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PERMS GENERIC

1) Roll of the ballot: is for the judge to examine the aff not through the framework of international relations, but through the discourse and the impacts that discourse has on action.
2) There is no net benefit to the perm – any risk of a link means you vote negative because in a world where the aff is framed by security constructions, ethics is irradiated due to the cost-benefit analysis of international relations. This allows us to devalue and exterminate millions of people labeled as different and therefore dangerous to the US conception of peace.

3) There is no unique offence that they can gain from this permutation, the alternative would be able to pass judgment on the affirmative just without the representations used by the affirmative.

4) They link – [extend link arguments]

5) The affirmative already set forth the discourse of security in the 1ac.  Any turn away from the representations is severance.  Allowing the affirmative to spike out of their arguments completely destroys clash voting issue for education and fairness.

6) Permutation Wards off Criticism – Their “Seeminlgy Liberal” Policy Ensures Continued Eneminity and Power Politics 

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 tei-ror', 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.
PERMS – REALISTIC UTOPIANISM

1) The aff is never done – realistic utopian is incompatible with security constructions of the aff which precipitates policies embroiled with crisis. BOOTH STATES that these policies reduce the possibility of any realistic action. In his study of Iraq booth concludes due to policy framed by international  relations– the western powers intervened to promote their beliefs of peace and stability which only lead to exacerbating the situation in the Middle East by replicating policies that legitimize violence and that reject multilateral international bodies while ignoring the harms to society, disease, poverty, and environmental decay. Political actions only become feasible through a PIROR criticism of security. Whereby we can explore what is real, what is reliable, and what can be done through an interrogation of harms.
PERMS – CRITICAL AND PROBLEM-SOLVING APPROACH

1) Not applicable when there is 180 degrees difference -- Critical and problem solving is no way of the alt and the aff. It is more descriptive of the alt because the alt reframes politics over the ongoing by particular courses of action. The plan ignores the long term theory practice and focuses on the short term approach despite its inconsistency. 

2) We should take action. If rejecting the aff on the grounds of the k went into policy making then that would be a political action.
3) The alt does not exclude policy – post alt policy making will just be conducted in a difference manner. 
4) Ontological questions are ignored in problem solving theory

Alex BELLAMY Peace and Conflict Studies @ Queensland AND Paul WILLIAMS Visiting Int’l Affairs @ GW ‘5 “Introduction: Thinking Anew about  Peace Operations” in Peace Operations and Global Order p
The second set of challenges concerns ontological issues. What are the entities that make up global politics? Or, more specifically here, what are the relevant entities when discussing peace operations and how should we understand the environment in which they take place? All theories make ontological assumptions about what the world is like, including theories of peace operations. Sometimes, ontological assumptions are made explicit. In International Relations, for example, neo-realists explicitly focus on states competing in an anarchic international system, Marxists focus upon class relations and structures of capitalism, and feminists concentrate upon gender relations and patriarchal structures. The ontology behind the theories of peace operations, however, is rarely, if ever, discussed. In our opinion it needs to be, because as Scott Burchill put it, ‘we cannot define a problem in world politics without presupposing a basic structure consisting of certain kinds of entities involved and the form of significant relationships between them’.26 

5) Problem solving theory has three major problems. Military, independence, crisis

Alex BELLAMY Peace and Conflict Studies @ Queensland AND Paul WILLIAMS Visiting Int’l Affairs @ GW ‘5 “Introduction: Thinking Anew about  Peace Operations” in Peace Operations and Global Order p
In his contribution to this collection, Alex Bellamy argues that problem solving and critical theories are based on different understandings of the relationship between the intervener and the recipient of intervention. Problem-solving theories treat the recipient of intervention as an object, the context as a pre-given environment that exists outside the intervener’s own understanding of it, and the intervention as a discrete act with a clear beginning and end. There are three major problems with this approach. First, the idea that intervention is a discrete act suggests that the intervening states or organizations are not already implicated in the crisis they are intervening in. However, military intervention is but one aspect of wider relations of interference in domestic societies.27 Second, this approach tends to emphasize the military aspects of intervention at the expense of long-term programmes aimed at sustaining economic development and genuine democratization. INTRODUCTION 7 Third, this approach turns subjects of security into objects who have little say about what ‘being secure’ might mean to them and what security policies might be most appropriate.28 Critical theories, on the other hand, recognize that interveners and recipients are bound together by complex relationships that extend beyond the ostensible limits of the particular intervention in question. This recognition provides the impetus for thinking critically about the ideational and.

PERM -- ORIENTALISM

1) This perm is in no way descriptive of any combination of the alt or the aff.

2) The aff links to orientalism – the aff identifies a number of bad things that happen because they are so deeply ingrained that they ratify identities colonial in nature

3) Even if the alt links – the aff links harder – the aff creates a perpetuate system where societies try to kill other cultures. Does not justify the plan being passed.

4) Look, the violent collective crystallizes because of the need for security – the need to exterminate. Security props up the idea of Nation states and national identities. The only way to move away from this framing is through the alt.

5) Ignores location – assumes that we are going out to get the colonial subjects to affirm some new identity. No – we are offering our alternative to you the judge to affirm the commitment for policy where  [insert framework]

CASE OUTWEIGHS

1) CASE CAN’T SOLVE – policy action is bad

2) CASE ONLY MAKES PROBLEMS WORSE – [insert short explanation of link] the affs call to further securitizing the world only leads to further the likelihood of international war. 

3) 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 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.
4) The K comes first, ethical considerations shape how policies are understood, enacted, and carried out only by looking at the methodology are we able to create effective political change. 

Marysia ZALEWSKI Women’s Studies @ Queens (Belfast) ’96 in International Theory: Positivism and Beyond eds. Smith, Booth and Zalewksi p. 350-351

There are two key interloking points to emphasise here about the post-modernism approach. The first is that events in the world, issues in international politics, are not ontologically prior to our theories about them. This does not mean that people read about, say realism, and act accordingly, but that our (and by ‘our’ I mean theorisers/global actors) dominant ways of thinking and acting in the world will be (re)produced as ‘reality’. This is not simply about self-fulfilling prophecies but reflects a profound and complex debate about the existence of the world ‘out there’.4 The second point is that in the name of elegance and policy- relevance serious decisions are made about what gets included as a substantive issue in international politics. By serious I do not mean simply important, but rather with severe implications. In the words of Cynthia Enloe ‘for an explanation to be useful a great deal of human dignity is left on the cutting room floor’. The loss of human dignity often manifests itself in its worst extreme, death. The loss of life, through war for example, has been a central feature of the study of international politics. Why not alter this core of the subject to consider seriously the leading cause of death in the world — coded by the International Classification of Diseases as Z59.5  or in more simple terms, poverty. It is surely a serious and substantive issue that this is the world’s biggest killer.


A2: REFLECTIVE REALISM

1) Empirically denied – wars keep occurring despite the “reflective” nature

2) The aff can’t explain how reflexive realism would solve for the links to security

3) Only the alternative activates the reflexive potential of realism – the aff accepts traditional policymaking elitism.

Brent J. Steele. Assistant professor of Political Science at the University of Kansas. 2007. “Eavesdropping on honored ghosts’: from classical to reflexive realism.” JIRD. 

This skeptical view of the eschaton means that rather than being biased, like neorealism, toward the status quo,30 reflexive realism is instead perpetually skeptical of the authority exercised by state elites, and specifically the ‘big ideas’ that become a part of elite discourse which can lead to dangerous policies.31 Rather than reifying power, reflexive realism asks us to challenge the manner in which power is projected. Scan the words used in this reflexive presentation of realism. Far from being the dominant, mainstream, status quo monolith that we were trained to recognize in graduate school, it is instead ‘inevitably antagonistic toward political power … [a] rebellion against the seduction of prevailing structures of power, identity, and knowledge’ (Williams 2005a: 179, emphasis added).

4) Realism fails -- Anything that is realism has still got to recognize the state and still got to identify threats to that state – still perpetuates the harms of security.

5) The inevitability of conflict – not a reason to not to do the critic. The alt allows us to come to terms with that inevitability while the aff still wants to wish that inevitability away. 

6) Policies that abandon anarchy discourse can create new international order 

Dryzek 06( John S., Political Science and Australian Research Council Federation Fellow “Deliberate Global Politics: Discourse and Democracy in a Divided World”) p. 121

In light of the constraints I have detailed, the capacity to act reflexively proves to vary in important ways across different kinds of actors in the international system. When it comes to the distribution of power in the system, a skeptic might argue that reflexive action does not necessarily change matters, on the grounds that traditionally powerful actors, up to and including superpowers, can still have substantial and perhaps even dominant constitutive effects in the discursive realm. Some actors are more capable than others when it comes to disseminating meanings and discourses (Weldes and Saco, :1996), and in the past this has led to attempts by dominant states to impose ideological hegemony on the world. These attempts continue today when it comes to the war of ideas and soft power emanating from the United States. However, in today’s world, the results of such attempts are just as likely to be unintended and counter-productive as intended and productive. When it comes to the world’s current remaining superpower, those effects include reinforcement of the discourse of anarchy (as a result of actions such as the invasion of Iraq in defiance of majority opinion in the United Nations, and without Security Council approval, opposition to the International Criminal Court, and withdrawal from the regime to control global climate change). The world can be remade for the worse, especially of realists and neoconservatives get in their way. Intelligent international actors, and especially intelligent superpowers can and should do better. Perhaphs enhanced awareness of the reflexive aspects of international action could lead dominant actors to consolidate power by acting more intelligently in relation to the global constellation of discourse, so that their constructive effects become a matter of design.

7) Reconstructing security discourse fails.  They change the content but maintain the imperialist form. Identifying current policy as a threat to stability strengthens the exclusionary constructions of security.  

Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, p. 30-1]

However, these differences should not be quickly effaced. While the common metaphysical assumption presents a problem, the critiques of Tickner, Walker and others have been of enormous political value, and implicitly contested both their own and realist assumptions that security was universal. This occurred in two ways. First, in arguments for human security there was a radical shift in the nature of the subject to be protected: from the highly abstract imaginary of the nation-state to the immediate, corporeal distress of the human; a human which, in that distress, activates a call for difference that simultaneously undermines the illusory unity of a body-politic that would subsume all differences beneath a common imagination of home. Second, the force of such critiques shattered Realism's claim to be a founding and comprehensive account of security: scattering its objects, methods, and normative aims into an often contradictory and antithetical dispersal. What was revealed here was not a universality but a field of conflict - as much social as conceptual. This creates some serious problems for a more radical and inclusive language of security, however important its desire for justice. This was recognised later by Walker, who argued in 1997 that 'demands for broader accounts of security risk inducing epistemological overload'." Indeed Simon Dalby argues that security, as a concept, may no longer be viable. He thinks that radical reformulations suggest that: 'the political structures of modernity, patriarchy and capitalism are the sources [rather than the vulnerable objects] of insecurity ... [are] so different as to call into question whether the term itself can be stretched to accommodate such reinterpretations. Inescapably, it puts into question the utility of the term in political discourse after the Cold War."' Thus humanist critiques of security uncover an aporia within the concept of security. An aporia is an event that prevents a metaphysical discourse from fulfilling its promised unity: not a contradiction which can be brought into the dialectic, smoothed over and resolved into the unity of the concept, but an untotalisable problem at the heart of the concept, disrupting its trajectory, emptying out its fullness, opening out its closure. Jacques Derrida writes of aporia being an 'impasse', a path that cannot be travelled; an 'interminable experience' that, however, 'must remain if one wants to think, to make come or to let come any event of decision or responsibility' 14 As an event, Derrida sees the aporia as something like a stranger crossing the threshold of a foreign land: yet the aporetic stranger 'does not simply cross a given threshold' but 'affects the very experience of the threshold to the point of annihilating or rendering indeterminate all the distinctive signs of a prior identity, beginning with the very border that delineated a legitimate home and assured lineage, names and language •'•1 With this in mind, we can begin to imagine how a critical discourse (the 'stranger' in the security state) can challenge and open up the self-evidence of security, its self- and boundary-drawing nature, its imbrication with borders, sovereignty, identity and violence. Hence it is important to open up and focus on aporias: they bring possibility, the hope of breaking down the hegemony and assumptions of powerful political concepts, to think and create new social, ethical and economic relationships outside their oppressive structures of political and epistemological order - in short, they help us to think new paths. Aporias mark not merely the failure of concepts but a new potential to experience and imagine the impossible. This is where the critical and life-affirming potential of genealogy can come into play. My particular concern with humanist discourses of security is that, whatever their critical value, they leave in place (and possibly strengthen) a key structural feature of the elite strategy they oppose: its claim to embody truth and to fix the contours of the real. In particular, the ontology of security/threat or security/insecurity which forms the basic condition of the real for mainstream discourses of international policy - remains powerfully in place, and security's broader function as a defining condition of human experience and modern political life remains invisible and unexamined. This is to abjure a powerful critical approach that is able to question the very categories in which our thinking, our experience and actions remain confined. This chapter remains focused on the aporias that lie at the heart of security, rather than pushing into the spaces that potentially lie beyond. This is another project, one whose contours are already becoming clearer and which I address in detail in Chapters 2 and 3•16 What this chapter builds is a genealogical account of security's origins and cultural power, its ability to provide what Walker calls a 'constitutive account of the political' - as he says, 'claims about common security, collective security, or world security do little more than fudge the contradictions written into the heart of modem politics: we can only become humans, or anything else, after we have given up our humanity, or any other attachments, to the greater good of citizenship' .17 Before we can rewrite security we have to properly understand how security has written us how it has shaped and limited our very possibility, the possibilities for our selves, our relationships and our available images of political, social and economic order. This, as Walker intriguingly hints, is also to explore the aporetic distance that modernity establishes between our 'humanity' and a secure identity defined and limited by the state. In short, security needs to be placed alongside a range of other economic, political, technological, philosophic and scientific developments as one of the central constitutive events of our modernity, and it remains one of its essential underpinnings.

A2: REALISM INEVITABLE

1) Policies that abandon anarchy discourse can create new international order 

Dryzek 06( John S., Political Science and Australian Research Council Federation Fellow “Deliberate Global Politics: Discourse and Democracy in a Divided World”) p. 121

In light of the constraints I have detailed, the capacity to act reflexively proves to vary in important ways across different kinds of actors in the international system. When it comes to the distribution of power in the system, a skeptic might argue that reflexive action does not necessarily change matters, on the grounds that traditionally powerful actors, up to and including superpowers, can still have substantial and perhaps even dominant constitutive effects in the discursive realm. Some actors are more capable than others when it comes to disseminating meanings and discourses (Weldes and Saco, :1996), and in the past this has led to attempts by dominant states to impose ideological hegemony on the world. These attempts continue today when it comes to the war of ideas and soft power emanating from the United States. However, in today’s world, the results of such attempts are just as likely to be unintended and counter-productive as intended and productive. When it comes to the world’s current remaining superpower, those effects include reinforcement of the discourse of anarchy (as a result of actions such as the invasion of Iraq in defiance of majority opinion in the United Nations, and without Security Council approval, opposition to the International Criminal Court, and withdrawal from the regime to control global climate change). The world can be remade for the worse, especially of realists and neoconservatives get in their way. Intelligent international actors, and especially intelligent superpowers can and should do better. Perhaphs enhanced awareness of the reflexive aspects of international action could lead dominant actors to consolidate power by acting more intelligently in relation to the global constellation of discourse, so that their constructive effects become a matter of design.

2) Ethics – the alt is the ethical decision. We should not continue a society that is bent of extermination.

3) Does not assume a world post alt – once we change the theory, we can change the practice. Although academics are obsessed with realism if we break this concept then we can begin implementing a world based on the principles of the critic. 

4) The inevitability of conflict – not a reason to not to do the critic. The alt allows us to come to terms with that inevitability while the aff still wants to wish that inevitability away. Bad going to happen and try to prevent. Yes accepting. 
A2: ALT LINKS TO K

1) They oversimplify our argument. We have specific links to way in which they try to justify their plan. We're not claiming that all problem/solution thinking is bad, just problem/solution thinking that's attached to state-centric notions of security.

2) Even if we do link – the aff links more we isolate (                      ) specific reasons – cross apply the link debate. These links outweigh the generic link from the alt to the k.

A2: PRAGMATISM AND FRAMEWORK

1) Roll of the ballot: is for the judge to examine the aff not through the framework of international relations, but through the discourse and the impacts that discourse has on action.
2) Real world can’t be divorced from theoretical assumptions.

Marysia ZALEWSKI Women’s Studies @ Queens (Belfast) ’96 in International Theory: Positivism and Beyond eds. Smith, Booth and Zalewksi p.345 

On this view, theory is assumed to be actively interrelated with the ‘real world’ and, as a tool, is wielded with a different purpose. One example amongst the contributors to this volume who view theory as critique is Andrew Linklater. He is enough of a modernist to think of theory as a tool in the sense that one can use theory to understand the world but he takes theory much further than this. Linklater is clear and explicit about Some of the purposes of theory, which imply a radically different relationship between theory and the ‘real world’ than that put forward by those who write about theory primarily as a tool. For Linklater, Critical Theory is not just a tool to make Sense of the world ‘as it is’ but to make sense of how the world ‘got to be as it is’, with a central aim underlying such an endeavor being that of emancipation. Essentially, Linklater argues that we do not have to accept that the world is inevitably unequal and hierarchical. We can use theory both to understand how those inequities Came to exist and as a base for changing them. Additionally, Linklater asserts that Critical Theory collapses the subject object which indicates a clear break from the belief that events in the world are ontologically prior to our theories about them
3) Rhetoric of progress and historical destiny are linked to the security mindset

Anthony Burke, Senior Lecturer @ School of Politics & IR @ Univ. of New South Wales, ‘7 [Beyond Security, Ethics and Violence, 11-12] DH Security … weight

Security operates over much larger spaces and fields, as a geobio- political paradigm, and mobilizes 'positive', enabling and seductive forms of power as well as those that are repressive, disciplinary and nihilistic. Hence this book also seeks to identify the forms of desire, consent and identity that security mobilizes and constructs, and to interrogate the goods thaistates claim to be securing - freedom, prosperity, justice and progress which impart to security such a potent, idealistic sheen. (As I show in Chapter 9, any one of Bush's speeches will show the significance of such an' enlightenment gloss, one central to US narratives of history and iden- tity.). In particular, it is important to show how discourses of historical Progress and destiny are central to modem technologies of security and Sovereignty, and to challenge their hold upon our minds. In contrast to The somewhat paralyzing tendency of Agamben's analysis, this book also $tetrogates the fissures and weaknesses of such power, the possibilities Ktirefijsal and resistance, the flaws in its assumptions about its own efficacy and viability. Thus the book analyses and challenges the myriad tactics of security, along with the basic paradigmatic structures that govern how policymakers think and act; conceptual structures that constitute powerful images and practices of the real, and offer systems through which they act in an effort to manipulate and control the real, yet are ultimately just that - images of the real which must eventually crumble under their own violent weight. 

4) We should take action. If rejecting the aff on the grounds of the k went into policy making then that would be a political action.
5) The alt does not exclude policy – post alt policy making will just be conducted in a difference manner.


6) 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 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. 

7) Policy relevance in research is not necessary – scholars should focus on radical criticism instead of tinkering with the status quo 

Pinar Bilgin, Prof. of IR @ Bilkent, ‘4 [Third World Quarterly, “Is the Orientalist Past the Future of Middle East Studies,” pgs. 398 - 399

To go back to Little’s argument about American Orientalism, the contrast between Kramer’s and Little’s understandings of what Orientalism is, and its impact on US thinking about and policies toward the Middle East, are interesting. From Kramer’s perspective Orientalism is a ‘great tradition’ which was discredited by Said’s writings. Said is critical of the Orientalist tradition, in Kramer’s view, because he considers it a ‘supremacist ideology of difference, articulated in the West to justify its dominion over the East’.34 This clearly is a part of Said’s critique. Yet there is more to Said’s definition of Orientalism than that. Said understands Orientalism as ‘a style of thought based upon an ontological and epistemological distinction made between “the Orient” and (most of the time) “the Occident” ’.35 The Orientalist discourse does not merely

represent the ‘Orient’ but also lays down the rules that enable one to ‘write, speak, listen and act meaningfully’.36 Defined as such, ‘prejudicial’, or ‘supremacist’ thinking is merely the tip of the Orientalist iceberg. Besides, one need not be prejudicial for his/her thinking and action to be influenced by the Orientalist outlook. As Little has shown, successive US governments were victims of the Orientalist outlook that not only limited how they were able to think about the Middle East but also established a hierarchical distinction between the Middle East and the West, thereby resulting in an underestimation of Middle Eastern actors and overestimation of what the US was capable of. Not even State Department ‘Arabists’, who were known (and criticised within the USestablishment) for their sympathy for the Arab world,37 could escape the limits imposed by the Orientalist outlook. Kramer’s narrow understanding of Orientalism also betrays a narrow view of theory and the purposes it serves. For Kramer, there are two kinds of theory: those that ‘explain and predict’ and those ‘fashionable’ theories that obscure (which correspond to Robert Cox’s problem-solving theory/critical theory distinction). 38 Kramer is clearly in favour of more of the former; he considers Said’s influence on Middle East studies as unfortunate for having encouraged the latter. When making a case for Middle East studies to go back to its Orientalist roots,

Kramer emphasises the need for approaches that would ‘explain and predict’. In other words, he expects Middle Eastern specialists to adopt problem-solving theories that take the existing social order as given and merely seek to uphold stability. Kramer’s understanding of theory as an explanatory and problem-solving tool also fits with his concern that Middle East specialists relate to the policy agenda. He expects academics to talk to the practitioners and produce policy-relevant work. However, since Kramer rejects the relevance of ‘critical’ approaches to the study of world politics, he also fails to note how theories are constitutive of the reality they purport to explain—an issue central to Said’s thinking. For theories do not just explain but are constitutive of the ‘reality’ they respond to. They help organise knowledge, which, in turn, privileges certain practices while marginalising others, thereby helping to shape the world in line with their tenets.39 From Said’s critical perspective, the role of the scholar is to point to the constitutive role theories play as opposed to contributing to the maintenance of the status quo (by assuming the theory/practice relationship to be neutral and the role of theory to be to explain the world for those who try to solve its problems).40 The latter job is what the Orientalist tradition did best by providing knowledge for the imperial power.41 Viewed like this, Kramer’s preferred vision for Middle East studies would involve restoring the links between scholarship and policy making established during the age of imperialism.

8) Critical theory is policy relevant – their framework arbitrarily separates theory and practice

C.A.S.E. Collective ‘6 [Security Dialogues 37.4, “Critical Approaches to Security in Europe: A Networked Manifesto,” Sage Political Science, p.30

More clearly than many other fields of study in international relations, security studies has always been tied to security policymaking. At the end of World War II, for example, security analysts helped to construct a language by which the new nuclear reality could be grasped (Lawrence, 1996). More recent examples, such as the discourse on human security, show how knowledge about security can emerge as a co-production between theorists, analysts and policymakers. Even though scholarly practices are not identical to policy practices, it would be mistaken to regard security studies and security policymaking as clearly separated spheres. Consequently, we engage in this section with the broader relevance of the production of critical knowledge, as well as the constitution of the ‘collective intellectual’. Scientific communities engage with many exoteric communities, such as citizens, policymakers, journalists and other analysts, for at least three purposes: to gain justification for their work; to gather resources necessary for conducting research; and to influence political agendas. This triad of purposes needs to be kept in mind when speaking about relevance.17 Moreover, as the sociology of the sciences ever since the pioneering work of Ludwik Fleck ([1935] 1979) points out, the dialogue between scientific communities and their exoteric communities is never a one-way transfer from science to relevant actors, but an interactive pattern. CASE scholars share a consensus that there is no clear boundary between the practices of theorizing security and practising security. An explicit outcome of recent debates has been agreement that any security analysis, theory, concept or publication has a political nature and hence potential policy effects, examined in studies of securitization.18 Social science communities are never relevant or irrelevant as such: the issue of relevance always involves the questions of relevance for and with whom. Relevance is a matter of ‘becoming’ relevant, not a static concept of ‘being’ relevant. If CASE wants to face the challenge of becoming relevant beyond plain justification strategies, variation in the types of knowledge and actors involved needs close attention. 

ANSWERS TO THEIR SPECIFIC CARDS ONTOLOGY/REPRESENTATIONS PRIOR

(      )  They say reduce the world to language – (Alder 92) but

a. The alt is not separate from policy making rather the alt restructures how policy is created. 

b. [get answers to pragmatism, and read the cards on theory good]

c. While the world may not be reduced to language -- interactions are reducible to language because how we construct relationships

.
(      )  They say exclusive focus on representation is foolish – (Alder and Haas 92) but

a. All this card stats is that the world could be any combination of constructive and realism metaphysical. This does not interact with the alt. There is no interaction between these ideas and the alt. 

b. Even if the aff spins some story on how metaphysical realism constitutes we reject the alt, the K would act as a DA to this argument.

(      )  They say focus on representation trades off with building effective strategies (Knudsen 01) but

a. There is no impact to trading off with strategies for dealing with security issues. We are winning more of a risk that continued intervention leads to the extermination of groups of people labeled as a threat to the world and the survival of the human race.

b. These policies have proven to be ineffective – crisis management leads to hasty policies that do not address the larger questions of what is reliable and what is real. This leads to exacerbating the situation by creating a context for war while ignoring the unnecessary impacts of disease, poverty, environmental decay, and famine that these wars create.

c. [get answers to pragmatism, and read the cards on theory good]

(     )  They say we should act on the best possible information (Kratochwil 07), but

a. Not the way the aff abuses information. Information is not a neutral subject. The aff presents an abstract subset of information that is tainted.

b. These policies have proven to be ineffective -- crisis management leads to hasty policies that do not address the larger questions of what is reliable and what is real. This leads to exacerbating the situation by creating a context for war while ignoring the unnecessary impacts of disease, poverty, environmental decay, and famine that these wars create.

c. [ get answers to pragmatism, and read the cards on theory good]

(     )  They say multiple approaches key, (Nicholson 2k) but

a. Alt doesn’t say just theory, we incorporate policy by not doing aff. 

ANSWERS TO THEIR SPECIFIC CARDS AT: K PRIOR (MIDDLE EAST)

(     )  They say leaves us with no policy response (valbjorn 04) but

a. [insert mcdonald a2 real threats]

b. Our argument is not that there should be no policy post alt—rather, we restructure  the way in which the government approaches security.

c. [insert pragmatism block]

ANSWERS TO THEIR SPECIFIC CARDS POLICY RELEVENCE

(     )  They say balance criticism and policy relevance, (Nicholson 2k), but 

a. We are not a blanket rejection, we believe policy should incorporate the critic of the securization framing.

b. They oversimplify our argument. We're not claiming that all problem/solution thinking is bad, just problem/solution thinking that's attached to state-centric notions of security. 
c. Does not justify the plan – there is no reason why we are obligated to make bad policy that justifies killing people.
d. The alt incorporates policy by rejecting the aff. 
(      )  They say radical criticism isn’t always possible, (Nicholson 2k) 

a. The K precedes IR. The alternative is the internal link to Nicholson’s view on deciding intervention – by rejecting the affs framing of politics as a means to further the state-centric notions of security, we don’t operate under  US’s bias to stabilize allowing us to identify with the different social systems. We can see when these societies are resistant to change or when they are amenable to change. Policies become possible because the necessary direction of action is apparent. 
b. [insert alt solvency]

c. They oversimplify our argument. We're not claiming a radical over arching k that says all problem/solution thinking is bad, we’re only against problem/solution thinking that's attached to state-centric notions of security. 
d. Does not justify the plan – alt that solves there is no reason why we are obligated to make bad policy that justifies killing people.
ANSWERS TO THEIR SPECIFIC CARDS PERM – CRITICAL AND PROBLEM-SOLVING APPROACH

NOTE: Group all widmaier cards and read generic and critical perm block

(     )  They say perm (Widmaier 04), but

a. [grab generic perm block]

b. [grab specific critical problem solving perm block] 

(     ) perm translate a critical approach into existing institutional policies (widmaier 04), but 

a. [grab generic perm block]

b. [grab specific critical problem solving perm block]

(     )  They say balance between policy relevant research and academia, (Wallace 96) but

a. The problems of international relations are identified as the “Hegemonic” schools derived from the Americocentric. Wallace does not call for a combination of critic and policy. Instead we should restructure policy to contain multiple perspectives evaluated equally. The alt is the best option because only the alt can evenly value the interpretations of multiple societies while the aff relies on its construction of security to further US control over other countries

(     )  They say theory divorced from policy leads to danger when addressing consequences (Wallace 96) but

a. Not divorced from policy – the alt includes policy by rejecting the aff.

b. [insert theory good]

(     )  They say bridges gap, (alder 92) but

a. This theory isn’t possible when the two theories are a complete 180 degrees in relation to each other. 

ANSWERS TO THEIR SPECIFIC CARDS ROLE OF THE INTELLECT

(     )  They say obligation to help state form policies, (Wallace 96) but

a. The alt is political – if rejecting the aff on the basis of the k went into policy making then that would be a political action.

b. States do not have an obligation to form bad policy
c. [grab framing the debate]
(     )  They say obligation to strength society through policy (Wallace 96), but

a. Obligation to not perpetuate a bad society – why should we strengthen a community that identifies and exterminates large groups of people. Why should we advocate for gated societies in which we live in a walled off world.

b. [grab framing the debate]

(     )  They say scholarly knowledge has an important impact on policy (Wallace 96), but

a. [grab pragmatism block]

b. The plan is not a rejection of scholarly knowledge – rather we reject the securitized logic that distorts knowledge to construct threats.

c. Even if scholarly knowledge is important, the impact their knowledge has on policy is bad. this card functions as the internal link to the impact of securitization.

(     )  They say theory doesn’t translate into a different form of politics (Gunnell 09), but

a. [grab alt solvency]

b. [insert theory good]

ANSWERS TO THEIR SPECIFIC CARDS CHINA THREAT

(     ) They say strategic alteration within the frame of zero sum identity improves tolerance and trust (Sterling-folker 05), but

a. Ethical – the alt is the ethical choice. We have an ethical obligation to stop exterminizing others

b. You make ethical your identity

c. Doesn’t justify the aff – we have specific links. The only possible way for this to work maybe is if the whole world has one identity which is not the aff.

d. Inclusive is bad (turn) – we shouldn’t include societies because then we have to defend them from threats -- Why did we go with china over Vietnam. Soth korea vs. north korea. Iraq  versus Saudi Arabia Kuwait it was because inclusion. Inclusion leads to the eradication of the different.

NOTE: WINNING THE REALISM DEBATE DISPROVES THIS FACT

ANSWERS TO THEIR SPECIFIC CARDS AMERICAN EXCEPTIONALISM

(     )  They say we treat American identity construction as intrinsically violent which clocks the alt ( Pederson 03), but

a. They alludes to some dangerous logic but never articulate what this dangerous logic is. there is no link to the alt and no impact to this logic. 

b. We have an alt – [insert alt solvency]

(     )  They say we should renarrate towards inclusion ( Pedersen 03), but 

a. Inclusive is bad (turn) – we shouldn’t include societies because then we have to defend them from threats -- Why did we go with china over Vietnam. Soth korea vs. north korea. Iraq  versus Saudi Arabia Kuwait it was because inclusion. Inclusion leads to the eradication of the different.

b. Even if inclusion is good – the only way this argument could maybe  function is if there was universal inclusion 

c. Still doesn’t justify the aff – making everyone American is not descriptive of the plan.

(     )  They say Turn exceptionalism is more effective (Pedersen 03), but

a. Anti American dehumanization is inevitable – turn on fox news. Call people who are nice to immigrants anti America.

b. Inclusive is bad (turn) – we shouldn’t include societies because then we have to defend them from threats -- Why did we go with china over Vietnam. South korea vs. north korea. Iraq  versus Saudi Arabia Kuwait it was because inclusion. Inclusion leads to the eradication of the different.

c. [insert pragmatism block]

(     )  They say reappropriating positive elements of American exceptionalism is better than total critic (Gibney 06) but

a. Inclusive is bad (turn) – we shouldn’t include societies because then we have to defend them from threats -- Why did we go with china over Vietnam. Soth Korea vs. North Korea. Iraq  versus Saudi Arabia Kuwait it was because inclusion. Inclusion leads to the eradication of the different.

b. Does not justify the aff making everyone American is not descriptive of the plan.

c. [insert pragmatism block]

ANSWERS TO THEIR SPECIFIC CARDS NO ALT LIBERAL ORDER 

(     )  They say no alt to liberal order (Ikenberry 10), but

a. [insert alt solvency]

b. [insert ethical obligation]

(      )  They say nuclear deterrence prevents shifts, (Ikenberry 10) but

a. Doesn’t assume the world post the alt

b. Those wars and power shifts were create by the liberal order try or die for alt [insert security root cause card/block]

c. Ridiculous – We should give security no accolades for solving 9 out of 10 of the problems it creates in the first place. Inevitably there will be one war that slips through and that will lead to mass death.

ANSWERS TO THEIR SPECIFIC CARDS SECURITY LEADS TO INTERVENTION

(     )  They say reducing presence avoids the dangerous uses, (Huysmans 06) but

a. Insert card reducing props. And justifies further intervention

ANSWERS TO THEIR SPECIFIC CARDS HEG LINKS

(     )  They say can’t justify rejecting heg (Reus-smit 04) but

a. [cross apply case heg debate turns causes nuc war, democracy bad, and not sustainable]

b. [insert k prior democracy]

c. Ridiculous – We should give security no accolades for solving 9 out of 10 of the problems it creates in the first place. Inevitably there will be one war that slips through and that will lead to mass death.

(     )  They say pragmatic reform (Reus-Smit 04), but

 a. Insert theory good

LINKS TO SPECIFIC CASES IRAQ POLICY AFF HO

LINK EXT –

The aff is constructed on the flawed logic of security. The US as an external actor privileges state security and military stability above all else and must intervene when it perceives threats to these goals.

We isolate 3 specific scenarios in the construction of the 1ac

1) Their heg advantage – when the US is no longer intervening on the international arena by policing and deterring other nations the world will revert to the Dark Ages and anarchy. In the words of their Ferguson evidence Increasing war will break out, depression economic stagnation, reversal of globalization, Islamist extremists will infiltrate the EU, Communist China will declare war. Pirates and plunderers will ravage the wealthiest ports around the globe and the Korean peninsula  will start launching nuclear weapons. This call of anarchy is specifically critiqued by biligin who states that policy makers frame the international arena as anarchical in order to stress the need to strengthen the state to cope with external threats. This is parallel to the affs call to for increasing us hegemony as a way to avoid the conflict. 

2)  Their instability advantage – the US must act in or else as their Jarrar evidence states – it will impede the security and political progress in the country. This is specific the concept of security where the stability of the government is privileged. And as a bonus the US gains credibility to extend its policing abilities further into the international arena.

3) The plan text – it isolates a withdrawal of “nearly all” troops – this is a flop hole for the military to exploit and stay in Iraq – literally crouching over them ready to intervene in case they mess up.

[Concede biligin 04] They concede a direct case turn – Bilgin states that when we take a top-down approach to define the threats to security through the perspective of an external actor such as the US the policy will ultimately cause insecurity by infringe on the rights of citizens to promote security for the state and hinder the lives of people by channeling necessary resources away from education, healthcare, environmental protection, etc. and into the military.

LINKS TO SPECIFIC CASES AFGHANISTAN POLICY SS

LINK EXT –

The aff is constructed on the flawed logic of security. The US as an external actor privileges state security and military stability above all else and must intervene when it perceives threats to these goals.

We isolate 3 specific scenarios in the construction of the 1ac

1) Their terrorism advantage – the US must strengthen its military capabilities in Afghanistan to secure the state from instability. Should the US fail to strengthen its military strategy then Al- Queda will raise up and as the aff literal states there will quickly be nuclear terrorism leading to nuclear winter and the apocalypse. 

2) Their hegemony advantage --  when the US is no longer intervening on the international arena by policing and deterring other nations the world will revert to the a state of heightened international wars.  In the words of their Thayer 6 evidence  -- absent the the world will revert to the  Dark Ages and to Hitler’s regime. This call of anarchy is specifically critiqued by biligin who states that policy makers frame the international arena as anarchical in order to stress the need to strengthen the state to cope with external threats. This is parallel to the affs call to for increasing us hegemony as a way to avoid the conflict. 

3) The plan text – it isolates a withdrawal of “nearly all” – this is a flop hole for the military to exploit and stay in Afghanistan – literally crouching over them to intervene in case they mess up.

[Concede biligin 04] They concede a direct case turn – Bilgin states that when we take a top-down approach to define the threats to security through the perspective of an external actor such as the US the policy will ultimately cause insecurity by infringe on the rights of citizens to promote security for the state and hinder the lives of people by channeling necessary resources away from education, healthcare, environmental protection, etc. and into the military.
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