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In my opinion, the best cards are these:

Gunning, p. 18

Booth, p. 2

Williams, p. 7

Roe, p. 19

Knudsen, p. 23

Security good

Security means the potential for emancipation, not mere survival.  Safety is the only foundation for human flourishing

Ken Booth, Prof. of IR @ Wales, ‘5 [Critical Security Studies and World Politics, p. 22]

The best starting point for conceptualizing security lies in the real conditions of insecurity suffered by people and collectivities. Look around.  What is immediately striking is that some degree of insecurity, as a life determining condition, is universal.  To the extent an individual or group is insecure, to that extent their life choices and chances are taken away; this is because of the resources and energy they need to invest in seeking safety from domineering threats - whether these are the lack of food for one’s children or organizing to resist a foreign aggressor.  The corollary of the relationship between insecurity and a determined life is that a degree of security creates life possibilities.  Security might therefore be conceived as synonymous with opening up space in people’s lives.  This allows for individual and collective human becoming - the capacity to have some choice about living differently - consistent with the same but different search by others.  Two interrelated conclusions follow from this.  First, security can be understood as an instrumental value; it frees its possessors to a greater or lesser extent from life-determining constraints and so allows different life possibilities to be explored.  Second, security is synonymous simply with survival.  One can survive without being secure (the experience of refugees in long-term camps in war-torn parts of the world, for example).  Security is therefore more than mere animal survival (basic animal existence).  It is survival-plus, the plus being the possibility to explore human becoming,  As an instrumental value, security is sought because it frees people(s) to some degree to do other than deal with threats to their human being.  The achievement of a level of security - and security is always relative - gives to individuals and groups some time, energy, and scope to chose to be or become, other than merely survival as human biological organisms.  Security is an important dimension of the process by which the human species can reinvent itself beyond the merely biological.

Security leads to the emancipation – other concpetualizations are coopted by the state

Anthony Burke, Associate Professor of Politics and International Relations in the University of New South Wales, June 2007, “What Security Makes Possible: Some thoughts on critical security studies” Department of International Relations, University of New South Wales, pg. 6-8 / KX

He links it with cosmopolitan ideals with an argument that 'the concept of emancipation shapes strategies and tactics of resistance, offers a theory of progress for society, and gives a politics of hope for a common humanity9 Their arguments have strong affinities with J. Ann Tickner's vision of a security based upon 'the elimination of unjust social relations, including unequal gender relations' and for a reformulation of international relations in terms of the 'multiple insecurities' represented by ecological destruction, poverty and (gendered) structural violence, rather than the abstract threats to the integrity of states, their interests and 'core values'.20 Together, they have stated inspirational normative goals that rightly guide many attempts to reformulate security in more positive ways. Their arguments also have strong affinities with the idea of human security developed by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) in 1994.21 The referent object of security has shifted from the state to the human being, and in Booth's view requires that the state simply be a means not an end of security. It must facilitate the achievement of security, not be its object. But they are also arguing for something much more radical and important than is available in most understandings of human security: the insistence on understanding insecurity and achieving security as complex, holistic processes that require not merely the amelioration of particular needs, or the defence of humans against discrete threats contained by time and place, but ongoing structural transformations based on ideas of emancipation, social justice and human progress. Drawing on Ghandi, Booth states that security must be a means for emancipation, and Wyn Jones argues that 'even if a more emancipated order is brought into existence, the process of emancipation remains incomplete. There is always room for improvement ...'— This conceptualisation is not merely intrinsically important; it offers a line of resistance to the all too common cooption of human security to statist agendas—such as those of Canada which have sought to use it to burnish its claims to national identity and good international citizenship—or its reduction to questions of intra-state conflict and liberal governance interventions. Hence if people are made insecure by a complex melange of threats, practices and processes—poor governance, political oppression, civil conflict, the global economy, corruption, human rights abuse, gender violence and discrimination, or environmental destruction—securing them requires work at all these levels including the most systemic and apparently immovable. In turn, security is merely a way-station to something grander and more inspiring.

Security good

The forum of debate solves the link – the aff isn’t presented as absolute truth but as an object to be contested.  This allows security to unfold via debate rather than discursive marginalization

Roe, 12 (Paul Roe, Associate Professor in the Department of International Relations and European Studies at Central European University, Budapest, “Is securitization a ‘negative’ concept? Revisiting the normative debate over normal versus extraordinary politics,” Security Dialogue vol. 43 no. 3, June 2012)

For the Copenhagen School, securitization represents a panic politics: we must do something now, as our very survival is at stake. In such a scenario, it is hardly surprising that Aradau and Huysmans both see the possibilities for debate and deliberation as being minimal: normal procedures must be circumvented, otherwise it might all be too late. The speed of decisionmaking and the accompanying silence on the part of those outside the relevant elite are made all the more salient by the so-called internalist (Stritzel, 2007) or philosophical (Balzacq, 2011) view of securitization, whereby the security speech act possesses its own performative power. The internalist reading is characteristic of Wæver’s (1995) earlier work on securitization and accords with the notion of performativity. Performativity corresponds to John L. Austin’s illocutionary act. Here, uttering security is more than just describing something: it is performing an action that creates new realities (Balzacq, 2005: 177, 2011: 20; Stritzel, 2007: 361). The security speech act thus has the power to enable emergency measures and to (re)order sociopolitical relations (friend/enemy, us/them). In other words, security is a self-referential practice. The internalist reading of securitization closely resembles the Schmittian conception of the political inasmuch as both are decisionist: the securitizing actor, like Schmitt’s sovereign, defines what is exceptional. The silence that arguably marks the internalist reading therefore reflects the lack of oversight to which the securitizing actor is subject, while, with regard to speed, there is a distinct sense of automaticity in the moment when a political issue is rapidly transformed into a matter of security by virtue of its very utterance as such. This is problematized, however, by the so-called externalist (Stritzel, 2007) or sociological (Balzacq, 2011) view, which emphasizes instead the intersubjectivity of the securitization process. With the externalist reading, the authority to speak and the power of the speech act itself are subject to the context in which security is uttered. Most importantly, the framing of something as a security issue is not the sole preserve of the securitizing actor but must also be accepted by a relevant audience. As Buzan et al. (1998: 25) make clear, presenting something as an existential threat is merely a ‘securitizing move’, as ‘the issue is [successfully] securitized only if and when the audience accepts it as such’. Accordingly, with its emphasis on the intersubjective establishment of threat, the externalist rendering of securitization makes problematic Wæver’s earlier assertion of security as a self-referential practice. And this conceptual tension is reflected in the specific debate over the nature of the speech act itself. For both Thierry Balzacq and Holger Stritzel, Wæver/the Copenhagen School thus present securitization as both an illocutionary act and a perlocutionary act – that is, they discuss what is done in saying security, as well as what is done by saying security. Perlocutionary acts are external to the performative aspect of the speech act and thereby correspond not to the utterance itself but to its effects: did the securitizing actor manage to convince the relevant audience. Balzacq (2005: 177–8) sums up the situation thus: either we argue that securitization is a self-referential practice, in which case we forsake perlocution with the related acquiescence of the audience … or we hold fast to the creed that using the conception of security also produces a perlocutionary effect, in which case we abandon self-referentiality. He goes on: I suspect instead that the CS [Copenhagen School] leans towards the first option…. [A]lthough the CS appeals to an audience, its framework ignores the audience, which suggests that the CS opts for an illocutionary view of security yielding a ‘magical efficiency’ rather than a fully-fledged model encompassing perlocution as well (Balzacq, 2005: 177–8).9 It is indeed the case that the Copenhagen School has underconceptualized the role of the audience.10 This is something of which Wæver (2003) himself is well aware. But, it is debatable whether the Copenhagen School favours an internalist reading of the securitization concept. Although Wæver is keen to stress the importance of the ‘moment’ of the speech act, and thus retain its illocutionary force, he nevertheless also leans towards the importance of the relationship between securitizing actor and audience. Wæver warns of viewing securitization as a ‘unilateral performance’ – that undertaken only by the sovereign – and thus its equivalence to a ‘Schmittian anti-democratic decisionism’. Rather: We [members of the Copenhagen School] preserve the event-ness of the speech act and the performative moment, but locate it in-between the actors…. This might look like perlocution because it includes something after the speaker’s first action, but if the speech act is viewed as a larger whole including audience, it is more appropriate to see securitization as what is done in the (collective) act, rather than dissolving the move into one component of a larger complex social explanation of processes (Wæver, 2007: 4). The important point here is how the security speech act moves away from a Schmittian to an Arendtian conception of politics, ‘because the theory places power in-between humans … and insists on securityness being a quality not of threats but of their handling, that is, the theory places power not with “things” external to a community but internal to it’ (Wæver, 2011: 468). For Wæver, securitization thus takes place in a context where there is space for open politics: actors and audiences together agree as to what constitutes security and what does not. This is not to say that agreement is necessarily reached on an equal basis, as actors often possess, and indeed employ, the resources to cajole and bully audiences into acquiescing to their depiction of events. But, it is to say that some kind of agreement is nevertheless required. Indeed, the potential for securitization to avoid its Schmittian connotations in this way is also recognized by Williams. For Williams, the importance of the audience relates to a ‘discursive ethics’ that goes against the decisionist account of securitization. The security speech act entails the possibility of dialogue and thereby also the potential for the transformation of security (Williams, 2003: 522–3). And although Williams (2003: 524) seems somewhat sceptical as to the extent to which securitizations are subject to such ‘discursive legitimation’ – also noting how security issues often ‘operate in the realm of secrecy, of “national security”, of decision’ – he nonetheless makes clear the potential for securitizations to be ‘pulled back’ into the public realm, ‘particularly when the social consensus underlying the capacity for decision is challenged, either by questioning the policies, or by disputing the threat, or both’.

Security good

Security key to avoid fascism—We should manage violence instead of trying to create a metapolitics of difference and peace.
Ole WAEVER Senior Research Fellow @ Copenhagen Peace Research Inst. ‘2K in International Relations Theory and the Politics of European Integration eds. Kelstrup and Williams p. 284-285

The other main possibility is to stress responsibility. Particularly in a field
like security one has to make choices and deal with the challenges and risks
that one confronts - and not shy away into long-range or principled trans-
formations. The meta-political line risks (despite the theoretical commitment to the concrete other) implying that politics can be contained within
large 'systemic' questions. In line with the classical revolutionary tradition,
after the change (now no longer the revolution but the meta-physical transformation), there will he no more problems whereas in our situation (until
the change) we should not deal with the 'small questions' of politics, only
with the large one cf. Rorty 1996). However, the ethical demand in post-
structuralism (e.g. Derrida's 'justice') is of a kind that can never be instantiated in any concrete political order - it is an experience of the undecidable
that exceeds any concrete solution and re-inserts politics. Therefore, politics
can never be reduced to meta-questions; there is no way to erase the small,
particular, banal conflicts and controversies.

In contrast to the quasi-institutionalist formula of radical democracy
which one finds in the 'opening' oriented version of deconstruction, we
could with Derrida stress the singularity of the event. To take a position,
take part, and 'produce events' (Derrida 1994: 89) means to get involved
in specific struggles. Politics takes place 'in the singular event of engagement' (Derrida 1996: R3).
 In contrast to the quasi-institutionalist formula of radical democracy
which one finds in the 'opening' oriented version of deconstruction, we
could with Derrida stress the singularity of the event. To take a position,
take part, and 'produce events' (Derrida $994: 89) means to get involved
in specific struggles. Politics takes place 'in the singular event of engagement' (Derrida 1996: 3),

Derrida's politics is focused on the calls that demand response/responsibility contained in words like justice, Europe and emancipation. Should we
treat security in this manner? No, security is not that kind of call. 'Security'
is not a way to open (or keep open) an ethical horizon. Security is a much
more situational concept oriented to the handling of specifics. It belongs to
the sphere of how to handle challenges - and avoid 'the worst' (Derrida
1991). Here enters again the possible pessimism which for the security
analyst might be occupational or structural. The infinitude of responsibility
(Derrida 1996: 86) or the tragic nature of politics (Morgenthau 1946,
Chapter 7) means that one can never feel reassured that by some 'good
deed', '1 have assumed my responsibilities' (Derrida 1996: 86).
 If I conduct myself particularly well with regard to someone, I know
that it is to the detriment of an other; of one nation to the detriment of
another nation, of one family to the detriment of another family, of
 my friends to the detriment of other friends or non-friends, etc. This is
the infinitude that inscribes itself within responsibility; otherwise there
would he no ethical problems or decisions. (ibid.) and parallel argumentation in Morgenthau 1946;
Chapters 6 and 7)
 Because of this there will remain conflicts and risks - and the question of
how to handle them. Should developments be securitized (and if so, in
what terms)? Often, our reply will he to aim for de-securitization and then
politics meet meta-politics, but occasionally the underlying pessimism
regarding the prospects for orderliness and compatibility among human
aspirations will point to scenarios sufficiently worrisome that responsibility
will entail securitization in order to block the worst. As a security/securitization analyst, this means accepting the task of
trying to manage and avoid spirals and accelerating security concerns, to
try to assist in shaping the continent in a way that creates the least insecurity
and violence - even if this occasionally means invoking/producing
'structures' or even using the dubious instrument of securitization. In the
case of the current European configuration, the above analysis suggests the
use of securitization at the level of European scenarios with the aim of pre-
empting and avoiding numerous instances of local securitization that could
lead to security dilemmas and escalations, violence and mutual vilification.


Security good – Global warming

Environmental securitization is only bad when it is built off of national security – global warming is a human security problem, which avoids the dangerous elements

Roe, 12 (Paul Roe, Associate Professor in the Department of International Relations and European Studies at Central European University, Budapest, “Is securitization a ‘negative’ concept? Revisiting the normative debate over normal versus extraordinary politics,” Security Dialogue vol. 43 no. 3, June 2012)

Focusing on the environmental sector of security, Floyd reasons that there are certain referents, however, that can indeed be privileged over others. In revising the securitization concept to enable inquiry into actors’ intentions, Floyd proposes what she calls a ‘referent object benefiting securitization’ and an ‘agent benefiting securitization’. The distinction between these two securitizations, put simply, is that while one corresponds to the benefit of the wider, declared referent, the other benefits the narrower concerns of the securitizing actor. Besides:

Distinguishing between different types of securitization according to the beneficiary is important beyond allowing insights into intentions of securitizing actors; it suggests that not all securitizations are morally equal. It holds open the possibility that, depending on who/what benefits from any given securitization, it can be either morally right or morally wrong (Floyd, 2010: 56).

Additionally, though, moral rightness is also dependent on the nature of the wider referent: for Floyd (2011: 431), referent objects must be ‘conducive to human well-being’.19

In this particular regard, Floyd (2007) distinguishes between state-centric and human-centric approaches to environmental security and, subsequently (Floyd, 2010), between environmental security as ‘national security’ (state-centric), as ‘human security’ (human-centric), and as ‘ecological security’. Floyd rejects the national-security approach on the ground that it reflects too narrow a conception of human well-being (our citizens over yours), and the ecological security approach for failing to privilege human life over and above other animal and life species.20 ‘Only environmental security as human security’, she concludes, ‘directly benefits human beings’ and, importantly, ‘seeks to address the root causes of environmental change through (global) cooperative measures with the ultimate aim of establishing a healthy and functioning environment for us all’ (Floyd, 2010: 184).21

Although, as some critics have pointed out,22 Floyd’s work maintains that some securitizations may reflect a Schmittian notion of the political, for Floyd herself looking at actors’ intentions makes it possible to distinguish between, on the one hand, those securitizations that maintain existing power structures and relations (agent-benefiting) and, on the other, those (referent object-benefiting) that not only enable the securing of wider interests but also envisage a more transformatory process. Through a concentration on environmental security as human security and a normative commitment to a conception of human well-being,23 Floyd’s work thus reveals the possibilities for a different (positive) mode of politics based on a rejection of zero-sum thinking. As Floyd (2010: 4) herself is keen to stress, the outcome of securitization is not always ‘conflict and the security dilemma’. In efforts to transcend negative, friend/enemy identifications, certain ecological issues – such as global warming – may thus be conducive for the construction of non-divisive referents (humanity). And in this way Floyd acknowledges that the environmental sector may be relatively unproblematic in relation to the value of human well-being. But, ‘what else in other sectors’, she asks, ‘could be said to have the same status?’ (Floyd, 2010: 193).

Schmitt – divisions good

Their attempt to police the boundaries of ‘proper’ critique destroys the possibility of self-reflection. The absolute denial of validity to forms of political expression based on asserted starting points creates a fundamentalist ethic that violently cleanses those with dirty hands.

William Rasch, Germanic Studies – Indiana, ‘5 (South Atlantic Quarterly 104:2, Spring)

But how are we to respond? For those who say there is no war and who yet find themselves witnessing daily bloodshed, Adornoian asceticism (refraining from participating in the nihilism of the political) or Benjaminian weak, quasi, or other messianism (waiting for the next incarnation of the historical subject [the multitudes?] or the next proletarian general strike [the event?]) would seem to be the answer. To this, however, those who say there is a war can respond only with bewilderment. Waiting for a ‘‘completely new politics’’ 10 and completely new political agents, waiting for the event and the right moment to name it, or waiting for universal ontological redemption feels much like waiting for the Second Coming, or,more accurately, for Godot. And have we not all grown weary of waiting? The war we call ‘‘the political,’’ whether nihilist or not, happily goes on while we watch Rome burn. As Schmitt wrote of the relationship of early Christianity to the Roman Empire, ‘‘The belief that a restrainer holds back the end of the world provides the only bridge between the notion of an eschatological paralysis of all human events and a tremendous historical monolith like that of the Christian empire of the Germanic kings’’ (60).One does not need to believe in the virtues of that particular ‘‘historical monolith’’ to understand the dangers of eschatological paralysis.  But as Max Weber observed firsthand, ascetic quietude leads so often, so quickly, and so effortlessly to the chiliastic violence that knows no bounds;11 and as we have lately observed anew, the millennial messianism of imperial rulers and nomadic partisans alike dominates the contemporary political landscape. The true goal of those who say there is no war is to eliminate the war that actually exists by eliminating those Lyons and Tygers and other Savage Beasts who say there is a war. This war is the truly savage war. It is the war we witness today. No amount of democratization, pacification, or Americanization will mollify its effects, because democratization, pacification, and Americanization are among the weapons used by those who say there is no war to wage their war to end all war.  What is to be done? If you are one who says there is a war, and if you say it not because you glory in it but because you fear it and hate it, then your goal is to limit it and its effects, not eliminate it, which merely intensifies it, but limit it by drawing clear lines within which it can be fought, and clear lines between those who fight it and those who don’t, lines between friends, enemies, and neutrals, lines between combatants and noncombatants. There are, of course, legitimate doubts about whether those ideal lines could ever be drawn again; nevertheless, the question that we should ask is not how can we establish perpetual peace, but rather a more modest one: Can symmetrical  relationships be guaranteed only by asymmetrical ones? According to Schmitt, historically this has been the case. ‘‘The traditional Eurocentric order of international law is foundering today, as is the old nomos of the earth. This order arose from a legendary and unforeseen discovery of a new world, from an unrepeatable historical event. Only in fantastic parallels can one imagine a modern recurrence, such as men on  their way to the moon discovering a new and hitherto unknown planet that could be exploited freely and utilized effectively to relieve their struggles on earth’’ (39). We have since gone to the moon and have found nothing on the way there to exploit. We may soon go to Mars, if current leaders have their way, but the likelihood of finding exploitable populations seems equally slim. Salvation through spatially delimited asymmetry, even were it to be desired, is just not on the horizon. And salvation through globalization, that is, through global unity and equality, is equally impossible, because today’s asymmetry is not so much a localization of the exception as it is an invisible generation of the exception from within that formal ideal of unity, a generation of the exception as the difference between the human and the inhuman outlaw, the ‘‘Savage Beast, with whom Men can have no Society nor Security.’’ We are, therefore, thrown back upon ourselves, which is to say, upon those artificial ‘‘moral persons’’ who act as our collective political identities. They used to be called states. What they will be called in the future remains to be seen. But, if we think to establish a differentiated unity of discrete political entities that once represented for Schmitt ‘‘the highest form of order within the scope of human power,’’ then we must symmetrically manage the necessary pairing of inclusion and exclusion without denying the ‘‘forms of power and domination’’ that inescapably accompany human ordering. We must think the possibility of roughly equivalent power relations rather than fantasize the elimination of power from the political universe. This, conceivably, was also Schmitt’s solution. Whether his idea of the plurality of Großräume could ever be carried out under contemporary circumstances is, to be sure, more than a little doubtful, given that the United States enjoys a monopoly on guns, goods, and the Good, in the form of a supremely effective ideology of universal ‘‘democratization.’’ Still, we would do well to devise vocabularies that do not just emphatically repeat philosophically more sophisticated versions of the liberal ideology of painless, effortless, universal equality. The space of the political will never be created by a bloodless, Benjaminian divine violence. Nor is it to be confused with the space of the simply human. To dream the dreams of universal inclusion may satisfy an irrepressible human desire, but it may also always produce recurring, asphyxiating political nightmares of absolute exclusion. 

Prediction/strategy planning 
Our scenario-evaluations are crucial for ethically responsible politics.  A theoretical kritik is insufficient—we need realistic as if stories to generate changes in practice.  

Michael C. WILLIAMS International Politics @ Wales (Aberystwyth) ‘5 The Realist Tradition and the Limits of International Relations p.165-167
Moreover, the links between sceptical realism and prevalent post-modern themes go more deeply than this, particularly as they apply to attempts by post-structural thinking to reopen questions of responsibility and ethics. In part, the goals of post-structural approaches can be usefully characterised, to borrow Stephen White's illuminating contrast, as expressions of 'responsibility to otherness' which question and challenge modernist equations of responsibility with a 'responsibility to act'. A responsibility to otherness seeks to reveal and open the constitutive processes and claims of subjects and subjectivities that a foundational modernism has effaced in its narrow identification of responsibility with a 'responsibility to act?' Deconstruction can from this perspective be seen as a principled stance unwilling to succumb to modernist essentialism which in the name of responsibility assumes and reifies, subjects and structures, obscures forms of power and violence which are constitutive of them, and at the same time forecloses a consideration of alternative possibilities and practices.

Yet it is my claim that the wilful Realist tradition does not lack an understanding of the contingency of practice or a vision of responsibility to otherness. On the contrary. its strategy of objectification is precisely  an attempt to bring together a responsibility to otherness and a responsibility to act within a wilfully liberal vision. The construction of a realm of objectivity and calculation is not just a consequence of a need to act - the framing of an epistemic context for successful calculation. It is a form of responsibility to otherness, an attempt to allow for diversity and irreconcilability precisely by - at least initially - reducing the self and the other to a structure of material calculation in order to allow a structure of mutual intelligibility, mediation, and stability. It is, in short, a strategy of limitation: a wilful attempt to construct a subject and a social world limited - both epistemically and politically - in the name of a politics of toleration: a liberal strategy that John Gray has recently characterised as one of modus vivendi.  If this is the case, then the deconstructive move that gains some of its weight by contrasting itself to a non- or apolitical objectivism must engage with the more complex contrast to a sceptical Realist tradition that is itself a constructed, ethical practice. This issue becomes even more acute if one considers Iver Neumann's incisive questions concerning postmodem constructions of identity, action, and responsibility. 83 Neumann points out, the insight that identities are inescapably contingent and relationally constructed, and even the claim that identities

Inescapably indebted to othemess, do not in themselves provide a foundation for practice, particularly in situations where identities are 'sedimented' and conflictually defined. In these cases, deconstruction alone will not suffice unless it can demonstrate a capacity to counter in practice (and not just in philosophic practice) the essentialist dynamics it confronts)44 Here, a responsibility to act must go beyond deconstruction to consider viable alternatives and counter-practices.

To take this critique seriously is not necessarily to be subject yet again to the straightforward 'blackmail of the Enlightenment' and a narrow 'modernist' vision of responsibility." While an unwillingness to move beyond a deconstructive ethic of responsibility to otherness for fear that an essentialist stance is the only (or most likely) alternative expresses a  legitimate concern, it should not license a retreat from such questions or their practical demands. Rather, such situations demand also an evaluation of the structures (of identity and institutions) that might viably be mobilised in order to offset the worst implications of violently exclusionary identities It requires. as Neumann nicely puts it, the generation of compelling 'as if' stories around which counter-subjectivities and political practices can coalesce. Wilful Realism, 1 submit, arises out of an appreciation of these issues, and comprises an attempt to craft precisely such 'stories' within a broader intellectual and sociological analysis of their conditions of production, possibilities of success, and likely consequences. The question is, to what extent are these limits capable of success-and to what extent might they be limits upon their own aspirations to responsibility? These are crucial questions, but they will not be addressed by retreating yet again into further reversals of the same old dichotomies. 

Prediction/strategy planning 

Strategic Planning and Predictions do not Naturalize War - Quasi Predictions are Practically and Humbly Used to Reduce Vioence
Vincent Pouliot, PhD Candidate in Political Science @ Univ. of Toronto, ‘7 [International Studies Quarterly, “"Sobjectivism": Toward a Constructivist Methodology,” p. wiley]
Another traditional way to assess validity is generalizability: can the findings travel from one case to another? From a constructivist perspective, the time is ripe to abandon the old dream of discovering nomothetic laws in social sciences: human beings are reflexive and intentional creatures who do not simply obey to external laws. Nonetheless, there exist certain patterns and regularities in social life which constructivists are keen to analyze. As Price and Reus-Smit (1998:275) correctly point out, "rejecting the pursuit of law-like generalizations does not entail a simultaneous rejection of more contingent generalizations." Such contingent generalizations usually derive from the abstracting power of concepts: by simplifying reality through idealization, concepts such as constitutive mechanisms, for example, allow for analogies across cases. Weber (2004 [1904]) used to call this "idealtypes"—theoretical constructs that depart from social realities in order to gain explanatory spin across cases. Conceptual analogies are by definition underspecified as they cannot fully put up with contingency. Consequently, the crucial point while drawing contingent generalizations is to be explicit about their boundaries of applicability (Hopf 2002:30). Inside these boundaries, sobjectivism may even yield to some small-scale, quasi-predictions through one of two paths. On the one hand, "forward reasoning" and the development of plausible scenarios helps narrow down the set of future possibilities (Bernstein et al. 2000). On the other hand, by focusing on explaining change inside of a delimited social situation, one needs not predict every single development but only those that are likely to deviate from an observed pattern (cf. Welch 2005:28).Contrary to positivism, from a constructivist point of view there cannot be such a thing as the valid interpretation or theory. As there is no transcendental way to adjudicate among competing interpretations, validity never is a black-or-white matter; it is all shades of gray. Inside a style of reasoning, validation is a deliberative activity whereby judgments evolve in combination with their own criteria. In order to convey the historicity of scientific reason, the best criterion to assess the relative validity of an interpretation is its incisiveness, that is, its capacity to "see further" than previous interpretations. As Geertz (1973:25) explains: "A study is an advance if it is more incisive—whatever that may mean—than those that preceded it; but it less stands on their shoulders than, challenged and challenging, runs by their side." Obvious from this quote is that incisiveness is not a primordial and universal criterion; it is both space- and time-dependent. Indeed, the degree of incisiveness of an interpretation hinges not only on its substance but also on its audience. In this regard, this article argues that it is the appropriate combination of experience-near and experience-distant concepts that generates interpretations that not only "make sense" to people, scientists and laymen alike, but also "add sense" to already held interpretations. It is this supplementary meaning, due to the objectification of subjective meanings, which leads to an increased degree of incisiveness. A constructivist interpretation is all the more incisive (and thus valid) that it strikes a fine balance between subjective and objectified knowledge.Overall, the constructivist style of reasoning and sobjectivism in particular are animated by a quite similar logic of discovery as the one that drives positivistic methodologies. In Lakatos' (1970) famous argument, progressive research programs are those that lead to the discovery of "novel facts." Like a good positivist, Lakatos probably had in mind hard facts that lead to universal Truth. Constructivists adopt a more down-to-earth, low-key attitude with regards to scientific discovery. What a refined level of incisiveness and the methodical practice of sobjectivism help discover is, quite simply, a combination of subjective and objectified knowledge that makes more sense of international politics than previous interpretations. That incisiveness, however, is situated intersubjectively speaking. Social science is not as universal as eulogists of the Enlightenment would like it to be, but it is no less worth pursuing to better understand the pressing matters of world politics.
Immanent critique

The Aff’s Immament Critique is More Effective Than Their Imaginary Archimedean Position

Richard Wyn Jones, Prof. of International Politics @ Aberystywyth, ’99 [Security, Strategy, and Critical Theory, p. 77]

The work of the first generation of critical theorists does not offer much specific guidance in the task of outlining what emancipation might mean in practice. but the preceding discussion of their work suggests three points that those attempting to overcome this failing should bear in mind. First, and most obviously, visions of concrete utopias must be consistent with whatever deeper notions of the grounding of emancipatory potential are deployed. Thus, for example, if the possibility of emancipation is grounded in the economic realm, then, logically, depictions of a more emancipated order cannot simply concentrate on (narrowly defined) political institutions. Second, descriptions-indeed, prescriptions-of a more emancipated order must focus on realizable utopias. Critical theorists must not lose sight of the fact that the coherence of their project is dependent on their utilization of the critical potential of immanence. If they succumb to the temptation of suggesting a blueprint for an emancipated order that is unrelated to the possibilities inherent in the present-a tendency that Marx and Engels argued was characteristic of "utopian socialists" such as Robert Owen (Marx and Engels 1948: 44-46)-then critical theorists have no way of justifying their arguments epistemologically. After all, to justify a utopia that is not already present in some fonn within the prevailing order requires the existence of an Archimedean point according to whose standards this utopia might be envisioned-a possibility rejected by critical theorists.  Thus immanent critique (understood in broad terms) remains a vital part of the melatheoretical armory of critical theory. Furthermore, it is highly unlikely that a vision of an emancipated order that is not based on immanent potential will be politically efficacious. Unless anchored in a realistic assessment of actually existing possibilities, emancipatory ideas are hardly likely to convince their target audience (whoever they might be) that progressive change is not only desirable but also plausible and achievable, and therefore worth the effort or risk of trying to secure. Thus, for both epistemological and purely instrumental reasons, concrete utopias must be based on practices that have some basis in preexisting behavior. 

Problem solving good

Problem-solving theory is necessary for addressing tangible violence

D.S.L. Jarvis, Lecturer in IR at the University of Sydney, International Relations and the Challenges of Postmodernism, 2000, p. 129

On all these questions one must answer no. This is not to say, of course, that all theory should be judged by its technical rationality and problem-solving capacity as Ashley forcefully argues. But to suppose that problem-solving technical theory is not necessary—or is in some way bad—is a contemptuous position that abrogates any hope of solving some of the nightmarish realities that millions confront daily. As Holsti argues, we need ask of these theorists and their theories the ultimate question, “So what?” To what purpose do they deconstruct, problematize, destabilize, undermine, ridicule, and belittle modernist and rationalist approaches? Does this get us any further, make the world better, or enhance the human condition? In what sense can this “debate toward [a] bottomless pit of epistemology and metaphysics” be judged pertinent, relevant, helpful, or cogent to anyone other than those foolish enough to be scholastically excited by abstract and recondite debate: Contrary to Ashley’s assertions, then, a poststructural approach fails to empower the marginalized and, in fact, abandons them. Rather than analyze the political economy of power, wealth, oppression, production, or international relations and render an intelligible understanding of these processes, Ashley succeeds in ostracizing those he portends to represent by delivering an obscure and highly convoluted discourse. If Ashley wishes to chastise structural realism for its abstractness and detachment, he must be prepared also to face similar criticism, especially when he so adamantly intends his work to address the real life plight of those who struggle at marginal places.

State good

Critiques of State-Centered Security Sacrifice the Most Important Political Actor - Loss Options Far outweighs the danger of Legitimation

Olav. F. Knudsen, Prof @ Södertörn Univ College, ‘1 [Security Dialogue 32.3, “Post-Copenhagen Security Studies: Desecuritizing  Securitization,” p. 364]

Though hardly the first to make this ar-gument, Holsti shows convincingly that internal wars are now by far the most  important kind of war. This point has been used to argue that interstate rela-  tions have decreased in significance. If we compare two categories of relations,  intrastate and interstate, that is of course true in relative quantitative terms.  However, one must not overlook what those wars are about: the control of the  state apparatus and its territory. Internal wars testify not to the disappearance of the state, but to its continuing importance. Hence, the state must continue to  be a central object of our work in IR, not least in security studies. We should  study the state – conceived as a penetrated state – specifically because it performs essential security functions that are rarely performed by other types of  organization, such as being:  • the major collective unit processing notions of threat;  • the mantle that cloaks the exercise of elite power;  • the organizational expression that gives shape to communal ‘identity’ and  ‘culture’;  • the chief agglomeration of competence to deal with issue areas crossing ju-  risdictional boundaries;  • the manager of territory/geographical space – including functioning as a  ‘receptacle’ for income; and  • the legitimizer of authorized action and possession.  Recognizing the problems of state-focused approaches belongs to the beginner’s lessons in IR. There is the danger of legitimizing the state as such by  placing it at the center of research, and of legitimizing thereby the repression  and injustice which on a massive scale have been and still are perpetrated in  its name around the globe. Some draw the conclusion on this basis that states  should not be studied, a stance which is obviously unwarranted and pointless.  The state is an instrument of power on a scale beyond most other instruments  of power. For this reason alone, keeping a watch on how it is used should be a  top priority for social scientists.  The mobilization – the assumption of the mantle – of state power by more or  less arbitrarily chosen (or self-selected) individuals or groups, to act on behalf  of all, is something which requires continual problematization, not least when  it is done vis-à-vis other collectivities. The state is also the instrument of de-  mocracy on a large scale in its most well-functioning forms. Surveying democ-  racy’s state of health is a crucial responsibility for social scientists. Finally,  when it comes to performing collective tasks on a large scale, the state is the  most potentially effective organizing instrument across an almost limitless  range of objectives. Security is among them.  In short, the state is too central to the large-scale business of human life to be  ignored or put aside, whether for ideological or idealistic reasons. Still, we  need to recognize the historical dimension in this. It is not necessarily the  state’s present form which makes it an important object of study; rather, it is  its primary function of being the largest universal-purpose collective-action  unit around. Such units require study in all civilizations and at all times in  human history, regardless of their name or specific functions. The Westpha-  lian preoccupation of IR is therefore somewhat overdrawn. There is no need  to apologize for focusing on states or state-like units. 
State good
Sovereignty Provides the Most Realistic Hope for Reconciling Competing Human Wills - The Alternative Results in Either International Exploitation or Renewed Ellitism 

Jean Bethke Elshtain, Prof. of Social and Political Ethics @ U-Chicago, ‘5 [Ethics & International Affairs, “Against New Utopianism: Response to “Against the New Internationalism,” p. 94-5]
Burke's prescriptive argument is not only improbable but also impossible as a course for a world of human beings organized presently within hundreds of entities called states. His indictment of the state is relentless. Indeed, reading Burke you would never know that states have carried human aspirations and hopes; that much of the dignity and purpose of human beings derives from their location in particular communities with particular histories and traditions and stories and languages. States, at their best, help to protect and to nourish certain goods. As the late, great Hannah Arendt put it, "No one can be a citizen of the world as he [and she] is a citizen of a particular country." Burke wants "collective decision-making," a world beyond states. When one thinks of the challenges of representation and transparency in contemporary states—none of which is any longer monocultural—the notion that anything that would meaningfully count as representation could pertain in a world body defies common sense. One would likely wind up with a small group of elites, claiming to be something like a Hegelian class of disinterested persons, dictating policy. How could it be anything else in the absence of any concrete account by Burke of the principles of authority and legitimacy that are to characterize his proposed global order? Or without any compelling account of how politics is to be organized? What would be the principle of political organization? What, indeed, would be the purview of citizenship—conspicuous by its absence in his account? Burke criticizes my ethic as being allegedly based on a "narrow dialogue between government elites," ignoring thereby the "profound problem of accountability to citizens inherent in all security policy-making." I cotild not agree more that accountability is a "profound problem" and that to deal with it requires certain sorts of domestic institutional arrangements. And of course in endorsing democracy I thereby endorse citizen participation. The term "domestic" already signals a distinction between a particular set of arrangements culminating in states and arrangements beyond that level. It is states that can be pressured to take responsibility for aberrant behavior—for example, the U.S. mihtary courts-martial of the out-ofcontrol rogues who enacted their own sordid pornographic fantasies with prisoners in Abu Ghraib. One doesn't court-martial people for carrying out faithfully an official policy. There is most certainly fault to be found here—whether in ambiguous statements about what is permitted or in insufficient training of those guarding prisoners, admittedly in a difficult situation over which the U.S. military was just beginning to take control. We rightly judge a military by whether it indicts and punishes perpetrators of wrong: Why is nothing said about this by Burke? Surely Burke owes us an account of a coherent set of institutional arrangements to carry out such a role in a world characterized by ethnic revisionists, murderous jihadists, one party dictatorships, child soldiering, rape campaigns, human trafficking, genocides, corruption, exploitation, and all the rest. It is through states and through the national contingents of international bodies—whether of churches or the Red Cross or human rights groups or guilds of various professional organizations—that persons can try to act and to organize. Once they do, such entities based in one state connect up to other such entities to form international networks that can put pressure simultaneously on particular states and on relevant international or transnational bodies. To assume a world beyond this sort of politics is to assume what never was and never will be—namely, that there will no longer be a need to "reconcile competing human wills." Defending, as Burke claims to be doing, a "liberal ethic of war and peace" (p. 82) means, surely, to think of rules and laws and responsibility and accountability. Liberalism is premised on a world of states and, depending on whether one is a Kantian or some other sort of liberal, a world in which the principle of state sovereignty can be overridden under some circumstances. 
Pragmatic leadership

Total rejection of US leadership would increase imperialism and colonialism.  We should pragmatically reform leadership.

Christian REUS-SMIT IR @ Australian Nat’l ‘4 American Power and World Order p. 121-123

My preference here is to advocate a forward-leaning, prudential strategy of institutionally governed change. By `forward-leaning', I mean that the progressive realization of cosmopolitan values should be the measure of success​ful politics in international society. As long as gross viola​tions of basic human rights mar global social life, we, as individuals, and the states that purport to represent us, have obligations to direct what political influence we have to the improvement of the human condition, both at home and abroad. I recommend, however, that our approach be prudent rather than imprudent. Historically, the violence of inter-state warfare and the oppression of imperial rule have been deeply corrosive of basic human rights across the globe. The institutions of international society, along with their constitutive norms, such as sover​eignty, non-intervention, self-determination and limits on the use of force, have helped to reduce these corrosive forces dramatically. The incidence of inter-state wars has declined markedly, even though the number of states has multiplied, and imperialism and colonialism have moved from being core institutions of international society to practices beyond the pale. Prudence dictates, therefore, that we lean forward without losing our footing on valu​able institutions and norms. This means, in effect, giving priority to institutionally governed change, working with the rules and procedures of international society rather than against them. What does this mean in practice? In general, I take it to mean two things. First, it means recognizing the principal rules of international society, and accepting the obligations they impose on actors, including oneself. These rules fall into two broad categories: procedural and substantive. The most specific procedural rules are embodied in insti​tutions such as the United Nations Security Council, which is empowered to 'determine the existence of any threat to peace, breach of the peace or act of aggression' and the measures that will be taken 'to maintain or restore international peace and security'.28 More general, yet equally crucial, procedural rules include the cardinal principle that states are only bound by rules to which they have consented. Even customary international law, which binds states without their express consent, is based in part on the assumption of their tacit consent. The substantive rules of international society are legion, but perhaps the most important are the rules governing the use of force, both when force is permitted (jus ad bellum) and how it may be used (jus in bello). Second, working with the rules and procedures of international society also means recognizing that the principal modality of in​novation and change must be communicative. That is, establishing new rules and mechanisms for achieving  cosmopolitan ends and international public goods, or modifying existing ones, should be done through persua​sion and negotiation, not ultimatum and coercion. A pre​mium must be placed, therefore, on articulating the case for change, on recognizing the concerns and interests of others as legitimate, on building upon existing rules, and on seeing genuine communication as a process of give and take, not demand and take. Giving priority to institutionally governed change may seem an overly conservative strategy, but it need not be. As explained above, the established procedural and substantive rules of international society have de​livered international public goods that actually further cosmopolitan ends, albeit in a partial and inadequate fash​ion. Eroding these rules would only lead to increases in inter-state violence and imperialism, and this would almost certainly produce a radical deterioration in the protection of basic human rights across the globe. Saying that we ought to preserve these rules is prudent, not con​servative. More than this, though, we have learnt that the institutions of international society have transformative potential, even if this is only now being creatively exploited. 
Perm
Critique Alone is not adequate to alter the current security environment – Political Action is Necessary to Promote Emancipation Over Security 

Pinar Bilgin, Prof. of IR @ Bilkent Univ, ‘5 [Regional Security in The Middle East, p. 60-1]

Admittedly, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first step. In other words, from a critical security perspective, self-reflection, thinking and writing are not enough in themselves. They should be compounded by other forms of practice (that is, action taken on the ground). It is indeed crucial for students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice by pointing to possibilities for change immanent in world politics and suggesting emancipatory practices if it is going to fulfil the promise of becoming a 'force of change' in world politics. Cognisant of the need to find and suggest alternative practices to meet a broadened security agenda without adopting militarised or zero-sum thinking and practices, students of critical approaches to security have suggested the imagining, creation and nurturing of security communities as emancipatory practices (Booth 1994a; Booth and Vale 1997). Although Devetak's approach to the theory/practice relationship echoes critical approaches' conception of theory as a form of practice, the latter seeks to go further in shaping global practices. The distinction Booth makes between 'thinking about thinking' and 'thinking about doing' grasps the difference between the two. Booth (1997: 114) writes: Thinking about thinking is important, but, more urgently, so is thinking about doing .... Abstract ideas about emancipation will not suffice: it is important for Critical Security Studies to engage with the real by suggesting policies, agents, and sites of change, to help humankind, in whole and in part, to move away from its structural wrongs. In this sense, providing a critique of existing approaches to security, revealing those hidden assumptions and normative projects embedded in Cold War Security Studies, is only a first (albeit crucial) step. It is vital for the students of critical approaches to re-think security in both theory and practice. 
 

Perm Solves – Strategic Reversibility

Their K oversimplifies—Biopower is not a one-way street—The aff strategically reverses the application of power from regulation to inclusion – Solves value to life
Campbell 98 (David, Intl Politics, Newcastle, “Writing Security: United States Foreign Policy and the Politics of Identity,” pg. 204-205)

The political possibilities enabled by this permanent provocation of power and freedom can be specified in more detail by thinking in terms of the predominance of the “bio-power” discussed above. In this sense, because the governmental practices of biopolitics in West​ern nations have been increasingly directed toward modes of being and forms of life — such that sexual conduct has become an object of concern, individual health has been figured as a domain of discipline, and the family has been transformed into an instrument of govern​ment— the ongoing agonism between those practices and the free​dom they seek to contain means that individuals have articulated a series of counterdemands drawn from those new fields of concern. For example, as the state continues to prosecute people according to sexual orientation, human rights activists have proclaimed the right of gays to enter into formal marriages, adopt children, and receive the same health and insurance benefits granted to their straight coun​terparts. These claims are a consequence of the permanent provoca​tion of power and freedom in biopolitics, and stand as testament to the “strategic reversibility” of power relations: if the terms of governmental practices can be made into focal points for resistances, then the “history of government as the ‘conduct of conduct’ is interwoven with the history of dissenting ‘counterconducts.”’39 Indeed, the emer​gence of the state as the major articulation of “the political” has in​volved an unceasing agonism between those in office and those they rule. State intervention in everyday life has long incited popular col​lective action, the result of which has been both resistance to the state and new claims upon the state. In particular, “the core of what we now call ‘citizenship’ consists of multiple bargains hammered out by rulers and ruled in the course of their struggles over the means of state action, especially the making of war.” In more recent times, constituencies associated with women’s, youth, ecological, and peace movements (among others) have also issued claims on society. These resistances are evidence that the break with the discursive/nondiscursive dichotomy central to the logic of interpretation undergirding this analysis is (to put it in conventional terms) not only theoretically licensed; it is empirically warranted. Indeed, expanding the interpretive imagination so as to enlarge the categories through which we understand the constitution of “the political” has been a necessary precondition for making sense of Foreign Policy’s concern for the ethical borders of identity in America. Accordingly, there are manifest political implications that flow from theorizing identity. As Judith Butler concluded: “The deconstruction of identity is not the deconstruction of politics; rather, it establishes as political the very terms through which identity is articulated.”

Perm solves

Pure rejection fails – an engaged resistance works best

Ole Waever,senior researcher for Peace and Conflcit Reaserch, 1996, On security, ed Ronie D. Lipschutz, pg. 56-7 http://www.ciaonet.org/book/lipschutz/lipschutz13.html. 
An agenda of minimizing  security in this sense cannot be based on a classical critical approach to security, whereby the concept is critiqued and then thrown away or redefined according to the wishes of the analyst. The essential operation can only be touched by faithfully working with  the classical meaning of the concept and what is already inherent in it. The language game of security is, in other words, a jus necessitatis  for threatened elites, and this it must remain. Such an affirmative reading, not at all aimed at rejecting the concept, may be a more serious challenge to the established discourse than a critical one, for it recognizes that a conservative approach to security is an intrinsic element in the logic of both our national and international political organizing principles. By taking seriously this "unfounded" concept of security, it is possible to raise a new agenda of security and politics. This further implies moving from a positive to a negative agenda, in the sense that the dynamics of securitization and desecuritization can never be captured so long as we proceed along the normal critical track that assumes security to be a positive value to be maximized.

Perm solves- politics cannot be separated from criticism
Aradau ’04, Claudia Aradau, “Security and the democratic scene: desecuritization and emancipation,” Journal of International Relations and Development. Ljubljana: Dec 2004. Vol. 7, Iss. 4; pg. 388 

How can desecuritization be therefore thought? This paper will argue, contra the CoS, that desecuritization has to be first tackled politically. Although Wæver has indicated that securitization and desecuritization are ' political processes, not stable formulas' (Laustsen and Wæver 2000: 739), the CoS lacks a concept of politics or a clear definition of politicization. Alongside implicit references to a Schmittian politics (Huysmans 1998b; Williams 2003), the CoS theory is also interspersed with references to democratic politics. These contradictory 'loyalties' are muted in the attempt to conceive of desecuritization analytically as a conceptual tool allowing us to make sense of the processes of threat de-construction in that sense similar to securitization. Only in the second instance does the CoS try to derive politics from this analytical basis. Laudable as this concern with political implications may be, it is oblivious of the fact that our political stance is constitutive of our analysis of the world. Moreover, political vacillation becomes translated into an analytical vacillation between securitization and desecuritization. This article will therefore consider how insufficient attention to politics in the theory of securitization undermines the concept of desecuritization both analytically and politically. Being intrinsically linked with securitization as its mirror image, desecuritization suffers from the same contradictions that plague the concept of securitization. The dichotomy of Schmittian/democratic politics is located in the very dichotomy the CoS endorses between speech act and exceptional measures. The non-choice between these two political loyalties entails an impossible choice between securitization and desecuritization. The CoS' indecisiveness concerning the desirability of desecuritization makes it clear that politics is needed in the first instance and not as ulterior derivation given that the choice between the two concepts is actually a choice about the type of politics we want. I shall contend that desecuritization needs to learn the lessons of the democratic politics of emancipation. Deprived of political commitment, desecuritization can only be a relatively sterile tool, unfit for acting upon the world and transforming 'prevailing social and power relationships and the institutions into which they are organised' (Cox, quoted in Krause and Williams 1997: xi). Emancipation itself is not a new concept in security studies and it has been used by both Critical and (partially) by feminist security studies. Yet, their circular definition of emancipation as security deprives the former of its truly transformative potential. In contradistinction to this tradition of understanding emancipation, I propose a concept of emancipation inspired by the work of two post-Marxist French philosophers, Étienne Balibar and Jacques Rancière, and subsequently present two possible strategies of emancipation/desecuritization for societal security. 4 Against the problematic assertion that emancipation is coeval to security, their concept of emancipation is informed by the principles of universality and recognition.

Perm – positivism can’t be rejected

Excluding positivism from critical studies destroys philosophy

Fabio Gironi, School of Oriental and African Studies University of London, PhD student in the department of Philosophy in Cardiff University, 2010, “Science-Laden Theory” Speculations Issue 1., pg. 31-33 KX
Is it a coincidence that today we find philosophers who reject entire sections of their own tradition, who (if in a provocative spirit) label most recent philosophical publications as ‘boring’ and that more generally, and substantially echoing Brockman’s claims, find the most interesting philosophical questions in scientific publications? Does it mean that philosophers covet the same epistemic status of their techno-scientific colleagues, and that they feel deprived of their role as public intellectuals? If such a claim might be hasty, what I think is indeed the case is that continental philosophy, as a whole, is going through an internal restructuring of beliefs, surely caused by the changes in our society but also deeply motivated by a necessity to propose an intellectual production capable of doing constructive work and of having an—albeit indirect— practical purchase on social change. Paraphrasing Marx (and doing an injustice to Derrida) one could say that continental philosophy now feels that it is not enough to deconstruct the world, but that it is time to find a metaphysical ground from which it can be changed. And the main channel through which this renovation of philosophy is to be accomplished is that of a new regard towards the natural sciences (just as Badiou’s philosophy grounds the possibility of change into a mathematical ontology) those sciences that recent (critical) continental philosophy has so far dismissed because of—in Harman’s words—‘fear and arrogance’, ultimately caused by an ‘inferiority complex’. Now, if my argument so far is at all sound, the ultimate challenge for speculative realism—and for philosophy as a whole if this movement is indeed a product of our zeitgeist— is to clarify its position in the historical dialectic between the natural sciences and whatever responds to the name of ‘humanities’ (a term which clearly appears increasingly unfit to designate any philosophy that aims at overcoming the strictures of anthropocentric thought). A new kind of philosophy—whose label as ‘Post-Continental’ is defended by John Mullarkey —is attempting to place itself at that juncture between the radical science-skeptical positions that preceded it on one side and the danger of losing any identity and being swallowed whole by empirical science on the other. Recently, Harman has claimed—refuting some accusations of being dismissive of science—that I am not ‘dismissive’ of science. I love science. What I am dismissive of is the notion that science can replace metaphysics. Or rather, I think that the metaphysics lying at the basis of the science worship found in some sectors of speculative realism is a weak one and needs to be, if not ‘eliminated,’ then at least severely improved. while, on the other hand, Brassier is happy to embrace even the worst (in the contemporary philosophical climate) of the characterizations, that of scientism: since the indiscriminate use of this epithet as a blanket term of abuse by irate phenomenologists convicts of ‘scientism’ anyone who takes it on scientific trust that the earth orbits around the sun, or who believes in the existence of black holes and neutrinos—notwithstanding all phenomenological evidence to the contrary—, then we can only plead guilty as charged. If ‘scientism’ simply means refusing the obligatory subordination of empirical science to transcendental philosophy, then by our lights, there is not nearly enough ‘scientism’ in contemporary philosophy. If, in the face of this possible fusion of the ‘two cultures’, philosophy is to conserve an identity this means retaining the possibility of doing metaphysics, while rejecting its postcritical vetoing. This will be possible by either constructively challenging its scientific reduction or by rejecting the ‘phenomenological stalemate’ by injecting more scientism into philosophical speculation. Along the way we must carefully avoid the opposite reactions to the common ‘inferiority complex’ of philosophy which can take the shape of either an arrogant dismissal of science, or of a shamed and somewhat craven apology for philosophy’s blindness to the power of science. Consequently, it seems that the question that ‘speculative realism’ attempts (variously) to give an answer to (and in fact to be an answer to) is: how could a ‘new philosophy’ be built through a mature relationship of mutual exchange with the natural sciences? If the development of these questions has to remain the task for a work to come (or already in progress), what I hope to have delineated in this paper, are some forces in the cultural network in which a new generation of philosophers—whether we call it a post-continental or a speculative realist one—is today developing. For the time being, my suggestions here are merely speculative.

Alt fails – no change

***The plan critiques violent forms of hegemonic authority.  The alternative abandons hope for political action in the name of critique 

Gunning 2007 [Jeroen, Lecturer in Int’l Politics @ U of Wales, Government and Opposition 42.3, “A Case for Critical Terrorism Studies?”]

The notion of emancipation also crystallizes the need for policy engagement. For, unless a ‘critical’ field seeks to be policy relevant, which, as Cox rightly observes, means combining ‘critical’ and ‘problem-solving’ approaches, it does not fulfil its ‘emancipatory’ potential.94 One of the temptations of ‘critical’ approaches is to remain mired in critique and deconstruction without moving beyond this to reconstruction and policy relevance.Vital as such critiques are, the challenge of a critically constituted field is also to engage with policy makers – and ‘terrorists’ – and work towards the realization of new paradigms, new practices, and a transformation, however modestly, of political structures. That, after all, is the original meaning of the notion of ‘immanent critique’ that has historically underpinned the ‘critical’ project and which, in Booth's words, involves ‘the discovery of the latent potentials in situations on which to build political and social progress’, as opposed to putting forward utopian arguments that are not realizable. Or, as Booth wryly observes, ‘this means building with one's feet firmly on the ground, not constructing castles in the air’ and asking ‘what it means for real people in real places’.96 Rather than simply critiquing the status quo, or noting the problems that come from an un-problematized acceptance of the state, a ‘critical’ approach must, in my view, also concern itself with offering concrete alternatives. Even while historicizing the state and oppositional violence, and challenging the state's role in reproducing oppositional violence, it must wrestle with the fact that ‘the concept of the modern state and sovereignty embodies a coherent response to many of the central problems of political life’, and in particular to ‘the place of violence in political life’. Even while ‘de-essentializing and deconstructing claims about security’, it must concern itself with ‘how security is to be redefined’, and in particular on what theoretical basis.97 Whether because those critical of the status quo are wary of becoming co-opted by the structures of power (and their emphasis on instrumental rationality),98 or because policy makers have, for obvious reasons (including the failure of many ‘critical’ scholars to offer policy relevant advice), a greater affinity with ‘traditional’ scholars, the role of ‘expert adviser’ is more often than not filled by ‘traditional’ scholars.99 The result is that policy makers are insufficiently challenged to question the basis of their policies and develop new policies based on immanent critiques. A notable exception is the readiness of European Union officials to enlist the services of both ‘traditional’ and ‘critical’ scholars to advise the EU on how better to understand processes of radicalization.100 But this would have been impossible if more critically oriented scholars such as Horgan and Silke had not been ready to cooperate with the EU. Striving to be policy relevant does not mean that one has to accept the validity of the term ‘terrorism’ or stop investigating the political interests behind it. Nor does it mean that each piece of research must have policy relevance or that one has to limit one's research to what is relevant for the state, since the ‘critical turn’ implies a move beyond state-centric perspectives. End-users could, and should, thus include both state and non-state actors such as the Foreign Office and the Muslim Council of Britain and Hizb ut-Tahrir; the Northern Ireland Office and the IRA and the Ulster Unionists; the Israeli government and Hamas and Fatah (as long as the overarching principle is to reduce the political use of terror, whoever the perpetrator). It does mean, though, that a critically constituted field must work hard to bring together all the fragmented voices from beyond the ‘terrorism field’, to maximize both the field's rigour and its policy relevance. Whether a critically constituted ‘terrorism studies’ will attract the fragmented voices from outside the field depends largely on how broadly the term ‘critical’ is defined. Those who assume ‘critical’ to mean ‘Critical Theory’ or ‘poststructuralist’ may not feel comfortable identifying with it if they do not themselves subscribe to such a narrowly defined ‘critical’ approach. Rather, to maximize its inclusiveness, I would follow Williams and Krause's approach to ‘critical security studies’, which they define simply as bringing together ‘many perspectives that have been considered outside of the mainstream of the discipline’.101 This means refraining from establishing new criteria of inclusion/exclusion beyond the (normative) expectation that scholars self-reflexively question their conceptual framework, the origins of this framework, their methodologies and dichotomies; and that they historicize both the state and ‘terrorism’, and consider the security and context of all, which implies among other things an attempt at empathy and cross-cultural understanding.102 Anything more normative would limit the ability of such a field to create a genuinely interdisciplinary, non-partisan and innovative framework, and exclude valuable insights borne of a broadly ‘critical’ approach, such as those from conflict resolution studies who, despite working within a ‘traditional’ framework, offer important insights by moving beyond a narrow military understanding of security to a broader understanding of human security and placing violence in its wider social context.103 Thus, a poststructuralist has no greater claim to be part of this ‘critical’ field than a realist who looks beyond the state at the interaction between the violent group and their wider social constituency.104 

Alt fails – securitizes security

Their monolithic depiction of security is incoherent.  They securitize themselves against security, which re-affirms the worst manifestations.  Only the affirmative attempts to engage security from within

Roe, 12 (Paul Roe, Associate Professor in the Department of International Relations and European Studies at Central European University, Budapest, “Is securitization a ‘negative’ concept? Revisiting the normative debate over normal versus extraordinary politics,” Security Dialogue vol. 43 no. 3, June 2012)

Although for Aradau, the solution to security’s barred universality lies not in desecuritization – the Copenhagen School’s preferred strategy – in does lie, nevertheless, in avoiding security’s Schmittian mode of politics.24 However, as Matt McDonald (2008: 580) pertinently recognizes, avoiding securitization neglects the potential to contest its very meaning: desecuritization is made ‘normatively problematic’ inasmuch as a preference for it relies on ‘the negative designation of threat’, which ‘serves the interest of those who benefit from … exclusionary articulations of threat in contemporary international politics, further silencing voices articulating alternative visions for what security means and how it might be achieved’. That is to say, the recourse of always viewing securitization as negative must be resisted: instead, contexts should be revealed in which utterances of security can be subject to a politics of progressive change.

In keeping with McDonald, Booth’s understanding of security as emancipation criticizes (security as) securitization for its essentialism in fixing the meaning of security into a state-centric, militarized and zero-sum framework. Rejecting outright securitization’s necessarily Schmittian inheritance, Booth (2007: 165) points instead to a more positive rendering:

Such a static view of the [securitization] concept is all the odder because security as a speech act has historically also embraced positive, non-militarised, and non-statist connotations…. Securitisation studies, like mainstream strategic studies, remains somewhat stuck in Cold War mindsets.

For Booth, therefore, securitization is not always about the ‘expectation of hostility’. A positive securitization embraces the potential for human equality unhampered by the closure of political boundaries that Aradau postulates. Boothian emancipatory communities are constituted by the recognition of individuals as possessing multiple identities that cut across existing social and political divides. In this sense, Others are also selves in a variety of ways. Through this interconnectedness, the recognition of us all as human makes salient the values that bind, such as compassion, reciprocity, justice and dignity (Booth, 2007: 136–40).
Alt fails – securitizes security

You should err on the side of specifics instead of painting all security issues with one broad stroke.  Strategic engagement is necessary

Richard Wyn Jones, Professor International Politics – Aberystwyth University, ‘99
(Security, Strategy, and Critical Theory, p. 155-163)

There are a number of possible responses to these criticisms. One response arises from arguments that emphasize the link between notions of security and deeper assumptions concerning the nature of politics. Walker, for example, argues that the concept of security will inevitably expand to include issues that are not military in nature. This expansion will occur because the questions regarding security are closely implicated in the legitimation of the sovereign state, that is, in deeper notions of politics. Thus:     In the end it has never been possible to pin security down to concrete practices or institutions with any great precision, no matter how insistent the voices of military and defence establishments might be. The whole point of concepts of security that are tied to the claims of state sovereignty is that they must expand to encompass everything within the state, at least in its ever potential state of emergency. (R. Walker 1997: 76) As a result:     Concerns about [broadening] the practices of security policy into other spheres of political life may well be founded... but the extent to which practices of security are already part of the broader social, political, economic and cultural arenas is not something that can simply be wished away. (R. Walker 1997: 76) The implication of this argument is that, contrary to Deudney’s view, the terrain of security should not simply be abandoned to traditional, militarized conceptualizations. Rather, because the concept of security is inevitably broadened as a result of its connection to deeper issues concerning the legitimacy of various forms of governance, its meaning (that is, what is signified by attaching the appellation “security” to a particular issue) must be disputed. The meaning of the term “security”—its signification—lies at the heart of Ole Wæver’s innovative “speech act” approach. This approach focuses on the ways in which attaching the label “security” to a particular problem gives that problem special status and legitimates the “extraordinary measures” taken by state representatives to deal with it (Wæver 1994: 6). (Wæver’s arguments have since moved beyond their original formulation. These changes will be reviewed later.) Security discourse is used to identify some threats as being “existential,” that is, part of the “drama of survival.” In this way, “Issues [become] phrased as ‘no way back’: after we have lost our sovereignty/identity/the sustainability of the eco–system, it will be too late; therefore it is legitimate that we take extraordinary measures” (Wæver 1994: 10ff.). These measures can include state–sanctioned killing, suspension of civil rights, confiscation of private resources, and so on. Wæver has responded directly to Jef Huysmans’s worries about the broadening of the concept of security. He argues that the intention of such a move is not to trigger a traditional security–type response to “new” security issues (Wæver 1994: 19). Rather, Wæver believes that analysts are justified in broadening security precisely because politicians already use the term in relation to problems that are nonmilitary in character but are still regarded as existential threats to the political order—the state (Wæver 1995: 51–53). In short, because state elites attach the label “security” to nonmilitary issues, analysts need to focus on their reasons for doing so. What power is signified or called upon by the use of the term? Analysts must broaden their conceptualization of security because the term has already been broadened in practice. But that said, Wæver also seems to accept much of the force of Huysmans’s and Deudney’s misgivings. He writes:     Security, as with any concept, carries with it a history and a set of connotations that it cannot escape. At the heart of the concept we still find something to do with defense and the state. As a result, addressing an issue in security terms still evokes an image of threat–defense, allocating to the state an important role in addressing it. This is not always an improvement. (Wæver 1995: 47) Because he regards the effects of attaching the label “security” to an issue as fixed (“a conservative approach to security is an intrinsic element in the logic of both our national and international political organizing principles” [Wæver 1995: 56–57]), Wæver advocates the “desecuritization” of as many issues as possible (Wæver 1995: passim). To desecuritize an issue is to remove it from the realm of the politics of survival and thus to render it amenable to more cooperative forms of behavior. Although Wæver’s argument is premised on assumptions different from those of Deudney and Huysmans, he arrives at similar conclusions. For Deudney in particular, “security” cannot escape its association with the theory and practice of so–called national security. Thus the concept, with all its attendant baggage, should not be used as a prism through which other issues are viewed. For Wæver, however, “security” is already broad because it is used by state elites to justify extraordinary measures taken in a range of issues that are perceived as a threat to their political order’s survival. But Wæver also argues that it would be preferable if the term—because of its baggage—were used in relation to as few issues as possible. Thus Wæver also ultimately wishes to narrow the usage of “security” or, more correctly, “securitization.” Politically speaking, Wæver’s strategy of desecuritization has real limitations. What of those problems that are a threat to survival? Should groups abandon the mobilization potential that is undoubtedly generated by using the term “security”? One presumes not, but then are existential threats to security simply to be abandoned to traditional, zero–sum, militarized forms of thought and action? These questions highlight two significant weaknesses in Wæver’s original formulation of the speech act approach: (1) its state–centrism and (2) the apparent unwillingess to question the content or meaning of security. State–centrism is the point at issue in the next section. Suffice it to say here that in his initial formulation of the speech act theory of security, Wæver attempted to yoke his insights concerning securitization to a thoroughgoing state–centrism (Wæver 1994, 1995). As we have seen, he was interested only in how states securitized issues in order to justify extraordinary measures by states: Wæver viewed the grammar of security as inherently statist. In doing so he actually undermined much of the usefulness of the speech act approach. Its (potential) great strength is that it encourages analysts to interrogate the politics of how particular threats are securitized in order to mobilize and legitimate particular responses to them.
Alt fails – securitizes security

Their impact is a self-fulfilling prophecy. The essentialize national identity as violent, blocking any alternatives.

Vibeke Schou PEDERSEN Copenhagen ‘3 “In Search of Monsters to Destroy?” International Relations 17 (2) p. 

29-30

To suggest such a recasting of identity as possible however, is to raise the meta-theoretical question of reflexivity in human agency. What is implied in chronicling a drive towards securitization in 20th century self-narration? Is there, implicit in the identification of such a pattern, any sort of necessity suggested? Or does the fact that America has come to narrate itself in an unaccommodating and obstructive way simply mean that it might do well to consider other and more congenial modes of establishing itself in the future? These are questions all too rarely raised in the empirical work of poststructural analysis and the result has been an apparent gap between the conclusions reached in its meta-theory (where the floating and undecideable nature of narrative and identity is stressed) and those arrived at in its empirical work (where patterns of identity and interest are often lamented as fairly irreversible).87 A prominent example is David Campbell and his conclusions on the patterns of US foreign policy. Despite the fact that Campbell explicitly states his normative commitment to “pry open the space for alternatives”88 his unequivocal statements on the fixity of American identity leaves its reader less convinced of the room for reflective manoeuvres. To Campbell namely, the inclination to securitize is not a historically developed American problem, but rather a logic inherent to identity itself since “security as the absence of movement would result in death via stasis”.89 Contrary to such essentialism, I argue that the problem is not one that comes with identity as such, but rather one created by particular modes of self-narration.90 True enough, my argument about the qualitatively fixed and thus spatial nature of rationalist liberal expansion and the drive that this creates towards conflict and insecurity runs parallel to Campbell’s claim that in America “the spatial is given priority over the temporal and the historical”.91 Distinguishing the liberal from the exceptionalist narrative however, I attempt to place that logic in social language – in the way that America has spoken itself into being - and thus to keep open to the possibility of “arguing it away”. This is not only a theoretical but also a political point to be made, since to state that “the constant re-articulation of danger through foreign policy is…not a threat to state’s identity” but rather “its condition of existence”92 is to endorse rather than reject the dangerous logic at play. “We have” as Reinold Niebuhr insisted “no right to speak of inevitabilities in history. Men are always agents”93 and to say that nations are made is to say that they can be made over. 

Alt fails – no framework for value

The critique begs the question of value.  Striving to escape security only makes sense in the context of positive values, which the alternative explicitly undermines.  It amounts to the violent imposition of one specific mode of politics against all others

Roe, 12 (Paul Roe, Associate Professor in the Department of International Relations and European Studies at Central European University, Budapest, “Is securitization a ‘negative’ concept? Revisiting the normative debate over normal versus extraordinary politics,” Security Dialogue vol. 43 no. 3, June 2012)

Either way, Wæver himself questions the utility of setting ‘standards of judgement’, such as outcome, against securitization. Directing his comments largely at the Aberystwyth School, Wæver rejects the consequentialist ethics he ascribes to Booth’s approach. Commenting that as a ‘standard for measuring various concrete policies and actions’, security as emancipation ‘reduces politics to outcomes’, Wæver contends that ‘policies are always relational, their effects and implications contingent on other actors … and therefore not amenable to such types of assessment’. In other words, particular securitizations cannot be positive or negative per se; rather, their quality ‘depends on who else is involved, doing what’ (Wæver, 2011: 467). Moreover, as a ‘political programme’ that ‘offers a vision of how to improve the human lot’, Boothian emancipation is logically prior to securitization; that is to say, judgment over securitization, over how an issue is handled, can only make sense in the specific context of such a programme. In other words, although Wæver (2011: 469) also refers to the ‘inevitable negative effects of any securitization’, for him, ‘the logic of necessity, the narrowing of choice, the empowerment of a smaller elite’, the value of securitizing or desecuritizing can only be determined in relation to what ‘state of being’ is, a priori, desired. Accordingly, making judgments about desired states of being warrants consideration not only of the (positive) values according to which, for example, inclusion is made possible, but also of those (negative) values according to which exclusion might be justified. The recognition of the value of human equality makes possible the celebration of some differences and the condemnation of others. As Booth (2007: 140) asserts: the fashionable injunction to celebrate difference should be rejected. Why should we celebrate the ‘difference’ exhibited by cultures dominated by racist ideas or religious bigots, or by extreme nationalists, or by those with traditional practices that involve cruelty towards their weakest members? … By all means let us enjoy differences between people(s) when they add to the richness of human experience. (Re)engagement with the normatively defined debate over normal versus extraordinary politics should therefore strive not to escape from security (securitization) but rather to ‘break back in’ precisely to reclaim it as a site for such contestations over the possibilities for inclusion/exclusion.

Alt fails – cede the political

Desecuritization Cedes Security to the right - Political engagement is Necessary

Olav. F. Knudsen, Prof @ Södertörn Univ College, ‘1 [Security Dialogue 32.3, “Post-Copenhagen Security Studies: Desecuritizing  Securitization,” p. 366]

A final danger in focusing on the state is that of building the illusion that  states have impenetrable walls, that they have an inside and an outside, and  that nothing ever passes through. Wolfers’s billiard balls have contributed to  this misconception.   But the state concepts we should use are in no need of  such an illusion. Whoever criticizes the field for such sins in the past needs to  go back to the literature. Of course, we must continue to be open to a frank  and unbiased assessment of the transnational politics which significantly influence almost every issue on the domestic political agenda. The first decade  of my own research was spent studying these phenomena – and I disavow  none of my conclusions about the state’s limitations. Yet I am not ashamed to  talk of a domestic political agenda. Anyone with a little knowledge of Euro-  pean politics knows that Danish politics is not Swedish politics is not German  politics is not British politics. Nor would I hesitate for a moment to talk of the  role of the state in transnational politics, where it is an important actor, though  only one among many other competing ones. In the world of transnational  relations, the exploitation of states by interest groups – by their assumption of  roles as representatives of states or by convincing state representatives to  argue their case and defend their narrow interests – is a significant class of  phenomena, today as much as yesterday. Towards a Renewal of the Empirical Foundation  for Security Studies  Fundamentally, the sum of the foregoing list of sins blamed on the Copen-  hagen school amounts to a lack of attention paid to just that ‘reality’ of security which Ole Wæver consciously chose to leave aside a decade ago in order  to pursue the politics of securitization instead. I cannot claim that he is void of  interest in the empirical aspects of security because much of the 1997 book is  devoted to empirical concerns. However, the attention to agenda-setting –  confirmed in his most recent work – draws attention away from the important issues we need to work on more closely if we want to contribute to a better understanding of European security as it is currently developing.  That inevitably requires a more consistent interest in security policy in the  making – not just in the development of alternative security policies. The dan-  ger here is that, as alternative policies are likely to fail grandly on the political  arena, crucial decisions may be made in the ‘traditional’ sector of security  policymaking, unheeded by any but the most uncritical minds.  
A2: Reps K

The Critique’s Obsession with Representations Blocks ANY Productive Change to International Relations - It Creates an Unavoidable epistemological crisis 

Morten Valbjørn, PhD in the Department of Political Science @ Aarhus, ‘4 [Middle East and Palestine: Global Politics and Regional Conflict, “Culture Blind and Culture Blinded: Images of Middle Eastern Conflicts in International Relations,” p. 67-8]]

As mentioned before, the relational perspective is a critique of both the neglect of the issue of Otherness by the IR mainstream and the way in which proponents of an essentialist approach relate to the Other. For this reason, it would be natural to assume that proponents of this second attempt to "culturalize" the study of international relations would be particularly keen to address the question of how to acknowledge cultural diversity without committing the sins of orientalism. Indeed, this is also what Said is stressing in the introduction to Orientalism: The most important task of all would be to undertake studies in contemporary alternatives to Orientalism, to ask how one can study other cultures and peoples from a libertarian, or nonrepressive and non-manipulative perspective. (1995: 24) However, he then goes on to add that "these are all tasks left embarrassingly incomplete in this study" (Said, 1995: 24). Looking at other analyses based on a relational conception of culture, it becomes apparent that the latter remark is very telling for this kind of understanding of culture as a whole (e.g. Doty, 1993: 315). Despite a blank rejection of the universalism of IR mainstream and, at least in principle, a recognition of the existence of different Others who are not only projections of own fantasies and desires, in practice, proponents of this alternative approach nonetheless usually leave the question of how to address and approach the actual cultural Other unanswered. This might very well be an unintended outcome of the previously mentioned radical constructivism associated with this approach. Thus, by stressing how the representation of the Other is intimately related to the construction of identities or a subtle way of performing power, one risks being caught in a kind of epistemological and moral crisis, characterized by a nagging doubt about whether it really is possible to gain any knowledge of Others or if we are just projecting our own fantasies, and by a pronounced fear that our representations are silencing voices so that we unwittingly are taking part in a subtle performance of power (Hastrup, 1992: 54). In merely dealing with the relationship between the representcr and his representations, these dilemmas can be "avoided." However, at the same time one writes off the opportunity to relate to cultural diversity as anything but discursive products of one's own fantasies and projections. This is precisely the critique that supporters of the relational understanding of culture have been facing. From this perspective, it appears less surprising that Said has had so much more to offer on the dynamics of Western representations of the Middle East than on real alternatives to the orientalist depiction of the region. Unfortunately, this second bid for a culturalistic approach to the study of international relations is not only aligned with a number of very welcome critical qualities that may enrich the study of international relations. It is also related to a problematic tendency to overreact when it comes to addressing the prevalent Blindness to the Self within IR mainstream and among subscribers to the essentialist conception of culture. Thus, aspirations of promoting a larger self consciousness in the study of international relation end up becoming self-centeredness, just as the attempt to promote a larger sensitivity toward the Other in reality becomes oversensitivity to saying anything substantial when it comes to actual Other. This is problematic, partly because we are left without any real idea as to how to approach actual Middle Eastern international relations rather than Western representations of these; and partly because there is the risk of losing sight of the material and very concrete consequences that specific representations may engender (Krishna, 1993). Also, the proponents of this second "culturalistic" alternative seem to be better at asking important and critical questions than at offering attractive answers. 
A2: K prior

Their role of the ballot claims construct an omnipotent theorist—this construct is more dangerous than the provisional and limited claims of security.  

Ole WAEVER Senior Research Fellow @ Copenhagen Peace Research Inst. ‘2K in International Relations Theory and the Politics of European Integration eds. Kelstrup and Williams p. 282-283

This chapter has largely taken its questions train the traditional agenda and its answers from a much less traditional quarters. The establishment is likely to have some problems accepting the logic a1 the reply (even if it might like where it ends) - and the post-structuralist will hesitate before granting the
terms for the question, the phrasing of the problematique. Who says we
need security systems? Isn't this to accept 'the anarchy problematique'? Does it presuppose a need for arrangements to curtail sonw kind of natural or inherent violence and anarchy? Yes and no. Yes, world politics is indeed complex unstable - and could easily be called anarchic. Many unpleasant possibilities can be imagined, and some are sufficiently likely to justify a term like pessimism. Still, this is exactly not the anarchy problematique in its traditional IR sense, because as Richard Ashley has pointed out, the anarchy problematique of 'cooperation under anarchy' and other rational choice themes 'assumes to be solved, the burner part of the problem it purports to state' (1988: 229). The lack of central rule can easily be admitted, but the dominant IR agenda is produced by moving immediately from this - the real anarchy - to a specific articulation of the question in the form of sovereign states rationally calculating their mutual relations. Resisting the 'heroic practice' of the sovereignty/anarchy blackmail, we do not get an ordered, peaceful world order - quite the contrary, we are left with that excessive amount of openness and indecision which is mostly held to be intolerable
and therefore absorbed into the anarchy problematique. 'The absence of a
central agency of rule would mean only that, an absence of a central
agency of rule' jibed.. 2391.
 Like classical realism, this anarchy without the anarchy problematique points to a world of little stability, few guarantees and much violence of many sans. Mainstream canstructivists only avoid this confusing world by de facto riding on much of the disciplining and promises of the anarchy
problematique: state-centredness (allegedly only as an academic assumption), domestic order and an agenda of inter-state co-operation. If the existing order is - as the classical realist secretly suspect Ashky 1999, 1996)
and the post-structuralists claim - built on ultimately arbitrary instalments
of self-evidence, meaning and problems, one should be prepared for
change to mean nor necessarily gentle improvement but possibly (or most
 likely) quite dramatic changes which no-one can guarantee will be for the
better. This Ashleyan image of realists as almost knowingly fighting an abyss
of indeterminancy, creating limitations but not out of rigidity or narrow-
mindedness but in order to create order, contrasts strongly with the
dominant self-image of most critical international relationists (most constructivists and some post-structuralists). They usually picture the problem
of realism and rationalism as one of superstition or religion, of the main-
stream dogmatically holding on to positivist limitations. This naturally
endows the critical theorist with a much nicer position: the one of criticizing, transgressing and thinking the new. Paradoxically, this is the arch-
modernist position, the Enlightenment rhetoric in pure form. In contrast, we
could admit that realists and other rationalists are actually Enlightenment-
inspired thinkers - often progressives - who want to improve and transgress
but of course have problematized in the dual sense of questioning and of
imposing a certain set of limitations by defining the relevant problem.
When realists and others resist the openings and modifications suggested
by critical theorists, it is often not because of pure epistemological conservativism, but on the contrary a political practice based on their sense that their
order is arbitrary and therefore in need of protection, that e.g. the channelling of violence into a state-based order has been an enormous historical
gain that is too lightly given up if the implied ontological and epistemological decisions are reversed Walker 1993; Williams 1998)? Then, the
decision to go ahead, to question and thereby re-open the historical
resolution of difficult political problems, is not taken lightly with a sense of
progressing towards a new (liberal-constructivist) dawn, but rather with a
diffident sense of making a difficult political choice with unknown
consequences
Transition fails

Violence results from changes to the system inspired by criticism

Alastair Murray, Politics Department, University of Wales Swansea, Reconstructing Realism, 1997, p. 181-182

This highlights the central difficulty with Wendt's constructivism. It is not any form of unfounded idealism about the possibility of effecting a change in international politics. Wendt accepts that the intersubjective character of international institutions such as self‑help render them relatively hard social facts. Rather, what is problematic is his faith that such change, if it could be achieved, implies progress. Wendt's entire approach is governed by the belief that the problematic elements of international politics can be transcended, that the competitive identities which create these elements can be reconditioned, and that the predatory policies which underlie these identities can be eliminated. Everything, in his account, is up for grabs: there is no core of recalcitrance to human conduct which cannot be reformed, unlearnt, disposed of. This generates a stance that so privileges the possibility of a systemic transformation that it simply puts aside the difficulties which it recognises to be inherent in its achievement. Thus, even though Wendt acknowledges that the intersubjective basis of the self‑help system makes its reform difficult, this does not dissuade him. He simply demands that states adopt a strategy of `altercasting', a strategy which `tries to induce alter to take on a new identity (and thereby enlist alter in ego's effort to change itself) by treating alter as if it already had that identity'. Wendt's position effectively culminates in a demand that the state undertake nothing less than a giant leap of faith. The fact that its opponent might not take its overtures seriously, might not be interested in reformulating its own construction of the world, or might simply see such an opening as a weakness to be exploited, are completely discounted. The prospect of achieving a systemic transformation simply outweighs any adverse consequences which might arise from the effort to achieve it. Wendt ultimately appears, in the final analysis, to have overdosed on `Gorbimania'. 
Realism inevitable – Guzzini

Realism must be used strategically. Rejecting it makes it more dangerous

Stefano Guzzini, Assistant Professor at Central European Univ., Realism in International Relations and International Political Economy, 1998, p. 212

Therefore, in a third step, this chapter also claims that it is impossible just to heap realism onto the dustbin of history and start anew. This is a non‑option. Although realism as a strictly causal theory has been a disappointment, various realist assumptions are well alive in the minds of many practitioners and observers of international affairs. Although it does not correspond to a theory which helps us to understand a real world with objective laws, it is a world‑view which suggests thoughts about it, and which permeates our daily language for making sense of it. Realism has been a rich, albeit very contestable, reservoir of lessons of the past, of metaphors and historical analogies, which, in the hands of its most gifted representatives, have been proposed, at times imposed, and reproduced as guides to a common understanding of international affairs. Realism is alive in the collective memory and self‑understanding of our (i.e. Western) foreign policy elite and public, whether educated or not. Hence, we cannot but deal with it. For this reason, forgetting realism is also questionable. Of course, academic observers should not bow to the whims of daily politics. But staying at distance, or being critical, does not mean that they should lose the capacity to understand the languages of those who make significant decisions, not only in government, but also in firms, NGOs, and other institutions. To the contrary, this understanding, as increasingly varied as it may be, is a prerequisite for their very profession. More particularly, it is a prerequisite for opposing the more irresponsible claims made in the name, although not always necessarily in the spirit, of realism.

Realism must be used strategically because real-world actors rely on it

Stefano Guzzini, Assistant Professor at Central European Univ., Realism in International Relations and International Political Economy, 1998, p. 235

Third, this last chapter has argued that although the evolution of realism has been mainly a disappointment as a general causal theory, we have to deal with it. On the one hand, realist assumptions and insights are used and merged in nearly all frameworks of analysis offered in International Relations or International Political Economy. One of the book's purposes was to show realism as a varied and variably rich theory, so heterogeneous that it would be better to refer to it only in plural terms. On the other hand, to dispose of realism because some of its versions have been proven empirically wrong, ahistorical, or logically incoherent, does not necessarily touch its role in the shared understandings of observers and practitioners of international affairs. Realist theories have a persisting power for constructing our understanding of the present. Their assumptions, both as theoretical constructs, and as particular lessons of the past translated from one generation of decision‑makers to another, help mobilizing certain understandings and dispositions to action. They also provide them with legitimacy. Despite realism's several deaths as a general causal theory, it can still powerfully enframe action. It exists in the minds, and is hence reflected in the actions, of many practitioners. Whether or not the world realism depicts is out there, realism is. Realism is not a causal theory that explains International Relations, but, as long as realism continues to be a powerful mind‑set, we need to understand realism to make sense of International Relations. In other words, realism is a still necessary hermeneutical bridge to the understanding of world politics. Getting rid of realism without having a deep understanding of it, not only risks unwarranted dismissal of some valuable theoretical insights that I have tried to gather in this book; it would also be futile. Indeed, it might be the best way to tacitly and uncritically reproduce it.

Realism good – transition ( war

*Wishing doesn’t make it so. Violence results from changes to the system inspired by criticism

Alastair Murray, Politics Department, University of Wales Swansea, Reconstructing Realism, 1997, p. 181-182

This highlights the central difficulty with Wendt's constructivism. It is not any form of unfounded idealism about the possibility of effecting a change in international politics. Wendt accepts that the intersubjective character of international institutions such as self‑help render them relatively hard social facts. Rather, what is problematic is his faith that such change, if it could be achieved, implies progress. Wendt's entire approach is governed by the belief that the problematic elements of international politics can be transcended, that the competitive identities which create these elements can be reconditioned, and that the predatory policies which underlie these identities can be eliminated. Everything, in his account, is up for grabs: there is no core of recalcitrance to human conduct which cannot be reformed, unlearnt, disposed of. This generates a stance that so privileges the possibility of a systemic transformation that it simply puts aside the difficulties which it recognises to be inherent in its achievement. Thus, even though Wendt acknowledges that the intersubjective basis of the self‑help system makes its reform difficult, this does not dissuade him. He simply demands that states adopt a strategy of `altercasting', a strategy which `tries to induce alter to take on a new identity (and thereby enlist alter in ego's effort to change itself) by treating alter as if it already had that identity'. Wendt's position effectively culminates in a demand that the state undertake nothing less than a giant leap of faith. The fact that its opponent might not take its overtures seriously, might not be interested in reformulating its own construction of the world, or might simply see such an opening as a weakness to be exploited, are completely discounted. The prospect of achieving a systemic transformation simply outweighs any adverse consequences which might arise from the effort to achieve it. Wendt ultimately appears, in the final analysis, to have overdosed on `Gorbimania'. 

Realism good – political vacuum

Criticism without an alternative theory ensures violence. Realism keeps the balance of power stable. 

Alastair Murray, Politics Department, University of Wales Swansea, Reconstructing Realism, 1997, p. 188-189

Ashley's critique thus boils down to a judgement as to the potentialities for change in the current situation and how best to exploit them. It amounts to the difference between a progressive philosophy which regards systemic transformation as imminent, and one which remains more sceptical. In `Political realism and human interests', for instance, realism's practical strategy ultimately appears illegitimate to Ashley only because his own agenda is emancipatory in nature. His disagreement with realism depends on a highly contestable claim ‑ based on Herz's argument that, with the development of global threats, the conditions which might produce some universal consensus have arisen ‑ that its `impossibility theorem' is empirically problematic, that a universal consensus is achievable, and that its practical strategy is obstructing its realisation. In much the same way, in ‘The poverty of neorealism’, realism's practical strategy is illegitimate only because Ashley's agenda is inclusionary. His central disagreement with realism arises out of his belief that its strategy reproduces a world order organised around sovereign states, preventing exploration of the indeterminate number of ‑ potentially less exclusionary ‑ alternative world orders. Realists, however, would be unlikely to be troubled by such charges. Ashley needs to do rather more than merely assert that the development of global threats will produce some universal consensus, or that any number of less exclusionary world orders are possible, to convince them. A universal threat does not imply a universal consensus, merely the existence of a universal threat faced by particularistic actors. And the assertion that indeterminate numbers of potentially less exclusionary orders exist carries little weight unless we can specify exactly what these alternatives are and just how they might be achieved. As such, realists would seem to be justified in regarding such potentialities as currently unrealisable ideals and in seeking a more proximate good in the fostering of mutual understanding and, in particular, of a stable balance of power. Despite the adverse side‑effects that such a balance of power implies, it at least offers us something tangible rather than ephemeral promises lacking a shred of support. Ultimately, Ashley's demand that a new, critical approach be adopted in order to free us from the grip of such 'false' conceptions depends upon ideas about the prospects for the development of a universal consensus which are little more than wishful thinking, and ideas about the existence of potentially less exclusionary orders which are little more than mere assertion. Hence his attempts, in 'Political realism and human interests', to conceal these ideas from view by claiming that the technical base of realism serves only to identify, and yet not to reform, the practical, and then, in 'The poverty of neorealism', by removing the technical from investigation altogether by an exclusive reliance on a problem of hermeneutic circularity. In the final analysis, then, Ashley's post‑structuralist approach boils down to little more than a critique ‑-and, at that, a critique which fails. It is predicated on the assumption that the constraints upon us are simply restrictive knowledge practices, such that it presumes that the entirety of the solution to our problems is little more than the removal of such false ways of thinking. It offers nothing by way of alternative ‑ no strategies, no proximate goals, indeed, little by way of goals at all. If, in constructivism, the progressive purpose leads to strategies divorced from an awareness of the problems confronting transformatory efforts, and, in critical theoretical perspectives, it produces strategies divorced from international politics in their entirety, in post‑structuralism it generates a complete absence of strategies altogether. Critique serves to fill the void, yet this critique ultimately proves unsustainable. With its defeat, post-structuralism is left with nothing. Once one peels away the layers of misconstruction, it simply fades away. If realism is, as Ashley puts it, 'a tradition forever immersed in the expectation of political tragedy', it at least offers us a concrete vision of objectives and ways in which to achieve them which his own position, forever immersed in the expectation of deliverance, is manifestly unable to provide."

Realism good – critique petrifies oppression

Only realism can address violence. Critical approaches make the best the enemy of the good

Alastair Murray, Politics Department, University of Wales Swansea, Reconstructing Realism, 1997, p. 185-186

Linklater seems to go some way towards acknowledging this in Beyond Realism and Marxism, recognising Morgenthau's commitment, in contrast to neorealism, to widening community beyond the nation‑state. What he now suggests, however, is that `[w]hat realism offers is an account of historical circumstances which human subjects 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."' The issue becomes less a matter of what realism does, than what it does not do, less the way it constructs the problem, than its failure to solve it. Yet Linklater concedes that `it is not at all clear that any strand of social and political thought provides a compelling account of "strategies of transition"'. Indeed, where he has attempted to engage with this issue himself, he has proved manifestly unable to provide such an account. Although he has put forward some ideas of what is needed ‑ a fundamental reorganisation of political relations, establishing a global legal order to replace the sovereign state, and a fundamental rearrangement of economic relations, establishing an order in which all individuals have the means as well as the formal rights of freedom ‑ his only suggestion as to how such objectives should be achieved seems to be that `[s]ocial development entails individuals placing themselves at odds with their societies as they begin to question conventional means of characterising outsiders and to criticise customary prohibitions upon individual relations with them'. His critical theoretical `transitional strategies' amount to little more than the suggestion that individuals must demand recognition for themselves as men as well as citizens, must demand the right to enter into complex interstate relations themselves, and must act in these relations as beings with fundamental obligations to all other members of the species." More recently, he has proposed a vision in which `subnational and transnational citizenship are strengthened and in which mediating between the different loyalties and identities present within modem societies is one central purpose of the post‑Westphalian state'. Such an objective is to be reached by a discourse ethics along the lines of that proposed by Habermas. Yet such an ethics amounts to little more than the suggestion `that human beings need to be reflective about the ways in which they include and exclude others from dialogue', scarcely going beyond Linklater's earlier emphasis on individuals acting as men as well as citizens. Realism does at least propose tangible objectives which, whilst perhaps lacking the visionary appeal of Linklater's proposals, ultimately offer us a path to follow, and it does at least suggest a strategy of realisation, emphasising the necessity of a restrained, moderate diplomacy, which, if less daring than Linklater might wish, provides us with some guidance. It is this inability to articulate practical strategies which suggests the central difficulty with such critical theoretical approaches. The progressive urge moves a stage further here, leading them to abandon almost entirely the problem of establishing some form of stable international order at this level in favour of a continuing revolution in search of a genuine cosmopolis. It generates such an emphasis on the pursuit of distant, ultimate objectives that they prove incapable of furnishing us with anything but the most vague and elusive of strategies, such an emphasis on moving towards a post‑Westphalian, boundary‑less world that they are incapable of telling us anything about the problems facing us today. If, for theorists such as Linklater, such a difficulty does not constitute a failure for critical theory within its own terms of reference, this position cannot be accepted uncritically. Without an ability to address contemporary problems, it is unable to provide strategies to overcome even the immediate obstacles in the way of its objective of a genuinely cosmopolitan society. And, without a guarantee that such a cosmopolitan society is even feasible, such a critical theoretical perspective simply offers us the perpetual redefinition of old problems in a new context and the persistent creation of new problems to replace old ones, without even the luxury of attempting to address them.

Threats are real

Threats aren’t arbitrary.  Can’t throw out security or wish away threatening postures—we have to develop strategies for coping with threat perceptions. 
Olav. F. Knudsen, Prof @ Södertörn Univ College, ‘1 [Security Dialogue 32.3, “Post-Copenhagen Security Studies: Desecuritizing  Securitization,” p. 360] 

In the post-Cold War period,  agenda-setting has been much easier to influence than the securitization approach assumes. That change cannot be credited to the concept; the change in  security politics was already taking place in defense ministries and parlia-  ments before the concept was first launched. Indeed, securitization in my view  is more appropriate to the security politics of the Cold War years than to the  post-Cold War period.  Moreover, I have a problem with the underlying implication that it is unim-  portant whether states ‘really’ face dangers from other states or groups. In the  Copenhagen school, threats are seen as coming mainly from the actors’ own  fears, or from what happens when the fears of individuals turn into paranoid  political action. In my view, this emphasis on the subjective is a misleading  conception of threat, in that it discounts an independent existence for what-  ever is perceived as a threat. Granted, political life is often marked by misper-  ceptions, mistakes, pure imaginations, ghosts, or mirages, but such phenom-  ena do not occur simultaneously to large numbers of politicians, and hardly most of the time. During the Cold War, threats – in the sense of plausible  possibilities of danger – referred to ‘real’ phenomena, and they refer to ‘real’  phenomena now. The objects referred to are often not the same, but that is a  different matter. Threats have to be dealt with both in terms of perceptions and in  terms of the phenomena which are perceived to be threatening.  The point of Wæver’s concept of security is not the potential existence of  danger somewhere but the use of the word itself by political elites. In his 1997  PhD dissertation, he writes, ‘One can view “security” as that which is in  language theory called a speech act: it is not interesting as a sign referring to  something more real – it is the utterance itself that is the act.’   The deliberate  disregard of objective factors is even more explicitly stated in Buzan & Wæver’s joint article of the same year.   As a consequence, the phenomenon of  threat is reduced to a matter of pure domestic politics.   It seems to me that the  security dilemma, as a central notion in security studies, then loses its founda-  tion. Yet I see that Wæver himself has no compunction about referring to the  security dilemma in a recent article.  This discounting of the objective aspect of threats shifts security studies to  insignificant concerns. What has long made ‘threats’ and ‘threat perceptions’  important phenomena in the study of IR is the implication that urgent action  may be required. Urgency, of course, is where Wæver first began his argu-  ment in favor of an alternative security conception, because a convincing sense  of urgency has been the chief culprit behind the abuse of ‘security’ and the  consequent ‘politics of panic’, as Wæver aptly calls it.   Now, here – in the case  of urgency – another baby is thrown out with the Wæverian bathwater. When  real situations of urgency arise, those situations are challenges to democracy;  they are actually at the core of the problematic arising with the process of  making security policy in parliamentary democracy. But in Wæver’s world,  threats are merely more or less persuasive, and the claim of urgency is just an-  other argument. I hold that instead of ‘abolishing’ threatening phenomena  ‘out there’ by reconceptualizing them, as Wæver does, we should continue  paying attention to them, because situations with a credible claim to urgency  will keep coming back and then we need to know more about how they work  in the interrelations of groups and states (such as civil wars, for instance), not  least to find adequate democratic procedures for dealing with them.

Threats are real

Our impacts are true, there will be war, and space is where it will happen

Gray 94 (Chris Hables Gray is an Associate Professor of the Cultural Studies of Science and Technology and of Computer Science at the University of Great Falls in Great Falls, Montana. He studies cyborology (cybernetic organisms) and spoke with Wolfgang Sützl about cyborgs and their implications., "There Will Be War!": Future War Fantasies and Militaristic Science Fiction in the 1980s, Science Fiction Studies, Vol. 21, No. 3 (Nov., 1994), pp. 315-336 jstor)JT

War itself has entered a crisis because technoscience has made war so horrific that it is a threat to human survival itself and therefore is profoundly nonsensical.4 In response to this danger, a significant group of sf authors have been writing from Robert Heinlein's implicit premise that scientific progress will not end war, although it may displace it in time or space. War, in their view, remains natural-a necessary part of being human and of being intelligent, and, in fact, of life.6 But it is fought out in other times, other dimensions, or, most commonly, on the Moon, on Mars, in the asteroid belt, or beyond the Solar System. Still, the fundamental given is that no matter how distant the future, "There Will be War!"7 So far, sf has proven to be pretty good futurology, or is it a case of self-fulfilling prophesies?

The world functions according to realist principles. Nothing will persuade states to abandon power politics

John Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 2001, http://www.wwnorton.com/catalog/fall01/002025excerpt.htm, accessed 11/14/02

The optimists' claim that security competition and war among the great powers has been burned out of the system is wrong. In fact, all of the major states around the globe still care deeply about the balance of power and are destined to compete for power among themselves for the foreseeable future. Consequently, realism will offer the most powerful explanations of international politics over the next century, and this will be true even if the debates among academic and policy elites are dominated by non-realist theories. In short, the real world remains a realist world. States still fear each other and seek to gain power at each other's expense, because international anarchy—the driving force behind great-power behavior—did not change with the end of the Cold War, and there are few signs that such change is likely any time soon. States remain the principal actors in world politics and there is still no night watchman standing above them. For sure, the collapse of the Soviet Union caused a major shift in the global distribution of power. But it did not give rise to a change in the anarchic structure of the system, and without that kind of profound change, there is no reason to expect the great powers to behave much differently in the new century than they did in previous centuries. Indeed, considerable evidence from the 1990s indicates that power politics has not disappeared from Europe and Northeast Asia, the regions in which there are two or more great powers, as well as possible great powers such as Germany and Japan. There is no question, however, that the competition for power over the past decade has been low-key. Still, there is potential for intense security competition among the great powers that might lead to a major war. Probably the best evidence of that possibility is the fact that the United States maintains about one hundred thousand troops each in Europe and in Northeast Asia for the explicit purpose of keeping the major states in each region at peace. 

Threats are real

*Politics must incorporate the existence of endemic violence. We can incorporate this without buying into every Realist premise

Stefano Guzzini, Assistant Professor at Central European University, “The enduring dilemmas of realism in International Relations,” Copenhagen Peace Research Institute, December 2001, http://www.ciaonet.org/wps/gus02/gus02.pdf, accessed 8/13/02

Until now, the purpose of this article might have appeared to be just another, perhaps more systematically grounded, critique of the difficulties realist theories of International Relations have been facing. By drawing on the lessons one can learn from these dilemmas, this conclusion wants to suggest a way forward. Once we know where realism gets stuck in its analytical justification, the study of its dilemmas should open a more reflexive way to re-apprehend Realism as a double negation and the trap of the realism-idealism debate In what follows, I argue that the underlying reason why realists are not facing up the implications of the identity (distinctiveness/determinacy) and the conservative (science/tradition) dilemma consists in the terms of the first debate in which many realists feel compelled to justify realism. According to this self-understanding, realists are there to remind us about the fearful, the cruel side of world politics which lurks behind. This distinct face of international politics inevitably shows when the masquerade is over. In the Venetian carnival of international diplomacy, only the experienced will be prepared when the curtain falls and world history picks up its circular course. By trying to occupy a vantage point of (superior) historical experience, science came then as an offer, IR realism could not refuse. IR Realism has repeatedly thought to have no other choice but to justify this pessimism with a need to distance itself from other positions, to be nonsubsumable. It needed to show that whatever else might temporarily be true, there is an unflinching reality which cannot be avoided. Realism needed to point to a reality which cannot be eventually overcome by politics, to an attitude which would similarly rebuff the embrace by any other intellectual tradition. The “first debate” is usually presented as the place in which this “negative” attitude has been played out, indeed mythically enshrined. It is to this metaphorical foundation to which many self-identified realists return. Yet, I think that the “first debate” is a place where the thoughts not only of so-called idealist scholars, but also of self-stylised realists look unduly impoverished exactly because it is couched in terms of an opposition. When scholars more carefully study the type of opposition, however, they quickly find out that many so-called realist scholars have been not only critical of utopian thought and social engineering, but also of Realpolitik. In other words, if one concentrates on scholars and their work, and not on labels, one sees realism not simply as an attitude of negation – which it is – but as an attitude of double negation: in the words of R.N. Berki, realism must oppose both the conservative idealism of nostalgia and the revolutionist idealism of imagination. Norberto Bobbio has developed this double negation in his usually lucid style as both a conservative realism which opposes the “ideal”, and a critical realism which opposes the “apparent”, a difference too few realists have been able to disentangle. For this double heritage of political realism is full of tensions. Realism as anti-idealism is status-quo oriented. It relies on the entire panoply of arguments so beautifully summarised by Alfred Hirschman. According to the futility thesis, any attempt at change is condemned to be without any real effect. The perversity thesis would argue that far from changing for the better, such policies only add new problems to the already existing ones. And the central jeopardy thesis says that purposeful attempts at social change will only undermine the already achieved. The best is the enemy of the good, and so on. Anti-apparent realism, however, is an attitude more akin to the political theories of suspicion. It looks at what is hidden behind the smokescreen of current ideologies, putting the allegedly self-evident into the limelight of criticism. With the other form of realism , it shares a reluctance to treat beautiful ideas as what they claim to be. But it is much more sensible to their ideological use, revolutionary as well as conservative. Whereas anti-ideal realism defends the status quo, anti-apparent realism questions it. It wants to unmask existing power relations.
Realism inevitable – actors assume it

We must use realism because others rely on it

Stefano Guzzini, Assistant Professor at Central European Univ., Realism in International Relations and International Political Economy, 1998, p. 227

The main line of critique can be summarized as follows: realism does not take its central concepts seriously enough. To start with, its critiques claim that realism is a sceptical practice which however, stops short of problematizing the inherent theory of the state. It is, second, a practice which informs an international community. Third, international politics is not power politics because it resembles realist precepts, but because the international community which holds a realist world‑view acts in such a way as to produce power politics: it is a social construction. Realist expectations might hold, not because they objectively correspond to something out there, but because agents make them the maxims that guide their actions. Finally, this can have very significant policy effects: even at the end of the Cold War which might have shattered realist world‑views, realist practices could mobilize old codes, such as to belittle the potential historical break of the post‑Berlin wall system. Realism still underlies major re‑conceptualization of the present international system, from Huntington's geocultural reification to `neomedievalism' ‑ and justifies the foreign policies which can be derived from them.

Intellectual hijacking

*Their focus on subverting realism hijacks the potential for a productive debate

D.S.L. Jarvis, Lecturer in IR at the University of Sydney, International Relations and the Challenges of Postmodernism, 2000, p. xi-xii

The growing popularlity of postmodern perspectives in the disciple, the ready acceptance by many of the need to engage in deconstructive practices, the allegations of moral improprieties, and the imputation of disciplinary culpability in numerous horrors waged in the name of modernity and science reeks of a political witch hunt not before seen in the discipline. Theory, while always a powerful tool that can be used in the service of specific rationalities, seems increasingly to be a political instrument, hijacked for its destructive potential and wielded in accusatory and threatening fashion. This book is thus a defense of the edifice of theory as “one of the crowning achievements of the past several centuries,” of “…theory as an idea,” as Nicholas Onuf puts it, of “theory as an enterprise, theory as an economic statement of what we think we know about the world and ourselves,” and of “theory as the grounds for judgement.” Doubtless this study will prove unpopular with postmodernists. It neither compliments their work nor finds many saving graces that might recommend it to others. At the same time, though, this is a work inspired by postmodernism—albeit as a reaction against it. More accurately, it is a reaction against a particular motif evident in the majority of so-called post-modernist discourse operative in International Relations today. This should not be confused, however, with any derision toward the exercise of the Third Debate itself. Intellectual self-examinations are a necessary part of any disciplinary/intellectual endeavor and should be done periodically, although perhaps not perpetually. Rather, my concern is with a particular variety of postmodernism that, in International Relations, has come to dominate dissident scholarship to the exclusion of other postmodem perspectives. As Chapters 4, 5, and 6 will more fully elucidate, I target what I call subversive postmodernism, exemplified in the writings of Richard Ashley and Robert Walker and, more recently, in radical feminist postmodern writings for taking the discipline down an ideologically destructive road. Where the Third Debate might have proved a productive and highly valuable exercise in theoretical evaluation and intellectual renewal, its intellectual hijacking by subversive postmodernists has caused its devolution into a meaningless and divisive exercise bent on destruction. Voices otherwise involved in the process of intellectual renewal and critical self-examination (Wendt, Onuf, Lapid, Biersteker, Spegele, Cox, to name but a few) have thus tended to be drowned out by the babel of cantankerous perspectives that allege numerous improprieties and disciplinary violence.

A2: Realism constructs threats

Realism doesn’t require worst case forecasting or “threat construction.” The critique sacrifices stability on the alter of uncertain transformation. 

Alastair Murray, Politics Department, University of Wales Swansea, Reconstructing Realism, 1997, p. 182

This is not merely to indulge in yet another interminable discourse on the `lessons of Munich', rejecting all strategies of assurance for more familiar policies of deterrence. A realist perspective does not, as Wendt seems to assume, require worst‑case forecasting, nor does it adopt an ethic of `sauve qui peut'. But it is to suggest that, when realism emphasises the need for a cautious, gradual approach to attempts to transform the nature of the system, it has a point. In Wendt's analysis, change ultimately becomes as privileged as the status quo in rationalist perspectives. If he does not hold that history is progressive, he does hold that change is. If he is not idealistic about the possibilities of effecting a transformation of the system, he is with regard to the way in which it might be accomplished. Yet, even if we acknowledge that a transformation in the structure of international politics would be beneficial, this does not imply the acceptance of a desperate gamble to accomplish it. And, at the end of the day, if we can accept that the current structure of international politics contains many injustices, there is no guarantee that its transformation would remove such iniquities anyway. The only thing that the quest to overthrow the status quo does guarantee to do is to undermine those fragments of order that we currently possess. Ultimately, constructivism can be seen to rest upon a value judgment which sacrifices the safe option of remaining within the current situation for the attempt to explore its possibilities. It can be seen to rest on a progressive philosophy which privileges the possible over the extant and sacrifices stability on the altar of transformation. This is not to attempt to level a charge of utopianism, as Wendt complains that Mearsheimer does, by emphasising constructivism's normative rather than explanatory commitment. As Wendt responds: `Constructivists have a normative interest in promoting social change, but they pursue this by trying to explain how seemingly natural social structures, like self‑help or the Cold War, are effects of practice ... If critical theorists fail, this will be because they do not explain how the world works, not because of their values."' All theories ultimately have normative commitments; the fact of their existence does not allow us to question the validity of constructivism's explanatory power. What does, however, is the impact of these normative assumptions on its account of international politics. Just as reflectivists argue that the implicit conservatism of neorealism generates its ahistoricism, the implicit progressivism of constructivism generates its unwillingness to acknowledge even the possibility of elements of permanency. And, just as reflectivists argue that the implicit conservatism of neorealism generates strategies which threaten to become self‑perpetuating, so the implicit progressivism of constructivism generates strategies which threaten to become counter‑productive.
Realism is not a self-fulfilling prophecy. 

Alastair Murray, Politics Department, University of Wales Swansea, Reconstructing Realism, 1997, p. 184-5

Now, if this is directed at realism, as it would seem to be, it seriously misinterprets its approach. First, as we have seen, the `logic of anarchy' that realism portrays is not a material phenomenon, but the intersubjective emanation of cumulative past choices, albeit choices rooted in a material account of human nature. If realism maintains that this logic represents a relatively entrenched structure, it nevertheless holds that it is, potentially at least, malleable by judicious statecraft. If it takes the state to be the principal focus of this logic in contemporary world politics, there is no sense that this is permanent or final ‑ indeed, no sense that it is even unproblematic. Second, the notion that realism ignores the clash between the individual's simultaneous identification as both man and citizen mistakes the entire thrust of its work. If realism is concerned with the duties owed to the state, it is only for the conflict that this produces with the cosmopolitan moral obligations which fall upon men. Third, if realism insisted that change must be compatible with the national interests of the state, it also recognised that, particularly in an age of interdependence and nuclear weapons, a stable international order could ultimately only be built on some broader sense of community than that which existed in states alone, and was thus centrally concerned with the extension of community in international relations.

No biopower impact

Biopolitics does not inevitably result in genocide

Ojakangas 5 (Mika, U of Helsinki, May, Foucault Studies, No. 2, http://www.foucault-studies.com/no2/ojakangas1.pdf)

Admittedly, in the era of biopolitics, as Foucault writes,  even “massacres  have  become  vital.”  This is  not the case, however, because violence is hidden  in  the foundation of biopolitics, as Agamben  believes. Although the twentieth century thanatopolitics is  the  “reverse  of  biopolitics”, it should not be understood, according to Foucault, as “the effect, the result, or the logical consequence” of biopolitical rationality. Rather, it should be understood, as he suggests, as an outcome of the “demonic combination” of the sovereign power and biopower, of “the city-citizen game and the shepherd-flock game” or as I would like to put it, of patria potestas (father’s unconditional power of life and death over his son) and cura maternal (mother’s  unconditional  duty  to  take  care  of  her  children). Although massacres can be carried out in the name of care, they do not follow from the logic of biopower for which death is the “object of taboo”. They follow from the  logic  of  sovereign  power,  which  legitimates  killing by whatever arguments it chooses, be it God, Nature, or life.  

Absolute power combined with racism are a necessary precondition for their impacts – The aff is the opposite direction, 
Ojakangas 5 (Mika, U of Helsinki, May, Foucault Studies, No. 2, http://www.foucault-studies.com/no2/ojakangas1.pdf)

It  is  the  logic  of  racism,  according  to  Foucault,  that  makes  killing  acceptable  in  modern  biopolitical  societies.  This  is  not  to  say,  however,  that  biopolitical  societies  are  necessarily  more  racist  than  other  societies.  It  is  to  say  that  in  the  era  of  biopolitics,  only  racism,  because  it  is  a  determination  immanent  to  life,  can  “justify  the  murderous  function  of  the  State”. However,  racism  can  only  justify  killing  –  killing  that  does  not  follow  from  the  logic  of  biopower  but  from  the  logic  of  the  sovereign  power.  Racism  is,  in  other  words,  the  only  way  the  sovereign  power,  the  right  to  kill,  can  be  maintained  in  biopolitical  societies:  “Racism  is  bound  up  with  workings  of  a  State  that  is  obliged  to  use  race,  the  elimination  of  races  and  the purification  of  the  race,  to  exercise  its  sovereign  power.”90  Racism  is,  in  other  words,  a  discourse  –  “quite compatible”91  with  biopolitics  –  through  which  biopower  can  be  most  smoothly  transformed  into  the  form  of  sovereign  power.  Such  transformation,  however,  changes  everything.  A  biopolitical  society  that  wishes  to  “exercise  the  old  sovereign  right  to  kill”,  even  in  the  name  of  race,  ceases  to  be  a  mere  biopolitical  society,  practicing  merely  biopolitics.  It  becomes  a  “demonic  combination”  of  sovereign  power  and  biopower,  exercising  sovereign  means  for  biopolitical  ends.  In  its  most  monstrous  form,  it  becomes  the  Third  Reich.  For  this  reason,  I  cannot  subscribe  to  Agamben’s  thesis,  according  to  which  biopolitics  is  absolutized  in  the  Third  Reich.93  To  be  sure,  the  Third  Reich  used  biopolitical  means  –  it  was  a  state  in  which  “insurance  and  reassurance  were  universal”94  –  and  aimed  for  biopolitical  ends  in  order  to  improve  the  living  conditions  of  the  German  people  -- but  so  did  many  other  nations  in  the  1930s.  What  distinguishes  the  Third  Reich  from  those  other  nations  is  the  fact  that,  alongside  its  biopolitical  apparatus,  it  erected  a  massive  machinery  of  death.  It  became  a  society  that  “unleashed  murderous  power,  or  in  other  words,  the  old  sovereign  right  to  take  life”  throughout  the  “entire  social  body”,  as  Foucault  puts  it.95  It  is  not,  therefore,  biopolitics  that  was  absolutized  in  the  Third  Reich  –  as  a  matter  of  fact,  biopolitical  measures  in  the  Nazi Germany  were,  although  harsh,  relatively  modest  in  scale  compared  to  some  present day  welfare  states  –  but  rather  the  sovereign  power:     “This  power  to  kill,  which  ran  through  the  entire  social  body  of  Nazi  society,  was  first  manifested  when  the  power  to  take  life,  the  power  of  life  and  death,  was  granted  not  only  to  the  State  but  to  a  whole  series  of  individuals,  to  a  considerable  number  of  people  (such  as  the  SA,  the  SS,  and  so  on).  Ultimately,  everyone  in  the  Nazi  State  had  the  power  of  life  and  death  over  his  or  her  neighbours,  if  only  because  of  the  practice  of  informing,  which  effectively  meant  doing  away  with  the  people  next  door,  or  having  them  done  away  with.96”   The  only  thing  that  the  Third  Reich  actually  absolutizes  is,  in  other  words,  the  sovereignty  of  power  and  therefore,  the  nakedness  of  bare  life  –  at  least  if  sovereignty  is  defined  in  the  Agambenian  manner:  “The  sovereign  is  the  one  with  respect  to  whom  all  men  are  potentially  homines  sacri,  and  homo  sacer  is  the  one  with  respect  to  whom  all  men  act  as  sovereigns.”
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