALEWSKI Women’s Studies @ Queens (Belfast) ’96 in International Theory: Positivism and Beyond eds. Smith, Booth and Zalewksi p. 351-352
The ‘real wonders’ use a variety of tactics to delegitimise those forms of theorising which they see as either useless or downright dangerous to international politics. These range from ridicule, attempts at incorporation, scare-mongering and claiming that such theories are the product of ‘juvenile’ whims, fads and fashions. The charitable interpretation of these manoeuvrings is that they are instigated by a sense of fear, with the ‘real wonders’ insisting that the ‘theorists’ and the plethora of theories do not relate to what is ‘really’ going on in the world and thus the ‘bodies keep piling up’ while the ‘theorists’ make nice points. Conversely, the ‘theorists’ accuse the ‘real wonders’ of being complicit in the construction of a world in which the ‘bodies keep piling up’ and the resistance to criticism simply reflects their institutional and, sometimes, public power as well as their intellectual weaknesses. Perhaps it is not surprising that we are having these debates about theory as ‘the practice of theory has been deeply affected by the debate about modernism versus postmodernism and the attendant questions of a social theory which can foster human autonomy and emancipation’ (Marshall, 1994, p. 1). But what is the future for the discipline and practice of international politics if such a debate has the effect of bringing out the worst in people and which is often conducted within a spirit of ‘jousting’ verging on the hostile? Richard Ashley’s contribution to this volume attests somewhat to the futility of and angst felt by many who are party to and witness to these debates with his comments that there is little point in offering arguments to a community ‘who have repeatedly shown themselves so proficient at doing what it takes not to hear’. In a paradigitiatically masculinit 
AT: Case Outweighs 

discipline such as international relations perhaps the sport of intellectual jousting and parodies of bar room brawling is functionally inevitable. Maybe the concentration on wars, foreign policy, practices of diplomacy and the imageries of ‘us’ and ‘them’ that goes along with all of that fosters a ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ mentality. So the ‘theorists’ do battle with the ‘real worlders’ and the ‘modernists’ do battle with the ‘post- modernists’. So who wins? Perhaps nobody wins with the possible exception of the publishers, especially in the context of contemporary academic life, where an academic’s value is measured by the quantity of publications. If research produced in International Relations departments is to be of use besides advancing careers and increasing departmental budgets then it surely has something to do with making sense of events in the world, at the very least. In that endeavor it will be of supreme importance what counts as an appropriate event to pay attention to and who counts as a ‘relevant’ theorist, which in turn fundamentally depends on what we think theory is and how it relates to the so-called ‘real world’. International politics is what we make it to be, the contents of the ‘what’ and the group that is the ‘we’ are questions of vital theoretical and therefore political importance. We need to re-think the discipline in ways that will disturb the existing boundaries of both what we claim to be relevant in international politics and what we assume to be legitimate ways of constructing knowledge about the world. The bodies do keep piling up but I would suggest that having a plethora of theories is not the problem. My fear is that statements such as ‘all these theories yet the bodies keep piling up’ might be used to foster a ‘back to basics’ mentality, which, in the context of international relations, implies a retreat to the comfort of theories and understanding of theory which offers relatively immediate gratification, simplistic solutions to complex problems and reifies and reflects the interests of the already powerful.
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