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Security narratives based on symptom-focused crisis compellence prevent systematic transition---try or die to avert collapse 
Nafeez Mosaddeq Ahmed 17, Executive Director of the Institute for Policy Research and Development, M.A. in Contemporary War & Peace Studies and P.D. in International Relations from the School of Global Studies at Sussex University, 2017, “Failing States, Collapsing Systems: BioPhysical Triggers of Political Violence,” p. 1-12 
Since the 2008 financial crash, the world has witnessed an unprecedented outbreak of social protest in every major continent. Beginning with the birth of the Occupy movement in the US and Western Europe, and the Arab Spring, the eruption of civil unrest has continued to wreak havoc unpredictably from Greece to Ukraine, from China to Thailand, from Brazil to Turkey, and beyond. In some regions, civil unrest has coalesced into the collapse of incumbent governments or even the eruption of a prolonged state of internecine warfare, as is happening in Iraq-Syria and Ukraine Crimea. To what extent is this apparent heightening of geopolitical instability new? ¶ Increasing public dissatisfaction with government is correlated with continued government difficulties in meeting public expectations. Yet while policymakers and media observers have raced to keep up with events, they have largely missed the deeper causes of this new age of unrest—the end of the age of cheap fossil fuels, and its multiplying consequences for economic growth, industrial food production, and the Earth’s climate stability. ¶ Contrary to widely reported claims across mainstream media of a new era of prosperity heralded by the US-led shale oil and gas boom, the proliferation of contemporary climate, food and economic crises have at their root a single common denominator: the fundamental and permanent disruption in the energy basis of industrial civilization. ¶ This inevitable energy transition away from high quality fossil fuels to lower quality, more expensive energy forms—which will be completed well before the close of this century, and quite possibly much earlier—will force a paradigm shift in the organization of civilization. The twenty-first century, in this context, is a pivotal one for humanity as industrial civilization pivots through a process of systemic transition, driven by the complex interplay between human societies and biophysical realities. ¶ Yet for this shift to result in a viable new way of life will require a fundamental epistemological shift recognizing humanity’s embeddedness in the natural world. This, in turn, cannot be achieved without breaking the stranglehold of conventional models achieved through the hegemony of establishment narratives—dominated by fossil fuel interests and the banality of the mainstream media news cycle.¶ The central thesis of this study is that the escalation of social protest and political instability around the world is causally related to the unstoppable thermodynamics of global hydrocarbon energy decline and its interconnected environmental and economic consequences. It offers, in this sense, a biophysical approach to international relations, and argues that geopolitics remains fundamentally embedded in biophysical processes. This is not to reduce geopolitics to the biophysical—far from it—but to recognize that the dynamics of the geopolitical cannot be dislocated from the dynamics of the biophysical, and that biophysical processes are increasingly driving geopolitical instability to a degree unrecognized by policymakers, the media, as well as social and natural scientists.¶ Hydrocarbon energy decline can be understood as consisting of the following two intertwined processes: the inexorable reduction in industrial civilization’s production of net energy from hydrocarbon sources (fossil fuels) over the last decades; the acceleration of hydrocarbon energy production to attempt to make-up for this decline and sustain economic growth.¶ This process has in turn had two major consequences, namely: climate change and the corresponding destabilization of the Earth System due to the increasing quantity of greenhouse gas emissions due to hydrocarbon energy dependence; and the permanent slowdown of global economic growth due to the increasing costs of energy production relative to GDP. Climate and economic crises are, in turn, acting as amplifying feedbacks on the process of hydrocarbon energy decline, and in themselves are acting synergistically to undermine global industrial food production while simultaneously impinging on socio-political stability and human well-being.¶ While conventional policy and media approaches to socio-political instability tend to focus almost purely on ‘surface’ social symptoms—geopolitical competition, political corruption, economic mismanagement, ideological extremism, and so on—the deeper biophysical systemic drivers of instability are largely ignored or misunderstood. As such, missing from the vast bulk of conventional wisdom on escalating socio-political instability around the world is the crucial recognition of its central cause in a systemic process of hydrocarbon energy decline and concomitant civilizational transition toward an inevitable post-carbon future.¶ Currently, climate change is rightly and consensually recognized by the scientific community and has been accepted at least in principle by policymakers as a reality requiring an urgent collective response from human societies. However, despite growing recognition of the interconnected nature of these crises—illustrated through concepts such as the food-water-energy nexus—there remains a fundamental failure in the conceptualization of their interconnected nature in terms of the relationship between human societies and the biophysical environment, and relatedly, the relationship between human polities and the biophysical environment.¶ This root failure of conceptualization is perhaps the most significant factor focusing on the role of human agency in driving the current convergence of global crises. The failure is compounded by the necessarily compartmentalized nature of scientific specialization, which has produced a vast volume of information, but little in the way of epistemological mechanisms to integrate that into knowledge across disciplinary boundaries. It is further compounded by the transmission of incorrect conceptual diagnoses of global crises through the global mainstream media. The perpetual transmission of false and inaccurate knowledge on the origins and dynamic of global crises has created a situation in which as such crises accelerate, the human species as a whole is disempowered from being able to correctly understand these crises and their symptoms, and thus unable to solve them.¶ Yet to diagnose the intensifying perfect storm of climate, energy and economic crises requires a fundamental reconceptualization of their true nature as symptoms of an overall civilizational system which, increasingly, cannot be sustained by the biophysical environment.¶ This study offers an empirically-grounded social scientific theoretical framework for developing a holistic approach to this perfect storm through the lens of what this author has called the ‘Crisis of Civilization’ (as opposed to a ‘clash of civilizations’). My approach is not to create yet another new statistical model to add to the plethora of models that exist, but to strike at a deeper lacuna within the discipline of international relations—to create the beginnings of an accurate, integrated transdisciplinary theoretical basis for such modelling, derived from a holistic analysis of the relevant empirical data.¶ The study is divided into two main sections. The first consists of a general framework of the broad crises that this author considers to be integral to the biophysical processes driving geopolitical instability today. The second consists of a series of case studies which provide specific empirical data supporting and building on this general framework to test how and whether they are indeed acting out on local, national and regional levels as is my hypothesis. This opening section begins by building on this author’s previous work on the ‘Crisis of Civilization’ as an overarching analytical framework for the integrated examination of global climate, energy, food, economic and socio-political crises (Ahmed 2010 , 2011 ). This is achieved by establishing the inherent systemic interconnections between these crises on a global macro-level scale. The monograph then proceeds to explore how the general framework of biophysical factors aka the ‘Crisis of Civilization’ plays out at a micro-level within specific countries in key regions—the Middle East, Africa, Europe, South Asia, and North America. This examination takes us to the crux of my argument and provides specific evidence that the biophysical processes discussed more generally in the opening are, in fact, already having concrete geopolitical impacts accelerating the destabilization of human societies across the world, in a manner that can now be detected through a holistic and transdisciplinary empirical analysis. This not only provides surprising empirical vindication for our hypothesis that biophysical processes are playing an integral causal role in the intensification of political and geopolitical disruption on a global scale, it also provides us a basis to explore some tentative business-as-usual (BAU) forecasts.¶ This permits further exploration of the intersection between the thermodynamics of escalating hydrocarbon energy decline and the accelerating disruption of global industrial civilization. As prevailing social, political and economic structures become increasingly dysfunctional against the strain of hydrocarbon energy decline, the resulting rupture manifests in an increasing frequency of social protest and violent conflict.¶ Part of this study, then, identifies how conventional governmental, industry and media narratives of these crises for the most part fail to accurately understand them, not just due to a lack of a holistic-systemic frameworks for examining these crises as interdependent—but due to a fundamental epistemological failure that has allowed mythological ‘theories’ of human progress in the form of neoclassical and neoliberal economics to become entrenched as the dominant cognitive paradigm. The most powerful hegemonic component of this ideological capture of human collective cognition occurs through the global institutions associated with the mainstream media. The principal problem here is a highly compromised ownership and editorial structure that ties media outlets to the very prevailing structures of fossil fuel-centric power complicit in global crisis acceleration. The preponderance of fossil fuel-centric interests in conventional media ownership has led to consistently inaccurate reporting on energy issues, and their relationships with economic, food and climate crises, as well as specific conflicts.¶ Yet to some extent, and compounding the insular ideological approach of powerful government, industry and media institutions, there has been a similar failure from amongst experts in different fields of these crises, who have been unable to develop theoretical, conceptual and empirical frameworks to view their specialized data in its inherent interconnections with data from other fields. In other words, a lack of generalized systems training in our schools. Due to this problem, we are beginning to grasp only recently the extent to which geopolitical ruptures that overwhelm of the news of the day have been exacerbated by a convergence of crises studied largely separately in these disparate fields. There is, therefore, little understanding of how energy and resource depletion tangibly impact the political economies of different societies, and how these processes interact with the local impacts of global processes like climate change.¶ This has led to a knowledge deficit—specifically, a whole systems knowledge deficit comprising a paucity of reliable, actionable knowledge in the mainstream, exacerbating a sense of public apathy and confusion, and cementing a policymaking impasse among political leaders who remain subject to a fatal combination of intensive fossil fuel lobbying and media misinformation.¶ Among the most critical solutions to the ‘Crisis of Civilization’, then, is a concerted grassroots mobilization to rectify the whole systems knowledge deficit. This could be achieved in many different ways—whether through responsible journalism or more informed policy formulation based on the effective communication of interdisciplinary scientific research—but the end goal is the same: mass public education with a view to catalyze social action that is systemically transformative. Without addressing the knowledge deficit, the self-reinforcing cycle of amplifying crisis feedbacks cannot be overturned.¶ It is hoped that this study can begin contributing to addressing the whole systems knowledge deficit by firstly, establishing a scientifically-grounded systems theory framework for integrating data from different fields for the study of international politics; secondly, beginning the process of recognizing major geopolitical ruptures in the context of systemic crises driven by biophysical processes; thirdly, outlining the basis for a major, urgent new transdisciplinary research program bringing together the natural and social sciences to develop a holistic theoretical-empirical model of global crisis convergence; which in turn can pave the way for a fourth major, urgent new transdisciplinary action-research program on mitigating the impact of global crisis convergence, while transitioning human civilization to new more viable political economic structures that subsist in parity with their biophysical contexts. ¶ Chapter 2 The Crisis of Civilization as an Analytical Framework ¶ 2.1 The Human-Environment System as a Complex Adaptive System¶ The idea of a ‘Crisis of Civilization’ pivots around the goal of understanding human activity as a whole. It is premised on the fact that as a single biological species, human beings share common individual and social characteristics through which they interact with each other, with other species, and with the biophysical environment.¶ Global civilization constitutes the full mechanism of social organization by which this nexus of activities and interactions operates. I use a ‘Crisis of Civilization’ framework to examine multiple, seemingly disparate global and local crises. This does not obviate the specific and distinctive dynamics of those crises but permits examination of how these crises interrelate with one another in the context of the overarching global system of which they are part.¶ The theorization of human civilization as a “complex adaptive system” derives from the application of complex systems theory as developed in relation to biological systems and ecosystems (Kauffmann; Dyke; Homer-Dixon; Diamond). A rich and dense literature demonstrates that complex systems are found across the natural sciences in physics, chemistry, and biology (Ross and Arkin 2009), as well as in ecology (May et al. 2008) and economics (Farmer et al. 2012 ).¶ A system exists whenever a plurality of entities subsists in which each entity functions in some sort of relationship with the others. A complex system exists when the relations between these parts leads the system as a whole to display emergent properties and behavior which cannot be reduced solely to the nature of its different parts and their relationships. Those emergent properties can be codifi ed as overarching rules that characterize the system’s structure as a whole. In some cases this can be done mathematically, although this is a less useful approach when examining human societies. ¶ A complex adaptive system exists when the system as a whole is able to adapt— to generate a collective shift in its internal behavior in order to survive. Thus, while the relations between parts of a system generates the emergent structures that comprise the system as a whole, those relationships are, in turn, restrained and enabled by those wider structures. This circular relationship is integral to the system’s capacity to adapt to new environmental conditions. In time this is done by evolution; more immediately this can be done by behavioral changes or species shifts. ¶ Equally, due to the nested and interconnected nature of the components of a complex adaptive system, small perturbations in one part can have ramifying effects on other parts of the system, depending on how they are connected. This sort of internal positive feedback process means that the overall structure of a system can be greatly impacted by seemingly random occurrences—those structures can either be reinforced or undermined by these internal feedback processes. ¶ When such internal feedback processes reach certain thresholds, or ‘tipping points’, they can induce fundamental re-ordering of key structures in the system as a whole—the convergence of multiple tipping points, in turn, can generate a systemwide adaptive cycle of re-structuring, a ‘phase shift’, through which the system undergoes a transition to a new equilibrium (Holling 2001 ). ¶ The human-environment system is complex and adaptive because it represents a historically evolving civilizational form comprised of a vast interlocking array of nested sub-systems, including some from the earth’s geology, resources, oceans, and atmosphere; multiple living and non-living ecosystems across these domains; and human systems, comprised of psychological, cultural and ideological fi elds, relations of production and associated modes of energy extraction, technological and economic systems, and political structures. ¶ Thus, the ‘Crisis of Civilization’ framework is a systems approach that attempts to analyze the complex interrelationships between multiple global crises and human activities as a whole, thus understanding them not simply as discrete crises and activities in themselves, but as component factors of a wider global human environmental system with its own emergent properties and behaviors. ¶ This approach recognizes that each of these crises pertains to a specifi c subsystem in itself, with distinctive features and patterns of behavior, but equally recognizes that each of these sub-systems do not exist in isolation. Rather, their mutual interrelationship generates emergent patterns characterizing the system as a whole. Those emergent structural features, in turn, exert causal regulatory effects that shape, enable and constrain the behaviors of the sub-systems. ¶ A systems approach thus views particular crises and associated human activities as discrete sub-systems which are, nevertheless, inherently interconnected as subsystems in an emergent human-environmental system, captured through the concept of a world-scale human civilization. It is in this respect that the ‘Crisis of Civilization’ as an analytical framework is able to systemically locate multiple crises as interconnected features of a wider world-scale crisis in human civilization as an emergent macro-structure. By integrating detailed trans-disciplinary examination of crisis sub-systems with analysis of their systemic interconnections within the world-scale human-environment system, a much clearer picture of the precise drivers, dynamics and potential trajectories of these crises is possible. This permits discernment of a birds-eye perspective of overall civilizational structures and their emergent direction. ¶ Examining human civilization as a complex adaptive system, therefore, permits multiple global crises to be understood through the lens of a range of powerful concepts with solid empirical basis in the biophysical sciences—the thresholds and tipping points of feedback processes; how interconnections between different crises can generate amplifying feedbacks with the potential to accelerate the breaching of tipping points; the extent to which different crises can be seen as properly systemic— that is, related fundamentally to the key global structures integral to the prevailing dynamic of human civilization; and how these crises relate to the system’s adaptive capacity, in particular, whether they are generating a major ‘phase change’ in the system itself. ¶ In particular, this allows analysis of human civilization to return to a scientific framework defied by the thermodynamics of the fossil fuel system, and the evolution and adaptation of species, bringing in critical insights from the physical and natural sciences that can inform the development of robust historical and sociological theories. ¶ 2.2 The Energy Metabolism of Human Civilization ¶ Applications of complex systems approaches to social, environmental and economic phenomena have largely neglected the most fundamental factor in the evolution and adaptation of complex systems: energy metabolism. ¶ Extensive research in the biological and ecological sciences demonstrates that an organism’s relation to the environment is mediated fundamentally through the mode and manner by which it extracts energy from the environment, to maintain and improve its distance from thermodynamic equilibrium. Living systems extract free energy from the sun, store it, and use it. Further, they can reproduce as well as collect, process, and exchange information in order to control and direct energy and matter they receive from their environments (Terzis and Arp 2011 ; Hall et al. 1992 ). ¶ According to the Second Law of Thermodynamics, physical systems display a tendency to dissipate energy and thus transition from states of order to increasing disorder. Therefore, physicist Erwin Schrödinger defined a living system as an embodiment of “negative entropy” as they “extract order” from their environments to survive, adapt and evolve. (Schrodinger 1944 ) ¶ A living system or organism is thus defined by its ability to store energy under energy fl ow, before dissipation. It develops, maintains and reproduces, or renews, itself by mobilizing material and energy extracted from the environment, which is stored internally through cyclic non-dissipative processes coupled to irreversible dissipative processes. This permits the organism to survive precisely through the consumption and ordering of energy within systemic biological processes organized through genetic information protocols. The capacity to extract, store and mobilize stored energy is therefore integral to a reproducing life cycle. Eventually, of course, the energy must be irreversibly dissipated as required by the Second Law. But the increasing complexity of a living system is related directly to its capacity to extract, store and mobilize stored energy, and to thereby stave off the thermodynamic dissipation of energy. (Ho 1999) ¶ Organisms which successfully adapt to changing or challenging environmental conditions do so through the superior processing of information about those external conditions through genetic modification, reflecting increased efficiencies in energy extraction, storage and mobilization in relationship with the environment. (Schneider and Kay 1994 ) ¶ The thermodynamics of living systems applies, of course, not just to any single individual organism, but simultaneously to collections of organisms inhabiting specific environments. While human beings are the most advanced—that is, complex— biological organisms known to science, human civilization constitutes a complex adaptive system which has been able to maximize energy extraction, storage and mobilization from its environment far more efficiently and powerfully than ever before. The astonishing complexity of human civilization is related directly to its capacity to harness energy from the environment through numerous sub-systemic processes of social organization, thus maintaining increasing distance from thermodynamic equilibrium (Odum 1994). ¶ This framework allows for a more complete empirically-grounded theorization of what the contemporary escalation of global environmental and economic crises entails for the current trajectory of human civilization. Over its historical evolution, human civilization has demonstrated a relationship with its environment involving escalating energy use and energy dissipation, with wide-ranging consequences for the stability of the global human-environment system. ¶ Social power is an organic constitution grounded in an exploitative relationship with nature by which energy is extracted from natural resources, transformed into a commodity (through production) and eventually consumed. Energy is thus the very condition of production—but to examine the fl uctuating relationship between the two requires the recognition of social power through property : that is, the way access to land, resources and technology to enable energy production is mediated through property rights, which in turn are related to confi gurations of class (Wood 1981 ; Aston et al. 1987 ; Rioux and Dufour 2008 ). ¶ It is therefore necessary, in examining the energy trajectory of human civilization as a whole, to investigate inequalities in social power and class in the context of differentiated access to land, resources and technology between various human groups, and how this relates to the thermodynamics of energy as applied to human society as a complex adaptive system. This will enable us to properly grasp the processes of extraction, transformation and consumption of energy through labor, and varying relationships between society, labor, technology and natural resources, that are integral to diagnosing human civilization’s current predicament (Foster et al. 2010 ; Hall and Klitgaard 2012 ). ¶ The historical development of human civilization illustrates an accelerating trend in global net energy production driven by a series of increasingly sophisticated technological breakthroughs, each linked to fundamental shifts in the humanenvironment relations and corresponding socio-political and economic systems of organization. These civilizational phase-shifts toward more complex forms can be conceptualized in multiple overlapping ways. ¶ These phase-shifts have encompassed fundamental transitions in the energy metabolism of human societies—in terms of both the types of energy extracted, and the relations of production by which this energy is extracted, stored and mobilized in society through the creation of goods and services. These energy sources include our own muscle and that of animals, as well as wood, wind, water, coal, oil, and nuclear power (LePoire et al. 2015 ). The relations of production accompanying these phase shifts have included the following social-property relations: huntergatherer, nomadic, pastoral, agrarian, feudalism, slavery, agrarian capitalism, industrial capitalism, and neoliberal fi nance capitalism, which is rapidly moving to a new phase of late capitalism predominated by information technology and artifi cial intelligence (Ahmed 2009 ). ¶ It is also important to note that each new phase-shift does not necessarily constitute a clean break with previous shifts, but in the course of increasing complexity often builds on or incorporates older structures within a new, wider structural context. One useful way of understanding this process in an evolutionary fashion is through Arthur Koestler’s concept of nested self-organizing hierarchical systems which successively incorporate less complex systems to create higher scales of overarching complexity (Pichler 1999 ). ¶ While the latest phase shift of neoliberal fi nance capitalism has been able to generate an unprecedented level of wealth within the system, it has simultaneously developed an unprecedented degree of global inequality between the core—consisting of a transnational nexus of class power centred in the former G8—dominating the world’s productive resources including energy, raw materials, military and information technology; and the periphery—whose countries remains largely subordinated to the global structures institutionalized by the core (Ahmed 2009 ; Tainter 1990 ). ¶ 2.3 The Physics of System Failure ¶ Today, human civilization under late capitalism maintains its increasing distance from thermodynamic equilibrium via the throughput of vast quantities of increasingly depleted fossil fuel reserves, along with other fi nite and increasingly scarce resources such as metal ores, radionucleotides, rare earth elements, phosphate fertilizer, arable land, and fresh water (Nekola et al. 2013 ). ¶ One indicator of the system’s growing complexity today is the measure of material throughput, or economic growth—Gross Domestic Product (GDP). Under capitalist social-property relations, GDP must continuously increase through the maximization of private sector profi ts, simply for businesses to survive in the competitive marketplace and for the economy to maintain its ability to meet the consumption requirements of a growing population. However, as the complexity of human civilization has advanced, the continual growth in material throughput is correlated with an escalating rate of depletion of energy and raw materials, as well as an acceleration in the dissipation of energy through intensifying greenhouse gas emissions. ¶ Robust scientifi c assessments now demonstrate that the continuation of those biophysical processes of environmental degradation in a business-as-usual scenario will, before the end of the twenty-fi rst century, fundamentally undermine the biophysical basis of human civilization in its current mode of material organization and structural complexity. Further, the uncontrolled energy releases generated by these biophysical processes are manifested in climate change, extreme weather events, and natural disasters (Earth System Disruption); and drives geopolitical competition, social unrest, and violent confl ict (Human System Destabilization). ¶ These manifestations of dissipative energy release can be seen as distinctive feedback processes resulting from human civilization’s accelerating exploitation of fossil fuel energy sources within the context of the biophysical limits of the environment. In turn, these two strands of systemic feedbacks—Earth System Disruption (ESD) and Human System Destabilization (HSD)—are occurring within a single, overarching human-environment system, and thus are already inherently interconnected, therefore feeding back into each other. ¶ This mutual feedback process creates an amplifying global systemic feedback in which: (1) ESD drives HSD, which in turn generates ‘security’ issues perceived through the lens of ‘threat’ and ‘risk’ analysis; (2) this invites traditional securitized human responses that focus on the expansion of existing military, political and economic power to stabilize existing structures of authority and advance prevailing mechanisms of energy extraction and mobilization; (3) the entrenchment and expansion of existing structures undermines human civilization’s capacity to pursue structural modifications to ameliorate, mitigate or prevent [Earth Systems Disruption] ESD, thus intensifying ESD; (4) the feedback process continues as ESD drives further [Human System Destabilization] HSD. ¶ The trajectory of this amplifying global systemic feedback, carried to its logical conclusion and assuming no intervening shift, is simply the protracted, cascading collapse of human civilization in its current form toward increasingly less complex, and therefore less resource-intensive configurations, corresponding to available resources and constrained within the environmental limits imposed by accelerating climate change (Tainter 1990).

Vote neg to interrogate the 1AC’s epistemological failures and accept insecurity
Mark Neocleous 8, Professor of Government at Brunel, 2008, “Critique of Security,” p. 185-186
The only way out of such a dilemma, to escape the fetish, is perhaps to eschew the logic of security altogether – to reject it as so ideologically loaded in favour of the state that any real political thought other than the authoritarian and reactionary should be pressed to give it up. That is clearly something that cannot be achieved within the limits of bourgeois thought and thus could never even begin to be imagined by the security intellectual. It is also something that the constant iteration of the refrain ‘this is an insecure world’ and reiteration of one fear, anxiety and insecurity after another will also make it hard to do. But it is something that the critique of security suggests we may have to consider if we want a political way out of the impasse of security.¶ This impasse exists because security has now become so all-encompassing that it marginalises all else, most notably the constructive conflicts, debates and discussions that animate political life. The constant prioritising of a mythical security as a political end – as the political end – constitutes a rejection of politics in any meaningful sense of the term. That is, as a mode of action in which differences can be articulated, in which the conflicts and struggles that arise from such differences can be fought for and negotiated, in which people might come to believe that another world is possible – that they might transform the world and in turn be transformed. Security politics simply removes this; worse, it removes it while purportedly addressing it. In so doing it suppresses all issues of power and turns political questions into debates about the most efficient way to achieve ‘security’, despite the fact that we are never quite told – never could be told – what might count as having achieved it. Security politics is, in this sense, an anti-politics,141 dominating political discourse in much the same manner as the security state tries to dominate human beings, reinforcing security fetishism and the monopolistic character of security on the political imagination. We therefore need to get beyond security politics, not add yet more ‘sectors’ to it in a way that simply expands the scope of the state and legitimises state intervention in yet more and more areas of our lives.¶ Simon Dalby reports a personal communication with Michael Williams, co-editor of the important text Critical Security Studies, in which the latter asks: if you take away security, what do you put in the hole that’s left behind? But I’m inclined to agree with Dalby: maybe there is no hole.142 The mistake has been to think that there is a hole and that this hole needs to be filled with a new vision or revision of security in which it is re-mapped or civilised or gendered or humanised or expanded or whatever. All of these ultimately remain within the statist political imaginary, and consequently end up reaffirming the state as the terrain of modern politics, the grounds of security. The real task is not to fill the supposed hole with yet another vision of security, but to fight for an alternative political language which takes us beyond the narrow horizon of bourgeois security and which therefore does not constantly throw us into the arms of the state. That’s the point of critical politics: to develop a new political language more adequate to the kind of society we want. Thus while much of what I have said here has been of a negative order, part of the tradition of critical theory is that the negative may be as significant as the positive in setting thought on new paths.¶ For if security really is the supreme concept of bourgeois society and the fundamental thematic of liberalism, then to keep harping on about insecurity and to keep demanding ‘more security’ (while meekly hoping that this increased security doesn’t damage our liberty) is to [foreclose] [blind] ourselves to the possibility of building real alternatives to the authoritarian tendencies in contemporary politics. To situate ourselves against security politics would allow us to circumvent the debilitating effect achieved through the constant securitising of social and political issues, debilitating in the sense that ‘security’ helps consolidate the power of the existing forms of social domination and justifies the short-circuiting of even the most democratic forms. It would also allow us to forge another kind of politics centred on a different conception of the good. We need a new way of thinking and talking about social being and politics that moves us beyond security. This would perhaps be emancipatory in the true sense of the word. What this might mean, precisely, must be open to debate. But it certainly requires recognising that security is an illusion that has forgotten it is an illusion; it requires recognising that security is not the same as solidarity; it requires accepting that insecurity is part of the human condition, and thus giving up the search for the certainty of security and instead learning to tolerate the uncertainties, ambiguities and ‘insecurities’ that come with being human; it requires accepting that ‘securitizing’ an issue does not mean dealing with it politically, but bracketing it out and handing it to the state; it requires us to be brave enough to return the gift.143

Framework---2NC
The role of the judge is to grade the epistemological coherence of their 1AC---the plan’s hypothetical enactment is irrelevant if we win that its epistemological foundations are suspect. It’s a better standard than weighing fiated implementation because it holds them to the merits of their ideas and eliminates their capacity to benefit from a kind of performative fiat that ignores the reality of debate.

You’re an educator, not a policymaker---use an academic standard because debate only consists of the presentation of scholarly research so the knowledge claims it makes must be first as they set the entire debate. Framework makes the alt and perm irrelevant---if a student turns in an F paper, the teacher doesn’t write a better one to show why the students was bad---likewise, pointing out major deficiencies in the 1AC construction should be enough for you to vote negative---our critique is just a different decision-making rubric for accepting or rejecting an advocacy.

Fairness arguments are wrong---they get to set the terms of the debate, the first and last speech and can structure their advocacy however they want, which means they should be prepared to defend the social contexts and methodologies which shape their justifications. We didn’t PIK out of un-highlighted words---we’re asking a fundamental question of epistemology and impact turning their answer which necessarily implicates solvency.

Prioritize epistemological interrogation---theory at every level is necessary to establish political relevance and drive effective political engagement 
Beate Jahn 17, Professor of International Relations at the University of Sussex, 3/1/17, “Theorizing the Political Relevance of International Relations Theory,” International Studies Quarterly, Vol 61, Issue 1, p. 64-77
In the modern context, the intimate linkage between politics and knowledge is established and reproduced through separation. Only by distancing itself from the particularities of politics and developing the language of universal reason can science establish its political relevance. This paradoxical relationship turns on its head the widely shared assumption that increasing levels of abstraction—from empirical to theoretical and metatheoretical work—undermine political relevance. Instead, with every step away from concrete policies, academic studies address broader questions, speak to wider audiences, and play a more foundational role for politics (Eriksson 2014, 102). Each of these levels of abstraction, moreover, constitutes an integral part of modern science and therefore also of its political relevance. “Practically relevant knowledge” is therefore not possible without “metatheoretical reflection” (Reus-Smit 2013, 605), and vice versa.¶ Locating the discipline of IR within the context of this relationship between politics and knowledge also illuminates the nature and function of some of its core features. It shows that the poverty of its subject matter, its fragmentation, and its immaturity arise from the ultimate limitation of modern knowledge—its inability to provide an account of totality—and is therefore common to all modern sciences. Within this context, however, fragmentation does not function as a barrier to scientific progress. Instead, it drives it in the form of greater theoretical pluralism. And far from indicating an “end of theory,” the waxing and waning of metatheoretical debates results from the political implications and limitations of scientific knowledge.¶ These dynamics of modern scientific development, in turn, carry with them political implications. Despite its universalist aspirations, modern knowledge is always partial and can only illuminate norms already embodied in given practices rather than generating guiding principles for practice (Weber 1948, 147). For this reason, the role of IR scholars interested in improving politics cannot be reduced to the “heroic” one “of providing scientifically derived knowledge by which foreign policy may be guided,” but must fundamentally include “the ‘ironic’ one of ensuring that rival explanations can be heard” (Zambernardi 2016, 4–5).¶ Theory, in sum, plays a pivotal role for the constitution, reproduction, and progressive development of IR as a modern science. What is more, theory at every level of abstraction plays a constitutive role for the political relevance of modern science in general. And theory, at every level of abstraction, also plays a directly political role. Theory, in short, is both indispensable and highly practical.¶ Finally, the implications of the present study apply also to its own findings. By focusing on the common epistemic basis of the modern sciences and modern politics, I established connections between politics and knowledge, and between IR and other disciplines. This highlights the political relevance of abstract and concrete, good and bad quality, and accessible and inaccessible studies. Yet, by focusing on the modern episteme, this study necessarily abstracts from the ontological dimension—from the specificities of politics and knowledge, the differences between IR and other modern sciences, between abstract and concrete, critical and mainstream, good- and bad-quality work. The source of the confusion over the relevance of IR, however, has always lain in the epistemic basis of the relation between modern politics and the sciences.

And, if they win policymaking good endorse the aff without the justifications we’re critiquing
Philippe Bourbeau 15, Associate Professor, holder of the Canada Research Chair in Immigration and Security, in the Department of Political Science at the University Laval, Ph.D. from the University of British Columbia, Juha A. Vuori, Professor of World Politics at the University of Helsinki, Adjunct Professor of International Politics at the University of Tampere, 11/16/15, “Security, resilience and desecuritization: multidirectional moves and dynamics,” Critical Studies on Security, Vol. 3, No. 3, p. 257-259
Securitization and desecuritization ¶ The ceteris paribus normative push, and political recommendation of the securitization approach has been ‘less security, more politics’, and the development of ‘possible modalities’ for the desecuritization of politics (Wæver 1989a, 52): it is generally (which can only be assessed in practice though) more conducive to treat identities as identities, religion as religion, the environment as the environment, and so on, and to engage their politics through the particular modalities and rationalities of those fields rather than those of security. In the received reading, whilst securitization raises issues into the realm of security policies and practices (arrow 2a in Figure 1), desecuritization lowers issues back into the realm of ‘regular politics’ or removes issues from the political agenda altogether (arrow 1 in Figure 1). ¶ Desecuritization can be achieved through a number of options: by simply not talking about issues in terms of security, by keeping responses to securitized issues in forms that do not create security dilemmas or other vicious spirals, and by moving security issues back into ‘normal politics’ (Wæver 2000, 253). These options can follow objectivist, constructivist or deconstructivist strategies in bringing about desecuritization (Huysmans (1995, 65–67). These strategies differ in regard to how the process relates to the claimed threat: has the threat been dealt with, can the security drama be somehow handled from without, or can identities beyond security threats be produced from within the process. ¶ Beyond conceptualizing desecuritization as an option or a strategy, it has also been viewed from the viewpoint of political actors (de Wilde 2008, 597), and their political moves in games of contestation and resistance (Vuori 2011a, 2015). There can be desecuritizing actors who evade, circumvent or directly oppose securitizing moves by, for example, emphasizing competing threats (de Wilde 2008, 597). Security policies aim at desecuritization (the solution to the threatening situation), but desecuritization can also happen independently from the actions of securitizing or desecuritizing actors: the original security problem may be solved, institutions may adapt through new reproductive structures, discourses may change (e.g., with the loss of interest or audiences), and the original referent object may be lost (de Wilde 2008). ¶ A key issue of debate has been on whether desecuritization can be considered to be an active political process, or whether desecuritization can only happen as a fading away of the issue (Behnke 2006, 65): the question is whether the logic and possibility of securitization is necessarily retained in explicit discussions of whether an issue has retained the status of a security issue. As empirical studies of securitization and desecuritization dynamics (e.g., Salter and Mutlu 2013; Lupovici 2014; Vuori 2015; Donnelly 2015) have shown, it is difficult to point to a definitive end point for either securitization or desecuritization: political and social situations evolve. Whichever the philosophical stance on how and whether desecuritization can be achieved (Vuori 2011a), such empirical studies show that political actors do make active desecuritization moves. ¶ Indeed, systematizing empirical studies of desecuritization, Hansen (2012, 529; 539–545) has identified four ideal type forms for the concept. In regard to its issues of concern, namely the status of enmity and the possibility of a public sphere, when a larger conflict is still within the realm of possibility, but when a particular issue is presented with terms other than security, we have an instance of (1) ‘change through stabilisation’ (arrow 2b in Figure 1); when another issue takes the place of a previously securitized issue, we have (2) ‘replacement’; when the originally phrased threat is resolved, we have (3) rearticulation; and finally, when potentially insecure subjects are marginalized through depoliticization, we have (4) ‘silencing’ (types 2–3 are represented by arrow 1 in Figure 1). ¶ The previous literature on both securitization (arrow 2a in Figure 1) and desecuritization (arrow 1 in Figure 1) has produced ample illustrations of both dynamics. As a brief example of how both dynamics can alter between the same political actors, we can use some of the vicissitudes of Sino-Soviet relations. ¶ China entered the Cold War in the Soviet camp and relied on the Soviet Union as the guarantee of the international security of the new People’s Republic. Chinese views in the late 1940s clearly structured the world into two opposing camps, with China firmly in the Soviet one (Mao 1949). In the 1950s, however, Sino-Soviet relations soured, and the following ‘Sino-Soviet split’ (Lüthi 2008) has been used as an example of the capacity of ‘parochial’ securitizations to become disaffected by or even be withdrawn from dominant ‘macrosecuritizations’ (Buzan and Wæver 2009, 257). ¶ Following the split, Sino-Soviet relations in the 1960s were characterized by intensive ideological conflict, and Mao Zedong securitized Soviet revisionism as a major threat for the Chinese Communist Party (Vuori 2011b). Indeed, newly available documents suggest that it was the Chinese side, in effect Mao Zedong, which was more active in the pursuit of ideological conflict (Lüthi 2008, 2). In his securitization of the Soviet Union, Mao linked the revisionism he identified there to that which he also securitized domestically (Vuori 2011b), and the issue of revisionism was presented as an issue of life and death for the party. ¶ Sino-Soviet relations began to mend in the 1980s with the removal of a number of political obstacles and with the intensification of the conflict between the United States and the Soviet Union (Wishnick 2001). Yet, it is only with the fall of the Soviet Union that we can see an overall desecuritization in the form of rearticulation (Hansen 2012, 542–544) taking place in Sino-Russian relations. In the aftermath of the end of the Cold War, China’s line was not to take the lead in international affairs. China worked towards ‘world multipolarization’, which was exemplified with China and Russia forming a ‘strategic partnership’ in 1996. China and Russia even shared the same ‘threat package’ of ‘terrorism, separatism, and religious extremism’ (the ‘three evils’) within the Shanghai Cooperation Organization (Jackson 2006, 310). These are strong indicators of how the two states have managed to reform their identities away from the Sino-Soviet antagonism. In the overall state relations then, we can see a rearticulative desecuritization tactic at play on both sides: ever since the early 1980s, China’s policy towards the Soviet Union (and later Russia) shifted from antagonism to one of collaboration and negotiation rather than securitization.¶ Desecuritization can be conceptualized in the above manner as a negative ontological corollary to securitization. Yet, it is also prudent to investigate securitization and desecuritization as political moves in order to potentially understand the logic of when and how they are wielded in practical politics. It is proposed here that in addition to instances where a securitized situation is dismantled (arrow 1 in Figure 1), desecuritization can also be viewed as a political move that can be deployed before ‘securitization plays’ in a game of securitization (arrow 2a in Figure 1). In other words, desecuritization moves – both in terms of discourse and practice – can be used in a pre-emptive manner before the threshold of securitization is reached (arrow 2b in Figure 1). For Wæver (2000, 254), silencing can be a strategy to ‘pre-empt or forestall securitization’. We argue here that beyond silencing, active desecuritization efforts can be made to block the escalation of a contention. Thereby, in addition to change through stabilization (Hansen 2012) and the silencing of an issue (Wæver 2000), there can be explicit rebuttals of security frames and claims before they are solidified into policy. This tactic can be termed ‘pre-emptive desecuritization through rebuttal’.

Perm---2NC
Perm links or severs---all links are disads that prove that it includes their security representations. They can’t jettison reps---jacks neg ground and makes the aff conditional, destroys argument development and makes negating impossible which turns their framework args. Forcing the aff to defend knowledge production is necessary to check the insane race ridiculous impacts that dilutes debate’s value. Plan focus is bad---reduces a 9-minute advocacy to a 4 second sentence and trains irresponsible students who can’t defend the presumptions. No offense because they choose the representations to put in the 1AC, defending them is reciprocal since they use them to outweigh disads.

The permutation is the worst form of paranoid politics---it gives into their threats of immediate consequences and thereby feeds their psychosis---the belief we can fill the gaps in security and then move beyond it fails to escape the grip of anxiety and is the ultimate inauthentic act---complete rejection is critical---that’s Neocleous.

None of our alt competition arguments are based on the plan mechanism so using it as a basis for perm competition is nonsense---that was Framework.

Utilitarian appeals to rehabilitate security occlude resisting its foundations
Chris Rossdale 16, Teaching Fellow, International Relations, University of Warwick, “Activism, resistance and security,” Chapter 14 of Ethical Security Studies: A new research agenda, eds. Nyman and Burke, 2016, no page #
The previous two sections have highlighted a number of ways in which practices of resistance and activism engage the relationship between ethics and security in different ways. In producing subjugated knowledges, revealing the exclusions and power relations of established discourses, and engaging in security practices which seek to more directly respond to the insecurity faced by ordinary people, they invite an ethical response to security and insecurity. However, it limits our engagement with practices of resistance if we only see them as exploring ‘better’ or ‘more ethical’ ways of providing security. The more radical challenge to the politics of security comes when we see activism not simply as refusing particular orders of security, but as resisting the very conceptual and political foundations of security. This final section explores such an interpretation, looking at the ways in which the most substantive way to engage the relationships between ethics, security, resistance and activism comes when we view practices of resistance as (at their best) working to deconstruct security. I begin by outlining some of the arguments which suggest that the concept of security cannot so easily be refashioned in a more ethical form and that thinking in terms of resistance might take us further. I then look at how we might view such a resistance in the context of political activism, looking at some examples from anarchist activist groups.¶ A number of writers have argued that the concept of security is built around a series of images, codes and logics which render it deeply problematic and a dangerous candidate for rehabilitation. They have pointed out the ways in which our contemporary fascination with proliferating images of threat, danger and response, grounded in desperate but impossible fantasies of control and mastery, tends towards authoritarian political formations and the de facto legitimacy of dominant power relations (Edkins 2003; Campbell 1998: Shepherd 2008: 72–75). The pursuit of security serves to contain subjects within the existing order, promising protection in return for some level of compliance or obedience in a manner not dissimilar to a protection racket (Spike Peterson 1992: 50–52). As Mark Neocleous notes, such dynamics serve to neutralise radical political action, ‘encouraging us to surrender ourselves to the state in a thoroughly conservative fashion’ (2008: 4).¶ To understand how the pursuit of security intertwines with political authority, it is important to recognise the dependent relationship between security and insecurity. Institutions and technologies of security can only function in a context of insecurities, which they may identify and seek to pacify, but which they also need (and for which, of course, they are often responsible). In Michael Dillon’s terms, ‘it is only because it is contoured by insecurity, and because in its turn it also insecures, that security can secure’ (1996: 127). The nature and content of security depends on its particular relationship with insecurity, with its exclusions and violences and particular (political) designations of threat. This regulative binary of security/insecurity intersects with others that have similar effects, such as order/chaos, inside/outside and sovereignty/anarchy. All of them regulate politics in a manner which cements the place of political authority. On the latter dichotomy, Richard Ashley’s comments are pertinent:¶ On the one hand, the sign of ‘sovereignty’ betokens a rational identity: a homogeneous and continuous presence that is hierarchically ordered, that has a unique centre of decision presiding over a coherent ‘self’, and that is demarcated from, and in opposition to, an external domain of difference and change that resists assimilation to its identical being. On the other hand, the sign of ‘anarchy’ betokens this residual external domain: an aleatory domain characterised by difference and discontinuity, contingency and ambiguity, that can be known only for its lack of the coherent truth and meaning expressed by a sovereign presence. ‘Anarchy’ signifies a problematic domain yet to be brought under the controlling influence of a sovereign centre … whether it be an individual actor, a group, a class, or a political community.¶ (1988: 230)¶ As he identifies the conservatising regulation at the heart of the sovereignty/anarchy dichotomy, so would I suggest that a similar process is at work in the logic of security, privileging that which is rationally bounded, coherent and compliant, and necessitating the pacification or pathologisation of that which is not.¶ Political imaginaries rooted in binary concepts limit our ethical landscape in a variety of ways. As V. Spike Peterson argues:¶ [a]s long as we remain locked in dichotomies, we cannot accurately understand and are less likely to transform social relations: not only do oppositional constructions distort the contextual complexity of social reality, they set limits on the questions we ask and the alternatives we consider. True to their “origin” (Athenian objectivist metaphysics), the dichotomies most naturalized in Western world views (abstract-concrete, reason-emotion, mind-body, culture-nature, public-private) are both medium and outcome of objectification practices. Retaining them keeps us locked in to their objectifying-reifying-lens on our world(s) and who we are.¶ (1992: 54)¶ In such a context, rather than seeking to rehabilitate security (and remain within this security/insecurity dichotomy), it might be more productive to resist, displace or deconstruct it.¶ This is not a simple prospect; refusing the social fantasy of security would, in Jenny Edkins’ terms, involve ‘facing, on a day-to-day basis, questions many of us prefer to forget, if we can’, and ‘would involve a shift away from the notion of sovereign state and sovereign individual … would entail the development of a new vision of political community, one that was not based on the coming together of discrete participles to produce closed systems’ (2003: 368–369). While the violent politics of security is enacted through social institutions, it is also (as the discussion above shows) embedded in categories of thought. The binaries of security/insecurity, order/chaos, sovereignty/anarchy and more impose a theoretical domination which conditions political possibility in particular authoritarian ways. As such, the task of resistance might be to break down such binaries. This may take place through mocking, subverting or outwardly refusing the closures such binaries enact (Rossdale forthcoming-a; Rossdale forthcoming-b), or through embracing the proliferation of definitions of security as an aporetic space in which ‘to think and create new social, ethical and economic relationships outside the oppressive structures of political and epistemological order’ (Burke 2007: 30–31).¶ What I want to suggest here is that we can interpret many practices of activism and resistance as engaging in precisely this kind of resistance to security/insecurity; that is, not just as affirming ‘more ethical’ securities (though they may also do this), but as mounting a challenge to the conceptual and political order of security more generally. In a sense, this is not surprising, so often is resistance framed as that insecurity, chaos and anarchy which necessitates securing, ordering and sovereign gestures. It is also an unstable series of interventions, liable to recuperation within a set of security discourses which swiftly reposition challenge as threat. Nonetheless, these resistances hold open spaces for an ethical critique not only of particular orders of security, but more generally of the ways in which security orders.

If they win this, kick the alt and vote neg on a case turn---winning our contextual links impact turns the aff.
They can’t permute their reps---their crisis rhetoric masks American hypocrisy and deflects from sustained critique 
Jeanne Morefield 16, Professor of Politics at Whitman College, 12/15/16, "Business As Usual: Donald Trump and American Empire," https://thedisorderofthings.com/2016/12/15/business-as-usual-donald-trump-and-american-empire/
But the story of crisis language in the twentieth-century is more complicated than that.  When Thomas Wright of the Brookings Institute, pleaded with his readers just before the election to understand that we are “forty-eight hours away from a new world crisis” he did so in order to stress how rare the moment was, how singular the threat, and how urgent the need to defeat Trump. “World crises,” he argued, “are rare. They occur when a fault-line opens up in the international system that generates enormous instability and unleashes powerful opposing forces with no means of reconciling them.”¶ And yet, while “world crises” in these exact, global terms may be rare, the way Wright uses the idea is not. Indeed, those of us who study the discursive traditions attached to British and American forms of liberal imperialism over the last one hundred years know that crisis language – the kind that positions the “indispensable” imperial nation as perennially on the brink, always the only thing sewing together the fabric of the universe – has a long and ignoble history.¶ Claims that liberal values and Western Civilization are in immediate danger of decline are simply how liberals with an interest in rationalizing the continuing hegemonic/imperial power of their states imagine the movement of time. They are as common as air. Because at the very heart of the liberal imperial project lies a bundle of deeply unsettling and irreconcilable ideological contradictions that all cluster around one central, gnawing hypocrisy: how can an immensely powerful, heavily militarized state, that claims to be grounded on the ideals of freedom, democracy, and a respect for sovereign autonomy consistently deny those very ideals to vast swaths or the world’s population and still be liberal? This is the primal ideological wound that never fully heals, the discursive disconnect that requires constant rhetorical managing primarily by encouraging people to look elsewhere – anywhere – but at the contradiction. The idea of crisis, therefore, lies at the core of this liberal imperial politics of deflection. It is a key weapon in the rhetorical arsenal.¶ For instance, just before World War One and at the height of British imperial power, worried pro-imperial, liberal pundits associated with the Roundtable Society – shortly thereafter to become the Royal Society of International Affairs (Chatham House) whose members would play a not-insignificant role in helping to found the Council on Foreign Relations in America in 1921 – produced countless memoranda, journal articles, and papers fretting over the demise of the liberal world order, the dangerous waves of Indian laborers marauding through the Commonwealth, and the relentless rise of an ever expanding China.¶ Nearly one hundred years later, liberal internationalist scholar Ikenberry – who uses the word “crisis” in the titles of his published work perhaps more than any other IR scholar writing today – has made strikingly similar observations about the threat posed to the liberal international order by rising powers, particularly China. The clarifying logic at work for liberal British imperialists then, and contemporary supporters of America’s hegemony now, is always the same: “If not us, then who? China? Russia? Come on, really? At this moment of crisis, you’re going to choose them?” In the long twentieth-century of liberal imperialism – British and American – the idea of crisis looms so large that it blocks out the sun.¶ Again, my point in highlighting the ways members of the foreign policy establishment – Democrats and Republicans, liberal internationalists, realists, and neocons alike – participate in occluding the fact of American empire through their use of crisis language is not meant to suggest that there isn’t something profoundly troubling about the rise of Donald Trump. Nor am I implying that opposing fascism is not our primary responsibility as citizens and activists in this new era. Rather, I want to suggest that, in the long and brutal fight against Trumpism that is to come, we resist the temptation to let liberal imperialism off the hook for the sake of concentrating solely on the greater evil. Because when Democrats and Republicans insist again and again that the United States is a liberal hegemon, or an “indispensable nation,” or a democratic super power, or a reluctant world leader – anything other than an empire – what alternative to empire are we left with?¶ And if empire is the only thing we can ever expect, all the way down, then Trump and fascism are always going to be possibilities; they lie there, just below the thin surface of the “liberal, rules based order,” waiting to break through. We need to ask ourselves how, in this environment bristling with silences, misdirection, and deflection, we can create the space where another world becomes possible. The success of the Sanders movement in this country suggests that such alternative accounts of political life not only exist but have enormous popular support if only we can wrest them from the liberal crises that perennially narrow the aperture of our political vision.¶ The struggle now must be to tie a critique of liberal deflection on a domestic level with the fight against empire globally. That fight requires collective humility and sustained reflection on America’s role in the world. In other words, it requires forging the kinds of critiques, countermemories, and counternarratives that, in the words of Edward Said, “will not allow conscience to look away or fall asleep.”

Impact
2NC---Impact 

1. Endless war
Charlotte Heath-Kelly 18, Associate Professor in Politics and International Studies at the University of Warwick, Ph.D. in International Politics from Aberystwyth University, 2018, “Forgetting ISIS: enmity, drive and repetition in security discourse,” Critical Studies on Security, Vol. 6, No.1, p. 85-86
Security never seems to make any progress. Despite military investments, security reviews and ever more powerful technological surveillance, European and North American populations are continually represented as unsafe. The most powerful states in the world, enjoying historically unprecedented levels of health, prosperity and stability, are simultaneously the most hysterically possessed by security-related fears. The compulsion to experience the self as insecure, despite evidence to the contrary, is the starting point for this paper. ¶ Much has been written about political anxiety in the fields of political theory and sociology. Corey Robin has explored the developing permutations of fear in Western philosophical thought as an operational concept (Robin 2004); Frank Furedi has explored how the social alienation and declining community ties associated with contemporary neoliberalism have led to cultures of insecurity (Furedi 2002), and Anthony Giddens and Ulrich Beck have both written about the transformation of risk and anxiety in an age where technology produces its own, sometimes existential, dangers (Beck 1992; Giddens 1990). Fear and risk are prominent topics on sociological and philosophical landscapes.¶ Not wanting to be left behind, international relations has also produced substantial literatures on the risk discourses and anxieties which dominate contemporary political life. Much of this research was initially located within the Copenhagen School of securitisation theory, which analysed the construction of threat by political elites and the centrality of speech acts to processes of securitisation (Buzan, Wæver, and De Wilde 1998; Hansen 2012a; McDonald 2008). The functionality of securitisation is here understood in terms of identity: identifying and invoking an external threat serves to performatively constitute the nation (Jackson 2005; McCrisken 2003).¶ In the wake of securitisation theory, European international relations developed a poststructuralist critique of Beck’s ‘Risk Society’ thesis. In their rethinking of risk, Claudia Aradau and Rens Van Munster critiqued Beck’s macro-sociological assumptions that risks exist independently in the world from the governmental technologies which invoke them (Aradau and Van Munster 2007). The incalculability of contemporary risks does not make them ungovernable, as Beck suggests; rather governance structures have shifted to incorporate the unpredictability of certain dangers into precautionary risk management. Incalculability becomes the modality of security.1 Poststructuralist International Relations has found fertile terrain in the idea of risks and their governance. Pushing this research beyond its focus on the security sector, Emmy Eklundh, Andreja Zevnik and Emmanuel Pierre-Guittet have explored the logics of anxiety at play in austerity politics and security governance, and the anxious and resistant subjectivities produced therein (Eklundh, Zevnik, and Pierre-Guittet 2017).¶ But what does it mean to centralise anxiety, fear and risk in Western political and sociological thought at a time of relative geopolitical stability and wealth? In his own take on the politics of anxiety, Mark Neocleous (2000) tackled the proliferation of (in)security and risk discourse in sociology and international relations, arguing that the acceleration of (in) securitisation reflects the policing of civil society to protect bourgeois property and status. The articulation of pollution, terrorism and migration as security threats depoliticises them; it silences the social and political creation of these issues, enabling governing structures to pursue technocratic solutions which efface the real genesis of threats: capital accumulation.¶ It is important to note that the arguments made by Neocleous, poststructuralist scholars of risk and securitisation theorists share more in common than their focus on political anxiety. They all also describe ambivalence within security practices towards the threat object. While politicians promise that destroying the enemy will bring about resolution and ontological stability, IR literatures show that frames of enmity enable the pursuit of other goals: biopolitical governance, identity consolidation and the furtherance of capital accumulation. There is a gap between security and its threat object. The threat object is made hypersignificant in political discourse, but it is simultaneously treated ambivalently and can be replaced at will. New objects wait in the wings as potential vessels for enmity.
2. No VTL under their security apparatus 
Michael Dillon 96, professor of Politics and International Relations at the University of Lancaster, 1996, Politics of Security, p. 26
Everything, for example, has now become possible. But what human being seems most impelled to do with the power of its actions is to turn itself into a species; not merely an animal species, nor even a species of currency or consumption (which amount to the same thing), but a mere species of calculation. For only by reducing itself to an index of calculation does it seem capable of constructing that political arithmetic by which it can secure the security globalised Western thought insists upon, and which a world made increasingly unpredictable by the very way human being acts into it now seems to require. Yet, the very rage for calculability which securing security incites is precisely also what reduces human freedom, inducing either despair or the surrender of what is human to the de-humanising calculative logic of what seems to be necessary to secure security. I think, then, that Hannah Arendt was right when she saw late modern humankind caught in a dangerous world-destroying cleft between a belief that everything is possible and a willingness to surrender itself to so-called laws of necessity (calculability itself) which would make everything possible. That it was, in short, characterised by a combination of reckless omnipotence and reckless despair. But I also think that things have gone one stage further—the surrender to the necessity of realising everything that is possible—and that this found its paradigmatic expression, for example, in the deterrent security policies of the Cold War; where everything up to and including self-immolation not only became possible but actually necessary in the interests of (inter)national security. This logic persists in the metaphysical core of modern politics—the axioms of interState security relations, popularised, for example, through strategic discourse— even if the details have changed.

   AT: Case Outweighs
Monocausal explanations for existential risk create a false sense of security that foreclose policy options necessary to avoid the same outcomes from different routes---turns the case and requires complexity theory to resolve serial policy failure
Liu Hin-Yan 18, Associate Professor at the Centre for international law, Conflict and Crisis at the University of Copenhagen, Ph.D. from Kings College London, et al., 4/22/18, “Governing Boring Apocalypses: A new typology of existential vulnerabilities and exposures for existential risk research,” Futures, Vol 102, p. 7-16
1. Introduction the definition and framings of existential risk¶ In recent years, a growing body of scholarship has argued that a new class of risks bears closer study, for their potential extreme impact on the survival of humanity (Bostrom, 2002, 2013; Bostrom & Cirkovic, 2011; Matheny, 2007; Rees, 2004). Prior research has identified a range of such human extinction risks (Bostrom & Cirkovic, 2008; Haggstrom, 2016; Pamlin & Armstrong, 2015), both natural and manmade, including risks from supervolcano eruption, asteroid impact, global warming, nuclear war, as well as more speculative risks from emerging technologies such as biotechnology, high-energy physics experiment disasters, or misaligned artificial intelligence. (Asimov, 1981; Baum & Barrett, 2016; Bostrom, 2014; Ord, Hillerbrand, & Sandberg, 2010; Posner, 2004; Sagan, 1983; Smil, 2005; Tegmark & Bostrom, 2005; Yudkowsky, 2008a).¶ While it is encouraging to see greater attention for a critical topic that has long remained understudied, it is relevant to ask how the framing of the field’s basic concepts shapes both which problems it identifies and prioritizes, as well as which policy approaches it considers and engages. In his seminal paper, Bostrom defined an existential risk as ‘[o]ne where an adverse outcome would either annihilate Earth-originating intelligent life or permanently and drastically curtail its potential’ (Bostrom, 2002). Thus in Bostrom’s view, existential risks are characterised both by their scope (pan-generational) and their intensity (crushing): the size of the group of people who are at risk1 and how badly each individual within that group is affected, respectively (Bostrom, 2002).¶ Much prior research on existential risks has thus deployed criteria and methodology which have identified discrete and independent challenges of sufficient severity and pervasiveness to bring about the ‘adverse outcome’ in a direct causal manner. In this reading, existential risks are an extreme offshoot of global catastrophic risks—disasters which “might have the potential to inflict serious damage to human well-being on a global scale” (Bostrom, 2013; Bostrom & Cirkovic, 2011, p. 2), but which fall short of permanent collapse. While we are not necessarily averse to the Bostromian definition of ‘adverse outcomes’—a definition which indeed seems to characterize the space of eventual outcomes to be avoided—we take more issue with the limited range of pathways towards this dreaded outcome-space, which much of the literature has focused on exploring. Specifically, as noted by others in the community, much prior research “has focused mainly on tracing a causal pathway from a catastrophic event to global catastrophic loss of life” (Avin et al., 2018, p. 1). As such there remains an event-focus, in the sense that only discrete events that are causally connected to the demise of humanity within a relatively short time-frame qualify as an existential risk (rather than a ‘merely’ globally catastrophic one, or a background risk).¶ 1.1. Existential risk (re)framings as crucial consideration for law & governance approaches¶ Distinguishing existential risks as a uniquely threatening outlier along the spectrum of global risks, however, is arguably an unnecessarily narrow framing of the field of study. Indeed, a high-profile ‘one-hit-KO’ existential risk such as a global nuclear war or a pandemic may constitute only one avenue towards that ‘adverse outcome’, and concentrating predominately upon (ways to intervene in) its origin and direct pathway, risks overshadowing other potential paths or disaster interaction effects2 that functionally converge towards that same disastrous outcome, even if only indirectly or over longer timescales, with a potentially higher probability. Indeed, as recently noted by scholars in the field, a full mapping of scenarios that lead to catastrophic outcomes “requires exploring the interplay between many interacting critical systems and threats, beyond the narrow study of individual scenarios that are typically addressed by single disciplines” (Avin et al., 2018, p. 2).The precise framing of ‘existential risks’ is therefore a crucial consideration, informing ethical, strategic, and epistemological (cf. academic) priorities in facing ‘adverse outcomes’. This is particularly the case in the context of studying how global political dynamics may interact with certain existential risks, and in formulating meaningfully effective policies and governance approaches to such risks. Of course, this is not to say that the field of existential risk studies has not sought to involve and engage with policy and governance approaches and solutions. Indeed, to its credit, research in the field of existential risks has actively sought to engage with these issues—given that, as Bostrom himself observes (2013:27), global cooperation is critical to mitigating a wide range of existential risks. Likewise, researchers within the ‘AI safety’ community are beginning to highlight fields such as policy and psychology, as under-represented but potentially promising approaches to addressing risks arising from AI (Brundage, 2017; Sotala, 2017b).¶ Accordingly, there has been research into the interaction effects between technologies and politics—such as the possibility that arms races might increase the risk that untested, powerful AI systems are deployed rashly or prematurely (Armstrong, Bostrom, & Shulman, 2013; Shulman, 2009). Other work has drawn on cognitive psychology, to study how people might structurally (mis)judge the probability of risks (Yudkowsky, 2008b). Likewise, work exploring policy- and governance approaches to mitigating existential risks has explored policy approaches that include insurance arrangements for large catastrophes (Taylor, 2008); technology taxes and subsidies (Posner, 2008); and work drawing on social (and organizational) psychology to assess ways to motivate AI researchers to choose beneficial AI designs (Baum, 2016). Yet, other work has examined the cost-effectiveness of biosecurity interventions (Millett & Snyder-Beattie, 2017); pricing externalities to balance public the risks and benefits of scientific research generally (Farquhar, Cotton-Barratt, & Snyder-Beattie, 2017); and proposing a general international regulatory regime to govern global catastrophic and existential risks from emerging technologies (Wilson, 2013). At present, a majority of existential risk research centres3 have articulated law and policy research as areas of interest, and scholars in this space have begun to translate such work into concrete proposed policy interventions—notably the 2017 GPP report, which included proposals to develop governance for geoengineering research; establish international scenario plans and exercises for engineered pandemics, and build international attention for existential risk reduction (Farquhar, Halstead et al., 2017).¶ Such work is highly encouraging, and the existential risk research agenda has benefited from it. Nonetheless, the risk remains that a too-narrow conception of ‘existential risks’ prematurely closes down the space of law and governance solutions that are possible—or necessary—in assuring humanity a non-catastrophic future—for instance, a future that, in Bostrom’s framing, meaningfully ‘maximize[s] the probability of an ok outcome’ (Bostrom, 2013, p. 19). However, if human extinction and the persistent and pervasive truncation of technological potential are not completely homologous, then tailoring our portfolio of policy responses exclusively to closing off the pathways these risks could take—and then calling it a day—would be insufficient. In fact, this might only afford future policymakers with a false sense of security, even as the world continues to reside in an overall state of ‘super-risk’ (Bermudez & Pardo, 2015).¶ This is especially the case when there is a narrow ‘technological’ (re)solution on offer—such as ‘improve global vaccine synthesis and production capability’, or ‘subsidize international technical AI safety research’—which promise to address or prevent the risk at its root. While such direct technological solutions may certainly be indispensable to averting some existential risks, they may not suffice in actually ‘plugging all the holes’ in our risk space. In a disciplinary context, there is a risk (admittedly self-correcting, given publication incentives) of the research agenda ‘halting’ early. In a real-world context, the availability of simple, straightforward ‘fixes’ might even pose a ‘moral hazard’, if policymakers or global governance systems which lack political will or the attention to explore more complex or costly changes, seize upon the ‘symbolic action’ of the straightforward, first-order mitigation strategies. Even where this is not the case, certain policy recommendations to mitigate existential risks might depend on too-optimistic a view of institutional rationality or capability.¶ 1.2. ‘Boring Apocalypses’: from existential hazards, to existential risks¶ While such efforts might mitigate specific existential risks, this might not translate into significantly lowering the overall probability of the ‘adverse outcome’, if only a part of the problem, or only one problem among many, is addressed. An alternative articulation is that only one path to the ‘adverse outcome’ is being explored by much research into existential risks: erecting obstacles along that path may indeed reduce the overall likelihood of manifesting these risks, but this might have little impact, or even no effect, upon the manifestation of the ‘adverse outcome’.¶ Thus, our view is that a materialised existential risk (what we call an ‘existential hazard’) is sufficient to lead to an (existentially) ‘adverse outcome’, but crucially, that this is unnecessary to reach that result. If the overarching objective is to lower the probability of human extinction or significant technological curtailment, adopting an array of approaches which complement the mitigation of direct existential risks are required. Within this broad spectrum of aligned approaches, we propose to introduce law, policy, regulatory and governance tools in this paper as an example. The choice of law and policy perspectives is two-fold: on one hand, they make it possible to take second-order considerations, which involve indirect and socially and culturally mediated paths towards ‘adverse outcomes’ into account; on the other hand, these recognise both the complexity of social organisation and the prospect that civilizational collapse may trigger or possibly instantiate existential outcomes. In this sense, law and policy approaches offer the possibility of complementing and enhancing the narrower approach adopted by contemporary existential risk research, to take into consideration other paths to existentially adverse outcomes; and to better anticipate vulnerabilities, exposures and failure modes in societal efforts to address existential risks.¶ 1.3. Exploring the implications of the existential risk framing: risks from AI¶ An example of this can be drawn from the prospect of super intelligent artificial intelligence (Bostrom, 2014; Yudkowsky, 2008a). Although the landmark research agenda articulated by Russell, Dewey, and Tegmark (2015) does call for research into ‘short-term’ policy issues, debates in this field of AI risk4 have—with some exceptions—identified the core problem as one of value alignment, where the divergence between the interests of humanity and those of the superintelligence would lead to the demise of humanity through mere processes of optimisation. Thus, the existential risk posed by the superintelligence lies in the fact that it will be more capable than we can ever be; human beings will be outmanoeuvred in attempts at convincing, controlling or coercing that superintelligence to serve our interests. As a result of this framing, the research agenda on AI risk has put the emphasis on evaluating the technical feasibility of an ‘intelligence explosion’ (Chalmers, 2010; Good, 1964) through recursive self-improvement after reaching a critical threshold (Bostrom, 2014; Sotala, 2017a; Yudkowsky, 2008a, Yudkowsky, 2013)5; on formulating strategies to estimate timelines for the expected technological development of such ‘human-level’ or ‘general’ machine intelligence (Armstrong and Sotala, 2012, Armstrong and Sotala, 2015; Baum, Goertzel, & Goertzel, 2011; Brundage, 2015; Grace, Salvatier, Dafoe, Zhang, & Evans, 2017; Müller & Bostrom, 2016); and on formulating technical proposals to guarantee that a superintelligence’s goals or values will remain aligned with those of humanity—the so-called superintelligence ‘Control Problem’ (Armstrong, Sandberg, & Bostrom, 2012; Bostrom, 2012, Bostrom, 2014; Goertzel & Pitt, 2014; Yudkowsky, 2008a).6¶ While this is worthwhile and necessary to address the potential risks of advanced AI, this framing of existential risks focuses on the most direct and causally connected existential risk posed by AI systems. Yet while super-human intelligence might surely suffice to trigger an existential outcome, it is not necessary to it. Cynically, mere human level intelligence appears to be more than sufficient to pose an array of existential risks (Martin, 2006; Rees, 2004).¶ Furthermore, some applications of ‘narrow’ AI which might help in mitigating against some existential risks, might pose their own existential risks when combined with other technologies or trends, or might simply lower barriers against other varieties of existential risks. To give one example; the deployment of advanced AI-enhanced surveillance capabilities7—including automatic hacking, geospatial sensing, advanced data analysis capabilities, and autonomous drone deployment—may greatly strengthen global efforts to protect against ‘rogue’ actors engineering a pandemic (“preventing existential risk”). It may also offer very accurate targeting and repression information to a totalitarian regimes,8 particularly those with separate access to nanotechnological weapons (“creating a new existential risk”). Finally, the increased strategic transparency of such AI systems might disrupt existing nuclear deterrence stability, by rendering vulnerable previously ‘secure’ strategic assets (“lowering the threshold to existential risk”) (Hambling, 2016; Holmes, 2016; Lieber & Press, 2017).¶ Finally, many ‘non-catastrophic’ trends engendered by AI—whether geopolitical disruption, unemployment through automation; widespread automated cyberattacks, or computational propaganda—might resonate to instil a deep technological anxiety or regulatory distrust in global public. While these trends do not directly lead to catastrophe, they could well be understood as a meta-level existential threat, if they spur rushed and counter-productive regulation at the domestic level, or so degrade conditions for cooperation on the international level that they curtail our collective ability to address not just existential risks deriving from artificial intelligence, but those from other sources (e.g. synthetic biology and climate change), as well.¶ These brief examples sketch out the broader existential challenges latent within AI research and development at preceding stages or manifesting through different avenues than the signature risk posed by superintelligence. Thus, addressing the existential risk posed by superintelligence is both crucial to avoiding the ‘adverse outcome’, but simultaneously misses the mark in an important sense.¶ 2. Re-examining existential risks: hazard, vulnerability, and exposure¶ While Bostrom’s leading typology identifies the general area inhabited by existential risks, it provides little guidance for how to differentiate among the diverse risks within that category (the box marked ‘X’), because these risks are not distinguished according to their source, characteristics, or complexity, but only their impact (“crushing”) and scope (“pan-generational”).9¶ However, given the range of distinct risks falling within the ‘X’ box—that is, risks that could cause or feed into an eventual terminal and crushing ‘adverse outcome’ for humanity—we suggest it relevant to deconstruct existential risks, and instead consider the broader category of ‘risks as a function of hazard, vulnerability and exposure’10,11:¶ Existential Risk = Hazard* Vulnerability * Exposure¶ Here, hazard denotes the external source of peril (which is captured within the prevailing agenda studying existential risks)—the ‘spark’ that threatens the pan-generational/crushing harm.¶ Vulnerability denotes propensities or weaknesses inherent within human social, political, economic or legal systems, that increase the likelihood of humanity succumbing to pressures or challenges that threaten existential outcomes.¶ Finally, exposure denotes the ‘reaction surface’—the number, scope and nature of the interface between the hazard and the vulnerability.¶ Thus, a hazard is what kills us, and a vulnerability is how we die. Exposure is the interface or medium between what kills us, and how we die. To take an example from disaster studies, a major earthquake only becomes a risk if the built, social or institutional environment can be destabilised during earthquakes of the threatened magnitude (“is vulnerable to”), and if such an environment is located in (“exposed to”) an earthquake zone. Thus, vulnerability and exposure refer to two different aspects of the affected system: how it breaks, and how it intersects with a given hazard’s operating space or pathways of impact (Fig. 1).¶ As a species of global catastrophic risks, the study of existential risks is often conflated with, and perhaps even collapsed into, the identification and mitigation of existential hazards. Where attention is paid to issues of vulnerability and exposure, these are often identified in light of an existential hazard. One of the leading sources and reference points in the field symptomatically organizes the field as a collection of existential hazards (Bostrom & Cirkovic, 2008). A caveat applies for a small subset of hazards of such enormous magnitude that it renders mitigation strategies focussing upon vulnerability and exposure less relevant, or perhaps even irrelevant. The paragon might be the scenarios of ‘simulation collapse’, or a high-energy physics experiment going awry, altering the astronomical vicinity and rendering life untenable (Ord et al., 2010). Such extreme hazards constitute the archetype of existential risks as a subset of global catastrophic risks and can only be addressed by managing the hazard head-on, with vulnerability and exposure components relegated to marginal roles:¶ Existential Risk = Existential Hazard * Vulnerability * Exposure¶ Thus, our claim is not that the field of existential risks research is looking in the wrong places—the emphasis on existential risks has enabled this field to identify a core group of existential hazards which would on their own suffice to bring about the ‘existentially adverse outcome’.¶ Nonetheless, there are also many other, slower and more intertwined ways in which the world might collapse, without being hit by spectacular hazards. To complement the study of existential risks we can draw upon lessons learnt through historical and anthropological studies of civilizational collapse. Thus, while existential risks concentrate upon clear-cut existential hazards, civilizational collapse research infers influential factors that were involved in trajectories of decline. These studies are beginning to challenge the traditional conceptual framework which set out a cyclical history, wherein a civilisations rise and fall, progressing through a predictable pattern of growth, zenith and decline in a gradual manner (Ferguson, 2011). In other words, historically civilizational collapses are boring. Diamond refined this model by recognising that civilizational collapse could be a slow and protracted process emerging from complex interactions (Diamond, 2006).¶ 3. Beyond hazards: vulnerability and exposure¶ In this paper, we set out to foreground the other two variables involved in the existential risk equation.¶ Thus, as noted, ‘vulnerability’ denotes propensities or weaknesses inherent within human social, political, economic or legal systems that increase the likelihood of humanity succumbing to pressures or challenges that threaten existential outcomes.¶ ‘Exposure’ indicates the nexus between external hazards and internal vulnerabilities: the interface at which the ‘adverse outcome’ precipitates from their interaction. Historical studies of civilizational collapses indicate that even small exogenous shocks can destabilise a vulnerable system (Diamond, 2006; Ferguson, 2011). Given this, studying ‘exposure’ is relevant in systematically analysing interaction effects: a cataclysmic hazard interacting with robust and resilient human systems may be survivable, but conversely, at the interstices at which our human technology, institutions or culture are most vulnerable, even minor (initially ‘non-catastrophic’) hazards can be the inflection point that tips these susceptible systems towards trajectories of collapse (Gladwell, 2001).12¶ In order to offset the tight coupling between existential risks and existential hazards, we will further dissect the vulnerability and exposure factors introduced in the existential risk calculus. Our proposed taxonomy distinguishes four general categories of vulnerability and exposure (see Table 1).¶ •Ontological: vulnerability through existing in a given location and time in our universe13;¶ •Passive: vulnerability through lack of action; ‘indirect’ exposure;¶ •Active: vulnerability because of insufficient/mis-specified action.¶ •Intentional: vulnerability or exposure knowingly maintained, for that purpose.¶ Note that for vulnerability, the Passive, Active and Intentional categories correspond to the jurisprudential concepts of ‘omission’ (‘failure to act’), ‘negligence’ (action, but with failure to exercise the appropriate care to prevent foreseeable future harm) and ‘intention’ (action with the known purpose to bring about a consequence).¶ Drawing such distinctions offers the opportunity to be more precise about the features or characteristics which give rise to the existential dimension of the challenge, and thus suggest specific points for targeted intervention, as well as potential failure modes to caution against.¶ Below, we combine these categories and their sub-divisions, in twin taxonomies of existential ‘vulnerabilities’ and ‘exposure’. We also seek to give concrete examples. Obviously, not all of these examples are currently unstudied—indeed many feature prominently in the existing literature—though in other cases they remain understudied. While this list is naturally not comprehensive, we hope that such examples enable researchers in the field of existential risks to locate their research in an overarching framework, as well as facilitating links to established scholarly fields which have studied given issues, without considering their bearing on larger existential risks.¶ 3.1. A taxonomy of ‘existential vulnerability’¶ Our proposed taxonomy for distinguishing between different manifestations of existential vulnerabilities is summarised in Table 2: note that the salience or tractability of these existential vulnerabilities to law and policy approaches increases as one goes down: ontological vulnerabilities appear (at present) highly intractable to mere law and policy—it would be a vain regulator indeed who would try to legislate against physical laws. However, as one proceeds to passive, active, or intended vulnerabilities, the salience of governance approaches increases (Table 3).¶ 3.1.1. Ontological vulnerability¶ The category of ontological vulnerability denotes intrinsic vulnerabilities associated with human existence. These include the possibility that we inhabit a computer simulation (Bostrom, 2002), which might be terminated or altered at any time. More conceptual and basic vulnerabilities—so fundamental that we often would not even consider them as such—include our existence as biological beings that are dependent (potentially more so than other species such as tardigrades) on continuous or relatively uninterrupted inputs of energy & resources (such as food, water, air, light, …), which renders the human species one comparatively vulnerable to ‘extinction’ events such as a supervolcano- or meteor-induced global winter. On a deeper level yet, all biochemistry is dependent on the existing laws of physics within which it evolved, rendering us acutely and terminally vulnerable to any processes (e.g. vacuum decay) which would profoundly alter these processes. Biological deterioration due to aging processes, or exterior damages, might also rank amongst these, although that is conditional on whether or not there exists a physical ‘hard ceiling’ to how far medical senescence research might extend human lifespans and reduce other vulnerabilities.¶ As these are background conditions at the frontiers of epistemology, we are unlikely to be able to unveil more than a fraction of these vulnerabilities. Also, as inherent features of human existence we have limited abilities to act effectively in this category. Perhaps the most utility we can extract from delimiting ontological vulnerability is to restrict its reach: in other words to leave this as a residual class of vulnerabilities inherent in existence.¶ 3.1.2. Vulnerabilities, passive and active; built, institutional and cultural¶ Passive vulnerabilities are characterised by inaction: the susceptibility to existential outcomes by virtue of failure to take appropriate measures. Conversely, active vulnerabilities arise in association with human activities, as by-products or unintended consequences.¶ Three cross-cutting sub-distinctions can also be made for both passive and active vulnerabilities: built, cultural, and institutional.¶ Built vulnerabilities are characterised by our (passive) failure to put into place relevant solutions or defences to existential challenges, or by our (active) failure to repair or correct the extant vulnerabilities in the legacy infrastructures we deploy, or the path-dependent ways we deploy them—even if we have such solutions or repairs at our disposal. Such solutions can in fact include some interventions proposed by the existential risk research agenda, such as an asteroid defence programme or the ability to systematically monitor for supervolcano eruptions (Denkenberger & Blair, 2018); they also cover the active existential risks posed by the technologies which humanity has introduced, but which go unfixed—such as architectural deficiencies creating intractable cybersecurity vulnerabilities in universally used computing chips. Because of the technical nature of engineered vulnerabilities, some of these are perhaps closest to the existing (policy) research agenda of the existential risk community—and at present some may consider that law and policy tools have less of a role to play, other than to coordinate efforts aimed at addressing them.¶ In contrast, top-down vulnerabilities resulting from suboptimal direction and coordination are captured by our sub-category of institutional vulnerability. Here, the line between active and passive is admittedly thin, where recklessness can be the distinguishing feature. Active institutional vulnerability may be characterised by failure to coordinate to address a known risk, such as climate change, or cyclical global economic melt-down. Passive institutional vulnerability may then be understood as directional and coordination failures that limit the scope of knowledge related to existential risks—perhaps an implicit ‘unwillingness to know’, which translates in an unwillingness to fund blue-sky research into charting ‘unknown unknowns’ (Rumsfeld, 2002).¶ Cultural vulnerability encompass the bottom-up societal dimensions, reflecting how certain social practices may affect susceptibility to existential challenges. Active cultural vulnerabilities include customary practices that facilitate the spread of pathogens, increasing susceptibility to pandemics, for example integrated commercial travel networks and interpersonal greeting rituals which encourage physical proximity or contact. Passive cultural vulnerabilities include the exclusion or ridicule of existential risks from serious discussion in public forums (let alone the halls of power). This increases collective vulnerabilities insofar as the public and policymakers underrate the prospects for existential risks (cognitive biases exacerbate these effects, Kahneman, 2012) resulting in further marginalisation.¶ 3.1.3. Intended vulnerabilities¶ Intended vulnerabilities are those which are created or retained specifically for that purpose, and within the existing research agenda are reflected in the premises of the ‘AI risk’ or ‘Apocalyptic AI’ movement (Geraci, 2010). Another salient example can, however, be found in nuclear force postures which (in the US context) features centralization of launch command authority along with a ‘launch-on-warning’ doctrine that relies on input from fallible early launch warning systems (Borrie, 2014; Sagan, 1993). Together, this gives rise to the catastrophic risk of an accidental nuclear war (Barrett, Baum, & Hostetler, 2013). Yet far from incidental, this is arguably by design. As the theorist Kenneth Boulding once observed: “if [deterrence] were really stable … it would cease to deter. If the probability of nuclear weapons going off were zero, they would not deter anybody” (Boulding, 1986, p. 32).14 The nuclear force knowingly renders itself more vulnerable to catastrophic accidents—sacrificing a degree of safety for the sake of strengthening operational readiness and deterrence. While less dramatic, similar intentional vulnerabilities could emerge from a state intelligence service knowingly holding back-doors or ‘zero-day-exploits’ which it identifies in critical infrastructure software, in the hope that this may enable more effective cyberattacks against rival states at a later state.¶ 3.1.4. Existential vulnerability: mitigation and adaptation strategies¶ This taxonomy of vulnerabilities can provide concrete suggestions for addressing existential risks. While the categories of ontological and intended vulnerabilities may seem superfluous, their treatment as additional classes allow limited resources to be concentrated into the most tractable areas. Perhaps the main contribution of this taxonomy is to highlight how existential risks need not be active and discernible, in the manner of the ‘hazards’ identified in the field. Instead, many of these risks can be latent, and slow-moving. Moreover, this taxonomy aids in understanding how human activities can impact paths towards ‘existential outcomes’ in several ways: (1) intent: by directly creating technologies which pose existential hazards (i.e. emerging technologies such as AI, nanotechnology and synthetic biology); (2) (negligence) by establishing complex systems for which failure is unavoidable (Perrow, 2011); (3) and by omission, the failure to take steps to confront existential risks.¶ Beyond merely refining the sources of existential risks, the contribution of this taxonomy lies in creating a roadmap for the study and integration of risks that have not yet received much or consistent attention in the field of existential risks. In doing so, we emphasise a number of existential vulnerabilities, such as global dependency upon a few species of staple crops, or certain types of globalised technologies (e.g. SCADA-based systems in critical infrastructure) that are not commonly recognised as sources or failure points of existential risks.¶ The study of existential ‘vulnerability’ may suggest that adaptation strategies are preferable to those of mitigation, both because of the inherent complexity underlying both forms of structural vulnerability and because adaptation can now occur simultaneously with mitigation. This is because the vulnerability analysis in effect opens up a parallel system where other trajectories of existential risks are at play. The rough equivalence drawn between traditional existential risks with existential hazards might have the effect of underselling adaptation strategies: it is illogical to conceive of robustness as a defence against the apocalypse, after all. Along with efforts to mitigate or avert existential hazards, however, we can now also plan for adaptation against vulnerabilities. Thus, adaptation strategies are not limited to actions undertaken after ‘the Fall’: instead they may become rational reactions towards limiting susceptibility to existential risks. In order to explore this potential further, we proceed to examine a taxonomy of exposure.¶ 3.2. A taxonomy of ‘Existential exposure’¶ As a parallel effort to our taxonomy on existential vulnerabilities, we set out a classification system to differentiate between different forms of exposure. It is worth recalling at this point that we use exposure to express the interface between hazards and vulnerabilities—between what kills us, and how we die. Both hazards and vulnerabilities in isolation remain as potentials: exposure is thus a means of actualising such potential into existential risks.¶ Such exposure can further be directed towards either the societal or the natural environment. This is about what is directly at risk: our (human) society and the common capabilities and support structures preventing existential risks; or nature and its carrying capacity and resilience to future shocks. Thus, we assert that devastating results for humankind can follow from the collapse of both the societal structures we have built, as well as the natural environments within which these constructed systems are embedded. Again, the distinction allows us to single out different examples and trajectories to build alternative strategies for human survival. As is clear from the examples above, it also draws out lessons for existential outcomes which might not be immediately evident from an analysis of existential hazards alone. For example, when ‘exposure’ is seen from the perspective of the natural environment on which mankind depends, pervasive over-fishing and deforestation, combined with trends in resource demands tracking population growth, may become potentially hazardous activities with the potential to curtail human development in the long run (Diamond, 2006), even if they do not affect most humans directly in the short run.¶ 3.2.1. Ontological exposure¶ Some exposures are inherent in residing on Earth. Those falling in the category of natural exposure denote existence on earth itself as the exposure, and include our exposure to Near-Earth Objects (NEO) hitting earth or supervolcanoes triggering a protracted volcanic winter. The common denominator underlying this form of exposure is their requirement for measures beyond our present technological capacity to overcome (which admittedly, can be a moving threshold).¶ 3.2.2. Indirect and direct exposure¶ As with the discussion of existential vulnerabilities set out above, the potential of our proposed taxonomy lies in the analysis of indirect and direct exposures. This distinction identifies the exposures that are a direct consequence of human activity, from those that are caused by more complex interactions with other systems.¶ The theoretical example of high-energy physics research going awry15 provides an example of societal exposure.16 A final example of direct exposures are private or unilateral attempts to undertake ‘Active SETI’—alternately called METI (‘Messaging to Extra-Terrestrial Intelligence’) (Zaitsev, 2006)—which might expose the rest of mankind to catastrophic risk, should any future contacted alien species prove hostile and capable of interstellar-scale interdiction. These examples illustrate how surfaces of direct exposure (and ways to reduce it) might be overlooked when concentrating upon the hazard alone.¶ Beyond direct exposures, an array of arrangements which jeopardise the human societies that have become dependent on them. This category includes any activity or arrangement which might expose the world to extinction through cascading effects. The development of critical common global infrastructures such as the internet, energy markets, and cultural and scientific harmonization might be classified as exposures, rather than vulnerabilities because these reveal new interfaces between hazards and vulnerabilities. Thus collapse of common infrastructures would trigger cascades which jeopardise civilizational sophistication at the global level (Wright, 2006), the edifice upon which humanity’s long-term potential has been built. Similarly, developments like urbanisation, intensification of agriculture, and even increasing global inequality () appear to be factors that create fault lines and further drive exposures to existential vulnerabilities. Here the exposure perspective shows us that only by certain actions or inactions do risks actually materialise fully against civilization.¶ 3.2.3. Intentional exposure¶ Finally, some of these exposures appear to exist intentionally, or at least knowingly or recklessly. The city of New Orleans, Louisiana, provides a microcosm of how dysfunctional behaviour, seen from an existential risk perspective, might be driven by human incentives or rationales operating at different orders. The city is, in design and position, incredibly vulnerable to its natural environment—pinched in between the Mexican Gulf and Lake Pontchartrain and built on the banks of the Mississippi River. Accordingly, some have argued that the most reasonable strategy following hurricane Katrina would have been to abandon the city permanently (Richards, 2011). Instead, the affected populations were given incentives to return, with the US government investing billions in the reconstruction of the city, aware that even with improved defences, the city remains unsafe (Cutter et al., 2014).¶ Similarly, many populations worldwide, from Tehran and Kathmandu, to San Francisco and Port-au-Prince, persist in known disaster-prone zones, for (legitimate) reasons of culture, history, identity or economy. The purpose of these examples is not to warn the populations of these cities, nor to judge their decision to remain: rather the point is that individuals and societies often make decisions based upon entirely different rationales than a concern for survival. This is an insight that seems to scale to any level of government. In simpler terms, sometimes we choose exposure over safety because of competing considerations, and while this might be productive from a cultural heritage perspective, it remains problematic when seen through the lens of existential risks.¶ 4. Are existential hazards necessary for existential risks?¶ Having set out taxonomies for differentiating between factors which influence existential risks the question remains whether all components are necessary to bring about an ‘adverse outcome’. Our initial claim was that existential hazards could be sufficient existential risks, but that they were not necessary to pose such risks.¶ Returning to the civilization collapse literature cited above, Ferguson provides a critical insight in contesting the traditional view of cyclical history itself. He posits an alternative conceptual framework by asking the question: ‘What if history is not cyclical and slow-moving, but arrhythmic?’ (Ferguson, 2011, p. 299). Continuing, he summarises the perspective we adopt succinctly:¶ Civilisations… are highly complex systems, made up of a very large number of interacting components that are asymmetrically organised, so that their construction more closely resembles a Namibian termite mound than an Egyptian pyramid. They operate somewhere between order and disorder − on ‘the edge of chaos’, in the phrase of computer scientist Christopher Langton. Such systems can appear to operate quite stably for some time, apparently in equilibrium, in reality constantly adapting. But there comes a moment when they “go critical”. A slight perturbation can set off a “phase transition” from a benign equilibrium to a crisis − a single grain of sand causes an apparently stable sandcastle to fall in on itself. (Ferguson, 2011, pp. 299–300).¶ Wright echoes this sentiment: ‘Civilisations often fall quite suddenly − the House of Cards effect − because as they reach full demand on their ecologies, they become highly vulnerable to natural fluctuations’ (Wright, 2006, p. 130). When combined with the observation that hitherto isolated civilizational experiments have now been merged (Harari, 2015), this raises the spectre that existential risks can coalesce from factors that historically brought about only limited civilizational collapses. Thus, the question we need to pose in this regard is whether vulnerabilities themselves contain the seeds of existential risks?¶ In this context, we should note that vulnerabilities have often been considered mostly as aggravating factors. As aggravators then, vulnerabilities are subsidiary considerations restricted to influencing borderline events: where a potential existential hazard impacts humanity, its susceptibility or resilience could determine whether or not that hazard was transmuted into an existential outcome.¶ In line with vulnerabilities being developed as a separate sphere where existential risks are at play, this section explores the possibility of removing the existential character of the hazard and thus plausibly reducing the calculus to:¶ Existential Risk = Hazard * Existential Vulnerability * Exposure¶ [and/or]¶ Existential Risk = Hazard * Vulnerability * Existential Exposure¶ An initial issue is that a catalyst of some sort is required to precipitate the existential risk, because even a system with well-exposed inherent susceptibilities will need something to set it motion. Removing the existential hazard component allows us to explore the possibility that relatively minor occurrences can trigger cascades that emerge as existential risks. But a vulnerability cannot by definition transmute into the existential risk itself absent external input: for this reason we diminish the stature of ‘hazard’ in the equation to represent our proposition that exogenous shocks need not be the spectacular existential hazards recognised by the study of existential risks. Instead, the external hazards in our revised equation can include insignificant events which go unnoticed (and quite probably involve a large number of minor occurrences).¶ 5. Contributions and limitations of law and policy tools for existential risks¶ While our deconstruction of existential risks lead to fairly broad claims, it also provides a few concrete questions and insights. First and foremost, if existential risks can indeed be triggered by non-existential hazards, we need to broaden the scope of investigation in order to draw a more accurate roadmap of the existential risks field, one which can deal with questions of vulnerability and exposure explicitly.¶ Second, the type of perceived challenge channels the range of appropriate responses which can be developed. While existential hazards may appropriately be met by narrower forms of technical solutions and technologically-oriented mitigation strategies, our broader perspective of existential risks open up other toolboxes to confront existential risks. In particular, social vulnerability and human-driven (anthropogenic) exposure require improved governance and coordination for adaptation strategies. Thus, when we reconstruct existential hazards through the optics of the social systems’ inability to withstand them they, per definition, become social phenomena. As noted, many existential risk scholars have recently recognised the importance of reaching out to, and incorporating, law and governance approaches, even where the origin of the existential hazard itself is technological. The critical role of such law and governance approaches should be even more self-evident where the problems in question—the origins of existential vulnerability and exposure—are themselves social, not technological.
   AT: Timeframe---2NC
We have time to think about it---its your role to expose the fantasy of short-termism
David Morton 4, Senior Lecturer and Fellow of the Centre for the Study of Social and Global Justice IR at Nottingham, 2004, “From ‘Rogue’ to ‘Failed’ States? The Fallacy of Short-termism”, Politics 24 (3) 
Calls for alternative approaches to the phenomenon of state failure are often met with the criticism that such alternatives could only work in the long term whereas 'something' needs to be done here and now. Whilst recognising the need for immediate action, it is the role of the political scientist to point to the fallacy of 'short-termism' in the conduct of current policy. Short-termism is defined by Ken Booth (1999, p. 4) as 'approaching security issues within the time frame of the next election, not the next generation'. Viewed as such, short-termism is the enemy of true strategic thinking. The latter requires policymakers to rethink their long-term goals and take small steps towards achieving them. It also requires heeding against taking steps that might eventually become self-defeating.  The United States has presently fought three wars against two of its Cold War allies in the post-Cold War era, namely, the Iraqi regime of Saddam Hussein and the Taliban in Afghanistan. Both were supported in an attempt to preserve the delicate balance between the United States and the Soviet Union. The Cold War policy of supporting client regimes has eventually backfired in that US policymakers now have to face the instability they have caused. Hence the need for a comprehensive understanding of state failure and the role Western states have played in failing them through varied forms of intervention. Although some commentators may judge that the road to the existing situation is paved with good intentions, a truly strategic approach to the problem of international terrorism requires a more sensitive consideration of the medium-to-long-term implications of state building in different parts of the world whilst also addressing the root causes of the problem of state 'failure'.  Developing this line of argument further, reflection on different socially relevant meanings of 'state failure' in relation to different time increments shaping policymaking might convey alternative considerations. In line with John Ruggie (1998, pp. 167–170), divergent issues might then come to the fore when viewed through the different lenses of particular time increments. Firstly, viewed through the lenses of an incremental time frame, more immediate concerns to policymakers usually become apparent when linked to precocious assumptions about terrorist networks, banditry and the breakdown of social order within failed states. Hence relevant players and events are readily identified (al-Qa'eda), their attributes assessed (axis of evil, 'strong'/'weak' states) and judgements made about their long-term significance (war on terrorism). The key analytical problem for policymaking in this narrow and blinkered domain is the one of choice given the constraints of time and energy devoted to a particular decision. These factors lead policymakers to bring conceptual baggage to bear on an issue that simplifies but also distorts information.  Taking a second temporal form, that of a conjunctural time frame, policy responses are subject to more fundamental epistemological concerns. Factors assumed to be constant within an incremental time frame are more variable and it is more difficult to produce an intended effect on ongoing processes than it is on actors and discrete events. For instance, how long should the 'war on terror' be waged for? Areas of policy in this realm can therefore begin to become more concerned with the underlying forces that shape current trajectories.  Shifting attention to a third temporal form draws attention to still different dimensions. Within an epochal time frame an agenda still in the making appears that requires a shift in decision-making, away from a conventional problem-solving mode 'wherein doing nothing is favoured on burden-of-proof grounds', towards a risk-averting mode, characterised by prudent contingency measures. To conclude, in relation to 'failed states', the latter time frame entails reflecting on the very structural conditions shaping the problems of 'failure' raised throughout the present discussion, which will demand lasting and delicate attention frompractitioners across the academy and policymaking communities alike. 
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Threat Construction
Security is a psychological construct—the aff’s scenarios for conflict are products of paranoia that project our violent impulses onto the other 
John Mack 88, Doctor of Psychiatry and former Professor at Harvard University, “The Enemy System,” http://johnemackinstitute.org/1988/08/the-enemy-system-short-version/
*Modified for gender language
The threat of nuclear annihilation has stimulated us to try to understand what it is about [hu]mankind that has led to such self-destroying behavior. Central to this inquiry is an exploration of the adversarial relationships between ethnic or national groups. It is out of such enmities that war, including nuclear war should it occur, has always arisen. Enmity between groups of people stems from the interaction of psychological, economic, and cultural elements. These include fear and hostility (which are often closely related), competition over perceived scarce resources,[3] the need for individuals to identify with a large group or cause,[4] a tendency to disclaim and assign elsewhere responsibility for unwelcome impulses and intentions, and a peculiar susceptibility to emotional manipulation by leaders who play upon our more savage inclinations in the name of national security or the national interest. A full understanding of the “enemy system”[3] requires insights from many specialities, including psychology, anthropology, history, political science, and the humanities.¶ In their statement on violence[5] twenty social and behavioral scientists, who met in Seville, Spain, to examine the roots of war, declared that there was no scientific basis for regarding [hu]man[s] as an innately aggressive animal, inevitably committed to war. The Seville statement implies that we have real choices. It also points to a hopeful paradox of the nuclear age: threat of nuclear war may have provoked our capacity for fear-driven polarization but at the same time it has inspired unprecedented efforts towards cooperation and settlement of differences without violence.¶ The Real and the Created Enemy¶ Attempts to explore the psychological roots of enmity are frequently met with responses on the following lines: “I can accept psychological explanations of things, but my enemy is real. The Russians [or Germans, Arabs, Israelis, Americans] are armed, threaten us, and intend us harm. Furthermore, there are real differences between us and our national interests, such as competition over oil, land, or other scarce resources, and genuine conflicts of values between our two nations. It is essential that we be strong and maintain a balance or superiority of military and political power, lest the other side take advantage of our weakness”.¶ This argument does not address the distinction between the enemy threat and one’s own contribution to that threat-by distortions of perception, provocative words, and actions. In short, the enemy is real, but we have not learned to understand how we have created that enemy, or how the threatening image we hold of the enemy relates to its actual intentions. “We never see our enemy’s motives and we never labor to assess his will, with anything approaching objectivity”.[6]¶ Individuals may have little to do with the choice of national enemies. Most Americans, for example, know only what has been reported in the mass media about the Soviet Union. We are largely unaware of the forces that operate within our institutions, affecting the thinking of our leaders and ourselves, and which determine how the Soviet Union will be represented to us. Ill-will and a desire for revenge are transmitted from one generation to another, and we are not taught to think critically about how our assigned enemies are selected for us.¶ In the relations between potential adversarial nations there will have been, inevitably, real grievances that are grounds for enmity. But the attitude of one people towards another is usually determined by leaders who manipulate the minds of citizens for domestic political reasons which are generally unknown to the public. As Israeli sociologist Alouph Haveran has said, in times of conflict between nations historical accuracy is the first victim.[8]¶ The Image of the Enemy and How We Sustain It¶ Vietnam veteran William Broyles wrote: “War begins in the mind, with the idea of the enemy.”[9] But to sustain that idea in war and peacetime a nation’s leaders must maintain public support for the massive expenditures that are required. Studies of enmity have revealed susceptibilities, though not necessarily recognized as such by the governing elites that provide raw material upon which the leaders may draw to sustain the image of an enemy.[7,10]¶ Freud[11] in his examination of mass psychology identified the proclivity of individuals to surrender personal responsibility to the leaders of large groups. This surrender takes place in both totalitarian and democratic societies, and without coercion. Leaders can therefore designate outside enemies and take actions against them with little opposition. Much further research is needed to understand the psychological mechanisms that impel individuals to kill or allow killing in their name, often with little questioning of the morality or consequences of such actions.¶ Philosopher and psychologist Sam Keen asks why it is that in virtually every war “The enemy is seen as less than human? He’s faceless. He’s an animal”.” Keen tries to answer his question: “The image of the enemy is not only the soldier’s most powerful weapon; it is society’s most powerful weapon. It enables people en masse to participate in acts of violence they would never consider doing as individuals”.[12] National leaders become skilled in presenting the adversary in dehumanized images. The mass media, taking their cues from the leadership, contribute powerfully to the process.

Economic Security
Economic securitization causes international intervention 
Mark Neocleous 8, Prof. of Government @ Brunel, Critique of Security, p95-
In other words, the new international order moved very quickly to reassert the connection between economic and national security: the commitment to the former was simultaneously a commitment to the latter, and vice versa. As the doctrine of national security was being born, the major player on the international stage would aim to use perhaps its most important power of all – its economic strength – in order to re-order the world. And this re-ordering was conducted through the idea of ‘economic security’.99 Despite the fact that ‘econ omic security’ would never be formally deﬁned beyond ‘economic order’ or ‘economic well-being’,100 the signiﬁcant conceptual con sistency between economic security and liberal order-building also had a strategic ideological role. By playing on notions of ‘economic well-being’, economic security seemed to emphasise economic and thus‘human’ needs over military ones. The reshaping of global capital, international order and the exercise of state power could thus look decidedly liberal and ‘humanitarian’. This appearance helped co-opt the liberal Left into the process and, of course, played on individual desire for personal security by using notions such as ‘personal freedom’ and‘social equality’.101 Marx and Engels once highlighted the historical role of the bour geoisie in shaping the world according to its own interests. The need of a constantly expanding market for its products chases the bourgeoisie over the whole surface of the globe. It must nestle everywhere, settle everywhere, establish connections everywhere . . . It compels all nations, on pain of extinction, to adopt the bourgeois mode of production; it compels them . . . to become bourgeois in themselves. In one word, it creates a world after its own image.102 In the second half of the twentieth century this ability to ‘batter down all Chinese walls’ would still rest heavily on the logic of capital, but would also come about in part under the guise of security. The whole world became a garden to be cultivated – to be recast according to the logic of security. In the space of ﬁfteen years the concept ‘economic security’ had moved from connoting insurance policies for working people to the desire to shape the world in a capitalist fashion – and back again. In fact, it has constantly shifted between these registers ever since, being used for the constant reshaping of world order and resulting in a comprehensive level of intervention and policing all over the globe. Global order has come to be fabricated and administered according to a security doctrine underpinned by the logic of capitalaccumulation and a bourgeois conception of order. By incorporating within it a particular vision of economic order, the concept of national security implies the interrelatedness of so many different social, econ omic, political and military factors that more or less any development anywhere can be said to impact on liberal order in general and America’s core interests in particular. Not only could bourgeois Europe be recast around the regime of capital, but so too could the whole international order as capital not only nestled, settled and established connections, but also‘secured’ everywhere. Security politics thereby became the basis of a distinctly liberal philosophy of global ‘intervention’, fusing global issues of economic management with domestic policy formations in an ambitious and frequently violent strategy. Here lies the Janus-faced character of American foreign policy.103 One face is the ‘good liberal cop’: friendly, prosperous and democratic, sending money and help around the globe when problems emerge, so that the world’s nations are shown how they can alleviate their misery and perhaps even enjoy some prosperity. The other face is the ‘bad liberal cop’: should one of these nations decide, either through parliamentary procedure, demands for self-determination or violent revolution to address its own social problems in ways that conﬂict with the interests of capital and the bourgeois concept of liberty, then the authoritarian dimension of liberalism shows its face; the ‘liberal moment’ becomes the moment of violence. This Janus-faced character has meant that through the mandate of security the US, as the national security state par excellence, has seen ﬁt to either overtly or covertly re-order the affairs of myriads of nations – those ‘rogue’ or ‘outlaw’ states on the ‘wrong side of history’.104 ‘Extrapolating the ﬁgures as best we can’, one CIA agent com mented in 1991,‘there have been about 3,000 major covert operations and over 10,000 minor operations – all illegal, and all designed to disrupt, destabilize, or modify the activities of other countries’, adding that ‘every covert operation has been rationalized in terms of U.S. national security’.105 These would include ‘interventions’ in Greece, Italy, France, Turkey, Macedonia, the Ukraine, Cambodia, Indonesia, China, Korea, Burma, Vietnam, Thailand, Ecuador, Chile, Argentina, Brazil, Guatemala, Costa Rica, Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Uruguay, Bolivia, Grenada, Paraguay, Nicaragua, El Salvador, the Philippines, Honduras, Haiti, Venezuela, Panama, Angola, Ghana, Congo, South Africa, Albania, Lebanon, Grenada, Libya, Somalia, Ethiopia, Afghanistan, Iran, Iraq, and many more, and many of these more than once. Next up are the ‘60 or more’ countries identiﬁed as the bases of ‘terror cells’ by Bush in a speech on 1 June 2002.106 The methods used have varied: most popular has been the favoured technique of liberal security – ‘making the economy scream’ via controls, interventions and the imposition of neo-liberal regulations. But a wide range of other techniques have been used: terror bombing; subversion; rigging elections; the use of the CIA’s ‘Health Alteration Committee’ whose mandate was to ‘incapacitate’ foreign ofﬁcials; drug-trafﬁcking;107 and the sponsorship of terror groups, counterinsurgency agencies, death squads. Unsurprisingly, some plain old fascist groups and parties have been coopted into the project, from the attempt at reviving the remnants of the Nazi collaborationist Vlasov Army for use against the USSR to the use of fascist forces to undermine democratically elected governments, such as in Chile; indeed, one of the reasons fascism ﬂowed into Latin America was because of the ideology of national security.108 Concomitantly, ‘national security’ has meant a policy of non-intervention where satisfactory ‘security partnerships’ could be established with certain authoritarian and military regimes: Spain under Franco, the Greek junta, Chile, Iraq, Iran, Korea, Indonesia, Cambodia, Taiwan, South Vietnam, the Philippines, Turkey, the ﬁve Central Asian republics that emerged with the break-up of the USSR, and China. Either way, the whole world was to be included in the new ‘secure’ global liberal order. The result has been the slaughter of untold numbers. John Stock well, who was part of a CIA project in Angola which led to the deaths of over 20,000 people, puts it like this: Coming to grips with these U.S./CIA activities in broad numbers and ﬁguring out how many people have been killed in the jungles of Laos or the hills of Nicaragua is very difﬁcult. But, adding them up as best we can, we come up with a ﬁgure of six million people killed – and this is a minimum ﬁgure. Included are: one million killed in the Korean War, two million killed in the Vietnam War, 800,000 killed in Indonesia, one million in Cambodia, 20,000 killed in Angola – the operation I was part of – and 22,000 killed in Nicaragua.109 Note that the six million is a minimum ﬁgure, that he omits to mention rather a lot of other interventions, and that he was writing in 1991. This is security as the slaughter bench of history. All of this has been more than conﬁrmed by events in the twentyﬁrst century: in a speech on 1 June 2002, which became the basis of the ofﬁcial National Security Strategy of the United Statesin September of that year, President Bush reiterated that the US has a unilateral right to overthrow any government in the world, and launched a new round of slaughtering to prove it. While much has been made about the supposedly ‘new’ doctrine of preemption in the early twenty-ﬁrst century, the policy of preemption has a long history as part of national security doctrine. The United States has long maintained the option of pre-emptive actions to counter a sufﬁcient threat to our national security. The greater the threat, the greater is the risk of inaction – and the more compelling the case for taking anticipatory action to defend ourselves . . . To forestall or prevent such hostile acts by our adver saries, the United States will, if necessary, act pre emptively.110 In other words, the security policy of the world’s only superpower in its current ‘war on terror’ is still underpinned by a notion of liberal order-building based on a certain vision of ‘economic order’. The National Security Strategy concerns itself with a ‘single sustainable model for national success’ based on ‘political and economic liberty’, with whole sections devoted to the security beneﬁts of ‘economic liberty’, and the beneﬁts to liberty of the security strategy proposed.111 

China/Russia
Discursive constructions of Russian/Chinese threat directly implicate policy effectiveness---their representations make war inevitable---means our framework is absolutely critical
Sybille R.d. Buitrago 16, P.H.D. is researcher at the Institute for Peace Research and Security Policy and at the Institute for Peace and Theology. “Threats of a Different Kind: China and Russia in
U.S. Security Policy Discourse” https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/10.5771/0175-274X-2016-3-165/threats-of-a-different-kind-china-and-russia-in-u-s-security-policy-discourse-jahrgang-34-2016-heft-3
The U.S. perspective sees the substantial need to integrate China and Russia more into international normative structures and to thereby affect an alignment of China’s and Russia’s actions with Western norms and interests. Both China and Russia are called upon to become responsible stakeholders in global order, meaning democratic and rule-of-law-oriented. The almost paternalistic call for responsibility expresses the view of a, in power and values, superior U.S. vis-à-vis China and Russia. Discourse then also offers warnings in the case that China and Russia do not learn or abide by the rules, in particular if they endanger U.S. interests. Again, seeing that both China and Russia are needed to deal with global and/or regional challenges, the U.S. must in some way continue to work with both. A new U.S. administration could, however, change policy.
Attempting to draw possible recommendations from these results, regarding the U.S. self and national identity’s impact on policy, it seems useful to recognize the elements of threat in constructions of China and Russia, to understand their specific motivations and critically consider these when formulating policy towards both countries. If threats are perceived due to the motivation of national identity and its often restrictive frame, relations with the other may quickly become conflictive in times of tension. Threat perceptions and conflictive relations then hinder efforts to build a peaceful global order. This highlights the importance of differentiating between threat constructions motivated by national identity and those motivated by actual indicators of threats. Though this is not an easy task, especially in the homogenizing atmosphere of often closed policy-making circles and under stress, the worth of a clear understanding of what motivates threat constructions cannot be overstated. Threat constructions should be critically questioned in the process of policy discussions, so that alternative interpretations are not automatically ignored. Policy formulation can benefit from active attempts to widen the frame of interpretation by provoking alternative explanations for the other’s behavior and recognizing the self’s contribution to a given situation. Discourse and policy towards other states should then also be guided by a critical view of the self’s interests and of implemented measures to safeguard these.

China Rise
The aff’s description of conflict with China is a self-fulfilling prophecy---it reinforces violent power relations and causes militarized policies aimed at countering China
Linus Hagstrom 14, Senior Research Fellow and East Asia Program Director at the Swedish Institute of International Affairs, with Bjorn Jerden, East Asia Programme @ Swedish Institute of International Affairs, “East Asia’s Power Shift: The Flaws and Hazards of the Debate and How to Avoid Them”, Asian Perspective 38 (2014), 337–362, ProQuest
Once we acknowledge that academic concepts and analyses can have constitutive effects, we need to analyze their performative role. This means addressing the “double hermeneutic”—the way “‘findings’ of the social sciences very often enter constitutively into the world they describe” (Giddens 1987, 20)—and reflecting on what our interpretations might “do” (Guzzini 2007, 23). It is not necessary to accept social constructivism to recognize that the practice of social science is interlinked with power relations outside of academia. Far from scholarly navel-gazing, a reflexive attitude is arguably a necessary ingredient of any rigorous social science practice (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992).¶ Hence, since the power-shift discourse is not simply a descriptive account of an independent reality but is destined to be constitutive of that reality, it is essential to explore its power. Thomas Diez (2005) makes a similar investigation into the power of the concept of “normative power Europe” (NPE). He finds that NPE constructs a benevolent and peaceful identity for Europe, but also that its alleged peacefulness is contrasted with and therefore dependent on an idea of what Europe is not—an outside consisting of “challenging threats” (2005, 636). The double hermeneutic twist is that the coining of the originally academic NPE concept has become an important instance of Europe’s “normative power.”¶ Diez (2013), however, seems to take for granted the distinction between post-Westphalian normative powers, which engage in a struggle over the definition of “normality” in world politics, and Westphalian great powers, which engage in war, empire building, and physical conquest. “Great powers,” however, are also the products of normative, discursive pressures, and they reproduce ideas of what is “normal” great-power behavior. Much of the power-shift discourse reproduces the same familiar self/ other dichotomy as the NPE literature. Here, the other is a rising and potentially threatening China, while the self is a weak but inherently righteous United States/West/Japan.¶ Pan argues that the “China threat discourse” is “always intrinsically linked to how US policymakers/mainstream China specialists see themselves (as representatives of the indispensable, security-conscious nation, for example)” (2004, 306). Hagström demonstrates how the discourse on Japan’s “abnormality” and “weakness” reproduces a standard of “normality” in world politics that is centered on the ability to go to war. Postwar Japan is socially constructed as deviant from this norm and thus as a threat to itself. This discourse, which emerges in both Japanese and Western academia and in Japanese political debate, legitimizes a road map for a more “realistic,” “active,” “responsible,” and “normal” Japan (Hagström 2014).¶ The power of the power-shift discourse does not stop at the production of identities and standards. The point is that identities and standards produce effects. Pan illustrates this by showing how the Taiwan Strait Crisis in 1995–1996 was often understood as “further objective proof of the long-suspected ‘China threat,’” but few acknowledged that “the ‘China threat’ discourse itself had played a constitutive role in the lead-up to that crisis” (2004, 323, 320). Moreover, standards in Japan’s “normalization” discourse have enabled Realpolitik changes in its foreign security policy. Chinese vigilance vis-à-vis Japan and the United States might also be interpreted as discursive phenomena—the theme of national reinvigoration is a product of the lingering notion that China has been continually humiliated and victimized by the great powers since the nineteenth century. As these examples illustrate, the ultimate power of discourse is the production of self-fulfilling prophecies. When self-fulfilling prophecies occur on both sides of a dyad, we might end up with a socially generated security dilemma (Johnston 2004).¶ Much research has warned of self-fulfilling prophecies in the East Asian context. Some observers suggest that US or Japanese discourses about China might produce policies of containment, Japanese “normalization” and “remilitarization,” and US “rebalancing” toward East Asia (Pan 2004; 2012; Hagström 2012; Turner 2014a; 2014b). Nonetheless, Japan and the United States have not yet embarked on containing China. Instead, both countries have on the whole accommodated China’s rise (Christensen 2006; Jerdén and Hagström 2012). In a similar manner, perceived increases in bellicose or nationalistic representations in Chinese discourses led some observers to jump to the mistaken conclusion that this had already resulted in a more assertive Chinese foreign policy (Jerdén 2014). As important as it is to remain vigilant against the emergence of socially constructed security dilemmas, we need to bear in mind that there is no deterministic connection between discourse and policy—just an enabling one. Dominant discourses create propensities for action but do not make any action inevitable. More empirically informed theorizing is needed to address the questions of how, when, and why discourses make some actions politically conceivable, easy to communicate, and sometimes even coercive (Holland 2013).¶ Reflecting on the possible power exercised through the alternative approaches introduced in this special issue is also necessary. In this article we raise analytical and normative concerns about the ideas of a more “powerful” and “threatening” China, a “weak” Japan, and a “declining” United States. We argue that such representations risk offsetting balancing policies and a security dilemma in East Asia, in line with the self-fulfilling prophecy logic discussed above. These arguments clearly belong to another site of discursive power production. That we have not seen any obvious balancing policies in East Asia thus far might arguably be interpreted as one of its effects. 

Democracy/Liberal Peace
Democratic/liberal peace theory ignores the violence that goes into creating pliant regimes willing to trade with the US---naturalizes mass violence in the interim and makes long term collapse inevitable 
Herman 12—professor emeritus of finance at the Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania (Edward, 7/25/12, Reality Denial : Steven Pinker's Apologetics for Western-Imperial Volence, http://www.zcommunications.org/reality-denial-steven-pinkers-apologetics-for-western-imperial-volence-by-edward-s-herman-and-david-peterson-1)
Pinker’s establishment ideology kicks-in very clearly in his comparative treatment of communism, on the one hand, and democracy and capitalism, on the other.  He is explicit that whereas communism is a “utopian” and dangerous “ideology” from which most of the world’s serious violence allegedly flowed during the past century, democracy, capitalism, “markets,” “gentle commerce,” and the like, are all tied to liberalism—or more exactly to “classical liberalism.”[133]  These institutional forms are not the result of ideologies, much less utopian and dangerous; they are the historically more advanced permutations of the Leviathan that help to elicit those components of the neurobiology of peaceableness (or “better angels” as opposed to “inner demons”) for which the human brain has been naturally selected over evolutionary time. Hence, they are sources of the alleged decline in violence, and their spread is a force for positive and more peaceful change in the world.[134]¶ Not so communism. At the outset of Chapter 6, “The New Peace,” Pinker approvingly quotes Aleksandr Solzhenitsyn’s line that, unlike the communists, “Shakespeare’s evildoers stopped short at a dozen corpses [b]ecause they had no ideology” driving them. (295) In discussing the alleged mental traits of the members of a society mobilized to commit genocide, he argues that “Utopian creeds that submerge individuals into moralized categories may take root in powerful regimes and engage their full destructive might,” and highlights “Marxism during the purges, expulsions, and terror-famines in Stalin’s Soviet Union, Mao’s China, and Pol Pot’s Cambodia.” (328) In his 2002 book, The Blank Slate: The Modern Denial of Human Nature, he devoted several pages to what he called the “Marxist genocides of the twentieth century,” and noted that “Historians are currently debating whether the Communists’ mass-executions, forced marches, slave labor, and man-made famines led to one hundred million deaths or ‘only’ twenty-five million.”[135] And in the section of the current book titled “The Trajectory of Genocide,” Pinker cites the authority of the “democratic peace” theorist and “atrocitologist” Rudolph Rummel, who in his 1994 book Death By Government wrote that whereas “totalitarian communist governments slaughter their people by the tens of millions[,]…many democracies can barely bring themselves to execute serial murderers.”[136] (357)¶ As we have seen, Pinker rewrites history to accommodate this familiar establishment perspective, so that the Cold War was rooted in communist expansionism and U.S. efforts at containment, and the several million deaths in the Korean and Vietnam wars were attributable to the communists’ fanatical unwillingness to surrender to superior force, not to anti-communist and racist attitudes that facilitated the U.S. military’s mass killings of distant peoples. He deals with U.S. state-capitalism’s support and sponsorship of the corrupt open-door dictatorships of Suharto, Marcos, Mobutu, Pinochet, Diem, the Greek Colonels, and the National Security States of Latin America (among many others), and the “burgeoning” of torture following the end of the Cold War, by eye aversion. ¶ In Pinker’s view, the Third World’s troubled areas are suffering from their failure to absorb the civilizing lessons modeled for them in the United States and other advanced countries. He ignores the eight-decades-long massive U.S. investment in the military and ideological training, political takeovers, and subsequent support of Third World dictators in numerous U.S. client terror states, including Guatemala, transformed from a democracy to terror state in 1954, Brazil, shifted from a democracy to military dictatorship in 1964, the Philippines in 1972, and Chile the same in 1973, among many others. A tabulation by one of the present authors in 1979 found that 26 of the 35 states in that era that used torture on an administrative basis were U.S. clients, all of them recipients of U.S. military and economic aid.[137] These clients were capitalist in structure, but threatened and employed force to keep the lower orders disorganized and more serviceable to the local elites and transnational corporations investing there. One Latin American Church document of that period spoke of the local U.S.-supported regimes as imposing an economic model so repressive that it “provoked a revolution that did not exist.”[138] This was a deliberate “decivilizing” process, with the civilized serving as co-managers.¶ We have seen that Pinker finds the modern era peaceful by focusing on the absence of war between the major powers, downplaying the many murderous wars carried out by the West (and mainly the United States) against small countries, and falsely suggesting that the lesser-country conflicts are home-grown, even where, as in the cases of Iraq and Afghanistan, it was U.S. military assaults that precipitated the internal armed conflicts, with the United States then actively participating in them. The Israeli occupation and multi-decade ethnic cleansing of Palestine he misrepresents as a “cycle of deadly revenge,” with only Israel fighting against “terrorism” in this cycle. He speaks of Islamic and communist ideology as displaying violent tendencies, and congratulates the U.S. military for allegedly overcoming the kind of racist attitudes reported at the time of the Vietnam war (U.S. soldiers referring to Vietnamese as “gooks,” slopes,” and the like)—but the military’s new humanism is another piece of Pinker misinformation and pro-war propaganda. And he fails to cite the numerous instances of Israeli leaders referring to Palestinians as “grasshoppers,” “beasts walking on two legs,” “crocodiles,” “insects,” and a “cancer,” or Israeli rabbis decrying them as the “Amalekites” of the present era, calling for extermination of these unchosen people.[139]¶ As regards Israel, Pinker never mentions the Israeli belief in a “promised land” and “chosen people” who may be fulfilling God’s will in dispossessing Palestinians.[140] Although the lack of angelic behavior in these assaults and this language, ethnic cleansing, and dispossession process is dramatic, and has had important effects on the attitudes and behavior of Islamic peoples, it fails to fit Pinker’s ideological system and political agenda, and therefore is not a case of conflict with ideological roots. ¶ For Pinker, there is also nothing ideological in the “miracle of the market” (Reagan), no “stark utopia” in Friedrich von Hayek’s assertion that the “particulars of a spontaneous order cannot be just or unjust,”[141] no ideology in the faith that an unconstrained free market will not produce intolerable inequalities and majority resistance that in turn require the likes of Pinochet, Suharto, or Hitler to reassert the requisite “stability.” It is simply outside of Pinker’s orbit of thought that liberalism and neoliberalism in the post-Soviet world are ideologies that have serviced an elite in a class war; that the major struggles and crises that we have witnessed, over climate change, the massive upward redistribution of income and wealth, the global surge of disposable workers, and the enlargement of NATO and the police-and-surveillance state, are features of a revitalized consolidation of class power, under more angelic names like “reform,” “free markets,” “flexibility,” “stability,” and “fiscal discipline.” For Pinker, the huge growth of the prison population shows the lack of “self-control” of the incarcerated savages still with us; and it is one merit of the liberal state that it gets the bad guys off the streets. ¶ Another device that Pinker uses when weighing capitalism versus communism is to take notorious state abuses committed in the name of communism (e.g., under Joseph Stalin), not as perversions of communism, but as inherent in its ideology, and flowing directly from it. Many historians and leftists have long argued that Stalinism constituted a radical betrayal and perversion of genuine communism, and that it emerged out of crises and stresses that made anything approaching genuine communism unreachable.[142] Pinker never addresses this kind of explanation and exemption of real-world communism, but he does this implicitly for real-world degenerate forms of capitalism. Thus, Nazi Germany and its mass murders are not credited to capitalism’s account, even though Germany under the Nazis was still capitalist in economic form and surely a variant of capitalism arising under stress and threat from below, with important business support.[143] Suharto’s Indonesia and Pinochet’s Chile could be said to fit this same pattern. Rightwing believers in the crucial importance of free markets, such as Friedrich von Hayek and Milton Friedman, approved of Pinochet’s rule, which ended political freedom and freedom of thought, but worked undeviatingly for corporate interests and rights. But it took only one decade of the Chicago Boys’ privatizations and other “reforms” for Chile’s economy and financial system to collapse. In the harsh depression that ensued, the banks were re-nationalized and their foreign creditors bailed-out in a process sometimes called the “Chicago Road to Socialism,” but then shortly thereafter they were re-privatized all over again, at bargain-basement prices.[144] (Pinochet does not show up in Pinker’s index; Chile does, but never as a free market state loved by von Hayek, Friedman, and the Chicago School of Economics, and supported by the United States.)¶ In one of his book’s more outlandish moments, Pinker even allocates Nazism and the holocaust to communism. He writes that since “Hitler read Marx in 1913,” Marxism led definitively if “more circuitously” to the “[dekamegamurders] committed by the Nazi regime in Germany.”[145] (343) But while there is no evidence that Hitler really examined Marx or accepted any of his or his fellow Marxist writers’ ideas,[146] it is incontestable fact that Hitler held Marxism in contempt, and that communism and communists ranked very high among Hitler’s and the Nazi’s demons and targets (along with Jews) when they held power in Germany.[147] So is the fact that racist theories and “mismeasure of man” literature in the Houston Stewart Chamberlain tradition—of which Richard Herrnstein and Charles Murray arguably are heirs—were fanatically embraced by Hitler, and therefore linked to Nazism—and not very “circuitously,” either. ¶ Pinker not only doesn’t credit the Nazi holocaust to capitalism, he also fails to give capitalism credit for the extermination of the Native Americans in the Western Hemisphere and the huge death tolls from the Slave Trades,[148] which should have been prevented by the rising “better angels.” As noted, he also ignores democratic capitalism’s responsibility for the surge of colonialism in the 18th and 19th centuries, the associated holocausts,[149] and the death-dealing and exploitation of the Western-sponsored terror states in Indonesia, the Philippines, Latin America and elsewhere. He also fails to address the huge toll of structural violence under capitalism flowing from its domestic and global dispossession processes, and, interestingly, intensifying with the post-1979 transformation of China and the breakup of the Soviet bloc and Soviet Union (1989-1991), which reduced any need on the part of Western capitalism to show concern for the well-being of its own working class majority. This helps explain the significant global increases in inequality and dispossession and slum-city enlargement over the past two decades, a period that Pinker calls the “New Peace” and depicts as an age of accelerating “Civilization”!¶ Pinker refers to the deaths during China’s Great Leap Forward (1958-1961) as a “Mao masterminded…famine that killed between 20 million and 30 million people.”[150] (331) For Pinker, clearly, the dead were victims of a deliberate policy that demonstrates the evil behind communist ideology. But as the development economists Jean Drèze and Amartya Sen have pointed out, China under Mao installed a massive and effective system of public medical services, as well as literacy and nutrition programs that greatly benefitted the general population in the years prior to the famine—a fact that is difficult to reconcile with the allegation that Mao regarded mass starvation as an acceptable means to some other end. Instead, Drèze and Sen blamed this tragedy on the lack of democracy in China, with the absence of pressure from below and a lack of timely knowledge of policy failure significantly offsetting the life-saving benefits of communist China’s medical and other social welfare programs.[151] ¶ Drèze and Sen also compared the number of deaths caused by this famine under Mao with the number of deaths caused by what they called the “endemic undernutrition and deprivation” that afflicts India’s population year-in and year-out. “Estimates of extra mortality [from China’s famine] vary from 16.5 million to 29.5 million,” they wrote, “arguably the largest in terms of total excess mortality in recorded history.”[152]  But “despite the gigantic size of excess mortality in the Chinese famine,” they continued, the “extra mortality in India from regular deprivation in normal times vastly overshadows the former.  Comparing India’s death rate of 12 per thousand with China’s 7 per thousand, and applying that difference to India’s population of 781 million in 1986, we get an estimate of excess normal mortality in India of 3.9 million per year.  This implies that every eight years or so more people die in India because of its higher death rate than died in China in the gigantic famine….India seems to manage to fill its cupboard with more skeletons every eight years than China put there in its years of famine.”[153]  Indeed, by 2005, some 46 percent (or 31 million) of India’s children were underweight, and 79 percent suffered anemia.  “Forty years of efforts to raise how much food-grains Indians are able to eat has been destroyed by a mere dozen years of economic reform,” Jawaharal Nehru University economist Utsa Patnaik observes.[154]  

Democracy promotion is a tactic of ideological hegemony – empirical failures are obscured within the imperative assimilation of non-liberal Others
David Roberts 10, Senior Lecturer in International Politics at the University of Ulster, “Global Governance and Biopolitics: Regulating Human Security,” 2010, pp. 36-38
Ideation and hegemony are also evident politically speaking. Economic neoliberalism’s political counterpart, democracy, is a parallel projection of global governance. Democracy is advanced, rightly or wrongly, as the means by which we may secure a less violent interstate system, as the institutional architecture in which to embed liberal economic practices; and as a panacea for producing peace in conﬂict and post-conﬂict environments (Paris 2004; Chesterman 2004; Sorensen 2oo6).Western states and international institutions coerce democratic development through lending conditionality, human rights bodies observe concordance with democratic practices concerning prison conditions, media freedom and judicial impartiality, and democratic standards like accountability and transparency are applied in Weberian fashion to audit, evaluate, reward and punish conformity and non-conformity with liberal values and practices. Even where the evidence shows that political liberalization fails to change elite behaviour, or fails to enhance everyday lives in any meaningful way, the idea of liberal democracy and the Liberal Peace enjoys institutional, productive and ideational hegemony and authority (Roberts 2008a; Richmond 2008). Global governance is biopolitical in this sense: it disciplines the international system into conforming to liberal political values, reaching into supposedly sovereign territory and, where conformity is absent, punishing a state and its people. Transiting states are audited for such conformity; there is no shortage of organizations in the West, public and private, that scrutinize the Other for conformity with global governance demands. Transparency International, Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, the World Bank — all act to check that particular liberal political and economic processes are being adhered to, with requisite punishments for nonconformity. The power of global governance is profoundly capillary in this sense; but it is focused primarily on top-down institutional transformation that anticipates trickle-down democracy. In practice, liberal peace is often a limited peace for a limited minority, since institutional democracy is not meaningful in any immediate sense for the majority of a ‘democratizing’ society because its top-down institutional metropolitan emphasis has very limited impact on urgent everyday needs in very poor societies, since immediate—to—medium-term needs are normally governed by and a product of access to socio-economic resources, rather than abstract political rights (Roberts 2oo8c5 Mac Ginty 2008). Thus, both political and economic liberalism are advanced as means to ends as well as ends in themselves. Gill calls this the ‘new constitutionalism’, which is ‘the political project of attempting to make transnational Liberalism, and if possible liberal democratic capitalism, the sole model for future development’ (1995: 412), in a discourse that parallels Tom Young’s consideration of the ‘Liberal Project’ as a means of assimilating the non—liberal Other into ‘Westernity’ (I004). The means by which they are propelled are the institutions and productive values of global governance with the explicit intention of disciplining and assimilating the non-liberal Other. Global governance, then, can be understood as the ideationally hegemonic biopolitical process by which neoliberalism disciplines and punishes polities, economies and societies globally through asymmetrically orientated public and private international institutions.

Disease Extinction
Their mobilization of the constant threat of disease is mobilized to continuously securitize risky populations which prevents actually preparing for an outbreak
Sarah Sanford 16, Senior Research Coordinator at Public Health Toronto, PhD from the Dalla Lana School of Public Health, University of Toronto, “Preparedness as a technology of (in)security: Pandemic influenza planning and the global biopolitics of emerging infectious disease,” Social Theory and Health, Volume 14, 2016, pp. 18-43
Our analysis sheds light on how pandemic influenza has been conceived of as a political problem by the WHO and, by extension, one that requires a particular form of intervention. The texts analyzed here construct specific versions of reality that are implicated in both the problematization of, and the solution to, a future pandemic. This in-depth empirical work contributes to contemporary understandings of biopolitical regulation by exposing the organizing logic underpinning preparedness, and by considering the possible implications of this imagining for intervention into a future global pandemic. The construction of the natural features of the influenza virus in terms of its potential to transform into the next pandemic virus and spread across multiple boundaries, necessitates the integration of preparedness activities (characterized by flexibility and contingency) into everyday practice. Thus, the potentiality and inherent uncertainty of the virus becomes at once the target of intervention and representative of the underlying reasoning of response mechanisms.
Pandemic preparedness discourse operates as a technology of (in)security that renders the uncertainty of pandemic emergence governable. The threat of pandemic influenza to the health of the global population is conceived of, and responded to, through specification of the very features of the virus and its potential to disrupt society in numerous ways. The construction of the virus, both in terms of its pandemic potentiality and its capacity to transgress corporeal and territorial boundaries, is key in this regard; these features reveal the interconnectedness of territories, and how such interconnectedness constitute zones of vulnerability to pandemic emergence, and thus threats to global health.
This study contributes to recent critical social science work analyzing the framing of pandemic influenza and corresponding preparedness and response mechanisms in terms of: securitization (Kamradt-Scott and McInnes, 2012); the extension of public health intelligence activities beyond traditional means (French and Mykhalovskiy, 2013); understandings of ‘vulnerability’ by the public and within national and sub-national planning (Stephenson et al, 2014); and the governing of uncertainty through potential or future biosecurity threats (Samimian-Darash, 2013; Thomas, 2014). Our interpretation also resonates with other work that critically examines technologies of security, which are presented as a panacea in environments increasingly marked by insecurity (Aas et al, 2009). As Zedner (2009) points out, technologies of security frequently result in greater insecurity for many individuals or social groups (for example, checking of ID cards of immigrants and refugees). Similarly, we have demonstrated the mutually constitutive way in which pandemic preparedness, as a technology of (in)security, discursively constructs new vulnerabilities, increasing both the demand for security solutions and insecurity of those deemed unable to protect themselves against emerging threats (for example, through the purchase of pharmaceuticals or the stockpiling of non-pharmaceutical resources).
Furthermore, we have analyzed the ways in which the molecular level of the ‘viral’ is discursively implicated in the organizing logic of pandemic preparedness at the scale of the global population, which enables the implementation of interventions at the national and transnational level (Raman and Tutton, 2010). The ‘natural’ potentiality of the virus implicates all viral strains in a future pandemic and constructs multiple possibilities for the source and origin of emergence of the next pandemic virus. The discursive linking of pandemic and non-pandemic viral activity poses a problem for risk governance; the uncertainty that is constituted by these blurred distinctions creates a need for the continuous differentiation between these possibilities. In this way, pandemic planning constitutes society as ‘insecure’ because of the ongoing possibility that ‘normal’ viruses will transform and spread across bodies and territories, a threat that preparedness simultaneously aims to preempt in the objective of global security. Thus, these viral constructions also serve as a key technique in enabling the forms and logic of preemption that characterize preparedness, and necessitate the continuity that drives ongoing global pandemic influenza governance – if every influenza virus has the potential to transform and become the pandemic virus, then preemptive intervention is required to respond to this risk.
The integration of pandemic into everyday processes is co-constituted with the viral object. The viral potentiality and ubiquity of risk, which occurs in the interconnections or boundaries that constitute the social world, and in the viral circulations that we know as ‘natural’, also expand the possibilities for the temporality and territory of intervention. Risk is rendered governable through the ongoing engagement with the possibility of the exceptional pandemic, rather than through the calculation of probabilities. This integration is most apparent in the 2005 restructuring of pandemic phases to include the ‘normal’ state of, animal, infection (not necessarily accompanied by human infection). The logic of preparedness, while still oriented toward a future event, is no longer focused on the prevention of specific or isolated disease outbreaks or events by precluding certain risks that may lead to these undesirable outcomes (for example, pandemic), but is rather focused on securing uncertainty through the regulation and control of emergent risk via ongoing engagement and adaptation (Dillon, 2007; Lakoff, 2007).
In pandemic planning, biopolitical regulation targets not simply circulation characterizing the (human) population, but also as it pertains to the ‘natural’ tendency of the influenza virus to circulate and expand. Of particular concern is the regulation of those ‘between’ spaces that present a potential conduit for transmission of the virus between bodies and species, as well as across territories. While between spaces and the social relations that are implicated in their creation are constituted as sites of potential risk because of possible viral transgression, and consequently as possible targets of surveillance and control, the final objective of this form of regulation is not immobilization, or the restriction of circulation.
Instead, national bodies and other actors are called upon to account for shared or proximate borders that are constituted as sites of vulnerability in terms of the possible spread of disease across such boundaries. Response to viral threat is framed in terms of the mapping of vulnerabilities in a ‘society’ that is imagined largely along organizational lines, for example, in terms of the interconnectedness of businesses or governmental ministries. Thus, much of the reference to the restriction of movement involves the recourse to discretion on a case-by-case basis, and at various levels of governance (for example, national, local and individual). This control is a crucial feature of global biopolitical regulation, which involves the calculation of ‘the extent to which life must be incited to be free, or subjected to scrutiny and discipline’ (Kiersey, 2009, p. 41).
The construction of viral potentiality and expansion across social boundaries is complicated by the parallel functioning of epidemic as operating ‘for’ or ‘against’ the people, a point that recognizes the processes of circulation as intrinsic to the population (Thacker, 2009). Preemptive responses to this threat allow for the ongoing distinction between desirable and undesirable forms of circulation.
The problematization of the pandemic influenza virus according to its potential to transgress boundaries and expand across states and populations opens up multiple possibilities for intervention. For example, the positioning of risk in relation to animals encourages the surveillance of animal populations that often culminates in culling, regardless of whether all of the animals are infected. While such interventions are positioned as justifiable in order to manage viral circulation and potential disease outbreaks, they may have significant economic consequences for those involved in the farming and trade of livestock. Moreover, intensive surveillance may also result in the stigmatization of human bodies closely connected to infected animals. Finally, the positioning of particular nations and pan-national regions (for example, nations that are linked through proximity, shared borders or trade partnerships) as inadequate in the tracking and containment of the natural mutability of the virus justifies certain exclusionary practices. For instance, this construction legitimizes the closing of borders to protect against products and beings from these ‘uncontained’ regions, enacted as a last resort. It also justifies global surveillance and other containment measures within national borders that aim to ensure the ‘global good’ while condemning those nations unable or unwilling to undertake such preparedness activities.
At the global level, this mode of governance diverges from the disciplinary mechanisms that attempt to bring individuals in-line with the norm, through various forms of expert knowledge (Lemke, 2011). Instead, uncertainty is taken as the given in terms of the emergence of pandemic viral strains, and rather than prevent emergence, security mechanisms attempt to regulate this uncertain, yet imminent, event. This securitization is to be achieved through a recourse to freedom (Lentzos and Rose, 2009), which allows for the circulation of viral strains (among other entities) and responds primarily through the adaptation of existing infrastructure and networks (for example, vaccine production networks) in order to mitigate the negative effects of the pandemic. In line with Cooper’s (2006) observation, discourse concerning the potential threat posed by the virus entrenches wealthy nations in the very process of emergence to the point of actualizing it through the production of a global stockpile of anti-virals and other materials, with significant consequences for economic profit from an unrealized event.3
Central to Foucauldian interpretations of security apparatuses is their position as ‘counterparts to liberal freedom and [as] the condition for its existence. Security mechanisms are meant to secure and protect the permanently endangered naturalness of the population, as well as its own forms of free and spontaneous self-regulation’ (Lemke, 2011, p. 47). Technologies of security are aimed at protecting the whole from the internal threats that exist within the social body, which is always at risk. Our analysis illuminates how molecular constructions operate in service of global security and freedom, in addition to the disciplinary mechanisms discussed earlier in this article. The ubiquitous risk of a pandemic virus that could disrupt the ‘naturalness’ of circulation of living and non-living things (for example, humans, goods, information) necessitates an ongoing response to all possibilities of viral activity in order to mitigate or minimize disruptions within networks of circulation (for example, by targeting/accounting for advisories around social gatherings, work/school attendance and travel). This is substantiated by predictions that illness because of a global pandemic could result in GDP losses between 0.5 (£8.4 billion) and 4.3 per cent (£72.3 billion) in the UK alone (Smith et al, 2009). These estimates would increase when accounting for changes in routine such as widespread school closures or prophylactic absenteeism (Smith et al, 2009; Smith et al, 2011). Thus, the threat to the imagined ‘whole-of-society’ is in the undesirable disruption to the circuitous arrangement of global capitalism and the interruption of economic and social functioning. The possible closure of borders, restriction of movement through quarantine and other measures, or the cancellation of social events, in response to a transgressive virus threaten the neoliberal conception of individual rights and freedoms that is so highly valued in the West.

Bioterror
[bookmark: _Hlk492988005]Catastrophic descriptions of a bioterror threat justify violent management of life at the population level, along with a continuous state of bio-emergency
Dagmar Rychnovská 17, Department of Security Studies, Metropolitan University Prague, and Institute of Political Studies, Charles University, Czech Republic, “Bio(in)security, scientific expertise, and the politics of post-disarmament in the biological weapons regime,” Geoforum, Volume 84, 2017, pp. 378-388
The imaginaries of biological threats and the prominence of these issues on the political agenda of Western governments have undergone major changes. What started to be seen as a security concern has been not only a deliberate spread of disease, but also much broader scope of biological risks related to the increasing global circulation of bodies, materials, and technologies (Braun, 2007; Cooper, 2006). The narratives of how biological agents may be used in political violence changed further in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks on the United States and the anthrax letters incidents as a part of a broader concern that malign nonstate actors may seek to develop and use WMD (Guillemin, 2005; Wright, 2006). The taxonomy of biological threats and risks started to increasingly include not only biological warfare, but also biological terrorism, biological crimes, laboratory incidents, and dual-use research, and some add even naturally occurring pandemics to this issue-area as well (Koblentz, 2010). To address biological risks and threats, many governments started to develop new strategies for managing these issues (Bonin, 2007; Lentzos and Rose, 2009).
These changes have been compiled under the notion of biosecurity (Lakoff and Collier, 2008; Rappert and Gould, 2009). Biosecurity embodies a new approach to secure society against biological threats and risks, legitimizing a state of continuous bio-emergency (Braun, 2007). As such, biosecurity leads to not only new understanding of values and vulnerabilities in security politics but also new techniques of anticipatory governance (cf. Anderson, 2010), which justify the establishment of new preparedness policies and practices crossing the boundaries of disarmament, policing, public health, science governance, etc. (Caduff, 2012; Cooper, 2006; Dobson et al., 2013).
The attempts to develop new governmental techniques to address bio-insecurities can also be observed in the biological weapons regime, with an effect on science–security relations. Similarly to the chemical weapons regime, biological disarmament is thought of as facing the challenge of “global shifts in the nature and mode of organized violence and conflicts, and incremental and interlinked changes in science and technology” (Ilchmann and Revill, 2014: 754). These challenges have been recognized at the BWC especially after 2002, when new ways to approach biological disarmament started to be sought.5 Scholars point out several dimensions of this development in this regard.
On-the-one-hand, linking bioweapons with terrorism and other nontraditional forms of political violence caused changing understandings of the referent object threatened by bioweapons. Not militaries, but whole populations are perceived as the risk group to be protected. As a result, the preparedness for biological risks started to be linked more with the governance of public health—both in national and international contexts (Kelle, 2007).6 On-the-other-hand, what came to be seen as a key concern for the BWC has been the pace of techno-scientific progress in life sciences and the convergence of life sciences with chemistry, engineering, and other academic fields. Because biowarfare programs of the 20th century were established in close conjunction with broader scientific developments, the capacity of disarmament practices to keep up with the rapid advances in life sciences is seen as crucial for the success of the regime (Dando, 1999). Scholars and practitioners alike in this regard point out especially the increasing scope of facilities, equipment, agents, and knowledge that have socalled dual-use and may be thus used in legitimate research and development and for causing harm (Atlas and Dando, 2006; Buchanan and Kelley, 2013; Revill and Jefferson, 2013; Tucker, 2012). Given the apparent accessibility of biological materials and technologies, the rising power of science and technology is seen as increasing the opportunities of state and nonstate actors to obtain bioweapons and enhance their lethality (Atlas and Dando, 2006; Chyba and Greninger, 2004; McLeish and Nightingale, 2007; Tucker and Zilinskas, 2006).

Alt
[bookmark: _Hlk505623406]Alternative---General Solvency/AT: Apolitical
[bookmark: _Hlk492987769][bookmark: _Hlk492987954]Critique has political effects---security is produced through mundane practices and scholarly frames, which means making visible the practices of security can rupture their naturalization
Claudia Aradau 15, Department of War Studies at King's College London, Jef Huysmans, Andrew Neal and Nadine Voelkner INTRODUCING CRITICAL SECURITY METHODS, in Critical Security Methods, 13-4
The ‘political life of methods’ draws attention to the role that methods can play in challenging and changing dominant productions of (in)security. Methods do not just carry substantive assumptions about the world; they also have effects for social and political life. This demands that critical security methods consider not only the ‘situated-ness’ and limits of knowledge and the contestations surrounding methods, but also include a sensitivity to potentially subjugated, silenced or marginalized practices and knowledges. Unease with scientificity and the dominance it entails upon other forms of knowledge has often surfaced in critical approaches. For example, feminist scholars have rightly pointed out that scientific knowledge entails its own forms of masculine domination (Tickner 2006; Sylvester 1994). They have led a call for a methodological privileging of subordinated positions, in which knowledge about the world can be formulated from the position of those who are politically as well as epistemologically marginalized. As such, feminism has been most outspoken about developing knowledge that is grounded in the lifeworld of women who are often absent from security knowledge (Enloe 2007; Haraway 1988). Poststructuralist approaches similarly experimented with methods of intertextuality and the breaking down of disciplinary distinctions between genres of text and knowledge to demonstrate how worlds are not simply created by political and security systems and elites but are also brought into being in mundane practices that are often seen as insignificant in the security studies field, such as sports, travel writing, diaries, popular TV series and so on (see e.g., Lisle 2013; Rowley and Weldes 2012; Kiersey and Neumann 2013; Derian and Shapiro 1989). Their methods also made visible how instituted scholarly methods tend to reproduce dominant power relations and the legitimating frameworks that sustain them. Disrupting the latter by introducing genre-crossing methods aimed at creating the possibility for subjugated knowledge and practice to gain presence in the scholarly field of security knowledge.
The political life of methods thus refers to reflexivity about the power relations and habitus that methods produce and sustain. This means proactively positioning oneself through the development of methods so as to challenge familiar and instituted processes of validation of what matters for security practice and studies. A key question for critical scholars, in spite of their IR/security studies heritage, is what it means to start not here in ‘the international’ but elsewhere. Feminist, Marxist, and postcolonial approaches share this mobilizing of a distinct positioning, as does the use of popular culture and the recent experimenting with autoethnographic methods to understand international politics. For critical security scholars this can mean starting with situated practices of struggle rather than security (see Chapter 6). For example, developing critical mapping methods when analysing geopolitical security practice or the reification of territoriality through border control regimes often work by making visible the victims and injustices produced by security practices (Chapter 2). Or, it can require that critical security scholars undo security as an object and experiment with methods that analyse security practices as more dispersed and possibly not primarily intelligible as ‘security’ (see Chapter 6). Another way of taking a critical position through method is to experiment with collaboration in order to challenge the limits of individualizing forms of knowledge production in scholarly fields organized through new management practices (Chapter 8).
Critical security methods are thus also political because of their rupturing effects (see Aradau and Huysmans 2013). This may not mean ‘changing the world’ in the way that Marx (1994) called on philosophers to do (although it might); more often, critical methods mean changing worlds in local and immediate terms. When we practise methods, we talk to selected people, we go to distinct places, we interact, we are hired, we employ assistants, we buy, we consume, we introduce ideas, we collaborate, we argue, we produce and we publish. As security researchers, we interact with those affected by security practices and those responsible for security practices, and we interact with other researchers, creating new forms of knowledge and new social arrangements. In so doing, these practices can introduce turbulence into existing routines, habitus and practices. Sometimes they might resolve issues and questions, but they might also make them messier. Sometimes they also create entirely new issues and questions. 
Alternative---Giroux Critical Analysis
Reject the affirmative’s fear-driven politics---critical analysis of the politics of security gives us a new political vocabulary with which to articulate democracy---activating your role as an ethical educator is the only way to avert permanent warfare
Henry Giroux 13, Chair in English and Cultural Studies at McMaster University, “Violence, USA,” 5/1/13, monthlyreview.org/2013/05/01/violence-usa
In addition, as the state is hijacked by the financial-military-industrial complex, the “most crucial decisions regarding national policy are not made by representatives, but by the financial and military elites.”53 Such massive inequality and the suffering and political corruption it produces point to the need for critical analysis in which the separation of power and politics can be understood. This means developing terms that clarify how power becomes global even as politics continues to function largely at the national level, with the effect of reducing the state primarily to custodial, policing, and punishing functions—at least for those populations considered disposable.
The state exercises its slavish role in the form of lowering taxes for the rich, deregulating corporations, funding wars for the benefit of the defense industries, and devising other welfare services for the ultra-rich. There is no escaping the global politics of finance capital and the global network of violence it has produced. Resistance must be mobilized globally and politics restored to a level where it can make a difference in fulfilling the promises of a global democracy. But such a challenge can only take place if the political is made more pedagogical and matters of education take center stage in the struggle for desires, subjectivities, and social relations that refuse the normalizing of violence as a source of gratification, entertainment, identity, and honor.
War in its expanded incarnation works in tandem with a state organized around the production of widespread violence. Such a state is necessarily divorced from public values and the formative cultures that make a democracy possible. The result is a weakened civic culture that allows violence and punishment to circulate as part of a culture of commodification, entertainment, distraction, and exclusion. In opposing the emergence of the United States as both a warfare and a punishing state, I am not appealing to a form of left moralism meant simply to mobilize outrage and condemnation. These are not unimportant registers, but they do not constitute an adequate form of resistance.
What is needed are modes of analysis that do the hard work of uncovering the effects of the merging of institutions of capital, wealth, and power, and how this merger has extended the reach of a military-industrial-carceral and academic complex, especially since the 1980s. This complex of ideological and institutional elements designed for the production of violence must be addressed by making visible its vast national and global interests and militarized networks, as indicated by the fact that the United States has over 1,000 military bases abroad.54 Equally important is the need to highlight how this military-industrial-carceral and academic complex uses punishment as a structuring force to shape national policy and everyday life.
Challenging the warfare state also has an important educational component. C. Wright Mills was right in arguing that it is impossible to separate the violence of an authoritarian social order from the cultural apparatuses that nourish it. As Mills put it, the major cultural apparatuses not only “guide experience, they also expropriate the very chance to have an experience rightly called ‘our own.’”55 This narrowing of experience shorn of public values locks people into private interests and the hyper-individualized orbits in which they live. Experience itself is now privatized, instrumentalized, commodified, and increasingly militarized. Social responsibility gives way to organized infantilization and a flight from responsibility.
Crucial here is the need to develop new cultural and political vocabularies that can foster an engaged mode of citizenship capable of naming the corporate and academic interests that support the warfare state and its apparatuses of violence, while simultaneously mobilizing social movements to challenge and dismantle its vast networks of power. One central pedagogical and political task in dismantling the warfare state is, therefore, the challenge of creating the cultural conditions and public spheres that would enable the U.S. public to move from being spectators of war and everyday violence to being informed and engaged citizens.
Unfortunately, major cultural apparatuses like public and higher education, which have been historically responsible for educating the public, are becoming little more than market-driven and militarized knowledge factories. In this particularly insidious role, educational institutions deprive students of the capacities that would enable them not only to assume public responsibilities, but also to actively participate in the process of governing. Without the public spheres for creating a formative culture equipped to challenge the educational, military, market, and religious fundamentalisms that dominate U.S. society, it will be virtually impossible to resist the normalization of war as a matter of domestic and foreign policy.
Any viable notion of resistance to the current authoritarian order must also address the issue of what it means pedagogically to imagine a more democratically oriented notion of knowledge, subjectivity, and agency and what it might mean to bring such notions into the public sphere. This is more than what Bernard Harcourt calls “a new grammar of political disobedience.”56 It is a reconfiguring of the nature and substance of the political so that matters of pedagogy become central to the very definition of what constitutes the political and the practices that make it meaningful. Critical understanding motivates transformative action, and the affective investments it demands can only be brought about by breaking into the hardwired forms of common sense that give war and state-supported violence their legitimacy. War does not have to be a permanent social relation, nor the primary organizing principle of everyday life, society, and foreign policy.
The war of all-against-all and the social Darwinian imperative to respond positively only to one’s own self-interest represent the death of politics, civic responsibility, and ethics, and set the stage for a dysfunctional democracy, if not an emergent authoritarianism. The existing neoliberal social order produces individuals who have no commitment, except to profit, disdain social responsibility, and loosen all ties to any viable notion of the public good. This regime of punishment and privatization is organized around the structuring forces of violence and militarization, which produce a surplus of fear, insecurity, and a weakened culture of civic engagement—one in which there is little room for reasoned debate, critical dialogue, and informed intellectual exchange. Patricia Clough and Craig Willse are right in arguing that we live in a society “in which the production and circulation of death functions as political and economic recovery.”57
The United States understood as a warfare state prompts a new urgency for a collective politics and a social movement capable of negating the current regimes of political and economic power, while imagining a different and more democratic social order. Until the ideological and structural foundations of violence that are pushing U.S. society over the abyss are addressed, the current warfare state will be transformed into a full-blown authoritarian state that will shut down any vestige of democratic values, social relations, and public spheres. At the very least, the U.S. public owes it to its children and future generations, if not the future of democracy itself, to make visible and dismantle this machinery of violence while also reclaiming the spirit of a future that works for life rather than death—the future of the current authoritarianism, however dressed up they appear in the spectacles of consumerism and celebrity culture. It is time for educators, unions, young people, liberals, religious organizations, and other groups to connect the dots, educate themselves, and develop powerful social movements that can restructure the fundamental values and social relations of democracy while establishing the institutions and formative cultures that make it possible. Stanley Aronowitz is right in arguing that:
the system survives on the eclipse of the radical imagination, the absence of a viable political opposition with roots in the general population, and the conformity of its intellectuals who, to a large extent, are subjugated by their secure berths in the academy [and though] we can take some solace in 2011, the year of the protester…it would be premature to predict that decades of retreat, defeat and silence can be reversed overnight without a commitment to what may be termed “a long march” through the institutions, the workplaces and the streets of the capitalist metropoles.58
The current protests among young people, workers, the unemployed, students, and others are making clear that this is not—indeed, cannot be—only a short-term project for reform, but must constitute a political and social movement of sustained growth, accompanied by the reclaiming of public spaces, the progressive use of digital technologies, the development of democratic public spheres, new modes of education, and the safeguarding of places where democratic expression, new identities, and collective hope can be nurtured and mobilized. Without broad political and social movements standing behind and uniting the call on the part of young people for democratic transformations, any attempt at radical change will more than likely be cosmetic.
Any viable challenge to the new authoritarianism and its theater of cruelty and violence must include developing a variety of cultural discourses and sites where new modes of agency can be imagined and enacted, particularly as they work to reconfigure a new collective subject, modes of sociality, and “alternative conceptualizations of the self and its relationship to others.”59 Clearly, if the United States is to make a claim to democracy, it must develop a politics that views violence as a moral monstrosity and war as virulent pathology. How such a claim to politics unfolds remains to be seen. In the meantime, resistance proceeds, especially among the young people who now carry the banner of struggle against an encroaching authoritarianism that is working hard to snuff out all vestiges of democratic life.

AT: Affirmative Responses
2NC---AT: Realism
Reject realism:
1. Exclusionary epistemology---a totally objective view of reality is impossible---all knowledge is mediated through experience, culture, and politics. Realism is only one possible reality; naïve faith in its inevitability is only based on a discursive hegemony maintained through the exclusion of other viewpoints, this creates the analytical shortcomings and incomplete analysis that drive anxiety and the need for security.

1. Inaccurate theory---developed for the wrong era and is haunted by worst-case anxieties that misdiagnose why states act
Daniel Bessner 18, Ph.D. in History from Duke University, Assistant Professor in American Foreign Policy in the Henry M. Jackson School of International Studies at the University of Washington, 10-22-2018, "Foreign Policy for the Twenty-First Century", http://bostonreview.net/war-security/daniel-bessner-foreign-policy-twenty-first-century
However, there are significant problems with Mearsheimer’s ontology—and, indeed, with the ontology of realism in general. To understand why this is so, we must examine realism’s midcentury origins. Realism was developed in the 1940s and 1950s by a cohort of German émigrés scarred by the international relations of the 1930s, a decade in which two great powers—Nazi Germany and Imperial Japan—launched a devastating world war that killed and maimed tens of millions. It is not surprising that in response to the horrors of World War II—and the inability of the League of Nations to prevent it—thinkers such as Morgenthau, John Herz, Hans Speier, and Arnold Wolfers developed a theory of international politics that was incredibly pessimistic about the possibilities of international cooperation and which considered great power wars endemic features of geopolitics. These beliefs formed the core of realism and remain at the center of its philosophy.¶ These convictions are problematic, however, because they reify a peculiar historical moment as ontological reality. As Mearsheimer succinctly puts it, “realism is a timeless theory” that is true throughout all eras of history. But as the historian Nicolas Guilhot has shown, this belief “places limits upon the kind of political goals that one can pursue and . . . makes it difficult if not impossible to pursue positive or transformative goals.” Thus Mearsheimer maintains that human beings will never be able to create a world state capable of transcending international anarchy and are instead doomed to fight war after war until one, presumably, finally wipes out the entire species. There is a reason that Mearsheimer’s most famous book is titled The Tragedy of Great Power Politics.¶ From a historical perspective, though, Mearsheimer’s pessimism appears unwarranted. If anything, the broad sweep of human history evinces a trend toward ever-larger political units that encompass wider and wider geographic and cultural spaces. Human beings, in other words, have repeatedly built new solidarities that at one time appeared impossible. Why would this process stop at the nation-state, a political form that is only 225 years old? Even if one believes a world state is an unrealistic fantasy, why is it impossible to create novel political constellations based on mutual respect and cooperation? Simply put, I am not convinced that Mearsheimer is correct to claim that human beings are congenitally unable to build regional, continental, and, perhaps, global political communities that, eventually, transcend war. While this process will no doubt be difficult and painful, there is no reason to believe it is impossible—unless you think it always is, and will forever be, the 1930s.¶ Realism’s midcentury origins also lead Mearsheimer to emphasize worst-case scenarios. This is clear in his anxiety over China’s rise, which he considers a threat to U.S. hegemony, and hence to the U.S. national interest. Beyond the fact that it seems to me profoundly unrealistic to believe Americans will indefinitely support a U.S. military presence in East Asia, it is unclear why, exactly, the emergence of another great power far from our shores threatens the United States. Indeed, a negotiated security transition in East Asia (the United States maintains approximately 375,000 personnel in its Indo-Pacific Command) would free up funds that could be used to bolster the social safety net and address domestic income inequality, two of the most pressing issues of our time. It could also make China a true stakeholder in maintaining international peace. Furthermore, there are historical reasons to be wary of worst-case scenarios. During the Cold War, the mistaken belief that the Soviet Union was necessarily an existential enemy bent on the United States’s destruction engendered costly arms races, prevented the sort of honest negotiations that could have ended the U.S.-Soviet struggle in the 1950s, and encouraged Americans to create a massive global basing system (currently about 800 bases in dozens of countries). More recently, the fear of another 9/11 led to the fruitless “War on Terror” and its many violations of civil liberties that Mearsheimer rightly deplores. This is all to say that we must not allow worst-case scenarios to determine U.S. foreign policy. In the entirety of its existence, one could argue that the United States’s survival has been urgently threatened by external forces only twice—during the War of 1812 and during the Cuban missile crisis of 1962. Our average condition is one of safety, and it is from this base that we must develop our grand strategy.¶ Mearsheimer’s—and many realists’—obsession with worst-case scenarios emerges from the assumption that “most states, most of the time, follow balance-of-power logic.” This is simply not true. As manifold historians have demonstrated, decision-makers pursue policies for a diversity of reasons, whether they be ideological, economic, developmentalist, racial, gendered, or, perhaps most importantly, political. To take a famous example, Lyndon B. Johnson escalated the Vietnam War not only—or even mostly—because of the “domino theory,” but because he was anxious about his political future. In retrospect, even the Cold War—the balance-of-power struggle par excellence—seems to have been mostly about the ideological fight between capitalism and communism. Ironically, Mearsheimer himself has recognized the limits of the balance of power as an explanans of state behavior, co-writing a book about the pernicious effects of the “Israel lobby” on U.S. foreign policy. Indeed, in The Great Delusion he admits that an important way to combat liberal hegemony “is to build a counter-elite that can make the case” for a heterodox approach to world affairs. By Mearsheimer’s own admission, then, the balance of power often does not explain U.S. international relations. A central category of realist thinking about geopolitics is thus undercut, which implies that the pessimism of realism might be unwarranted.



2NC---AT: Reps Not Reality
Conflates the social field and natural field---obviously how I talk about a tornado doesn’t affect it, but the social field is mediated by language---what you think about a problem implicates how you interact with it which is why epistemology has to comes first.

Discursive framing is the difference between war and peace
Christopher McIntosh 17, Ph.D. in international relations from the University of Chicago, Assistant Professor in Political Studies at Bard College, 8/29/17, “Trump, Russia, and the Global Right: IR’s Difficulty with the Political Present,” Trump, Russia, and the Global Right: IR’s Difficulty with the Political Present
This is not merely an inside baseball question for security studies scholars and watchers of American politics—discursive framing matters in concrete ways. How actions are politically constituted largely determine the appropriate response. We have seen how acts of terrorism are increasingly framed as an act of war, virtually necessitating war in response—France’s response to the Paris attacks mirrors in word and deed the US response in 2001. Given the twin focuses of US security policy on cyber operations and terrorism, Russian information operations pose a unique threat. If it becomes commonly accepted that Russia attacked and damaged the self-proclaimed core of American exceptionalism—its commitment to democracy via free and fair elections—one can easily see that being appropriated legally and politically as an “act of war.” If combined with traditional acts of violence in response—such as those the Russian government has utilized in the recent past (e.g., assassinations) in Europe and the United States—the lines could blur. Even worse, political actors on both sides could see it as in their interest to deliberately blur these lines for domestic political gain. It does not take a significant imagination to consider a future United States government responding to such acts of war by the Russian government with a proxy war in Syria, Ukraine, the Baltics, or elsewhere, translating rhetoric into traditional kinetic warfare. This is, after all, the country with which the United States has already once fought a “Cold War,” willingly risking nuclear escalation to contain Russia’s global influence. While this scenario is perhaps somewhat fanciful it is by no means unimaginable. And when compared to what was considered unimaginable three years ago, it is decidedly less so, given the “interesting times” we’ve been “cursed” to live in.¶ The supposed “curse” of “interesting times” is worth reflecting on. In popular usage, this “curse” has typically been attributed to “ancient China.” Yet, despite the cliché’s lengthy history, no scholar has been able to find evidence to verify this claim. In other words, the “ancient Chinese curse” is only “ancient” and “Chinese” among non-Chinese in the present-day United States. It’s a false past, deployed in a specific present, used to signify something temporally universal—the challenge of living through changing times.¶ The point I wish to underscore is this: the present is always a time of change and divergence, uncertainty and the new. Regardless of how we choose to define it, whatever borders we draw around it, whoever “our” present includes and more importantly, whoever it excludes, it is a crucial time of politics. Unless IR scholarship learns to take the present more seriously, we will face the same challenges and experience similar dissatisfaction the next time we confront apparently seismic changes in world politics. And when we do, we will once again wonder why it is that we’ve generated so much valuable scholarship, yet have such a hard time using it.


AT: Ontological Security/Lashout
Securitization is not necessary for ontological security---the alt mantains the coherence of us/them distinctions without presenting others as a risk to our identity
Bahar Rumelili 13, Associate Professor Department of International Relations, Koç University, 9/20/13, “Identity and desecuritisation: the pitfalls of conflating ontological and physical security,” https://link-springer-com.turing.library.northwestern.edu/article/10.1057/jird.2013.22
Nevertheless, the conflation of ontological and physical security in the extant literature has constrained the theorisation of the ways in which processes of securitisation/desecuritisation and identity construction impinge on one another. First, much of the critical literature on security has reduced identity either to a subject position constituted by discourses of physical security or to a sector of physical security. Those who have focused on discourses of security have emphasised ‘how representations of danger make us what we are’ and how ‘politics of security, constituting and mobilizing difference … specifies who we are and what we are allowed to be’ (Dillon 1996: 34–35). For example, Maria Stern (2006: 192) has traced how identity emerges in the context of discourses of security and is essential to their functioning: ‘In order for the subject of security to be secured, it must be named, represented, and given an identity’. In her conceptualisation, the definition of an Other has followed the naming of danger and the identification of threat and thus the Other necessarily becomes radical and dangerous. Similarly, in securitisation theory, identity is only one among the many issues that can be framed as security issues, and it enters the picture only if and when it is explicitly discussed as a security issue. According to Wæver (1998: 69), identity remains an ‘external factor’ when other issues are being securitised or desecuritised. Similarly, Williams (2003) has neglected the question of whether and how identity allows for desecuritisation, and has focused instead on how securitisation reifies identities and challenges their negotiability and flexibility.
Thus, critical security theorists have predominantly focused on the state of ontological security/physical (in)security, and on how discourses and practices of physical (in)security condition and constrain processes of identity formation and the pursuit of ontological security. As a result, the security of the capacity to constitute a distinct Self, that is, ontological security, has been conflated with discourses of physical (in)security and acts of securitisation. The possibility for attaining ontological security in alternative states of physical security, and in particular, the question of whether and how the pursuit of a stable identity allows for a move to a state of ontological security/physical asecurity have remained unexplored.
In fact, the conflation of physical and ontological security forms the very basis of Roe’s (2004) controversial argument that ‘securitisation is an inherent condition of minority rights’. According to Roe (2004: 290), for a minority group, the maintenance of a distinct identity is necessarily imbued with security-ness, which if taken out, may mean the very death of the minority. Thus, desecuritisation of issues, such as minority rights, may be logically impossible. Here, Roe is referring to the concern for ontological security on part of an ethnic group and its freedom to maintain its distinctiveness, yet he is positing securitisation, which is an act associated with the pursuit of physical security, as its inherent condition. As a result, according to Roe (2006: 433), even an us/them dichotomy becomes a securitised relation.
In contrast, the two-layered conception of security leads me to argue that desecuritisation (of minority rights and other issues) is possible, and that it is only possible because ontological security is distinct from and not reducible to physical security. Desecuritisation of minority rights and identities does not necessarily undermine group distinctiveness (ontological security), but it ends the reproduction of this distinctiveness through the representation of the majority as a threat (physical (in)security). Although securitisation does generate ontological security, the latter is not dependent on the former. The distinction between ontological and physical security also opens up the possibility of attaining ontological security in a state of physical asecurity. In this case, as noted before, the Self maintains the stability and certainty of its being by differentiating itself from significant Others, without identifying a particular Other as a source of imminent harm and danger. This state of security does not bring the ‘death’ of identities, but maintains us/them distinctions, which are necessary for the certainty and stability of being, without constructing the Other as an imminent threat to the group’s survival (see also Browning and Joenniemi 2012).
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Deterrence creates ontological security---the alt causes lashout to secure the self
Amir Lupovici 16, associate professor in the Department of Political Science at Tel Aviv University, research fellow in the Blavatnik Interdisciplinary Cyber Research Center, August 2016, “Ontological Security, Deterrence, and the Use of Force,” Chapter 3 in, The Power of Deterrence: Emotions, Identity, and American and Israeli Wars of Resolve, Cambridge University Press
Ontological Insecurity and the Practice of Deterrence
Once the deterrer identity is constituted, being able to deter gives deterrer actors ontological security (see Figure 3.1) – that is, it internally and externally validates the actors’ self. Externally, it allows them to have routinized interactions with significant others, and internally it allows them to hold a coherent narrative of their self. Either way, it provides them with certainty regarding who they are and who their opponents are, and gives them a sense of predictability and confidence about their interactions. Attaining ontological security is accompanied by positive feelings, such as pride and trust, which solidify the attachment to this strategy; further prioritize it over other strategic options; bolster the context of deterrence through which events are seen and interpreted; and strengthen the discourse of deterrence and its instrumental use. The result is the enhancement of the deterrer identity and deterrence practices and thus also of the actor’s sense of ontological security.
Externally, the deterrer identity is validated through interactions with a deterred other with whom the practices of deterrence are routinized. In addition, as a number of scholars have noted, deterrence practice sustains a state of rivalry between actors: while attempting to avoid violence, deterrence, nonetheless, preserves the conflict (Lebow and Stein, 1994). It does not aim to eliminate the other, but to maintain the rivalry status – which can be a source of ontological security. In this respect – and similar to Mitzen’s (2006) “identity of enmity” – a deterrence relationship not only sanctions the practices of enmity or rivalry (e.g., through arming and issuing threats), but more fundamentally it limits an actor’s ability to divert from these practices and thus helps to prolong conflicts.22
Internally, these practices allow them to tell a coherent story about themselves, directly signaling to the domestic audience, “We are a deterrer.” Deterrence also contributes to ontological security by making the environment more predictable and clear. Steele argues that “the need for ontological security is satisfied by ‘securitizing’ the unknown into identifiable threat ... by turning anxiety into fear” (Steele, 2008: 64; see also Huysmans 1998: 242–3).23 Fear is evoked when physical security is threatened (i.e., survival), while anxiety results, as noted earlier, from threats to the self (Steele, 2008: 51).24 My point is that this is exactly what happens through the practices of deterrence – particularly in MAD, which is based on creating fear and, in this way, eliminating anxiety. As Rumelili (2015b: 12) asserts, “Anxiety leads the individual to establish and focus on objects of fear, to channel his/her anxieties about death into fears as much as possible because fear can be met by courage and protective measures” (see also Tillich, 1959: 45).
Emotional responses play an important part in this process, as both the internal and external validation of the identity evokes pride. Pride results from an actor’s ability to tell a coherent story of itself (i.e., we are a deterrer actor) and in this way the actor is able to satisfy the need for continuity in its behavior. Furthermore, since the strategy of deterrence is based on deeper social structures that allowed the adoption and internalization of this strategy in the first place, practicing deterrence reaffirms other cultural and social attributes that enhance the pride and attachment to this strategy and practice. In Israel, for example, the ability to deter is seen in light of its identity as a security provider. The idea of self-reliance – of actively influencing fate – is fundamental to the Jewish self, reinforced by their historical view of themselves as victims (e.g., Lupovici, 2012: 824; see also Sucharov, 2005: 31, 68).
Regarding the play of emotions from the perspective of external validation, practicing deterrence preserves and solidifies an actor’s distinction from the deterred other and maintains the conflict that further enhances the attachment to the self. By sharpening self-identification vis-à-vis the other and evoking the individual’s sense of membership in the group, practicing deterrence thus engenders the emotion of pride.
The role identity of deterrence provides a clear manifestation not only of both the internal and external validation dynamics, but also of their mutual influence. Foremost, external recognition for the deterrer actor further confirms the internal validation. It eases the ability to tell a coherent story of the deterrer self, as deterrer actors require the existence (or perceived existence) of a deterred other. Furthermore, for actors with a coherent narrative of deterrence, this dynamic may be in play even when the other is not actually deterred but only acts as if it were (i.e., avoids challenging the deterrer actor). In such situations, the alleged deterred actor validates the routines of deterrence for the deterrer actor, which interprets the situation as deterrence success.25 In addition, internal validation may enhance the dynamics of external validation.
A coherent narrative of deterrence that domestically validates the deterrer self – as was evident during some periods in the Cold War – may project deterrence credibility and increase the chances of deterrence success and thus the affirmation of deterrence routines.
However, as demonstrated in Figure 3.2, for actors that have internalized deterrence ideas and have a deterrer identity, experiencing meaningful violence not only creates “physical” insecurity, but it also poses a threat to their sense of self. In such situations, a deterrer identity aggravates insecurity, enhances threat, and increases the chances of violence.
The deterrer role identity is challenged when actors cannot sustain their structure of interactions with other(s) with whom their identity is enacted or when they cannot tell themselves a coherent story about their role. In any of these cases, their inability to be “themselves” evokes emotional response and discomfort that they want to placate.
According to the relational approach, ontological security is maintained and validated through routine relations with significant others. Because an actor’s interactions with others is a main aspect of constituting its sense of self (Mitzen, 2006: 358, 362–3), any threat to these relations threatens the actor’s self. As Ringmar (1996: 13–4, 81–2) argues, an actor needs to be recognized as the kind of actor it claims to be. According to the internal approach, any action toward the “other” or action of the “other” toward the self that diverts from an actor’s identity guidelines can burden that actor’s coherent narrative (see, for example, Northrup, 1989: 75).
I suggest that because a deterrer identity is dependent on relations with an “other” that will act accordingly (that is, as a deterred actor), the collapse of this structure (for example, if the “other” launches an attack on the “deterrer”) generates ontological insecurity. An actor that uses meaningful force against a deterrer actor conveys that it is not a deterred other through whom the deterrer’s self can be reaffirmed. In addition, when a challenger inflicts a meaningful attack on a deterring actor, a gap opens up between how the deterring actor perceives itself and reality – the deterrer is thus no longer able to tell a coherent story of itself. As we have seen above, because of the constitutive nature of deterrence for these actors, their political and military leaders, and even their public, cannot perceive the situation as unrelated to deterrence. Moreover, because of these constitutive effects, leaders may exacerbate and securitize the threat (to the deterrer identity). In such situations they are able to further clarify, frame, and emphasize the severity of the situation and also to reflect, resonate, and evoke emotional responses.
Within the deterrence context, the forceful events are interpreted as acts of disrespect. Although the attack may have been motivated by various factors, including domestic political reasons of the challenger, the deterrer will interpret it as a strike against its self. Not only will the deterrer actor see itself as lacking strength or resolution (as more traditional deterrence theories would suggest), but this negative self-image affects the deterrer’s sense of honor. The inability of an actor who holds a deterrer identity to deter evokes feelings such as shame and humiliation, frustration, anxiety and nostalgia.
Being unable to prevent a meaningful challenge is humiliating for deterrer actors because they cannot sustain the international status and position to which they aspire. Actors’ fundamental need to be honored is intimately linked to having a credible deterrent posture (Fettweis, 2013: 105–11, 129–30). But more than this, honor is affected by international knowledge of what a deterrer actor is.26 The conduct of a deterrer actor is evaluated according to cultural standards of behavior, and when the deterrer actor is challenged, external and domestic audiences may observe this gap, aggravating the sense of humiliation.
In addition, and following the sense of humiliation, deterrer actors facing meaningful challenges also experience shame when they cannot meet expectations (theirs or others) regarding their behavior, power, and threat. The shame is thus due not only to being unable to deter, but also to the gap seen between what they are and what they aim to be. As Steele argues, actors are ashamed about “both their actions and how those actions relate to their sense of Selves” (2008: 54). Furthermore, violence inflicted by non-state actors, such as terrorists, exacerbates these feelings of shame and humiliation because the challenge comes from a relatively weak actor (e.g., Saurette, 2006: 517).
For the deterrer actor, humiliation and shame represent attacks on the actor’s self, which evokes anxiety: a situation the deterrer actor tries to repair. According to Fettweis, internalized beliefs can become central to actors’ identity, and anxiety erupts when new information challenges this key part of their sense of self (Fettweis, 2013: 6–7). I argue that this is what happens to deterrer actors when they face meaningful violence: they can no longer be themselves and as a result face ontological insecurity.
As Guzzini argues, ontological anxiety emerges when there is “a misfit between the significance of a certain event and the subject-positions or roles that are embedded in a foreign policy imaginary” (Guzzini, 2012: 55). These feelings are internal in the sense that they are seen to contradict the self-narrative, but they are also external manifestations of the notion that others do not recognize the deterrer as it wants and needs.
The inability to prevent meaningful violence, an important goal for deterrer actors, may also be frustrating. This emotion concerns the external aspect of ontological (in)security, as the actor sees its inability to deter as evidence that the challenger does not recognize the deterrer self or its alleged actions. At the same time, the deterrer’s narrative – sharpening the need to be a deterrer and constituting the need to take actions to deter – further intensifies the feelings of frustration.
Lastly, as noted above, nostalgia concerns a gap between an actor’s experience and its past and provides actors with a lens through which they interpret the world. Gabriel suggests that nostalgia creates “a retrospective mythology, something which is at once part of us but not part of the present world” (1993: 121). Thus, when the deterrer identity is challenged (see Figure 3.2), deterrer actors may become nostalgic for the real or imagined past when their deterrence strategy (allegedly) worked.
In fact, the existence of this nostalgic yearning for a mythological past is an interesting indication of the deterrer identity: unlike strategic rationales for behavior, nostalgia justifies the need to practice deterrence through the idea that deterrence is something the actor used in its past.
The nostalgia actors feel in such situations not only indicates their identity and ontological insecurity, but at the same time tries to address the ontological insecurity. Nostalgia at the collective level concerns narration of that mythological past, and can be seen as an attempt to solidify the self by connecting it to the pride of unrepeatable experiences.
The connection between the inability to deter and ontological insecurity/emotions can be aptly illustrated through the responses to the 9/11 attacks. Saurette points to the humiliation caused by 9/11, concluding that the attacks showed that Bush and the Republicans “hadn’t been ‘man enough’ to deter and scare evil-doers. From this perspective, it would be almost impossible for Bush to avoid interpreting the attacks of 9/11 not only as a threat, but also as a deep humiliation” (Saurette, 2006: 513). Manifestations of nostalgia also followed the 9/11 attacks, including the yearning for the period of time when the United States struggled with the Soviet Union and deterrence allegedly worked (e.g., Rice, 2002). These nostalgic utterances reveal ontological insecurity, but also can be understood as a way to alleviate that insecurity by referring to a glowing past.
Following from this discussion, I suggest that we can add a fourth indicator for establishing the existence of deterrer identity to the three I already presented in the previous chapter – that is, emotional responses. Not only does this indicator point to the existence of and challenges to the deterrer identity, but it also helps to establish actors’ experience of ontological (in)security. For deterrer actors, being able to deter creates emotions like pride, while being unable to deter evokes not only fear and physical insecurity, but also frustration, humiliation, shame, nostalgia, and anxiety. Employing this indicator deviates from rational and other traditional approaches to deterrence; and, in fact, suggesting that emotions, which shape and are affected by the practices of deterrence, challenges some of these theories (see also Crawford, 2000: 145–9).
Ontological Insecurity and the Usage of Force
Deterrer actors aim to validate their identity and, in this way, to preserve their selves. In some cases, the aspiration to validate identity and preserve ontological security may enhance and solidify the practices of deterrence and avoidance of violence – especially in situations of internalized mutual deterrence when actors can recognize each other’s “roles.” Threats posed to preserve deterrence can be more easily interpreted as attempts to deter rather than to escalate; and, in a similar way, reassurance steps will be interpreted as attempts to draw the lines of deterrence rather than to appease. Wendt (1999: 358–9), for example, suggests that in situations where states are restrained from using violence – such as MAD – they not only avoid violence but, “ironically, may be willing to trust each other enough to take on collective identity” and to understand each other’s needs. As noted above, trust is a key element of ontological security.
Likewise, a deterrer role identity – which entails strong domestic support for deterrence – may enhance the deterrent posture and increase international recognition of the actor as a deterrer, strengthening, in turn, the deterrer identity on the domestic level (see Figure 3.1). The interplay between these two aspects may enhance the lack of violence and the selffulfilling prophecies of deterrence, and thus increase the actor’s ontological security. On the other hand, when deterrer actors allegedly fail to deter and experience meaningful violence, the resulting ontological insecurity creates a need to reestablish deterrence, as demonstrated in Figure 3.2. I argue that in such situations, using force becomes much more likely. Because deterrer actors see a lack of violence as stemming from deterrence success, they see their experience of violence as the result of something they have or have not done – and therefore as under their control. Using force is seen as a way to fix the situation and validate their sense of self as deterrer actors, both internationally and domestically.
Perm do both---the alt fails, our securitization is good, no impact, and only the perm solves
Eric Van Rythoven 19. PhD in Political Science from Carleton University. Journal of Global Security Studies and the International Studies Association and the Canadian Political Science Association. “The Securitization Dilemma.” https://academic.oup.com/jogss/advance-article/doi/10.1093/jogss/ogz028/5532523#137694797. 
Tragedy is largely absent from the existing normative debate on securitization. Instead, the debate has become organized around whether securitization is a “negative” or “positive” concept. In the classic formulation, the Copenhagen School points to how “[n]ational security should not be idealized. It works to silence opposition and has given power-holders many opportunities to exploit ‘threats’ for domestic purposes” (Buzan et al. 1998, 29; Williams 2003). Securitization has negative effects when it functions as “a political technology that consistently favors the interests of the powerful and enables violence and exclusion” (McDonald 2015, 154). Correspondingly, Wæver admits a “‘bias’ for desecuritization” or de-escalation, although he quickly notes that this is “not always better than securitization” (Wæver 2011, 469). At the same time, a number of approaches point to cases where securitization is ethically desirable. In her compelling consequentialist argument, for example, Floyd asks “whether the consequences of, and the gains from, the securitization are preferable relative to the consequences and gains from a politicization” (2007, 338). Relatedly, Roe contends that “the extent to which securitization necessitates a lack of openness and deliberation has been overexaggerated” and suggests it may even elicit unappreciated forms of cooperation (2012, 250).
The problem with the negative/positive debate is that it appears to impose moral certitude where there often is none. Registering securitizing moves as clearly positive or negative can be difficult because their effects can be mixed and temporally distant. The difficulty in making this determination may also be an indicator of the uncertainty surrounding securitizing moves. In the end, because the outcomes of security claims are uncertain, we cannot know in advance whether they will lead to positive or negative consequences. Instead, we should entertain a distinctly tragic vision of securitization that councils an ethic of self-limitation. The core of this tragic vision is a recognition that the powerful allure of using security talk to “gain control” over a situation will always be present (Wæver 1995, 54). However, we should also recognize that this control is always illusory because it presumes all of its effects can be predetermined. The tragedy of securitization is that the failure to recognize how contingency imposes limits on action lures political actors into a false sense of certainty and the conviction that they can determine the future. This leads to a hubristic adoption of “misplaced certainty,” such as when Vice President Dick Cheney declared in August of 2002 that “there is no doubt that Saddam Hussein now has weapons of mass destruction” (quoted in Mitzen and Schweller 2011, 3). A similar situation emerged when Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld subsequently claimed in November that the Iraq conflict could be “[f]ive days or five weeks or five months, but it certainly isn’t going to last any longer than that” (Esterbrook 2002). A similarly misplaced certainty is evident in US General Stanley McChrystal’s assurances to the Obama administration in 2009 that a surge in troops and resources were critical to stave off American defeat in Afghanistan (Woodward 2009). More recently, it is visible in President Donald Trump’s 2018 assertion that he was “100 percent right” on the weaknesses of the Iran nuclear deal (CNN 2018).
Yet, tragedy cuts both ways. Blanket opposition to securitizing moves can also have unanticipated effects. Ironically, the desecuritization of an issue may not just result in its repoliticization, but in its disappearance from public view (Floyd 2010, 57–58). Viewing security discourse as negative also underplays how the management of threats can serve as a focal point for democratic cooperation among different political actors (Roe 2012, 250, 257–58). The point is not that every security discourse and the practices it justifies has catastrophically perverse consequences. Instead, the goal is to highlight a sensible restraint over the limits of seeing into the future, how this shapes choice, and the dangers of hubris that follow. When properly adapted to this constructivist context, the tragic vision of securitization can be an important tool in cultivating prudence and restraint (cf. Lebow 2003, 364).
The problem with this tragic vision is that it points to processes that are never entirely in our possession. Whether in the form of background knowledge (Pouliot 2008), habits (Hopf 2010), or routines (Mitzen 2006), much of social life occurs without conscious deliberation and reflection. These forms of unthinking action impair reflexivity and limit actors’ ability to see how the world might be different and thus how outcomes can be uncertain. In some cases, this can be benign, such as the unreflexive amity between Canada and the United States that allows these countries to “escape” from the traditional security dilemma (Collins 2014, 572–73). But just as practices of amity can be habitual, so too can enmity. The hawkish US senator may designate Iran’s nuclear program as threatening because that is what hawkish US senators do, and there is no perceived way to be hawkish otherwise. The result is that the uncertainty surrounding securitizing moves becomes concealed under an unthinking veil of common sense. The tragedy of securitization then is not only that political figures often exceed their limitations by ignoring how contingency can derail securitizing moves—it is that these limitations often never even register
This means overcoming the tragedy of securitization require a certain degree self-reflexivity. This is similar to what Booth and Wheeler describe as the “security dilemma sensibility,” or an actor’s ability and willingness to reflect upon their actions, including one’s own role in provoking insecurity in others (2008, 7). By sensitizing leaders to how uncertainty is an endemic feature of political life, and how their actions can be interpreted in unintended ways, security competition can be mitigated, at least in part (Booth and Wheeler 2008, 265). Yet, these moments of self-awareness and reflection are difficult precisely because there are powerful forces that demand simplicity and closure: namely our desire for a stable sense of self or what is widely referred to as ontological security (Mitzen 2006). Reflecting on the uncertainty of international politics can erode one’s sense of identity and agency, ultimately leading to a “deep, incapacitating state of not knowing how to get by in the world” (Mitzen and Schweller 2011, 29). Booth and Wheeler’s security dilemma sensibility may have the laudable goal of alerting leaders to the role of uncertainty in political life, but this confronts the problem that many would prefer that it remain hidden.
The consequence is that this tragic aspect of the securitization dilemma takes on an intractable character. Either unwilling or unable to “know one’s limits,” as Herz would say (1950, 179), the role of uncertainty becomes hidden and security claims appear as a reliable strategy for control and influence. Like the classic realist dilemma, the securitization dilemma is pervasive because it is often invisible. The compelling need for a logic of selflimitation—of a careful and reflective use of security language and how it can be derailed by contingency— is obscured because of an aversion to recognizinguncertainty. It is this specter of a need for reflection and restraint that may not be realized, I suggest, which demands that we rethink the role of the analyst in provoking reflexivity among power-holders.
Conclusion: Rethinking the Role of the Analyst
Motivated by the absence of unintended and perverse consequences in constructivist theorizing of security, this article has pursued a reconceptualization of the security dilemma. Viewing the dilemma as a logic of limitation shaped by choice, uncertainty, and tragedy, the argument focuses on transposing this logic to the constructivist context of securitization theory. By showing how the choice to engage in the social construction of threats is complicated by uncertainty and the tragic failure to recognize one’s own limits, the dilemma analytic helps us to understand how securitization can be both a potent instrument for mobilization, as well as a volatile source of unpredictability. Moreover, this conceptual lens lays the foundation for an ethical imperative of self-limitation among securitizing actors—albeit one made difficult given the desire for simplicity and closure. Far from a rebuke of constructivist theorizing, the argument shows that taking the social character of security seriously means appreciating how political claims are always vulnerable to being derailed by different types of contingency.
This reconstructive move has important implications for studying the social construction of security. First, while the initial influence of realism on securitization theory is well-documented (Floyd 2010; Gad and Peterson 2011), few attempts have been made to show how engaging with these realist roots can yield new insights.22 Here, the reconstruction of the security dilemma demonstrates how returning to realist themes can yield a fresh insights. Second, the argument pushes scholars studying securitization to expand their universe of outcomes beyond the reductive binary of success and failure and to consider cases of perverse and unintended consequences. Not only are these outcomes relatively common, they undercut the prevailing image of securitization as a reliable technology of control. Third, the securitization dilemma shows why uncertainty is more of an enduring problem for social action than constructivists typically acknowledge. Contra earlier arguments where learning and socialization effectively mitigate the problem of uncertainty (Wendt 2006, 208–9), this perspective stresses how contingency means that social acts like securitizing moves can have unpredictable effects.
The most important result of this reconstruction, however, may be in how taking the tragic element of the dilemma seriously reorders the political role of the analyst. Rather than assessing the validity of a particular security discourse, or exposing its socially constructed nature, this perspective asks the analyst to provoke reflexivity on behalf of power-holders over the risks associated with securitization. While this entails a bias toward deescalation and desecuritization, unlike other approaches this is not achieved through overt references to any liberal, democratic, or emancipatory ideal. Instead, it is packaged for power-holders as a strategy of self-preservation. Here, the analyst presents the move to securitize as a risk-laden and potentially self-defeating strategy. The analyst points to a series of precedents showing how such a strategy can produce perverse consequences: how today's tough talk can become tomorrow's liability; how audiences can interpret threatening messages in unexpected ways; and how today's framing of security can lead to perverse consequences tomorrow. By foregrounding the problem of uncertainty, the analyst works to accentuate and impress upon actors the dilemmatic quality of securitizing moves.
Yet, the problem with presenting the move to securitize as a risk is that it may become accepted. Ironically, framing an escalation in enmity as possible but dangerous is precisely what may legitimize such a move in the eyes of risk-insensitive actors. This is Huysmans’ (2002) now familiar normative dilemma of writing security. The indeterminacy of language means that political actors may interpret advice in unpredictable ways. Frustratingly, this may include the precise opposite of the analyst's intention. This situation is likely inescapable, but it may be mitigated. What I suggest is that analysts should strive to cultivate a deeper subjectivity of risk sensitivity, comparable to Booth and Wheeler's security-dilemma sensibility, among political actors. 
Key to this argument is how visions of the future satisfy the human desire for certainty. As Berenskoetter argues, “visions depicting the self in an imagined future order serve as anxiety controlling mechanisms” (2011, 654). Visions of the future inoculate actors against the anxiety of uncertainty by providing a narrative of where they are going and how to get there. Indeed, normative debates on securitization are already loaded with such visions. The impulse to securitize is underpinned by a utopian future where the security frame can finally mobilize a response to an otherwise intractable problem. Conversely, the impulse to desecuritize is sustained by a dystopian future defined by unrestrained authoritarian politics. A tragic vision of the future does something different: it presents a future where the only thing we can know decisively is that it is indeterminate and attempts to conclusively control it are vulnerable to failure. The very recognition of fundamental limits on human freedom (Steele 2007, 281–82) becomes transformed into a source of ontological security. This tempers the human need for cognitive closure by reconfiguring it into what Herz understood as a “fundamentally humble posture toward the value and precariousness of life” (Sylvest 2008, 442). An actor with a greater sensitivity to indeterminacy may still pursue securitizing moves, but with a cautious awareness that they are volatile acts best pursued sparingly. The analyst does not simply educate political leaders by pointing to the indeterminacy of the world; she seeks to make political subjects more sensitive toward it by crafting visions of a precarious future. 
Finally, this tragic vision cannot, and should not, escape its own need for reflexivity. Its scholarly proponents need to engage in their own process of self-reflection, focusing on how their knowledge and interests are themselves historically situated. The ethic of restraint is a value, and not necessarily the value for all historical circumstances. A recognition of the social construction of security “facts” must be sobered by a recognition of the social construction of security “values” (Hamati-Ataya 2012, 685).

No liberal warfare or lashout impact
Daniel Deudney 15, Associate Professor of Political Science at Johns Hopkins University, with; Sunil Vaswani; 2015, “First in Freedom: War-Making, American Liberal National Identity and the Liberty Gradient,” Chapter 11 in, Theorizing Foreign Policy in a Globalized World, Palgrave Studies in International Relations Series
Looking ahead, is the American liberal martial combination likely to endure? The answer is probably not. Most importantly, the ability of the US to win wars has declined significantly. Vietnam, Iraq and most likely Afghanistan defy the successful application of American military power. Also, the ‘liberty gradient’ which was once so pronounced has declined with the spread of liberal democracy. The United States is surrounded by democracies, a novel experience. Although this spread of democracy has long been a goal of the United States, the significant realization of this goal leaves the United States somewhat disoriented, and its familiar patterns of mobilization no longer seem so relevant.

AT: Alternative
1AR---Ontological Insecurity Turn
Turns every impact
Anthony Burke 7, Senior Lecturer in Politics and IR at the University of New South Wales, 2007, Beyond Security, Violence, and War Against the Other, p. 93-94
Once we attempt to enact an ethics of responsibility that challenges existing political ontologies, especially nationalist ones, a new danger appears: it seems unmooring. By playing out what Connolly calls 'a politics of disturbance through which sedimented identities and moralities are rendered more alert to the deleterious effects of their naturalisation upon difference' and 'a politics of enactment through which new possibilities of being are propelled into established constellations', the new ethics produces uncertainty - political and ontological. 'The politics of disturbance can backfire', he writes, 'inducing that identity panic upon which the politics of fundamentalism feeds'. By antagonising conservatives and provoking them to cling to fundamentalist certitudes, the deployment of such an ethics may unwittingly reinforce the very politics it is seeking to transform. The Israeli settler lobby, and the US government's fundamentalist faith in the utility of military violence as a panacea for insecurity and uncertainty, are powerful contemporary examples of this problem. As Michael Barnett suggests, the post-Oslo process exacerbated such problems: the growing divisions within Israeli society exemplified by Yitzhak Rabin's assassination in fact 'grew more severe, in no small measure due to his secular and liberal response'.84
Buber senses this problem in advance, arguing that a movement from a form of existence based on I—It to one that privileges the You forsakes a world that is 'ordered', 'detached' and 'somewhat reliable' for one that 'cannot be surveyed', that must live with contingency and surprise. This, he argues importantly, is still better, because it holds the promise of a more durable and stable world order:
the encounters do not order themselves to become a world, but each is for you a sign of the world order. They have no association with each other, but every one guarantees your association with the world. The world that appears to you in this way is unreliable, for it appears always new to you, and you cannot take it by its word.85
Connolly writes of 'the persistent need for a precarious balance between 'a politics of governance and a politics of disturbance, not only in the present, but in the regulative ideal of pluralistic politics itself'.86 This is not appreciated by conservatives or fundamentalists (among these we could perhaps include uncritical nationalists) who privilege the politics of statism, governance and 'security', and who see in the current structure of social truth and political order a promise of continuity, certainty and reassurance. It is not easy to avoid this problem, and I believe that the more common response - seeking to avoid it tactically either by softening one's message or by confrontation - will not work. Even if we're lucky enough to defeat such forces at the ballot box or, God forbid, by some more violent means, the discursive power of their thinking remains untouched and may become more organised and determined. This is as true for fundamentalisms like Islamist terrorism as for the coercive policies and convictions of their Western state antagonists in the United States, UK, Australia and Israel. Fundamentalisms are powerful, not only because they represent well-organised and ambitious attempts at power or hegemony, but because they are also driven by fear, trauma or psychological insecurity. Violence and antagonism, however perverse and chaotic its effects, provides ontological reassurance, especially for those who (like Sharon and Weisglass) hope that an untenable and fundamentally unjust status quo can be imposed indefinitely.

1AR---Alt Fails
The alt fails---
1. even if reality is socially mediated, that process of mediation is not within our control---bureaucratic and cultural habits and routines can’t be simply wished away
2. Desecuritization causes depoliticization---removes the politics of threat management from the public view which link turns their impacts and allows elite control
That’s Van Rythoven
3. Fear inevitable in IR
Janice Gross Stein 13, the Belzberg Professor of Conflict Management in the Department of Political Science and was the founding Director of the Munk School of Global Affairs at the University of Toronto, 2013, “Threat Perception in International Relations,” https://www.surrey.ac.uk/politics/research/researchareasofstaff/isppsummeracademy/instructors%20/Stein%20-%20Threat%20Perception%20in%20International%20Relations.pdf 
Fear and Threat Perception. Among the emotions generally considered to be basic, the impact of fear is the most widely studied. Fear has been central to the study of foreign policy and international politics. From Thucydides, the great student of the Peloponnesian Wars, to Hobbes, who wrote about the state of anarchy that induced fear, to Morgenthau, the twentieth-century classical realist, who started his analysis of international politics with a Hobbesian analysis of international anarchy that generated fear and an unending search for power, realists have premised their analyses of international politics on the ubiquity of fear. In these realist and rationalist accounts, however, fear remains an assumption, unexplored, rather than a dynamic process that is experienced. 
Neuropsychologists and behavioral economists treat fear very differently. Fear is conditioned in part by our evolutionary makeup and is frequently evoked by crude or subliminal cues. Fear typically peaks just before a threat is experienced and is highly dependent on mental imagery and vividness. It is, of course, highly adaptive; fear heightens attention and vigilance, and prepares people to respond to what they perceive as imminent danger. Neuroscientists have now demonstrated that fear conditioning, however, may be permanent, or at least far longer lasting than other kinds of learning. “To the extent that these differences exist between the calculus of objective risk and the determinants of fear, and to the extent that fear does play an important part in risk-related behaviors,” argues Loewenstein and his colleagues, “behavior in the face of risk is unlikely to be well-described by traditional consequentialist models” (2008: 280). Fear, in other words, last longer than the threat and can become a learned response that is embedded over time.


AT: Impacts
1AR---AT: Impact
Behavior is issue-specific. Rationalism explains state behavior 
David A. Lake 17, Jerri-Ann and Gary E. Jacobs Professor of Social Sciences and Distinguished Professor of Political Science at the University of California, with; Emilie M. Hafner-Burton, Stephan Haggard, and David G. Victor; 4/21/17, “The Behavioral Revolution and International Relations,” https://www.cambridge.org/core/journals/international-organization/article/behavioral-revolution-and-international-relations/C00E297DF5801C7A09F5334ABE40E54D
However institutions may also be designed and used precisely to correct individual bias or offset cognitive limitations, as Bendor and Hammond show in their influential critique of Allison.82 Bureaucratic procedures are often designed to collect and disseminate information, evaluate options, and study the consequences of choice more systematically and thoroughly than a single and especially “intuitive” decision maker can do. Contestation between rival departments can also lead to the airing and resolution of differing views, leading to more “rational” decisions. What appear to be slow, dysfunctional, and contentious procedures from a rationalist perspective may be quite effective and appropriate if we begin with the assumption that individuals working within complex organizations are vulnerable to cognitive biases, misperception, mistaken beliefs, and outright error. Bureaucratic procedures in effect transform possible System 1 decisions at the level of the individual into slow, agonizing, but more rational System 2 policies at the level of the aggregate. This suggests the counterintuitive possibility that policy can be more “rational” than any of the individuals involved, at least in settings where institutions successfully incentivize robust decision-making processes.

Reps don’t cause war---political logics outweigh and empirics go aff
Vera Zimmerman 15 has served as a research analyst at the Hudson Institute. Her scholarship has been published in World Politics Review. The author is currently a graduate student of political science in the Department of Public and International Affairs at George Mason University. Article Title “Book Review: The Theater of Operations: National Security Affect from the Cold War to the War on Terror. By Joseph Masco Durham and London: Duke University Press” – May 23rd, 2015 – Modified for potentially objectionable language - available at: https://verair.wordpress.com/2015/05/23/the-theater-of-operations-national-security-affect-from-the-cold-war-to-the-war-on-terror-by-joseph-masco-durham-and-london-duke-university-press-2014/
In chapter four, “Biosecurity Noir: WMDs in a World without Borders,” Masco singles out concrete evidence of the amplification of the invisible biothreat triggered by the receipt of a few anthrax letters in 2001 to support his argument about the made-up ambiguous link to WMD. The author highlights that by proliferating visions (depictions) of catastrophic danger, biosecurity created a militarized response of global preemption in the name of domestic defense. Masco argues his case well and sharply, providing compelling evidence, but his interpretations of evidence at times seems exaggerated and biased. Though Masco does not deny the existence of the real threats, his recognition of them is too brief, while consideration of an alternative view is rather weak. He acknowledges that terrorist violence is not fictitious but insists that for the most part the United States inflated threats and politically exploited potential danger to declare and maintain the state of emergency. Such focus on the amplification of threats seems to suggest that for the most part the threats are not that real. Masco suggests that the link between terrorists and WMD is mainly inflated. Yet there is a real global concern about 2,000 tons of highly-radioactive nuclear materials being stored in poorly secured civilian locations around the world. The book never mentions the threat of a dirty bomb, which today is viewed as a more likely occurrence than an atomic bomb explosion. The IAEA cites a hundred reported thefts of nuclear materials on average each year. There is a good chance terrorists can get their hands on enough nuclear materials to produce a dirty bomb. The United States meets these challenges with increased international cooperation. Masco’s main argument that “the US is no longer constrained by territorial limits” is exaggerated. The only two cases cited when the United States appeared unconstrained were the invasion of Iraq. Though the invasion of Iraq was opposed by some U.S. allies (France, Germany, and New Zealand), it was still a combined force coalition from the U.S., the UK, Australia, and Poland. The United States does not have an unrestricted reach as Masco wants to depict. It is constrained by sovereignty and territorial integrity of other stable states. The unstable nuclear regimes in North Korea and Iran present that existential nuclear threat to the U.S. described by Masco, but the United States is in no rush to invade these countries. According to the anticipatory and preemptive logic Masco prescribes to the United States, it could have already invaded those states to prevent the disaster. Another limitation of his argument is that he paints the nuclear and counterterror states as consistent through all the presidencies, thus, drawing all administrations under a common denominator. Under Obama, the counterterror state became a liberal democracy again. The ‘unrestrained’ theater of operation has shrunk by ending the presence in Iraq and withdrawing from Afghanistan, even though our presence there could have been extended based on the preemption logic. Obama recognized the faults of the Bush administration in acting unilaterally, scaled back stability operations, and emphasized sharing the costs and responsibilities of global leadership. The emergence of the real ISIL threat undermines the book’s core argument of threat amplification, the U.S. preemption logic of response, and unconstrained global reach. The U.S.-led global effort against ISIL amounts to more than 50 nations, which shows the unified nature of the fight. Masco asserts that U.S. superpower depends on the ability of the state to monopolize a discourse of danger, but he doesn’t discuss how the United States succeeded in doing that. Masco could have developed his argument by tracing how the United States was able to use its soft power to mobilize like-minded states to agree with U.S. hegemony on WOT. It will be interesting to trace the U.S. internalization of fear and terror. He could have examined how allies responded to U.S. domestic mobilization of its population and whether other states imitated U.S. emotional management projects to mobilize their own populations. This would boost his argument that the U.S. was able to project its power on the global scale. In Theatre of Operations, Masco makes a compelling argument about the creation of the unrestrained theater of operations via domestication of fear and terror carried over from the Cold War days. His anthropological study reveals the extent to which a democracy is willing to use fear to assure the core principle of the social contract, defined by Hobbes as the exchange of public obedience for collective security. A democracy that chooses to be preoccupied with security risks to forgo core democratic values resulting in the lack of transparency, restriction of free flow of information, and negligence of non-military threats—no less threatening than nuclear terrorism. Making criticism of U.S. actions the main focus of the book, however, Masco’s interpretations are not properly balanced and sometimes appear biased. Still, reading Masco’s insight of the purpose of U.S. actions in the post-9/11 context offers opportunities to think critically about the effects of 9/11 emotional reprogramming of society and state of emergencies in U.S. history.

No endless intervention 
Joe Barnes 15, Bonner Means Baker Fellow, Rice University’s Baker Institute For Public Policy; and Andrew Bowen, Ph.D., Senior Fellow and Director of Middle East Studies, Center for the National Interest, 2015, “Rethinking U.S. Strategy in the Middle East,” https://bakerinstitute.org/media/files/files/0b23aade/CME-Pub-StrategyMiddleEast-061915.pdf
We may argue about the wisdom of invading Iraq in the first place. We can enter into what is now an extensive debate upon the success or failure of the 2007 “surge” or the advisability of withdrawing U.S. troops from Iraq in 2010. But the bottom line remains: the experience of the Iraq invasion is a cautionary tale about the limits of U.S. power— however immense—to remake fractured polities. Afghanistan, where the U.S. has been fighting for 13 years without a conclusive victory over the Taliban, is another case in point.
One might contend that the U.S. response to such failures should be to increase the human and financial resources it commits to “victory,” however defined: more troops, more budgetary outlays, permanent stationing of significant numbers of U.S. troops in places like Iraq and Afghanistan. Putting aside the question of whether such a response would merely mire the U.S. even more deeply in never-ending conflict, there is little evidence that the American public would support such a policy. U.S. power is not just limited by its ability to shape developments on the ground; it is also limited by the necessity of creating and, more importantly, sustaining domestic support for costly foreign military ventures. Finally, there are real financial limits to U.S. freedom of action. After all, the U.S. already spends immense sums on defense; a major new military intervention would further increase the cost. The public might accept substantially higher taxes, sharply reduced expenditures, or the acquisition of even greater debt in a true national emergency. But there is little taste to do so, for the sake of yet another large-scale intervention in Iraq. 

AT: Links
1AR---Perm
The perm is just securitization --- they make responding to true existential threats and atrocities impossible
Rita Floyd 11, Department of Politics and International Studies, University of Warwick, 2011, “Can securitization theory be used in normative analysis? Towards a just securitization theory,” http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.989.5383&rep=rep1&type=pdf
All this could hold true for a just securitization theory. Not only does such a theory promise to morally constrain securitization, making its occurrence less likely, but also general knowledge of such a theory could help to democratize the process of securitization itself. Both results are desirable because, like war – and regardless of what analysts might wish – securitizations are a recurrent feature of international relations, and the abnegation of moral reflection on securitization is simply not an option (see Rengger, 2002: 363). With this in mind, I will now discuss my three criteria in detail.
Objective existential threats
Objective existential threats are threats to the existence of actors and orders regardless of whether anyone has realized this. To give an example, suppose I am exposed to lethal levels of radiation in an area where radiation levels are not normally checked, which leaves my exposure undetected. Given that I can neither smell nor see radiation, I am unlikely to be aware of it, yet my obliviousness is not going to save my life.
Objective existential threats become matters of security, and therefore ‘security threats’, only when a powerful actor frames and responds to them as such. Importantly, not all objective existential threats become security issues: Some are treated as health issues, others as police matters, and some may well be ignored. The reverse also holds, and not everything that is securitized necessarily refers to an objective existential threat; some security threats refer to perceived threats only.
Securitization can be justified as the right thing to do only if it refers to an objective existential threat. This is because the killing of innocent persons (directly or as ‘collateral damage’) that might well be an extraordinary measure resulting from securitization cannot be morally justified unless there is an objective existential threat. Once again, the storm that has erupted over the 2003 Iraq invasion is a case in point. Here, precisely the fact that lies about the existence of weapons of mass destruction artificially heightened the acuteness of the threat renders the whole endeavour and its consequences morally untenable.
How, then, can we find out whether a securitization refers to an objective existential threat or merely to a perceived threat? First, we need to figure out whether the aggressor really intends to destroy a given referent object. Second, we need to examine whether or not the aggressor has the means (capability) to do so.4 It should be clear that both of these conditions will have to be met at the same time.5 In the absence of any intention to harm A, the capabilities of B pose no danger to A. And the absence or lack of capabilities amounts to the same as insincerity. Insincerity in turn renders the threat non-objective.
In line with my revision of securitization theory, outlined above, I propose that just as we can get at the intentions of securitizing actors, we can get at the intentions of aggressors by comparing what they say with what they do. And, by ‘doing’ I mean a relevant behavioural change made by the aggressor, or by some entity instructed by the aggressor, in response to the threat. Discrepancies between what aggressors say and the actions they subsequently take to follow through on a threat are vital, as they suggest insincerity.
Having assessed the intentions of aggressors, we need to continue by assessing their capabilities. Within a state-centric context, traditionalists have made advances that are instructive for our purposes. Zeev Moaz (2009), for example, assesses capabilities by examining the level of manpower an aggressor has available for military service, along with its weapons capability, military budget, population size and political capacity to mobilize for national security. Capability assessment is easier in the context of the state, where data are more freely available, including from independent sources. In a non-state context, however, the analyst will have to try to figure out things such as the size of the aggressor (how many people subscribe to the cause), what the aggressor has done in the past, what kinds of states/organizations it is friendly with, and what we know about the latter.
To illustrate how we might proceed, let us consider the case of Al-Qaeda and whether it poses an objective existential threat to civilians in the West. Like most terrorist organizations, Al-Qaeda’s leadership has never made a secret of its intentions, having called on all Muslims to kill all Americans and their allies in order to liberate Islamic countries (Bin Laden, 2006: 296). A series of bombings/attacks provides conclusive evidence that they are sincere, as their words are matched by actions. These attacks also leave us with ideas about the organization’s capabilities: not only do they show ingenuity insofar as Al-Qaeda has transformed conventional means (passenger airplanes) into weapons, they also show that the organization’s biggest capability consists of human beings prepared to die for the cause. To summarize, as long as Al-Qaeda’s intentions do not change and as long as they are able to recruit new potential suicide bombers, they constitute an objective existential threat to at least some civilians in the West.
Objective existential threat analysis is not easy. Importantly, discourse analysis of publically available texts alone may not suffice here; instead, researchers might have to conduct interviews with relevant people and, if possible, analyse documents that are not in the public domain.6 Given this, it will be much easier to judge the morality of securitizations with hindsight, when information tends to be more freely available.
Legitimate referent objects
My second requirement for moral securitizations is that the referent object of security is morally legitimate (hereafter legitimate). Inspired by consequentialism, I hold that a referent object of security is legitimate only if it is conducive to human well-being.7 This is based on the humanistic principle that holds ‘that the explanation and justification of the goodness or badness of anything derives ultimately from its contribution, actual or possible, to human life and its quality’ (Raz, 1986: 194).
Note that rather than subjective levels of ‘happiness’ or ‘life satisfaction’, I am interested in objective levels of well-being. In Amartya Sen’s terminology, my concern is with a person’s freedom (capabilities), which leaves them in a position ‘to promote or achieve objectives they value’ (functionings) (Alkire, 2002: 4). What matters, in short, is the capability to flourish.
There is, however, no consensus among the many people who have devised lists of capabilities/ human needs/human values (see Alkire, 2002: 78–84). But, it seems to me that different human needs (the term I prefer) are either more or less basic to well-being. Among the most basic of all human needs is the one that enables us to function as humans (Doyal and Gough, 1991). But, what is it to be human? James Griffin (2008: 32) offers a convincing answer when he suggests that what makes us human, and thus different from other sentient creatures, is the ability to make autonomous decisions: Human life is different from the life of other animals. We humans have a conception of ourselves and our past and future. We reflect and assess. We form pictures of what the good life would be…. And we try to realise these pictures. [Our status as human beings] centres on our being agents – deliberating, assessing, choosing, and acting to make what we see as a good life for ourselves.
Importantly, however, autonomy is not exclusively internal to the agent. Rather, different political regimes and structures are more or less good at encouraging and fostering autonomous behaviour (Doyal and Gough, 1991). Joseph Raz (1986: 391) puts it as follows: a person lives autonomously if he conducts himself in a certain way … and lives in a certain environment, an environment which respects the condition of independence, and furnishes him with an adequate range of options.
In other words, in the absence of the necessary options I cannot lead an autonomous life, which is why autonomy is not only what makes us human but simultaneously a basic human need that must be satisfied if the objective is well-being.
The two ideas that have contributed most to providing individuals with options and therefore autonomy are liberal democracy and human rights. The latter foster autonomy by their very nature: they are based on the principle of the equality of all people, which entails that everyone is entitled to live a life of their own choosing, provided of course that this life does not infringe upon anyone else’s life choices (Donnelly, 1998: 44). It is also widely acknowledged that liberal democracy is intimately connected with autonomy, as liberal democracies are inseparable from certain individual liberties, including the right to free speech and the right to vote (Waldron, 2002; see also Dahl, 1998; Raz, 1986).
Such normative arguments are backed by empirical evidence, as it has been conclusively shown that liberal democracies generally do better than non-democracies in terms of providing people with the conditions and options that foster autonomy, including education, physical security, meaningful employment and economic security (Przeworski et al., 2000; Doyal and Gough, 1991). It is, hence, possible to argue, for example, that none of the North African states experiencing popular uprisings in the spring of 2011 qualifies as a legitimate referent object of security, precisely because those uprisings have been based on demands for democracy, economic security and respect for human rights.
To summarize, the moral rightness of securitization is in part a function of the legitimacy of the referent object, and legitimacy in turn is a function of the referent object being conducive to human well-being. Well-being is highest and most sustainably ensured in liberal democracies and when actors endorse human rights. The presence of liberal democracy and the honouring of human rights therefore serve as helpful indicators of human well-being in any given context.
Appropriateness of response
The distinguishing characteristic of securitization is that it justifies the breaking of established rules and regulations in an effort to ensure the referent object’s survival. To achieve the desired goal, the emergency measures taken may even be extraordinary in nature. If our concern is with the morality of securitization, however, even the response to objective existential threats is not free from requirements. There are two such requirements: The first is that the degree of response must be measured to the threat in question. Not even the existence of objective existential threats automatically justifies a response that is equal to the action of the aggressor in both means and degree. A response is measured if it takes account of the capabilities of the aggressor. Depending on those capabilities, a measured response could be either more severe than the initial attack/threat or less so. One example of a measured response was Operation ‘Deny Flight’, when the UN Security Council imposed and NATO enforced a no-fly zone to protect civilians from aerial bombings during the Bosnian war (1992–5). 
The second requirement is that the response must genuinely aim at addressing the threat. The securitizing actor must seriously intend to secure the referent object they themselves identified. Securitization does not necessarily benefit the referent object but can instead benefit the agent, as when the securitizing actor uses securitization to further his or her own ends with no intention of safeguarding the referent object of security (Floyd, 2010). We can test for the intentions of securitizing actors by examining whether or not a securitization is consistent in its own terms. This is done by comparing and contrasting what a securitizing actor says about a particular threat (securitizing move) with what they do in response to that threat (security practice). The securitizing actor is sincere only if the response matches the securitizing move. An example where this was not the case is provided by US environmental security policy under the Clinton administrations. The administrations indentified environmental security threats as acute, yet what was done in the name of environmental security barely addressed any of the threats. Indeed, the real beneficiary of such policies was the US national security establishment, not the American people, which was the stated referent object of security (Floyd, 2010: 118).
Objections to a normative extension of securitization theory
In this section, I will address five objections that could be raised against what is attempted in this article. Objection (1), which is inspired by the just war literature, holds that: a ‘just securitization theory’ moralizes securitization, making its ill-effects more widespread. The remaining four objections are as follows: (2) the criterion ‘morally legitimate referent object’ is untenable because there are no universal values; (3) discursive legitimation offers a better strategy for devising the ‘morally legitimate referent object’ criterion; (4) a normative extension confuses the aim of analytical securitization theory; and, finally, (5) desecuritization is an appropriate normative strategy. In the following, I will address each of these objections in turn. In the process, I make the case for a just securitization theory.
Objection 1: A ‘just securitization theory’ moralizes securitization, making its ill-effects more widespread
Just war theory has attracted both endorsement and criticism. One of the most pertinent criticisms is that it moralizes war, making it easier to fight. In the light of the ‘war on terror’, Anthony Burke (2004: 330), for example, has argued that ‘moral discourses [including just war theory] are part of the warrior’s political armoury; they are part of war’s machinery, not a rod in its wheels’. A similar objection could conceivably be advanced against a just securitization theory. It might be argued that such a theory moralizes securitization, making it easier to exclude and marginalize minorities and control populations. Some scholars already hold that securitization is a process of deliberate ‘insecuritization’. Didier Bigo (2001: 111), for example, has argued that
security is in no sense a reflection of an increase of threats in the contemporary epoch – it is a lowering of the level of acceptability of the other; it is an attempt at insecuritization of daily life by the security professionals and an increase in the strengths of police potential for action.
I hold against this first objection that my criteria are robust enough to protect against the abuse of securitization. Note that the insecuritization argument has largely been advanced with a view to migrants in the European Union (Bigo and Guild, 2005; Huysmans, 2006); yet, crucially, under my framework even high levels of migration do not qualify as objective existential threats because the element of intentionality is missing. In the case of migration, we are not even dealing with a collective actor, but with lots of different people and their individual decisions. Intentionality would come into consideration only in the highly unlikely event that one state, perhaps after failing to provide for its own people, would urge or perhaps even pay its own people to emigrate en masse to another state. Under such circumstances, immigration might then become an objective existential threat to the receiving state.
Objection 2: The criterion ‘morally legitimate referent object’ is untenable because there are no universal values
My criterion of a morally legitimate referent object invites the usual criticism post-structuralists voice against universalism, and they would be certain to point out that there are no such things as universal values, suggesting that autonomy, human rights and liberal democracy are Western concepts. This could be taken further, and I could be accused of securitizing the hegemony of Western values.
Suffice it to say that this objection only holds if one subscribes to the idea that language has securitizing force. Let me turn to the issue of universalism. On the relationship between universalism and the West, Tim Mulgan is instructive. Mulgan separates the moral realm into two separate domains: ‘the realm of reciprocity’ and ‘the realm of necessity’. The former is dominated by goals, the latter by needs. Needs refer to ‘biologically determined necessities of life, such as food, oxygen, or shelter [while] goals are our chosen pursuits, projects, and endeavours, which give life much of its meaning and purpose’ (Mulgan, 2001: 173). The former are quite obviously not tied to cultural boundaries but rather arise by virtue of being human. And, while the particulars of certain goals may indeed be culturally specific, the mechanisms that make goals meaningful (autonomy, choice, etc.) are not.8 The reason why some may nonetheless associate these mechanisms solely with Western culture is because they are not honoured or indeed promoted equally in all types of cultures/societies, and it is within a ‘liberal system of non-interference’ (Mulgan, 2001: 201) that the recognition of these mechanisms is strongest.
Objection 3: Discursive legitimation offers a better strategy for devising the ‘morally legitimate referent object’ criterion
Although the Copenhagen School does not devise criteria that determine the referent object’s legitimacy, even from the standpoint of the School it is not impossible to do so. One approach that is much more akin to that of the Copenhagen School than my own suggestion, and could therefore be seen as offering a better strategy, is ‘discursive legitimation’, most famously promoted by Jürgen Habermas.9 Discursive legitimation is the idea that legitimacy arises from rational deliberation, which is to say from the rational exchange of both open and intelligible arguments communicated to the widest possible audience. Legitimacy rests with the concluding argument, ‘which all parties concerned could have assented to in principle’ (Steffek, 2003: 263).
The Copenhagen School makes use of discursive legitimation to a degree10 already when its members argue that the audience is the legitimizing entity of securitization (Williams, 2003). In this same vein, it is possible to suggest that the referent object of security is made legitimate – either by itself or by another securitizing actor – through ‘the authority of reason’ (Steffek, 2003: 263). Following this logic, Jens Steffek (2003: 265) suggests that the UN General Assembly is more legitimate than small in-clubs such as the G-8 because its arguments are inclusive and are delivered to the widest possible audience.
I hold against discursive legitimation that it leaves the analyst without any concrete ideas of what determines a referent object’s legitimacy; instead, it only describes the process through which a referent object becomes legitimized. As such it leaves the analyst without much of an idea regarding whether the referent object is morally good. The fact is that even majorities can get it wrong, and the pursuit of joint values can be fatal (see Buzan, 2004: 85, 131).
Moreover, if we actually examine at the empirical level what renders international actors legitimate, we will soon discover that – at the Western core of international society at least – legitimacy rests on (a) an actor’s human rights record and (b) its adherence to the values of liberal democracy. This has gone so far that Ian Clark (2005: 26–9) suggests that a state cannot be a member of international society unless it upholds these ‘rules of rightful conduct’, while Jack Donnelly (1998: 1–23) argues that human rights render regimes legitimate and that human rights have become ‘the new standard of civilization’ in international society. This suggests that both liberal democracy and human rights can be expected to play important roles in the legitimacy of referent objects of security. The reason why this is the case, however, is found outside of discourse, and in the fact that both ideas are conducive to human well-being, defined as satisfaction of human needs. It is at this point that we have arrived back at my criteria for a morally legitimate referent object of security.
Objection 4: A normative extension confuses the aim of analytical securitization theory
Another more general critique that could be advanced against what is proposed here is that a normative extension of securitization theory confuses the aim of original securitization theory, which is to enable analysts to examine how securitization plays out in practice. While the latter is indeed quite different from what I am trying to achieve here, it is also the case that my argument sits neatly within a wider ‘securitization studies’, the realm wherein the securitization theorist can move from merely observing what is going on to making normative recommendations (Taureck, 2006: 59–60).
The latter is desirable because it may not always be satisfying to end one’s analysis without a word regarding the moral rightness of the securitization one has spent (often considerable) time researching. In any case, having an informed opinion on the rightness of a political decision is better than silence, which could be mistaken for approval.
There are reasons to believe that the Copenhagen School would concur with such a view. This is most clearly evinced by the fact that they do not feel obliged to agree with all or any securitization. Indeed, ‘one of the purposes of [the securitization] approach should be that it becomes possible to evaluate whether one finds it good or bad to securitize a certain issue’ (Buzan et al., 1998: 34). This suggests that although the School’s view of security politics is considered ‘neutral’ (Buzan and Hansen, 2009: 38), normative evaluation is considered desirable, even necessary, and indeed a normative preference can be found in most of its members’ writings.
A key reason why this is the case is that under securitization theory language is believed to have securitizing force, which is to say that the securitization analyst simply by writing or speaking about security brings about securitization (Huysmans, 1999). The latter is problematic for the analyst, given that securitization can be abused by ethically undesirable groups. It is only natural that the securitization analyst will want to distance him- or herself from furthering the causes of such groups, and that can be done only by making a normative statement about the securitization in question. Members of the Copenhagen School do this by challenging all securitizations as negative developments, because in their view securitization leads to de-democratization and potentially a multiplication of the number of security dilemmas found in the world. In response to such negative developments, the securitization analyst is meant to point out that securitization is always a political choice and that actors should solve their differences by ordinary political means. In short, the School advocates desecuritization, the process whereby formerly securitized issues move back into the sphere of normal politics, where they are dealt with by ordinary measures once more.
Objection 5: Desecuritization is an appropriate normative strategy
The Copenhagen School’s preference for desecuritization, however, is somewhat more nuanced than the previous section might suggest. After all, its members hold that desecuritization is better only ‘if all other things are equal’, while they also recognize that this is not often the case and that the mobilization power inherent in securitization can be used for good ends (Buzan et al., 1998: 29). Nevertheless, these important qualifications do not change the fact that on a level playing field desecuritization is the School’s preferred option.
I take issue with the claim that desecuritization is better in principle for two reasons: first, desecuritization does not necessarily lead to politicization (Floyd, 2010: 57); second, from a moral point of view, ‘desecuritization as politicization’ is not necessarily preferable to ‘desecuritization as depoliticization’ (Floyd, 2007: 343n56).
Desecuritization as a normative strategy is problematic for yet a third reason. Informed by the observation that there are no objective security threats, desecuritization as a normative strategy works by depriving securitizing actors of the ability to ‘hide behind the claim that anything in itself constitutes a security issue’ (Buzan et al., 1998: 34). Accordingly, why should actors be allowed to turn anything into a security issue if it can be shown that there are no security threats per se, and that all security threats exist in the securitizing actor’s own head (and, later, in the heads of the relevant audience)? The Copenhagen School’s preoccupation with security operating in this way and no other, however, has left its members blind to the fact that while there may be no objective security threats, there still exist objective existential threats (see Balzacq, 2005: 181). Consequently, they cannot see that a securitization that refers to an objective existential threat is distinct from one that refers to a perceived threat only, and that some such threats are best addressed in security mode.
Conclusion
It has been the aim of this article to develop securitization theory in such a way that securitization analysts can normatively evaluate securitizations without assuming the role of the securitizing actor and without postulating what we should be worried about. I have argued that setting criteria that determine the moral rightness of securitization is akin to the Copenhagen School setting criteria that determine both the existence of securitization and its success.
I have further argued that the strict confines of the Copenhagen School’s version of securitization theory necessitate a move away from this original securitization theory to a revised version that holds that securitization = securitizing move (existential threat justification that amounts to no more than a warning or a promise) + security practice (a change of relevant behaviour by a relevant agent that is justified by this agent with reference to the declared threat). The revision was necessary because, in order to examine the moral rightness of securitization, the analyst must: (1) establish whether or not existential threats are objectively present; (2) examine both the intentions of aggressors and those of securitizing actors; and (3) identify universal values that determine the referent object’s moral legitimacy. Members of the Copenhagen School would be deeply uncomfortable with all parts of this analysis, as they go against some of the fundamental principles and beliefs underlying original securitization theory, as well as some of the intellectual ancestors of the theory (see Floyd, 2010: 9–23).
I have also argued that a just securitization theory of the kind proposed here renders securitization theory more policy relevant, and that such a theory has the potential to democratize the process of securitization. But one look at the many writings and further theorizations of the role and nature of the audience suggests that such democratization is deemed desirable by many scholars working on securitization theory.
Solves threat con impacts
Stuart J Kaufman 9, Prof Poli Sci and IR – U Delaware, “Narratives and Symbols in Violent Mobilization: The Palestinian-Israeli Case,” Security Studies 18:3, p. 433
Even when hostile narratives, group fears, and opportunity are strongly present, war occurs only if these factors are harnessed. Ethnic narratives and fears must combine to create significant ethnic hostility among mass publics. Politicians must also seize the opportunity to manipulate that hostility, evoking hostile narratives and symbols to gain or hold power by riding a wave of chauvinist mobilization. Such mobilization is often spurred by prominent events (for example, episodes of violence) that increase feelings of hostility and make chauvinist appeals seem timely. If the other group also mobilizes and if each side’s felt security needs threaten the security of the other side, the result is a security dilemma spiral of rising fear, hostility, and mutual threat that results in violence.¶ A virtue of this symbolist theory is that symbolist logic explains why ethnic peace is more common than ethnonationalist war. Even if hostile narratives, fears, and opportunity exist, severe violence usually can still be avoided if ethnic elites skillfully define group needs in moderate ways and collaborate across group lines to prevent violence: this is consociationalism.17 War is likely only if hostile narratives, fears, and opportunity spur hostile attitudes, chauvinist mobilization, and a security dilemma.

AT: Extinction Rhetoric Link
Our framing of existential threats is good in this context---forges new collective identities to counter nationalism and global crisis
Yuval Noah Harari 18, PhD from University of Oxford, Professor in the Department of History at the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, 9/26/18, “We need a post-liberal order now,” https://www.economist.com/open-future/2018/09/26/we-need-a-post-liberal-order-now 
Yet that is not our inescapable destiny. We can still push forward with a truly global agenda, going beyond mere trade agreements, and stressing the loyalty all humans should owe to our species and our planet. Identities are forged through crisis. Humankind now faces the triple crisis of nuclear war, climate change and technological disruption. Unless humans realise their common predicament and make common cause, they are unlikely to survive this crisis. Just as in the previous century total industrial war forged “a nation” out of many disparate groups, so in the 21st century the existential global crisis might forge a human collective out of disparate nations.
Creating a mass global identity need not prove to be an impossible mission. After all, feeling loyal to humankind and to planet Earth is not inherently more difficult than feeling loyal to a nation comprising millions of strangers I have never met and numerous provinces I have never visited. Contrary to common wisdom, there is nothing natural about nationalism. It is not rooted in human biology or psychology. True, humans are social animals through and through, with group loyalty imprinted in our genes. However, for millions of years Homo sapiens and its hominid ancestors lived in small intimate communities numbering no more than a few dozen people. Humans therefore easily develop loyalty to small groups such as families, tribes and villages, in which everyone knows everyone else. But it is hardly natural for humans to be loyal to millions of utter strangers.
Such mass loyalties have appeared only in the last few thousand years—yesterday morning, on the timetable of evolution—and they coalesced in order to deal with large scale problems that small tribes could not solve by themselves. In the 21st century we face global problems that even large nations cannot solve by themselves, hence it makes sense to switch at least some of our loyalties to a global identity. Humans naturally feel loyal to 100 relatives and friends they know intimately. It was extremely hard to make humans feel loyal to 100 million strangers they have never met. But nationalism managed to do exactly that. Now all we need to do is make humans feel loyal to 8 billion strangers they have never met. This is a far less daunting task.
It is true that in order to forge collective identities, humans almost always need some threatening common enemy. But we now have three such enemies: nuclear war, climate change and technological disruption. If you can get Americans to close ranks behind you by shouting “the Mexicans will take your jobs!” perhaps you could get Americans and Mexicans to make common cause by shouting “the robots will take your jobs!”.
Catastrophe reps cause a focus on practical solutions 
Robert Wuthnow 10, Gerhard Andlinger Prof of Sociology at Princeton, PhD in Sociology from Cal Berkeley, “Be Very Afraid: The Cultural Response to Terror, Pandemics, Environmental Devastation, Nuclear Annihilation, and Other Threats,” p. 21, google books
The notable feature of the perilous times that humanity has faced over the past half century is that the response has made them seem manageable enough that we roll up our collective sleeves and work on practical solutions. There have been relatively few panics involving spontaneous outbreaks of irrational behavior. Work, family life, and other routine activities have continued. Individuals have sometimes shouldered the small tasks of learning about impending crises and pitching in to support research or protect their families. These responsibilities, though, have seldom required great sacrifices on the part of large populations, at least not in the Western world. Social movements have emerged and policies have been affected, but regimes have rarely been toppled as a result. None of this can be understood simply as denial. Were denial the correct interpretation, billions would not have been spent on weapons, deterrence programs, research, and communication. Millions of readers and television viewers would not have paid attention to warnings and documentaries. People responded, but in ways that incorporated the problem solving into ordinary roles and competencies. Nor can the normality of the response be explained by arguing that the dangers envisioned generated little upheaval because they never happened. A nuclear holocaust did not occur, but enough destruction did take place that people could imagine the results. There were also chemical spills, accidents at nuclear plants, terrorist attacks, and natural disasters. Enough went wrong, even with well-intentioned planning, that danger could not be ignored. Indeed, it is truly surprising that more chaos, more panic, more soul searching, and more enervating fear did not ensue.

AT: China Link
Pan is wrong---there is no monolithic “China threat theory” and Pan’s critique gets coopted to justify nationalist violence
David Martin Jones 14, Professor of Politics at University of Glasgow, PhD from LSE, Australian Journal of Political Science, February 21, 2014, 49:1, "Managing the China Dream: Communist Party politics after the Tiananmen incident ", Taylor and Francis Online
Notwithstanding this Western fascination with China and the positive response of former Marxists, such as Jacques, to the new China, Pan discerns an Orientalist ideology distorting Western commentary on the party state, and especially its international relations (6). Following Edward Said, Pan claims that such Western Orientalism reveals ‘not something concrete about the orient, but something about the orientalists themselves, their recurring latent desire of fears and fantasies about the orient’ (16). In order to unmask the limits of Western representations of China’s rise, Pan employs a critical ‘methodology’ that ‘draws on constructivist and deconstructivist approaches’ (9). Whereas the ‘former questions the underlying dichotomy of reality/knowledge in Western study of China’s international relations’, the latter shows how paradigmatic representations of China ‘condition the way we give meaning to that country’ and ‘are socially constitutive of it’ (9). Pan maintains that the two paradigms of ‘China threat’ and ‘China opportunity’ in Western discourse shape China’s reality for Western ‘China watchers’ (3). These discourses, Pan claims, are ‘ambivalent’ (65). He contends that this ‘bifocal representation of China, like Western discourses of China more generally, tell us a great deal about the west itself, its self -imagination, its torn, anxious, subjectivity, as well as its discursive effects of othering’ (65). This is a large claim.¶ Interestingly, Pan fails to note that after the Tiananmen incident in 1989, Chinese new left scholarship also embraced Said’s critique of Orientalism in order to reinforce both the party state and a burgeoning sense of Chinese nationalism. To counter Western liberal discourse, academics associated with the Central Party School promoted an ideology of Occidentalism to deflect domestic and international pressure to democratise China. In this, they drew not only upon Said, but also upon Foucault and the post-1968 school of French radical thought that, as Richard Wolin has demonstrated, was itself initiated in an appreciation of Mao’s cultural revolution. In other words, the critical and deconstructive methodologies that came to influence American and European social science from the 1980s had a Maoist inspiration (Wolin 2010: 12–18).¶ Subsequently, in the changed circumstances of the 1990s, as American sinologist Fewsmith has shown, young Chinese scholars ‘adopted a variety of postmodernist and critical methodologies’ (2008: 125). Paradoxically, these scholars, such as Wang Hui and Zhang Kuan (Wang 2011), had been educated in the USA and were familiar with fashionable academic criticism of a postmodern and deconstructionist hue that ‘demythified’ the West (Fewsmith 2008: 125–29). This approach, promulgated in the academic journal Dushu (Readings), deconstructed, via Said and Foucault, Western narratives about China. Zhang Kuan, in particular, rejected Enlightenment values and saw postmodern critical theory as a method to build up a national ‘discourse of resistance’ and counter Western demands regarding issues such as human rights and intellectual property.¶ It is through its affinity with this self-strengthening, Occidentalist lens, that Pan’s critical study should perhaps be critically read. Simply put, Pan identifies a political economy of fear and desire that informs and complicates Western foreign policy and, Pan asserts, tells us more about the West’s ‘self-imagination’ than it does about Chinese reality. Pan attempts to sustain this claim via an analysis, in Chapter 5, of the self-fulfilling prophecy of the China threat, followed, in Chapters 6 and 7, by exposure of the false promises and premises of the China ‘opportunity’. Pan certainly offers a provocative insight into Western attitudes to China and their impact on Chinese political thinking. In particular, he demonstrates that China’s foreign policy-makers react negatively to what they view as a hostile American strategy of containment (101). In this context, Pan contends, accurately, that Sino–US relations are mutually constitutive and the USA must take some responsibility for the rise of China threat (107). This latter point, however, is one that Australian realists like Owen Harries, whom Pan cites approvingly, have made consistently since the late 1990s. In other words, not all Western analysis uncritically endorses the view that China’s rise is threatening. Nor is all Western perception of this rise reducible to the threat scenario advanced by recent US administrations.¶ Pan’s subsequent argument that the China opportunity thesis leads to inevitable disappointment and subtly reinforces the China threat paradigm is, also, somewhat misleading. On the one hand, Pan notes that Western anticipation of ‘China’s transformation and democratization’ has ‘become a burgeoning cottage industry’ (111). Yet, on the other hand, Pan observes that Western commentators, such as Jacques, demonstrate a growing awareness that the democratisation thesis is a fantasy. That is, Pan, like Jacques, argues that China ‘will neither democratize nor collapse, but may instead remain politically authoritarian and economically stable at the same time’ (132). To merge, as Pan does, the democratisation thesis into its authoritarian antithesis in order to evoke ‘present Western disillusionment’ (132) with China is somewhat reductionist. Pan’s contention that we need a new paradigm shift ‘to free ourselves from the positivist aspiration to grand theory or transcendental scientific paradigm itself’ (157) might be admirable, but this will not be achieved by a constructivism that would ultimately meet with the approval of what Brady terms China’s thought managers (Brady:

AT: Colonial/Imperial IR Theory

Despite IR theory’s Western origins, it can still reveal useful insights when applied to Asia, particularly when combined with a focus on policy consequences
Amitav Acharya 7, UNESCO Chair in Transnational Challenges and Governance and Professor of International Relations at the School of International Service @ American University, Fellow of the Asia Center, Harvard University, Fellow of Harvard’s John F. Kennedy School of Government, 9-27-2007, “Theoretical Perspectives on International Relations in Asia,” http://www.amitavacharya.com/sites/default/files/Theoretical%20Perspectives%20on%20International%20Relations%20in%20Asia.pdf
Moreover, theory is too “Western”. Thus, even among those writers on Asian IR that are theoretically oriented, disagreement persists as to whether IR theory is relevant to studying Asia, given its origin in, and close association with, Western historical traditions, intellectual discourses and foreign policy practices. International relations theory, like the discipline itself, has been, and remains, an “American social science” to quote Stanley Hoffman’s much quoted phrase.3 The recent advances made by the “English School” and continental European constructivism have not made IR theory “universal”; it might have entrenched and broadened the Western dominance. The question of how relevant is IR theory to the study of Asian security have evoked strikingly different responses. On the one hand, David Kang has seized upon the nonrealization of realist warnings of post-war Asia being “ripe for rivalry” to critique not just realism, but Western IR theory in general for “getting Asia wrong”.4 In analyzing Asian regionalism, Peter Katzenstein comments: “Theories based on Western, and especially West European experience, have been of little use in making sense of Asian regionalism.”5 Although Katzenstein’s remarks specifically concern the study of Asian regionalism, they can be applied to Asian IR in general. And it is a view widely shared among Asian scholars. On the other side, John Ikenberry and Michael Mastanduno, defend the relevance of Western theoretical frameworks in studying the international relations of Asia. While intra-Asian relationships might have had some distinctive features historically, this distinctiveness had been diluted by the progressive integration of the region into the modern international system. The international relations of Asia has acquired the behavioral norms and attributes associated with the modern inter-state system which originated from Europe and still retains much of the features of the Westphalian model. Hence, the core concepts of international relations theory such as hegemony, the distribution of power, international regimes, and political identity, are as relevant in the Asian context as anywhere else.6
To this writer, this debate is a healthy caveat, rather than a debilitating constraint, on analyzing Asian international relations with the help an admittedly Western theoretical literature. To be sure, theoretical paradigms developed from the Western experience do not adequately capture the full range of ideas and relationships that drive international relations in Asia. But IR theories - realism, liberalism, constructivism and critical IR theories - are relevant and useful in analyzing Asian IR provided they do not encourage a selection bias in favor of those phenomena (ideas, events, trends, relationships) which fit with them and against that which does not. IR scholars should feel free to identify and study phenomena that are either ignored or given scarce attention by these perspectives. They should also develop concepts and insights from the Asian context and experience, not just to study Asian developments and dynamics, but also other parts of tGutmhe world. In other words, Western IR theory, despite its ethnocentrism, is not to be dismissed or expunged from Asian classrooms or seminars, but universalized with the infusion of Asian histories (Sam Kim essay), personalities, philosophies, trajectories and practices. 
To do so, one must look beyond the contributions of those who write in an overtly theoretical fashion, explicitly employing theoretical jargon and making references to the theoretical literature of IR. A good deal of empirical or policy-relevant work may be regarded as theoretical for analytical purposes because they, like the speeches and writings of policymakers, reflect mental or social constructs that side with different paradigms of international relations.7 To ignore these in any discussion of theory would be to miss out on a large and important chunk of the debate and analysis of Asian IR.

AT: Liberalism 
Liberalism is self-correcting and key to peace---alts are wors
G. John Ikenberry 18, Albert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University; Daniel Deudney, Associate Professor of Political Science at Johns Hopkins University, August 2018, “Liberal World
The Resilient Order,” https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/world/2018-06-14/liberal-world
Modern liberalism holds that world politics requires new levels of political integration in response to relentlessly rising interdependence. But political orders do not arise spontaneously, and liberals argue that a world with more liberal democratic capitalist states will be more peaceful, prosperous, and respectful of human rights. It is not inevitable that history will end with the triumph of liberalism, but it is inevitable that a decent world order will be liberal.
The recent rise of illiberal forces and the apparent recession of the liberal international order may seem to call this school of thought into question. But despite some notable exceptions, states still mostly interact through well-worn institutions and in the spirit of self-interested, pragmatic accommodation.
Moreover, part of the reason liberalism may look unsuited to the times is that many of its critics assail a strawman version of the theory. Liberals are often portrayed as having overly optimistic—even utopian—assumptions about the path of human history. In reality, they have a much more conditional and tempered optimism that recognizes tragic tradeoffs, and they are keenly attentive to the possibilities for large-scale catastrophes. Like realists, they recognize that it is often human nature to seek power, which is why they advocate constitutional and legal restraints. But unlike realists, who see history as cyclical, liberals are heirs to the Enlightenment project of technological innovation, which opens new possibilities both for human progress and for disaster.
Liberalism is essentially pragmatic. Modern liberals embrace democratic governments, market-based economic systems, and international institutions not out of idealism but because they believe these arrangements are better suited to realizing human interests in the modern world than any alternatives. Indeed, in thinking about world order, the variable that matters most for liberal thinkers is interdependence. For the first time in history, global institutions are now necessary to realize basic human interests; intense forms of interdependence that were once present only on a smaller scale are now present on a global scale. For example, whereas environmental problems used to be contained largely within countries or regions, the cumulative effect of human activities on the planet’s biospheric life-support system has now been so great as to require a new geologic name for the current time period—the Anthropocene. Unlike its backward-looking nationalist and realist rivals, liberalism has a pragmatic adaptability and a penchant for institutional innovations that are vital for responding to such emerging challenges as artificial intelligence, cyberwarfare, and genetic engineering.
Overall, liberalism remains perennially and universally appealing because it rests on a commitment to the dignity and freedom of individuals. It enshrines the idea of tolerance, which will be needed in spades as the world becomes increasingly interactive and diverse. Although the ideology emerged in the West, its values have become universal, and its champions have extended to encompass Mahatma Gandhi, Mikhail Gorbachev, and Nelson Mandela. And even though imperialism, slavery, and racism have marred Western history, liberalism has always been at the forefront of efforts—both peaceful and militant—to reform and end these practices. To the extent that the long arc of history does bend toward justice, it does so thanks to the activism and moral commitment of liberals and their allies. 
DEMOCRATIC DECLINE IN PERSPECTIVE
In many respects, today’s liberal democratic malaise is a byproduct of the liberal world order’s success. After the Cold War, that order became a global system, expanding beyond its birthplace in the West. But as free markets spread, problems began to crop up: economic inequality grew, old political bargains between capital and labor broke down, and social supports eroded. The benefits of globalization and economic expansion were distributed disproportionately to elites. Oligarchic power bloomed. A modulated form of capitalism morphed into winner-take-all casino capitalism. Many new democracies turned out to lack the traditions and habits necessary to sustain democratic institutions. And large flows of immigrants triggered a xenophobic backlash. Together, these developments have called into question the legitimacy of liberal democratic life and created openings for opportunistic demagogues.
Just as the causes of this malaise are clear, so is its solution: a return to the fundamentals of liberal democracy. Rather than deeply challenging the first principles of liberal democracy, the current problems call for reforms to better realize them. To reduce inequality, political leaders will need to return to the social democratic policies embodied in the New Deal, pass more progressive taxation, and invest in education and infrastructure. To foster a sense of liberal democratic identity, they will need to emphasize education as a catalyst for assimilation and promote national and public service. In other words, the remedy for the problems of liberal democracy is more liberal democracy; liberalism contains the seeds of its own salvation.
Indeed, liberal democracies have repeatedly recovered from crises resulting from their own excesses. In the 1930s, overproduction and the integration of financial markets brought about an economic depression, which triggered the rise of fascism. But it also triggered the New Deal and social democracy, leading to a more stable form of capitalism. In the 1950s, the success of the Manhattan Project, combined with the emerging U.S.-Soviet rivalry, created the novel threat of a worldwide nuclear holocaust. That threat gave rise to arms control pacts and agreements concerning the governance of global spaces, deals forged by the United States in collaboration with the Soviet Union. In the 1970s, rising middle-class consumption led to oil shortages, economic stagnation, and environmental decay. In response, the advanced industrial democracies established oil coordination agreements, invested in clean energy, and struck numerous international environmental accords aimed at reducing pollutants. The problems that liberal democracies face today, while great, are certainly not more challenging than those that they have faced and overcome in these historically recent decades. Of course, there is no guarantee that liberal democracies will successfully rise to the occasion, but to count them out would fly in the face of repeated historical experiences.

AT: Heg Link/Liberal Wars 
Their “liberal warfare” impact is so abstract that it’s useless and doesn’t provide any accurate method to understand war
David Chandler 9, Professor of IR at University of Westminster, "Liberal War and Foucaultian Metaphysics", Review of Dillon and Reid’s The Liberal Way of War: Killing to Make Life Live, www.research.kobe-u.ac.jp/gsics-publication/jics/chandler_18-1.pdf
This is a book about the ‘liberal way of war’. But the liberal referred to in the title remains under theorized. On several occasions the authors highlight the distinction between the liberal way of war and the general framing of war in the modern liberal era as a geo-strategic contestation, taking the territorial state as its referent object. For Dillon and Reid, ‘liberalism never fitted this model of modern politics and the modern problematization of war very well’（p.83). They therefore seek to define liberalism and the liberal way of war as distinct from war in the liberal era. The liberal way of war refers not to real wars and conflicts but to an abstract model of conflict, defined as a desire to‘remove war from the life of humanity’which‘derives from the way in which liberalism takes the life of the species as its referent object of politics ─ biopolitics’（p.84）. In this framing, the liberal nature of war very much depends on the self-description of the conflict by its proponents: these range from Gladstone’s occupation of Egypt in the cause of‘suffering humanity’, to US liberal ideological constructions of the cause of‘freedom’in the Cold War struggle against the Soviet Union up to Bush and Blair’s war on Iraq in the cause of humanity（p.6）. As the authors state, of course, wars may be fought on other grounds than universal humanity: ‘liberal states may…also act as geopolitical sovereign actors as well…and may also have geopolitical motives for the wars they wage’（p.84）.¶ It is clear from the beginning that the distinctiveness of ‘the liberal way of war’ which they seek to explore cannot be more than a fool’s quest. They assert that they will critically uncover the paradox of liberal war: why it is that Realist or geostrategic war accepts the necessity of war but attempts to limit it, while liberals wish to end war but, to do so, are willing to fight unlimited wars. Yet, they admit that this starting point is already an ideological dead end ─ the wars of the twentieth century give the lie to the idea that there is some distinction between ‘unending crusades’ and ‘limited jousts between rationally calculative political subjects’: war has its own dynamic（p.7). Nevertheless, Dillon and Reid press on and seek to go beyond a Schmittian critique to ground this paradox in the biopolitical‘driver’of the liberal way of rule ─ biopolitics: wars waged under the banner of the human（against humans）are liberal and, allegedly biopolitical, as human life is declared to be the referent in need of being secured. These wars are alleged to be fought differently to geo-political wars for territory, because the ‘drivers’ of war are not territorialized interests but the biopolitical framings of the needs of the human, how human life can and should be lived. Inevitably there are insuperable methodological hurdles to this Sisyphusian task. Already, there occurs the first fundamental aporia: how do we tell the difference between a liberal and non-liberal war? There appears to be no way of preventing the category of liberal war from becoming a lifeless and descriptive one: wars are liberal and fought biopolitically only if we are told that these are the motives by those fighting them.¶ This separation of liberal ways of war from territorialised framings of geostrategic contestation makes little sense as a framework for understanding either liberal rule or liberal ways of war. In fact, in defining liberal war in this way the connection between liberal rule and war is entirely severed. ‘Liberal war may on occasions also be geopolitical; which is to say that war may be simultaneously geopolitical as well as biopolitically driven since the imperatives behind war are never uniform or simple; but what distinguishes the liberal way of war as liberal are the biopolitical imperatives which have consistently driven its violent peace-making.’（p.85）Liberal rule has also resulted in wars for territory or in defence of territories; nevertheless, a story, of course, could have been told about how views of the human fitted those of struggles to command territory. This is acknowledged, but sits uneasily with the narrow view of liberal war for species life. If the racial doctrines of European empires, up to and including the genocidal racism of the Nazi regime, were also biopolitically driven ─ and the authors, indeed, write of race as part of the‘liberal biopolitics of the seventeenth century’─ then it seems difficult to separate a liberal way of war from allegedly ‘non-liberal’ wars of territorial control.¶ It seems clear that Dillon and Reid do not seek to take the logical step of arguing that the view of the human reflects, and is reflected by, how the human is ruled and how wars are both thought and fought. Why? Because for them there is something suprahistorically unique and distinct about the liberal way of war: a distinctly liberal view which foregrounds the human as the referent of security. Therefore, a second aporia arises: on what basis is this specifically ‘liberal’? It would appear that every form of rule and of war has at least an implicit view of the ‘human’ and through this view of the human the form of rule and the way of war are rationalized. There is not and cannot be anything specifically ‘liberal’ about this. The humanity in need of securing, through war on other humans, could be formed by Alexander the Great’s stoic cosmopolitan vision, or could be‘God’s chosen people’, ‘the master race’, or ‘the gains of the proletarian revolution’: there is little doubt that beliefs of what the human is, or could become, were a vital part of many non-Liberal dispositifs ─ the discourses and practices - of both rule and war. ¶ The key starting assumption, that the liberal way of war can be isolated from any other - and its alleged specific form, of ‘unending violence’, explained by its referent of the human - appears to be a particularly unproductive one. At the level of abstraction at which Dillon and Reid choose to work, there is very little here that would help to distinguish between a liberal and a non-liberal way of war（the asserted purpose of the book）. Of course, what matters is what this view of the human is. Here Dillon and Reid appear to recognise the limits of their essentializing approach: …just as the liberal way of rule is constantly adapting and changing so also is the liberal way of war. There is, in that sense, no one liberal way of rule or one liberal way of war. But there is a fundamental continuity which justifies us referring to the singular…the fact that each takes the properties of species existence as its referent object…finding its expression historically in many changing formations of rule according…to the changing exigencies and understanding of species being…（p.84）¶ Rather than understand our forms of post-political rule and post-territorial war today on their own terms and then consider to what extent this way of rule and war can be theorized, and to what extent, if any, Foucault’s conception of biopolitics may be of assistance, Dillon and Reid start out from the assumption that we live in a liberal world of rule and war and that therefore both can be critiqued through the framework developed by Foucault in his engagement with understanding the rise and transformation of liberal forms of rule. In transposing Foucault’s critical engagement with liberal ways of rule to an understanding of liberal ways of war, Dillon and Reid take a body of historical work about the changing political nature of liberal rule and transpose it into an essentialised and under theorized understanding of liberal war. This is no mean feat; how they manage this accomplishment will be discussed in the next two sections.

AT: Imperialism 
The US isn’t inevitably evil or imperialist – they sanction inaction in the face of global atrocity 
Michael Walzer 14, a professor emeritus at the Institute for Advanced Study (IAS) in Princeton. Walzer was first employed in 1962 in the politics department at Princeton University. He stayed there until 1966, when he moved to the government department at Harvard. He taught at Harvard until 1980, when he became a permanent faculty member in the School of Social Science at the Institute for Advanced Study. He is co-editor of Dissent and he has written 27 books and published over 300 articles, essays, and book reviews in Dissent, The New Republic, The New York Review of Books, The New Yorker, The New York Times, Harpers, and many philosophical and political science journals.  – “A Foreign Policy for the Left” - Dissent – Spring, 2014 – obtained via OmniFile Full Text Select (H.W. Wilson) database
The second shortcut, perhaps even more popular than the first, is to stand up always against “imperialism”—or, a shortcut inside the shortcut, always to oppose American policies abroad. Anti-Americanism is a common left politics, which, again, sometimes gets things right, and sometimes doesn’t. I believe that it got things right in Vietnam in 1967; it mostly got things right from the beginning of the twentieth century to the end in Central and South America; it got Iran right in 1953 (when leftists criticized the anti-Mossadegh coup), and Iraq in 2003; it gets NAFTA right, and the IMF, too. But that’s still not enough to make it a reliable shortcut. Remember that the defeat of Nazism and Stalinism, the two most brutal political regimes in world history, was in significant ways American work. This was work that many people on the left supported, as we should have. In 1967 Dwight Macdonald wrote to Mary McCarthy that the American war in Vietnam proved “that despite all the good things about our internal political-social-cultural life, we have become an imperialist power, and one that, partly because of these domestic virtues, is a most inept one.” We have continued to be inept: in December 2005, with 100,000 American soldiers in Iraq, we organized an election—and our man came in third. This is a result, I think, without precedent in imperial history. Macdonald’s understanding of U.S. imperialism reflects a political intelligence and a moral balance that is mostly missing in contemporary anti-American writing. The anti-American shortcut sometimes produces a short-circuited politics—as in the Syrian case where leftist writers predicted terrible consequences if the Americans inter - vened on the side of the anti-Assad forces. The predictions have come true even though the United States didn’t intervene, but once it was clear that the awfulness was not America’s fault, many leftists simply lost interest— except for an ongoing but not very effective engagement on behalf of the war’s victims. Who was responsible for the ongoing war, for the killing, the terror, and the refugee crisis; what social forces were involved; what should we (on the left) make of them and how should we respond to them? This kind of analysis, standard in left critiques of impe - rialism, has mostly been missing. One reason for its absence is that it offers no opportunity to criticize America; a second reason is that it would require a close reading and sharp critique of Islamist politics. Another much-used shortcut (though it doesn’t work in the Syrian case) is to oppose everything Israel does and to blame it for much that it hasn’t done, since it is the “lackey” of American imperialism or, alternatively, the dominant force in shaping American foreign policy. The policies of the current Israeli government require radical criticism—the occupation, the settlements, the refusal to suppress Jewish hooliganism on the West Bank. Nonetheless, the anti-Israel shortcut is an example, to paraphrase August Bebel, of the leftism of fools. The last shortcut is simply to support every government that calls itself leftist or anti-imperialist and sets itself against American interests. This is different from the old Stalinist shortcut: support the Soviet Union whatever it does because it is the first proletarian dictatorship and the first workers’ paradise. That kind of politics is, I think, definitively finished, though it had a brief afterlife, focused on China and then, with very few believers, on Albania and North Korea. The more recent version celebrates Maximal Leaders like Nasser, Castro, or Hugo Chávez— along with occasional short-lived infatuations, as in the case of Michel Foucault and the future Ayatollah Khomeini. Leftist enthusiasm for populist dictatorships is one of our sad stories, which ends when resources run out, the failure to build the economy is suddenly apparent, and the military takes over. But often the Maximal Leader is a military man himself, and the repressive role of the army simply becomes more obvious over time. In Latin America today, the better left is repre - sented by socialists and social democrats who reject demagogic populism and struggle to produce economic growth, greater equality, and a stronger welfare state—and who attract less enthusiasm from American leftists than they deserve. Most leftists are idealists, and so we tend to idealize other people and to imagine that the world is more hospitable to our ideas than it actually is. At the same time, we know better; so I call this the politics of pretending. Consider the response of many leftists to the al Qaeda attack of 9/11. They argued that the United States should call the attack a crime and look to the UN and the International Criminal Court to deal with the criminals. That was the “Dial 911” response to 9/11 (it has been repeated again and again in response to later terrorist attacks), and it would have made sense if we lived in a world that was actually run by the UN and the ICC. But, as I argued in Dissent at the time, there was no one answering the phone at 911. Self-help isn’t, indeed, the only effective and justified response to criminal attacks; different forms of mutual assistance and collective security are possible, and the left should take a forward position in exploring them. But self-help has to be part of the story, given the world we live in, and it isn’t a good idea to pretend otherwise. Another example: some leftists who opposed the Kosovo intervention argued that it didn’t have what every legal and justified use of force requires: UN authorization. Indeed, it didn’t. The UN Security Council is incapable, almost all the time, of acting in a timely way. Think of the Vietnamese invasion of Cambodia to shut down the killing fields; or the Indian invasion of East Pakistan, now Bangladesh, to end the terror there; or the Tanzanian invasion of Uganda to overthrow the murderous regime of Idi Amin. None of these had or could have gotten UN approval. Many leftists opposed each of these interventions, pretending that the UN was already what leftists want it to be, an effective political agent. It isn’t that, and so the unilateral use of force is often, as Jürgen Habermas said of the Kosovo case, “illegal but morally necessary.” The best and last example of leftist pretending is the insistence on the reason - ableness of people who give no sign of being reasonable. Paul Berman writes of the large numbers of French socialists who supported the Munich Agreement that “they gazed across the Rhine and simply refused to believe that millions of upstanding Germans had enlisted in a political movement whose animating principles were paranoid conspiracy theories [and] blood-curdling hatreds. . . .” In the same spirit, many leftists were eager to describe the Chinese communists as “agrarian reformers.” And many today have been quick to grant the legitimacy of Islamist opposition to American bases in Saudi Arabia, say, or to the exis - tence of Israel—and to ignore the demand for a shari’a state and the radical subordination of women. I am fairly sure that most of the people involved in all these cases knew, deep down, that they were pretending. There is a lot to be said for the default position. We should work in the place we know best to make things better. The improvement of humanity begins at home. This argument has special force for Americans, who live in an increasingly inegalitarian society that is also a near-hegemonic world power: we need to be wary of adventures abroad that make our work at home more difficult. Still, good leftists can’t avoid internationalism. We can’t escape what Václav Havel in 1993 called “the feeling of co-responsibility for the world.” Our deepest commitment is solidarity with people in trouble, and some of the worst troubles—poverty, hunger, tyranny, and mass murder—are being experienced right now in other people’s countries. So we are going to be engaged again and again in arguments about what we can do to help. There is no magical way of getting these arguments right. But certain ideological positions, rigidly held, are almost certain to get them wrong: that the use of force is never justified; that “imperial” powers, like the United States, can never act well in the world; and that revo - lutionaries and fighters for liberation, populist leaders and political vanguards, must never be criticized. In all these cases, ideological commitment means that we will only get things right by accident. Political intelligence and moral sensitivity work much better than ideology, and it is these two that should guide our choice of comrades and our decisions about when and how to act abroad. Dictators and terrorists are never our comrades, but only those men and women who really believe in, and who practice, democracy and equality. We should act abroad only with those who share our commitments, and we should act only in ways consistent with those commitments. Leftists have done that often in the past, but often also, we have not: we have mistaken or betrayed our comrades and acted in ways that did not serve either democracy or equality. We need to learn from our history—and the first lesson is this: no more shortcuts, no more pretending.
