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A2 Realism" \f C \l "1" A2 Realism
Mistaken realist conceptions of power justify inaction in face of the holocaust 

Mark Duffield (“Global Governance, Humanitarianism and Terror” Department of Politics and International Relations, University of Lancaster April 2004 )
Understanding power as a design sets it apart from a realist or conventional, state-centric approach to power. For realism, power is something almost tangible. It is an exclusive quality or resource that can be captured, amassed or deployed by the powerful; usually elites of some kind – political, economic, military, criminal, and so on. In this context, power is frequently presented as somehow ‘bad’, or at least, having negative connotations; it is what the ‘powerful’ use against the ‘powerless’. Power as a design, however, is more egalitarian, diffuse and inclusive. We are all agents of power, including actors and non-state organisations that realism would regard as merely the external auxiliaries, servants or sub-contractors of the powerful. Power is the ability to change the behaviour and attitudes of others and, in the process, of ourselves as well (Dean 1999). As such, even life’s bit-players have the ability to stage independent, innovative and often surprising effects. Power relations are everywhere – in the classroom, the doctor’s surgery, the family, the NGO project, and so on. Such relations are productive and shape the comportment of their authoring agents as well as those subject to them.1 Without relations of power, society and the world would grind to a halt. From this inclusive and pervasive perspective, power itself is ambivalent and can be either ‘good’ or ‘bad’. Deciding between them, and checking the latter in favour of the former, is a matter for a practical ethics and politics. 

It would be a mistake to regard the realist conception of power (as an exclusive quality amassed by the powerful) as wrong or misconceived. For many actors and non-state agencies this viewpoint is a convenient construction. It enabled, for example, concentration camp functionaries to frame their defence in terms of ‘just following orders’ of an external power. It also enables humanitarian agencies, in the interests of neutrality, to either remain silent in relation to power so conceived, or else, through recourse to international law, codes of conduct or technical standards, to erect legalistic barriers and professional boundaries to distance themselves from an external power (Leader 1999)
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With the global diffusion of power former nexuses of control no longer extert the authority they once did – the aff’s securitization is an attempt to delay the inevitable collapse of the state though creation of new enemies and threats that risks killing millons

James Der Derian (“The Value of Security: Hobbes, Marx, Nietzsche, and Baudrillard”, in On Security 92) 

No other concept in international relations packs the metaphysical punch, nor commands the disciplinary power of "security." In its name, peoples have alienated their fears, rights and powers to gods, emperors, and most recently, sovereign states, all to protect themselves from the vicissitudes of nature--as well as from other gods, emperors, and sovereign states. In its name, weapons of mass destruction have been developed which have transfigured national interest into a security dilemma based on a suicide pact. And, less often noted in international relations, in its name billions have been made and millions killed while scientific knowledge has been furthered and intellectual dissent muted. 

We have inherited an ontotheology of security, that is, an a priori argument that proves the existence and necessity of only one form of security because there currently happens to be a widespread, metaphysical belief in it. Indeed, within the concept of security lurks the entire history of western metaphysics, which was best described by Derrida "as a series of substitutions of center for center" in a perpetual search for the "transcendental signified." 1 From God to Rational Man, from Empire to Republic, from King to the People--and on occasion in the reverse direction as well, for history is never so linear, never so neat as we would write it--the security of the center has been the shifting site from which the forces of authority, order, and identity philosophically defined and physically kept at bay anarchy, chaos, and difference. 

Yet the center, as modern poets and postmodern critics tell us, no longer holds. The demise of a bipolar system, the diffusion of power into new political, national, and economic constellations, the decline of civil society and the rise of the shopping mall, the acceleration of everything --transportation, capital and information flows, change itself--have induced a new anxiety. As George Bush repeatedly said--that is, until the 1992 Presidential election went into full swing--"The enemy is unpredictability. The enemy is instability." 2 

One immediate response, the unthinking reaction, is to master this anxiety and to resecure the center by remapping the peripheral threats. In this vein, the Pentagon prepares seven military scenarios for future conflict, ranging from latino small-fry to an IdentiKit super-enemy that goes by the generic acronym of REGT ("Reemergent Global Threat"). In the heartlands of America, Toyota sledge-hammering returns as a popular know-nothing distraction. And within the Washington beltway, rogue powers such as North Korea, Iraq, and Libya take on the status of pariah-state and potential video bomb-site for a permanently electioneering elite.
A2 Realism
We don’t have realism in SQ – the aff’s call for the USFG to prevent acts of terrorism prevent rational analyses
Nikhil Singh “The Afterlife of Fascism” The South Atlantic Quarterly 105:1, Winter 2006
Moreover, like Mill’s or Schmitt’s barbarian, today’s terrorist is not necessarily produced through an avowed commitment to a racial ideology. Rather, the barbarian and terrorist are specters haunting the liberal-democratic imagination: it is what we are not, what we cannot trust, and therefore what we must subjugate, even if we must ourselves become barbarians or terrorists for a time in order to do so. Finally, it is the concrete acts of subjugation—and not their doctrinal coherence—that constitute the barbarian as a real, material being, perhaps precisely someone lacking constituent power in relation to liberal discipline and normalization. The production of barbarians and terrorists in turn tautologically justifies the initial policy—something we have seen over the past years, as postinvasion Iraq has become a field formultiplying ‘‘barbarisms’’ and ‘‘terrorisms’’ on all sides of the conflict.59 Whether the current war devolves into something even worse—whether it proves to be an enabling violation for the transformation of Iraq into a market democracy, or whether the United States succeeds in establishing a new client state in the heart of the world’s energy resources—is something we may not know for many years. In any case, we live in perilous times. To paraphrase Paul Gilroy, today the promise of liberal modernity is in question, and fascismismerely on hold.60 The danger is that three sets of political strategies and tactics—the racial-carceral state, the bionatalist state,61 and the imperial warfare state—seemto have entered into heightened levels of coordination and symbiosis underU.S. neoliberalism. Seizing on the 9/11 emergency as its ‘‘moment of opportunity,’’ the Bush regime rejected the constraints of ‘‘reality-based’’ policy assessment, arguing that a preponderance of will and force allow it to fabricate reality according to providential design.62 Such delusional self-belief, as Arendt warned, is the truest measure of the totalitarian cast of mind. At the same time, the notion that outrages such as sanctioned torture; wars of aggression represented as selfdefense; indefinite incarceration; administrative massacres, kidnappings, and disappearances; denial of due process; secret prisons; and messianic fusions of propaganda, politics, and religion are exceptional to U.S. liberal democracy obscures our history. For a nation whose vaunted freedom was secured at the vanishing point where mass human bondage met genocidal expansion, what we are experiencing today is like a series of afterimages— the past-present that is these United States. 
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Their realism good cards give us another link to the K – propents of realism construct the treat of a postmodern other to secure their own identities

James Der Derian (“The Value of Security: Hobbes, Marx, Nietzsche, and Baudrillard”, in On Security 92) 

There are also prodromal efforts to shore up the center of the International Relations discipline. In a newly instituted series in the International Studies Quarterly , the state of security studies is surveyed so as to refortify its borders. 3 After acknowledging that "the boundaries of intellectual disciplines are permeable," the author proceeds not only to raise the drawbridge but also to caulk every chink in the moat. 4 Recent attempts to broaden the concept of "security" to include such issues as global environmental dangers, disease, and economic and natural disasters endanger the field by threatening "to destroy its intellectual coherence and make it more difficult to devise solutions to any of these important problems." 5 The field is surveyed in the most narrow and parochial way: out of 200-plus works cited, esteemed Third World scholars of strategic studies receive no mention, British and French scholars receive short shrift, and Soviet writers do not make it into the Pantheon at all. The author of the essay, Stephen Walt, has written one of the better books on alliance systems; 6 here he seems intent on constructing a new alliance within the discipline against "foreign" others, with the "postmodernist" as arch-alien. The tactic is familiar: like many of the neoconservatives who have launched the recent attacks on "political correctness," the "liberals" of international relations make it a habit to base their criticisms on secondary accounts of a category of thinking rather than on a primary engagement with the specific (and often differing) views of the thinkers themselves. 7 In this case, Walt cites IR scholar Robert Keohane on the hazards of "reflectivism," to warn off anyone who by inclination or error might wander into the foreign camp: "As Robert Keohane has noted, until these writers `have delineated . . . a research program and shown . . . that it can illuminate important issues in world politics, they will remain on the margins of the field.' " 8 By the end of the essay, one is left with the suspicion that the rapid changes in world politics have triggered a "security crisis" in security studies that requires extensive theoretical damage control.
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Realism is unable to explain the difficulties involved in creating an African state – it is a flawed tool for analysis and should be discarded

Kevin Dunn, Chair for the global development section of the International Studies Association (“Tales from the dark side: Africa's challenge to international relations theory, Journal of Third World Studies Spring, 2000
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3821/is_200004/ai_n8888230/print)

African states have been characterized as "fictitious," 'lame," "soft," "hard," "overextended" and "collapsed.1162 The general point of agreement is that many African states do not act like they are "supposed" to. Africanists have long debated whether or not the state is appropriate for African realities. While many IR theorists treat the state as an ahistorical given, the debate amongst Africanists has offered interesting perspectives on the state as an historical and social artifact. In his discussion of the "collapsed" Mozambican state Barry Schultz notes: Too often we assume the existence of a state. The international community is presently enmeshed in a struggle to maintain the existence of states whose legitimacy (as states) has crumbled. All states are creations of conflict, consensus, and contrivance, but perhaps the states of Africa are the most contrived of all. In very few circumstances were the states formed on the basis of internal dynamics. Most of them were configured by the imperatives of European power politics at the end of the nineteenth century. As a result, African states are especially subject to fragmentation and reconfiguration based on the claims and consequences of internal dispute and conflict and external ambitions and operations.63 In this section I make the argument that the 'failure' of the state in Africa is not due to the inability of Africans to master statecraft (as is often implicit in the literature), but rather the limitations inherent in the concept of the nation-state. The nation-state arose in Western Europe due to specific historical and societal pressures.64 The nation-state as an institution reflected the needs and demands of a specific time and place. Its exportation and imposition in Africa (and elsewhere) meant that traditional sociopolitical structures (which had emerged to meet the needs of the indigenous "civil" society) were displaced and/or replaced by an alien institution. Crawford Young has observed that the colonial and postcolonial states were foreign impositions that, while looking like European states, did not act like them.65 As a foreign imposition upon African society, the colonial state was autonomous from African society. This autonomy was fiercely maintained during colonialism and perpetuated after independence by the new African political elite. Much of the literature on the African state - particularly from the dependency/neo-colonial perspective has focused on how the state has been"captured" by indigenous elites.66 What emerges from this literature is the realization that the state in Africa is best conceived as a predator on society, rather than a historical outgrowth of that society. The inherited colonial state structure was administrative, hierarchical, militarized and insulated from society. In the postcolonial era, African rulers merely patrimonialized the state. This evolution had dramatic implications for the relationship between the state and civil society. In much of the relevant literature, civil society is regarded as a bridge between the state and society. For much of the Africanist literature, it has come to be regarded as a place to avoid the state. John A.A. Ayoade refers to the African state as a "state without citizens."67 The reason for this is that citizens avoid the state and seek refuge within a marginalized civil society. Scholars such as Victor Azarya and Jane Parpart have argued that, due to the predatory nature of the state, Africans are increasingly choosing to "disengage" from the state.68 Janet McGaffey's work in Zaire notes that there was so much disengagement from the Mobutu regime, that the informal/parallel economy created an indigenous economic bourgeoisie.69 What has happened in these cases is that civil society, rather than being the space that connects society with the state, is the space that protects society from the state. When such a rupture exists between state and society, it is obvious that the state is unable to perform its most basic functions. This has been the case in many African states. Basil Davidson has noted that many African states have not been able to keep control over their territories, as illustrated by the amazing amount of illegal trading and smuggling across borders.70 As I have already noted, Jackson and Rosberg argue that most African states are not even empirical states, but juridical ones.71 They are "quasi-states." William Zartman's edited volume Collapsed States documents several cases where states in Africa Chad, Uganda, Ghana, Somalia, Liberia, Mozambique and Ethiopia - have actually collapsed.72 Yet, Zartman makes the important observation that state collapse does not mean civilizational decay, societal collapse,anarchy or chaos. Society carries on, producing and strengthening other forms of social, economic and political groupings. In fact, these alternative groupings or identification networks often have a hand in the state's collapse. In Joel Midgal's terminology, the African state has succumb to the melange of other social forces.73 Daniel Bach has observed that the weakness of the African state has led to the "deconstruction" of state territories. Far enough away from state control, trans-state regional flows have developed leading to a trend of "deterritorialization" in which the state is being eroded, and even replaced. What is particularly interesting is that the socio-political organizations are not territorial-based, but often rely on traditional economies of affection,74 kinship alliances and other forms of social identification. As Bach notes, "A process of deterritorialization of the state is taking place due to the replacement of the precisely delimitated boundary-lines inherited from the colonial period by loosely defined frontier-spaces. Such loss of territorial control is confronted by the resurgence of primordial attachments (e.g. assumed ties of blood, race, language and religion) at the expense of control patterns based on citizenship (e.g. territorial affiliation)."75 If the African state is collapsing, or is too weak to compete with other societal forces for social domination, what does that mean for international relations theory? Quite simply, it means that one of the basic tools for analysis is flawed.
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Conceptualization of African ‘states’ in a realist framework justifies neocolonialim

Kevin Dunn, Chair for the global development section of the International Studies Association (“Tales from the dark side: Africa's challenge to international relations theory, Journal of Third World Studies Spring, 2000
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3821/is_200004/ai_n8888230/print)

With the failure of the Westphalian-inspired state analysis, many African countries are better conceived of as stateless configurations: societies operating within a complex web of patronage, primordial and various other forms of attachment and identification. Yet, for Western observers the Westphalian nation-state discourse blinds them to this reality and perpetuates ``juridical" states. For the international community, all other forms of political configuration outside the concept of the nation-state are delegitimized. This continues our myopic focus on the state even when no such entity exists. As one of the prime employers of the Westphalian state discourse, IR theory is essential to this (de)legitimizing practice. For example, IR observers tend to treat the development of "warlordism" in countries such as Somalia, Liberia and Sierra Leone as temporary aberrations rather than alternative structures and practices to the dominant Westphalian state system. IR theory's myopic focus on the "state" produces a discourse that, on one hand, constructs hollow "states" based solely on the needs of the external international community (i.e. Mozambique), while on the other hand, blinds observers to the reality that other, more important socio-political configurations have emerged and replaced the "state" (i.e. Zaire). MOZAMBIQUE Mahmood Mamdani wrote that the IMF is trying "to recast the structure of African economies into a mould that will resemble the classical colonial export-import economy more than anything else. The IMF's brief is for the recomparadorization of African countries.,,76 In 1991, Joseph Hanlon argued that in Mozambican this necessitated the weakening of the state. As he observed" [South African] destabilization, structural adjustment, and the actions of many donors all have the same goal: to reduce the power and influence of the Mozambican state and of Frelimo within that state.,,77 Five years later, Hanlon observed that these policies had succeeded.78 The Mozambican state can longer provide sufficient health, education and other social services. State institutions have been forcefully downsized. The services formerly provided by the state are now handled by foreign NGOs and private firms. The salaries of civil servants have been dramatically cut and frozen. Low salaries have driven the best people out of state service and into the foreign NGO-dominated private sector. In effect, the state had been hollowed out. Yet, as I mentioned earlier, the lending agencies also require the continuation of the Mozambican state to provide legitimization for their actions and the repressive apparatus to implement their austerity programs. Thus, the Mozambican state is simultaneously being constructed and deconstructed. It exists only to the extent that the lending agencies allow it to exist. As David Plank has noted, `At the heart of this strategy is the creation of interlocutors for the aid agencies themselves."79 The resulting Mozambican state has become an extension of the international aid agencies rather than of the domestic electorate. Jackson and Rosberg argued that the African ` juridical" state was an unintended by-product of the international society and its focus on sovereignty.80 What exists in Mozambique, and elsewhere, is a post-colonial state whose (re/de)construction is intentional and necessary. This is a new type of state. One which is autonomous from the indigenous civil society; constituted and maintained by the international community for their own needs. It is "statehood" as "performance" within a discursive script that has been produced by and for external interests. This is the re-colonized interlocutor state; the post-colonial post-modern state. 

A2 Realism

Securitizing and applying realist discourse in Africa has empirically failed

Ken Booth, Professor of Politics at the University of Wales and Peter Vale, Chair of Politics at Rhode University, “Security in southern Africa: after apartheid, beyond realisrn “ April 1995. INTERNATIONAL SECURITY p. 285

In new and challenging ways, southern Africa is faced by the choice between two geopolitical courses, characterized by distinctive understandings of the future of interstate relations and unique appreciations of the region’s security problematic. The traditional policy framework of realism is based on responding to circumstances and events by rote rather than asking the difficult first-order questions—the kind of questions that create alternative interpretations of ‘reality’ and consequently new policy outcomes. We will argue that looking at security through fresh eyes is of particular importance in southern Africa, since changing times have opened promising avenues for attending to this historically tragic region’s immediate and future security needs. Without a new and critical security discourse the bloody conflicts of the region’s past may yet return to mar its future. For all the excitement that the country's re-entry on to the international stage has generated, some debates in South Ahca appear to have changed very little with the ending of apartheid. Security is one such; so, in November 1994, when the country's influential Institute for Defence Policy, in 'close co-operation with Departments of Foreign Mairs, Home Mairs, Safety and Security, and Defence' hosted a 'closed round table discussion on Southern &can Border Security',' they engaged in a security ritual that was as old as the regon's inter-state system. Behind closed doors, government officials deliberated on issues that intimately touched the security of all their citizens. One thing was entirely new, however: until recently, South African officials had held lonely counsel; on this occasion they were joined by senior officials from six contiguous countries. There are other signs of change, but do they go deep enough, and wdl they go far enough, to enhance the security of the entire regon? This is a defining historical moment. Traditional 'realist' security perspectives have yielded only unhappy returns in southern Africa. In the 1980s, for instance, South Africa's deepening paranoia over its security unleashed a campaign known by the generic term 'destabilization' that left more than a million of the region's people dead and is estimated to have cost $62.42 billion. This policy branded an indelible mark on southern Africa's people; every effort to rebuild the region will be touched by its destructive legacy. 
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Realism is dead – it relies on an outdate conception of state and lives on only as an instution without any an intellectual grounding

James Der Derian (“A VIRTUAL THEORY OF GLOBAL POLITICS, MIMETIC WAR, AND THE SPECTRAL STATE” journal of the theoretical humanities 4:2 1999)

The sovereign state, having outlived its original purpose to end feudal and religious violence and bring order to the seventeenth- century Cosmopolis, has become equally spectral-dependent in its violent effects, haunting world polities and international politics with the white-sheet rhetoric of fear and insecurity. It is not difficult to find empirical support for Derrida’s theoretical suspensions of disbelief. Take, for example, current mimetic conjuring for the exorcism of internal spirits by invocations of external evils, like drugs, immigration, and Islam; black magic shows of virtual violence through the simulacrum of war games; and "humanitarian" intervention (like the UN in Bosnia - but not Rwanda) for performative acts of deterrence and compellence.

Moreover. Derrida takes the critique of sovereignty afield, going beyond his usual concern with logocentrism to explore how the haunting of politics has moved from the bounded text of geopolitical specters to the practically borderless electromagnetic spectrum:

“And if this important frontier is being displaced, it is because the medium in which it is instituted, namely, the medium of the media themselves (news. the press- telecommunications. techno-telediscursivity. techno-teleiconicity. that which in general assures and determines the spacing of public space, the very possibility of the revelation and the phenomenality of the political), this element itself is neither living nor dead, present nor absent: it speetralizes. It does not belong to ontology, to the discourse of Being of beings, or to the essence of life or death. It requires, then, what we call, to save time and space rather than just to make up a word, hauntology.”
Nietzsche and Derrida offer a penetrating critique of sovereignty, vet ... it lives, most demonstrably in international theory and diplomatic state-craft, as, no less, the realist perspective. What do we mean by "realism"? It encompasses a world-view in which sovereign states, struggling for power under conditions of anarchy, do what they must to maintain and promote their own self-interests. But what do "we" mean by "realism"? We realists constituted by and representing disciplinary schools of thought, diplomatic corps, intelligence bureau depict things as they really are, rather than as idealists might wish them to be. And what do "we" mean by "realism"? We mean what we say and say what we mean. in that transparent way of correspondence that provides the veridical, deadly discourses of realism, like mutual assured destruction assures our security. or "we had to destroy the village in order to save it."

But with the end of the Cold War, and pace Nietzsche, why beat a dead horse? Precisely because realism does death so well, by refusing to acknowledge not only its ongoing complicity in tine death of others but also the fact that it gave up the ghost a long time ago. How many times, after how many "revolutionary" transitions, have we heard that sovereignty is at bay, at an end, dead? There is always the easy deflection, that sovereignty is an "essentially contested concept," - a "convenient fiction." that changes with the times. But the frequency of such death-notices, from politicians, military strategists and pundits, as well as academicians, leads one to suspect that something other than funerary oration, philosophical speculation, or a topic for it special issue is at work. Is there a darker, even gothic side to the sovereign state, a bidden power which resides in its recurrent morbidity? Take a look at some of the principle necroses.

Realism has built a life out of the transformation of fictions, like the immutability of human nature and the apopoditic threat of anarchy, into facticity. With a little digging, realism conies to resemble nothing so much as the undead, a perverse mimesis of the living other, haunting international politics through the objectification of power, the fetishisation of weaponry, the idealization of the state, the virtualization of violence, and the globalization of new media. Now the fact of its own dealth lives on as a powerful fiction, as the morbid customs, characteristics, and habits of the living dead.
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Using the state as the starting point for its analysis, realism is unable to account for the accerating of change present in modernity – in our virtual world, looking at discourses and their implications is a better tool

James Der Derian (“A VIRTUAL THEORY OF GLOBAL POLITICS, MIMETIC WAR, AND THE SPECTRAL STATE” journal of the theoretical humanities 4:2 1999)

 In war, diplomacy, and the media, the real morphs with the virtual. Not even the state, the foundation of Real politick, is immune from virtualization. Sovereignty, the primary means by which the supreme power and legitimate violence of the state is territorially fixed, declared once, many-times dead, now seems only able to regain its vigor virtually, through media spawns which oppose ordered, identical "heres" to external, alien "out-theres" through representations which are real in time, not space. Instant scandals, catastrophic accidents, "live-feed" wars, and quick-in, quick-out interventions into still-born or moribund states provide the ephemeral. virtual seuiblartce of sovereignty. Once upon a space, war was the ultimate reality-check of international politics; now, seamlessly integrating battlefield simulations and public dissimulations through the convergence of PC and TV, war is virtualized and commoditized as pure war, infowar, netwar, cyherwar. For the intractable problems of post-Cold War politics, the technical fix has acquired a new lustre: primetime as well as C4I (Command, Control, Communications, Computers and Intelligence) networks bring us "virtual war"; beltway think-tanks and information technology industries promote a "virtual diplomacy." And, according to a recent Time cover-story on high-finance, money verges toward the virtual: one financial expert emphatically states that "the distinction between software and money is disappearing." to which a Citibank executive responds "it's revolutionary - and we should be scared as hell." To be sure, questions of power and identity, space and borders, legitimacy and meaning will continue to be framed by the necessitous narratives of personal and public security couched in the legal imperative of sovereignty. But in the new hyper-realms of global politics produced by economic penetration, technological acceleration, and new media, these questions now entail virtual investigations. Will the sovereign state become so spectral as to disappear all together, one more unholy relic for the museum of modernity? Or will it re-emerge in global, virtual forms? Does globalization enhance the prospects of a democratic peace? Or does virtu-alit ion assure the continuation of war by other means? Has Clausewitz been repudiated - or merely brought up to speed? Is virtuality replacing the reality of war? Is it the harbinger of a new world order, or a brave new world? Most importantly, will processes of virtualization help to close or to further open the gulf between those who have the technology and those who do not? New thinking often lags behind transitions driven by new technologies, and, as Albert Einstein famously remarked about the atom bomb, the results can be catastrophic. The virtual technologies of new media warrant a commensurate critical scrutiny. New media, generally identified as digitized, interactive, networked forms of communication, now exercise a global effect if not ubiquitous presence, through instant video-feeds, satellite link-ups, TI-T3 links, overhead surveillance, global mapping, distributed computer simulations, programmed trading, and movies with Arnold Sehwarzenegger in them. Virtual media represent the most penetrating and sharpest - to the point of invisibility - edge of globalization. The power of virtuality lies in its ability to collapse distance, between here and there, near and far, fact and fiction. Moreover, the virtual effect of bringing "there" here in near real-time and with near-verisimilitude adds a strategic as well as comparative advantage to the production of violence - what one futurist at a recent military conference referred to as the "fifth dimension" of global warfare. However, like all complex systems, there is potential for catastrophe, from what organizational theorists call negitive synergy, of the sort that produced a Three Mile Island or a Chernobyl. The spatialist, materialist - that is, realist - bias of thinking in international theory renders it less than adequate for a critical inquiry into the temporal, representational, deterritorial, and potentially dangerous powers of virtual technologies. Semiotic, critical, and discourse theories offer a better perspective, having led the way in tracing the reconfiguration of power into new representational, immaterial forms. They have helped us to under-stand how acts of inscription and the production of information tan reify consciousness, float signifiers, and render concepts undecidable. However, as the realities of international politics increasingly are generated, mediated and simulated by successive technical means of reproduction, there is not so much a distancing from some original, truth-bearing source as there is an implosion, where meaning disappears into a media black hole of insignificance. As the globalization and virtualization of new media sunder meaning from conventional moorings, and set information adrift as it moves with alacrity and celerity from phenomenal to virtual forms, one searches for new modes of understanding. Attenuated by cant and deemed too popular for serious scholarship, the virtual has already become an academic taboo. All the more reason, I believe, to extend the reach of critical approaches. Derrida and Nietzsche are valuable because they provide a philosophical perspective which links public space with a responsive as well as responsible private space 
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Postmodern discourses provide better tools for studying IR then realism

Ninkovich, Frank, Professor at St. John’s University (“No post-mortems for postmodernism, please” Diplomatic History; Summer 98, Vol. 22 Issue 3, p451, 16p

There are at least three specific ways in which postmodernism can be helpful. First, and perhaps somewhat surprisingly given its anti-objectivist pose, it can lead to more accurate and sensible descriptions of what goes on in the making of foreign policy. Second, it suggests some new, and oftentimes more compelling, interpretive frameworks for understanding what has been going on. Third, it provides a novel cast of actors to look at besides that aging repertory troupe consisting of the State Department, Pentagon, and CIA, while encouraging investigation of issues other than the tried-and-true national security questions that have been drummed into our heads. 

One problem with realism and interest theories generally has been their inability to deal realistically with the role of ideas as objects. Apparently, the proposition that ideas matter still appears to be something of a hard sell within IR.[32] And, to a lesser degree, the same would appear to be true for diplomatic history as a field. In confusing scientific understanding with the way people generally perceive and structure the world by their very make-up as human beings, diplomatic historians have offered confused descriptions of the way in which policymakers have perceived the world of foreign relations. This blind spot toward any ideas or knowledge that do not qualify as scientific helps to explain why realists have failed to discover an objective and universally accepted foundation of national interest.[33] No such foundation exists, of course, because the national interest is a construct, though not necessarily a conscious one. People do carry formative policy assumptions inside their heads that they don't talk about, assumptions that they might not even be able to articulate if challenged to do so, but that are systematically implied in their policy communications. And oftentimes these ideas are embedded in rather complex narratives that do indeed take discursive form. 

Moreover, it hardly seems subversive to suggest that international struggle has frequently been about the ability to define and persuade, or, more robustly put, to acquire the means to engage in what has been called "symbolic violence," rather than simply to compel behavior from the barrel of a gun. The sooner it is recognized that ideas and language are not merely transcriptions, either faithful or distorted, of objective interests and that the national interest cannot be calculated,[34] the more solidly conceived our analyses will be, as we will be less likely to misread their constitutive role in creating the institutional reality of international relations. This sensitivity to a broader range of phenomena will make for a better way of doing both IR and diplomatic history. And yes, it will be more objective in a sense because it takes in a broader sweep of relevant phenomena. 

As for interpretation, identity and difference in particular are themes that need to be more fully explored as an element of the national interest distinct from the time-honored triad of security, trade, and prestige. "All serious foreign policy must begin with the need for survival," Henry Kissinger has insisted, echoing a truism of realism.[35] But at what time since the Revolutionary War has survival actually been at stake for the United States? Were not identity issues at the heart of the nation's conflicts? As Benedict Anderson has elegantly explained, nations are imagined communities.[36] When that collective imagination is disturbed, as in the Cold War competition between two ideologically driven societies, it would seem more illuminating to frame the issues, as policymakers did, in terms of the survival of "the American way of life" than in the crude language of physical survival. 
A2 Realism TC "A2 Realism" \f C \l "1" 
Realism’s state centered approach is unable to explain the world as effectively as postmodernism

Ninkovich, Frank, Professor at St. John’s University (“No post-mortems for postmodernism, please” Diplomatic History; Summer 98, Vol. 22 Issue 3, p451, 16p

Indeed, one could argue that in modern times the imperative of survival (the principal rationale for playing the balance-of-power game) has been overtaken by the identity problematic. With power increasingly supplanted by ideological and cultural issues, in modern international relations essence has come to overshadow existence.[38] This transformation is obviously connected to long-term globalizing trends in which rapid change and discontinuity have been accompanied by the kinds of dislocations that tend to bring identity issues to the forefront.[39] 

In any case, there is nothing offbeat or bizarre about focusing on identity, which is an ideologically promiscuous concept. In a recent number of Foreign Affairs, Samuel Huntington, whose prediction of a coming clash of civilizations has been widely interpreted as a conservative rant, argues that "efforts to define national interest presuppose agreement on the nature of the country whose interests are to be defined. National interest derives from national identity."[40] Detlef Junker, for another, has recently suggested that the vitality of American internationalism depends on the existence of an evil "other."[41] Of course, whether the "other" actually threatens that identity or serves instead as a convenient foil for consolidating it is open to discussion. But at the very least the inside/outside problematic that comes with any consideration of identity provides a new way of looking at some old debates about where foreign policy is generated and opens up cultural questions about how community is defined. It would be unpardonably patronizing if identity problems were reserved only for the less developed nations. 

Postmodern approaches also make possible a better understanding of power as it works itself out in decentered ways against a new global backdrop in which the state is not necessarily the central actor. As formerly local sites of micro power are disembedded and shifted into global contexts, more subtle kinds of power relationships need to be taken into account and analyzed with intellectual tools more appropriate to the phenomenon. Anyone who has been to a doctor or lawyer, anyone who has been discriminated against, any graduate student dealing with a mentor or recent Ph.D. looking for a job, knows the truth and the relevance of Foucault's thesis of disciplinary micro power. 

The novel characteristics of the post-Cold War era provide other compelling reasons for taking more seriously the postmodernist intellectual agenda Francis Fukuyama, in his famous 1990 National Interest essay, predicted that the post-Cold War world would be boring. And it is boring, if we look at it simply in great-power political terms. Sure, foreign policy "wonks" are turned on by NATO expansion, but in this case the American public could scarcely care less. They can hardly be faulted for their lack of concern when it is not clear that the alliance's enlargement or failure to expand will, either way, make much difference in the end. Indeed, the public may be ahead of the cognoscenti in its realization that the traditional picture of national security, which has been fading for some time, has pretty much disappeared. Meanwhile, the kinds of topics that interest the postmodernists, though at one time obscure, have been emerging from the developing fluid of history with ever greater clarity. Would it not pay to study more closely the non-political forces that have led to this sea change? 

As it happens, postmodernism is better equipped to track scholarly targets in the changing modern world that cannot be hit by the conceptual blunderbuss of realist power theory. It hardly comes as a revelation that sovereignty is more porous and problematic in the global era.[42] Borders are becoming more permeable to people, goods, and ideas. National and cultural identities are becoming more problematic in the context of a homogenizing global culture. Human rights, whether addressed to traditional political liberties or whether they concern the protection of women, gays, minorities, or other outsiders, are just as much an issue now as during the Cold War. In short, foreign relations are hardly exhausted by diplomacy and its traditional themes.[43] Far from creating the modern world, politics has struggled to stay abreast of it. Even the state apparatus has long since abandoned its confining emphasis on power and interest.
Performance Link TC "Performance Link" \f C \l "1" 
The claim that Africa IS treat is synonosis with the construction of Africa AS a treat – the performance and constructions of the 1ac give us a link that can’t be severed out of

Stefan Elbe (Should HIV/AIDS Be Securitized? The Ethical Dilemmas of Linking HIV/AIDS and Security” International Studies Quarterly Volume 50 Issue 1 Page 119-144, March 2006) 
Indeed, securitization theory can address these normative questions more readily than many longer standing neorealist or neoliberal approaches to international security, because its constructivist account of security remains highly sensitive to the intersubjective and performative nature of portraying social issues as security concerns, that is, of "speaking" security.12 Securitization theory forms part of a growing body of literature bringing the insights of speech act theory—as pioneered by J. L. Austin (1962) at Harvard University in the 1950s and subsequently developed by several other prominent philosophers and linguists (Searle 1969)—to bear on social and political analysis. Austin (1962:1) famously argued that the point of speech act theory was to challenge the assumption that "the business of a 'statement' can only be to 'describe' some state of affairs, or to 'state some fact,' which it must do either truly or falsely." Even though language certainly encodes information, speech act theory illustrates that language can also do much more than just convey information, and that even when it is used primarily to convey information, language often conveys more than just the literal meaning of the words. Austin became particularly interested in phrases that in themselves constitute a form of action or social activity, that is phrases such as saying "thank you,""you are fired,""I promise,""I bet,""I nominate," etc. These are instances in which a speaker is using language not just for the purposes of description, but also for actually doing something with considerable social significance—hence the term speech acts. In saying "thank you," for example, one is not making a statement that is either true or false, but is undertaking the act of thanking somebody. By way of extension, for Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde, labeling an issue a security issue also constitutes such a performative speech act. For them (1998:26) security "is not interesting as a sign referring to something more real; it is the utterance itself that is the act. By saying the words, something is done (like betting, giving a promise, naming a ship)." Security is thus not viewed by these three scholars as something that exists independently of its discursive articulation,13 but rather as a particular form of performative speech act; security is a social quality political actors, such as intelligence agencies, government officials, and international organizations, inject into issues by publicly portraying them as existential threats (Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998:204). Whereas more traditional approaches to security operate within a specific definition of security, revolving for example around the deployment of armed force in world politics, and then seek to ascertain empirically whether an issue genuinely represents a security threat, for securitization theory the designation of an issue as a security threat is primarily an intersubjective practice undertaken by security policy makers. "It is a choice to phrase things in security … terms, not an objective feature of the issue. …" (Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998:211); or, as Wæver (1995:65) put it elsewhere, the "[u]se of the security label does not merely reflect whether a problem is a security problem, it is also a political choice, that is, a decision for conceptualization in a special way." The leader of a political party, for example, can choose whether to portray immigration as a security issue or as a human rights issue. Similarly, leaders of international organizations can choose whether they portray HIV/AIDS as a health issue, as a development issue, or, as they have done more recently, as an international security issue. 

Performance Link TC "Performance Link" \f C \l "1" 
Label something a ‘security issue’ is a speech act with no real meaning - its functions only as a justification for unethical action

Rita Taureck University of Birmingham, UK (“Securitisation theory – The Story so far: Theoretical inheritance and what it means to be a post-structural realist”, Paper for presentation at the at the 4th annual CEEISA convention University of Tartu, 25 -27 June 2006) 

Security is a speech act, that alone by uttering ‘security’ something is being done. “It is by labelling something a security issue that it becomes one.”(Wæver 2004a, 13) A securitising actor by stating that a particular referent object is threatened in its existence claims a right to extraordinary measures to ensure the referent objects survival. The issue is then moved out of the sphere of normal politics into the realm of emergency politics, where it can be dealt with swiftly and without the normal (democratic) rules and regulations of policy making. For the content of security this means that it has no longer any given meaning but that it can be anything a securitising actor says it is. Security - understood in this way - is a social construction, with the meaning of security dependent on what is done with it.
A2 Threats real TC "A2 Threats real" \f C \l "1" 
The threats of the 1ac are constructions that the affirmative has chosen to endorse – ANY problem can be framed in term of the ways in which it leads to Beardon or Deutsch 

Stefan Elbe (Should HIV/AIDS Be Securitized? The Ethical Dilemmas of Linking HIV/AIDS and Security” International Studies Quarterly Volume 50 Issue 1 Page 119-144, March 2006) 

Should HIV/AIDS Be Securitized? The Ethical Dilemmas of Linking HIV/AIDS and Security

According to the framework of Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde, the determination of which issues end up on the international security agenda cannot consequently be made solely on the basis of empirical criteria. Much security analysis entails making speculative predictions about future developments, necessitates prioritizing between competing claims with imperfect information, and, especially when it comes to wider social issues, requires deciding about whether an issue is best addressed under the heading of security rather than another competing framework. Inevitably, there is a considerable element of politics involved in determining how a social issue is presented in public debate. An issue can either remain non-politicized if it is not made an issue of public debate or decision, or it can become politicized if it is successfully made part of public policy and subject to a public decision. Finally, in the extreme case, an issue can become "securitized," by which Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde (1998:23–24) mean very specifically that it is "presented as an existential threat requiring emergency measures and justifying actions outside the normal bounds of political procedure." The security quality of an issue thus does not reside for them in the nature of the issue itself or in the anticipated empirical effects of a particular phenomenon, but it derives from the specific way in which an issue or phenomenon is presented in public debate. Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde provide their framework with a high degree of analytical focus by further specifying the precise conditions that collectively make up this "security" speech act. Rather than addressing all instances in which the word "security" is used, or all wider calls for the adoption of emergency measures, securitization theory applies only to those issues that are presented according to the particular logic or grammar of the security speech act (Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998:25). The four constituent components of this security speech act (Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998:24, 36) are presence of the following: (i) securitizing actors (such as political leaders, intelligence experts, etc.), declaring (ii) a referent object (such as a state)14 to be (iii) existentially threatened (e.g., by an immanent invasion), and who make a persuasive call for the adoption of (iv) emergency measures to counter this threat (e.g., declare war or impose a curfew). The framework advanced by Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde confines itself to analyzing only those issues—be they of a military or non-military nature—that are presented in a manner conforming to all four of these criteria. The term securitization, in turn, formally refers to the process whereby an issue is taken out of its non-politicized or politicized status and is elevated to the security sphere by portraying it in a way that meets these four criteria. This is precisely what has happened to the issue of HIV/AIDS in recent years, where arguments have shifted from humanitarian and public health ones to officials in international organizations, governments, and non-governmental organizations (securitizing actors) increasingly arguing that beyond these humanitarian considerations, the survival of communities, states, and militaries (referent objects) is now being undermined (existentially threatened), unless drastic measures (emergency measures) are undertaken by national and international actors to better address the global pandemic.15 HIV/AIDS has become securitized. This radically constructivist view of security also generates important new tasks for security analysts, who must now begin to reflect in greater depth on the normative consequences of securitizing a particular issue. "Our approach,"Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde (1998:212) insist, "has the basic merit of conceptualizing security as a labeling for which actors can be held responsible rather than an objective feature of threats"; securitization theory "serves to underline the responsibility of talking security, the responsibility of actors as well as of analysts who choose to frame an issue as a security issue. They cannot hide behind the claim that anything in itself constitutes a security issue (Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998:34)." Because security analysts have a choice about whether or not to present a given issue in the language of security, they need to reflect on the wider consequences of doing so. This also means that the debate about HIV/AIDS and security cannot be waged solely on empirical grounds; for if there is an inevitable choice to "speaking" security in relation to HIV/AIDS, then the debate about the security implications of the disease will remain incomplete, unless the wider normative implications of using such language are assessed as well. Securitization theory was designed with a view to this very task; with its help "it is possible to ask with some force whether it is a good idea to make this issue a security issue—to transfer it to the agenda of panic politics—or whether it is better handled within normal politics" (Buzan, Wæver, and de Wilde 1998:34). 
A2 Threats real TC "A2 Threats real" \f C \l "1" 
Our designation of something as a security threat is solely the product of cultural norms

Frank Furedi is a professor of sociology at the University of Kent at Canterbury

 (“How human thought and action are being stifled by a regime of uncertainty” 4 April 2007 http://www.frankfuredi.com/pdf/fearessay-20070404.pdf)

The idea of ‘cultural scripts’ can help to reveal much about emotions such as fear. A cultural script communicates rules about feelings, and also ideas about what those feelings mean. Individuals interpret and internalise these rules according to their circumstances and temperament, while always remaining very much influenced by the rules. As Elias notes, ‘the strength, kind and structures of the fears and anxieties that smoulder or flare in the individual never depend solely on his own “nature”’. Rather they are ‘always determined, finally by the history and the actual structure of his relations to other people’ (19). So the impact of fear is determined by the situation people find themselves in, but it is also, to some extent, the product of social construction (20). Fear is determined by the self, and the interaction of the self with others; it is also shaped by a cultural script that instructs people on how to respond to threats to their security. So getting to grips with fear in contemporary society will require an assessment of the influence of culture. Instead of treating fear as a self-evident emotion, a taken-for-granted concept, we should explore the meaning attached to fear and the rules and customs that govern the way in which fear is experienced and expressed. Sociologists need to ask questions such as ‘what may be the meaning of emotional events?’ when they are examining fear today (21). One of the most perceptive studies of the history of emotions says we must distinguish between the ‘collective emotional standards of a society’ and the subjective feelings of the individual (22). While the emotional experience of the individual is, of course, an important aspect of the problem of fear, we must also try to conceptualise fear as a social phenomenon. Cultural norms that shape the way in which we manage and display our emotions also influence the way that fear is experienced. For example, experience tells us that the intensity of fear is not directly proportional to the objective character of the specific threat. Adversity, acts of misfortune and threats to personal security do not directly produce fear. Rather, our responses to specific circumstances are mediated through cultural norms, which inform people of what is expected of them when they are confronted with a threat; how they should respond, how they should feel. 

A2 We should talk about policy implications TC "A2 We should talk about policy implications" \f C \l "1" 
 Current political discourse is dominated constructed threats – there is no point in continuing the discussion until we solve for securitization

Frank Furedi is a professor of sociology at the University of Kent at Canterbury (“The market in fear” 26 September 2005 http://www.spiked-online.com/Articles/0000000CAD7B.htm )

Although the politics of fear reflects a wider cultural mood, it did not emerge spontaneously. Fear has been consciously politicised. Throughout history fear has been deployed as a political weapon by the ruling elites. Machiavelli's advice to rulers that they will find 'greater security in being feared than in being loved' has been heeded by successive generations of authoritarian governments. Fear can be employed to coerce and terrorise and to maintain public order. Through provoking a common reaction to a perceived threat it can also provide focus for gaining consensus and unity. Today, the objective of the politics of fear is to gain consensus and to forge a measure of unity around an otherwise disconnected elite. But whatever the intentions of its authors, its main effect is to enforce the idea that there is no alternative. The promotion of fear is not confined to right-wing hawks banging on the war drums. Fear has turned into a perspective that citizens share across the political divide. Indeed, the main distinguishing feature of different parties and movements is what they fear the most: the degradation of the environment, irresponsible corporations, immigrants, paedophiles, crimes, global warming, or weapons of mass destruction. In contemporary times, fear migrates freely from one problem to the next without there being a necessity for causal or logical connection. When the Southern Baptist leader Reverend Jerry Vines in June 2002 declared that Mohammed was a 'demon-possessed paedophile' and that Allah leads Muslim to terrorism, he was simply taking advantage of the logical leaps permitted by the free-floating character of our fear narratives. This arbitrary association of terrorism and paedophilia can have the effect of amplifying the fear of both. The same outcome is achieved when every unexpected climatic event or natural disaster is associated with global warming. Politics seems to only come alive in the caricatured form of a panic

Link Poverty

The aff’s call for global economic security results in fascist genocides
Nikhil Singh “The Afterlife of Fascism” The South Atlantic Quarterly 105:1, Winter 2006
Poet Langston Hughes once described the casualties of U.S. expansion, slavery, and segregation as the victims of ‘‘our native fascisms’’; as careful scholars affirmed, fascism was largely a deviation of democratic regimes.34 Thus, while democratic liberalism continually reimagines fascism as its monstrous Other, fascism might be better understood as its doppelganger or double—an exclusionary will to power that has regularly reemerged,manifesting itself in: (1) those zones of internal exclusion within liberal-democratic societies (plantations, reservations, ghettos, and prisons); and (2) those sites where liberalism’s expansionist impulse and universalizing force has been able to evade its own ‘‘constitutional restraints’’ (the frontier, the colony, the state of emergency, the occupation, and the counterinsurgency). A half century ago, Karl Polanyi andHannah Arendt were among the first to plumb the depths of the connection between liberal democracy and fascism. A key insight of their work, lost within the anticommunist consensus of the post–World War II West, is that fascism, Nazism in particular, was the offspring and the symptom of a crisis of liberal empires and their ostensibly democratic regimes. The self-image of post–WorldWar II U.S. liberal democracy was created from partial truths derived from the historic military defeat of German, Italian, and Japanese fascism in World War II. As ‘‘totalitarianism’’ began to be defined as a Soviet and implicitly anti-Western phenomenon, the origins of fascism within the political culture of Western liberalism became obscure.35 Following the trail of ideologies of economic liberalism, Polanyi viewed fascism as an inverted by-product of their marriage with nineteenthcentury imperialism, a consequence specifically of the idea of subordinating all human societies to a self-regulating market.This project induced untenable incongruities between local forms of political development and a world economy; moreover, the liberal utopia of society free from coercive power yielded an intensively administered, culturally stripped world that reached its apogee in colonial domination. Building on Marx, Polanyi observed that in pursuit of an ideal of freedom as self-regulation, English liberals instead promoted the violent destructuring of customary relationships to land and labor, advancing a social vision in which ‘‘the biological nature of man’’ was understood as the ‘‘foundation of a society that was not of a political order.’’ 36 Violent methods and extra-economic coercion were dispensed with, and the rule of law established, only when the market was master, or once workers were, in Marx’s famous quip, ‘‘rightless and free.’’ ‘‘As long as property was safe,’’ Polanyi summarized, ‘‘hunger would drive people to work.’’ 37 In a different but complementary investigation of the formation of modern political society, Arendt argued that the authentic genealogy of Nazism was in the history of colonial expansion, specifically the turn-of-the-century German colonization and genocide in Southwest Africa, where Heinrich Von Trietschke (1898) echoed Mill in proclaiming that ‘‘international law becomes phrases if its standards are also applied to barbaric peoples.’’ 38 Not only was late-nineteenth-century imperialism funded through ‘‘racethinking,’’ but the ‘‘great game’’ of colonial expansion played a central role in nationalizing the European masses, and subordinating them to elitist, militaristic, adventurist forms of leadership. ‘‘Nothing wasmore characteristic of power politics in the imperialist era,’’ Arendt argued, ‘‘than this shift from localized, limited, and therefore predictable goals of national interest to the limitless goals of power after power that could roam and lay waste the entire globe with no certain nationally and territorially prescribed purpose and hence with no predictable direction.’’39 It is generally forgotten that when Arendt wrote these lines in her second preface to Origins of Totalitarianism in 1967, she was referring to the United States, which she believed had taken up the mantle of imperialism, ‘‘on an enormously enlarged scale.’’ 
Terror Link TC "Terror Link" \f C \l "1" 
The aff’s claim that we should secure ourselves from terrorism internalizes the global emergency allowing war to becomes part of social reality, eliminating restrictions on policymaking, hurting relations, and creating an ethic of violence and exclusion

Beresford in 04 (Annet D., National White collar Crime Center, “Homeland Security as an American Ideology: Implications for U.S. policy and action,” Journal of Homeland security and emergency management, http://www.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1042&context=jhsem) 
The label Žižek assigned to the third moment of ideology was “In-and-For-itself,” meaning completely developed or actualized. He explained this stage of ideology as the moment in which this externalization [the second moment] is, as it were, ‘reflected into itself’: what takes place is the disintegration, self-limitation and self-disbursal of the notion of ideology. Ideology is no longer conceived as a homogeneous mechanism that guarantees social reproduction, as the ‘cement’ of society; it turns into a Wittgensteinian ‘family’ of vaguely connected and heterogeneous procedures whose reach is strictly localized. (Žižek, 1994, p. 14) In other words, it represents “‘spontaneous’ ideology at work at the heart of social ‘reality’ itself” (p. 9). This third stage, which Žižek (1994) described as “the most allusive domain” (p. 9) is the stage at which the HLS ideology does not require the Bush administration, the DHS, or any HLS rhetoric to maintain it. Once the idea of HLS is secured through manifestations such as American law, government structure, and popular media communication, and the American public has demonstrated acceptance of actions based on the justification of securing the homeland, the ideology of HLS becomes an invisible background of unwritten rules and informal social norms. That is, it manifests itself in the social practices of daily life (Žižek, 2003). The champions of the ideology are no longer needed because the power that sustains the ideology is fed by the collective discourse and action of the American people. The HLS ideology is rendered “real,” in a Foucaultian sense, as long as it successfully enables social opinions, beliefs, and behaviors, even as circumstances change and new events emerge. Putting aside judgment as to the value or harm that might be created by the HLS ideology specifically, an argument can be made for the dangers of allowing ideology to guide American thinking, decision-making, and behavior. Laclau and Mouffe (1985) have described ideology, in general, as “a vain attempt to impose closure on a social world whose essential characteristic is the infinite play of differences and the impossibility of any ultimate fixing of meaning” (p. 259). That is, ideology closes understanding into a singular set of parameters that have been crafted by an individual or group. Certainly, limiting meaning to a fixed reference can make decision-making and behavior seem easier to manage, but it also necessarily excludes from consideration the tensions and contradictions that inherently define social interaction and existence. Žižek (1997) warned that ideologies obstruct our ability to imagine social and political alternatives. The byproduct of this restriction is decision-making and behavior that may lead the American people toward undesirable ends. While HLS ideology builds a doctrine of autonomy, strength, and patriotism, it may also build a wall of isolation that hinders efforts to make the U.S. “a member of the community of nations…simply and truly part of the world” (Reul and Deichmann, 2001). 

Terror Link TC "Terror Link" \f C \l "1" 
In order to combat the fantasy of terrorism we create our own counter-fantasy of security, further entrenching rhetoric which demands the use of interventionist action.

Beresford 04 (Annet D., National White collar Crime Center, “Homeland Security as an American Ideology: Implications for U.S. policy and action, Journal of Homeland security and emergency management,” http://www.bepress.com/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1042&context=jhsem 
Harris’ analysis of the 9/11 attacks provides a provocative response to the question “Why was the U.S. attacked?” However, Harris’ conclusions – which address the question “How should the U.S. respond?” – seem incomplete. For example, he supported President Bush’s depiction of the attackers as “evildoers” because it inhibited interpretation of 9/11 “in terms of our own categories and traditions” (Harris, 2002, p. 12) and helped the American people to see the events of 9/11 as the acting out of a “fantasy ideology” and not an act of traditional war. However, the problem with this response, which Harris failed to address, is that the “counter-fantasy” that Bush projected embodied the same characteristics as “al Qaeda’s fantasy ideology,” specifically, “political and ideological symbols and tropes used not for political purposes, but entirely for the benefit of furthering a specific personal or collective fantasy” (p. 4). Even the terminology used by al Qaeda followers to describe the U.S. – “the Great Satan” – illustrates the similar nature of the ideological stories. The danger of developing a counter-fantasy to support anti- and counterterrorism policies, then, is that objectives and means that develop from the counter-fantasy are likely to be as fallacious as the objectives and means of the attackers. After 9/11, for example, the objective of sustaining the “counterfantasy” rendered U.S. action, along with every person in the global community, a pawn in the strategic advance toward realizing the ideology of HLS and minimized the larger goal of assuring that terrorist acts cease to exist. In contrast, the political rhetoric that surrounded the manifestations of the HLS ideology – including the DHS, the USA PATRIOT Act, and the war in Iraq – justified U.S. action on pragmatic grounds such as improving agency coordination, information exchange, and citizen safety. This rhetoric conveyed the assumption that the long- term goal of eliminating terrorism could be achieved though the realization of the HLS ideology. If Harris’ assessment of “al Qaeda’s fantasy ideology,” and by inference the HLS ideology, is correct, however, U.S. efforts that focus “entirely” on the realization of the HLS ideology are unlikely to be successful in reducing the desire of radical Islamic groups to realize their own ideology. It is important, then, for Americans to consider the implications of the HLS ideology not only in terms of securing the U.S. against harm but also in terms of eliminating, or reducing, the phenomenon of terrorism
Terror Link TC "Terror Link" \f C \l "1" 
The securitization of terrorism is incompatible with democratic government – if we continue to securitize terror without questioning the circumstances in which we do so world wide war is inevitable

Agamben 02 (“Security and Terror”, translation by Carolin Emcke)

Security as the basic principle of state politics dates back to the birth of the modern state. Hobbes already mentions it as the opposite of the fear which compels human beings to unite and form a society together. But not until the 18th century does the paradigm of security reach its fullest development. In an unpublished lecture at the Collège de France in 1978, Michel Foucault showed how in the political and economic practice of the Physiocrats security opposes discipline and the law as instruments of governance. 

Neither Turgot and Quesnay nor the Physiocratic officials were primarily concerned with the prevention of famine or the regulation of production, but rather wanted to allow for their development in order to guide and "secure" their consequences. While disciplinary power isolates and closes off territories, measures of security lead to an opening and globalisation; while the law wants to prevent and prescribe, security wants to intervene in ongoing processes to direct them. In a word, discipline wants to produce order, while security wants to guide disorder. Since measures of security can only function within a context of freedom of traffic, trade, and individual initiative, Foucault can show that the development of security coincides with the development of liberal ideology. 

Today we are facing extreme and most dangerous developments of this paradigm of security. In the course of a gradual neutralisation of politics and the progressive surrender of traditional tasks of the state, security imposes itself as the basic principle of state activity. What used to be one among several decisive measures of public administration until the first half of the twentieth century, now becomes the sole criterion of political legitimation. Security reasoning entails an essential risk. A state which has security as its only task and source of legitimacy is a fragile organism; it can always be provoked by terrorism to turn itself terroristic. 

We should not forget that the first major organisation of terror after the war, the Organisation de l'Armée Secrète (OAS) was established by a French General who thought of himself as patriotic and who was convinced that terrorism was the only answer to the guerilla phenomenon in Algeria and Indochina. When politics, the way it was understood by theorists of the "Polizeiwissenschaft" in the eighteenth century, reduces itself to police, the difference between state and terrorism threatens to disappear. In the end it may lead to security and terrorism forming a single deadly system in which they mutually justify and legitimate each others' actions. 

The risk is not merely the development of a clandestine complicity of opponents but that the hunt for security leads to a worldwide civil war which destroys all civil coexistence. In the new situation -- created by the end of the classical form of war between sovereign states -- security finds its end in globalisation: it implies the idea of a new planetary order which is, in fact, the worst of all disorders. But there is yet another danger. Because they require constant reference to a state of exception, measures of security work towards a growing depoliticization of society. In the long run, they are irreconcilable with democracy. 

Nothing is therefore more important than a revision of the concept of security as the basic principle of state politics. European and American politicians finally have to consider the catastrophic consequences of uncritical use of this figure of thought. It is not that democracies should cease to defend themselves, but the defense of democracy demands today a change of political paradigms and not a world civil war which is just the institutionalization of terror. Maybe the time has come to work towards the prevention of disorder and catastrophe, and not merely towards their control. Today, there are plans for all kinds of emergencies (ecological, medical, military), but there is no politics to prevent them. On the contrary, we can say that politics secretly works towards the production of emergencies. It is the task of democratic politics to prevent the development of conditions which lead to hatred, terror, and destruction -- and not to reduce itself to attempts to control them once they occur.

Terror Link

We have an obligation to think about how terrorism is securitized
James Der Derian “9.11: Before, After and In Between Research” Professor of International Relations, Brown University; Professor of Political Science, University of Massachusetts, Amherst http://www.ssrc.org/sept11/essays/der_derian_text_only.htm 2004
Before 9.11 and after 9.11: all social scientists, save perhaps the most recalcitrant positivists waiting for more data points to come in, must now survey international as well as domestic politics by this temporal rift. Yet we seem stuck, it is uncertain for how long, in a dangerous interim that thwarts scholarly inquiry. After terrorist hijackers transformed three commercial jetliners into highly explosive kinetic weapons, toppled the twin towers of the World Trade Center, substantially damaged the Pentagon, killed over five thousand people, and triggered a state of emergency - and before the dead are fully grieved, Osama bin Laden's head is brought on a platter, justice is perceived as done, and information is no longer a subsidiary of war - there is very little about 9-11 that is safe to say. Unless one is firmly situated in a patriotic, ideological, or religious position (which at home and abroad are increasingly one and the same), it is intellectually difficult and even politically dangerous to assess the meaning of a conflict that phase-shifts with every news cycle, from 'Terror Attack' to 'America Fights Back'; from a 'crusade' to a 'counter-terror campaign'; from 'the first war of the 21st century' to a fairly conventional combination of humanitarian intervention and remote killing; from infowar to real war; from kinetic terror to bioterror.

Under such conditions, I believe the immediate task of the social scientist and all concerned individuals is to uncover what is dangerous to think and say. Or as Walter Benjamin put it best, 'in times of terror, when everyone is something of a conspirator, everybody will be in a situation where he has to play detective.' 

Detective work and some courage is needed because questions about the root causes or political intentions of the terrorist act have been either silenced by charges of 'moral equivalency', or, rendered moot by claims that the exceptional nature of the act does not require explanation. It quickly became accepted wisdom, from President Bush on down, that evil was to blame, and that the appropriate political and intellectual focus should be on how best to eradicate evil.

Link Terror

The war against terrorism justifies all acts of violence
James Der Derian “9.11: Before, After and In Between Research” Professor of International Relations, Brown University; Professor of Political Science, University of Massachusetts, Amherst http://www.ssrc.org/sept11/essays/der_derian_text_only.htm 2004
Strategic binaries were also legion in President Bush's war statement, incongruously delivered from the Treaty Room of the White House: 'as we strike military targets, we will also drop food'; the United States is 'a friend to the Afghan people' and 'an enemy of those who aid terrorists';  'the only way to pursue peace is to pursue those who threaten it.' And once more, the ultimate either/or was issued:  'Every nation has a choice to make.  In this conflict there is no neutral ground.'

But the war programming was interrupted by the media-savvy bin Laden. Shortly after the air strikes began, he appeared on Qatar's al-Jazeera television network ('the Arab world's CNN') in a pre-taped statement that was cannily delivered as a counter air-strike to the U.S.  Kitted out in turban and battle fatigues, bin Laden presented his own bipolar view of the world:  'these events have divided the world into two camps, the camp of the faithful and the camp of infidels.'  But if opposition constituted his worldview, it was an historical mimic battle that sanctioned the counter-violence: "America has been filled with horror from north to south and east to west, and thanks be to God what America is tasting now is only a copy of what we have tasted."

Without falling into the trap of 'moral equivalency', one can discern striking similarities. Secretary of Defense Rumsfeld and others have made much of the 'asymmetrical' war being waged by the terrorists. And it is indeed a canny and even diabolical use of asymmetrical tactics as well as strategies when terrorists commandeer commercial aircraft and transform them into kinetic weapons of indiscriminate violence, and then deploy commercial media to counter the military strikes that follow. Yet, a fearful symmetry is also at work, at an unconscious, possibly pathological level, a war of escalating and competing and imitative oppositions, a mimetic war of images.

A mimetic war is a battle of imitation and representation, in which the relationship of who we are and who they are is played out along a wide spectrum of familiarity and friendliness, indifference and tolerance, estrangement and hostility. It can result in appreciation or denigration, accommodation or separation, assimilation or extermination.  It draws physical boundaries between peoples, as well as metaphysical boundaries between life and the most radical other of life, death. It separates human from god. It builds the fence that makes good neighbors; it builds the wall that confines a whole people.  And it sanctions just about every kind of violence.

More than a rational calculation of interests takes us to war.  People go to war because of how they see, perceive, picture, imagine, and speak of others: that is, how they construct the difference of others as well as the sameness of themselves through representations.  From Greek tragedy and Roman gladiatorial spectacles to futurist art and fascist rallies, the mimetic mix of image and violence has proven to be more powerful than the most rational discourse. Indeed, the medical definition of mimesis is 'the appearance, often caused by hysteria, of symptoms of a disease not actually present.' Before one can diagnose a cure, one must study the symptoms â€“ or, as it was once known in medical science, practice semiology.

Link Terror

The treat of terrorism is constructed by the media
James Der Derian “9.11: Before, After and In Between Research” Professor of International Relations, Brown University; Professor of Political Science, University of Massachusetts, Amherst http://www.ssrc.org/sept11/essays/der_derian_text_only.htm 2004
What lies ahead? In the spirit of the season, I think the best statement about what might follow 9-11 comes from that great philosopher and ballplayer, Yogi Bera, who famously said 'the future isn't what it used to be'. (He actually said 'ain't what it used to be'; it was the French poet Paul Valery who said 'isn't', but Yogi wasn't very big on footnotes).  The point is made all the clearer by the ambiguity of the statement: it's hard to maintain let alone imagine a link between a happy past and a rosy future after a disaster, especially one in which terrorist technologies of mass destruction are force-multiplied by media technologies of mass distraction.  My greatest concern is not so much the future as how past futures become reproduced, that is, how we seem unable to escape the feed-back loops of bad intelligence, bureaucratic thinking, and failed imagination. 
     From my own academic experience, when confronted by the complexity and speed of networks, the fields of political science and international relations are not much if at all better: as disciplines of thought they are just too narrow, too slow, tooâ€¦academic. This leaves another intellectual void, into which policy-makers and military planners are always ready to rush.  Currently the RMA-mantra among the techno-optimists is to engage in their own form of  'network-centric warfare'.  As first formulated by Vice Admiral Arthur Cebrowski (formerly President of the Naval War College and putatively picked by Defense Secretary Rumsfeld to head-up the Pentagon's military transformation), network-centric war is fought by getting inside the decision-making loop of the adversary's network, and disrupting or destroying it before it can do the same to yours. In the rush to harden and to accelerate networks, all kinds of checks and balances are left behind. There seems to be little concern for what organizational theorists see as the negative synergy operating in tightly coupled systems, in which unintended consequences produce cascading effects and normal accidents, in which the very complexity and supposed redundancy of the network produce unforeseen but built-in disasters. Think Three Mile Island in a pre-1914 diplomatic-military milieu.  Think Paul Virilio's 'integral accident'.   My second concern is that social scientific theories are unsuited for the kind of political investigation demanded by the emergence of a military-industrial-media-entertainment network. President Eisenhower in his 1961 farewell address famously warned the US of the emergence of a 'military-industrial complex', and of what might happen should  'public policy be captured by a scientific and technological elite'.  Now that Silicon Valley and Hollywood have been added to the mix, the dangers have morphed and multiplied.  Think Wag the Dog meets The Matrix. Think of C.Wright Mill's power elite with much better gear to reproduce reality. 
    So, for the near future, I believe virtuous war as played out by the military-industrial-media-entertainment network will be our daily bread and nightly circus.  Some would see us staying there, suspended perpetually, in between wars of terror and counterterror.  How to break out of the often self-prophesying circles? Are there theoretical approaches that can critically respond without falling into the trap of the interwar? One that can escape the nullity of thought which equates the desire to comprehend with a willingness to condone terrorism? The use of sloppy analogies of resistance, as well as petty infighting (pace [Christopher] Hitchens, [Noam] Chomsky and their polarized supporters) on the left does not give one much hope of a unified anti-war movement. For the moment, we need to acknowledge that the majority of Americans, whether out of patriotism, trauma or apathy, think it best to leave matters in the hands of the experts. I think for the immediate future the task will be to distinguish new from old dangers, real from virtual effects, and terror from counterterror in the network wars.  Otherwise, the last word might well come from the first words I heard of the last war the U.S. fought.  Ten years ago I was circling over Chicago O'Hare airport when the captain came on the PA, informing us that the bombing of Iraq had just begun.  In the taxi on the way to my hotel, I heard the first radio reports of stealth aircraft, smart bombs, and low casualty rates. But what stuck from that evening were the last and only words of my cab driver.  In the thickest Russian accent, in a terribly war-weary voice, without the benefit of any context but the over-excitement of the radio reports, he said:  'They told us we would be in Afghanistan for ten weeks. We were there for ten years." 
Link Terror

Trying to prevent terrorism leads to violence and racism

Nikhil Singh “The Afterlife of Fascism” The South Atlantic Quarterly 105:1, Winter 2006

As the Fourth Infantry Company Commander, Captain Todd Brown, explained, ‘‘You’ve got to understand the Arabmind; the only thing they understand is force.’’7 Maybe this isn’t the ‘‘White Man’s Burden.’’ In the haze of fluctuating and failed rationales for the Iraq war, however, it has been easy to overlook ormitigate its casual racism. Such racism is not predicated upon strict conceptions of biological difference; it can as easily draw on intellectually respectable notions of cultural incommensurability. Supplementing a condescending tutelary discourse about Iraqi capacity for freedom and democracy (‘‘goodMuslim’’) has been an insistent,Orientalist suspicion of menace and disability (‘‘bad Muslim’’).8 From Bernard Lewis’s widely disseminated ideas about ‘‘Muslim rage’’ and a coming ‘‘clash of civilizations,’’ to Raphael Patai’s cultural anthropology The Arab Mind, studied by neoconservative intellectuals and military planners for its insights into the particular receptivity and vulnerability of Arab men to disciplining force, shame, and sexual humiliation, ‘‘neoracist ideologues are not mystical heredity theorists, but realist technicians of social psychology.’’9 The core racist premise of the Iraq war derives from the extension of the ‘‘global war on terror,’’ and the ensuing conflation of an ethno-religious signifier—‘‘ Arab’’ and ‘‘Muslim’’—with a politico-military tactic that refuses to distinguish civilian populations from military targets: ‘‘terrorism.’’ 10 It was advanced through insistent, if factually discredited, claims by U.S. officials of links between the former Iraqi regime and ‘‘al-Qaeda,’’ and the assertion by GeorgeW. Bush that ‘‘by fighting the terrorists over there,’’ we are forestalling the day when we might have to fight them ‘‘at home.’’ Thus, New York Times columnist Thomas Friedman described ‘‘the real reason’’ for the Iraq war in the following way: ‘‘After 9/11 America needed to hit someone in the Arab-Muslim world. Afghanistan wasn’t enough because a terrorism bubble had built up over there—a bubble that posed a real threat to the open societies of theWest. . . . The only way to puncture that bubble was for American soldiers, men and women, to go into the heart of the Arab- Muslim world, house to house, and make clear that we are ready to kill, and to die, to prevent our society from being undermined by this terrorism bubble.’’ 11 Insinuating an essential relation between the ‘‘Arab-Muslim world’’ and  ‘‘terrorism’’ (or often just ‘‘terror’’) legitimates an unlimited, unilateral extension of U.S. state violence, unavailable within rational, evidentiary discourses about security, and in apparent contradiction with U.S. professions of democratic idealism. The demagogic implication is that those who reject this path resist the common sense of the masses of Americans who understand the world in a more visceral way. As Bush put it in his 2005 inaugural address, the response to 9/11 reconstituted the nation as ‘‘a single hand over a single heart.’’ 12 Thus, while the sovereign violence of a democratic people has been preceded and conditioned by a range of quasi-racist,Orientalist tropes and assumptions, it is the ‘‘acts and acting outs’’ that fabricate anew racialized divisions, institutions, and collectivities. Most important, the racist logic of the current war has been codified in the production of new objects of power, sometimes invisible (‘‘ghost detainees’’ and ‘‘administrative’’ deportees), sometimes labeled ‘‘unlawful combatants,’’ and sometimes just called ‘‘collateral damage’’: all those who stand outside the protections of any law, and who possess no rights theU.S. sovereign is bound to respect, and thus also bodies that can be tortured or killed with impunity. 

Terror Link

African Terrorist treats are constructed

Jeremy Keenan, Director of the Saharan Studies Programme and Visiting Professor at the Institute of Arab and Islamic Studies (IAIS) at Exeter University, (“Security & insecurity in North Africa” June 2006. REVIEW OF AFRICAN POLITICAL ECONOMY)

There are three main reasons for this shift in US policy. The first, as I have already explained, is because Washington fabricated and grossly exaggerated the terrorist threat in the region in order to legitimise the launch, for ideological reasons, of a new, African front in the ‘War on Terror’. In short, much of the information coming from US military sources was nothing more than disinformation, as epitomised in the hyperbolic language of US military commanders in relation to the whole range of incidents and narratives surrounding El Para and the launch of the ‘War on Terror’ across the region. One difficulty for the US military is that it is now literally ‘tripping over its own disinformation’. In short, as much of this narrative was fiction, there never was such a great need for military intervention in the region as Washington and its military commanders in the field first proclaimed. That is why the US has actually expended comparatively little on serious military training and development in the region. The second reason is Washington’s attempt at ‘damage limitation’: the US is aware of the massive unpopularity generated by its intervention in the region and its actions elsewhere. In September 2005, for example, a Congressionally mandated advisory panel, citing polling that found that large majorities in Egypt, Morocco and Saudi Arabia ‘view George W. Bush as a greater threat to the world order than Osama bin Laden’, warned the State Department that ‘America’s image and reputation abroad could hardly be worse.’51 The Pentagon’s current inclusion of education and other such societal developments in its TSCTI, although showing little manifestation on the ground, is an attempt to ‘soften both the American presence and image’. It also falls within the populist ‘Bush-Blair’ line on Africa that terrorism has its roots in poverty, although without quite managing to explain why poverty has not hitherto given rise to terrorism, or, for that matter, that there is remarkably little evidence to show that people living in poverty turn to terrorism. But that is another matter.

ALT TC "ALT" \f C \l "1" 
We should reject the aff security constructions and work towards a world without security

Burke, Anthony (“Aporias of Security” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political Jan 2002, Vol. 27 Issue 1, pg, 27)

It is perhaps easy to become despondent, but as countless struggles for freedom, justice, and social transformation have proved, a sense of seriousness can be tempered with the knowledge that many tools are already available-and where they are not, the effort to create a productive new critical sensibility is well advanced. There is also a crucial political opening within the liberal problematic itself, in the sense that it assumes that power is most effective when it is absorbed as truth, consented to and desired---which creates an important space for refusal. As Colin Gordon argues, Foucault thought that the very possibility of governing was conditional on it being credible to the governed as well as the governing. This throws weight onto the question of how security works as a technology of subjectivity. It is to take up Foucault's challenge, framed as a reversal of the liberal progressive movement of being we have seen in Ilegel, not to discover who or what we are so much as to refuse what we are just as security rules subjectivity as both a totalizing and individualizing blackmail and promise, it is at these levels that we can intervene. We can critique the machinic frame-works of possibility represented by law, policy, economic regulation, and diplomacy, while challenging the way these institutions deploy language to draw individual subjects into their consensual web.
This suggests, at least provisionally, a dual strategy. The first asserts the space for agency, both in challenging available possibilities for being and their larger socioeconomic implications. Roland Bleiker formulates an idea of agency that shifts away from the lone (male) hero overthrowing the social order in a decisive act of rebellion to one that understands both the thickness of social power and its "fissures," "fragmentation," and "thinness." We must, he says, `observe how an individual may be able to escape the discursive order and influence its shifting boundaries.... By doing so, discursive terrains of dissent all of a sudden appear where forces of domination previously seemed invincible." r'2

Pushing beyond security requires tactics that can work at many levels-that empower individuals to recognize the larger social, cultural, and economic: implications of the everyday forms of desire, subjection, and discipline they encounter, to challenge and rewrite them, and that in turn contribute to collective efforts to transform the larger structures of being, exchange, and power that sustain (and have been sustained by) these forms. As Derrida suggests, this is to open up aporetic possibilities that transgress and call into question the boundaries of the self, society, and the international that security seeks to imagine and police.

The second seeks new ethical principles based on a critique of the rigid and repressive forms of identity that security has hereto-fore offered. Thus writers such as Rosalyn Diprose, William Connolly, and Moira Gatens have sought to imagine a new ethical relationship that thinks difference not on the basis of the same but on the basis of a dialogue with the other that might allow space for theunknown and unfamiliar, for a "debate and engagement with the other's law and the other's ethics"-an encounter that involves a transformation of the self rather than the other.1 3 Thus while the sweep and power of security must be acknowledged, it must also be refused: at the simultaneous levels of individual identity, social order, and macroeconomic possibility, it would entail another kind of work on "ourselves"-a political refusal of the One, the imagination of an other that never returns to the same. It would be to ask if there is a world after security, and what its shimmering possibilities might be.

ALT TC "ALT" \f C \l "1" 
Instead of constantly frantically trying to solve for multiple scenarios of extinction we should step back from security emergencies and understand how they are products of systematic problems 

Calhoun 04

(“A World of Emergencies: Fear, Intervention, and the Limits of Cosmopolitan Order”, Canadian Review of Sociology & Anthropology, 00084948, Nov2004, Vol. 41, Issue 4 Craig Calhoun. has been President of the Social Science Research Council since 1999. He is also University Professor of the Social Sciences at NYU)

We tend to think of disasters as in principle avoidable, even while we contribute to them and while the death toll grows. The idea of "intervention" is thus almost as basic as the idea of "emergency." Today, people all around the world respond to emergencies. Yet, we insist in thinking of them as exceptions to the rule, unusual and unpredictable events.

In fact, emergencies have become normal. I do not mean that these "emergencies" are not real and devastating, for they clearly are, nor even that they do not demand urgent attention. They are not merely mobilizing or fear-inducing tactics in the manner of fascism or the governments of Orwell's 1984--or, I fear, the colour-coded terror alert system of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security. But neither are they exceptions to some rule of beneficent, peaceful, existence. In 1940, when Walter Benjamin (1969) famously wrote; "the tradition of the oppressed teaches us that the 'state of emergency' in which we live is not the exception but the rule," he wanted to stress the underlying continuities joining fascism to modernity, against those who would treat it as a deviation and so assure themselves that progress marched on nonetheless. We now see not one large emergency dismissed as an exception, but innumerable smaller ones still treated as exceptions to an imaginary norm, even though repeated so frequently as to be normalized. Events supposed to be extraordinary have become so recur rent that aid agencies speak of "emergency fatigue." Refugees? Infectious diseases? Ethnic conflicts? These are all certainly aspects of contemporary emergencies and yet none could be said to be rare. Indeed, each of these sorts of emergencies is at least partially predictable, and specific cases may last for years.

Interventions into complex emergencies are not "solutions," because emergencies themselves are not autonomous problems in themselves but the symptoms of other, underlying problems (Terry, 2002). At the same time, it would be a mistake to think that humanitarian response should, or could, simply be abandoned in favour of working directly on the underlying problems. Assistance in dire circumstances is important, not least because the underlying problems usually admit of no ready solutions. For some it is also demanded by what Weber (1922), following Aristotle, called "value rationality"--doing that which is right in itself. In emergencies, this means bearing witness, as well as saving lives or alleviating suffering. Each is understood to be immediately good, rather than simply productive of the good in some longer-term fashion.

But to ignore the limits of emergency assistance is to divert attention from those problems and also to forfeit opportunities to make responses more effective. We need to grasp more clearly why emergencies are "normal"--however paradoxical that may sound--not only in order to study something else, but also to improve how we deal with emergencies. And we need to make this the starting point for building better institutions and plans for dealing with emergencies (as well as working on the underlying problems). In analysing technological disasters, Charles Perrow made a similar point: accidents are normal (Perrow, 1999). They are normal not because individual events will cease to be surprising and sometimes disastrous, but because it is inevitable that things will sometimes go wrong, and the very complexity of certain socio-technical systems guarantees accidents. Rather than trying to engineer an accident-free system, planners will often get better results by building in the expectation of accidents--minimizing them as best they can--as well as coping mechanisms and responsive organizational structures. In the same sense, seeing emergencies as normal would point our attention towards planning better for dealing with them as well as towards reducing their frequency.
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The aff’s utilitarian calculus, its attempt to put a spefic value on human life leads to the zero point of the holocaust – you should reject their reasoning on face and endorse the neg’s undecidability

DILLON 99 (Michael, Politics at Lancaster, “Another Justice,” Political Theory, v27, n2, April, p.164-6)

Quite the reverse. The subject was never a firm foundation for justice, much less a hospitable vehicle for the reception of the call of another Justice. It was never in possession of that self-possession which was supposed to secure the certainty of itself, of a self-possession that would enable it ultimately to adjudicate everything. The very indexicality required of sovereign subjectivity gave rise rather to a commensurability much more amenable to the expendability required of the political and material economies of mass societies than it did to the singular, invaluable, and uncanny uniqueness of the self. The value of the subject became the standard unit of currency for the political arithmetic of States and the political economies of capitalism. They trade in it still to devastating global effect. The technologisation of the political has become manifest and global. Economies of evaluation necessarily require calculability. Thus no valuation without mensuration and no mensuration without indexation. Once rendered calculable, however, units of account are necessarily submissible not only to valuation but also, of course, to devaluation. Devaluation, logically, can extend to the point of counting as nothing. Hence, no mensuration without demensuration either. There is nothing abstract about this: the declension of economies of value leads to the zero point of holocaust. However liberating and emancipating systems of value—rights—may claim to be, for example, they run the risk of counting out the invaluable. Counted out, the invaluable may then lose its purchase on life. Herewith, then, the necessity of championing the invaluable itself. For we must never forget that, “we are dealing always with whatever exceeds measure.” But how does that necessity present itself? Another Justice answers: as the surplus of the duty to answer to the claim of Justice over rights. That duty, as with the advent of another Justice, is integral to the lack constitutive of the human way of being. The event of this lack is not a negative experience. Rather, it is an encounter with a reserve charged with possibility. As possibility, it is that which enables life to be lived in excess without the overdose of actuality.37 What this also means is that the human is not decided. It is precisely undecidable. Undecidability means being in a position of having to decide without having already been fully determined and without being capable of bringing an end to the requirement for decision. 
A2 perm

Our K points out an fundamental flaw in the reasoning of security that is impossible to be overcome without complete rejection
Burke, Anthony (“Aporias of Security” Alternatives: Global, Local, Political Jan 2002, Vol. 27 Issue 1, pg, 27)
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Generic Threat Link

The aff’s claim that we are at threatened leads to our ‘risk level’ becoming the only component to our identity

Frank Furedi is a professor of sociology at the University of Kent at Canterbury

 (“How human thought and action are being stifled by a regime of uncertainty” 4 April 2007 http://www.frankfuredi.com/pdf/fearessay-20070404.pdf)

Today, the autonomisation of fear has important implications for identity, for how we see and understand ourselves. The idea that we are the subject of threats – threats which have an independent existence – has given rise to the concept of generally being ‘at risk’. The emergence of this ‘at risk’ category ruptures the traditional relationship between individual action and the probability of a hazard (60). To be ‘at risk’ is no longer just about the probability of some hazard impacting on you; it is also about who you are as a person. ‘At riskness’ has become a fixed attribute of the individual, like the size of your feet or hands. Public officials frequently categorise whole groups of people as being at risk. The perception of being at risk encourages the emergence of what we might call a fearful subjectivity. According to Ulrich Beck: ‘The movement set in motion by the risk society…is expressed in the statement I am afraid!’ Therefore, says Beck, the ‘commonality of anxiety takes the place of the commonality of need’. In the process, fear has become something which shapes and makes our identities. To be ‘at risk’ clearly assigns to the individual a passive and dependent role. Increasingly, someone defined as being at risk is seen to exist in a permanent condition of vulnerability – and this informs the way that we make sense of the threats we face. As a metaphor, vulnerability expresses the idea that communities lack the emotional and psychological resources necessary to deal with change, to make choices, or to deal with adversity. ‘Vulnerability’ is now seen as the natural state for most people. As a label it is used to describe entire groups in society. Officials and community groups now frequently use the recently constructed concept of ‘vulnerable groups’. The term vulnerable group does not simply refer to groups of psychologically distraught people or to those minorities who are economically insecure. Though ideas about vulnerablity, a sense of fear starts to be seen as a normal state of being. The flipside of this deflation of the status of human subjectivity is the inflation of the threat that external forces pose to the individual self. In public debate today, the alleged vulnerablity and the impotence of the individual stands in sharp contrast to the formidable powers attributed to the everyday challenges we face. Though the constant amplification of the risk facing humanity – pollution, global warming, catastrophic flu epidemics, weapons of mass destruction, and various health scares – even the limited exercise of individual choice appears to be restricted. 
Generic Treat Link TC "Generic Treat Link" \f C \l "1" 
The aff’s improbable scenario of several internal links to get to their impact gives us another link – it leads to us viewing everything in terms of way in which it could kill us 

Frank Furedi is a professor of sociology at the University of Kent at Canterbury

“Epidemic of fear” 15 March 2002 http://www.spiked-online.com/Articles/00000002D46C.htm )

That is why contemporary culture regards the word 'accident' as politically incorrect. In Britain and America, public health organisations want to phase the word out - claiming that most injuries are preventable, and that calling them 'accidents' is irresponsible. In 2001, the British Medical Journal declared that it had banned the word accident from its pages, arguing that even hurricanes, earthquakes and avalanches are often predictable events that the authorities could warn us to avoid (5). Some child professionals insist that we should refer to a youngster's bruised knee as a 'preventable injury', rather than an accident. Such changes in medical terminology often reflect new cultural attitudes. Safety has become one of Western society's fundamental values, and people find it difficult to accept that some injuries cannot be prevented. An injury caused by an accident is an affront to a culture that believes safety is its own reward. We find it hard to deal with uncertainty, partly due to the great progress made by medicine and science. Because we have so much knowledge, a chance occurrence is hard to accept - especially if it causes injury. So if two or three people who live near each other seem to suffer a similar illness, we demand an explanation. Local campaigns against mobile phone masts are often driven by a conviction that inexplicable illnesses in the area must have been caused by this new technology. The idea that we should be immunised against accidents is reaching pathological proportions. Soldiers are currently suing the UK Ministry of Defence for failing to prepare them for the horrors of war. This might seem ridiculous, but it makes sense in a culture that is uncomfortable with misfortune. How long before the fire service is sued for failing to tell its workers that fire is hot? Safety has become one of Western society’s fundamental values In today's culture of safety, risk management is continually driven towards engaging with all kinds of theoretical risks. The 'What if…?' question dominates today - 'What if an asteroid collides with Earth?'. 'The end is nigh' is no longer a warning issued by religious fanatics. In September 2001, scholars at the British Association Science Festival in Glasgow raised concerns about how a bizarre subatomic particle created through an atom-smashing experiment could potentially fall into the centre of the Earth and start eating the planet from inside out (6). Since 11 September, -all these trends have acquired an unprecedented momentum. In the post-11 September era, it often feels as though the world has been transformed into one big Hollywood blockbuster. Almost every area of life is a potential terrorist target - with scare stories about the threat of a smallpox outbreak, and bioterrorists infecting food supplies and water reservoirs (7). Leading US consumer activist Ralph Nader warns that if an aeroplane was to hit a nuclear power station, the meltdown could contaminate an area 'the size of Pennsylvania'. The prize for the best storyline goes to the Washington-based Worldwatch Institute - which raised the alarm about the 'Bioterror in your burger' (8). The Institute claims that meat-processing plants are especially vulnerable to attack, warning that terrorists could contaminate a huge amount of store-ready meat with E coli, salmonella or listeria. You won't be surprised to hear that Hollywood producers are busy commissioning scripts with a terrorism storyline. But what is astonishing is that the US army has turned to Hollywood for help with its war on terrorism. Since 11 September, some of the top military brass have met with filmmakers to brainstorm about possible future terrorist attacks. US intelligence specialists have also sought advice from the movie men on how to manage terrorist attacks. Steven de Souza, who wrote Die Hard, and Joseph Zito, director of Delta Force One and Missing in Action, were among those reported to have attended the brainstorming sessions. According to Richard Lindheim of the Institute for Creative Technologies (ICT), the US military 'wants to think differently': 'The reason I believe the army asked the ICT to create a group from the entertainment industry is because they wanted to think outside the box.' (9) The preoccupation with 'thinking outside the box' continually leads to the 'What if…?' question. What if a chemical factory becomes a terrorist target? What if a train carrying nuclear fuel is hijacked? What if a toxic biological substance infects the water supply? Always imagining the worst possible outcome is no way to deal with problems 

K Turns Case TC "K Turns Case" \f C \l "1" 
The affs focus on securization of health lead to health being neglected when other security issues appear more important, turning case

ALAN INGRAM Department of Geography, University College London, UK (“The New Geopolitics of Disease: Between Global Health and Global Security” Geopolitics 2005)
A number of think-tank reports have linked health issues directly with US national interests, and advocated the integration of health within the foreign and security policy process.63 Writing in 2002 for RAND, a former US Ambassador to NATO argued that as a result of 9/11, health and health professionals should play new roles in domestic and foreign policy in fighting terrorism and promoting America’s goals in the world.64 While during the Cold War the health professions had been of secondary importance, they now needed to move ‘front and centre’, as part of the return of diplomacy and economics to the triad of foreign policy alongside military power. His co-author, while lamenting the lack of evidence to support his case, argued that health is a powerful tool for foreign policy because it is neutral to factors like race, religion and politics. It could therefore be focused in terms of geostrategic priorities, such as the control of the spread of infectious disease to the US; economic development; foreign country stability; host country freedom; and US global image. These direct attempts to instrumentalise health often play on the soft power thesis enunciated by Joseph Nye. In a recent restatement, Nye defines soft power as ‘the ability to get what you want through attraction rather than coercion or payments … When our policies are seen as legitimate in the eyes of others, our soft power is enhanced.’65 Soft power is also about ‘getting others to want the outcomes you want’, and stands in contrast to hard power, which involves the deployment of military might through inducements or threats. The linking of health, foreign policy and security in this way is troubling on four main levels. First, the idea that health is neutral is contentious at best, as demonstrated by raging disputes over reproductive rights, to cite but one example. Second, the thesis appears contradictory and self-defeating in its own terms. If the attraction of health is its neutrality, this can only be compromised by association with foreign and security policy. It is precisely the fact that health professionals are not associated with the policies of states that gives them wider credibility. Third, the association of health with narrow national interests is likely to threaten efforts to construct the more open forms of governance and more diverse alliances that are required to respond to global health challenges. This is exemplified by the influential role established by the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, which has stood conspicuously apart from US global health policy, and indeed foreign policy, and played a major part in forging global partnerships for health.67 Framing health as an instrument of foreign policy may therefore represent a failure to grasp its meaning in the era of globalisation. Finally, these arguments are dangerous because, by abandoning the grounding of health in human rights, they make its practical co-optation to narrow and particular security, economic and ideological agendas more likely. Although President Bush abolished the position for health in the National Security Council created under Clinton, the numerous efforts to link health, foreign policy and security together in the minds of US policy makers in the last ten years do appear to have born fruit in at least three ways. The first is in the harnessing of public health and national interest in the US national security strategy of 2002. That document moved military pre-eminence to the forefront of strategy, with health becoming an adjunct to the neoconservative pax Americana. Second, following the designation of HIV/AIDS as a threat to US national security in April 2000 and lobbying by evangelical Christians, President Bush pledged $15bn for a Presidential Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief (PEPFAR), to be channeled through the State Department and US embassies rather than established global health agencies or mechanisms.68 Third is the increasing political control and ideological influence over US global health policy under the Bush administration. This threatens to complicate cooperation with UN agencies, particularly WHO, and channel funding into interventions based on moral criteria rather than scientific evidence.69 
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The securitization of health justifies letting people die if they don’t pose a security threat to us – this is unethical and should be rejected

ALAN INGRAM Department of Geography, University College London, UK (“The New Geopolitics of Disease: Between Global Health and Global Security” Geopolitics 2005)
Hence advocates for public health, while establishing the case for health on its own grounds, have often sought ways to link with other, prevailing concerns. For example, William Foege, a major figure in the eradication of smallpox and former Director of the US Centers for Disease Control, noting that ‘when the rich lose their fear, they are not willing to invest in the problems of the poor’, argues that public health should strive to tie the two together.87 Similarly, according to Kraig Klaudt, an advocate for the DOTS strategy of TB control, policy makers ‘must be persuaded that an initiative fits into their agenda, makes economic sense, and that dire consequences will be faced if no action is taken. Above all, they must be convinced that the issue is of immediate relevance to their own constituency’.88 Securitisation represents one strategy in this. While such efforts may represent admirable pragmatism, the attempt to cash in on what Prins calls the ‘security bonus’ of enhanced resources and political commitment carries three risks.89 The first risk is of overstating the case, leading to a discrediting of the case for action among political skeptics. Prins argues that this dynamic has set back the environmental agenda by a decade or more. The second risk is that public health is drawn too far onto the territory of other policy communities. When risks and threats are linked so closely to the core elements of statehood, securitisation is a natural policy response. As Paul Farmer notes, ‘some political leaders now cast tuberculosis as a key national security issue. That, however, is an approach which puts physicians and public-health personnel in the position of border guards. Only a brave few speak of solidarity and support’.90 It is still far from clear whether public health can reorient the frame of security to include its concerns; the example of bioterrorism in the US indicates that when health confronts the hard edge of security, the logic of security prevails. The third risk is related to the fact that the landscape of political insecurity is not fully congruent with the landscape of need. In tying health to security, Price-Smith, a prominent author in the field, argues that ‘we shall have to pick our spots and allocate funds to disease prevention with discretion in order to maximize the stability of key states and promote regional stability’.91 Such recommendations validate Farmer’s concerns that, ‘at best, those of us working in places like Haiti can hope for trickle-down funds if the plagues of the poor are classed as “U.S. security interests”’, and would pose severe problems for current efforts targeted at the reduction of global poverty.92 highlight significant tensions in the new geopolitics of disease and the risks of a narrow focus on state security in the classical sense (see Table 1). In essence, this approach cautions against the severing of links between the securitised elements of global health and broader visions of what health may mean. Human security approaches may offer ways to counter excessively narrow thinking.93 The term human security has been debated and developed since the 1994 UN Human Development Report, which argued for a refocusing from states and territoriality to people and communities, and from threat-defence dynamics to solidarity, interdependence and uneven development. 94 A more recent report defines human security as freedom from both want and fear.95 As I have noted, the broad concept of security that emerges from these documents has been subject to powerful critique, and they are longer on exhortation than coherent analysis. Yet I would argue that the concept of human security does have sufficient critical potential to Global health security is thus framed in terms of critical tensions as well as specific content. While I have anchored my analysis in the terms in the right column of Table 1, this does not automatically render those on the left illegitimate. For example, national security agencies, by virtue of their privileged access to certain kinds of knowledge, may provide the only forum in some regions to open what can be very sensitive issues for discussion. But while there are ways in which disease can legitimately be regarded a national security issue, the narrow security dimensions of global health should not be granted excessive weight. Playing games of security or neoliberal economics risks the displacement of important questions about political economy and rights into narrow realms of technological, ideological and political fixes, leading to technocratic rather than transformative responses. Global health security, then, is less about desecuritisation than critical engagement with the nature of the concept itself. 
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Framing public health as a security issue allows funding for SQ public health efforts to be diverted to other security issues, turning case

ALAN INGRAM Department of Geography, University College London, UK (“The New Geopolitics of Disease: Between Global Health and Global Security” Geopolitics 2005
 These issues have been played out in the third set of arguments about links between development and security, which focus on official policies. For example, concerns have been raised both about the direct negative effects of security policies on development and human rights, and the implications of linking of security and development in official discourse.29 This linking is argued to threaten the space for development in four main ways. First, it may undermine official development policy by diluting the focus on poverty reduction. Second, it may presage a raiding of official development assistance (ODA) by foreign and security policy agencies. Third, it may enable the redefinition of security activities as development. Finally, it may permit reallocations of already scarce resources based on participation in the war on terror rather than criteria of need. While some steps have been taken to untie ODA from political and economic objectives, for example in the UK 2002 International Development Act, the risk is that, either because security concerns are so compelling, or as a result of political and institutional opportunism, ‘development aid becomes ‘simply’ an instrument of geopolitical and/or military interests’.30 The risks of this for humanitarian NGOs and international organisations have been illustrated by the killing of personnel in Afghanistan and Iraq. The redirection of some UK ODA for reconstruction in Iraq raises further concerns. 
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Failure to analyzes how we securizes terror places the entire world in danger
Nikhil Singh “The Afterlife of Fascism” The South Atlantic Quarterly 105:1, Winter 2006
Racism has been an indispensable means of legitimating the ‘‘murderous function of the State’’ even as modern governmental powers have been defined primarily in terms of normalizing and securing the general conditions of social and economic life. By introducing a ‘‘biological-type caesura within a population,’’ racism becomes the means by which an older form of sovereignty, in the form of the sovereign right to kill, is reasserted within a social and political field defined by overriding imperatives of conforming human equivalence, and ‘‘biopolitical’’ regulation (‘‘the power to guarantee life’’).22 It is important to situate these general frameworks within a sufficiently dense field of historical reference and strategic analysis. U.S. traditions of racial nationalism in this field represent an irreducible ideological kernel of U.S. imperial sovereignty and the empire’s emerging war prison.23 Thus, when the Bush administration declares that it will use ‘‘the great liberating tradition of America’’ in the service of ‘‘the expansion of freedom in all the world,’’ we should not be surprised that in its train has come a renewal of ascriptive discourses, coupled with the deployment of arbitrary police and military power.24 Though marketed and advanced on the grounds of ‘‘securing our freedoms,’’ the essence of contemporary U.S. imperialism has been the renovation of imaginations of and modes for containing alleged civil incapacity and civil threat that find their legal and cultural precedence in his tories of racial slavery, settler colonialism, and fascism.25 This is not to say either that the figures of historical racism exhaust all possible meanings of U.S. nationalism, or that racial, colonial, or fascist genealogies are without their own breaks, contradictions, and structuring dilemmas. At the same time, the failure to interrogate and effectively confront the way that contemporary displays of U.S. state power both enjoin old and fabricate new murderous divisions within humanity has today placed the entire world in danger.  Why bundle fascism into this discussion? Is it politically irresponsible to invoke a threat of U.S. fascism today?26 The specter of fascism undoubtedly haunts U.S. political culture. Defining the antithesis of U.S. liberal democracy, it has been repeatedly deployed sinceWorld War II to tell us why we fight, and who we are not. Thus, it is predictable that after first calling the ‘‘war on terror’’ a ‘‘Crusade,’’ George W. Bush would correct the apparent misstep by redefining it as a fight against a ‘‘new totalitarianism.’’ The latter formulation has been affirmed withinmore and less refined commentaries of public intellectuals on ‘‘Islamo-fascism’’ as the new menace of open societies. The notion of an ‘‘axis of evil,’’ and the injunction to confront rather than appease each and every ‘‘new Hitler,’’ are the ready-to-wear axioms for new generations of ‘‘good wars’’ and happy warriors.27 Intentional violence against unarmed civilians or their foreseeable exposure to death must be condemned whenever it occurs—on every side of a conflict. The effort to cast the ‘‘global war on terror’’ within a teleological progression of post–World War II struggles against tyranny, however, collapses a heterogeneous range of actors, regions, and timescales in the interest of affirming the ethical unity and primacy of U.S. qua Western power. Wemight, for example, consider the older tradition of colonial wars, which, like ‘‘the global war on terror,’’ sought to institute an absolute distinction between ‘‘savage atrocities and civilized atrocities.’’ Writing in the aftermath of the 1857 Sepoy Revolt, for example, the English liberal John Stuart Mill defended the suspension of ‘‘international morality’’ in wars of colonial intervention on the grounds that ‘‘barbarians’’ could ‘‘not be depended upon for observing any rules,’’ or to place their ‘‘will under the influence of distantmotives.’’ Defined by the lack of any discernible rationality or ethic of mutuality, ‘‘barbarians’’ (like ‘‘terrorists’’) are thus constituted as an essentialized threat to civilization.This conception not only obscures asymmetries of power that may be the initiating sources of war and conflict; it also depoliticizes and dehistoricizes the counterviolence of dominated peoples. 
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The aff’s rhetoric of security and control removes all joy from life and threatens humanity with extinction

O’Hara, English dept at Temple Unviersity, 2K6

(Daniel, “Bringing Out the Terror: James Purdy and the Culture of Vision” boundary 2 Summer 33:2 pg. 81-82)

To put all this in some larger historical perspective, I want to recall how Nietzsche predicted that the next few centuries after the nineteenth would be “the age of grand politics,” a struggle among ideas attached to mili​tary machines to master the planet, a struggle that many think, for better or worse, the United States has now won—except for various so-called minor insurgencies, terrorist groups, and other outlaw types, of course. Whether truly actualized now or not, I am not alone or uniquely prescient in thinking global domination by one national power is not a good idea for the future survival of our species (or any other, for that matter). One major reason is that given such domination, when that power goes down, it is likely to take the rest of the world with it. “The culture of vision” (or “the Real”), then, is my term for that feeling of late modernity in which we all now exist: we all stand at the brink of such a potentially planetary down-going, in which all material and ideological forces and structures are geared up for a final transformation of the human species into versions of Nietzsche’s “Last Man,” that security-crazed type of barely human being for whom all contingent risks, heroic pas​sions, and tragic awareness are themselves perceived to be instruments of a cosmic terrorism that must be not only corrected, as Plato might sug​gest, but extirpated, wiped out, completely. The vicious anxiety of this now chronic condition of “The Last Man” (and also “The Last Woman”) moder​nity, long in the making, is the real global terror that informs the personal and political dimensions of contemporary lives, especially in the United States, what I would now call “Security/Terror Central,” or, more simply, “the culture of security,” with its ever-increasing numbers of “security sheep.” Bringing out the real terror in this long-in-the-making personal and political condition of modernity, rather than affording us another ramshackle fictional or intel​lectual refuge from it, best describes, I think, the profound truth of Purdy’s authentically visionary career, which is every bit as powerful and important, in my estimation, as that of Yeats, Hawthorne, or Blake.
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Incorporating African into realist discourse changes the way realism operates, leading to an analysis of power relations and identity that doesn’t link to the K

Kevin Dunn, Chair for the global development section of the International Studies Association (“Tales from the dark side: Africa's challenge to international relations theory, Journal of Third World Studies Spring, 2000
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3821/is_200004/ai_n8888230/print)
This essay began with the observation that Africa has been notably absent from the field of international relations. But why should IR even bother with Africa, especially since it is comprised of over fifty of the world's most powerless countries? What can be gained by the continent's inclusion in a field whose primary focus has always been on the so-called great powers? In this essay, I have attempted to suggest that Africa's exclusion is due to IR's theoretical inability to adequately conceive and explain African realities. This has much less to do with African "exceptionalism" than the conceptual limits of traditional IR theory.   Focusing attention on marginal geographical regions like Africa allows for a clearer and richer analysis of the system as a whole. Obviously, a great power-centric approach is important, but not at the neglect of the rest of the system. By focusing at the margins, one has a better view of the forces involved in the international system's historical construction and evolution. By examining African examples it is possible to explore how that continent has been incorporated into the world's political, economic and social systems. Moreover, such an approach also provides avenues for exploring the construction of the very idea of "Africa" in the discourses of global politics.   Yet it is one thing to say that IR theory needs to be reformulated to include African experiences and quite another to actually show how such reformulation should occur. To understand the new mediaeval world, it is essential that we move beyond state-centric models. All too often we, as political scientists, are victim to what I term the "Humpty Dumpty syndrome" where the sovereign state is King Egg. We tend to treat the state as an unproblematic starting and ending point, yet the egg keeps failing off the conceptual wall. Instead of questioning the utility of this practice, we insist on putting it back together and inventing new labels such as "failed," "hollow," "weak," and "quasi" in order to retain some degree of conceptual consistency. Examining the multiple layers of power and the complex web of interactions within and between societies requires us to adopt and develop new and innovative conceptual models and tools. To accomplish this, we would be wise to look beyond strict disciplinary boundaries.  One profitable starting point in our analyses of the neomedieval system is an examination of how the identities of various social actors (not just states) have been historically produced and how they interact. As Marysia Zalewski and Cynthia Enloe argue, identity in international politics helps shape the hierarchy of social positions of power; influences how actors are perceived and treated by others; and affects how actors view and understand the world around them. Actors' identities affect how they give meaning to themselves and their environment. Furthermore, identity helps define the parameters of an actor's actions.90   An analysis of identities would be particularly fruitful for an understanding of the historical relations between the West and Africa, where actors' definitions of each other and their sociopolitical relationships have evolved dramatically over the colonial and post-colonial eras. Recently there has been considerable amount of scholarly work on identity in both the practice and theorizing of IR.91 Unfortunately, little attention has been paid to African experiences. This is ironic, considering that the transformation of African states from colonial possessions to independent sovereign actors offers rich case studies for the historical evolution of identities and international power relations.  
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Ninkovich, Frank, Professor at St. John’s University (“No post-mortems for postmodernism, please” Diplomatic History; Summer 98, Vol. 22 Issue 3, p451, 16p

We are definitely influenced by it, but we can never exhaustively measure, predict, control, or constitute its operations. Thus, while we undoubtedly "construct" the world, we are continually the victims of its surprises and ironies.   Accepting the objective character of society also makes it possible to continue talking sensibly about culture, another term often avoided by postmodernists for fear that it can, once essentialized, turn into yet another "discourse of authenticity." Not least, this outlook leaves room for the role of uncertainty and the element of creative imagination. It is odd, in a way, that postmodernism should focus so much on knowledge practices to the neglect of its roots in Nietzsche's essentially esthetic view of the world, all the more so as policymaking tends to be shot through with ignorance and uncertainty. Undoubtedly, the impersonal nature of discourse has much to do with this elbowing aside of individual creativity. But, as Anders Stephanson has argued in his path-breaking interpretation of George Kennan, art may be closer to the nub of the matter.[28]   This unwillingness to admit that realists have a point in arguing that the world of international relations functions independently of our necessarily limited perceptions of it makes dialogue between the two professional camps virtually impossible. Some time ago Richard Rorty commented on the tendency of "edifying philosophers" like Wittgenstein and Heidegger to create their own hermetic languages rather than operate "constructively" within the existing linguistic framework of their disciplines.[29] To accept them is a take-it-or-leave it proposition. Constantinou, for one, sees no need to make concessions, "as if a scholarly genre owes a duty of intelligibility to those who often make little or no effort to learn the language it speaks" (p. 148). Admittedly, mainstream practitioners have not been eager to learn the lingo. But, as most travelers with some linguistic facility sooner or later find out, learning the language is not the problem; rather, it is getting agreement on which language the two parties shall speak.   Thus, postmodern views, at least the kinds displayed in these volumes (which hardly exhaust the possibilities of the genre) will not connect with mainstream thinking about international relations -- save for the unlikely event of a paradigmatic revolution -- unless they speak to the concerns of orthodox scholars. And that would require a willingness to confront their own weaknesses, coupled with an ability to show how their strengths resolve difficulties that the realist approach creates for itself. Unfortunately, much of the postmodern idiom is a rejectionist, take-no-prisoners, exclusivizing practice that creates boundaries instead of overcoming them. If turnabout is fair play, it appears that the postmodernists are quite dependent for their identity upon the "other" of traditional IR theory. It is no small irony that. practitioners of a language-centered approach should find so little common ground for dialogue.[30]   Notwithstanding the postmodern impulse to self-segregation, there are good reasons for conventionally oriented scholars to take postmodernism seriously. Paradigms tend to be judged in revolutionary terms, on the basis of their ability to unseat and replace the intellectual ancien regime. 
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Securitization is enviable within the neg’s conception of speak – we should work to securitize things for social good
Jef Huysmans, MA (University of Hull), Ph.D. (University of Leuven) is Lecturer at the Open University (UK) “Defining Social Constructivism in Security Studies: The Normative Dilemma of Writing Security” January 2002. ALTERNATIVES
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The negs K creates security constructions - discussion of security inevitably do so

Jef Huysmans, MA (University of Hull), Ph.D. (University of Leuven) is Lecturer at the Open University (UK) “Defining Social Constructivism in Security Studies: The Normative Dilemma of Writing Security” January 2002. ALTERNATIVES

Social-constructivist authors face a normative dilemma that is central to their research project. They are sensitive to how security "talk" about migration can contribute to its securitization (7)--that is, it can render migration problematic from a security perspective. They may point out how criminological research establishes a relationship between crime and immigration; for example, by looking for a correlation between Turkish immigrants and trade in heroin, they establish a discursive link, irrespective of whether the correlation is confirmed or not. The discursive link is thus embedded in the very setup of the research; in other words, from the very beginning the research embodies an assumption, often already politicized, that a particular group of aliens may have a special relationship to crime. (8) This observation is of course not a dilemma as such: it becomes a dilemma for social-constructivist authors only when they realize that this interpretation feeds back into their own research. They also pro duce security knowledge that therefore could as such be securitizing. If an author values a securitization of migration negatively, she faces the question of how to talk or write about the securitization of migration without contributing to a further securitization by the very production of this knowledge. The normative dilemma thus consists of how to write or speak about security when the security knowledge risks the production of what one tries to avoid, what one criticizes: that is, the securitization of migration, drugs, and so forth. (9)

The alt attempt to break down security results in more securitization
Jef Huysmans, MA (University of Hull), Ph.D. (University of Leuven) is Lecturer at the Open University (UK) “Defining Social Constructivism in Security Studies: The Normative Dilemma of Writing Security” January 2002. ALTERNATIVES

To summarize, the normative dilemma of social constructivism rests on the understanding that the effect of the communication depends on a socially constructed formation of rules, which constrains the author in what can be said and how it will be received while the author depends on security language ruled by the formation if he or she wants to transform a securitization of a particular area from within security studies. In other words, the desire to transform always risks further securitizing an area because the security formation simultaneously constrains and empowers the authors to make serious security statements. Social-constructivist authors who are critical of a particular securitization such as migration are thus caught by the question: "How can I interpret security problems in the societal area in such a fashion that I reduce the risk of repeating the very securitization of the area?"
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